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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 ZONO7-
00001, ZONO7-00008 THROUGH 00012 AND ZONO7-00017 THROUGH 00020

I. RECOMMENDATION

e 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:
0 Douglas Howe
0 Katherine Orni
0 Rhoda Altom
0 Mehdi Nakhijiri

B. Defer to the future neighborhood plan update process:
0 Plaza at Yarrow Bay (consider as part of the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan update that should
be started this fall as scheduled)
0 Strahm Properties

0 Mark Applegate
o William Andrews

C. Do not consider further:
0 Costco Wholesale

D. Recommendation to be presented at the City Council meeting on July 17, 2007 because of a lack of
guorum for a recommendation vote:

0 Kirkland Professional Center
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e 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).

e 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.

. 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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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 5 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 6* 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. Nakhijiri 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 5 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:

L.

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-
2« 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.

IFour requests to be deferred to the associated neighborhood plan update’]

L.

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
508-6" Ave, 506-7 Ave S and 333-5 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 6611-116* Ave NE immediately south of the existing office building at NE
70 Street and 116» 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 85 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 -120 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 90* Street with the same
potential traffic and pedestrian impacts on the neighborhood.

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 ZONO7-00001)
Lewis Gesell, 12031 NE 97+ Street, Kirkland, WA 98033, |kgesell@verizon.net
Carol Nielson, 12915 NE 94+ Street, Kirkland, WA 98033, gocarolgo@comcast.net
Margaret Carnegie, 11259-126* Ave NE, Kirkland, WA 98033, carnegiema@netzero.com
Linda Jones, 8725 126" AVE NE, Kirkland, WA 98033, liindajones.yes@verison.net

Yousset Parast, parast@comcast.net

Melody McCutcheon, 2025 1+ 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 ZONO7-00017 THROUGH 00020

. RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission recommends:

A. Proceed to the Study Stage in 2007:

(0}
(0}
o
(0}

Douglas Howe
Katherine Orni
Rhoda Altom

Mehdi Nakhjiri

B. Defer to the future neighborhood plan update process:

o

o
(0}
o

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

Strahm Properties

Mark Applegate

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 guorum 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.

Il. 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 Nakhijiri - 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.

lll. THRESHOLD DETERMINATION CRITERIA

The criteria for making a Threshold Determination are contained in KZC 140.20.3. To be eligible for full

wan,

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.

DISCUSSION OF THE REQUESTS
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: Proceed to full Same

Park Place Center consideration in 2007

Allow a master plan with increased along with the Orni and

height, reduced yard setbacks & Altom requests.

flexibility with other site standard

regulations.

Katherine Orni: Proceed to full Same

825, 903 and 911 5™ Ave east of post consideration in 2007

office. Change from PLA 5D (office not along with the Howe and
allowed) to PLA 5C (office allowed) to Altom requests.
make existing office conforming uses.

Rhoda Altom: Proceed to full Same
220-6" Street in PLA 5B Allow increase | consideration in 2007

in height similar to PLA 5C zone (6 along with the Howe and

stories or 60 feet). Orni requests.

Mehdi Nakhjiri: Proceed to full Same

138 -5 Ave (American Legion Hall site) | consideration in 2007.
Change from RS 5.0 at 9 units per acre to | Should have been

PLA 7A (RM 2.4) at 18 units per acre. considered with the 2006

Norkirk Neighborhood

Plan update
Costco Wholesale: Do not consider Proceed to full
8629 -120™ Ave NE further. consideration in
Change to allow retail sales of gas on Several potential impacts | 2007 or 2008,
their northern parking lot in the RH-1B and neighborhood depending on when
zone (already allowed on the southern concerns. the neighborhood
parking lot). 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.

Recommendation to be
presented at the City

Defer to the Moss
Bay Neighborhood

Change to allow increase in density from | Council meeting on Plan update.
RM 3.6 to RM 1.8 (was part of prior 2004 | July 17". No quorum
Lakeshore Clinic study area that was not | for recommendation

approved). vote.

Strahm Properties: Defer to the Moss Bay Same
508-6" Ave, 506-7" Ave S and 333-5" | Neighborhood Plan

Place South. Change to allow high- update.

density residential use at RM 1.8 or 2.4 in

the north portion of PLA 6G. The south

portion of PLAG6G allows medium density

at RM 3.6.

