
   

 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033   425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Teresa Swan, Senior Planner 
 Paul Stewart, AICP, Deputy Planning Director 
 Eric Shields, AICP, Planning Director 
  
Date: July 5, 2007   
 
Subject: PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION ON THE THRESHOLD DETERMINATION 

FOR THE 2007 PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUESTS AND ON THE LIST OF AMENDMENTS 
FOR THE CITY INITIATED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT, FILES ZON07-
00001, ZON07-00008 THROUGH 00012 AND ZON07-00017 THROUGH 00020 

 
I. RECOMMENDATION 
 
• Review the 10 private amendment requests for compliance with the Threshold Determination criteria 

set forth in KZC 140.20.3, and determine which requests are to proceed to the Study Stage (see 
Enclosures 1-4).  As noted in Enclosure 1, the Planning Commission recommends the following:   

 
A. Proceed to the Study Stage in 2007: 

o Douglas Howe  
o Katherine Orni  
o Rhoda Altom  
o Mehdi Nakhjiri 

 
B. Defer to the future neighborhood plan update process: 

o Plaza at Yarrow Bay (consider as part of the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update that should 
be started this fall as scheduled) 

o Strahm Properties 
o Mark Applegate    
o William Andrews 

 
C. Do not consider further: 

o Costco Wholesale 
 
D. Recommendation to be presented at the City Council meeting on July 17, 2007 because of a lack of 

quorum for a recommendation vote: 
o Kirkland Professional Center  

 

Council Meeting:  07/17/2007
Agenda:  New Business

Item #:  11. c.
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• Authorize expenditure of up to $200,000 to be spent on a Planned Action EIS should the City Council 
decide to study the Howe request for the Park Place Center (see Enclosure 5 - Fiscal Note).  

 
• Review the list of proposed amendments for the 2007 City initiated Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

project as recommended by the Planning Commission and described in Enclosure 6. 
 

II.  BACKGROUND ON PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUESTS 
 
The City has established a process where by private parties have the opportunity to submit requests for 
amending the Comprehensive Plan.  Any individual, neighborhood organization, or other group may submit 
requests.  The request may also include amendments to the Zoning Code or Zoning Map.  Private 
amendment request applications are accepted every other year. 
 
For 2007, the City received 10 private amendment requests.  Chapter 140 KZC establishes a two-stage 
process for the review of these requests.  Stage One consists of a “Threshold Determination” process that 
determines eligibility of each request for further consideration.  Requests that do not meet the Threshold 
Determination, as set forth in KZC 140.20.3, do not proceed to Stage Two (see Enclosure 3).  
 
Depending on available staff resources and the current work program, some requests may be deferred for 
study to the following year.  
 
Stage Two entails a full analysis and public review of each request that was determined through Stage One 
as eligible for consideration.  Stage Two includes public notice, preparation of staff analysis, optional draft 
amendments, review of additional criteria, a public hearing before the Planning Commission leading to a 
recommendation to the City Council, and final action by the City Council.  The City Council approves or 
denies each request as part of adoption of the annual City-initiated amendments to the Plan at the end of 
the year (see Enclosure 6). 
 
We are currently in Stage One.  Stage One does not require a full weighing of the merits of the request or a 
decision or recommendation on whether the request should be ultimately approved. The purpose of this 
stage is solely to determine whether a request is eligible to proceed to Stage Two.      
 
The location map for each private amendment request can be found in Enclosure 2.  The Threshold 
Determination criteria are found in Enclosure 3.  The private amendment request applications and more 
background information can be found in Enclosure 4 – staff memo for the Planning Commission packet 
dated June 19, 2007. 
 
The Planning Commission held a public meeting on June 28, 2007 to review the requests.  Comments 
were received from the applicants as well as from the general audience.  The Commission reviewed each 
request against the Threshold Determination criteria, and concluded that four of the requests satisfy those 
criteria.  The Commission was unable to make a recommendation on one request because of a lack of 
quorum for a vote since one Commissioner had a conflict of interest with the request.  The Commission 
will consider the request at its next meeting on July 12, 2007, and then a recommendation will be 
presented to the City Council at the July 17, 2007 meeting.       
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III.  BACKGROUND ON THE FISCAL NOTE FOR THE POTENTIAL PLANNED ACTION EIS 
 
The proposed private amendment request for the Park Place Center will require additional environmental 
review beyond the original Environmental Impact Statement done for the Comprehensive Plan in 2004.  
The review will probably be done through a Planned Action EIS that will allow analysis of the proposed 
changes to the Downtown Plan, including the other two private amendment requests – Onri and Altom - to 
the east of the Park Place Center, and include traffic impacts throughout the Downtown.  This type of 
analysis will also be useful in analyzing other future development in the Downtown and so it is appropriate 
for the necessary environmental review costs be paid for by the City.  The attached Fiscal Note for 
$200,000 is a rough estimate of the costs of the environmental review (see Enclosure 5).  
 

IV. 2007 PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUESTS 
 
The following 10 private amendment requests were received for possible consideration in 2007.  More 
complete information on each request, their relation to the Threshold Determination criteria, and the 
Planning Commission recommendation, is available in Enclosures 1 and 4.  Location maps are found in 
Enclosure 2.  
 
In addition to the four private amendment requests recommended above, the Gordon Hart request in the 
Totem Lake Neighborhood must be studied this year.  In 2005, the City Council decided to study Gordon 
Harts’ private amendment request after completion of the Totem Lake zoning in early 2006. In 2006, Mr. 
Hart requested a delay in studying his request to 2007 for personal reasons. 
 
Four requests recommended for study in 2007: 
 
1.  Howe Request: Allow a master plan at the Kirkland Park Place Center with increased height, reduced 

yard setbacks and flexibility with other site standard regulations.  The 11.7-acre site makes up more 
than half of CBD 5, is the largest single ownership in Downtown Kirkland and is located in the Moss 
Bay Neighborhood.  The existing Plan and Zoning Code allow 3-5 stories and 20 feet setbacks next to 
the streets that can be reduced by the Design Review Board with superior design.  The applicant would 
like to be able to construct buildings up to 8 stories in height and next to the street with no setbacks.    

 
2. Orni Request: Change from Planned Area (PLA) 5D (office not an allowed use) to PLA5C (office is an 

allowed use) located at 825, 903 and 911 5th Ave in the Moss Bay Neighborhood.  The change would 
also allow additional building height since the allowable height in PLA 5C (6 stories or 60 feet) is 
greater than that allowed in PLA 5D (4 stories or 40 feet).  The site is located east of the post office and 
contains 3 existing legal non-conforming office buildings. The applicant would like to rebuild and 
expand, but cannot do so because office is not an allowed use in the zone. 
 
The zoning for the site was changed with the 1977 Comprehensive Plan and the property owner 
responded with a lawsuit.  A settlement followed and the property owner was able to build the office 
complex under Resolution R-2639.   

 
3. Altom Request: Allow additional height similar to the height allowed in PLA 5C at 6 stories or 60 feet, 

but not require the 1-acre minimum for the additional height. The site is located at 220 6th Street in the 
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PLA 5B zone of the Moss Bay Neighborhood that allows a maximum of 30 feet above average building 
elevation.  The site is across the street from the Park Place Center with buildings up to 5 stories and 
south of the 4-story FileNet building. The applicant would like to rebuild and expand. 

 
The site was previously proposed in 2005 for a private amendment request to increase the allowable 
height, but the City Council decided not to study the request at that time.   

 
4. Nakhjiri Request: Change one parcel from RS 5.0 at 9 units per acre to PLA 7A (RM 2.4) at 18 units 

per acre so that the zoning boundary line between the RS 5.0 zone and the PLA 7A zone is located at 
the access road to the west of the site and not east of the site.  The property is located at 138 5th Ave in 
the Norkirk Neighborhood.  The Planning Commission concluded that the map amendment should have 
been considered during the 2006 Norkirk Neighborhood Plan update.  The applicant would like to 
remove the structure to construct a duplex on the site. The site contains the American Legion Hall site. 
The City cannot prevent demolition of the building, even though it has historic significance.   

 
For the following request, the Planning Commission will make a recommendation on July 12, 
2007 and present the recommendation to the City Council on July 17, 2007:   

 
1. Kirkland Professional Center Request: Change the residential density allowed in the PLA 6B zone 

from RM 3.6 to RM 1.8 for the property at 433 State Street South. Hal Gibson, property owner at 318-
2nd Street South to the southwest of the Kirkland Professional Center, is also interested in being included 
in the study area.  

 
The site was included in the study area for the 2005 Lakeshore Clinic private amendment request to 
increase the allowable density.  The City Council did not approve the private amendment request due to 
neighborhood concerns about traffic on State Street South.     
 
The Planning Commission had four members in attendance for the meeting of June 28, 2007.  One 
member did not participate in the discussion for the Kirkland Professional Center request due to a 
conflict of interest so the Commission did not have a quorum for a vote on the recommendation.  The 
Commission has carried over the request to its July 12, 2007 meeting and will provide the City Council 
with a recommendation at its meeting on July 17, 2007.        
 

Four requests to be deferred to the associated neighborhood plan update: 
 

1.  Plaza at Yarrow Bay Request: Allow a wider range of commercial uses, reduce the required 
minimum lot size of 15 acres and required setbacks, and permit additional buildings through a 
reduced process.  The site is located at 10210, 10220 and 10230 NE Points Drive and 3927 and 
3933 Lake Washington Blvd in the Planned Area 3A zone of the Lakeview Neighborhood.  The 
applicant is interested in adding an additional building to provide convenient retail services, such as a 
restaurant and a bank, for the tenants and visitors in an existing large office complex on site as well as 
for the nearby freeway oriented traffic. The Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update is scheduled to begin 
this year.   
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2.  Strahm Properties Request: Allow high density residential uses at RM 1.8 or RM 2.4 in the northern 
portion of PLA 6G.  The property is zoned for only light industrial or office uses.  The site is located at 
508-6th Ave, 506-7th Ave S and 333-5th Place S.  The southern portion of PLA6G already allows 
residential uses in addition to light industrial or office uses.  The site contains several industrial uses, 
including Moss Bay Storage and Thyssenkrupp Elevator. 

 
Several years ago, the City approved a similar request for Max Gurvich’s Pace Corporation property to 
the south also in PLA 6G by allowing medium residential at RM 3.6. The City did not include the 
subject property in the study because at that time the City wanted to retain the light industrial area to 
the north. 
 

3.   Applegate Request: Change from RS 8.5 at 5 units per acre to PR 3.6 at 10-12 units per acre or to a 
zone that allows a retail storage facility.  The properties include 8 parcels that are located at 6413, 
6421, 6515, 6601, 6607 and 6611-116th Ave NE immediately south of the existing office building at NE 
70th Street and 116th Ave NE in the Bridle Trails Neighborhood.  The applicant owns four of the lots and 
has notified the other property owners of his request.  

 
4. Andrews Request:  Change from RSX 7.2 at 6 units per acre to RSX 5.0 at 9 units per acre. The site 

address is 8529 132nd Ave NE, four lots north of NE 85th Street, and is located in North Rose Hill 
Neighborhood and in the NE 85th Street Sub-area  

The following request not be considered further: 
 

1.  Costco Wholesale Request: Allow retail sales of gas on Costco’s existing northern parking lot in the 
Rose Hill (RH) 1B zone as an accessory use to the main store.  Retail sales of gas is not a permitted use 
in the RH 1B zone, but is a permitted use in the RH 1A zone located to the south where the main 
Costco Wholesale store is located.  The business is located at 8629 -120th Ave NE in the Rose Hill 
Business District.    

 
V.  CONCLUSION 

 
The Planning Commission concluded that three of the ten requests – Howe, Orni and Altom – should move 
to Stage Two because they have the potential of increasing office capacity in Downtown Kirkland.  
Increasing office capacity in the Downtown, a key goal of the Downtown Plan, has lagged behind new 
residential capacity.  It is also timely to study the three requests this year because of the review currently 
being done on the Downtown Strategic Plan.  Also, all three requests raise the issue of increasing building 
height in the same general area of the Downtown and should be studied at the same time.  The Planning 
Commission also concluded that a fourth request –Nakhjiri – should move to Stage Two because the 
zoning boundary line change should have been considered with the 2006 Norkirk Neighborhood Plan 
update.            
 
The Planning Commission recommendation on one of the requests – Kirkland Professional Center – will be 
presented at the City Council meeting on July 17, 2007, because of a lack of quorum for the 
recommendation vote at the Planning Commission meeting of June 28, 2007.      
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The Planning Commission concluded that one of the ten requests – Plaza at Yarrow Bay – should be 
considered with the upcoming Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update. However, if the Neighborhood Plan 
Update schedule is changed and the start of the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update is delayed, the 
request should be studied in 2008.  The Planning Commission further concluded that three of the ten 
requests - Strahm Properties, Applegate and Andrews – raised issues that were best addressed as part of 
the neighborhood plan update. The issues extended well beyond the boundaries of the parcels on behalf of 
which they were filed or raised questions about whether to retain light industrial zoning that would be more 
appropriately considered as part of the overall associated neighborhood plan vision.    
 

Finally, the Planning Commission concluded that one of the ten requests – Costco Wholesale – should not 
be considered further because of potential impacts to the neighborhood.  The Planning Commission did 
recognize that a Costco gas station could be built now on the south side of NE 90th Street with the same 
potential traffic and pedestrian impacts on the neighborhood.   

 

VI.  PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
An email from Angelique Reiss was received after the Planning Commission meeting commenting on the 
Park Place Center private amendment request (see Enclosure 7).   

 

Enclosures:  

1 – Planning Commission Recommendation, June 28, 2007 (minutes are not yet available) 

2 – Location map for each private amendment request 

3 – KZC 140.20.3, Threshold Determination Criteria  

4 – Staff memo to the Planning Commission, June 19, 2007 

5 – Fiscal Note for the Planned Action EIS 

6 – Staff memo on the list of amendments for the 2007 City initiated Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
 project, July 3, 2007 

7 – Comment email from Angelique Reiss, dated June 29, 2007 and after the PC meeting 

 

cc: PAR Applicants (see Advantage. File ZON07-00001) 

  Lewis Gesell, 12031 NE 97th Street, Kirkland, WA 98033, lkgesell@verizon.net 

 Carol Nielson, 12915 NE 94th Street, Kirkland, WA 98033, gocarolgo@comcast.net 

Margaret Carnegie, 11259-126th Ave NE, Kirkland, WA 98033, carnegiema@netzero.com 

Linda Jones, 8725 126th AVE NE, Kirkland, WA 98033, liindajones.yes@verison.net 

Yousset Parast, parast@comcast.net 

Melody McCutcheon, 2025 1st Ave, #500, Seattle, WA 98115, mbm@hcmp.com 



  Enclosure 1 
 
 

 CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE � KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189 � (425) 587-3225 

 DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
MEMORANDUM 

 
To: City Council  
 
From: Planning Commission  

Janet Pruitt 
 
Date: June 28, 2007 
 
Subject: PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION ON THE THRESHOLD DETERMINATION 

FOR THE 2007 PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUESTS, FILES ZON07-00008 THROUGH 
00012 AND ZON07-00017 THROUGH 00020 

 
I. RECOMMENDATION 

 
The Planning Commission recommends: 
 

A. Proceed to the Study Stage in 2007: 
o Douglas Howe  
o Katherine Orni  
o Rhoda Altom  
o Mehdi Nakhjiri 

 
B. Defer to the future neighborhood plan update process: 

o Plaza at Yarrow Bay (consider as part of the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update that 
should be started this fall as scheduled) 

o Strahm Properties 
o Mark Applegate    
o William Andrews 

 
C. Do not consider further:

o Costco Wholesale 
 
D. Recommendation to be presented at the City Council meeting on July 17, 2007 because of a 

lack of quorum for a recommendation vote:
o Kirkland Professional Center  

 
In addition to the four private amendment requests recommended above, the Gordon Hart request in 
the Totem Lake Neighborhood must be studied this year.  In 2005, the City Council decided to study 
Gordon Harts’ private amendment request after completion of the Totem Lake zoning in early 2006. 
In 2006, Mr. Hart requested a delay in studying his request to 2007 for personal reasons. 
 
Furthermore, the Planning Commission recommends that if the Park Place Center request is to be 
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studied, that the Design Review Board provides guidance to the Planning Commission and City 
Council when looking at the proposed request for additional height and reduced building setbacks.  
Lastly, the Planning Commission recommends that the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update project 
begin soon in 2007 and not be delayed to begin in 2008. 
 

II.  INTRODUCTION 
 

 The Planning Commission held a public meeting on June 28, 2007 to consider 10 private amendment 
requests.  The purpose of the meeting was to evaluate each request against the Threshold Determination 
criteria and to make a recommendation to the City Council on which requests should proceed to full 
consideration.  Our recommendation is based on the criteria set forth in KZC 140.20.3 that includes 
consideration of the Neighborhood Plan update schedule, the general City work program and City resources.   

 
 Four of the requests – Howe, Orni, Altom and  Nakhjiri - have merit and should proceed to the next stage for 

full consideration in 2007.   The Commission concluded that the Plaza at Yarrow Bay request should be 
considered as part of the upcoming Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update project currently scheduled to begin 
this year.  However, if the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update is delayed, the request should be studied in 
2007 or 2008, depending on available staffing.  The Commission also concluded that three of the requests – 
Strahm, Applegate and Andrews - raised area-wide issues that are best reviewed as part of the neighborhood 
plan update, and therefore should be deferred to the associated neighborhood plan updates projects.   

 
 Only four Planning Commissioners were in attendance at the meeting of June 28, 2007 and one Commissioner 

had a conflict of interest with the Kirkland Professional Center request so the Commission did not have a 
quorum to hold a vote on a recommendation.  The Kirkland Professional Center request will be carried over to 
the July 12, 2007 Planning Commission meeting to make a recommendation on the request.  The 
recommendation that request will be presented during the City Council meeting of July 17, 2007.          

 
 The Costco request raised concerns about additional traffic to the site and cut through traffic in the 

neighborhood, potential impacts on the nearby sensitive areas, water quality and the residential areas to the 
east and north, and the lack of sidewalks in the area.  By a 3 to 1 vote, the Planning Commission concluded 
that the Costco request should not be considered further.    

   
III.   THRESHOLD DETERMINATION CRITERIA 

 
The criteria for making a Threshold Determination are contained in KZC 140.20.3.  To be eligible for full 
consideration, a request must satisfy criterion “a” and either criterion “b” or “c”: 

 
a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the proposal; and 

 
b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a provision of 

the Comprehensive Plan; or 
  

c. All of the following: 
 

(1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; and 

 
(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the current 
 year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan review or plan 
 amendment process; and 
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(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has not 
been recently adopted (generally not within two years); and 

 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will not be 

reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 
 
Criterion “a” raises issues common to all 10 requests.  This year’s work program has not been 
finalized yet and contains several important on-going projects along with the next neighborhood 
plan update scheduled to begin in 2007. The Planning Department has stated that it has staffing to 
allocate to the four requests recommended for further study along with the Hart request carried over 
from 2005.  If the City Council would like to add other requests for consideration in 2007, the start 
of the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan would need to begin in early 2008 rather than in the fall of 
2007.  The other option is the carried over additional requests for further consideration in 2008.        
 

IV. DISCUSSION OF THE REQUESTS 
 
A.  SUMMARY  

 
Below is a chart summarizing the requests, and the recommendation for each from the Planning 
Commission and staff. 
 
Amendment Request PC Recommendation Staff 

Recommendation 
Douglas Howe: 
Park Place Center 
Allow a master plan with increased 
height, reduced yard setbacks & 
flexibility with other site standard 
regulations. 

Proceed to full 
consideration in 2007 
along with the Orni and 
Altom requests.  

Same  

Katherine Orni:  
825, 903 and 911 5th Ave east of post 
office. Change from PLA 5D (office not 
allowed) to PLA 5C (office allowed) to 
make existing office conforming uses. 

Proceed to full 
consideration in 2007 
along with the Howe and 
Altom requests.  

Same 

Rhoda Altom: 
220-6th Street in PLA 5B Allow increase 
in height similar to PLA 5C zone (6 
stories or 60 feet).  

Proceed to full 
consideration in 2007 
along with the Howe and 
Orni requests.  

Same 

Mehdi Nakhjiri: 
138 –5th Ave (American Legion Hall site)  
Change from RS 5.0 at 9 units per acre to 
PLA 7A (RM 2.4) at 18 units per acre. 

Proceed to full 
consideration in 2007. 
Should have been 
considered with the 2006 
Norkirk Neighborhood 
Plan update 

Same 

Costco Wholesale: 
8629 -120th Ave NE 
Change to allow retail sales of gas on 
their northern parking lot in the RH-1B 
zone (already allowed on the southern 
parking lot).  

Do not consider 
further. 
Several potential impacts 
and neighborhood 
concerns.  

Proceed to full 
consideration in 
2007 or 2008, 
depending on when 
the neighborhood 
plan update project 
starts. 

Amendment Request PC Recommendation Staff 
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Recommendation 
Plaza at Yarrow Bay: 
10210, 10220 and 10230 NE Points 
Drive and 3927 and 3933 Lake Wash 
Blvd in the Lakeview Neighborhood. 
Allow a wider range of commercial uses, 
reduce the required lot size and setbacks, 
and allow additional buildings through a 
reduced review process.  

Consider with the 
Lakeview 
Neighborhood Plan 
update.  If plan update 
delayed, consider request 
in 2008.  

Same 

Kirkland Professional Center: 
433 State Street South.  
Change to allow increase in density from 
RM 3.6 to RM 1.8 (was part of prior 2004 
Lakeshore Clinic study area that was not 
approved). 

Recommendation to be 
presented at the City 
Council meeting on 
July 17th.  No quorum 
for recommendation 
vote.  

Defer to the Moss 
Bay Neighborhood 
Plan update. 

Strahm Properties:  
508-6th Ave, 506-7th Ave S and 333-5th 
Place South. Change to allow high- 
density residential use at RM 1.8 or 2.4 in 
the north portion of PLA 6G. The south 
portion of PLA6G allows medium density 
at RM 3.6. 

Defer to the Moss Bay 
Neighborhood Plan 
update. 

Same 
 

Mark Applegate: 
6413, 6421, 6515, 6601, 6607 & 6611 
116th Ave NE.  Change from RS 8.5 at 5 
units per acre to PR 3.6 at 10-12 units per 
acre or allows a retail storage facility. 

Defer to the Bridle 
Trails Neighborhood 
Plan update. 

Same 

William Andrews: 
8529 132nd Ave NE. 
Change from RSX 7.2 at 6 units per acre 
to RSX 5.0 at 9 units per acre. 

Defer to the North Rose 
Hill Neighborhood Plan 
update. 

Same 

 
B.  RELATION TO CRITERIA 
 

Following is a summary of our review and conclusions of each request against the Threshold 
Determination criteria. 
 
Four requests recommended for study in 2007: 
 
1.   Howe Request: Allow a master plan at the Kirkland Park Place Center with increased height, 

reduced yard setbacks and flexibility with other site standard regulations.  The existing Plan and 
Zoning Code allow 3-5 stories and 20 feet setbacks next to the streets that can be reduced by the 
Design Review Board with superior design.  The applicant would like to be able to construct 
buildings up to 8 stories in height and next to the street with no setbacks.    

 
Criterion a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal.   As stated in Section III, the Planning Department has indicated that it has available 
staff to process the request in 2007. 

 
Criterion b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission identified no inconsistency or need for 
clarification.  
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Criterion c. All of the following: 

 
(1)  The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by implementing 

specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission 
concluded that the request is in the public interest.  New office space construction has lagged 
in Downtown Kirkland in recent years, and thus the City is not meeting its vision for 
significant office employment in the Downtown.  In addition, the Commission concluded 
that it would be timely to study the three requests now since the Downtown Strategic Plan is 
currently being reviewed.  

 
(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the current year, 

rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan review or plan amendment 
process.  The Commission concluded that it would be timely, given the current office 
demand and the other two requests in the same location, to study the request in 2007.   

 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has not been   

recently adopted (generally not within two years).  The Moss Bay Neighborhood was last 
updated in March 1989. 

 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will not be 

reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). The Moss Bay 
Neighborhood is tentatively scheduled for an update in 2011-2012. 

 
2.   Orni Request: Change from Planned Area (PLA) 5D (office not an allowed use) to PLA5C 

(office is an allowed use) located at 825, 903 and 911 5th Ave.  The change would also allow the 
applicant to potentially have additional building height since the allowable height in PLA 5C is 
greater than in PLA 5D.  The site is located east of the post office and contains 3 existing legal 
non-conforming office buildings. The applicant would like to rebuild and expand, but cannot do 
so because office is not an allowed use in the zone. 

 
In 1977, the City adopted its Comprehensive Plan and related Zoning Code amendments to 
implement a new Plan.  Subsequently, several lawsuits were filed due to the change in zoning and 
then legal settlements between each party and the City resolved the lawsuits.  On July 16, 1979, 
the City Council adopted Resolution R-2639 relating to the legal settlements.  The settlement 
allowed construction of the office buildings on the site.  The resolution does not bind the City 
from subsequently rezoning the properties covered by the settlement.  

 
Criterion a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal.   As stated in Section III, the Planning Department has indicated that it has available 
staff to process the request in 2007. 

 
Criterion b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission concluded that the request would correct 
an inconsistency in the Comprehensive Plan by making the existing office complex an allowable 
use.  
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Criterion c. All of the following: 
 

(1)  The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by implementing 
specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission 
concluded that the request is in the public interest.  New office space construction has lagged 
in Downtown Kirkland in recent years and thus the City is not meeting its vision for 
significant office employment in the Downtown.  It is also in the public interest to correct the 
inconsistency as discussed above.  

 
(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the current year, 
 rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan review or plan amendment 
 process.  The Commission concluded that it would be timely, given the current office 
 demand and the other two requests in the same location, to study the request in 2007.   

 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has not been   

recently adopted (generally not within two years).  The Moss Bay Neighborhood was last 
updated in March 1989. 

 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will not be 

reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). The Moss Bay 
Neighborhood is tentatively scheduled for an updated in 2011-2012. 

 
3.    Altom Request: Allow additional height similar to the height allowed in PLA 5C at 6 stories or 

60 feet, but not require the 1 acre minimum for the additional height. The site is located at 220 
6th Street in the PLA 5B zone that allows a maximum of 30 feet above average building 
elevation.  The site is across the street from the Park Place Center. The applicant would like to 
rebuild and expand. In 2005, Jim Hart submitted the same request to increase the allowable 
height for the same site, but the City Council decided not to study the request.  There were no 
other private amendment requests in the Downtown area that year.    

 
Criterion a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal.   As stated in Section III, the Planning Department has indicated that it has available 
staff to process the request in 2007. 

 
Criterion b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission identified no inconsistency or need for 
clarification.  
 

Criterion c. All of the following: 
 

(1)  The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by implementing 
specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission 
concluded that the request is in the public interest.  New office space construction has lagged 
in Downtown Kirkland in recent years and thus the City is not meeting its vision for 
significant office employment in the Downtown.   

 
(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the current year, 
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rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan review or plan amendment 
process.  The Commission concluded that it would be timely, given the current office demand 
and the other two requests in the same location, to study the request in 2007.   

 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has not been     

recently adopted (generally not within two years).  The Moss Bay Neighborhood was last 
updated in March 1989. 

 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will not be 

reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). The Moss Bay 
Neighborhood is tentatively scheduled for an update in 2011-2012. 

 
4. Nakhjiri Request: Change one parcel from RS 5.0 at 9 units per acre to PLA 7A (RM 2.4) at 18 

units per acre.  The site is located at 138 5th Ave.  The applicant would like to remove the 
structure to construct a duplex on the site. The site contains the American Legion Hall site. The 
City cannot prevent demolition of the building, even though it has historic significance.   

 
The prior property owner approached the City in 2005 to see if the City would consider 
purchasing the property.  A study, done in January of 2006, determined that expensive structural, 
mechanical, safety, and accessibility improvements were needed.  The estimate costs range from 
$777,000 to $1,200,000 to repair the structure.  Other constraints include the lack of on-site 
parking.  In 2006, the City Council voted to decline further consideration to purchase the 
American Legion Hall property. 

 
Criterion a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal.   As stated in Section III, the Planning Department has indicated that it has available 
staff to process the request in 2007. 

 
Criterion b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission concluded that the request would result 
in a more appropriate zoning boundary line that should have been considered with the 2006 
Norkirk Neighborhood Plan.  
 

Criterion c. All of the following: 
 

(1)  The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by implementing 
specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission 
concluded it would be in the public interest to change the zoning boundary line now as a 
follow-up to the 2006 Norkirk Neighborhood Plan.  

 
(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the current year, 

rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan review or plan amendment 
process.  The Commission concluded it would be in the public interest to change the zoning 
boundary line now as a follow-up to the 2006 Norkirk Neighborhood Plan and not wait until 
the next update of the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan.  

 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has not been     
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recently adopted (generally not within two years).  The Norkirk Neighborhood Plan was 
recently updated in 2006.  The map amendment should have considered this during the 
recent updated neighborhood plan.  

   
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will not be 

reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). The Norkirk Plan is not 
on the update schedule at this time. 

 
For the following request, the Planning Commission will make a recommendation on July 12, 
2007 and present the recommendation to the City Council on July 17, 2007:   

 
1. Kirkland Professional Center Request: Change the residential density allowed in the PLA 6B 

zone from RM 3.6 to RM 1.8 for the property at 433 State Street South. Hal Gibson, property 
owner at 318-2nd Street South to the southwest of the Kirkland Professional Center, is also 
interested in being included in the study area.  
 

In 2004, the City studied a private amendment request from the Lake Shore Clinic at 515 State 
Street South located just south of the Kirkland Professional Center in PLA 6B to increase the 
density on the site from RM 3.6 to RM 1.8.  The City expanded the study area to include the 
entire PLA6B zone, including the Kirkland Professional Center site.  Due to the concerns from 
neighbors about traffic, the City Council did not increase the density. 

  
The Planning Commission had four members in attendance for the meeting on June 28, 2007.  
One member did not participate in the discussion for the Kirkland Professional Center request so 
the Commission did not have a quorum for a vote on a recommendation.  The Commission has 
carried over the request to its July 12, 2007 meeting and will provide the City Council with a 
recommendation at its meeting on July 17, 2007.        
 

Four requests to be deferred to the associated neighborhood plan update: 
 

1. Plaza at Yarrow Bay Request: Allow a wider range of commercial uses, reduce the required 
minimum lot size and setbacks, and permit additional buildings through a reduced process.  The 
site is located at 10210, 10220 and 10230 NE Points Drive and 3927 and 3933 Lake Washington 
Blvd in the Planned Area 3A zone of the Lakeview Neighborhood.  The applicant is interested in 
adding an additional building to provide convenient retail services, such as a restaurant and a 
bank, for the tenants and visitors in the existing large office complex on site as well as for the 
nearby freeway oriented traffic.  