Mark Applegate: Defer to the Bridle Same
6413, 6421, 6515, 6601, 6607 & 6611 Trails Neighborhood

116" Ave NE. Change from RS 8.5 at 5 Plan update.

units per acre to PR 3.6 at 10-12 units per

acre or allows a retail storage facility.

William Andrews: Defer to the North Rose | Same

8529 132" Ave NE.
Change from RSX 7.2 at 6 units per acre
to RSX 5.0 at 9 units per acre.

Hill Neighborhood Plan
update.

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 I11, 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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2.

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.

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 5™ Ave. The change would also allow the
applicant to potentially have additional building height since the allowable height in PLA5C 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 I11, 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. Itis 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
6™ 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 I11, 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 5" 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 I11, 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 318-2" 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 PLAG6B 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.

IFour 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 s 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 I11, 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 508-6" Ave, 506-7" Ave S and 333-5" Place S.
The south portion of PLAGG 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 11, the Planning Department does not have available staff to
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3.

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.

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 6611-116™ Ave NE immediately south of the office building
on 116" 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 Il1, 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 116™ 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
116™ 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 Il1, 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 85" Street along 132" 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 85™ 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 85™ 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 -120™ 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 |11, 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.

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 1-405 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).

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.
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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

(@)  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).
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RO 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
ZONQ7-00017 THROUGH 00020

|. RECOMMENDATION:

e 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).

e 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.

e 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 28" meeting,
staff will have determined available long range staff for the reminder of the year and will make a
final recommendation):

4, Mehdi Nakhijir
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.

Il. 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 1%
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.

11l. 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.



Memo to Planning Commission

2007 Private Amendment Request — Threshold Determination
June 19, 2007

Page 5 of 27

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 28" 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 6» 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.

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:

L.

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 PLASC (office is an allowed use) located at 825, 903 and 911 5* 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 5 Ave and further north is NE 85th Street.

South of the site is 4~ Ave, an 18 foot wide strip of right-of-way improved as a major
pedestrian walkway with lighting. Immediately south of 4+ 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

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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(1)

(2)

If this request is selected, the study area need not be expanded since the site
contains the only office uses in PLA 5D.

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.

All of the following:

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.”

The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the
current vear, 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.

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
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with no required minimum lot size. The site is located at 220 6* 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.

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 28 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 ZON0O7-00010, Attachment 7:

L.

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 5* 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 5" 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 6 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.

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 6* 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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3.

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 b» 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.

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 ZON0O7-00017, Attachment 8:

L.

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 -120+ 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 90 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.

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.

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

There appears to be no inconsistency.

All of the following:

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 124» Ave NE.

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

current vear, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan
review or plan amendment process; and
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3.

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.

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 ZON0O7-00018, Attachment 9:

L.

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.

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.

(1)

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.

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.

All of the following:

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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3.

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.

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:

L.

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 508-6" Ave, 506-7* Ave S and 333-5* 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 7= 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.

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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(1)

(2)

All of the following:

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.”

The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the
current vyear, 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.

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, ZON0O7-00020 (Attachment 11):

L.

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
1la 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 2« 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.

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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(1)

(2)

area to include most or all of PLA 6B will require additional staff time to contact
all of the property owners.

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.”

All of the following:

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.

The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the
current vear, 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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3.

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

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

update process.

9. Applegate, Mark File ZONO7-00009, Attachment 12:

L.

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 6611-116* Ave NE immediately
south of the office building on 116" 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 70 Street Park & Ride lot. To the west is I-405.

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 116" Ave NE will
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(1)

(2)

most likely be a concern of the adjacent neighbors and thus demand additional
staff time.

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.

All of the following:

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
70" Park & Ride lot to the northeast. Policies can be found in the Plan that
support either retaining the existing density or increasing the density.

The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the
current vear, 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 1-405 and 116¢
Ave NE south of NE 70 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 116" 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 116" Ave NE.
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10.

(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.

Andrews, William, File ZONO7-00008, Attachment 13:

. Reguest: 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 132~ Ave NE. Single-family homes surround the property. On the east
side of 132~ AVE NE is the city of Redmond that contains a single-family neighborhood.