  
In the 1980’s a Planned Unit Development (PUD) was approved for the site that resulted in 
construction of 5 office buildings in PLA 3A and 52 multifamily units in PLA 2.  Public benefits 
included dedication of Yarrow Creek and its buffer, a public trail system completed in PLA 2, 
creation of a public viewing interpretive area and the daylighting of a piped section of Yarrow 
Creek.  Prior to development, the overall PUD did contain over 15 acres.  Following dedication 
of much of the now Yarrow Bay Wetland Park as a public benefit, the office complex property 
now contains only 8.42 acres.  The minimum lot size in the Zoning Code for any development or 
changes to the site is 15 acres.   
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Criterion a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal.   As stated in Section III, the Planning Department has indicated that it has available 
staff to begin the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update this year.  If the City Council would like 
to study more private amendment requests than as recommended by the Commission, the 
neighborhood plan would need to be started in early 2008.  

 
Criterion b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission concluded that there is a zoning 
inconsistency for the minimum lot size requirement that should have been corrected with 
dedication of the Yarrow Bay Wetland as part of the public benefits of the PUD development. 
  

 Criterion c. All of the following: 
 

(1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by implementing 
specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission 
concluded it would be in the public interest to consider the request with the Lakeview 
Neighborhood Plan update project because the Plan contains several policies that support 
compact mixed use developments to reduce vehicle trips and other benefits and to promote a 
compact land use pattern to minimize energy and service costs and conserve natural resource. 
Also the inconsistency in the Zoning Code described above should be corrected. 

 
(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the current year, 

rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan review or plan amendment 
process.  The Commission concluded that the request should be considered with the 
upcoming Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update project.  However, if the neighborhood plan 
is delayed, the request should be considered in 2007 or 2008, depending on staff availability.   

 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has not been 

recently adopted (generally not within two years).  The Lakeview Neighborhood Plan was 
last updated in September 1985. 

  
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will not be 

reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). The Lakeview 
Neighborhood Plan update project is scheduled to start this fall.  

 
2.   Strahm Properties Request: Allow high density residential uses at RM 1.8 or RM 2.4 in the 

north portion of PLA 6G.  The site is located at 508-6th Ave, 506-7th Ave S and 333-5th Place S.  
The south portion of PLA6G already allows residential uses. The site contains several industrial 
uses, including Moss Bay Storage and Thyssenkrupp Elevator. 

 
Several years ago, the City approved the similar request for Max Gurvich’s Pace Corporation 
property to the south also in PLA 6G by allowing medium residential at RM 3.6. The City did 
not include the subject property in the study because at that time the City wanted to retain the 
light industrial area to the north. 

 
Criterion a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal.   As stated in Section III, the Planning Department does not have available staff to 
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process all of the requests in 2007.  If the City Council would like to study this request, one or 
more of the four requests recommended by the Commission would need to be delayed to 2008 or 
other projects on the work program would need to be delayed.    

 
Criterion b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission identified no inconsistency or need for 
clarification.  
 

Criterion c. All of the following: 
 

(1)  The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by implementing 
specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission 
concluded that the request raises a larger issue of whether to keep the remaining industrial 
area for primarily employment based uses or allow residential uses. Further discussion about 
the need for industrial zoning should be deferred to the neighborhood plan update.   

 
(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the current year, 

rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan review or plan amendment 
process.  The Commission concluded that the request should be deferred to the Moss Bay 
Neighborhood Plan update.  The Planning Department is recommending that the Moss Bay 
Neighborhood Plan be moved up to 2009-2010 and before the North and South Juanita 
Neighborhood Plan because of several issues that should be addressed sooner than later.    

 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has not been     

recently adopted (generally not within two years).  The Moss Bay Neighborhood was last 
updated in March 1989. 

 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will not be 

reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). The Moss Bay 
Neighborhood is tentatively scheduled for an updated in 2011-2012. 

 
3.   Applegate Request: Change from RS 8.5 at 5 units per acre to PR 3.6 at 10-12 units per acre or 

to a zone that allows a retail storage facility.  The properties include 8 parcels that are located at 
6413, 6421, 6515, 6601, 6607 and 6611-116th Ave NE immediately south of the office building 
on 116th Ave NE in the Bridle Trails Neighborhood.  The applicant owns four of the lots and has 
notified the other property owners of his request.  

 
Criterion a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal.   As stated in Section III, the Planning Department does not have available staff to 
process all of the requests in 2007.  If the City Council would like to study this request, one or 
more of the four requests recommended by the Commission would need to be delayed to 2008 or 
other projects on the work program would need to be delayed.   
 
This request is within the jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council and thus would take 
additional time to process.  In addition, the request involves several other property owners who 
did not make the request so this will add to the staff time in contacting the property owners and 
coordinating the study with them.  Lastly, the issue of whether to allow multi-family, office 
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and/or retail storage facility uses south of the existing office building on 116th Ave NE will most 
likely be a concern of the adjacent neighbors and thus demand additional review time. 

 
Criterion b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission identified no inconsistency or need for 
clarification.  
 

Criterion c. All of the following: 
 

(1)  The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by implementing 
specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission 
concluded that the request does not demonstrate a strong potential to serve the public interest. 
  

(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the current year, 
rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan review or plan amendment 
process.  The Commission concluded that the request raises a larger issue of whether to allow 
multi-family, office and/or retail storage facility uses south of the existing office building on 
116th Ave NE that should be deferred to the Bridle Trails Neighborhood Plan update.    

 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has not been     

recently adopted (generally not within two years).  The Bridle Trails Neighborhood Plan 
was last updated in January 1989. 

 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will not be 

reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). The Bridle Trails 
Neighborhood Plan is tentatively scheduled for a next major update in 2013-2014. 

 
4.  Andrews Request:  Change from RSX 7.2 at 6 units per acre to RSX 5.0 at 9 units per acre. The 

site address is 8529 132nd Ave NE and is located in North Rose Hill Neighborhood and in the NE 
85th Street Sub-area  
 

Criterion a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal.   As stated in Section III, the Planning Department does not have available staff to 
process all of the requests in 2007.  If the City Council would like to study this request, one or 
more of the four requests recommended by the Commission would need to be delayed to 2008 or 
other projects on the work program would need to be delayed.   
 
If this request is selected, the study area should be expanded to include the two single-family lots 
south of the subject property.  A case could be made that the three single-family lots just south of 
the RH-8 zone located south of NE 85th Street should also be studied for the same reason.   

 
Criterion b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission identified no inconsistency or need for 
clarification.  
 

Criterion c. All of the following: 
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(1)  The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by implementing 
specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission 
concluded that the request does not demonstrate a strong potential to serve the public interest.  

 
(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the current year, 

rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan review or plan amendment 
process.  The Commission concluded that the request raises a larger issue of whether to 
increase the density north and south of NE 85th Street along 132nd Ave NE that should be 
deferred to the North Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan update.   

 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has not been     

recently adopted (generally not within two years).  The North Rose Hill Neighborhood 
Plan was last updated in October 2003 and the NE 85th Street Sub-area Plan was last 
updated in April 2001. 

 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will not be 

reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). The North Rose Hill 
Neighborhood Plan is tentatively scheduled for a next update in 2015-2016.  The City has 
not scheduled the NE 85th Street Sub-area Plan to be updated. 

 
The following request not to be considered further: 

 
1.  Costco Request: Allow retail sales of gas on Costco’s existing northern parking lot in the Rose 

Hill (RH) 1B zone as an accessory use to the main store.  Retail sales of gas are not a permitted 
use in RH 1B, but are a permitted use in the RH 1A zone located to the south where the main 
Costco store is located.  The business is located at 8629 -120th Ave NE in the Rose Hill Business 
District.    

 
Criterion a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal.   As stated in Section III, the Planning Department does not have available staff to 
process all of the requests in 2007.  If the City Council would like to study this request, one or 
more of the four requests recommended by the Commission would need to be delayed to 2008 or 
the start of the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan would need to be delayed to early 2008. 
  
Criterion b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission identified no inconsistency or need for 
clarification.  
Criterion c. All of the following: 

 
(1)  The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by implementing 

specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission 
concluded that the request does not demonstrate a strong potential to serve the public interest 
and should not be considered further. Based on letters and comments at the public meeting, 
the Commission discussed several potential impacts resulting from the request, including 
additional traffic to the site and more cut through traffic in the neighborhood, potential water 
quality impacts on the nearby sensitive area, potential impacts from noise, fumes and glare on 
the adjacent neighbor and lack of sidewalks.  
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(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the current year, 

rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan review or plan amendment 
process.  The Commission concluded that the request should not be further considered as 
discussed above.  

 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has not been     

recently adopted (generally not within two years).  The Rose Hill Sub-area Plan was 
updated in April 2001. 

 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will not be 

reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). The Rose Hill Sub-area 
Plan is not scheduled to be updated at this time. 

 
V.  PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
Three comment letters were received from the public before the Planning Commission meeting on 
June 28, 2007 (see Attachments 14, 15 and 17 of Enclosure 4 – staff memo to the Planning 
Commission).  Two letters opposed consideration of the Costco request because of potential traffic and 
environmental impacts, impacts on adjacent residential uses and no need for more gas stations in the 
area.  One letter opposed consideration of the Costco requests for the same reasons noted above and 
opposed consideration of the Andrews and Applegate requests commenting that the requests should be 
considered with the associated neighborhood plan update and.  
 
Several members of the public spoke at the Planning Commission meeting on June 28, 2007 
concerning the private amendment requests.  Four people spoke against the Costco request. They 
raised issues about additional traffic to the site and more cut through traffic in the neighborhood, 
potential water quality impacts to the nearby sensitive area, potential impacts from noise, fumes and 
glare on the adjacent neighbor and lack of sidewalks. One person suggested another exit and entrance 
to I-405 that would serve Costco. One person spoke against the Andrews request because the 
neighborhood plan vision should not be changed for the residential area and about concerned for the 
redevelopment Park and the potential loss of the movie theater and impacts from the additional height 
and massing.  
 
Robert Strahm, one of the private amendment applicants, submitted a response letter to the staff memo 
prior to the Planning Commission meeting on June 28, 2007 (see Attachment 16 of Enclosure 4 – staff 
memo to the Planning Commission).). 
 
William Andrews, one of the private amendment applicants, submitted additional information in 
writing at the Planning Commission meeting of June 28, 2007 (see Attachment 18 attached to 
Enclosure 4 – staff memo to the Planning Commission). 
 

VI. CONCLUSION 
  
The Planning Commission concludes that four of the requests – Howe, Orni, Altom and Nakhjiri  - 
satisfy the Threshold Determination criteria and should proceed to a full review in 2007. The 
recommendation on the Kirkland Professional Center request will be presented during the City 
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Council meeting of July 17, 2007 after a follow-up Commission meeting on July 12, 2007.  Four of the 
requests should be deferred to the associate neighborhood plan – Plaza at Yarrow Bay, Strahm, 
Applegate and Andrews.  The remaining request – Costco – should not be considered further.  
 
Furthermore, the Planning Commission concluded that if the Park Place Center request is to be 
studied, that the Design Review Board should provide guidance to the Planning Commission and City 
Council when looking at the proposed request for additional height and reduced building setbacks.  
Lastly, the Planning Commission agreed that they would like to see the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan 
update project begin soon in 2007 and not be delayed to start in 2008. 

 























  Enclosure 3 

Criteria Used to Make Threshold Determination 
KZC 140 

Proposals must meet criterion (a), and either criterion (b) or (c): 
 

a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, 
necessary to review the proposal; and 

 
b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a 

clarification to a provision of the Comprehensive Plan; or 
 
c. All of the following: 
 

1. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the 
public interest by implementing specifically identified goals 
and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, and 

 
2. The public interest would best be served by considering the 

proposal in the current year, rather than delaying 
consideration to a later neighborhood plan review or plan 
amendment process; and 

 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a 
 neighborhood plan has not been recently adopted 
 (generally not within two years); and 
 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a 
 neighborhood plan will not be reviewed in the near 
 future (generally not in the next two years). 



 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033   425.587.3225 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Planning Commission 
 
From: Teresa Swan, Senior Planner 
 Eric Shields, AICP, Planning Director 
  
Date: June 19, 2007   
 
Subject: 2007 THRESHOLD DETERMINATION OF PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUESTS FOR 

AMENDING THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, FILES ZON07-00008 THROUGH 00012 AND 
ZON07-00017 THROUGH 00020 

 
I. RECOMMENDATION: 
 
• Review the 10 private amendment requests and make a Threshold Determination recommendation to 

the City Council by the end of the meeting so that the City Council can consider the requests at their 
July 17, 2007 meeting (see Attachment 1 – summary chart).  Requests that satisfy the Threshold 
Determination criteria will be eligible for the Study Stage (see Attachment 2 – Threshold Determination 
Criteria Sheets).  

 
• For those requests that the Planning Commission recommends for the Study Stage, provide any 

additional information that the Planning Commission would like staff to include at the future study 
sessions and public hearing.  Additional information could include traffic information, existing 
conditions, and general sensitive area information.   

 
• Staff recommends the following: 
 

Requests that should proceed to the Study Stage in 2007 (in order of priority): 
 
1. Douglas Howe  
2. Katherine Orni  
3. Rhoda Altom  

 
Requests that should proceed to the Study Stage in either 2007 or 2008 (at the July 28th meeting, 
staff will have determined available long range staff for the reminder of the year and will make a 
final recommendation): 
 
4. Mehdi Nakhjir  
5. Costco Wholesale  

  Enclosure 4  
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Requests that should be deferred to the neighborhood plan update process: 
 
6. Plaza at Yarrow Bay: Consider as part of the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update that is 

scheduled to start this year.  Staff recommends that the work on the Lakeview 
Neighborhood Plan be started this fall as scheduled. 

7. Strahm Properties: Defer to the Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan update.  Staff recommends 
that the Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan update be moved up to begin tentatively in 2009 or 
2010 and the North and South Juanita Neighborhood Plan update be moved back 
because staff has identified several issues that should be addressed in the Moss Bay 
Neighborhood Plan sooner than later. 

8. Kirkland Professional Center: Defer to the Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan update. 
9. Applegate, Mark: Defer to the Bridle Trails Neighborhood Plan update.   
10. Andrews, William: Defer to the North Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan update.   

 
In addition to the 5 private amendment requests recommended above, the Gordon Hart request in the 
Totem Lake Neighborhood must be studied this year.  In 2005, the City Council decided to study Gordon 
Harts’ private amendment request after completion of the Totem Lake zoning in early 2006.  In 2006, Mr. 
Hart requested a delay in studying his request to 2007 for personal reasons. 
 

II. INTRODUCTION: 
 
A. Private Amendment Request versus Neighborhood Plan 
 
Individual property owners have two ways to request amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning 
Code and Zoning Map: 

1. As part of the applicable neighborhood plan update (see Attachment 3 for the most current update 
schedule – this schedule is subject to change with the annual adoption of the Planning Work Program 
to be discussed this July). 

2. As part of the broader Comprehensive Plan update process initiated by the City using the private 
amendment process.  

 
Concerning the second option to amend the Plan, every other year the City accepts applications from 
private parties as part of the City’s annual review of the Plan.  Any individual, neighborhood organization or 
other group may submit requests.  The request may include related amendments to the Zoning Code or 
Zoning Map.  
 
In the past, only a few private requests have been selected for further study each year because the study 
process is time-intensive and, in some cases, warrant more public involvement than is typical of City-initiate 
amendments.  Private amendment requests usually involve changes to land use and zoning or regulations, 
making them more complex and sometimes controversial to adjacent neighbors.  Private requests also 
generally warrant more public notice and neighborhood involvement as is typically done with a 
neighborhood plan update.  The public notice requirement for the private request process is limited to a 
public notice sign placed on the property and a notice in the newspaper.  The City does provide courtesy 
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notices to the neighborhood associations and the Chamber of Commerce along with information on the 
City’s web site and as handouts at City Hall.  
 
Neighborhood plan updates, by contrast, provide extensive public notice and involve the neighborhood 
associations, the Chamber of Commerce and residences.  The update process includes citizen advisory 
committees, open houses, numerous study sessions, and mailings to affected properties.  This heightened 
level of community involvement makes the neighborhood plan update process an effective forum for the 
review of more complex and controversial land use changes.  However, the disadvantage for those wishing 
to make changes to their properties through the neighborhood plan process is that the process takes 1½ 
to 2 years to complete and the neighborhood plans are only getting updated about every 20 years. 
 
B. Private Amendment Request Process  
 
Chapter 140 KZC establishes a two-stage process for the review of these requests.  Stage 1 consists of a 
“Threshold Determination” process that determines eligibility of each request for further consideration.  
Stage 1 does not require a full weighing of the merits of the request, a decision or recommendation on 
whether the request should be ultimately approved.  The purpose of this stage is solely to determine 
whether a request is eligible to continue to Stage 2.  Requests that do not meet the Threshold 
Determination criteria do not proceed to Stage 2.  
 
The 6 criteria found in Chapter 140 provide guidance for selecting those requests that should be 
considered now and not deferred to the associated neighborhood plan update process.  The criteria are 
listed and discussed with each request below in Section IV and provided in Attachment 2. 
 
Stage 2 entails a full analysis and public review of each request that was determined through stage one as 
eligible for consideration.  Stage 2 consists of a “Study” process that includes public notice, preparation of 
staff analysis and optional draft amendments to the Plan, Zoning Code and/or Zoning Map, review of 
additional criteria, a public hearing before the Planning Commission leading to a recommendation to the 
City Council, and final action by the City Council.  The City Council approves or denies each request as part 
of adoption of the annual City-initiated amendments to the Plan.  Depending on available staff resources 
and the current work program, some requests may be deferred for study to the following year.  
 
When a request is made to change the land use or increase density on one property and the 
circumstances are the same for other neighboring properties, it may be appropriate for the City to expand 
the study area because broader changes should be made.  In some circumstances, an expanded study 
area is more time consuming and has more complex issues, and thus is often better handled as part of a 
neighborhood plan update. 
 
In the past years, the Planning Commission has conducted its Threshold Determination meeting by 
generally following these steps: 
 

1. Individuals with private requests who wish to speak sign up on the sign-in sheet at the beginning of 
the meeting. 

2. Staff makes a brief presentation. 
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3. The Chair calls each person with a private request in the order found on the sign up sheet. 
4. Members of the public are then allowed to comment on the request. 
5. The Planning Commission asks questions of each applicant, reviews the request by going through 

the criteria sheet provided (see Attachment 2) and has a discussion on each request. 
 

III. 2007 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT PROCESS & OTHER WORK PROGRAM ITEMS: 
 
Under state law, the Comprehensive Plan may only be amended once a year.  The City adopts the citywide 
amendments, the private amendment requests and any neighborhood plan update at the same City 
Council meeting, generally in December. 
 
Typically by June, the City has already completed the threshold determination stage for the private 
amendment request and is into Stage 2 of studying the selected requests.  Also by now, staff has begun 
preparing the City-initiated amendments.  Due to other project commitments, the City has been delayed in 
getting started on the 2007 Comprehensive Plan Amendments and private amendment request process.   
 
Given the limited time between now and the end of the year to prepare the City-initiated general 
amendments, staff will recommend a short list of “must do” general amendments (see staff memo on the 
City-initiated general amendments).  The same time constraints will need to be factored in when 
considering which private requests to study this year or possibly carried to study in 2008 when no new 
private requests will be accepted.  
 
One of the key criteria in deciding whether to study any of the private amendment requests is whether the 
City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the proposal.  At this point in the 
process, the City only has about 5 months to complete the 2007 Comprehensive Plan Process, including 
the 2005 Hart request and any of the 2007 private requests.   
 
Which requests to study is a decision the City needs to make based on the competing interest for the 
current year work program and looking ahead to the 2008 work program.  As is typical with the budget, 
there are always more interests vying for City resources than those resources can accommodate.  Review 
of the requests through the Study Stage will add to the already existing competition for funding, staff 
resources, and Commission and Council agenda space.  If a study area is expanded, the staff time on the 
study becomes much greater.  The more complex the issues raised by the request are, the more impact it 
will have on City resources. 
 
The 2007 work program includes several other projects underway and the City has already committed to 
studying the 2005 Hart private amendment request.  In addition, the update to the Lakeview Neighborhood 
Plan is tentatively scheduled to begin later this year.  Concerning the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update, 
the project should begin this fall so that it can be completed in time for the adoption of the 2008 
Comprehensive Plan amendments.  In addition, the City is aware that the South Kirkland Park & Ride lot is 
being considered for a mixed-use development component at the transit facility.  The Lakeview 
Neighborhood Plan and Zoning Code would need to be amended in the near future to allow for these new 
uses.  
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Given the work program items noted above and the time that it takes to study the private amendment 
requests, probably only 3 or maybe 4 requests can be done this year.  Any other requests would need to 
be carried over to 2008.  At the June 28th Planning Commission meeting, staff will make a final 
recommendation on how many private amendment request the Planning Department staff can process in 
the second half of 2007 and in 2008.  
 

IV. 2007 PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUESTS: 
 
Staff has grouped the discussion below on the requests into 3 categories: 

A. Requests recommended for study in 2007 
B. Requests recommended for study in either 2007 or 2008, depending on available staffing 
C. Requests deferred to the associated neighborhood plan 

 
Below is a brief description and staff’s analysis of each request, taking into consideration the Threshold 
Determination criteria.  Keep in mind that the Planning Commission is not being asked to recommend 
approval or denial of each request, but only whether the request merits further consideration, based on the 
criteria.  In either case, in order to be selected for further consideration, the proposal must satisfy criteria 
“a” and either criteria “b” or “c” (see Attachment 3 – threshold criteria sheet). 
 
A. Requests to be studied in 2007 (requests listed in order of priority) 
 
The City has a long term goal of establishing a strong office core in the eastern area of the Downtown to 
provide substantial employment close to home, to support the retail services in the CBD core area and to 
create a strong overall economy.  Office capacity has lagged behind residential capacity in the Downtown, 
and thus additional office development is needed.    
 
The City has received three private amendment requests to increase Downtown office capacity in the 
vicinity of each other.  Douglas Howe’s proposal is the largest of the three, but all should be considered 
together. 
 
The office market is currently strong on the eastside and continues to grow.  It would be in the 
community’s interest to take advantage of this strong office demand by considering the three requests now 
rather than deferring the requests to the next Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan update.  At some point in the 
future, the demand for new office space will weaken and the opportunity for increasing office capacity in 
the Downtown will be gone.    
 
All three applications involve additional building height.  It would also make good planning sense and result 
in a more efficient use of City resources to study the issue of building heights for all three proposals in a 
comprehensive approach.   
 
1. Howe, Douglas of Touchstone File ZON07-00016, Attachment 4: 
 

1. Request: Change the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code text to allow a master plan in 
Central Business District 5 (CBD 5) with increased height, reduced yard setbacks and 
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flexibility with other site standard regulations for the Kirkland Park Place Center.  The site 
is located at 6th and Central Way in the Moss Bay Neighborhood (see Attachments 4a and 
4b). 

 
The site is an 11.7-acre mixed-use center constructed in 1982.  The center is the largest 
single land ownership in the Downtown and covers more than half of the CDB 5 zone. The 
applicant is considering complete redevelopment of the center to provide a strong 
employment core, expanded retail, entertainment and recreation floor area and new hotel 
services.   

 
The existing Plan and Zoning Code allow 3-5 stories and 20 feet setbacks next to the 
streets that can be reduced by the Design Review Board with superior design.  The 
applicant would like to be able to construct buildings up to 8 stories in height and next to 
the street with no setbacks.  

 
CBD 5 continues to the south and contains two 4-5 story office buildings, a 4-5 story 
apartment complex and the one story old hardware building now occupied by Microsoft. 
CBD 6 is located to the north and contains retail uses and the 4 to 5 story Terra 
Apartment complex.  PLA 5C is to the east and contains office uses, including the 4 story 
File Net building.  To the west is Peter Kirk Park. 

 
2. Relation to Criteria: The following summarizes staff’s analysis of this request with the 

applicable criteria.  The applicant’s response to the criteria is contained in Attachment 4b. 
 

a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal. 

 
As discussed above with the previous requests, this is a decision the City needs 
to make, based on the competing interest for the current year work program and 
looking ahead to the 2008 work program.   
 
If this request is selected, the study area should not be expanded to the 
remaining area within CBD 5 because the concept of a master plan works best 
on a large site under single ownership, such as Carillon Point and Totem Lake 
Mall.   
 
As part of the study process, staff would recommend that the Design Review 
Board, in its authorized capacity to provide input on legislative matters to the City 
Council, provide input on various options for additional height and reduced 
setbacks to the Planning Commission and City Council.   
 

b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
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 There appears to be no inconsistency. 
 
c. All of the following: 
 

(1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; 
and 
 
The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest.  The 
proposal would implement the Economic Development Element’s Goals ED-1, ED-
2 and ED-3 and their related policies. The proposal would implement Land Use 
Element’s Goal LU-2, LU-3 and LU-6.  For the East Core Frame where Park Place 
is located, the Plan states that the area “provides the best opportunities in the 
Downtown for a vital employment base” and “development in this area should 
continue to represent a wide range of uses, in several large, mixed-use projects.” 
 

(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process; and 
 
As discussed above, the request should be studied this year to increase the 
employment base by taking advantage of the current strong office market. 
 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 

not been recently adopted (generally not within two years); and 
 

The Moss Bay Neighborhood was last updated in March 1989. 
 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 

not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 
 

The Moss Bay Neighborhood is tentatively scheduled for a major updated in 
2011-2012. 
 

3.  Staff Recommendation: This request should proceed to the Study Stage in 2007.   
 
2. Orni, Katherine, File ZON07-00012, Attachment 5: 
 

1. Request: Change the Comprehensive Plan land use designation, the Zoning Map and 
potentially the Zoning Code text for 3 parcels from Planned Area (PLA) 5D (office not an 
allowed use) to PLA5C (office is an allowed use) located at 825, 903 and 911 5th Ave. The 
site is located east of the post office in the Moss Bay Neighborhood (see Attachments 5a 
and 5b).   
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The site contains 3 existing office buildings that are not allowed in PLA 5D.  The 3 parcels 
contain approximately 89,161 square feet, ranging in lot size from 37,150 to 25,265 
square feet.  The applicant would like to make changes to the office buildings and cannot 
do so because office is not an allowed use in the zone. 

 
 If the zoning designation is changed from PLA 5D to PLA 5C, the applicant would be able 

to achieve additional height because the site contains more than 1 acre.  For sites with 1 
acre or more, the height limit in PLA 5D is 4 stories or 40 feet, whereas the height limit in 
PLA 5C is 6 stories or 60 feet.  If the request is selected for further consideration, a 
decision would be made at that time whether to allow the additional height at 6 stories 
retain the existing height regulations at 4 stories or adopt a different height limit for the 
site. 

 
 PLA 5D extends to the east and south and contains high-density multifamily developments. 

To the southwest is PLA 5A zoned for high-density residential use and contains multifamily 
developments and a few older single-family homes.  To the west is PLA 5C zoned for office 
and high-density multifamily uses containing the Post Office and the File Net building.  To 
the north is 5th Ave and further north is NE 85th Street.   

 
South of the site is 4th Ave, an 18 foot wide strip of right-of-way improved as a major 
pedestrian walkway with lighting.  Immediately south of 4th Ave and west of the site is the 
Moss Bay Creek and tributaries.  Based on the City’s July 1998 study, no fish presence 
was detected in the stream.  

 
 In 1977, the City adopted its Comprehensive Plan and related Zoning Code amendments 

to implement the new Plan.  Subsequently, several lawsuits were filed due to the change 
in zoning and then legal settlements between each party and the City resolved the 
lawsuits.  On July 16, 1979, the City Council adopted Resolution R-2639 relating to the 
legal settlements.  The settlement allowed construction of the office buildings on the site.  
The resolution does not bind the City from subsequently rezoning the properties covered 
by the settlement (see Attachment 5c). 

 
Staff does not have any background information was to why the City wanted only 
residential uses east of the Post Office  

 
2. Relation to Criteria: The following summarizes staff’s analysis of this request with the 

applicable criteria.  The applicant’s response to the criteria is contained in Attachment 5b. 
 

a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal. 

 
As discussed above for the previous requests, this is a decision the City needs to 
make, based on the competing interest for the current year work program and 
looking ahead to the 2008 work program.   
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If this request is selected, the study area need not be expanded since the site 
contains the only office uses in PLA 5D.   
 

b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
The proposal would correct an inconsistency in the Comprehensive Plan by 
changing the land use designation and zoning to make the existing office an 
allowable use.   

 
c. All of the following: 
 

(1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; 
and 
 
It would be in the public interest to correct the inconsistency.  Correcting the 
inconsistency would implement the Economic Development Policy ED-1 to “work 
to retain existing businesses and attract new businesses” and Goal ED-2 to 
“promote a positive business climate.” 
 

(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process; and 
 
As discussed above, it would be in the public interest to correct the inconsistency 
now rather than wait until the Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan update.   
 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 

not been recently adopted (generally not within two years); and 
The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan was last updated in 1989. 

 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 

not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 
 

The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan is tentatively scheduled for a major update 
in 2011-2012. 

 
3. Staff Recommendation: This request should proceed to the Study Stage in 2007.   

 
3. Altom, Rhoda File ZON07-00019, Attachment 6: 
 

1. Request: Change the Comprehensive Plan land use designation, the Zoning Map and/or 
the Zoning Code text to allow additional height similar to the height allowed in PLA 5C, but 



Memo to Planning Commission 
2007 Private Amendment Request – Threshold Determination 
June 19, 2007 
Page 10 of 27 
 

with no required minimum lot size. The site is located at 220 6th Street in the PLA 5B zone 
of the Moss Bay Neighborhood (see Attachments 6a and 6b). 

 
The site is 17,692 square feet in area and contains a one-story office building.  The 
allowable height in PLA 5B is 30 feet above average building elevation.  In PLA 5C, the 
allowable height is 30 feet above average building elevation, but 60 feet or 6 stories with 1 
acre or more.   

 
To the east and south are office buildings also located in the PLA 5B zone.  To the north is 
a two-story office building also in PLA 5B and further to the north is the 4-story File Net 
building in PLA 5C.  To the west is the Park Place Center in CBD 5 with the office tower 
reaching 5 stories in height.   
 