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 85" 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 85 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.

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 132~ Ave NE near
NE 85 Street, and the transition between the commercial areas on NE 85 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 Change Comp Plan and | Kirkland Park Place Study in 2007
Touchstone Zoning Code text to Center

File ZONO7-00016

allow a master plan
with increased height,
reduced yard setbacks
& flexibility with other
site standard
regulations.

(located in CBD 5 at 6™
and Central Way in the
Moss Bay
Neighborhood)

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

Change Comp Plan and
Zoning Map from
PLAS5D (office not
allowed) to PLA5C
(office allowed). The
site contains 3 existing
office buildings not
allowed in PLA 5D.

825,903 and 911 5"
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, ZONO05-
00002).

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

Study in 2007

Mehdi Nakhjir
File ZONO07-00010

Change from RS 5.0 at

9 units per acre to PLA

7A (RM 2.4) at 18 units
per acre.

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

Study in 2007 or
2008

Costco Wholesale
File ZONO07-00017

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

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

Study in 2007 or
2008

Plaza at Yarrow Bay,
Inc
ZONO07-00018

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 ZONO07-00011

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.

508-6" Ave, 506-7"

Ave S and 333-5" Place

S (located west of the
railroad tracks in the
Moss Bay
Neighborhood)

Defer to the
neighborhood plan

Kirkland Professional
Center
ZONO07-00020

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, ZONO04-
00015).

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

Defer to the
neighborhood plan

Mark Applegate
File ZONO7-00009

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 116" Ave NE
not owned by the
applicant (immediately
south of the office blg.
on 116" Ave NE in
Bridle Trails
Neighborhood)

Defer to the
neighborhood plan

William Andrews
File ZON0O7-00008

Change Comp Plan
and Zoning Map from
RSX 7.2 at 6 units per
acretoRS5.0at9
units per acre.

8529 132" Ave NE (4
lots north of NE 85"
Street in North Rose
Hill Neighborhood and
in the NE 85™ 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).

-1 1oCQ

Criteria Andrews | Applegate Nakhjir Strahm Orni
| 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

8{ 3:>I (b} The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a

v = neighborhood plan will not be reviewed in the near future

o I (generally not in the next two years).
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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).

Criteria

Howe

Costco

Plaza at
Yarrow Bay

Altom

Kirkland
Professional
Center

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

“¢.  All of the following:

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




NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN UPDATE SCHEDULE

Note: Schedule Subject to Change.

January 2006

Neighborhood Plan Implementation:

Zoning Regulations & Design Standards

Totem Lake.

Rose Hill Business District

2005

2005

| Comprehensive Plan & Neighborhood Plans

Comprehensive Plan

Highlands

Mar‘kéf & Norkirk

Lakeview & Houghton

i Norﬂ-l. & South Juanita

Moss Bay & Everest
‘Comprehensive Plan Chapférs
Bridle Tfails & South Rose Hill
Totem Lake

North Rose Hill

Neighborhood Plan Schedule 12-11-03

2004 (Adopted)
2005 (Adopted)
2005-2006
2007-2008 -

| 2009-2010
2011-2012
2011-2012
2013-2014
2014-2015

2015-2016
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Touchstone Amendment Request for the Park Place Center

File ZON07-00016

LIT
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Park Place Center
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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 __ Touchstone Corporation c/o Dou las Howe

Address 2025 1st Avenue, Suite 790, Seattle, WA 98121
Telephone 206-727-2394 ‘

Property owner (if different than the applicant) ,

_Property Owner Name _ Sylvan S. Shulman Company - Kirkland, L.L.C.
Address 401 Park Place, Suite 105, Kirkland, WA 98033 '
Telephone 425-827-7789, ext. 13 - Jeff Cole

Note: If the applicant is the property 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
property owner, then the affected property owner muist 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. '

A. Description of Proposal:

Touchstone Corporation requests to Amend the Comprehensive Plan and
Zoning Code to allow for a master plan develpment of the 11 acre site
with buildings up to 8 stories in height and no yard setbacks (continued
B. Description, address, and map of property affected by the proposal: on back)
. Kirkland ParkPlace — 457 Central Way, Kirkland

C. Description of the specific reasons for making the proposal: _
Redevelopment of ParkPlace to create a sizeable and successful employment

shopping and entertainment center that is pedestrian friendly, is oriented

towards Peter Kirk Park. ties the downtown and to® i

D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: (continued

1. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to rev1e?wvntll1)f§i )

proposal. :
- The City Council has not finamlized its 2007 Work Progam. The City has

' the opportunity now to allocate staffing to process the study and final

decision of these amendments,

artacHment 4 (b)
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A.