In 2005, Jim Hart submitted the same request to increase the allowable height for the 
same site.  The applicant has provided a copy of the staff memo for the 2005 Threshold 
Determination process in Attachment 6b.  The Planning Commission did not recommend 
studyiing the request and the City Council decided not to study the Hart.  There were no 
other private amendment requests in the Downtown area that year.    

 
2. Relation to Criteria: The following summarizes staff’s analysis of this request with the 

applicable criteria.  The applicant’s response to the criteria is contained in Attachment 6b. 
 

a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal. 

 
As discussed with the previous requests, this is a decision the City needs to 
make, based on the competing interest for the current year work program and 
looking ahead to the 2008 work program.   
 
As discussed above with the previous requests, it would be an efficient use of 
City resources and would make good planning sense to study all three 
commercial requests in the eastern area of the Downtown at the same time. 
 
If this request is selected, the study area probably should be expanded to at least 
include the office site to the north also in PLA 5B since that property abuts the 
File Net building and the Park Place Center 

 
b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 

provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

The proposal would correct an inconsistency in that the allowable heights to the 
west and north are much higher than the heights allowed on the site.  
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As stated in Attachment 6b, the applicant believes that there is an inconsistency 
between the allowable building heights in PLA 5B and the surrounding zones, and 
that the PLA 5B maximum building height of 30 feet does not allow economical 
buildings. 
 

c. All of the following: 
 

(1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; 
and 
 
The proposal does demonstrate a potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing the Economic Development Element Policy ED-3.3 to “encourage 
infill and redevelopment of existing commercial areas consistent with the role of 
each commercial area.”  
 
The applicant’s response is that the request will allow a height more consistent 
with the neighborhood development and help increase demand for mass transit 
(see Attachment 6b). 
 

(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process; and 
 
As discussed above, the public interest would best be served because there is a 
need for additional office capacity in the Downtown. 
 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 

not been recently adopted (generally not within two years); and 
The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan was last updated in March 1989. 

 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 

not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 
 

The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan is tentatively scheduled for a major update 
in 2011-2012. 

 
3. Staff Recommendation: This request should proceed to the Study Stage in 2007.   

 
B. Requests to Study in either 2007 or 2008 
 
The following two requests have merit and should be studied in 2007 or 2008, depending on what the 
Planning Department determines to be its total staff resources available for long range projects through the 
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end of the year.  As explained above, the Planning Department will make a final recommendation at the 
June 28th meeting on how many private amendment requests can be studied this fall. 
 
The Mehdi request would establish a more reasonable location for the zoning boundary between the RS 
5.0 single family zoning and PLA 7A that should have been considered in the 2006 Norkirk Neighborhood 
Plan update.  The Costco request would be in the public interest to allow retail sales of gas at the Kirkland 
site as typically found at other local Costco sites. 
 
4. Nakhjir, Mehdi File ZON07-00010, Attachment 7:  
 

1. Request: Change the Comprehensive Plan land use designation and Zoning Map for one 
parcel from RS 5.0 at 9 units per acre to PLA 7A (RM 2.4) at 18 units per acre.  The site 
is located at 138 5th Ave (the American Legion Hall site) in the Norkirk Neighborhood.  The 
applicant and his business partner purchased the property in 2006 and now would like to 
remove the structure to construct a duplex on the site (see Attachments 7a and 7b). 

  
 The lot is 5,100 square feet so under the current zoning one single family home could be 

constructed on the site.  Other allowed uses are churches, government facilities, schools 
and daycares.  A church currently leases the building on the property. 

 
PLA 7A is located to the east and south of the site containing 3 multifamily units and City 
Hall.  The PLA 7A zone permits multifamily uses at the RM 2.4 density. To the north are 
single-family homes in the RS 5.0 zone with an east-west alley separating the single-family 
neighborhood from the multifamily and institutional uses along the north side of 5th Ave.  A 
church and its associated parking lot, also used by City Hall employees and customers, 
are located to the west in the RS 5.0 zone.  The church property is on an L-shaped corner 
lot that extends north to 6th Ave.  A north-south access road, owned by the City, separates 
the church and church parking lot from the subject request site and the multifamily lots to 
the east. 

 
The site contains the American Legion Hall, designated as a Community Landmark in the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan.  According to the Kirkland Heritage Society, it is a gabled 
vernacular building that was constructed in the 1920’s.  The American Legion Post 
occupied the building in 1931 after it was acquired from the Baptist Church.  In 1936 the 
Works Progress Administration (WPA) remodeled the building.  Although it is not as 
architecturally significant compared to some of the other Kirkland historic structures, it 
does reflect the early history of Kirkland.  
 
Nonetheless, the City cannot prevent demolition of the building, even though it has historic 
significant.  Under the environmental review process, a delay of up to three months to 
demolish the structure could occur, but eventually the building could be removed. 
 
The prior property owner approached the City in 2005 to see if the City would consider 
purchasing the property.  A study, done in January of 2006, determined that expensive 
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structural, mechanical, safety, and accessibility improvements were needed.  The estimate 
costs range from $777,000 to $1,200,000 to repair the structure.  Other constraints 
include the lack of on-site parking.  In 2006, the City Council voted to decline further 
consideration to purchase the American Legion Hall property (see Attachment 7c). 

 
The property owner did not bring forth his request during the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan 
update project because he did not purchase the property until 2006 and thus did not 
know about the neighborhood update project until late in the process.  Also, the applicant 
does not live on the subject property so he did not see the public notice signs installed 
around the neighborhood and was out of the country for an extended period of time in 
2006 during much of the public process.   

 
2. Relation to Criteria: The following summarizes staff’s analysis of this request with the 

applicable criteria.  The applicant’s response to the criteria is contained in Attachment 7b. 
 

a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal. 

 
As discussed above for the previous requests, this is a decision the City needs to 
make, based on the competing interest for the current year work program and 
looking ahead to the 2008 work program.   
 
If this request is selected, the study area should not be expanded to include the 
church property because the access road to the west of the site would be a more 
logical zoning boundary line between the RS 5.0 zone and the PLA 7A zone and 
the church property is an “L” shape parcel that extends to 6th Street into the 
single-family neighborhood to the north.  

 
b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 

provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
The proposal would provide a more logical and reasonable boundary line between 
the RS 5.0 zoning to the west and the PLA 7A zoning to the east.  Using a physical 
feature, such as an access road, as a break between zones is consistent with the 
land use patterns and zoning boundaries that the City tries to achieve where 
possible. 

 
c. All of the following: 
 

(1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; 
and 
 
The interest of the public would be served by implementing the Land Use 
Element’s goals and policies of promoting a compact land use pattern of infill 
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development (Goal LU-2) and locating denser development close to shops and 
services (Policy LU-4.2).   
 
The Comprehensive Plan does contain goals and policies concerning the 
preservation of historic structures in Kirkland.  However, the City cannot require 
that the structure be preserved.   
 

(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process; and 
 
The public interest would best be served by providing a more logical zoning 
boundary line between the RS 5.0 zone and the PLA 7A zone along the north side 
of 5th Ave.  Any follow-up change to a neighborhood plan is better done shortly 
after adoption rather than waiting to a later plan amendment process. 
 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 

not been recently adopted (generally not within two years); and 
 

The Norkirk Neighborhood Plan was recently updated in 2006.  The map 
amendment should have considered during the recent updated neighborhood 
plan.   

 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 

not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 
 

The Norkirk Plan is not on the update schedule at this time. 
 

3. Staff Recommendation: This request should proceed to the Study Stage in 2007 or 2008, 
depending on staffing resources this fall as discussed above.  

 
5. Costco, File ZON07-00017, Attachment 8:  
 

1. Request: Change the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code text to allow retail sales of gas on 
Costco’s existing northern parking lot in the Rose Hill (RH) 1B zone as an accessory use to the 
main store.  Retail sales of gas are not a permitted use in RH 1B, but are a permitted use in 
the RH 1A zone located to the south where the main Costco store is located.  The business is 
located at 8629 -120th Ave NE in the Rose Hill Business District (see Attachments 8a and 8b).   

 
The parking lot site is 5 acres and includes two long rectangular parcels near NE 90th Street 
and three oddly shaped parcels north of the two rectangular parcels.  To the east are single-
family homes also zoned RH 1B.  To the north is PLA 17 containing an apartment complex.  
To the south is the Costco Wholesale building in the RH 1A zone.  To the west is I-405.  The 
site is near part of the Forbes Creek Wetland system located to the east and north.     
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With their submittal materials in Attachment 8b, Costco has submitted a conceptual site plan 
showing the possible location of the fuel pumps on the existing parking lot site.  At both the 
Threshold Determination stage and the Study stage, the Planning Commission should only 
focus on general policy issues about the appropriate location of uses and not on site specific 
development plans.  
 

2. Relation to Criteria: The following summarizes staff’s analysis of this request with the 
applicable criteria.  The applicant’s response to the criteria is contained in Attachment 8b. 

 
a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 

proposal. 
 

As discussed above with the previous requests, this is a decision the City needs 
to make, based on the competing interest for the current year work program and 
looking ahead to the 2008 work program.   
 
If this request is selected, the study area should not be expanded to the east to 
include the other properties in the RH1B zone. 
  

b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
 There appears to be no inconsistency. 
 
c. All of the following: 
 

(1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; 
and 
 

The proposal does demonstrate a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing Economic Development Element Policy ED-1.3 to “encourage a 
broad range of businesses that provide goods and services to the community,” 
Policy ED-3.3 to “encourage infill and redevelopment of existing commercial areas 
consistent with the role of each commercial area” and Policy ED-4.1 to “enhance 
the competitive advantage of Kirkland businesses.”  The proposal would implement 
the vision for the Rose Hill Business District to support auto-oriented businesses in 
the area west of 124th Ave NE.  
 

(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process; and 
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The proposal has sufficient public interest to consider the proposal in either 2007 
or 2008.   
 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 

not been recently adopted (generally not within two years); and 
 

The Rose Hill Sub-area Plan was updated in April 2001.  
 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 

not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 
 

The Rose Hill Sub-area Plan is not scheduled to be updated at this time. 
 

3.  Staff Recommendation: This request should proceed to the Study Stage in 2007 or 2008, 
 depending on available staff resources this fall as discussed above.   

 
C. Requests to Defer to the Associated Neighborhood Plan 
 
The following requests should be deferred to the associated neighborhood plan update project.  Staff 
recommends that the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update begin this fall or early next year as planned.  
Furthermore, staff recommends that the Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan update be moved up to begin 
tentatively in 2009 or 2010 and the North and South Juanita Neighborhood Plan be moved back because 
staff has identified several issues that should be addressed in the Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan sooner 
than later. 
 
6. Plaza at Yarrow Bay, File ZON07-00018, Attachment 9:  
 

1. Request: Change the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code text to allow a wider range of 
commercial uses, reduce the required minimum lot size and setbacks, and permit 
additional buildings through a reduced process.  The site is located at 10210, 10220 and 
10230 NE Points Drive and 3927 and 3933 Lake Washington Blvd in the Planned Area 3A 
zone of the Lakeview Neighborhood (see Attachments 9a and 9b). 

 
 The applicant is interested in adding an additional building to provide convenient retail 

services, such as a restaurant and a bank, for the tenants and visitors in existing large 
office complex on site as well as for the nearby freeway oriented traffic.   
In the 1980’s a Planned Unit Development (PUD) was approved for the site that resulted 
in construction of 5 office buildings totaling 278,000 square feet in PLA 3A and 52 
multifamily units in PLA 2.  Public benefits included dedication of Yarrow Creek and its 
buffer, a public trail system completed in PLA 2, creation of a public viewing interpretive 
area and the daylighting of a piped section of Yarrow Creek.     

 
Prior to development, the overall PUD did contain over 15 acres.  Following dedication of 
much of the now Yarrow Bay Wetland Park as a public benefit, the office complex property 
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now contains only 8.42 acres.  The minimum lot size in the Zoning Code for any 
development or changes to the site is 15 acres.   
 
To the east is Lake Washington Blvd.  To the north is an office building also in the PLA 3B 
zone.  To the south is Points Drive and I-520.  To the west is the multi-family complex that 
was part of the original PUD. 

 
2. Relation to Criteria: The following summarizes staff’s analysis of this request with the 

applicable criteria.  The applicant’s response to the criteria is contained in Attachment 9b. 
 

a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal. 

 
The Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update project is scheduled to start this fall. 

 
There is no need to expand the study area.  Under the Zoning Code, the 
minimum lot size in PLA 3A next to Lake Washington Blvd is 7200 square feet.  
The existing office building to the north of the Plaza at Yarrow Bay is next to Lake 
Washington Blvd.  Also, there is no area to expand on the property to the north.   

 
b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 

provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

There does not appear to be an inconsistency with the Comprehensive Plan, but 
there is a problem with the Zoning Code regulations.  The regulations, created 
before the PUD site developed and a substantial area was dedicated to the City for 
the Yarrow Bay Wetlands Park, require a 15 acre minimum lot size for property 
next to NE Points Drive.  The properties no longer contain 15 acres and thus 
cannot be further developed because of the minimum lot area requirement.  The 
lot size requirement next to NE Points Drive should be reduced to the same as 
required along Lake Washington Blvd which is 7200 square feet.       

 
c. All of the following: 
 

(1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; 
and 
 
The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing the Economic Development Element Policy ED-3.3 to “encourage 
infill and redevelopment of existing commercial areas consistent with the role of 
each commercial area.” In addition, the Plan contains several policies that 
support compact mixed use developments to reduce vehicle trips and other 
benefits, including the Land Use Element Goal LU-2 to “promote a compact land 
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use pattern to minimize energy and service costs and conserve natural 
resources.” 
 

(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process; and 
 
The Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update is scheduled to start in 2007 or 2008.  
The request should be considered as part of the upcoming neighborhood plan. 
 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 

not been recently adopted (generally not within two years); and 
 

The Lakeview Neighborhood Plan was last updated in September 1985. 
 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 

not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 
 
 The update to the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan is scheduled to start this year.  
 

3. Staff Recommendation: Defer to the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update project which 
staff recommends beginning this fall or early next year.  

 
7. Strahm Properties File ZON07-00011, Attachment 10: 
 

1. Request: Change the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code text for 3 parcels to allow 
residential uses at 12 units per acre (RM 3.6) in the north portion of PLA 6G.  The site is 
located at 508-6th Ave, 506-7th Ave S and 333-5th Place S west of the railroad tracks in the 
Moss Bay Neighborhood. The southern portion of PLA6G already allows residential uses 
(see Attachments 10a and 10b).  

 
The 3 parcels total 4.93 acres and contain several industrial uses, including Moss Bay 
Storage and Thyssenkrupp Elevator. 

 
Several years ago, the City approved the same request for Max Gurvich’s Pace Corporation 
property to the south also in PLA 6G.  The request was to add residential as an allowable 
use in the southern half of PLA 6G, besides the industrial and office uses already allowed.  
The northern half and south half of PLA 6G are separated by 7th Ave South.  The City did 
not include the subject property in the study since the property owner did not show an 
interest in the change and the City was interested in retaining more light industrial areas. 

 
High and low density residential uses are located to the west (PLA 6D and 6E).  Medium 
density residential uses are located to the north (RM 3.6).  Industrial buildings on the old 
Pace Corporation site to the south (also PLA 6G) have been demolished and the site is 
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currently undergoing an environmental cleanup.  A building permit has not been submitted 
for the site.  The railroad tracks and the backside of an existing mix use light industrial 
complex are located to the east.   
 
On page 2 of the applicant’s submittal (see Attachment 10b), the applicant states that the 
“Kirkland Industrial Zoning report (Jan 2005) identifies many regulatory problems and 
resolutions and should be considered concurrently with this proposal and the buildable 
lands review required by RCW 36.70A.215.”  The Kirkland Industrial Zoning report (see 
Attachment 10c) does not identify many regulatory problems, but states that industrially 
zoned land should eventually be converted to other types of businesses that can afford the 
high cost of land in Kirkland and can provide high paying jobs needed to finance the high 
cost of housing in Kirkland.  The light industrial zones already allow high technology and a 
range of other uses. . 
 
Concerning the buildable lands review under RCW.70A.215, used to determine if counties 
and cities are achieving urban densities within the growth areas, both housing as well as 
employment targets must be met.  Based on the most current land capacity analysis, 
Kirkland’s available capacity for future employment and housing growth are currently 
sufficient to meet the city’s assigned target numbers. 

 
2. Relation to Criteria: The following summarizes staff’s analysis of this request with the 

applicable criteria.  The applicant’s response to the criteria is contained in Attachment 
10b. 

 
a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 

proposal. 
 
As discussed above for the other requests, this is a decision the City needs to 
make, based on the competing interest for the current year work program and 
looking ahead to the 2008 work program.   
 
If this request is selected, there is no need to expand the study area.   

 
b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 

provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

There does not appear to be an inconsistency with the Comprehensive Plan.  The 
City did approve a similar request for the property to the south, but chose not 
extend the study area to include this property.   
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c. All of the following: 
 

(1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; 
and 
 
Goals and policies can be found in the Comprehensive Plan that support both 
retaining purely industrial areas and that support opportunities for a variety of 
housing options close to the downtown.  For example, Goal LU-6 in the Land Use 
Element states that we should “provide opportunities for a variety of 
employment.”  Policy LU-6.1 says that we should “provide opportunities for light 
industrial and high technology uses.”  Goal H-3 in the Housing Element states that 
we should “provide for greater housing capacity and home ownership 
opportunities.”  
 

(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process; and 
 
There is no strong public interest to consider the request this year.  The request 
raises a larger issue of whether to keep the remaining industrial area for primarily 
employment based uses or allow residential uses. 
 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 

not been recently adopted (generally not within two years); and 
 

The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan was last updated in March 1989. 
 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 

not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 
 

The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan is tentatively scheduled for a major update 
in 2011-2012. 

 
3. Staff Recommendation: This request should be deferred to the future neighborhood plan 

update process.  As discussed above, staff recommends that the Moss Bay Neighborhood 
Plan be reviewed after the Lakeview/Central Houghton Neighborhood Plans, thus moving it 
up before the North and South Juanita Neighborhood Plans.   

 
8. Kirkland Professional Center, ZON07-00020 (Attachment 11):  
 

1. Request: Change the Comprehensive Plan land use designation, the Zoning Map and/or 
the Zoning Code text to allow an increase in the allowable multi-family density at 433 State 
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Street South located in the PLA 6B zone of the Moss Bay Neighborhood (see Attachments 
11a and 11b). 

 
 The site is made up of 6 parcels totaling approximately 1.58 acres.  Several one story 

office buildings are located on the site for medical office use. 
 
 The PLA 6B zone extends to the east, west, northeast and south, and contains a mix of 

office, churches and medium-density (RM 3.6) multifamily developments.  Further to east 
and west are the PLA 6A and 6D zones that permit high-density (RM 1.8) residential uses 
and contain multifamily developments.  To the northwest is PLA 6C, a low density single 
family zone (RS 5.0). 

 
 In 2004, the City studied a private amendment request from the Lake Shore Clinic at 515 

State Street South located just south of the Kirkland Professional Center in PLA 6B to 
increase the density on the site from RM 3.6 to RM 1.8.  The City expanded the study area 
to include the entire PLA6B zone, including the Kirkland Professional Center site. 
Neighbors raised the issue of traffic concerns on State Street South, much of which is 
pass-through traffic during the evening commute for those who wish to bypass I-405.  Due 
to the concerns about traffic, the Planning Commission did not recommend approval and 
the City Council did not increase the density. 

  
In a letter dated June 14, 2007 (see Attachment 11b), the applicant has provided support 
for the request.  The letter mentions Harold Gibson’s property at 318 2nd Street South 
being part of the request.  This property is to the southwest of the Kirkland Professional 
Center and also in PLA 6B.  The Gibson property was not included in the original 
application.  However, Mr. Gibson would like his property to be included in the study area 
should the City decided to study the request.  

 
2. Relation to Criteria: The following summarizes staff’s analysis of this request with the 

applicable criteria.  The applicant’s response to the criteria is contained in Attachment 
11b. 

 
a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 

proposal. 
 

As discussed above with the previous requests, this is a decision the City needs 
to make, based on the competing interest for the current year work program and 
looking ahead to the 2008 work program.   
 
If this request is selected, the study area should be expanded to include all of 
Planned 6B.  The other properties on both sides of State Street South in PLA 6B 
have the same circumstances as the Kirkland Professional Center and the Harold 
Gibson sites and should also be included in the study area.  Expanding the study 
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area to include most or all of PLA 6B will require additional staff time to contact 
all of the property owners. 
 

b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
There appears to be an inconsistency between the allowable density in the PLA 6B 
zone and the higher densities allowed in the PLA 6A and PLA 6D zones to the east 
and west of the PLA 6B zone.  Looking at the Comprehensive Plan text for PLA 6A 
and PLA 6D (page XV.D-25), the justification for the existing high density 
designation (RM 1.8) could also apply to PLA 6B.  The Plan states the high density 
residential use in PLA 6A is appropriate “because of the zone’s proximity to the 
Downtown and Lake Street.”  The Plan states that high density residential is 
appropriate for PLA 6A “because of its close proximity to existing high-density 
residential development.” 
 

c. All of the following: 
 

(1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; 
and 
 
The City has goals and policies in the Land Use and Housing Elements to provide 
a variety of housing opportunities, affordable housing and development densities, 
and to place the most dense residential areas close to shops, services and 
transportation hubs.   
 

(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process; and 
 
There is no particularly strong public interest to consider the request this year.  
Due to the size of the area that should be studied and the number of individual 
properties within the study area, it would be more appropriate to study the request 
as part of the neighborhood plan update rather than as part of the annual 
amendment process.   
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 

not been recently adopted (generally not within two years); and 
 

The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan was last updated in March 1989. 
 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 

not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 
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The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan is tentatively scheduled for a major update 
in 2011-2012. 

 
3. Staff Recommendation: This request should be deferred to the Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan 

update process.   
 

9. Applegate, Mark File ZON07-00009, Attachment 12: 
 

1. Request: Change the Comprehensive Plan land use designation, the Zoning Map and 
potentially the Zoning Code text from RS 8.5 at 5 units per acre to PR 3.6 at 10-12 units 
per acre or to a zone that allows a retail storage facility.  The properties include 8 parcels 
that are located at 6413, 6421, 6515, 6601, 6607 and 6611-116th Ave NE immediately 
south of the office building on 116th Ave NE in the Bridle Trails Neighborhood.  The 
applicant owns 4 of the lots and has notified the other property owners of his request (see 
Attachment 12a and 12b). 

 
The 8 parcels total approximately 107,184 square feet with the lots ranging in size from 
approximately 9,380 square feet to approximately 19,600 square feet.  Most of the lots 
contain homes.  Several of the homes are of older housing stock and are likely to be 
rebuilt in the future.    
 
To the east and south are single-family neighborhoods zoned RS 8.5.  To the north is an 
office building.  Several years ago, the City approved a private amendment request to 
change the land use on this property from single family RS 8.5 to professional 
office/multifamily PR 3.6 due to the location of the property next to freeway interchange 
and across the street from the NE 70th Street Park & Ride lot.  To the west is I-405.   

 
2. Relation to Criteria: The following summarizes staff’s analysis of this request with the 

applicable criteria.  The applicant’s response to the criteria is contained in Attachment 
12b. 

 
a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 

proposal. 
 

As discussed above with the previous requests, this is a decision the City needs 
to make, based on the competing interest for the current year work program and 
looking ahead to the 2008 work program.   
 
This request is within the jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council, and 
thus would require additional City resources and time to process.  In addition, the 
request involves several other property owners who did not make the request so 
this will add to the staff time in contacting the property owners and coordinating 
the study with them.  The issue of whether to allow multi-family, office and/or 
retail storage facility uses south of the existing office building on 116th Ave NE will 
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most likely be a concern of the adjacent neighbors and thus demand additional 
staff time. 

 
b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 

provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

There does not appear to be an inconsistency or need for Plan clarification related 
to this request.   

 
c. All of the following: 
 

(1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; 
and 
 
At the neighborhood plan level, the Plan has specific goals and policies to 
preserve the low-density residential area in the Bridle Trails area.  At the citywide 
level, the City has goals and policies to provide a variety of housing opportunities, 
affordable housing and development densities, and to place the most dense 
residential areas close to shops, services and transportation hubs, such as the NE 
70th Park & Ride lot to the northeast.  Policies can be found in the Plan that 
support either retaining the existing density or increasing the density. 
 

(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process; and 
 
There is no strong public interest to consider the request this year.  The request 
raises larger issues about appropriate land use patterns between I-405 and 116th 
Ave NE south of NE 70th Street, and the transition between the existing office use 
and freeway interchange to the north and the low-density residential areas to the 
south that should be addressed at the future neighborhood plan update process. 
 
The applicant indicates in his application (see Attachment 12b, page 2) that the 
density should be increased or the land use changed because the lots are not as 
deep in the east-west direction as the lots further to the south, and thus do not 
provide an adequate area for a buffer from the freeway noise.  Also, the applicant 
notes that 116th Ave NE is a busy street with traffic going to and from the transfer 
station and by-passing I-405.    
 
However, many low-density single-family homes adjacent to the freeway have 
similar lot depths.  Also, many single-family homes are located next to busy 
streets, such as 116th Ave NE.   
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(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years); and 

 
The Bridle Trails Neighborhood Plan was last updated in January 1989.   

 
(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 

not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 
 

The Bridle Trails Neighborhood Plan is tentatively scheduled for a next major 
update in 2013-2014. 
 

3.  Staff Recommendation: This request should be deferred to the Bridle Trails Neighborhood 
Plan update process. The applicant may be able to utilize the upcoming affordable housing 
provision in the Zoning Code.  

 
10.  Andrews, William, File ZON07-00008, Attachment 13:  
 

1. Request: Change the Comprehensive Plan land use designation and Zoning Map for one single 
family parcel from RSX 7.2 at 6 units per acre to RSX 5.0 at 9 units per acre. The site address is 
8529 132nd Ave NE and is located in North Rose Hill Neighborhood and in the NE 85th Street 
Sub-area (see Attachments 13a or 13b). 
 
The total site area is approximately 124,190 square feet.  The property contains a single family 
home.  The site is 4 lots north of NE 85th Street and 3 lots north of the Rose Hill Business District 
8 (RH-8) zone, and abuts 132nd Ave NE.  Single-family homes surround the property.  On the east 
side of 132nd AVE NE is the city of Redmond that contains a single-family neighborhood. 

 
2. Relation to Criteria: The following summarizes staff’s analysis of this request with the applicable 

criteria.  The applicant’s response to the criteria is contained in Attachment 13b. 
 
a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the proposal. 

 
As discussed above, this is a decision the City needs to make based on the competing 
interest for the current year work program and looking ahead to the 2008 work program.   
 
If this request is selected, the study area should be expanded to include the two single-
family lots south of the subject property.  A case could be made that the three single-
family lots just south of the RH-8 zone located south of NE 85th Street should also be 
studied for the same reason.   
 

b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a provision of 
the Comprehensive Plan. 
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There does not appear to be an inconsistency or need for Plan clarification related to this 
request.   
 
The applicant states in his application (see Attachment 13b, application materials, pages 1 
and 2) that the property is located in the “NE 85th Street Business which would indicate 
that the property is suited for higher density rather than lower density” and “several maps 
show the property as being within the boundary of the RHBD which would indicate the 
property is intended for commercial usage.”  Actually, the maps and text indicate that the 
property is located in the NE 85th Sub-area which includes extensive low-density single-
family areas to the north and south of NE 85th Street.  The vision and goals of the sub-area 
plan support preserving these low-density residential uses (pages XV.F/G-3 and G-4).  The 
North Rose Hill Neighborhood land use map and text (pages XV.F-11 and F-13) explicitly 
state that the area in which the property is located should develop at 6 units per acre and 
not for commercial usage. 
 

d. All of the following: 
 

(1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; 
and 

 
At the neighborhood plan level, the Plan has specific goals and policies to 
preserve the low-density residential area north of NE 85th Street.  At the citywide 
level, the City has goals and policies to provide a variety of housing opportunities, 
affordable housing and development densities, and to place the most dense 
residential areas close to shops, services and transportation hubs.  Policies can be 
found in the Plan that support either retaining the existing density or increasing 
the density. 

 
(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 

current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process; and 
 
There is no strong public interest to consider the request this year.  The request 
raises larger issues about appropriate land use patterns along 132nd Ave NE near 
NE 85th Street, and the transition between the commercial areas on NE 85th Street 
and the low-density residential areas to the north and south that should be 
addressed at the neighborhood plan update process.   
 
(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 

not been recently adopted (generally not within two years); and 
 
 The North Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan was last updated in October 2003.  

The NE 85th Street Sub-area Plan was last updated in April 2001. 
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(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 

 
The North Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan is tentatively scheduled for a next 
major update in 2015-2016. The City has not scheduled the NE 85th Street 
Sub-area Plan to be updated. 
 

3. Staff Recommendation: This request should be deferred to the North Rose Hill 
Neighborhood Plan update process. The applicant may be able to utilize the upcoming 
affordable housing provision in the Zoning Code.  

 
Attachments:   

1 – Summary Chart of Requests 
2 – Threshold Determination Criteria Sheet 
3 – Current Neighborhood Plan Update Schedule (to be updated in July 2007)  
4 – Materials relating to the Douglas Howe/Touchstone Request  
5 - Materials relating to the Katherine Orni Request  
6 – Materials relating to the Rhoda Altom Request 
7 – Materials relating to the Mehdi Nakhjir Request 
8 – Materials relating to the Costco Wholesale Request 
9 – Materials relating to the Plaza at Yarrow Bay Request  
10 – Materials relating to the Strahm Properties Request 
11 – Materials relating to the David Montgomery/Kirkland Professional Center Request 
12 – Materials relating to the Mark Applegate Request  
13 – Materials relating to the William Andrews Request  
 
Submitted after staff memo was issued: 
14 – Comment letter from Ray Hansen, dated June 25, 2007 
15 – Comment email sent from Steve Tindall, dated June 19, 2007 
16 – Response letter from Robert Strahm, PAR applicant, concerning staff memo, dated June 27, 2007 
17 – Comment email sent from James McElwee, dated June 27, 2007 
18 – Additional information submitted from William Andrews, PAR applicant, at the PC meeting on June 
 28, 2007 



2007 Private Amendment Requests 
 
Applicant Request Location Staff Recom. 
Douglas Howe 
Touchstone 
File ZON07-00016 

Change Comp Plan and 
Zoning Code text to 
allow a master plan 
with increased height, 
reduced yard setbacks 
& flexibility with other 
site standard 
regulations.  