Descrlptlon of Proposal (continued)

and allows for modification of parklng and other requlranents in orde:r: to c;eate
a new urban mixed-use center in CBD-5. In addtion, amend the Plan and the
Zoning Code to allow parking for the master plan to occur within a possible

‘underground parking structure in Peter K:er Park as part of a joint venture with.

the City of Klrkland

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

and provides. an oportunity for a public/private venture for the parking.

| Mdadnmont ¥ (1))




D.2. {continued) _
of providing a compact land use development with an opportunity for a
variety of employment that is adjacent to a planned transit center and
ample housing developments .

D.3. (-continued)
- the current market demand for more offlce space. The existing center
~.is 25 years old and ready to be redeveloped. '

Moot 4




Katherine Orni Private Amendment Request —|
ZON07-00012 e
825, 903, and 911- 5th Avenue & | \““f"

T Pt it r 1 7 =l t

1 ! -
SIHAVE

ATTACHMENT _ S (o))

-
p
Zor py—ooolz._| I
Ornt ~

[ (] o —— - Fd




?
e

CITY OF KIRKLAND

PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
123 Fifih Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

APPLICATION FOR CONPREHENSIVE PL&N AMENDMENT

Directions: You may use this form or answer questions on separate pages.

Apphcant Name Katherine Orni

Address 825 Fifrh Avenue, Suite 202, Kirkland, WA 98033
Telephone (425) 202-3606

Property owner {if different than the applicant)

Property Owner Name VWS US Corp / Nine Eleven Associates, LLC

Address _ 825 Fifth Avenue / 903 Fifth Avenue / 911 Wifrh Avemue
Telephone __-(425) _202-3606 / (425) 827-7701

Note: If the applicant is the properly owner, or s represemting the property owner, then the propertly owner must

. sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the property owner nor representing the property owaner, then
the affected property owner must be notified. Send or hand deliver a copy of this compleled application to
all affected property owners. 1ill out the atiached Affdavit of service that this has been done.

A Descriptlon of Proposal:
. We desire to change the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan for the addresses 1lsted

above from HDR2%4 (PLASD) to O/MF (PLASC) to conform to adjacent propertv zoning
and to permit both condominium and office uses on the property.

B. Description, address, and map of properiy affected by the proposal:
There are three parcels involved in this proposal, Pleage gee attached
map and legal descriptions (Attachments 1 and 2).

C. Description of the specific reasons for making the proposal:
VW8 US Corp and Nime Eleven Associates, LLC desire to bring the existing

office use into conformance with the zone, add additional office space, apnd
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 docketine process, will determine whether there is
adequate staff and budeet to review the proposal.

ATTACHMENT _ ()
ZON 0 I~ oalz,
Ornt
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2.. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by
' implementing spemﬁcally identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan.

This proposed ame ent i i i i i
jobs to the Kirkland market. This proposal aligns with Chapter VI of the

Rirkland Comprehensive Plan, which states the Citv's desire to establish =
(continues on backside of form)

3. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the
-current year, rather than delaying cons1dera‘ﬂon to a later neighborhood plan
review or plan amendment process

- Growth will only continue in the Northwest. The need for housing and higher

paving iobs will only increase. Between 2003 and 2022, the city is expected to
grow by 9,697 residents and 8,800 jobs. The need for more office space and hous:

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

It appears that the Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan has not been updated since
January of 200Z.

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 make a clarification to a
- provision of the Comprehensive Plan,

Yes. We believe the Plan is curyently inconsistenr With City goals and -
objectives and that the O/MF zoning should be extended from adiacent

property to the west to the VWS/Nine Eleven Associates, LLC properties.