Kirkland Park Place 
Center  
(located in CBD 5 at 6th 
and Central Way in the 
Moss Bay 
Neighborhood)  

Study in 2007 

Katherine Orni  
UWS US Corp and 
Nine Eleven 
Associates, LLC 
File ZON07-00012  

Change Comp Plan and 
Zoning Map from 
PLA5D (office not 
allowed) to PLA5C 
(office allowed).  The 
site contains 3 existing 
office buildings not 
allowed in PLA 5D.  

825, 903 and 911 5th 
Ave (located in PLA 5D 
east of the post office in 
the Moss Bay 
Neighborhood) 

Study in 2007 

Rhoda Altom 
File ZON07-00019 
 

Change Comp Plan and 
the Zoning Code and/or 
Zoning Map to allow 
additional height 
similar to PLA 5C, but 
with no minimum lot 
size (prior 2005 Hart 
Amendment, ZON05-
00002). 

220 6th Street (located in 
PLA 5B in the Moss 
Bay Neighborhood) 

Study in 2007 

Mehdi Nakhjir 
File ZON07-00010 
 

Change from RS 5.0 at 
9 units per acre to PLA 
7A (RM 2.4) at 18 units 
per acre.  

138 -5th Ave (American 
Legion Hall site in 
Norkirk Neighborhood)  

Study in 2007 or 
2008 

Costco Wholesale 
File ZON07-00017 

Change Comp Plan and 
Zoning Code text to 
allow retail sales of gas 
on their northern 
parking lot in the RH-
1B zone.  

8629 -120th Ave NE 
(located in the Rose Hill 
Business District) 

Study in 2007 or 
2008 

Plaza at Yarrow Bay, 
Inc 
ZON07-00018 
 

Change Comp Plan and 
Zoning Code to allow a 
wider range of 
commercial uses, to 
reduce the required lot 
size and setbacks, to 
allow additional 
buildings through a 
reduced process and 
permit shared parking 
in PLA 3A.  

10210, 10220 and 10230 
NE Points Drive and 
3927 and 3933 Lake 
Washington Blvd 
(located in the Lakeview 
Neighborhood)  

Defer to the 
neighborhood 
plan  

 



 
Applicant Request Location Staff Recom. 
Strahm Properties 
LLC 
File ZON07-00011 

Change Comp Plan 
and Zoning Code text 
to allow residential 
use at 12 units per 
acre (RM 3.6) in the 
north portion of PLA 
6G. The southern 
portion of PLA6G 
already allows this 
use.  

508-6th Ave, 506-7th 
Ave S and 333-5th Place 
S (located west of the 
railroad tracks in the 
Moss Bay 
Neighborhood)  

Defer to the 
neighborhood plan 

Kirkland Professional 
Center 
ZON07-00020 

Change Comp Plan 
and possibly the 
Zoning Code and/or 
Zoning Map to allow 
an increase in density 
(within the prior 2004 
Lakeshore Clinic 
study area, ZON04-
00015).  

433 State Street South 
(located in PLA 6B in 
the Moss Bay 
Neighborhood) 

Defer to the 
neighborhood plan 

Mark Applegate 
File ZON07-00009 

Change Comp Plan 
and Zoning Map from 
RS 8.5 at 5 units per 
acre to PR 3.6 at 10-
12 units per acre or to 
a zone that allows a 
retail storage facility.  

6413, 6421 and 6515 
owned by the applicant 
and include 6601, 6607 
and 6611 116th Ave NE 
not owned by the 
applicant (immediately 
south of the office blg. 
on 116th Ave NE in 
Bridle Trails 
Neighborhood) 

Defer to the 
neighborhood plan 

William Andrews 
File ZON07-00008 

Change Comp Plan 
and Zoning Map from 
RSX 7.2 at 6 units per 
acre to RS 5.0 at 9 
units per acre.  

8529 132nd Ave NE (4 
lots north of NE 85th 
Street in North Rose 
Hill Neighborhood and 
in the NE 85th Street 
Subarea Plan)  

Defer to the 
neighborhood plan 

 



2007 Comprehensive Plan - Private Amendment Request 

Threshold Determination Criteria Sheet - ZON07-00001 

The City shall use the following criteria in selecting proposals for further consideration. 
Proposals must meet criterion (a), and either criterion (b) or (c) (KZC 140.20.3). 

neighborhood plan review or plan amendment process; and 

(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a 
neighborhood plan has not been recently adopted (generally not 
within two years); and 

(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a 
neighborhood plan will not be reviewed in the near future 
(generally not in the next two years). 

--I 

C 

Criteria 

a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to 
review the proposal; and 

b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification 
to a provision of the Comprehensive Plan; or 

c. All of the following: 

1. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public 
interest by implementing specifically identified goals and policies of 
the Comprehensive Plan, and 

2. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal 
in the current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later 

Andrews Applegate Nakhjir Strahm Orni 



2007 Comprehensive Plan - Private Amendment Request 

Threshold Determination Criteria Sheet - ZON07-00001 

The City shall use the following criteria in selecting proposals for further consideration. 
Proposals must meet criterion (a), and either criterion (b) or (c) (KZC 140.20.3). 

--- -- - - 

a. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to 
review the proposal; and 

b. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification 
to a provision of the Comprehensive Plan; or 

c. All of the following: 

1. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public 
interest by implementing specifically identified goals and policies of 

I 

the Comprehensive Plan, and 

2. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal 
in the current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later 

Kirkland 
Professional 

Center 

neighborhood plan review or plan amendment process; and 

(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a 
neighborhood plan has not been recently adopted (generally not 
within two years); and 

(b) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a 
neighborhood plan will not be reviewed in the near future 

5 
(generally not in the next two years). 

Altom Criteria Howe Costco Plaza at 
Yarrow Bay 



NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN UPDATE SCHEDULE 

January 2006 
Note: Schedule Subject to  Change 

Neighborhood Plan Implementation: 
Zoning Regulations & Oesign Standards 

Totem Lake 

Rose Hill Business District 2005 

- 

Comprehensive'Plan & Neighborhood Plans 

Comprehensive Plan 

Highlands 

Market & Norkirk 

Lakeview & Houghton 

North & South Juanita 

Moss Bay & Everest 

Comprehensive Plan Chapters 

Bridle Trails & South Rose Hill 

Totem Lake 

North Rose Hill 

Netghbwhwd Plan Schedule 12-1103 

2004 (Adopted) 

2005 (Adopted) 

ATTACHMENT 



Touchstone Amendment Request for the Park Place Center 
File ZON07-00016 



CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Directions: You may use this form or answer questions on separate pages. 

Applicant Name muchstone Corporation c/o b u q l a s  Howe 
Address 2025 1 s t  Avenue, Suite 790, Seat t le ,  WA 98121 
Telephone 206-727-2394 
Property owner (if different than the applicant) 
Property Owner Name Sylvan S. Shulman C o r n y  - Kirkland, L.L.C. 
Address 401 Park Place, Sui te  105, Kirkland, WA 98033 

Telephone 425-827-7789, ext. 13 - Jeff C o l e  
Note if the applrcant rr the property owner, or is representrng the property owner, then the property 

owner must szgn the lartpage Ifthe applrcant rr nerther the property owner nor representrng the 
property owner, then the affectedproperty owner must be notrfed. Send or hand delzver a copy of 
thrs completed apphcatron to all affected property owners jill out the attached Affidavrt of 
servrce that thls has been done 

A. Description of Proposal: 
Touchstone Corporation requests to Amend the  Comprehensive Plan and 
Zoning Code t o  allow for a master plan devebpwnt of the 11 acre site 
w i t h  buildings up to 8 stories i n  height and no yard setbacks (continued 

B. Description, address, and map of property affected by the proposal: on back) 

Kirkland ParkPlace - 457 @ n t r i l l v  Ki rkl and 

C. Description of the specific reasons for making the proposal: 
Rdsvelopment of ParkPlace to create a sizeable  and successful  errtoloyment 
shoppinq and entertainment center  that is pedestrian f r i e n a y ,  is 
towards Peter Kirk Park. ties the downtown and s t & 3  -_af_ the C- 

D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: " pw 1.  The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review t e 
proposal. 

The City Council has not  f ina l i zed  its 2007 Work amam. The City has 
the opwrtuni ty  now to a l l o c a t e  s t a f f inq  to Drocess the study and f i n a l  
decision of these amendments. 

VATTACHMENTI 
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A. ~escription of Proposal (continued) 
,- 

and allows for modification of parking and other requirements in order to create 
a new urban mixed-use center in CBD-5. In addtion, amend the Plan and the 
Zoning Ccde:to allow parking for the master plan to occur within a possible 
-underground parking structure in Peter Kirk Park as part of a joint venture with 
the City of Kirkland. 

C. Description of the specific reasons for making the proposal (continued) 

and provides an oprtunity for a ~ublic/private venture for the parking. 



~ . 2 .  (continued) 

of providing a compact land use development with an opportunity for  a 
variety of employment that is adjacent t o  a planned t ransi t  center and 
ample housing developments. 

D.3. (continued) 

the current market demand for  more office space. The existing center 
is 25 years old and ready t o  be redeveloped. 





9 *P q, 
%#NQ - 

. - 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMk4UMBTY DEVELOPMENT 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, MIA 98033 425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

APPLlCATiON FOR COMPREHENSIVE PIAM BMEMDMENF 
Directions: You may use fhis form or answer questions on separate pages. 

Applicant Name Katherine Orni 

Address 825 Fifth Avenue, Suite 202, Kirkland, WA 98033 

Telephone (425) 202-3606 

Propetty owner (if different than the appl~cant) 
Property Owner Name VWS US Corp / Nine Eleven Associates, LLC 

Address 825 Fifth Avenue 1 903 Fifth Avenue I 4 1  1 Fifth Aven,?~ 

Telephone (425) 202-3606 / (425) 827-7701 
Note If the apphcant IS the pmpem owner, or is representlog the prope~y owner, then the propem owner must 

sign the last page. If the applicant IS neither the propem owner nor representing the propem owner, then 
the aficted propem owner must be notified. Send or hand del~ver a copy of th~s completed appllcabon to 
allaffectedprope~ownen. fill out the aftacheddffidawt of service that thls has been done. 

A. Description of Proposal: 
We desire to change the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan for the addresses listed 
above from HDR24 (PLA5D) to O/MF (PLA5C) to conform to adjacent propertv zoning 
and to permit both condominium and office uses on the property. 

5. Description, address, and map of property affected by the proposal: 
There are three parcels involved in this proposal. Please see attached 

C. Description of the specific reasons for making the proposal: 
VWS US Corp and Nine Eleven Associates, LLC desire to brine. the existing 
office use into conformance with the zone, add additional office soace. and 
allow for potential mixed-use development. 

D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: 
1. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 

proposal. 
The City, through the docketing ~roce=-. will determine whether there is 
adeauate staff and budget to review the proposal. 

Page 5 of 7 
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2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

This proposed amendment wol~l,-l -1 t t n i t s  and h i ~ h e r  wnze 
jobs to the Kirkland market. This proposal aligns with Cha~ter VI of the 
Kirkland Comprehensive Plan, which states the City's desire to establish a 
(continues on backside of form) 

3. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process 

Growth will only continue in the Northwest. The need for housing and higher 
paying iobs will only increase. Between 2003 and 2022, the city is expected to 
grow by 9,697 residents and 8,800 iobs. The need forbore office mace and hous 

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years). 

It appears that the Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan has not been updated since 
Januarv of 2002. 

5. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 

The Neighborhood Plan will be reviewed in 2011. 

6. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or nlalte a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Y e s . u b e l i e v e e n t - i s ~  inronsistont with City aoals and - 
obiectives and that the O/MF zonina should be extended from a-rent 
property to the west to the VWS/Nine Eleven Associates, LLC properties. 

E. Property owner signature 

Note: If the applicant 1s the propem owner, or is representing the property owner, then the property owner 
must sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the property owner nor representing the propem 
owner, then fhe affected propem owner must be notified. Send or hand deliver a copy of this 
completed application to all affected property owners. fill out the attached Affidavit of service that this 
has been done. 

Name - sign: 
Name - print: 

Address: 825 Fifth Avenue, Suite 202, Kirkland, WA 98033 

Telephone: ( 425 )  202-3606 
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2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

Redevelopment of ParkPlace implements the Economic Deve1o-t Goals ED-1, 
ED-2 and ED-3 by providinq a stronq mixed use center in downtown and stronu 
tax base for the City. ~t would implement the Land Use Goals W-2 and LU-6 

(continued on back) 

3. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process 

The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan project would not start until at least 2011- 
7 1  >,, 

The op~rtunitv fa v p 1  i .; nnw w i t h  mi,,,, 1 b w  
4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 

not been recently adopted (generally not within two years). 
The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan was last revised in March 1989, so it has 
been more than 2 years. 

5. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 

m e  Moss Bay Neiqhborhood Plan would not start until at least 201 1-2012 
which is at least 4 years from now. 

6. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 

E. Property owner signature. 

Note: I f  the applicant is the property owner, or is representing the property owner, then the 
property owner must sign the last page. I f  the applicant is neither the property owner nor 
representing the property owner, then the affectedproperty owner must be not@ed. Send or 
hand delrver a copy of this completed application to all aflected property owners fill out 
the attached Afidavit ofservice that this has been done. 

N m - s i g n  
Name - print: ,,,,\o~ ,fcc-rp Rc,x,\~---~ 

Address: 
< \ \  U'R ?&a33 

Telephone: 4 7-'5- - 8 L l  - 7 7 8 C\ 
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',f K1-+ CITY OF KIRKLAND '&'% Planning and Community Development Department ii 
C 3 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.828.1257 
'%,,,o*O www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Interpretation No. 04-1 

From: Eric R. Shields, 
Planning Director 

Date: March 11, 2004 

Subject: EFFECT OF RESOLUTION R-2639 ON VARIOUS PROPERTIES 

ISSUE 

Does R-2639 still affect the zoning regulations applicable to specific properties? 

INTERPRETATION 

ShortAnswe~ R-2639 will have potential future effect only as to a property that has neither been rezoned 
nor developed since 1979. 

Resolution R-2639 ("R-2639") was adopted by the Kirkland City Council on July 16, 1979. R- 
2639 related to the zoning regulations which the City would apply to certain properties that were described 
in the Stipulation for Entry of Order, Judgment and Decree that was attached to R-2639. This 
Interpretation will identify the zoning regulat~ons that apply to those certain properties at this time and will 
clarify the possible future effect of R-2639. 

The following general rules will apply to processing applications concerning these properties: 

A. The City shall apply the Kirkland Zoning Code as it exists at the time of a complete applicat~on 
(including the zoning shown on the current zoning map); except that if R-2639 provides for a result that 
is specifically inconsistent with the then current KZC, then R-2639 will prevail, but only to the extent of 
the specific inconsistency. For example, if a property is currently zoned RM but R-2639 allows it to be 
developed as BC, the applicant may choose to develop either under the RM regulations or under the 
BC regulations, but not under a combination of those chapters. The application will be subject to SEPA 
review and current environmental provisions of the KZC. 

B. If one of these properties is or was rezoned subsequent to July 16, 1979, then R-2639 shall be moot 
(of no further effect) as to such property. 



Interpretation 04-1 
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C. In the event that a PUD is or was approved for one of these propert~es subsequent to July 16, 1979, 
thereafter R-2639 shall be moot as to such property. 

D. Only the first development of each of these properties is controlled by R-2639. "First development" 
here means the first time construction began or begins at the subject property subsequent to July 16, 
1979. After a subject property is f~rst developed, R-2639 shall be moot as to such property. 

E. A development approved due to R-2639 but in conflict with current zoning shall be a "legal 
nonconformance" as that term is used in the KZC. 

Below are my conclusions as to the current status of the properties that were affected by R-2639: 
f 

1. Park Place - southwest corner of Central Way & 6th Street. R-2639 is moot. 
2. Houghton Townhomes - 9th Avenue South & 8th Street South. R-2639 is moot. 
3. John and Betty Beheyt property (Parcel 082505-9081). First development of the subject property may 

be as if it is zoned "BC", so long as there is installation of a landscaped buffer 15 feet in width along 
the north line and 10 feet in width along the east line of the subject property. 

4. 5910 and 5918 Lake Washington Boulevard NE. R-2639 is moot. 
5. Houghton Park & Ride - NE 70th Place. & 116th Avenue NE. R-2639 is moot. 
6. Sablewood - 4800 block of 116th Avenue NE. R-2639 is moot. 
7. Jaclyn Wold property. To avoid confusion, a property owned by Jaclyn Wold was mentioned in 

documents attached to R-2639, but R-2639 never had any effect on that property. 
8. Yarrow Village - NE Points Drive. R-2639 is moot. 
9. PLA 5C - 4th & 5th Avenues. R-2639 is moot. 
10. Kirkland Place - PLA 5D, 5th Avenue. R-2639 is moot. 
11. Pointe Vista Townhomes and Water Touch Condominiums - Lake Washington Boulevard NE between 

NE 63rd and NE 64th Streets. R-2639 is moot. 

ANALYSIS 

R-2639 ratified the settlement of certain lawsuits relating to the 1977 adoption of comprehensive plan and 
zoning ordinance amendments. R-2639 permitted each owner to develop their property even if that 
development would conflict with the 1977 actions, so long as the application fit within the special terms of 
the settlement. The settlement did not reverse or vacate the 1977 rezones and other effects of the 1977 
ordinances and except as specified in the settlement, the properties remained subject to the KZC and other 
land use and environmental regulat~ons. The settlement did not permanently freeze the regulations that 
would apply to plaintiffs' properties. For example, the settlement specified that it did not limit the authority 
of the City to enact other or future regulations affecting the land use of the properties. 

Consequently, R-2639 was intended to be a kind of onetime offer. The terms of the resolution apply only 
to the first development on the property. Since many of the properties have since been developed (some 
under the terms of the resolution, others not), the resolution is no longer applicable to those properties. It 
stands to reason, however, that projects developed under the resolution, and which as a result do not 
conform to a particular aspect of the current zoning, should be treated as though they are legally 
nonconforming. 
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I 

i 
I 
i 

Also, because the resolution did not b~nd the City from subsequently rezonrng or changing the zoning 

I regulations pertaining to any of the properties covered by the settlement, such subsequent actions are 
I applicable to the properties. Rezones and approved PUDs have the effect of totally superceding the 

settlement terms. Likewise, changes to zoning regulations establishing new development standards also 
apply to the properties. 



i 
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Private 
ZON07-00019 
220 6th Street 



CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirk1and.wa.u~ 

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Directions: You may use this form or answer questions on separate pages. 

Applicant Name W p f i  mhl 
Address 0 .  6hC %7,4"Lip $c/?l,nZ,ql .Wfi Y $ 3 / Z L  
Telephone m, 3& 1 I /, (, 

Property owner (if different than the applicant) 
Property Owner Name 
Address 2% ST, ~ & R ~ J & ~ ; L ~ A  
Telephone 
Note: Ifthe applicant is the property owner, or is representing the prop&y owner, then the proper9 

owner must sign the last page. Iffhe applicant & neither the property owner nor representing the 
property owner, then the affected property owner musl be notfied. Send or hand deliver a copy of 

' . this completed appIication to all affected propeny owners. f i [ l  out the attached Afidavit of 
se.m.ce that this has been done. 

A Description of Proposal: 

. 

tion of the specific reasons for making the proposal: 
T &Jrmt& # ~ 3 h m  4 G W 5 i 4 M  1 U n 3 )  r J & l ~ ~ ~ w  

m\n mmacfi Pml ~ W I I L  5m lG%W 

D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: 
1. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 

~ ro~osa l .  

/ 
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2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

3. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process 

eo- 

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years). 
&w 

5. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 

&?- 

6. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
&W 

I?. Property owner signature. 

: Note: I f  the applicant is the proper9 owner, or is representirig ?he propeq owner, then the 
property owner must sign the last page. I f  the applicant is neither the property owner nor 
.representing theproper(y owner, then the affectedproper owner must be noti$ed. Send or 
hand deliver a copy of this completed appIicati&z to ail a f f d  propercy owners. fill out 
the aitached~f/idavit of service that this has been done. 

Name - sign: 
Name -print: Eti-O~h /ki2-0~ 

Address: Q D .  g& ZCSUo 
LIb qotc"2- 

Telephone: ~ ~ . ' ? i 2 5 - l t i ~ b /  7~(G7.%79.&?19 
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1 CITY OF KIRKLAND 

~& Planning and Community Development Department 
i 
I C 2 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
i 9 www.ci.kirkland.wa.u~ I 
! 

To: Planning Commission 

From: Eric Shields, Director MAR 2 1 2005 
Michael Bergstrom, Planning Consultant 45 Jim Hart and Awiates 

Date: March 17, 2005 

Subject: RECONSIDERATION OF JAMES A. HART REQUEST - THRESHOLD DETERMINATION OF 
PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUESTS FOR AMENDING THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN IN 
2005; FILE NO. ZON05-00002 

Reconsider the Private Amendment Request by James A. Hart and either re-confirm your earlier Threshold 
Determination recommendation or forward a new recommendation to the City Council. If the request 
satisfies the Threshold Determination criteria, it will be eligible for further consideration. 

II. BACKGROUND 

On February 10, 2005 the Planning Commiss~on held a study session on five Private Amendment Requests 
for changes to the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map. At the conclusion of that study session, the 
Commission recommended that the City Council find that two of the requests - Gordon & Phyllis 
Hart/Fiorito and Sharon Daniels - satlsfy the Threshold Determination criterra and proceed to further 
review to be considered in 2006. The Commission recommended that the other three requests - 
Children's Center Schoolhouse, James A. Hart, and Market Neighborhood Association - be found to not 
satisfy the criteria, which would end consideration of those requests. 

On March 15, 2005 the City Council reviewed the five requests and the recommendations of the Planning 
Commission. The Council voted as follows: 

Children's Center Schoolhouse and Market Neighborhood Association: Adopt Planning Commission 
recommendations. Requests do not satisfy Threshold Determination criteria. Do not consider further. 

Gordon & Phvllis Hart/Fiorito and Sharon Daniels: Adopt Planning Commission recommendations. 
Requests satisfy Threshold Determination criteria. Proceed to full review, but exclude Fiorito properly from 
review of the Hart proposal (except as may be needed for access to Hart properly). 

W 4  L C @ - t  



James A. Hart: Remand to the Planning Commission for reconsideration. 

The Council expressed some support for examining the allowable building heights in the PLA 56 zone, due 
to allowable heights in surroun'ding zones and the general topography patterns of the area. Some 
councilmembers felt that, while Mr. Hart's origi"al request to allow heights of up to 60' might not be 

- appropriate, some increase to the current 30' height allowance might be warranted for further 
consideration. They further felt that if the request is ultimately determined to meet the ~hreshold 
Determination criteria, review should encompass the entire PLA 5B zone and not just the Hart property. 
The Council voted to remand the Hart request to the Planning Commission so that you could either re- 
confirm your earlier recommendation or fonvard a new recommendation. 

The or~ginal Staff evaluation of the James Hart request was included in the February 3, 2005 Staff 
memorandum to the Planning Commission. An excerpt from that memo contain~ng the evaluation is 
presented in Attachment 1. The original support materials for this request are included as Attachment 2 

Ill. CONCLUSION 

The Planning Commission should re-review the James Hart Private Amendment Request to determine 
whether it satisfies the Threshold Determination criteria. If the Commission determines that the criteria are. 
met, you should forward a new recommendation to the City Council to consider this along with the other ' . 

PAR requests for 2006. If the Commission determines that the criteria are not met, you should re-confirm 
your earlier recommendation. 

Attachments: 

1. Excerpt from February 3, 2005 Staff Memorandum 
2. Original Support Materials for James A. Hart Request 

CC: James Hart, 5240 11 1 6  Avenue NE, Kirkland, WA 98033 



ATTACHMENT 1 

2005 PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUESTS - FILE NO. ZON05-00002 

JAMES A. HART REQUEST 

EXCERPT FROM FEBRUARY 3,2005 STAFF MEMORANDUM 

Following is the discussion of the James Hart request as presented in the February 3, 2005 Staff 
memorandum to the Planning Commission: 

1. Reauest: Increase the allowable building height in the PLA 58 zone from 30 feet to 60 feet, for 
property located at and around 220 6' Avenue. The site is located in the Moss Bay (Perimeter 
Area) Neighborhood (see Attachment 5'). 

2. Relation to Criteria. The following summarizes Staffs analysis of this request against the 
applicable criteria. The applicant's response to the criteria is contained in Attachment 5. 

a. The City has the resources, includinq staff and budqet, necessaw to review the proposal. 

This is a decision the City needs to make, based on competing interests for the current 
year work program. As is typical with the budget, there are always more interests vying 
for City resources than those resources can accommodate. Review of this request 
through stage two will add to the already-existing competition for funding, staff resources, 
and Commission and Council agenda space. The work program has several major 
projects underway that are scheduled before the Commission for the next six to nine 
months. 

If the Commission and Council believe that this request satisfies the other threshold 
determination criteria and selects it for further consideration, it will likely result in some 
other need being removed from the work program or delayed to a future year. The more 
complex the issues raised by the request are, the more impact it will have on City 
resources. The Commission and Council will need to decide whether the degree of 
impact is manageable andlor worth sacrificing resources elsewhere. This is true not only 
of the Children's Center Schoolhouse request. but of all five requests. 

b. The ~roposal would correct an inconsistencv within or make a clarification to a ~rovision 
of the Comprehensive Plan. 

The applicant believes that there is an inconsistency between allowable building heights 
between the PLA 58 zone and surrounding zones. and that the PLA 58 maximum building 
height of 30' does not allow economical buildings. 

A review of surrounding zones shows that there are two neighboring zones that allow a 
greater height than 30'. The PLA 5C zone (north of PLA 58) allows a 60' height if the 
subject property contains at least one acre. The CBD-5 zone allows buildings 3 to 5 
stories in height. Other surrounding zones, including PLA 5A (east of PLA 5B), RM 3.6' 
(south of PLA 58) and RM 2.4 (southwest of PLA 5B) all establish a building height of 30' 
The applicant would like the PLA 5B zone to have the 60' height allowance that the PLA 
5C zone has, but without the one acre minimum lot area. 

Staff does not view the different heioht allowances as an inconsistencv. It is not 
uncommon for different zones to have different building height allowar;ces. The 30' 
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height allowance in the PLA 5B zone is the same as that allowed the adjacent zones to 
the south and east. 

While there may be reason to review allowable building heights in portions of the Moss 
Bay Neighborhood, such review is best done in a more comprehensive manner, and 
through the more inclusive process that a neighborhood plan update provides. 

c. All of the followinq: 

(1) The proposal demonstrates a stronq potential to serve the public i n t e r e s u  
imolementinq specificallv identified qoals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; 
and - 

No specific goals or policies have been identified that the proposal would 
implement. 

(2) The public interest would best be served bv considerinq the oroposal in the 
current vear, rather than delayinq consideration to a later neiqhborhood plan 
review or olan amendment process: and 

No reason is apparent that compels consideration this year. The request raises 
larger issues concerning allowable building heights in the perimeter areas of the 
Moss Bay Neighborhood. and the public interest is best served by resolving those 
issues in the context of a neighborhood plan update. 

(a) The proposal is located in a neiqhborhood for which a neiqhborhood plan 
has not been recently adopted (qenerallv not within two vears): and 

The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan was last updated in 1989. 

(b) The proposal is located in a neiqhborhood for which a neiqhborhood plan 
will not be reviewed in the near future (qenerallv not in the next two 

The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan is scheduled for its next major update 
in 2010. 

3. Staff recommendation: This request should not proceed to stage two. It is most appropriately 
considered as part of the neighborhood plan update process. 

* Note - The original support materials for the James Hart request were identified as Affachment 5 in the 
February 3,2005 Staff memorandum. 



ATTACHMENT 2 

2005 PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUESTS - FILE NO. ZON05-00002 

JAMES A. HART REQUEST 

ORIGINAL SUPPORT MATERIALS 

Note: The enclosed materials are stamped "Attachment 5". This is due to the fact that these materials 
were Attachment 5 to the February 3, 2005 Staff memorandum to the Planning Commission. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
:"t23 FIN A W E  . I ( M M O .  WASHINGTON P80)36189-..142518281257: : - 

. . .  . . . . . . . - .  . . .  
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Direehons: You may use this fonn or answer questions on separate pages. 

Applicant Name JA ME5 
Address 

A cJLM) Hnpr 
524.0- \ \ lwP* (~  RE 

Telephone ~ 2 5 .  AZZ 6854 
Property owner (If d~fferent than the applicant) 
Property Owner Name 
Address 
Telephone. 

. . a .  . - 
Note: If& abp/!cmt k,%t+pmp~+~~in;~ m > f ~ P r ~ ~ ~ 6 . i r g t i k ~ o w e r . ~ f f i e n  ffiiphper&owner&st& ffie 

last usge. N ffie audcanf is neitier ffie u r n &  omer nm ewespnting ffie urnper& owner. ffien ffie =&fed . 
propew owe, must be nobfied 9 c d  or hand d e k  a copy ol lh,s canp/eIed apflcabM lo d allecfed U r V *  
amen ,511 out ffir dRad,edANdawt olrervrce bat ffis hdr dem dme 

A. Description of Proposal: 

Tb EX! WOE MSI+-~Z~~T WLTtl EIC~sTlb14 OviLDIPIIG 
€3 .H A.Q!=A 'SB. 

B. Description, address, and map of property alfeded by Ule proposal: 
5100 TT. OF L6r7zoud37A 53. BJO&I%R~~P~  ~C.IWLAUQ 

aw. urlv€c7 Q\Vt5\0U (5. * 
0 -  r r  ,..u.L-s=* 

C. Description of the specific reasons for making.the proposal: , 

'PX-~HT R o ~ s  -. -eex'jnicy A ~ U a m  S T E U L ~  
UOB OU 517e- 

D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: 
1. The City has the resources, including staff,Gd budget, nec,essary to review the 

proposal. . . 

N /.A 

2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public ~nterest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 

H.\Pcd\Permll Fornu\Mac Front Cwnlcr Forn!r\?005 Comp Plan knendmenl Prolrct-.- 
I-rl:c 5 lll8 



3 The public interest would best be served by considenng the proposal in the current 
year, rather than delaying considerat~on to a later neighborhood plan review or plan 
amendment process 
Rc,ut.~w~ &-a 5 A GAS NOT \?.Ed C A ~ ~ L B D  M -h~m 'J+* -w-7' \OYe5. 

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has not been 
recently adopted (generally not within two years). 

. . ..... 
5. The proposal is located in a nelghbo&ood foikhich a neighborhood will not be 

reviewed in the near fuhlre (eenerallv not in the next two years). 

6. The proposal would correct an inconsistency w i k n  or make i clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 mar^ auluxut. cou51~reur cy EY\~TI UG %u@I% 

E. Property o&er signature 

Note. Ifhe appbntb ihepmperlu mmer. orisrepresentingthe pmwiy ewer. fien b i e p m ~ m w m u z t s i p  . . bSe fastmge. Itme apWiqnt is.ne;fiq.me.nmpe~,awn~r nw ~ F M t i n g  fie:.pp2? 9%: @ me. 
a M e d  prow@' owner must be n o w .  Swd or e n d  dd&q.a mpy d @is;mmpe(ed 4@cabb7:tt, f l  ,.; , : j 
afectedmmanten. fll wtme a(tac/redAfidas+tdsemke mat b)ir has &n dam. 

. 

. . . . .  JAUE~S. A. h(L() &LLE~ . . . -  . . . . .  .- _ . . . , . . . . . . .  __. .i - . 
r .  . . -  name - print . . 

address 

435. e m  ~ a 5 4  4%. ezz. eqr 
telephone 

TINUE TO FOLLOWING PAGES IF 

1. The applicant is neilher the property owner nor represe~iti~ 
Ihe affected property owner must be not~fied. 





CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

APPLICATION FOR COMPNCHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Directions: You may use this form or answer questions on separatepages. 

/i,(u+.i,a / 
1 

Applicant Name 
Address ffio4Or-p= -n. /3onaess ; 3 5 " ~ ~  ( &~?LI-< 7 @ E a.v.5 ea/ita~, 
Telephone . ,K/R&L#o,. WR ? 8-03 3 

Property owner (if different than the applicant) 
Property Owner Name sa DPSL, 

Address @W,LSL P c ) o ~ ? s s  : /o& /EE 55 -12 5-  I /4e l ~ ~ m J 7  WA ‘&.= 7 3 
Telephone ~ z ~ - ~ x s - ~ / z Y  C C ~ / / ?  
Note: If the applicant is the property owner, or is representing the property owner, then the property 

owner must sign the last page. r the  applicant i~ neither the property owner nor representing the 
property owner, then the affectedproperty owner must be notified. Send or hand deliver a copy of 
this completed application to all affected property owners. filI out the attached Afidavit of 
service that this has been done. 

A. Description of Proposal: 
WE .&#OSS fu &IS& hi2 CZfsn*l4 L . d / c ~ d  CF m~ B a d e  

/3K 3-m.G .k,&.&M? 580": S ,h 

B. Description, address, and map of property affected by the proposal: 
13% 5+Ay~ ~ % f l L f l  on 5 ' ~  73 . A .5 ; /uZ.  S& t? /?fl~dn , L % . . j l . y  
A 2 siv& f _S/)zi//~vk% /d /i./ai7% /fr /U/J 

D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: 
1. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 

Page 6 of 8 I ATTACHMENT -3 (0 / 
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2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

7 ~ e  ~ J A  L h l l  //+h'ti;enL~ &.aI,dd ..&Ax / S C - E ~  
na& .a a 0 I M , @ L G M ~ ~ J E M  

3. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process 

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years). 

5. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 

6.  The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 

- 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 

e l m  R F S ~ C U  ~ / L L  f i  SZI~P//- 

E. Property owner signature 

Note: if the applicant is the property owner, or is representing the property owner, then the 
property owner must sign the last page. I f  the applicant is neither the propeny owner nor 
representing the propee owner, then the affectedproperty owner must be notified. Send or 
hand deliver a copy of this completed application to all affected property owners. fill out 
the attached Afidavit of service that this has been done. 

Name - sign: .??AS- d74,Z4l4 
Name - print: Yuw ni <&V +he, 

Address: 10 47.a ,- . q ~  

/ 9m33 
Telephone: 4~5--9,=%-q/~4 

Page 7 of8 
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ONLY CONTINUE TO FOLLOWING PAGES IF - 
1. The applicant is neither the property owner nor representing the 

property owner, then the affected property owner must be notified. 

2. Send or hand deliver a copy of this completed application to all 
affected property owners. 

3. Fill out the attached Affidavit of Service that this has been done. 

Page 8 of 8 
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Mary-Alyce Burleigh. 
Vote: Motion carried 6-0. 
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher: Councilmember Maw-Alvce - - 
Burleigh; Councilmember Jessica ~ r e e n w a ~ ;  Councilmember Tom 
Hodgson; Councilmember Bob Stemoff; Mavor Jim Lauinger - - - 
~bsgnt :  Deputy Mayor Joan McBride 

American Legion Hall 
Assistant City Manager Lynn Stokesbary provided Council with a 
review of the building condition and issues for consideration. 
Motion to decline further consideration of the purchase of the American 
Legion Hall property. 
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Councilmember 
Mary-Alyce Burleigh. 
Vote: Motion carried 6-0. 
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher; Councilmember Ma~y~Alyce 
Burleigh; Councilmember Jessica Greenway; Councilmember Tom 
Hodgson; Councilmember Bob Stemoff; Mayor Jim Lauinger 
Absent: Deputy Mayor Joan McBride 

e. Floor Area Ratio 
This item was added to the agenda as a carryover fiom issues discussed 
during the earlier ioint meeting with the Plannine Commission and refers - " - - 
to information in the Commission's memorandum under item 3.a. 
Council agreed that the Planning Commission should uroceed with work 
on proposed zoning code amenLents relating to  lo& &ea Ratio 
focused on the key issues of the deletion or reduction of the 20' 
separation exemption, while keeping some exemption for ADU's; 
reduction ofthe FAR for the RS 5000 zone; consider counting vaulted 
ceiling areas in FAR calculations; review of options for reducing the 
FAR on smaller lots; and the issue of improvements allowed to extend 
into required side yards. 

11.  NEW BUSMESS 

a. Ordinance No. 4036. Adouting Storm Water Capital Facilities Charges 
Motion to Approve Ordinance No. 4036, entitled "AN ORDINANCE 
OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO THE ADOPTION OF 
STORM WATER CAPITAL FACILITIES CHARGES." 
Moved by Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, seconded by 
Councilmember Bob Stemoff. 
Vote: Motion carried 6-0. 
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher; Councilmember Mary-Alyce 
Burleigh; Councilmember Jessica Greenway; Councilmember Tom 
Hodgson; Councilmember Bob Stemoff; Mayor Jim Lauinger 

, Absent: Deputy Mayor Joan McBride 

b. King County Water District # I  Water Right 

I ATTACHMENT % I 



Council Meeting: 02/07/06 
Agenda:Unfinished Business 

Item # 10.d. 
&"'-+ CITY OF KIRKLAND 

% City Manager's Office '&; C* 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, VA 98033 425.587.3001 
ww.v.ci.kirkland.wa.~~ 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 

From: Lynn Stokesbary, Assistant City Manager 

Date: January 25,2006 

Subject: American Legion Hall 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends City Council review of follow-up information requested at the December 13,2005 
Council meeting regarding the American Legion Hall and provide direction to staff on options presented for 
Council consideration. 

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 

e December 13,2005 City Council meeting, the Council received a report from staff about the 
American Legion Hall including its historic significance, allowable uses, and building condition. The 
Council directed staff to provide further analysis of the building and discussions with the Kirkland Heritage 
Society. By way of some background, the City was notified last October that the Legion Hall will likely be 
for sale in 2006. It is currently leased by St. Katherine the Great-Martyr Orthodox Church. In our 
continuing discussions with the owner's Realtor, the property will be marketed beginning sometime in 
February. 

I have attached the report that was provided to the City Council at their December 13 meeting. Based on 
Council direction for further analysis the staff hired architect Clay Wallace to inspect the building and 
provide the City with a range of probable construction costs for improvements. We asked for a range of 
costs because a use has not been identified, but uses notwithstanding, estimates could be determined 
ranging from basic building improvements to other improvements that would contemplate public uses. 

build in^ CondHion andprobable Costs 

I have attached for your information a report from architect Clay Wallace of JensenIFay Architecture and 
Planning regarding the condition of the building. You may recall that last December, several inspectors 
from our Building Division identified needed structural, mechanical, safety, and accessibility improvements 
for the American Legion Hall. This inspection work has been followed up with probable cost estimates for 
the building depending on use. Mr. Wallace's report identifies cost estimate ranges for basic 
impmvemen& aestLIeScimpro~ment~ andotherimprovements (dependent on use). In a nutshell, 
depending on how the building is used and what work could be deferred, the estimated range in 

f#&d 7 CcJ -2 
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Memorandum to Dave Ramsay 
January 25,2006 
Page 2 

improvement costs are $252,000 to $601,000. These estimates include sales tax, but 20% to 30% 
should be added for design, contingencies, and fees which could add another $75,000 to $180,000 to 
these estimates. This would be on top of the asking sale price of $450,000. With added budding 
improvements, the City's total investment could range from $777,000 to $1,200,000. In discussing 
this with Mr. Wallace, there are several improvements that could be deferred to a later date if the C~ty were 
to operate as a landlord instead of being an occupant. For instance, improvements such as insulation, 
mechanical system replacements, electrical upgrades, and ADA upgrades would not have to be 
immediately done. This could result in cost avoidance of $121,000 to $175,000. 

Another cost consideration is on-going expenses for maintenance and operations of the building. Staff 
estimates that annual maintenance costs would be similar to Heritage Hall which is $25,000 for utilities, 
repairs, janitorial, and supplies. Not included in this would be any start-up expenses (tables, chairs, and 
other furnishings) should the building be used for meetings or other activities. 

It is important to note that this building is in usable condition, but will require a significant amount of 
investment to repair and improve the condition of this building. problems (non- 
reinforcedconcrete and the building is not tied to the foundation). Inaddition there is sigficant foundation . . 

wall moisture and water in the basement that will require extensive waterproofing and drainage ' ' , .,, ' , , . .  . 
improvements. There are opportunities for grant funding if the building did become a designated 
landmark, but the funding is not in significant amounts. 

Another factor to con this building is its relative importance to other City capital 
improvement need~~such as a future Public Safety Building, Maintenance Center and City Hall needs, and 
emerging Park projecfs such as Juanita Beach, McAuliffe Park, and indoor recreation space. The City is 
also just beginning an architectural assessment and public involvement process for the historic Kirkland 

nnery Building. The City would need to use Reserves if the Council decided to purchase the Legion Hall. 

Possible Buildinz Uses 

Since the December report to the City Council, staff has been unable to find a partner agency that could, 
use the building. City Departments have not expres2ed strong interest, except for possible value as 
additional meeting space for thecity or community, U n f o r t u n a t e l ~ a d a ~ t i y e x e u s & ~  
building for City or copunity use is going to be e x p e n ~ " , ~ ~ - ? y d ~ _ o ~ a _ ~ i ! a ~ . e , . ~ a r @ , ? g ~ ~ ! !  
&. 

The City has been contacted by a representative of the St. Katherine OtthodoxChurch which has leased 
the building since 2001. They have expressed interest in leasing the building for two to three years at 
$1,800 per month the first year and $100 more per month for each additional year. This would help 
defray the costs of annual maintenance and defer some of the building improvements. On the other hand, 
and Ci or community use would not occur for several years because the church use occupies the main 
floor. 

From an historic perspective the building is important because it reflects the role of the American Legion in 
Kirkland. In 1936 it was remodeled by the Works Progress Administration, one of only a couple buildings 
(including the Cannery) that represent the work of the WPA. Although it is not as architecturally significant 
as Heritage Hall it does reflect the early history of Kirkland. It is located in proximity to other historic 
buildings in Kirkland such as the Womans Club, the Congregational Church, and the old Central School site 
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(the current site of City Hall). For further information on American Legion Hall historic significance please 
refer to the December 13 report to the City Council that included information from the Kirkland Heritage 
Society and Planning Department. 

Options 

The City has been informed that the American Legion will be put on the market sometime in February 
pending the City's decision. At this point the staff suggests two options for the City Council's consideration 
and direction to staff. 

1. Inform the Realtor representing the property owner that the City is not interested in purchasing the 
Property. 

. . . . .  .~ . . ~ . .  . ~ . . . .  . . .  
2. If the City Council is interested in possibly purchasing the American Legion Hall, the staff and 

architect would recommend testing for possible mold in the building (estimate of $2,000 to 
$4,000). This should provide us with a better understanding of the potential problem and 
mitigation. We would repoltthose findings to the City Council at their February 21 meeting for 
final decision and direction. 



ClW OF KIRKLAND 
:&'$ City manager's Mice 
\ 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3001 
**'@' www.ci.kirk1and.wa.u~ 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 

From: Lynn Stokesbary, Assistant City Manager 

Date: December 1,2005 

Subject: American Legion Hall 

The staff recommends City Council review follow-up information requested at the November 15 Council 
meeting regarding the American Legion Hall. 

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 

At the November 15,2005 City Council meeting Deputy Mayor McBride requested a report on the 
American Legion Hall. In October, the City was notified that the Legion Hall will likely be for sale in 2006. 
For the purposes of this report, the staff has prepared information about the building including its historic 
significance, allowable uses, and building condition. The staff has also talked with representatives of the 
Kirkland Heritage Society and discussed possible interest of use by City Departments and human service 
agencies. Attached is a memo from Senior Planner Angela Ruggeri summarizing the historic significance 
and allowed uses for the Legion Hall. Also attached is a report from Building Sewices Division staff that 
inspected the facility on November 22. 

From an historic perspective the building is important because it reflects the role of the American Legion in 
Kirkland. In 1936 it was remodeled by the Works Progress Administration, one of only a couple of 
buildings (including the Cannery) that represent the work of the WPA. Although it is not as architecturally 
significant as Heritage Hall it does reflect the early history of Kirkland. It is located in proximity to other 
historic buildings in Kirkland such as the Womans Club, the Congregational Church, and the old Central 
Schwl site (the current site of City Hall). In discussingthis with Bob Burke of the Kirkland Heritage 
Society, he pointed out that the location of the Legion Hall is "contextually important" because it was part 
of the "center of the community" where people gathered for social and organizational activity and as 
Angela Ruggeri says in her report, buildings such as the American Legion Hall have "association with 
significant people or activities in Kirkland's history." 

From a use perspective, the building and site does present some challenges. The building is approximately 
2,000 square feet and is located on a 5,100 square foot lot, limiting the use of the building and property. 
There is no parking a~ifablt? on the site. The Building Division has identified needed structural, 
mechanical, safety, and accessibility improvements that would be comparable to the work that was needed 
to make Heritage Hall work for public use and presetve and restore historic integrity. In addition, the on 

K W  I-\121M5 Spilol Clly Counril M&\W M3nagrlUn#NYad BurcnvV.wmn bmllllnaran Lam Hall mda 
74 c3 -9 



Memorandum to Dave Ramsay 
December 1,2005 
Page 2 

going costs of building maintenance and upkeep would need to be considered. The key to possible City 
ownership would be to identify a needed and successful use or find a partner agency that could use the 

- building. The Parks and Community Services Department contacted a variety of human services agencies 
to determine interest in the building. To date, there has not been interest in the location for office or 
satellite use. City Departments have not expressed strong interest, except for its possible value as 
additional meeting space for the City or community. 

In terms of possible next steps, the staff suggests three options for the City Council's consideration and 
direction to staff: 

1. Continue to evaluate the merits of possible City purchase including preparing cost estimates of 
improvements needed to provide public use. 

2. Continue to explore if there are other nonprofits or organizations that may be interested in 
purchasing or using the building. 

3. Inform the realtor representingthe property owner that the City is not interested in purchasing the 
property. 







CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Communily Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.5873225 
w.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Lynn Stokesbary, Assistant City Manager 

From: . Angela Ruggeri, Senior Planner 

Date: November 30,2005 

Subject: American Legion Hall at 138 5" Avenue 

HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE 
The American Legion Hall is designated as a Community Landmark in the City's Comprehensive 
Plan. It is a simple gabled vernacular buildingthat was constructed in the 1920's according to the. . . . . . . 

Kirkland Heritage Society. -The Kirkland American Legion Post first occupied the building in 1931. . 

after it was acquired from the Baptist Church. 

The American Legion Hall is one of the 89 buildings on the Category A list of the Heritage Society's 
Historic Resources Survey and Inventory Report completed in October of 1999. The survey and 
report were done by consultant Mimi Sheridan, AlCP for the Heritage Society. These 89 buildings 
are given high priority because of their high degree of architectural integrity and, in many cases, 
their association with significant people or activities in Kirkland's history. The American Legion 
Hall is one of four social halls that were identified and inventoried. The other three are the 
Kirkland Woman's Club (1925), the Juanita Community Club (1932) and the Rose Hill Grange Hall 
(1919) which is now used as a residence. 

AUOWED USES AND POTENTIAL REDEVELOPMENT 
The City cannot prevent demolition of the American Legion Hall even though it has historic 
significance and is designated a Community Landmark in the Comprehensive Plan. We can only 
delay demolition by three to four months, if a demolition permit is applied for. This delay can be 
done through the environmental review process. The purpose would be to allow time to find 
another location for the hall. 

The American Legion Hall property is zoned RS 5.0 (single family residential with a minimum lot 
size of 5000 square feet). The actual size of the lot is 5100 square feet. One single family home 
can be built on this site without a special review process (only a building permit would be 
required). A small park can also be placed on the site if certain criteria are met. The zone also 
allows for government and community fac~l~t~es, public utilities, churches, and school or day care 
facilities. These uses require a public review process prior to building permit. The decision on an 
application for a mini-school or daycare is made by the Planning Director. The decision on the 
remaining uses is made by the Hearing Examiner. The parking requirements for most of these 
uses are determined on a casebycase basis. 



5 p "  
HISTORIC PROPERTY INVENTORY FORM 
IDENTlFlCAN SECTION 

Field Slte No 
PY 

OAHP No. Date Reoorded 12/13/91 

Site Name Hlstorie Bap'St 
CommonAmerlcan Legion Hall 

Field Recorder '"Id HaNe~ 
Name Kirkland-Bellevue Amerlcan 
Legion Post 99 

CltylSIatelZipCode WA, 98033 
. . 

Status 

q Survey/lnventory PHOTOQRAPHY 
q National Reglsler Photography Neg. No. R'11F'17 q StateRegister 
q Detemlned Eliglbie 

(Roll No. h Frame No.) 

view of South Facade. Delermlned Not Ellgibie 
q Other(HABS. HAER. NHL),> 12/16/91 

. . . , 0.  Local Deaipnation . . . 
Claesilication q District q Site ~ ~ u i l d l n g  Structure q Oblect 
District Status ONR q SR q LR OINV 
Oontributlng q Non.Conblbutinp 
Dl~trlo~lThemalio Nomination Name 

DESCRIPTION SECTION ~ o o f  Type 

Matorlais& Feature8/StructuralTypee 
Buildi Ty eReligion 

yecfanguiar 
~ ~ ~ a m i d a l  ' 

Plan q Monltor q Other(specity) 
q Gambrel 

structuralsystem Wood 
1 q shed 

No. olStories 
Roof Material 

Cladding (Exterior Wall Surfaces) , q Wood Shingle 

Log q Wood Shake 
0 Horizontal Wood Sidlna ECYition 
0 RuatlcIDrop 
RClapboard TarlBuilt.Up ' 

[ :Z%Etten 
O ~ i l e  ' 

Metal(spaolfy) 
Vertloel Board ' 

q AsbesloalAsphalt 
o i e r  (specify) 

q Brick Not visible 

ri stone Foundation 
0 stuooo 

Terra Cotla q Log Concrete 

q Con~~etelConcreteBlook . 0 post a Pier ~BIOCI I  

q Vinyl/AlumlnumSldlng stone Poured 
Metal lapecify) Brlck Other Ispeclfy) 

q Not visible 

ImciMadetPllad do~cdptionln 
Integrity D.ssdptlanotPhy~lulApwaranc.) 

Intact Slloht Moderate Extensive 

Changes to plan.. .......................... ...................... ChanQ~8tOWifldOW8.. ..... ........... Change8 to original oladding : 
0 Changes to Interior.. ....................... 

Olher(spec1ty) 

)A, '. 

state of washinoton, bepartmant of Community Development 
OffICe Of ArchaeologY and HlitorlcPreeswatlon 
111 Wsst21st Avenue, KL-11. 
OIYrnDia. WA 985M (206) 753.402 1 

L O C A T I O ~ C T I O N  
~ , ~ d , ~ * g  . 5th. AVB. N.E. 
City lTownlCounWlZlp Coda Kik land, WA 98033 

25W Twp- ~ e n g e  5E S ctio % S e c t i o n  % %  Section-. 
3 3 8 5 8 0 - h O  Tax No.!Parcal No, Acreage 

, Quadrangle or map name 

GreekRevlval 
0 QothloRevlval 

Italienate 
Second Empire 
RomanesqueRevlval 

q stidkStyle 
q QuBenAnne 
q ShlnpleStyle 
q Cdonlgl Rsvival 

Bequx'Arts/Neoclassfcal 
Chica~olCommeroial Style 
Amgrican Foursquare 
Mliabn Revlval 

Gable front 
q Gable front and wing 
q Side gable 

q SpanlshColonial RevlvallMediterranean 
q Tudor Revival 
q CraltamanIArts &Craft8 
0 Bun~aloW 
q PrairieStyie 
q Art DeoolArt Moderne 
q Rustic Style 

International Style 
q Northwest Style 
t3 ~ommarc ia~~ernacu~ar  
q Realdantlal Vernacular (see below) 
q Other lspeclly) 

cro;sgable' 
0 PyramidallHipped 
n Other (apecity) 



. . 

SITE NO. 17 NARRATIVE SECTION 
. " ' 

Study Unlt Themes (oheok one or more of the lollowinp) 

. Agilculbre , . . . . 0 ~onse~a t l on  ~o l i~cs /~overnment l~sw 
B' ArchltecturelLendecapeA~chltectg~e Education ed' Reilplon 

' Arts EntertalnmentlRecreatlon Science ll Englneerinp 
Commerce EthnicHerltepe (speclly) Sods1 MovementslOrgsniraflons 

0 ~ommun~catidns HeallhlMediclne Trarponation 
Community PI~nnlnoIOevelopment Manulacturbgllndustry Other (specify) 

. . Study unitsub-~heme(si(spec1fy) 
Statement of Slsnlficance 

Date c l  Construction ArchitectlEn~lneerlBuilde 
, IntheoplnCnolthe surveyor, thiapropelty appearstomeet thecrite 

in the opinion ofthe surveyor. thlsproperty 1s located i i a  polentlal hi 

The KIrWand American Legion Post first oc~upied this htad building in 1931 after R was acquired from the Baptlst Church. In 1936, k was renovated by the New Deal's Works 
Progress Administration (WPA), one of the few buildings renovated by the W.P.A. in Kirkland. 

: : 

: 8. 

Dencription of Physical Appearance . . ' 
Originally construbted as a church,'thls gable front commercial vernacular building has Classical ~evivaifeatures: s~rnrnetrical form, flat erteribr surface, a distinctive palladia? ' 

window, and a decorative front entrance cover. ' 

%.?lor Btbtiographlc References 

King County Assessots Records 
Journal American, 1/27/77, . ' 'Amerlcan Legion Completes Remodeling" 



CITY OF KIRKLAND 
fa Fire & Building Department 
C 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3000 , 
9ee1*e*0 www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Lynn Stokesbaty 

From: Jack Henderson, Deputy Fire Chief 

Date: November 30,2005 

Subject: Preliminary Inspection of 138 5" Avenue-American Legion Hall 

The following report was prepared for the purposes of evaluating the building condition 
of the American Legion Hall, 738 fimAvenue, Kirkland WA. 

Structural: 
Given that the foundation walls are probably un-reinforced masonry and that there were 
some signs of rot at the sill plates (beams), the building seems generally sound for a 
structure built in 1920. Some minor seismic retrofitting may be needed to ensure that 
the building remains secured to its foundation during an earthquake. Also sway bracing 
and increased ledger connections (lags) should be added at the front entry deck. It 
appears the deck was constructed under BLD97-1003. 

Mechanical and Energy: 
The current (and abandoned) systems should be removed and a new HVAC system 
installed. Probably a split system with the condenser on the low roof at the rear and an 
air handler in the attic would make the most sense. From what could be seen, there is 
probably little to no insulation in the building. Ideally the insulation should be upgraded 
throughout to keep from up-sizing the HVAC unit and wasting energy and long term 
dollars. 

Plumbing: 
Although old, the supply and waste system should be adequate for an office use. One 
bathroom for women and one for men should be adequate. 

Electrical: 
There is an existing 200 amp service panel which should be adequate for an office use. 
Wiring is concealed in walls or raceways and unavailable for inspection. Additional 
outlets and power may be needed for an office use. 

Fire: 
There is currently no fire s~rinkler or fire alarm system in the building. There are 
functioning exit signs. 



Exiting: 
If used as a n  office, one  exit is all that would be required from both the 900sf upstairs 
and the 1920sf downstairs "spaces" and the combined "building" per Tables 1014.1 and 
1018.2. If a more dense  use  (assembly) is planned, then access to additional exits may 
be required. 

Accessibility: 
As far as barrier free is concerned, the rear entrance could b e  made to work with some 
minor improvements but getting to it from the public way is the tricky part. Per GIs, 
there is approximately a 10' rise along the 100' long driveway from the front sidewalk to 
the rear alley. This happens to be a 1:12 slope but 3 intermediate landings would be 
required resulting in a 115' ramp plus top and bottom landings. We might be use  a 
passenger load zone in the alley per 3409.3 #6 below. 

. [EB] SECTION 3409 
ACCESSIBILITY FOR EXISTING BUILDINGS 
3409.1 Scope.  The provisionsof Sections 3409.1 through 
3409.8 apply, t o  maintenance; change of occupancy, additions 

. . . . 
andalterations to existing buildings, including those identified . .. ~. 

as historic buildings. 
3409.2 Maintenance of facilities. A building, facility or element . . 
that is constructed or altered to be accessible shall b e  
maintained accessible during occupancy. 
3409.3 Change of occupancy. Existing buildings, or portions 
thereof, that undergo a change ofgroup or occupancy shall have 
all of the following accessible features: 

1. At least one  accessible building entrance. 
2. At least one  accessible route from an accessible building 
entrance to primary function areas. 
3. Signage. complying with Section 11 10. . . 

4. Accessible parking, where parking is being provided. 
5. At least one  accessible passenger loading zone, when 
loading zones a r e  provided. 
6. At least one  accessible route connecting accessible parking 
and accessible passenger loading zones to a n  accessible - - 
entrance. 

Where it is technically infeasible to comply with the new 
construction standards for any of these requirements for a 
change of group or occupancy, the above items shall conform to 
the requirements to the maximum extent technically feasible. 
Change of group o r  occupancy that incorporates any alterations 
or additions shall comply with this section and Sections 
3409.4,3409.5,3409.6 and 3409.7. 

Although government agencies can not use exception 1 of Section 1104.4, exception 4 
would allow for no  accessible route to the 900sf uastairs if it was used as an accessory 
storage area  andlor mechanical equipment room with a n  occupant load factor of 1 pe; 
300sf. 
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4. Where a two-story building or facility has one story 
with an occupant load of five or fewer persons that 
does not contain public use space, that story shall not 
be required to be connected by an accessible route to 
the story above or below. 

If is used for office space, then a lift similar to the one that was installed at 505 Market 
would most likely be required. The restrooms are a good size and could readily be 
made more accessible. The accessible route to all areas of primary function would 
need to be considered when laying-out the TI. 

Miscellaneous: 
There appears to be asbestos tile on the upstairs floor which should either be removed 
or encapsulated. The dirt floor basement is very damp due to a lack of a vapor barrier. 
The west half of the basement is full height and could be made usable by adding a 
concrete slab. There is currently an inside stair and a side door to access this space. 

Inspection; 

Tom Jensen 
Tom Radford 
Clell Mason 
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AMERICAN LEGION HALL 

The American Legion Hall is located at 138 5" Avenue in Kirkland, Washington. 
Constructed in the 1920's, the building has been undergone some changes over the years. It 
was remodeled in 1936 by the WPA. The building is a two-story, wood framed, clapboard & 
wood shingle sided structure with a partial dirt floor basement. The foundation and basement 
walls are concrete block masonry. The roof is composition shingles. The front entry porch, a 
raised wood deck, is a relatively new. The main floor is approximately 1,920 square feet in 
area. The basement is approximately 650 square feet and the 2nd floor is approximately 900 
square feet. The lot size is 5,100 square feet. 

The building was occupied by the Kirkland American Legion Post in 1931. The Kirkland 
Baptist Church subsequently acquired the building and is currently occupied by St. Katherine 
the Great - Martyr Orthodox Church. 

The property is zoned RS 5.0 (single family residential). The lot is elevated above the street 
and is a south facing slope. The lot slopes upward from the street to an alley at the rear. 
There is presently no parking available on the site. Lake Washington and Downtown Seattle 
are visible from the lot and building. The building is in relatively good condition but does 
need some repairs and improvements. The shingle siding, although recently painted, is in 
need of repair and the abandoned brick fireplace is crumbing. Standing water was observed 
in the basement. The 2"d floor is likely covered with asbestos-containing floor tile. The 
building appears to be un-insulated. Ceiling areas in the re& of the building show signs of 
roof leaks but does not appear to be recent. Other structural, mechanical, life safety, and 
accessibility improvements will be needed. The concrete masonry block foundation is 
probably un-reinforced and up to one-quarter of the exterior wall sill plates are appear to be 
rotted. Some seismic retrofitting is needed. The entry deck needs additional structural 
improvements. The building and the restroom facilities are not accessible by persons with 
disabilities. The 2nd floor is reachable only by stairs. The heating unit needs to be replaced. 
Due to the basement water problem, there is a noticeable musty odor in the building. Mold 
may be present but further investigation is required. An investigation for insect damage to the 
wood structure may also be needed. 

The interior condition of the building ranges from good to fair. Some spaces and room need 
only aesthetic or cosmetic improvements, such as painting and floor refinishing, but other 
elements and areas require more extensive repairs including door and hardware replacement, 
and possible wall removal and ceilmg replacement. 

JENSEN I FEY Architecture and Planning 
T h e  Justice White House 

7730 Leary Way NE Redmond Washington 98052 
Tel: 425-216-0318 Fax. 425-216-0329. 
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Opinion of Best Use 

Based on the historical use, present use, current zoning, lack of parking and limited yard 
space, the building's best use would be, in our professional opinion, an assembly 
typelmeeting use facility. This could be a church (present use), government/community 
meeting or conferencing facility, City offices, or other low-parking space demand type usage. 
These uses are consistent with the buildings present use and room configuration. Many of the 
repairs and improvements identified would still be necessary but for meeting and conference 
uses could likely be less than if the building was used for City office space. 

Use of the building as a daycare or pre-school (although potentially permitted by the current 
zoning) might be precluded due to the lack of parking and yard space, and the potential 
increased traffic resulting f?om these two uses could be a problem. 