E. Property owner signature.

Note: If the applicant is the property owner, or fs representing the properly owner, then the property owner
must sign the fast page. If the applicant is neither the properly owner nor representing the property
owner, then the affected property owner must be notified. Send or hand defiver a copy of this
completed application to afl affected properly owners. il out the atiached Affidavit of service that this

has been done.

ather:me 01‘1‘11

Name - sign:
Name - print:
Address: 825 Fifth Avenue, Suite 202, K:erland, WA 28033

Telephone: (425) 202-3606

Abadumars 5(b)-)

Page Gof 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.

Redevelopment of ParkPlace implements the Economic Development Goals ED-1,

ED-2 and ED-3 by providing a strong mixed use center in downtown and strong

tax base for the City. It would implement the Land Use Goals IU-2 and 1U-6
(continued on back)

3. The pubhc 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 Nelghborhood Plan 9r03ect would not start unt:Ll at least 2011-

4. The proposal 1S 1ocated ina nelghborhood for whmh a nelghborhood 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).

The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan would not start until at Jeast 2011 2012
which ig 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.
N/A

‘E. Property owner sigilature.

. Note: If the applicant is the property 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 property owner, then the affected property 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 — s1gn — «O-au-»——\ \A C’&‘“\

 Name —print: viﬁe‘ CY Cole  Dueactor & Corp. RE, Sploans Sl
.Address. ‘ LA\ Pcd\qb\ % ngcQ \O S

_. Wil leewch, SO A Ro@gg
Telephone:  AZS - B2\ - V19

Nt 502

Page 7 of 8
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CITY OF KIRKLAND

Planning and Community Development Department
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.828.1257

R P
"~ www.ci.kirkland.wa.us .
MEMORANDUM
To: Interpretation No. 04-1
' From: Eric R. Shields, AICP }/ @
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?

o INTERPRETATION

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

Detalfs: Resolution R—2_639 ("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 regulations that apply to those certain properties at this time and wiil
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 application
{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 regufations 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 propekties is or was rezoned subsequent to July 16, 1979, then R-2639 shall be moot

(of no further effect) as to such property.

ATTACHMENT 5C
ToN 04 -oa::n,

Ot



interpretation 04-1
March 11, 2004
Page 2

C. linthe event that a PUD is or was approved for one of these properties 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 controlied 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 first 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:

1. 'Park Place - southwest corner of Central Way & 6th Street. R-2639 is moot.

Houghton Townhomes — 9th Avenue South & 8th: Street South. R-2639 is moot.

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 fine and 10 feet in width along the east line of the subject property.

5910 and 5918 Lake Washington Boulevard NE. R-2639 is meot.

Haughton Park & Ride - NE 70th Place. & 116th Avenue NE. R-2639 is moot.

Sablewood — 4800 block of 116th Avenue NE. R-2639 is moot. .

Jaclyn Wold properly. 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 Viliage - NE Points Drive. R-2639 is moot. _

9. PLA5C -~ 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 Condommiums Lake Washmgton Boulevard NE between
'NE 63rd and NE 64th Streets. R:2639'is moot

Sl

Novo

ANALYSIS-

R—2639 ratified the settlement of certain lawsuits relating to the 1977 adoption of comprehensuve plan and
zomng 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 seftlement 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 regulations. The settlement did not permanentiy freeze the regulations that _
would apply to plaintiffs’ properties. For example, the settlement specified that it did not limit the authority
of the Clty to enact other or future regulations aﬁectmg the land use of the properties.

Consequenﬂy. R-2639 was intended to be‘a kind of one-time 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 resuit do not

. conform to a particular aspect of the current zoning, should be treated as though they are legally

nonconformmg



interpretation 04-1
“March 11, 2004
Page 3

Also, because the resolution did not bind the City from subsequently rezoning or changing the zoning
regulations pertaining to any of the properties covered by the settlement, such subsequent actions are
applicable to the properties. Rezones and approved PUDs have the effect of totally superceding the
settlement terms. Likewise, changes to zoning regulatlons estabhshmg new development standards also

. apply to the properties.
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CITY OF KIRKLAND

'PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 88033 425.587.3225
| ' www.ci.kirkland.wa.u_s

4"]\ (o)
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| LENHIDERETHA OF  PMES A, BpreT
PE__PENSTE  AIEND

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT

Dzrectzons You may use this form or answer questions on separate pages.