Other possible uses other than as a single family home or homes, such as townhouses or a 
condominium, would be as a City park or parking lot. These uses, however, would require 
the building to be demolished. For uses other than single family residences, changes to the 
current zoning and other public review processes would necessary. 

Estimated Costs of Improvements 

Below are a "range" of probable construction costs of improvements generally described in 
, the City of Kirkland Memoranda dated November 30,2005 and December 1,2005 and other 

improvements identified by Clay Wallace of JensedFey during a site visit on January 6, 
2006. These cost estimates include construction costs with contractor markups and sales tax. 
Design and engineering costs, permitting costs, design and construction contingencies, and 
inflation escalation are not included. 

Basic Improvements:. 
Asbestos abatement, 20d floor tile= $7,000 to $10,000 ' 
Mold abatement = NIA - Extent Unknown, Inspection & Tests = $2,000 to $4,000 V' 

Basement moisture control, drainage and slab = $15,000 to $20,000' 
Foundation wall moisture ~on t rd ,  waterproofing & drainage = $50,000 to $80,000 J 

Upgrade structuraVseismic elements = $25,000 to $35,000 
J Mechanical system replacement, furnace only = $8,000 to $12,000 

MechaniGl system, add air conditioning = $4,000 to $6,000 
Mechanical system replacement, ductwork = $10,000 to $15,000 

JENSEN I FEY Architecture and Planning 
The Jwiice White House 

7730 L e q  Way NE Redmond Washington 98052 
Tel: 425-216-0318 Fax: 425-216-0329 
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Basic Improvements Continued: 
Wood rot repairlreplacement, sills etc. = $10,000 to $15,000 
Pest control inspection &treatment = $3,000 to $4,000 
Electrical upgrades, powerldatallighting = $30,000 to $50,000 
Access ADA upgrade, rear entry & parking space = $5,000 to $10,000 
Restroom ADA upgrades, 2 restrooms = $40,000 to $50,000 
Repair exterior brick = $1,000 to $3,000 
Deck structural upgrades = $2,000 to $4,000 
Insulate walls, blown in = $12,000 to $17,000 
Insulate ceiling/roof = $12,000 to $15,000 
Firelsecurity alarm system = $6,000 to $10,000 
Replace basement door and access - $10,000 to $12,000 

Cost Estimate Range of Basic Improvements = $252,000 to $372,000 

Aesthetic Improvements: 
Flooring upgradeslrefinishing, 1st floor = $7,000 to $10,000 
Flooring, 2nd floor = $3,000 to $5,000 
Interior Painting, 1st floor = $20,000 to $25,000 
Roof Repair = $5,000 to $8,000 
Trim & Siding (Shingle) Repair = $5,000 to 10,000 
Replace ceiling, back roomslarea = $4,000 to $6,000 
Demolish fireplace, patch wall = $8,000 to $12,000 

Cost Estimate Range of Aesthetic Improvements = $52,000 to $76,000 

Other Improvements (dependant on use): 
Demolish interior wall, patch & repair = $2,000 to $3,000 
Add Lift to 2nd Floor = $70,000 to $90,000 
Reconfigure main floor = $40,000 to $60,000 

Cost Estimate Range of Other Improvements = $1 12,000 to $153,000 

Report prepared by: 

Clay Wallace, AIA, NCARB 
Principal 

JENSEN I FEY Architecture andPIanning 
The Justice White Home 

7730 Leary Way NE Redmond Washington 98052 
Tel: 425-216-0318 Fax: 425-216-0329 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Directions: You may use this forni or answer questions on separatepages. 

Applicant Name -_cos~co WHOLESALE -- 
Address 9 9 9  LAKE DRIVE ISSAQUAH WA 98027 

Telephone (425) 313-8100 - 
Property owner (if diRerent than the applicant) 
Propeay Owncr Name -&%TL~ w u r  .- r nn D . 
Address - 4 I tnn &\LC? - c<s~uuwa n SPln'L'2= - 
Telephone - &.~..-&>~-1<4-0 - 
Note: I f  ffie applicant is the properly owner, or is represmrting tlrc property owner, then the property 

owner must sim the lastpage Iffhe applicant is netther theproperty owner nor representirig the 
properiy owtter, then the affectedproperty owner tnusi be notified Send or hmtd deliver a copy of 
this completed applicatiorr to all affscted p m p q  owners. fdl out the attached Afldavic of 
setvice lhal tkis has been done 1225 50 .- 003f 

A. Description of Proposal: 
The request is to amend Comprehensive Plan Policy NE85-4.lb. Area RH-lb, to allow 

the construction ofhicle service stations as an accessor( use to the primary 
-1 use in the RH-la zone. 

B. Descrip~o~~, address, and map of property afTected by the proposal: 
The proposal would affect all RH-lb zoned properties in the City of Kirkland. 

Aecifically those in the Rose Hill ~usi;ess District. A map of the affected - 
C. Description of the specific reasons for making the proposal: 

Please see the enclosed letter. 

-- - 
I). Description of how the proposed amendment relates to tho following criteria: 

1. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal. 

Please see the enclosed letter. -. - -- 

PageGof8 .$. 
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2. The proposal demo~~strates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing speciIically ideutified goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

Please see the enclosed letter. 

- - - -. P 

3. The public interest would best be served by considering thc proposal in the 
current year, rather tila11 delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan an~endtnent p~acess 

Please see the enclosed letter. 

- 
---- 

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which aneighborl~ood plan h a ~  
not been rcccnlly adopted (generally not within two years). 
Please see the enclosed letter. 

5. The proposal is  located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 

Please see the enclosed letter. - 
- 

6. The proposal would wrrect an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensivc Plan. 

Please see the enclosed letter. 

-- 

E. Prope~ty owner signature. 

Note: If the appliennt is the properly owner, or is reprczvent?ng the property owner. flren Ule 
propwrV owner must sign the hst page. If the appl~cant ir neither the pmpedy owner nor 
repreqenting thapropeny owrrer, then the affecfedproperfy owner must he notified. Send or 
hand deIiver a copy of this completed application lo all affected properly owne~s. fill out 
the attachedAflu)aviil ofsenice that this has been done. 

Name -- sign: 2 , 5 . 
Name-print: VIM sDrNew - - 

Address: qqq w, n , , a  -- 
a*-- 

Telephone: - &+ 4x1 - 5 4 . ~ )  

Page 7 of8 \ 
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CIVIL ENGINEERING. LAND PLANNING, SURVEYING. ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

April 24,2007 
COuRlER DELIVERY 

The Honorable James L. Lauinger, Mayor 
And Members of the Kukland City Council 
Kirkland City Hall 
123 5th Avenue 
Kikland WA 98033 

RE: Phase I Comprehensive Plan Amendment Request 
N.E. 85th Street Subarea Plan 
RH-lb Zone Policies 
Our Job No. 6222 

Dear Mayor Lauinger and Members of the City Council: 

On behalf of Costco Wholesale, Barghausen Consulting Engineers, Inc., is submitting a Phase I 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Application that would support the construction of a new fueling 
facility in the north parking lot of the existing Costco Wholesale store on 120th Avenue N.E. Enclosed 
are the following application materials: 

1. One completed and signed Application for Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

2. One check for the $300 application fee 

3. One narrative request with fmdings (this letter) 

The request is to add text to the Comprehensive Plan supporting the construction of vehicle service 
stations in the RH-lb zone as an accessory use to the prirnaty retail use in the RH-la zone. Specifically, 
the request is to amend Policy NE854.lb, Area RH-lb, of the N.E. 85th Street Subarea Plan as follows: 

Limit new development to accessory parking for the commercial development in Area RH-la, or 
alternatively to light industrial uses that generate minimal trajyic, or vehicle service stations that 
are accessorv to the primarv retail use. Do not allow non-accessorv uses that have high trajyic 
generation, such as most retail uses. Observe wetland constraints and observe all applicable 
wetlands and sensitive area regulations. 

Although located outside the warehouse, gasolme sales are part of the integrated goods and services that 
defme Costco Wholesale, such as pharmacy, optical services, photo lab, bakery, and tire center. Costco 
Wholesale currently offers gasoline for sale at more than 250 of its warehouses across the nation. Its 
gasoline facilities nearest Kirkland are in Woodmville, Issaquah, Seattle, and Tukwila. Costco Gasoline 
facilities are always constructed using the latest state-of-the-art equipment and technology at the forefront 
of today's rapidly changing environmental regulations. 

Vehicle service stations are listed as a permitted use on the main Costco Wholesale warehouse property 
zoned RH-la. Today Costco Wholesale could construct a fueling facility in the parking area nearest the 
warehouse; however, Costco Wholesale has found that placing the facility in a location farther from the 
warehouse works better because it preserves primary parking spaces and keeps vehicles away from 
primary pedestrian areas. Thus, we believe it would be better to construct the facility in the north parking 
lot, zoned RH-lb. Currently, vehicle service stations are not allowed in the RH-lb zone, hence a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zoning Code Text Amendment are required for Costco Wholesale 
to locate the fuel station in the optimal location on the site. w d  8 6 - 2 ,  

18215 72ND AVENUE SOUTH KENT. WA 98032 (425) 251-6222 (425) 251 -8782 FAX 
BRANCH OFFICES t OLYMPIA, WA t TACOMA. WA t SACRAMENTO, CA t TEMECULA, CA 

ww.barghausen.com 



The Honorable James L. Lauinger, Mayor 
And Members of the Kikland City Council -2- April 24,2007 

For reference, enclosed is a site plan that demonstrates Costco's vision for the site. If this amendment 
application is approved, the project would be subject to the City's Design Review process. Costco 
Wholesale understands that the City is committed to quality design in the Rose Hill Business District, and 
would provide a design to meet or exceed the City's expectation. As part of the design process, Costco 
Wholesale would include meetings with Rose Hill neighborhood organizations to seek input on our 
design. 

Costco Wholesale's proposal is consistent with the Design Vision contained in the Rose Hill Business 
District Design Guidelines. Specifically, the Design Vision supports auto-oriented businesses in the area 
west of 124th Avenue N.E. called the "Regional Center." The Design Vision acknowledges that the 
district will continue to be automobile-oriented and supports larger regional-oriented uses. The Design 
Vision also acknowledges the need to buffer existing residential uses to the north and south of the district. 
Costco Wholesale would strive through the design process to provide a dense buffer between the fueling 
facility and the senior residences north of the site. 

The following is an analysis of the City of Kirkland's threshold criteria for this request: 

I .  The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the proposal; and 

Response: By allowing the submittal of private Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
applications in the 2007 review cycle, the City of Kirkland acknowledges that the above 
resources are available to review this request. 

2. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a provision of 
the Comprehensive Plan; or 

Response: This proposal does not correct an inconsistency or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, the provisions of item 3 below apply. 

3. All of the following: 

a. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing spec$ically ident$ied goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; 
and 

Response: The Comprehensive Plan supports this amendment as outlined by the 
following Framework and Economic Development Goals: 

Framework Goal FG-4: Promote a strong and diverse economy 
Economic Development Goal ED-1: Foster a strong and diverse economy 
consistent with community values, goals, and policies. 
Policy ED-1.1: Work to retain existing businesses and attract new businesses. 
Policy ED-1.3: Encourage a broad range of businesses that provide goods and 
services to the community. 
Policy ED-1.4: Strengthen Kirkland's tax base. 
Policy ED-1.5: Encourage clusters of complementary businesses. 
Economic Development Goal ED-3: Strengthen the unique role and economic 
success of Kirkland's commercial areas. 
Policy ED-3.3: Encourage infill and redevelopment of existing commercial areas 
consistent with the role of each commercial area. &&&d 8b -3 



The Honorable James L. Lauinger, Mayor 
And Members of the Kikland City Council -3 - April 24,2007 

Economic Development Goal ED-4: Development and implement economic 
development strategies that reflect the role of Kirkland businesses in the regional 
economy. 
Policy ED-4.1: Enhance the competitive advantage of Kikland businesses. 

b. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the current 
year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan review or plan 
amendment process; and 

Response: Considering the proposal in the current year provides the City the 
soonest opportunity to approve a vehicle service station in a best location on the 
Costco property instead of in a less optimal location closer to the warehouse as 
currently permitted. 

c. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has not 
been recently adopted (generally not within two years); and 

Response: The proposal is located in the Rose Hill Business District and the N.E. 
85th Street Subarea Plan. The zoning regulations and design standards for the Rose 
Hill Business District became effective in 2005. 

d. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will not 
be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 

Response: Based on the City of Kirkland's Neighborhood Plan Update schedule, 
the North Rose Hill Plan will not be updated until 2015 to 2016. 

In conclusion, we believe the addition of a members-only gasoline facility will be a welcomed addition to 
the community because it is consistent with Kikland's community goals and policies, will be constructed 
in an environmentally friendly manner, and will provide a new alternative to purchase fuel at a fair and 
reasonable price. 

Thank you for your consideration of our request. We are available at your convenience to answer any 
questions andlor provide additional information. 

Respectfully, mfi-- 
Chris S. Ferko, AICP 
Senior Planner 

CSFfath 
6222c.014.doc 
enc: As Noted 
cc: Kim Sanford, Costco Wholesale 

Patrick Mullaney, Foster Pepper PLLC 
John Ellmgsen, Barghausen Consulting Engineers, Inc. 
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CITY OF KlRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.waus 

.4PPLICATION FOR COMPREXIIENSIm PLAN AMENDMENT 
Dirertwns: You may use this form or amvet- questions ON separuIepage.7 

Applicant Name k?w/ EaJ-Lu!e /nmn '~& /ac, 
-c Address yc? 7 ~ r ,  ' ibffb,. @A %K/ 

Telephone .zcG, ' 448.50~0 : &sf. B~~@lli;ru_ foG.R34.?8GZ- 

Property owncr (if different than the applicant) 
Property Ovnlei Mame Tk P/4T a?l k m x . ~  .&ai\ (nc , 

ij i 
Address 4% a &h! - 
Telephone -- 
Note: Ifthe applicant is rhe properly o~irrcr, or ii- ,.eprese~~!btg die propcry owrrer; flcert fhe property 

onher musrsig~r fie lasfpage IJthe applicant ir neirher the property owrrer nor reprlrseniirlg the 
properly owner, then the affectedproperly owmr nrust ire nofijed Sendor hand deltter a copy of 
this completed applicatio~r lo all aflected proper@ owners. fill out the af~aclzed ifflduvil of 
service fiat this has b & ~  done 

A. DGcrjption of Proposal: 

1. The City has the resources, iricIuding staff and budget, necessiuy to review the 

1 
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2. The proposal demotlstrates a strong potenlial to serve the public inlerest by 
i~ilplemcnting specific~lly identified goals and policies of the Comnprel~ensi~e 
Plan. 

3. The public interest would best be sewed by considering the proposal in the 
cuuent year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process 

4. The proposal is located in a ncighborl~ood for wliicl~ a tleigl~borl~ood plan has 
not been recently adopted (ge~~erally not within two years). 

J L e &  @;w nP 4i.e LLe v1a3 /b , . .~~e LA c , h  PkLu ulcis-/?8~. 

5. The proposal is located in a ~ieigl~bort~ood for which a nciglborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 

6 .  The proposal would correct an inco~lsistency willrin or make a clarificatio~i to a 
provision of tlie Co~nprehensivc Plan. 

E. Prope~ty owner signature. 

N o f ~ :  F f h e  applicnr~t is the property owner, 01: is rcprcswfiz~g flre propeyty oower; theti the 
plWpeI'tY onelrer InIAst sign flre lartpage. Ifthe app/lca?zf is neillrer flre properly olwzer no?' 
repraenfirrg fl~eproperty owner. fhar f I~e  nzecfedpmperry owner r~tuci be notr;Red. Send or 
hand deliver a copy o f fh i t  corrrplefed application lo of1 qffectd.properp o~mrers. $II our 
fhe aitachedAffi~/uvil of service that this hm heen dune. 

.' . . . . 
. . 

-- 
Telephone: - 

H:Wcd\PennitFormsUuientrt Front Counter FontlsQ006 Comp Plan ~n~endnleut ~roj~ct.doc . 3/15/05 
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Strahm Properties Private Amendment Request 
ZON07-00011 

/ 508 6th Avenue S, 506 7th Avenue S, and 333 5th Place S 1 I 



CITY OF KIRKLAND PLANNING AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 

425.587.3225 www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIST PLAN AMENDMENT 

Applicant Name: Strahm Properties, LLC 
Address: 1712 Pacific Ave. Suite 104, Everett, WA 98201 
Telephone: 425-259-1457 
Property owner (if different than the applicant): Bushnell Family Trust (attachment 2- 
A), Moss Bay LLC (attachment 2-C) 
Property Owner: Frank & Barbara Strahm (attachment 2-B) 
Address: P.O. Box 880 Snohomish, WA 98291 
Telephone: 425-334-0169 

A. Description of Proposal: Amend Moss Bay Area Land Use Map PLA 6g (I), 
also known as Subarea GI, to light industridoffice and high density residential: 
designation HDRIIND. Amendments should also be made to the Moss Bay 
Neighborhood Plan, that are consistent with the amended land use map (see 
ATTACHMENT 1A). 

B. Description, address, and map of property affected by the proposal: See 
ATTACHMENT 1B 

C. Description of the specific reasons for making the proposal: 1) Amend the 
City's comprehensive plan to be consistent with the residential neighborhood and 
PLA 6g(2). 2) Increase the City's population capacity by increasing residential 
density (see ATTACHMENT 1C). 

D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: 
See ATTACHMENT 1D 

1. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal. The City can combine the proposed amendment with the review required 
by RCW 36.70A.215 buildable lands evaluation. There is also a $300.00 fee paid to 
cover the costs associated with reviewing a phase I proposal, and an additional 
$300.00 fee for a phase I1 review. 

Page 1 of 2 1 ATACHMENT IoT~I  



2- The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. The proposal supports all the Framework Goals cited in the Comprehensive 
Plan with emphasis on FG-1, FG-3, FG-7, FG-9, FG-11, FG-14. The proposal 
supports the Land Use Goals and Policies stated in the Comprehensive Plan, with 
Emphasis on Goals LU-1, LU-2, LU-3, LU-4, and LU-7 and the policies 
associated with these goals. The proposal supports the Housing Goals H-1 to H-3 
and the associated policies. FG-14 ensures that Kirkland accommodates its' share 
of projected growth, the new PSRC vision 2020 Update allocates an increased 
growth projection to the City, requiring increased capacity. The Kirkland 
Industrial Zoning report (Jan. 2005) identifies many regulatory problems and 
resolutions and should be considered concurrently with this proposal and the 
buildable lands review required by RCW 36.70A.215. 

3. The public interest would best be senred by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process. The proposal should be considered during the 
buildable lands review required by RCW 36.70A.215 in 2007. The proposed 
amendments will increase needed population capacity in Kirkland. 

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years). The property 
proposed for amendment lies in the Moss Bay neighborhood. The Moss Bay 
neighborhood plan was completed in 1989. 

5. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). The 
Moss Bay neighborhood plan is not scheduled to be updated until 201 1. 

6. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. PLA 6g (1) should be amended to be 
consistent with PLA 6g (2) and adjacent residential uses. The proposal also 
expands new close in housing opportunities in the perimeter of the Downtown, 
with additional residential uses that would be more appropriate for this area. 

E. Property owner signature. f l $ / ~ ~ ~ ~  $ 
6cdwe& 00 t 1 e 7  

~ d - e  Name - sign%--@ - 8 
N a m e - p r i n T ~ ~ \ h  4 ,  ~ m f i -  &a&&.-,, ; s T ~ L ~ ~  kfiv 
Address: J S , ~  

b?c/TV & 5 . G .  
J k h ~  

s ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ; s L ~  u- ? Z a e  [ > / Z  kU$(&, 
Telephone: 3 - 8 - 5 4 7 8  gue#~.rr 



A. Kirkland Comprehensive Plan and Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan amendments: 
Page XV.D-26 Subarea G1 headiig should include "Subarea GI is appropriate 
for high-density residential development." The text under the above heading 
starting on page XV.D-26, should be amended to include language such as: 
"Subarea G1 is appropriate for light industrial and stand-alone office 
development. High-density residential development is also appropriate for 
Subarea Gl." These amendments would make the two "Subareas" G1 and G2 
consistent. 

B. The proposal requests that the Moss Bay Area Land Use Map (figure C-2) be 
amended as depicted below. PLA 6g (I), also known as Subarea G1, changes to 
light industridoffice and high density residential - designation HDRRND. The 
address is 508 6& Ave, 506 7& Ave S and 333 5& PL S, Kirkland, Wa 98033. 

C. This is a perimeter area of the Kirkland's Downtown. As stated in the introduction 
to the Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan (page XV.D-l), "A major policy emphasis 
for the Moss Bay Neighborhood is to encourage commercial activities in the 
Downtown, and to encourage medium to high-density residential uses in the 
perimeter of the Downtown."- the proposal would implement the Moss Bay 
Neighborhood policy by encouraging high-density residential uses in the 
perimeter area 

The proposal would amend the City's comprehensive plan to make Subarea G 1 
consistent with Subarea G2 and with the surrounding residential neighborhood. 



E 
j ATTACHMENT I 

The adjacent railroad may be converted to a county maintained traivpark. This 
would eliminate the benefit of delivery via railroad and make the industrial use 
obsolete. 

The proposal would increase the city's population capacity by increasing 
residential density. This is needed because of the increased mowth ~roiections 
included in the G e t  Sound Regional Council Vision 2020k~date~se"e exhibit 1 
attached). 

D. 
2. The proposal supports all the Framework Goals cited in the Comprehensive 

Plan witb emphasis on FG-1, FG-3, FG-7, FG-9, FG-11, FG-14. The proposal 
supports the Land Use Goals and Policies stated in the Comprehensive Plan, 
with Emphasis on Goals LU-1, LU-2, LU-3, LU-4, and LU-7 and the policies 
associated with these goals. The proposal supparts the Housing Goals H-1 to 
H-3 and the associated policies. 



Exhibit 1 
What Does It Mean for Kirkland? 

From a regional perspective, it is my opinion that the Metropolitan and Larger 
Cities alternatives are best, as they minimize the outward spread of urbanization 
and provide for a more compact urban form. However, I do have a significant 
question about the ability of Kirkland to accept the amount of growth that both of 
these alternatives have assigned. As can be seen from the population and 
employment summaries in attachment 4, Kirkland's population would increase by 
over 30,000 in the Metropolitan Cities alternative and nearly 40,000 in the Larger 
Cities alternative, compared with about 20,000 in the Growth Targets Extended 
alternative. At the same time, each of these three alternatives shows Kirkland's 
employment growing by nearly 30,000. These levels of growth are well beyond 
our current growth capacity and are likely qreater than our build-out under current 
zoning, although data on build-out are notcurrently available. (The department 
is currently in the process of updating our capacity analysis; and we plan to have 
a build-out analysis prepared at the same time.) 

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

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

cc: 

ES. Vsbn 2020+20 7-18-05 
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1 Kirkland Industrial Zoning Study Page 1 

I Executive Summary 
I 

' I 1 The City of Kirkland retained Urban Advisors Ltd to asnst in providing information for making 
I I decisions regarding the current industrial zoning policies. Three issues prompted this inquiry: 

) 

First, given the industrial zoning specified, whether lands designated for industrial or 
manufacturing uses will likely retain and atfract the businesses intended or whether the 
demands and needs of new users will find the overall characteristics ofthe area insufficient 
for thelr locational needs; and 
Second, based on the study findings, what types of City actions might be needed to attract 
or retain manufacturing/mndustrial uses in Kirkland? 
Third, if industrial is less likely, what are the alternatives and how is the transition between 
uses accomplished? 

The Study Areas 

Urban Adv~sors was given six industr~al areas, broken into six study sites, to evaluate: Upper 
Totem Lake (Area A), 405 Business Area (Bl), Parmac (BZ), Norkirk (Area C), Moss Bay 
(Area D) and Rose Hill (Area E). While the ~ntent of current zoning is to provide land for 
industrial, light industrial and "tech" employment, much of the built space in the industrial 
areas is zoned for and used othenvise. 

Change in Employment and Demographic Profile 

The primary purpose of industrial zoning in Kirkland was, historically, to provide sufficient 
space for local jobs at family-wage incomes. Over the years, however, the bulk of employment 
in Kirkland has shifted to other occupations (classified as Financial Insurance Real Estate and 
Services by the Puget Sound Regional Council) than either skilled or unskilled occupations 
involving manufacturing or the trades. Projections to year 2030 by PSRC indicate that this 
trend will continue. As employment has shifted, the demographic profile of Kirkland has 
changed. 

When we examine household change by age and income we find that in general, households 
with annual incomes below $75,000 are decreasing, while those with incomes above $99,000 
are increasing. This indicates that while some households are gaining in income there is also 
some amount of replacement taking place in which lower income households leave and higher 
income households move in. 

In response to demographic change housing pricing in Kirkland has increased. According to 
the Kirkland Community Profile, average rents in Kirkland increased from $624 in 1990 to 
$1,241 m 2001, and average home sale prices increased from $172,196 in 1996 to $267,508 in 
the first quarter of 2000. According to the 2000 census, the average value of an owner 
occupied unit (all units, not just those for sale) in K~rkland was $318,000, and estimates from 
ESRIBIS indicate that this value has increased to $399,000 in 2004. Should this trend continue 
the average home value is expected to rise to approx~mately $497,000 by 2009. 

The implications of age shift and income shift are that given the limited land base, housing 
prices have been bid upward out of the price range of moderate income households, and that 

URBANADVISORS LTD 

Urban Econornre A d v r o ~  Sew~ces 
esrarhe@urbonadvrson corn 
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more residents in Kirkland will be working at higher wage jobs as this change continues. To 
balance the demographic and housing changes with employment will require a shift from lower 
to higher wage employment within the city if provision of local employment for residents is a 
policy goal. 

Interview Results 

As part of the process for this study, interviews were conducted with current tenants, owners 
and brokers of industrial land in Kirkland. Their comments reflect a history of the change in 
Kirkland, assessments of current conditions for industrial use, speculations on future use, and 
ideas for the retention of existing local businesses. The interview comments are summarized 
below. 

Land Pricing for industrial has risen to $12 per square foot, expensive for distribution but not 
unreasonable for offices. Interviewees expressed that the lack of available land and rising land 
pricing are an issue for continued industrial flex space development. All of those interviewed 
felt that use 1s shifting toward non-industrial and high-tech uses. The market rent for industnal 
for existing stock in Kirkland was seen as less competitive than other areas. It was felt by 
interviewees that the zoning no longer matches the needs of the market. 

Those interviewed felt that much of the industrial labor force had to come from outside the city 
because wage rates would not support housing ownership in Kirkland. It was felt that the local 
labor force is shifting toward office-based employment Including professional services, high- 
tech occupations and financial occupations (this is confirmed by the enumeration of 
employment by residence clted in the Kirkland Community Profile as well as long-range 
trending by PSRC). 

Summary of Conclusions 

The first major conclusion regarding industrial zoning in the study areas is that the shlA from 
manufacturing, warehouse and distribution uses to other uses is abeady a factor in the leasing 
of industrialiflex space. Finding Industrial users is increasingly difficult, and warehouse and 
distribution uses are moving regionally to areas with newer, less costly stock and a local labor 
force that can live in reasonably close proximity at moderate wage rates. The trend in spec 
built industrial and warehouse space is occurring elsewhere on less valuable land with highway 
access. 

The combination of demographic change, home pricing, rising land values, regional traffic 
congestion, and shifts in projected employment militate against the continued feasibility of low- 
cost space for industrial that can remain competitive in regional and international markets. The 
trends indicate, on the contrary, that an emphasis should be placed on the creation of higher 
density employment space for financial, insurance, real estate, services and "tech" uses that can 
employ higher wage local residents of Kirkland and can afford the land and development costs 
for higher density. 

The most effective change possible is not in the hands of the city, but in the inclinations and 
actions of property owners of obsolete stock. Because of market changes, industrial zones have 
become targets for non-industrial use seeking lower rents. As old industrial stock becomes less 

U R ~ A N A D V ~ S O R S  LTD 

Urban Economic Advisory Senices 
er~orkie@urbonodvison.eorn 
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i C 
1 useful for its intended use it is leased for other uses to the point that true industrial use becomes 

b isolated. As noted in the Comprehensive Plan, businesses cluster together. When an area 

1 1  becomes predominantly non-industrial, it is less attractive to industrial users. 

In considering city actions for these areas it is suggested that the idea of clustering business, 
providing buffers or transition zones between uses and re-aligning ideas of what is required to 
attract new business be made the focus of changes. For instance, many retail uses allowed 
currently do not fit well with industrial use but would be excellent land uses as transitions 
between industrial and residential land uses. In some cases higher density residential could 
augment and act as a transition buffer between lower density residential and officeltech use. 
Officeltech can act as a transition between industrial and commercial areas. At the same time, 
the 'hew employment" desired does not need to be placed under industrial zone regulations, but 
may be an entirely different employment center with its own guidelines for streets, setbacks and 
mix of uses. 

1 Actions to Retain Business 

I Zone for industrial with a finer grain than is done currently 
1 Buffer needed industrial from neighborhoods and other high traffic use that could cause 

I conflict with truck traffic, noise issues and working hours - create buffers as transition 
zones that allow the range of non-industrial businesses retail and sevice specified in the 

I current ILC and LIT codes 
I Make an Auto Row Designation separate from Tech land use - group with wholesale trade 

and distribution use, strip centers or buffer from tech and business park areas 
I 

I Actions to Enhance Redevelopment 

I 

Adjust zoning for sites overtaken by non-industrial use to better match future employment 
and neighborhood trends 
Cons~der some conversion to residential buffers where adjoining res~dential areas and 
current use make industrial infeasible 
Resolve zoning to allow very clear certainty for redevelopment. 

Actions to Create Conditions for New Business 

Alter code for tecWprofessional ofice/FIRE areas in LIT, ILC and PLA areas so that they 
can be designed for amenities with ancillary retail, services, etc., supportive of other uses 
Adjust height limits and floor area ratios in ILC and LIT to enable conversion to higher 
density employment e 

Setbacks - create differing standards for tecWoffice areas and industrial areas 
Create separate standards for Truck streets vs. Pedestrian Streets to match intended use, i.e. 
warehouseldistribution versus tech office areas 





CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Directions: You may use this form or answer questions on separate pages. 

Applicant 
Address 
Telephone .ydS-Zid7 -$=% 
Property owner (if different than the applicant) 

s an ~dqagard ,,3 a~,Tdt Property Ow'ner ~ a m e w  f e . On I 
Address - - - 
Telephone 
Note: Ifthe applicant ir the property owner, or ir representing the property owner, then the property 

owner must sign the lastpage. Ifthe applicant is neither the property owner nor representing the 
property owner, then the affectedproperty owner must be notifid. Send or hand deliver a copy of 
this completed application to all affected property owners. fill out the attached Afidavit of 
service that t h i ~  has been done. 

A. Description of Proposal: 

i n ~ ~ e ~ g f -  o g <I&(,.$ ~ ~ ~ t ~ A  CpfiT* 

C.  Description of reasons for making the proposal: 

D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: 
1. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 

proposal. 

Page 6 of 8 
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2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

3. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan - review or plan amendment process 

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years). 

5. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 

6. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 

E. Property owner signature. 

Note: If the appbcant is the property owner, or is represenring the property owner, then the 
property owner must sign the last page. If the applicant ir neither the property owner nor 
representtng the property owner, then the affected property owner must be notified. Send or 
hand deliver a copy of thir completed applrcation to all affected p 

Telephone: q2-<- &a?- 6045 

Page 7 of 8 
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RE: Kirkland Professional Center Rezoning Application 
422 State St. 

Contact r 
David W, Montgomery, Ps y.D, 
425-827-5095 

Parcel numbers involved: 
0825059226 
0825059227 
0825059228 
0825059229 
0825059230 

MAY 0 3 2007 
-,,#,I" 

PLANNING DE?ARTTMENT 
PM 

BY 





Kirkland Professional Center & Harold Gibson Prope 
Density Variance Request 'JUN 1 8 2lI07, 

AM 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT PM 

BY 

June 14,2007 

Dear Kirkland City Council members and the City Planning Department, 

We the owners of 433 State Street, otherwise known as the Kirkland Professional Center 
(KPC), and an adjacent property owned by Harold Gibson at 3 18 Znd Street South, 
request a private amendment for increased residential density. 

Study Area and Staff Resources 

Together our property and Mr. Gibson's represent a two acre area which abuts and is 
related to PLA 6A and is separated by topography and an institutional use from the rest of 
PLA 6B. Together these properties are a logical study area for an increase in residential 
density. Both parties front on 2"* Street and face high densitv residential development 
a ~ r o s ~ t h e  street. Our property is on grade with Znd Street an& is approximately one story 
below State Street. Because of the dramatic drop in topography fiom State Street to the 

- - A -  

large flat area of our property, our property does-not relate to State Street like the rest of 
PLA 6B. The church to the south of our property is an institutional use unlikely to 
change over the next few decades and which separates this study area from PLA 6B to the 
south. These two parcels represent a logical and discrete study area which should be very 
manageable to consider. The amendment request is only for a change in density and 
would not involve consideration of changing heights, setbacks, or other requirements 
affecting the building envelopes which could be bMt. The desired density increase from 
3600 to 1800 sq. ft. per dwelling unit would add less than 25 units to the area. Thus, the 
scope of the study area and the issue presented should require limited time of the 
planning staff and Council to process the amendment request. 

Furtherance of Good Planning Goals and Community Benefit 

This private amendment request furthers the planning goals of the Growth Management 
Act and general principals of the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan to locate higher density 
residential development close to the urban core and to provide services, such as medical 
and dental, within the urban core. This property is a one block walk from the Central 
Business District. Across Znd Street fiom the property and to the north along 2nd Street are 
some of the higher density residential developments in the City. It is logical to extend 
this higher density to our proposed study area. 

Our goal is to develop a mixed use project which will provide the central Kirkland area 
with a high quality health center within walking distance or a short drive from one's work 



KPC/Gibson Request, Pg. 2 

or home. The Kirkland Professional Center is the last complex of doctors and 
dentists near the downtown, but it is sadly outdated and an underutilization of urban land. 
We would like to build a new and somewhat larger facility to serve the area. However, 
our professional office project will be limited by the market to primacy care professionals 
who want to serve this geographic area. We will not be able to compete with the 
complexes around Evergreen Hospital to attract specialists or a large number of doctors. 
Therefore, a mixed use project is needed which will allow the utilization of the property 
to its full potential. A mixed use will also work particularly well in this case because the 
parking available for patients of the health care professionals during the day can be used 
by guests of the residential component the rest of the time. A higher density will assure 
the most efficient use of this tract of land in the urban core and under our plans will help 
deliver a much needed facility for primary health care in the central Kirkland area. 

Community Concern 

The largest community concern is the potential for increased traffic. Recent car counting 
during afternoon rush hour traffic suggests the majority of the traffic through the State 
Street corridor is en route to other destinations rather than residences in the Moss Bay 
area. Thus, present congestion is largely not a result of residential density. The requested 
rezoning would not create a significant increase in trafEc. Furthermore, the traffic light 
to be installed at the corner of State Street and Kirkland Ave. in 2009 will significantly 
improve traffic flow. This light will allow traffic to stop, hold, and then surge thru the 
intersection. The amount of cars passing in the surge (time interval) is significantly 
greater than that of a four-way stop. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Lrl/.&&90&& 

Cary Odegard, DO 

-see attached- 
Robert Stone, DDS 

-see attached- 
Diane Tattoni, MD 

-see attached- 
Harold Gibson 





RODZRT K. STONE. D.U.S. 
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DIANA S. TATTONI. M.D.. P.S. 
@ Ped~atr~cs 

433 State Street, Suite 1 
K~rkland, WA 98033 6615 

Telephone (425) 828 3626 

June 12,2007 

Kirkland City Col~ncil 

To Whom It May Concern: 

As a co-owner of the Kirkland Professional Center, I am in support of a density rezoning 
of our property from RM 3600 sq ft per dwelling unit to RM 1800 sq.ft per dwelling unit. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 



APPLEGATE Private Amendment Request 
ZON07-00009 
641 3,6421,651 5,6601,6607, and 661 1 -- 11 6th Avenue NE 



CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Directions You may use fhis @rm or answer questions on separate pages. 

Appl~cant Name ma~k A - p p k c , - l e  
Address p.0. 60% 25iz8 "g;i-kla*d, W A  '780 83 -2528 
Telephone 2 0 6 -  371- 8657 
Property owner (if different than the applicant) 
Property Owner Name SAME 
Address F' H A S ~ N C  @/~OTMB TL. CU* 
Telephone 
Note: If the appllcantn the pmpemowne~; orls represenbngthe propemowner, then the prop@vownermust 

st& the last page. If the apphcant 1s nmther the propew owner nor repmbng the pmp@v owner, then 
i h  a&tedprqoe@ owner must be noMied: Send or hand de lw  a wpy of this completed apphcabon to 
allaffecedpmp@vownen. fillout the altachedAffi&Mofsmce thafth~s hasbeen done. 

A. Description of Proposal: 
-4 a&;*o. Fm,  oFE- ra?obr 0 6725 -//be *. fu P 8 10 %s. 

QP k PR3.L. o r  hlek&sr'Cu F; l rsaJs .  r r r  e l / o & >  
rsu * ~ ~ G L u .  

B. Description, address, and ma of property affected by the proposal: d C . t ' l ; a  
bLtl3: b q a l ,  6 5 1 5  - 11b&&e N E  / f , ' r l c ( q H J ,  w.4 78633 

D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: 
1. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 

proposal. 
do*  k n e w  



2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

4~;. 

3. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process 

VPS 

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years). 

?es 

5. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 

yes 

6. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
d o  

E. Property owner signature 

Note: if the applicant is the propem owner, or is representing the propem owner, then the pmpeny owner 
must sign the last page. if the applicant is neither the prapem owner nor representing the propem 
owner, then the affected prop* owner must be notified Send or hand deliver a copy of this 
completed application to ailaffected propet@owners. fill out the altad,edAffidavit of s e ~ c e  that this 
has been done. 

* 

Telephone: 2 0 6 - 3 4 1 - 0 6 S j  

Page 6 of 7 
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Mark Applegate 206-391-0657 November 21,2006 
PH&sr~c@#ofM QZL. fo + 

I am requesting that the zoning just south of the office complex located at 6725 on 116" 
Ave NE be amended to PR 3.6 zoning. I am requesting that this zoning be extended from 
the current PR 3.6 office to approximately NE 631d St. This would encompass 8 current 
lots of which I own 4. I own 2 lots at 6515, 1 at 6421, and 1 at 6413 - 116" Ave NE. 
These 8 lots are all shallower to the freeway than the lots south of this location. They are 
almost all very old houses. They are almost all rental houses. Houses east across the 
street from them have blocked their view west with fences, trees and dense shrubbery. 
116" Ave NE at that location has considerable traffic from garbage trucks, dump trucks, 
commuting traffic, as well as minimal local traffic. These houses are not very suitable for 
families due to the considerable traffic and traffic noise from 1-405 and 116" Ave NE. 
116" Ave is dangerous for children, pets and pedestrians due to the traffic. It is especially 
dangerous for the squirrels as they can be seen dead along the road quite often. 

I would like to build a storage facility for inside storage of household goods, etc. It would 
be entirely inside storage with minimal outside parking except for loading, employees, 
etc. The outside facade would be designed to blend in with the community and add to the 
community feel of the area. This storage facility would provide much needed storage 
spaces for the community with easy local access. 

If a storage facility can not be feasible or accepted by the local community, I would like 
to extend the office zoning of PR 3.6 (or greater density) to allow for an office complex 
for service providers such as doctors, dentists, chiropractors, as well as some apartments. 

As a minimum, I would like to increase the density for this area to allow for apartments 
as this would be an ideal location for high density considering it would maximize the use 
of public transportation with the metro transit center located within walking distance. I 
understand that this road is in the process of being upgraded to allow bike paths and 
better sidewalks. This would augment apartment living. An apartment complex located 
here would have easy access to bus service, local shopping, and interstate access with 
minimal impact on the local community's roads and infrastructure. It could also enhance 
the local community's quality and character by making good use of an area with 
distinctive disadvantages for down home family living. 

Current zoning allows short platting the lots that I own to make 6 large lots. If I can not 
obtain a zoning change, my only alternative would be to demolish these houses and 
construct large, > $1.0 million houses with views. This would not serve the goals of the 
growth management goals of maximizing community transit and infrastructure. However, 
these lots are not as deep as those located further south and are not ideal for home 
construction due to the high level of noise located near to the freeway. 

Please grant my request for a zoning change to improve the use of this area and maximize 
community integrity through diversification. 





William Andrews Private Amendment Request 
ZON07-00008 
8529 132nd Avenue NE 
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~ E G D n v E  MAR - 9 2006 

AM PM 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

BY 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Directions: You may use this form or answer questions on separate pages. @NAC~'ED) 

Applicant Name & 

Property owner (if different than the applicant) 
Propetty Owner Name 
Address 
Telephone 

Note: If the applicant is the properly owner, or is represen- the properfy owner, then the properly owner must 
sf@ the last pa~e. If the applicant is neither the pmperly owner nor representing the properly owner, then 
the affected properfy owner must be notified. Send or hand deliver a copy ofthis completed application to 
allaffecfedpropew ownen. fil/ out the attached Affidaavif o f s e ~ t e  that this has been done. 

' . 
A. Description of Proposal: 

E / ~ C # P D  

B. Description, address, and map of property affected by the proposal: 
A~ZAC~CED 

C. Description of the specific reasons for making the proposal: 
c $&?- &Z~CHF .D 

. 
D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: - 

1. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal. 5 6 ~  &a&y~~ 

Page 5 of 7 
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2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

3. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process 

6f5 ArncIvcD C 

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years). 

5. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 

6. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. Cfa Ar.x~si3 

E. Property owner signature. 

Note: If the applicant is the propea owner; or is representingthe propem owner, then the propem owner 
must sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the propem owner nor representing the propem 
owner, then the affected propem owner must Lw notified Send or hand deliver a copy of this 
completed application to all aficfedpropea owners. till out the atfached Affidavit of service that this 
has been done. 

A / /  q&/< 
Name - sign: 

-," 
Name - print: RF&( 

R ~ Z ?  /32*q & ,t~r, .- Address: 

Telephone: 92s' - 7 3 9  -0Zr77 

Page 6 of 7 
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A. Amend the current zoning designation from Low Density RS 7,200 to Low Density RS 5,000. 

B. The Property is located on the West side of 132'~ Ave NE just North of the Intersection of 
NE 85& ST and 132" Ave NE. The site address is 8529 132'~ Ave NE Kirkland, WA 98033. 
The Property is approx. % of an Acre in size and rectangular in coniiguration. The Property 
is generally level with a gradual grade from West to East. The Property has approx. 135' of 
frontage al0n&.132'~ Ave NE. The property is within easy pedestrian ad-bicycle access to 
inultiple bus stops and the NE 85& ST Commercial corridor which offers multiple opportunities 
for sho ping,restaurants,services and employment centers. The Property is on the "edge" of the g NE 85 ST "J3usiness District" and as a matter of fact, several documents produced by the 
City of Kirkland show the Property as being located WITHIN the NE 85& ST "Business District" 
which would indicate that the Property is suited for higher density rather than lower density. 
The Property's proximity to wmmercial activity combined with easy access to means of alternative 
imnsporhtion would lend itselfto fostering the use of these alternative means of transpottation 
by the residents of any future housing built on the Properly. 

C. The change to RS 5,000 would allow the "highest and best use" of the Property while re* 
the Low Density Residential designation. When compared with current uses of other similarly 
positioned Properties within Kirkland (and Redmond), the RS 5,000 would be the least "intense" 
use of those Properties. When considering the location of the Property and the external factors 
which impact the Property, lower priced housing as opposed to higher priced "mega" housing 
is logical and the smaller lots made available by R S  5,000 may create opportunity to provide 
smaller, lower priced housing. The Property provides an opportunity for the City of Kirkland to 
promote the creation of lower priced housing in a location that is well suited for that purpose. 

1. The City of Kirklaud appears to have adequate Staff to review and implement the proposal. 

2. 'lke proposal will create opportunities to achieve goals stated in the Comprehensive Plan as well 
as carry out policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan; 

' 

* HOUSING, GOAL H-3: Provide for greater housing capacity and home ownership opportunities. 
POLICY H-3.1: Provide additional capacity for single family development through 

allowing reductions in lot sizes where surplus land exists on under- 
developed parcels. 



.. . , 
* LAND USE, POLICY ~ ~ - 4 , ' ~ : ~ o c a t e  the most dense residential areas close to shops and 

services and transportation hubs. 
. . 

* HUMAN SERVICES, POLICY HS-2.5: Encourage affordable and appropriately designed 
Senior housing. 

("The City should support public and private efforts to create and preserve affordable housing 
in Kirkland, particularly housing for seniors such as mother in law apartments, shared housing, 
SMALL LOTS, cottages ...") 

* VISION STATEMENT: W e  have worked to increase diversity and affordab'ity, such as 
smaller homes on smaller lots" 

* ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, POLICY ED-1.6: Strive to maintain a balance of jobs and housing. 
("Job growth should be accompanied by growth in housing opportunities for workers hlling those 

new jobs. When a significant percentage of the population can both work and live in Kirkland, 
economic vitality , quality of life and civic involvement are enhanced and transportation problems 
are mitigated") 

These are just a few examples of goals and policies that will be addressed by the proposal. Additional 
goals and policies will be cited at the Hearing to be held regarding this proposal. 

3. The sooner the proposal is implemented the sooner the associated benefits to the Public would 
be made available. As you are aware the "ramp up" time for any new development takes considerable 
time and effort and prompt implementation of the proposal would promote an associated likelihood 
that the planning for development would begin promptly as well. 

4. It appears that the North Rose Hill plan was last addressed in October of 2003. 

6. Several inconsistencies and ambiguities exist in the Comprehdnsive Plan and in City provided documents 
pertain& to the Property; 

* The Planning Dept. pr0vided.a wt ten cominunication in January of 2005 indicating that the 
RS 3,000 zone is a medium de&ity not a low density zone. According to the Comp~heiisive Plan 

.; RS 5,000 is part of low density. . . '. . . 

. . .  

*.~everd Maps show the ~ro~ertymbeing within the boundaryof the Rose Hill Business8istridt 
which would indicate that the Property is intended for Commercial usage. . . . . 



* Ambiguity exists at Policy NRH 10.1 whereby it could be interpreted that the Property is in 
area that wuld be utilized in a manner other than low density. Furthermore, the Prom is 
certainly not in the "residential core" of the North Rose Hill neighborhood as described in 
NRH 10.1. 

* Other similarly positioned properties (fmntage on an arterial with a sped limit of 35 rnph, 
close proximity to a major intersection, close proximity to a commercial area . . .) are currently 
designated higher density residential (RM 3,600) or Commercial. 

Other possible inconsistencies will be cited at the Hearing to be held regarding this proposal. 



RayHansen 
11034 130th Avenue NE 
Kirkland, Washington 98033 
827-73 15 

June 25,2007 

FAX 
Kirkland Planning Commission 
Attention: Teresa Swan, 587-3232 

This letter is in reference to one of the "private amendments" being considered by the Planning 
Commission at its meeting on Thursday June28.. 1 recommend you deny Costco's request, 
File ZON07-00017, which would allow retail gas sales on its northern parking lot. 

As a long-time resident of North Rose Hill. I have been honored to have participated and maybe 
even helped with the North Rose Hill portion of the Comprehensive Plan. Ever since the time of 
our annexation, two of this neighborhood's major goals, recognized by the City, have been to 
maintain the neighborhood's residential character and minimize traftic impacts. Both of these 
goals would suffer if the request is approved: 

The gasoline station would certainly increase W c  on 90"' Street, and probably on 124* 
Avenue and other nearby streets. Pedestrian safety is already a problem. 

Street and air pollutants from the added traffic, and inevitable spills near the pumps, are 
bound to reach into Forbes Lake. 

The hydrocarbon vapors, and noise and smells, that gas stations create would extend beyond 
the immediate property, and impact the adjacent residences. I lived next to one once, and 
wouldn't wish it upon you even if you happened to vote for this request. 

Having another gas station in the area, and a cut-rate one at that, would undoubtedly appeal 
to some people. But lower gas prices-and increased consumption of a depleting resource-- 
are certainly not in the long range interest of our region or our; country as a whole. The fact 
of the matter is that increased hydrocarbon consumption accelerates global warming and 
exacerbates its negative impacts. 

As you well know, a major criterion for allowing exceptions to the Comprehensive Plan that it 
must be "in the public interest." The requested change does not meet that test, at least to this 
portion of Kirkland. Nor does it seem to for Kirkland as a whole. 

z4- 
Ray Hansen 



From: Paul Stewart 
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2007 3:22 PM 
To: City Council; Andrew Held (public) (public@andyheld.com); Byron Katsuyama; Carolyn Hayek; 
Janet Pruitt; Karen Tennyson; Kiri Rennaker; Mathew Gregory 
Cc: David Ramsay; Janet Jonson; Teresa Swan 
Subject: FW: Costco Gas Station 
Steve Tindall requested the following e-mail message be passed on to the City Council and Planning 
Commission.  This is in regards to the Private Amendment Request by Costco to allow a fuel station on 
their property north of NE 90th Street (RH1B Zone).  
 
I have responded to Steve that the Commission is making a recommendation to the City Council on a 
threshold determination on whether or not to study the request.  The Commission meets on June 28th and 
the Council will consider their recommendation on July 17th.  If this requests moves forward, the Planning 
Commission will hold study sessions and a public hearing in the coming months with Council action later 
this year or early next year.
 

Paul Stewart 
425-587-3227

 

From: Steve Tindall [mailto:steve@stevetindall.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2007 3:25 PM 
To: Paul Stewart 
Subject: FW: Costco Gas Station
 
Paul- Regarding the private amendment request for the Costco gas station:
I only had email addresses for a few of the city council members.
Could you forward this on my behalf to the entire council and also the planning commission.
 
Thanks,
steve
 

From: Steve Tindall [mailto:steve@stevetindall.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2007 9:59 AM 
Subject: Costco Gas Station

Council members:
I am not able to participate in the coming discussion about a proposed Costco Gas Station. However, I 
would like to submit my comments as representative of the tenor and opinion of the South Rose Hill 
Neighborhood Association during the time period of establishing the current Comprehensive Plan for the 
NE 85th Street Corridor. If possible to distribute these comments to other council members I'd appreciate 
it, as I do not have current email addresses for them.



 
The idea of a gas station at Costco is a nightmare in terms of traffic effect.  For those of you who have 
frequented other Costco gas stations, there is a near constant line of cars moving through these centers.  
In the case of our particular Costco, the proposed location forces traffic to drive past the main Costco site 
to the farthest, most low density area of the development. 
 
This will impact the entire NE 85th Street corridor, especially both the South Rose Hill and North Rose Hill 
close proximity areas. The likelihood of increased cut-through traffic in South Rose Hill is very high, but the 
increased traffic on the North Rose Hill side is guaranteed.
 
We have five- count them- five gas stations between I-405 and 128th Ave NE.  There is no local, or even 
regional need for additional services of this type.  Whereas the Comprehensive Plan does not specifically 
prohibit this use in the close proximity of 405, it does definitely speak to this usage by de-emphasizing 
auto centric usage- with the exception of the two car dealers.
 
As much as I would like a competitively priced gas station in our area to drive down the ridiculous prices 
we now pay- I believe this addition will measurably and  negatively impact our quality of life.
steve
 

Steven J. Tindall  
(425) 822-4373 Home  
(425) 945-3632 Office  
Steve@SteveTindall.Com 

 

See what's free at AOL.com. 

mailto:Steve@SteveTindall.Com
http://www.aol.com?ncid=aolaof00020000000503/


City of Kirkland 
Planning and Community Development 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

W E G B O B E  

JUN 2 7 2009 
AM PM 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject: 2007 determination of private comprehensive plan amendment request - File 
ZONO7-00011 

Please include the attached 3 page response to the June 19,2007 determination and 
recommendation regarding the Strahm Properties amendment proposal, for the record of 
the City of W a n d  Planning Commission meeting June 28,2007. 

F Robert Strahm 
1712 Pacific Ave Suite 104 
Everett, WA 98201 

June 27,2007 



City of Kirkland 
Planning and Community Development 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

Subject: 2007 determination of private comprehensive plan amendment request - File 
ZON07-00011 

This is a response to comments regarding the Strahm Properties, LLC ("Strahm") 
amendment proposal. The City of Kirkland has a history of anti-growth and anti-business 
policies. These misguided policies have curbed business growth and even created urban 
blight in some cases. The City should abandon these policies. 

Citv section 1: Request 

The Strahm proposal requested a high density residential designation and zoning not 
medium density RM 3.6. The request for a high density residential designation was based 
on the adjacent high density zoning and uses. As stated in the City staff review, the 
southern portion of this "planning area" (PLA6G) already allows residential uses. The 
applicant believes that denial of the proposed residential designation would be arbitrary 
and discriminatory. 

The subject property includes 3 parcels totaling roughly 4.9 acres. The City states that a 
similar request was approved for an adjacent property to the south (Pace Corp. site, 
roughly five acres), and that "[tlhe City did not include the subject property since the 
property owner did not show an interest in the change.. ." The Pace Corp. site was in an 
underutilized status for many years prior to the land use change 

The property owner presumably referred to, Frank Strahm, never received notice of a 
proposal to change the land use of the property in the past as claimed by the City. 
Nonetheless, any prior land use change should have included all the property in the 
roughly ten (10) acre "planning area". A development application was made for the The 
Pace Corp. site subsequent to the addition of the residential zoning designation; the 
proposed development was promptly rejected by the City. The property is now in a blight 
condition. 

As stated in the staff memorandum the subject property is adjacent to residential uses 
ranging ftom low to high density to the west and the BNSF railway to the east. The 
railway is in the process of being converted to open space trail uses. 

Locating on a railway is one factor that makes industrial uses viable. The loss of the 
railway is one of many elements that make prese~ation of industrial uses in that location 
inconsistent with market trends, as well as the surrounding neighborhood. 



The Actions to Enhance Redevelopment section, Page 24 of the Kirkland Industrial 
Zoning Study, support the proposed comprehensive plan amendment: 

Where surrounding use is primarily residential and non-industrial 
uses predominate, it may be most useful to redevelop some sites into 
residential types that can act as a buffer between low-density 
neighborhoods and higher intensity officeltech. Medium-to-high 
density residential and offce tech use are not in conflict and 
residential can act as an effective buffer that reinforces and meserves 
adjoining residential while providing residential opportunities for 
employees of the adjoining employment area. 

The Sedorco property to the east of the railway (proposed trail) is being converted to 
office uses. This property was in a vacanthlight condition for a considerable period of 
time due to market difficulties and the City's reluctance to re-designate the property to a 
land use that was consistent with market conditions. Rezoning the subject property 
included in the proposed amendment area would potentially create a residential "buffer" 
that would benefit the adjacent residential neighborhood. 

The Puget Sound area is experiencing significant population growth. The Puget Sound 
Regional Council is updating the Vision 2020 document to extend to 2040. Preliminary 
growth targets indicate a future population and employment deficit for the City of 
Kirkland (See also CPSGMHB Case No. 05-3-0042 Srrahm vs. City ofEvereN). The City 
should provide ample housing and employment opportunities. 

Citv section 2: Relation to Criteria 

a. This is a limited area request. 

b. The City should have included this property in the prior study and re-designation 
of the south portion of this "planning area" -roughly a total of ten (10) acres. The 
City's spot zoning policy created an inconsistency. 

c. 1) The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan (page XV.D-1) states: 

A major policy emphasis for the Moss Bay Neighborhood 
is to encourage commercial activities in the Downtown, 
and to encourage medium to hi&-densitv residential 
uses in the ~erimeter of the Downtown. 

The proposal would implement the Moss Bay Neighborhood policy by 
encouraging high-density residential uses in the perimeter area 

2) The proposal is for "planning area" PLA6G which is internally inconsistent. 
The proposal if adopted would resolve the inconsistency. 



2a) The City staff response supports the request. 

2b) The City staff response supports the request. 

Citv section 3: Staff Recommendation 

The continuation of industrial land use designations in this area is misguided. The 
potential lack of railroad service and conflicting land uses make industrial designations 
for the location impractical at best and create potential for increised urban blight. 

The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan was last updated in 1989 and is not scheduled for a 
major update until 201 1-2012. Re-developing the site with industrial uses is not an option 
due to market conditions and conflicts with the existing adjacent residential 
neighborhood. Waiting until 201 1 or 2012 for a plan update is not a viable option for the 
property, more importantly; the current proposal is consistent with the comprehensive 
plan. 

For the reasons stated herein, the applicant requests that the City not defer the proposal, 
and to continue to study the Strahm amendment proposal in the current update process. 

- 
F. Robert Strahm 
Member - Sb&m Pro~erties. LLC 
Broker - Puget ~ o u n k  services, Inc. 
BABA - Finance 

1712 Pacific Ave Suite 104 
Everett, WA 98201 

June 26,2007 



 
 
From: James McElwee [jandlmcwee@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2007 1:26 PM
To: Teresa Swan
Cc: Paul Stewart
Subject: Planning Commission Comments for June 28, 2007

Teresa,

Would you please forward this message to the Planning Commission for their meeting 
on June 28,
2007 regarding Private Amendment Requests.

Thank you,
Jim McElwee

Date:  June 27, 2007

To:  Kirkland Planning Commission

From:  James McElwee

Subject:  Private Amendment Requests - 2007

I respectfully request that the Commission consider the following points when 
discussing the Private Amendment Requests for 2007.

ZON07-00017 (Costco) - I request that you reject this application outright.
1. The particular site acts as a buffer between the main Costco site and the 
bordering residential areas and the wetlands to the east and north.  I see no way 
for the fueling station to be preferred by the neighbors over the existing parking 
area.  The structures, lighting and noises from the fueling station would be a 
significant challenge to the current neighbors.
2. NE 90th Street, one of the neighborhood streets serving the site, is not an 
appropriate street to handle the added traffic of a fueling station on the site.  
Currently NE 90th has no curbs and gutters, only open ditches, east of 120th Ave. 
NE.  
Even if the roadway were improved with curbs, gutters and sidewalks, the 
improvements would only encourage additional cut-through traffic in a neighborhood 
area.
3. I recognize that the station could be located on Costco's current site, but I see
no compelling public interest in encouraging additional use on the site.  Currently 
South Rose Hill, as well as North Rose Hill, suffers from significant cut-through 
traffic destined for Costco.  Some might argue that only customers who would 
otherwise be going to the Costco site would use the fueling station, but my own 
experiences tell me otherwise.  I often use the Costco fuel stations without using 
the retail section at all.  I ask that you not make our cut-through situation worse.

ZON07-00008 (Andrews) - Please defer this request until the next Neighborhood Plan 
(as recomended by staff) 1. Preserving the essential character of the neighborhood 
is paramount in the Neighborhood Plan, and I see no compelling reason to deviate 
from the plan by increasing the density per this request.  Any argument that 
increased density was intended by the Neighborhood Plan is simply an uneducated 
reading of the history.

ZON07-00009 (Applegate) - Please defer this request until the next Neighborhood Plan
(as recomended by staff) 1. This request is not simple.  The implication of 
approving this request would go far beyond the individual properties involved.  It 
deserves the considered attention of the Neighborhood as part of a comprehensive 
update of the Neighborhood Plan.

ZON07-00016, -00012, -00019 (Howe, Orni, Altom) - I agree that these applications 
should be considered together, and I suggest that, if these amendments are to be 
considered in 2007, the area for consideration should be expanded.

Page 1



 
1. It makes sense to consider the three properties at one time because of their 
proximity and the good deal of similarity in the requests.
2. The subject properties cannot be evaluated in isolation from the rest of 
downtown.  The increased height in this particular section of the downtown, would 
raise the edge of the "bowl" (my term) encouraged by the Downtown Strategic Plan and
the current zoning.  I am concerned that there will be increased pressure to allow 
additional height in the remainder of downtown, as well as the subject properties.  
We have established a goal of keeping downtown as a pedestrian friendly venue with a
quaint village atmosphere.  
The residents of Kirkland have made it clear that they support this concept, and we 
should be insuring that the vision remains practical.  I think that this is an 
opportunity refine the planning and zoning of the downtown area to keep megaliths 
from destroying what we value in the area.

Thank you for your consideration of my coments.