" Applicant Name ?’H@Qpc Ao
“Address 0. BiL 279 %Us G, WKk FP 272

Telephone Zflp. 2285 | (ple

'Property owner (if different than the apphcant)
" Property Owner Name

Address 270 s 57/_;_1"11 EAAAND .L‘} /a1

Telephone
Note: Ifthe applzcant is the property owner, or is represerztmg the property owner, tken the property
owner must sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the property owner nor representing the
property owner, then the affected property owner musi be notified. Send or hand deliver a copy of
this completed application to all affected property owners. f Il out the attached Ajj“ davit of

service that this has been done.

A. Descnptxon of Proposal: -
UPAEADE.ZONING fﬂotu /%@, 55 o 5@ © Helsir

. B. Descnptlon, address and map of property affected by the proposal j . .
JEYE § FPRATES

éioo EL_OF L.m“z’z AND %‘ZA BLLCic 5% 13(7

T _BILEinNG #RLHT

Descri t101; of the specxﬁc reasons for making the proposal:
Pﬁﬂ'ﬁ\F AN C%)Mété’rad" WirH  NEULHRoRH
BN REETORICTS A srehiC  STRUGURE

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.

MENT 1 0N Bl ,:amcﬁ mu&ms FRic.

ATTACHNIENT__é) { |b}
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2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public mterest by
implementing specifically 1dent1ﬁed goals and policies of the Comprehensive

Plan.

“”"Hlé: WL ALip _HﬁféﬂHT’ Mﬂ% &U?:gmds Wit
AL . ; a2

3. The public interest would best be served by con51denng the proposal in the
cutrent year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan
review or plan amendment process

00252_@;54"

4. The proposal 15 located in a neighborhood for which a nelghborhood plan has
not been recently adopted (generally not W1thln two years).

Coreers

5. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will
- ot 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 o a
_provision of the Comprehensxve Pian. ‘

(,QW

E. Property owner signafture, -

- Note: [f the applicant is the property owner, or is representing the property owner, then the
' property owner ruust sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the property owner nor
representing the property owner, then the affected property owner must be notified. Send or
hand deliver a copy of this completed application to all affected properiy owners. Fill out

the attached Affidavit of. service that this has been done. .

Name —'sign:%@b'_/—
' Name-print: _ EHODA At fom
Address: P.D. By 1272

_ﬂﬂl&? WA éfél'zz,

.Telephone _ 5 T 11

| %M ()~

Page 7 of 8
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of " GITY OF KIRKLAND

% % Planning and Community Devejopment Department
2 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225

) : o _
st www.cLkirkland.wa.us

oy c”'x-

~ MEMORANDUM
| , _ » RECEIVED
To: Plannmg Commission '
From:. Eric Shields, Director - ' p S MAR 21 2005
Michael Bergstrom, Planning Consultant Jim Hart and Associal
. €5
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

L RECOMMENDATION

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

1. BACKGROUND

- On February 10, 2005 the Planning Commission held a study session on five Private Amendment Requests
for changes to the Comprehensive Plan and Zoring 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 ~ satisfy the Threshold Determination criteria 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, afd Market Neighborhood Association — be found to not

satisfy the criteria, which woufd end consideration of those requests.

On March 15, 2005 the City Councﬁ reviewed the five requests and the recommendations of the Plannmg
Commlssmn The Council voted as fo!lows

Children's Center Schoolhouse and Market Neighborhood Association; Adopt Planning Commiission’
recommendations. Reguests do not satisfy Threshold Determination criteria. Do not consider further.

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

Ao (1) -2



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

The Council expressed some support for'exarhi-ning the allowable building heights in the PLA 5B zone, due
to allowable heighis in'surrqunding zones and the general topography patterns of the area. Some
Councilmembers felt that, while Mr. Hart's original 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 feit that if the request is ultimately determined to meet the Threshold
Determination criteria, review should encompass the entire PLA 58 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 forward a new recommendation. :

The ongmal 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 containing the evaluation is
- presented in Attachment 1. The original support materials for this request are included as Attachment 2.

Ifl.  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 shouid rejc'onﬁrm

- your earlier recommendation.

-Atta_chments:

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

cc: ~ James Hart, 5240 111» 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

1.

' memorandum to the Planning Commission:

Request: Increase the allowable buﬂdmg height in the PLA 5B zone from 30 feet-to 60 feet, for
property located at and around 220 6" Avenue. The snte is located in the Moss Bay (Perimeter

Area) Neighborhood (see Attachment 5*).

Relation to Criteria. The following summarizes Staff's analysis of this request against the

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

a.  TheCity has the resources, ingluding staff and budget, necessary 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 accommadate. 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 and/or worth sacrificing resources elsewhere. This is true not only
of the Chlldren S Center Schoolhouse request, but of all five requests.

b. = The proposal would cotrect an mcon&stencv w;thm or make a clarification to a growsnon
of the Comprehensive Plan '

The applicant believes that there is an inconsistency between allowable building heights.
between the PLA 5B zone and surrounding zones, and that the PLA 5B maximum building
height of 30" does not allow econormical 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 5B) 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 6B) and RM 2.4 (southwest of PLA 5B) af establish a building height of 30°.
The applicant would iike 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 height allowances as an inconSistency itis not
uNGeMmon for different zones to have different building height allowances. - The 30

Madminy 01 -3
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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 Neighborhiood, 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 following:

(1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by
' implementing specificaily ideniified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan;
and .

No specific goals or poht:ies have been identified that the proposal would
implement.

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

.current year, rather than delaying consideration fo a later nelghborhood plan

review or plan 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 propgsal is logated in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan
has not been _'recentlv 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 rewewed in the near future {generally not in the next two

years).

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

Staff recommendation: This reques_t should not proceed to stage two. 1t is most appropriately
considered as part of the neighborhood plan update process.

" Note — The original support materials for the James Han‘ request were identified as Alfachment 5inthe
February 3, 2005 Staff memorandum

“

Mgt G( b)Y




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 3 to the February 3, 2005 Staff memorandum to the Planning Cornmission.
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CITY OF KIRKLAND

- _a.‘f 123 FIFTH AVENUE » KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 980336189 [425) 828-1257 -

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

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

| Applicant Name QJ AMES A C\J [MLHAQT
Address 52d.0— s ,&-\IE. WNE

Telephone 4‘2—5 57—'2 é@%q

Property owner [if different than the apphcant)

Properly Qwner Name ‘ .
Address - ‘ '
Telephone .

Note: If the app/faant is Bhe ,amperty eminer, or is mprescnbng b‘:e pmpem' owner, then the' property owner st s;gn the
fast page. If the applicant is neither the property owner nor representing the property awner, then the affecied .
property owner must be nobiffied. Send or hand deliver 2 copy of ihs compleled application to alf affected pmperfy
awners. il out the aftad:edﬁﬁfdawt of service that this has been done.

A _Descnptmm of Proposal.

_Wt_ﬂ EXSTIMG  BUILDIN

.

'B. Description, address, and map of property affected by the proposat '

d _Pm.auz's IRK L AND

C. Description ef the specific reasons for making.the propos‘at: . .
¥ ¥ v2ic. i i "5 [
. Q_QE O HITIS : : -

D.  Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the followmg criteria:

I. The C:ty has the resources, including staff nnd budget, necessary to review the
proposal.

N7A

2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential: to serve the publie ‘mnterest by
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

H:\Ped\Permit Forms\Misc Front Counter Ferms\2005 Comp Plan Amendment Projectv..
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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
amendmerit process . , X :
Tauned Aers & B was Not Been (Leoldbo A 1TO

_Xow Anmmpwtmy \OYES,

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

CoRPoer

5. The proposal is locatcd in a nei ghbgrhood for which a nmghborhood plan will not be
reviewed in the near future (generally not 1fy the next two yeaxs)

C-bm&“"

6. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make 4 clarification to a
provision of the Comprehens;ve Plan,

_COWNSSTEVT WMk EXSTING  Buliiig

: D
€ a\-%'r'-s- .

E. Pmpedy owher signature.

Noite: If b&e applicant is the pmpeny owner, oris represenbng the propery owner, then the property ovwner must sign
_ the Jast page. If.the applicant is | neither tfre_properly owser nor representing the-progésly owner,: then the
affcted property owner must be nolifed, Send o hand de{w a copy of this completad appﬂ‘cabm dagl s .
affected properry owners. il out the aﬂached/?ﬁidam of service that this has been dane.