James McElwee
12907 NE 78th Place
Kirkland, WA  98933
425-301-3885
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PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUEST 
FILE ZON07-00008 

ND 8529 132 AVE NE 
WILLIAM ANDREWS 

1. List of "Small Lot" Developments in close proximity to the Subject Property 

2. Vicinity Map showing Subject Property (hi-lited) and the above noted Developments 

3. Response to 2007 Threshold Determination of Private Amendment Requests 
Refer to pages 25-27 of the Threshold Determination Document dated 6/19/07 

4. Referenced Maps illustrating that the Subject Property is within the boundaries 
of the Rose Hill Business District 



"Small Lot"Deve1opments in Close Proximity to Subject Property 
(see attached map) 

1. Subject Property - 8529 132* Ave NE, Kirkland 

2. The Pointe - 8726 133* Ave NE, Redmond 
Attached Townhomes LOT SIZE = 2,811 sq.ft. 

3. City Ministries - 2 PUD Projects just North of Subject Property, Kirkland 
Approx.8 units per acre density (same as RSX5.0) 

4. Kirkland Bungalows - 13 13 1 NE 97& St, Kirkland 
LOT SIZE = 2,550 sq.ft. 

5. Willow's Crest (?) - 13232 NE 97& St, Redmond 
LOT SIZE = 4,203 sq.R. 

6. Danielson's Grove - 12822 NE 1 0 5 ~  PL, Kirkland 
LOT SIZE = 2,342 sq.ft. 

7. Linden Lane - 13228 126& Ct. NE, Kirkland 
LOT SIZE = 4,204 sq.ft. 

8. Sweetbriar - 13 103 NE 139" St, Kirkland 
LOT SIZE = 3,713 sq.ft. 

9. Braeburn - 13232 1 1 9 ~  PL NE, Kirkland 
LOT SIZE = 3,150 5q.R 

10. Portico Place - 7886 148' Ct NE, Redmond 
LOT SIZE = 3,754 sq.ft. 

11. Indigo -New DR HORTON Attached Townhomes just East of Subject Property on NE 85" St. 
ZERO LOT LINE ATTACHED TOWNHOMES 





RESPONSE TO 2007 THRESHOLD DETERMINATION 
OF 

PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUESTS TO AMEND THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

Refer to pages 25 - 27 of the "Threshold Determination" document dated 6/19/07 in particular 
Andrews,William File ZON07-00008, Attachment 13: 

Please find below responses/comments to; 1. Request 
2. Relation to Criteria 
3. Staff Recommendation 

1. Request: 2nd paragraph, 'The total site area is approximately 124,190 square feet." 
This is incorrect, the site is approx. 32,500 sq.ft. 

2"d paragraph, "On the east side of 132"~ Ave NE is the City of Redmond that 
contains a single-family neighborhood." The neighborhood to the east "The Pointe" 
is an "attached Townhome" development with lots as small as 2,800 sq.ft. 

2. Relation to : Section a. znd paragraph, "the study area should be expanded to include the 
Criteria two single family lots south of the subject property. A case could be made that 

the three single family lots just south.. .for the same reason" While I understand 
the preference to avoid "piece-meal" rezones, the subject property is large 
enough to support a "stand alone" evaluation as it would contribute 5 -6 new 
residences to the housing stock (most likely at a needed price point). Furthermore, 
Chapter III."General"of the Comp.Plan states, "Citizen amendment requests may 
either be for general amendments or for a change to the land use map and /or text . 
change relating to a SPECIFIC property or a general area" 

Section b. 1" paragraph, "There does not appear to be an inconsistency or 
need for Plan clarification related to this request." To the contrary, numerous 
inconsistencies can be cited in relation to the subject property's treatment as 
found in various city produced documents. 

A. MAPS, See the following attached maps &om City of Kirkland documents that 
show the subject property located "within" the Rose Hill Business District. 

1. "Design Guidelines for Rose Hill Business District" adopted on Jan.3,2006 
contains a map on page 1 that shows the Rose Hill Business District shaded 
in gray and includes the subject property,(I have included an enlarged version) 

2. Chapter XV.F. "North Rose Hill Neighborhood of the Comp. Plan, page 37, 
figure NRH-10, shows the Rose Hill Business District outlined and noted in 
the map legend. By using the scale included on the map, the subject property 
is within the boundary of the Rose Hill Business District. 



Introduction 
This document sets forth Design Guidelines, adopted by 
Section 3.30.040 of the Kirkland Municipal Code that will be 

used by the City in the design review process for commercial 

and multifamily development in the Rose Hill Business District. 

Other documents that should be referred to during design 

review are the NE 85m Street Subarea Plan goals and policies 

contained in the Comprehensive Plan and the RH Use Zone 

Charts found in the Kirkland Zoning Code. 

Purpose of the Design Guidelines 

1 

Figure 1. Rose Hili Business District location. 
For projects required to be reviewed by the Design Review 

Board, the Board will use these guidelines in association with 

the Design Regulations of the Kirkland Zoning Code. To the 
extent. that the standards of the Design Guidelines or Design Regulations address the same issue but are not generally 

consistent or contain different levels of specificity, the Design Review Board will determine which standard results in 
superior design. For Administrative Design Review (ADR), the Planning Ofticial will use these guidelines when necessary 
to interpret the Design Regulations. They are also intended to assist project applicants and their architects by providing 

graphic examples of the intent of the City's guidelines and regulations. 

The Design Guidelines dorfot set a particular style of architecture or design theme. They are intended to establish a 

greater sense of quality, unity, and conformance with Kirkland's physical assets and civic identity. These guidelines are ' 

not intended to slow or restrict development, but rather to add consistency and predictability to the permit review process. 

Urban Design Goals and Objectives 

Urban design goals for the desired future development of the area were adopted in 2001 as part of the NE 85Ih street 
Subarea Plan: 

Subarea Plan Design Goal NE 85-17- Provide a coordinated streetscape improvements through the 

Subarea that enable pedestrians, drivers bicyclists, and other users to have safe and pleasant experience. 

Subarea Plan Design Goals NE 85-18 and 18.19- Establish mandatory building and site design standards 

that apply to all new expanded, or remodeled commercial and multi-family buildings in the Subarea, with the 

objectives of creating a more attractive commercial area, enhancing pedestrian orientation, and creating 

effective buffers and transitions between the commercial land uses and the established residential 

neighborhoods to the north and south. 

Design Guidelines for Rose Hill Business District Page I March 21, 2006 





I I 
Figure NRH-10: North Rose Hill Urban Design 
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Figure LU-2: Commercial Areas 



3. Figure LU-2: Commercial Areas shows the subject property within the 
illustrated boundary of a Commercial Development Area "Rose Hill 
Business District" 

B. DOCUMENTS, See the following citations from various City produced 
documents that can be seen as inconsistent and unclear as they relate to the 
subject property. 

1. The Planning Dept. provided a written statement in January of 2005 indicating 
that "a RS5000 zone is considered a medium not a low density residential zone." 
This appears to be inconsistent as the Comp.Plan shows RSXS.0 as low density. 

2. Chapter XV.F. "North Rose Hill Neighborhood" of the Comp.Plan at Policy 
MU3 10.1 states, "Preserve low density areas south of NE 1 1 7 ~  St. to approximately 
NE 86& St. and between the freeway and 132nd Ave NE " The subject property 
could be considered "approximately" outside of this parameter as a portion of the 
subject property may be south of NE ~6~ St. which would then indicate that the 
subject property,or a portion of it, could be used for something other than low density. 
Furthermore, the subject property is certainly not within the "residential core" of 
the North Rose Hill Neighborhood (as noted in NRH10.1) and is in fact,closer in 
proximity to a Business Dist."core" rather than the "core"of a residential neighborhood. 

3. The NE 85* Subarea Plan Land Use Map Figure NE85-2 shows property fronting 
1 2 4 ~  Ave NE in a similar northerly relationship to NE 85& St. as the subject property, 
wned as OfficeiMulti Family, Commercial and Medium Density Residential. 124& 
Ave NE and 1 3 2 ~  Ave NE(north of NE 85& St.)are very similar in their characteristics; 
35 mph speed limits,City "arterial"classification,multiple Metro bus stop locations, 
"non-residential"commercia1 trafEc,2 of the most heavily traveled streets in Kirkland. 
As a matter of fact, since 132'~ Ave NE does not have any traffic lights or stops, it 
has become the chosen option for commuters and commercial traffic both a.m./ p.m. 
Why would property with very similar characteristics positioned on very similar 
types of streets and located the same distance north of State Hwy. 9 0 8 m  85& St.) 
have such vastly different wning/density? For that matter, the subject property is 
not even zoned at the highest use of the low density residential classification.This 
seems not only inconsistent but lagging in relation to the rapidly changing nature 
of the area, population growth and increased demand for housing at more affordable 
price points. It would NOT be inconsistent or "far-reaching" to conclude that the 
highest density allowed within the low density classification(RSX5.O)is appropriate 
for the subject property As stated in the Threshold DeterminatioqC'the maps and text 
indicate that the property is located in the NE 85& Sub-area which includes extensive 
low-density single family areas to the north and south of NE 85" Street. The vision 
and goals of the sub-area plan support preserving these low density residential uses " 
This amendment request is consistent with that vision, RSX5.0 IS LOW DENSITY! 
and the implementation of the request would do nothing but ENHANCE the 
achievement of that vision. The request would have minimal impact if any, above 



and beyond the current RSX7.2 zoning and in fact might create MORE similarity 
with existing neighborhood characteristics. 

4. The reliance by City StaEon 2 or 3 separate sources to implement planning and 
policy decisions may create inconsistency especially when the affected area 
is not given the same opportunity to be represented as other areas are represented 
It appears that the City utilizes Comp.Plan Chapters; "North Rose Hill Neighborhood", 
"South Rose Hill Neighborhood" and "NF? 85th Street Subarea Plan" when addressing 
matters concerning the NE 85& Street Subarea. The North Rose Hill Neighborhood 
has a "Neighborhood Association" as does the South Rose Hill Neighborhood. 
The NE 85& Street Subarea does not have a "Neighborhood Association". 
Furthermore, Section B. "Planning Context" found in the Introduction of the 
NE 85" Street Subarea Plan (Chapter XV.F/G. of Comp.Plan)contains wording 
regarding policy precedence and priority that could be open to "flexible interpretation". 
In addition Section B. also gives "equal voice" regarding decisions affecting the 
Subarea to "Both neighborhood associations" but does not offer a voice to the 
Subarea itself? If the Subarea is worthy of an entire Chapter in the Comprehensive Plan 
why is not worthy(and the residents and property owners of that Subarea "deserving" of) 
a separate, "independent" voice of their own to address issues that affect 'where they 
live and work"? I pose this question not only as it relates to my Private Amendment 
Request but as it relates to the entire Subarea and the apparent lack of a mechanism 
for full representation of the residents and property owners of the Subarea 

Relation to 
Criteria(contd.) Section d.(l.) It does appear that the proposal demonstrates strong potential to serve 

the public interest by implementing specifically identified goals and policies of 
the Comp. Plan. See the following citations; 

Policy NEW-1.2: "Encourage the EFFICIENT use of larger lots within the 
Subarea at the maximum densities allowed by the underlying zoning." 

Policy NE85-6. I thru NE85-6.4: The proposal would facilitate these policies by 
facilitating use of non-motorized modes of transportation as well as placing more 
housing within easy access to transit facilities. 

Policy NEBS-16.1: The proposal would facilitate the highest and best use 
of the subject property and the subsequent installation of Public Sanitary 
Sewer upon development in an area that currently has no access to Sewer 
thus reducing the impacts of septic systems on the natural environment. 

Citations fiom Chaptern. Vision/Framework Goals in support of the proposal: 
a. %e have worked to increase diversity and affordability,such as smaller 

homes on smaller lots," 
b. "to meet the needs of Kirkland's changing populatioqwe must encourage 

creative approaches to providing suitable housing by establishing varied 
and flexible development standards" 



c. FG-14."Plan for a fair share of regional growth,consistent with State and 
regional goals to minimize low density sprawl and direct growth to urban areas." 
"Kirkland must accommodate a fair share of such growth. To do so,development 
in Kirkland must use land efficiently." 

Policy ED-1.6. "Strive to maintain a balance of jobs and housing." 
"Job growth should be accompanied by growth in housing oppo&ties 
for workers filling those new jobs.When a significant percentage of the population 
can both work and live in Kirkland,economic vitality,quality of life and civic 
involvement are enhanced and transportation problems are mitigated." 

Citations t7om ChapterW. Housing: 
a. Goal H-2:"Promote the creation of affordable housing and provide for a 

range of housing types and opportunities to the needs of ALL segments 
of the population." 

b. Goal H-3:"Provide for greater housing capacity and home ownership opportunities." 
c. The Housing Concept:"Supports the creative use of land where greater residential 

capacity can be a c h i e v e  
d. The Housing Diversity Section "Hosing Affordability" found on pages 3-4 

provides a description of how by meeting the housing needs of higher economic 
segments of the population with housing they can afford serves those at the 
lower levels as well. 

e. page 7:"greater opportunities for home ownership may be created through smaller 
lots and more varied housing types.In addition,cost savings are generally associated 
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 maihtenance 
and service costs to both the home owner and the public." 

f. Policy H-3.1:"Provide additional capacity for single family development through 
allowing reductions in lot sizes where surplus land exists on underdeveloped parcels." 
Also see the text following the above Policy. 

Citations from ChapterVI. Land Use: 
a. Policy LU-2.2:"Use land eficiently,facilitate infill development or redevelopment, 

and where appropriate,presewe options for future development." 
b. Policy LU-2.3:"Ensure an adequate supply of housing units and commercial 

floorspace to,meet the required growth targets through efficient use of land." 
c. page 16,"promote an intensity and density of land uses sufficient to support 

effective transit and pedestrian activity. 
d. The proposal supports and enhances Policy LU-5.5 by creating more 

housing "close" to the Business District that can utilize non-motorized modes 
of transportation or transit thus reducing traffic impacts in the Business District. 

Relation to 
Criteria(contd.) Section d.(2.) Would the Public Interest be best served by creating more opportunity 

(most likely) for housing attainable by a majority of the Public SOONER rather than 



in 2015-2016 (as cited in the Threshold Determination)? Of course, what would 
be the logical rationale to wait until 201 5-2016 to provide a needed and desired 
Public Benefit? I would think that the City of Kirkland would be interested in 
providing opportunity not preventing opportunity. 

I would appreciate the opportunity to discuss this matter fiuther and Thank You in advance for your 
time and efforts on behalf of the Citizens of Kirkland. 

RespectfUll , Bill Andrews 2 8529 132" Ave NE 
Kirkland, WA 98033 



ENCLOSURE 5

FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

Date

Source of Request

Description of Request

Eric Shields, Planning & Community Development Director

Reserve

Request for funding of $200,000 for a Planned Action Environmental Impact Statement related to the private amendment request for Park Place.

The proposed private amendment request for the Park Place Center will require additional environmental review beyond the original Environmental Impact 
Statement done for the Comprehensive Plan in 2004.  The review will probably be done through a Planned Action EIS that will allow analysis of the proposed 
changes to the Downtown Plan, including two other private amendment requests – Onri and Altom - to the east of the Park Place Center, and include traffic 
impacts throughout the Downtown.  This type of analysis will also be useful in analyzing other future development in the Downtown and so it is appropriate for 
the necessary environmental review costs be paid for by the City.
    
Funding is recommended to come from the Contingency Fund.

Legality/City Policy Basis

2007-08 Prior Authorized Uses include: $31,500 for a Permit Process Review project and $54,436 for continued Annexation Outreach.  Also 
on the same Council agenda of 7/17/07 is a request for $25,000 for a fiscal review of the Park Place developer's analysis of a potential 
redevelopment.  Authorization of both this request and the additional $25,000 brings the Revised 2008 Ending Balance to $2,882,890.

Recommended Funding Source(s)
Revised 2008

Revenue/
Exp 

Savings

Fiscal Impact
One-time use of $200,000 from the Contingency Fund.  The contingency is able to fully fund this request. 

2008Amount This
Request Target

Prepared By Sandi Hines, Financial Planning Manager July 3, 2007

2007-08 Uses

Other Information

Other 
Source

End Balance

0 200,000

Description

85,936

2008 Est
End Balance

3,193,826

Prior Auth.
2007-08 Additions

Prior Auth.

3,285,172Contingency 2,907,890
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MEMORANDUM 

 
Date: July 3, 2007 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Joan Lieberman-Brill, AICP, Senior Planner 
 Paul Stewart, AICP, Deputy Director 
 Eric Shields, AICP, Director 
  
Subject: BRIEFING ON 2007 CITY INITIATED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 

(FILE ZON07-00001)  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
This briefing is for your information.   
 
COUNCIL REVIEW 
 
Staff is providing the Council with the attached memorandum (Exhibit A), reviewed by the 
Planning Commission at their June 28, 2007 meeting, to keep Council informed regarding those 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments initiated by the City being considered for 2007.  With the 
exception of their desire to beef up “green” goals and policies and an additional map change, the 
Planning Commission concurred with the staff recommendation for those items that should be 
considered for amendment during the annual amendment of the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan.   
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
 
The annual city initiated update of the city-wide element chapters of the Comprehensive Plan is 
required to bring the Capital Facilities Plan, contained in the Capital Facilities Element, and various 
tables and figures in the Transportation Element into to consistency with the annual changes to the 
Capital Improvement Plan.  In addition, new state legislation or other new information may 
necessitate changes in the Plan.  With the exception of possible changes to concurrency and level 
of service methodology, these changes are generally considered minor or housekeeping related 
amendments.   
 
The Commission added the following amendments to be considered during this cycle: 
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• Green goals/policies: update and/or add policies to reflect potential new zoning 
regulations for low impact development, built green, sustainability and recycling of building 
materials 

 
• North Rose Hill Urban Design Map NRH -10: Revise graphic that is labeled “Rose Hill 

Business District” to not include area residential outside of the commercial corridor.   
 
EXHIBITS: 

 
Exhibit A Planning Commission Transmittal Memorandum, dated June 20, 2007 with a 

revised list of all 2007 recommended amendments from the Planning 
Commission 

 
Cc: File MIS07-00001 

H:\Agenda Items\071707_CityCouncilMtg\Planning\New Business\PARs and City initiated Comp Plan Amendments\_1F_ Enclosure 6.doc 7.10.2007  
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE � KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189 � (425) 587-3225 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
MEMORANDUM 

 
To: Planning Commission 
  
From: Joan Lieberman-Brill, Senior Planner 
 Paul Stewart, Deputy Director 
 
Date: June 20, 2007 
 
Subject: 2007 City initiated Comprehensive Plan Amendments and related Zoning Map 

changes, Files ZON07-00001  
 

I.  RECOMMENDATION
 
Review the list of proposed amendments and provide comments to staff at the study session.  
 

II. BACKGROUND  
 
The City annually updates the city-wide element chapters of the Comprehensive Plan to revise 
the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) in the Capital Facilities Element chapter and various tables and 
figures in the Transportation Element chapter to be consistent with annual changes to the Capital 
Improvement Plan (CIP).  In addition, new state legislation or other new information may 
necessitate changes to the Plan.  
 
The 2006 Comprehensive Plan Amendments, adopted on December 12, 2006, consisted of “must 
do,” non-policy related, housekeeping amendments.  This year’s amendments may be much the 
same with only one policy related amendment dealing with connectivity being considered.    
 

III. PROPOSED CITY INITIATED AMENDMENTS
 
The scope of the proposed city initiated 2007 Comprehensive Plan Amendments and related 
Zoning Map changes includes housekeeping amendments relating to this year’s changes to the 
CIP, revisions to the North Rose Hill street connection map to account for completed 
connections, additions to Historic Landmark list to account for the archway at Heritage Park, and 
new park acquisitions.  Changes may need to be made to support new zoning regulations on low 
impact development by strengthening policies in the various chapters including the 
Vision/Framework Goals, Natural Environment, Utilities and Implementation Elements in the 
Plan.  In addition, staff proposes to add a goal and policies to the Natural Environment chapter in 
response to climate change.  New Commute Trip Reduction goals and policies will need to be 
made in the Transportation and Capital Facilities Element in response to new legislation.  
Integrating art into building and site design, both in the public and private sectors, will be 



Memo to the Planning Commission  
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addressed in the both the Community Character and Parks, Recreation, Open Space Element 
chapters.  Finally, corrections will include reconciling the lettering system for Totem Lake in the 
Economic Development Element, and correcting the land use and zoning designation for JBD-6.     
 
A summary of the amendments is as follows: 
 
1. This year is a Major Capital Improvement Program (CIP) update year.  The City may make 

major updates to the CIP this fall.  Major changes to the CIP are done on a biennial basis.  
Then on the non-update year, only minor adjustments are made to funding and timing of 
projects.  Although this is a major-update year we are not yet sure how extensive the changes 
might be to the CIP.  We do know that the Transportation and Capital Facilities Elements 
still need to be amended to be consistent with any minor changes to the CIP.  These are 
“must do,” non-policy related, housekeeping amendments.  

 
 Changes may be made to the Capital Facilities Plan tables and several transportation 

maps.  
 
2. The City Council has tasked the Transportation Commission with reviewing concurrency.  If 

concurrency methodology is changed, this could be considered a substantive change and may 
affect Level of Service (LOS).  The potential change would be policy related and may need 
some discussion and consideration.   

 
 Changes may need to be made to the LOS chart, and/or to text in the Transportation 

Element. 
 
3. Low Impact Development regulations may be adopted this year, which may require revisions 

to goals and policies in the Plan to support these new zoning regulations.  Also, policies to 
support low impact development should be integrated into the neighborhood plan updates, so 
that they are a more conscious part of each neighborhood update.   

 
 Changes may need to be made to the Natural Environment and Utilities Elements 

and/or Vision/Framework Goals.   
 
4. The topic of Climate Change may need to be integrated into the Plan.  Framework Goal FG-5 

and the Natural Environment Element currently address many other aspects of the 
environment, but are silent on this issue. 

 
 Changes may need to be made to the goals, policies, and/or narrative in the Natural 

Environment Element chapter and to the Vision/Framework Goals.   
 
5. The City acquired several new city park properties, including in the Everest and Lakeview 

Neighborhoods.  Other park acquisitions may occur this summer which would be included in 
the amendments.  Various maps need to be updated.  These are “must do,” non-policy 
related, housekeeping amendments. 
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 Changes would be made to the park system map, the city-wide land use map and 
associated neighborhood land use maps. 

 
6. The State passed new Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) legislation with Senate Bill 6566 that 

amends several RCW sections to require the reduction of the Single Occupancy Vehicle rate 
by 10% and a 13% reduction of Vehicle Miles Traveled for CTR affected employers (any 
employers with 100 or more employees) within the next 4 years.  Implementation starts in 
2008.  We may need to make amendments to goals, policies and/or text in the 
Comprehensive Plan to meet the intent of Senate Bill 6566.  The potential changes are a 
“must do” State requirement and most likely will be minor amendments. 

 
 Changes may need to be made to the Transportation Element and maybe the Land 

Use and /or Capital Facilities Elements.  
 
7. One minor change should be made to the North Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan.  
 

For Table NRH-1: North Rose Hill Street Connection Plan Description List (page XV. F-27), 
the word “completed” should be added where applicable to denote those three connections, 
out of the original 17, that have been completed.  This list will then match Figure NRH-6: 
North Rose Hill Street Connection Plan map, which is updated annually to reflect the current 
status of street connections.   
 

8. One minor change should be made to the Economic Development Element. 
 

For Policy TL-3.2 (page XV.H-5): a correction should be made to the text.  It should read: 
 
“Expand opportunities for office development south of NE 116th Street (districts TL 10A E 
and TL 10D)” 

 
This is essentially a “scrivener’s error” due to a different labeling system used when we 
followed up with the zoning for this area.   
 

9. One minor change should be made to the Introduction text.  
 

This change would clarify that although most neighborhood plans where adopted prior to the 
1995 Plan update, not all were, and that not all were adopted prior to the 2004 Plan (e.g. the 
Market Street Subarea Plan was first adopted in 2006).  A correction to text on page I-12 
should be made as follows: 
 
“However, because most of the neighborhood plans were adopted prior to the 1995 Plan 
update and all were adopted prior to the 2004 Plan, portions of some of the neighborhood 
plans may contain inconsistencies.”    
 

10. The Juanita Beach Master Plan was adopted in 2006.  Minor changes are necessary in the 
Parklands Section of the Juanita Business District Plan, (page XV.I-24) to acknowledge the 
newly adopted Master Plan.   
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11. Integration of art into public and private site planning and buildings may need to be 
integrated into the Community Character and the Park, Recreation and Open Space Elements 
to further support this goal of the Kirkland Cultural Council.   

 
12. The archway at Heritage Park should be added to List B: Properties Designated by the City 

as Community Landmarks (page IV-6) in the Comprehensive Plan.  Some other minor text 
updates for the historic preservation section of this element are also needed   

 
13. Map changes include the following corrections: 
 

• Land use redesignation of JBD-6 on the citywide land use map and neighborhood land 
use map from Commercial to Office/Multifamily to match the text in the Juanita Business 
District section of the North/South Juanita Neighborhood Plan (page XV.I-23).   

 
• Density redesignation on the citywide land use map and neighborhood land use map for 

property in South Juanita located north of unopened NE 108th Street, west of 104th 
Avenue NE, and south of NE 110th Street so that it matches the RS 12.5 zoning there.  
Here the density should be 1(1+2) or 3 rather than 5.  A mapping error likely occurred 
when new neighborhood plan maps were created.   

 
• The zoning for the Springbrook development in the North Juanita Neighborhood is RS 

5.0 and may need to be changed to RSX 5.0 if research on the 1988 annexation concludes 
that this is a mistake.   

 
• Finally, if it is a task that can be accomplished this year, revisions to various base map 

templates may need to be implemented to provide consistency.      
 
Attachments:   
 
1 – List of 2007 Comprehensive Plan Amendments City Wide Amendments 
 
cc: Files ZON07-00001 



2007 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 
CITY WIDE AMENDMENTS 

 
1. TEXT CHANGES  

• CPF charts in the Capital Facilities Element: update based on new CIP 
• Green goals/policies: update and/or add polices to reflect potential new zoning 

regulations for low impact development, built green, sustainability and recycling 
of building materials 

• Climate change: add policy 
• CTR: new goals/policies to respond to new CTR law  
• Transportation Element: update maps and tables per the Transportation 

Commission and Public Works 
• Transportation and Capital Facilities Element: maybe changes to road LOS and 

concurrency approach from the Transportation Commission  
• Community Character Element: add Heritage Park archway, add policy about art 

integrated into building and site design and a few other minor edits on historic 
preservation 

• Parks: add policies about art integrated into city parks 
 
2. MINOR TEXT CORRECTIONS  

• Introduction - Page I-12: a minor text change 
• Economic Development Element - Policy TL-3.2 (page XV.H-5): should be 

TL10E and not TL 10A 
• North Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan - Connection Map List : Add the words 

“Completed” after several of the connections 
 
3. MAP CHANGES (both land use and zoning maps)  

• New city parks: change land use map, neighborhood map and zoning map  
• JBD-6: correct designation on Zoning Map and Comp Plan map (not commercial)  
• South Juanita Land Use Map: RS 12.5 north of 108th Street should be 3 du/acre 

and not 5 du/acre (mapping error when new neighborhood plan maps were 
created) 

• Check the RS area in the 1988 annexed area for North Juanita. Why not RSX? 
• North Rose Hill Urban Design Map NRH-10: Reduce circle that is labeled Rose 

Hill Business District to not include area residential area north of the commercial 
corridor 

• Consistent base map – Check with Matt Gregory about some inconsistency  
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From: angelique.reiss@comcast.net 
Sent: Friday, June 29, 2007 12:55 AM 
To: Teresa Swan; James McElwee; jandlmcwee@msn.com 
Cc: kkpage@ci.kirkland.wa.us 
Subject: Please OPPOSE Park Place Development PAR 
(Teresa, please forward this to the City Council, Planning Commission, and involved 
staff.  Thank you.) 
  
Dear City Council Members, Planning Commissioners, and City Staff, 
  
I am deeply concerned upon reading the KAN update on PARs tonight, and reading the 
agenda for tonight's Planning Commission meeting, to see the degree to which the Park 
Place PAR is being expedited.  I would have attended tonight's planning commission 
meeting if I had been aware that this was already being acted upon.   
  
Kirkland residents are here in part because of the "village" atmosphere in which we can 
walk to the farmer's market, parks, summer concerts, etc.  For our city leaders to bend the 
rules to allow expedited consideration of a request that increases building heights (we 
don't want to look like downtown Bellevue), reduces parking spaces, will increase traffic, 
and likely lose us our movie theater, without providing any of the useful stores we have 
to drive to other cities to shop at, is not good government.  To move forward on this issue 
without providing the leaders and citizens of adjacent neighborhoods with traffic study 
results of any such proposed development, is not good government. 
  
 According to the developer who spoke at the KAN and Norkirk meetings, the shops at 
the re-developed Park Place would be of a small, boutique type that we don't need more 
of.  We already have to drive elsewhere to shop for practical items for our families at JC 
Penney's, Macy's, Gymboree, Barnes and Noble, etc.  When concerned citizens asked 
about whether there would still be a movie theater, the developer's "answers" were 
extremely evasive, suggesting the answer was no.  When I was growing up in 
Woodinville, my family had to drive to Kirkland to see a movie.  Now we may have to 
drive our son from Kirkland to Woodinville to see a movie, instead of walking down to 
Park Place.  Now, in addition to having to get on 405 and drive to do a lot of our 
shopping, we would have to sit in more traffic to do so as the building volume 
quadruples, and the workers at these numerous offices drive up Central/85th to commute 
on 405.   
  
Some of these affluent high tech employees (according to the developer there would be 
high tech offices) would try to buy homes in Kirkland, further escalating real estate prices 
and driving ordinary people like teachers, public safety staff and single parents out of the 
city as more property owners cash in, and developers continue to bombard the city with 
zoning requests for oversized homes and ever-smaller lots that erode and degrade the 
quality of our neighborhoods while yet again increasing traffic.  (In Kirkland, most new 
homes have 3 car garages that are bigger than the "yards" around the homes that the kids 
have to play in.  Do we value cars, and money, more than our kids?) 
  

ENCLOSURE       7
ZON07-00016



City leaders, please stop looking at dollar signs and remember that economic 
development is not as important as being good stewards of the quality of life and the 
environment that we will pass on to our children one day.  In past generations, parents 
always worked to provide a better life for their children than they had.  In this generation, 
leaders often seem to be more interested in selfish "solutions" that bring in money in the 
short term while leaving our children with huge burdens in the future.   
  
Our tax dollars apparently pay for the city to have an economic development advocate, 
who attended presentations with the developer.  Where is the environmental advocate, the 
anti-traffic-congestion advocate, the small-town-charm, anti-development advocate that 
my family's tax dollars should also pay for?  If there isn't a staff person filling that role 
and attending Park Place development PAR presentations and meetings to oppose this 
request to undermine current zoning laws, then I will have to rely even more on the 
integrity of my elected officials.  
  
This PAR should not be expedited, and when it comes before the City Council, it should 
receive your NO votes.  As Norkirk residents, my family would gain little or nothing, and 
see our quality of life degraded by passage of this proposal. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Angelique Reiss 
  
428 16th Lane 
Kirkland 
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