JAMe’s A CJ{LQ kkzl,?:‘ L

' name — pnnt <L

240 W\ TWAve e
ERKLAWD e 23

address

4’7—‘5 6’!.’2. ¢854 / 45 - TLL- Arf'ﬂ

teiephone . !
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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

e

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT

Directions: You may use this form or answer questions on separate pages.

Applicant Name ___ M £40 A//H(HJ 74

~ Address £ J‘Q’D’ﬂmﬂ /1’!?/),2555’ . /34 5”‘%’3: ' (Pewuzs T o 2one ZEI»?’I(?:U}

Telephone _ » K iéi(uhl‘tL_ WA 15233

Property owner (1f dlfferent than the applicant)

Property Owner Name __ SQLINQD - -

Address Qplee Anpgess © jodip  Ne 55" s; Kinweads e Gep33

Telephone __ 425-9%5 -4729 ( Celf)

Note: If the applicant is the property 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
property owner, then the affected property 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. :

A. Description of Proposal:

We _troposs Jo Pevise [he tovismis ;'94*1/)»34 op  Je ABsve
P 7Y 3 5")5. -
)
B. Description, address and map of property affected by the proposal:
/?z» ST pve z;efa’-m Lo 58233 . A Sips sifr /ﬁﬁgf;@/‘r o Lotpeniny

C. Description of the specific reasons for making the proposal _
A omet, fropepnes  jal Jhe \icoayil [ ADiseeats B DUS fspsozs

A Mikn-BaailY ﬁg@gsﬁir Swcvee is  Hor fEsoealnee.

- 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.
s ﬁﬂwﬂeﬁ Y Was CRIEAfSIvEL Y .éew EESED /),./0 S 7200412 /5 4
C: 7 ..S'{?H-’zﬁ aog  [o LY 2eERTH , )& 22
/&Mw : S _
Page 6 of 8 ATTACHMENT _q"‘ (h 2
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2. The proposal demonsirates a strong potential to serve the public ‘interest by
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehenswe

Plan.
Thz ADIA Lo 7 frafsrnes 2vaimls A4S Beca

.____;Mamm_ﬂzm_zgﬁ_ﬂéa\/m

3. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the
current - year, rather than delaying con31derat10n to a later nelghborhood plan
review or plan amendment process

Ppeser r ooMder (s ﬁ%ggag{ /2 ggc& SE o ptomd oF

e a’iucﬂ):d@ £t ﬁ:ﬁ; Lar JSe -

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years).
EX1S7alte  2oslsdg  Muir YJLE inD /fwrd 7900 e
VY Vi s _z”wm Az :

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

—

6. The prbposai would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a -
provision of the Comprehensive Plan.
Pu:&flm;e [yfgzﬁﬁu oLl 65« SR 1 E)

E. Prbpe'rty owner signature.

Note: If the applicant is the property owner, or is representing the prapergz owner, then the
property owner must sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the property owner nor
representing the property owner, then the affected property 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: 777;,’..(, ,\/74&14
Name ~ print: /l/ =) {fm/ IR
Address: /0 J 70 Ale I <o
S ' Kl Lt MO 294 9/9‘2)_53
Telephone: 42‘; ‘?,«? 4129 '

Atk (o) -1

Page 70f 8
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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 apphcatlon to all

affected property owners.

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

Mchwask 7>

Page 8 of 8
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Mary-Alyce Burleigh.

Vote: Motion carried 6-0.

Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher; Councﬂmember Mary-Alyce
Burleigh; Councilmember Jessica Greenway; Councilmember Tom
.Hodgson; Councilmember Bob Sternoff; Mayor Jim Lauinger
Absent: Deputy Mayor Joan McBride

('d) American Legion Hall ) | ’

Assistant City Manager Lynn Stokesbary provided Council with a
| review ofthe 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 Mary-Alyce
Burleigh; Councilmember Jessica Greenway; Councilmember Tom
Hodgson; Councilmember Bob Sternoff; Mayor Jim Lauinger
Absent: Deputy Mayor Joan McBride

e. Floor Area Ratio ~

This item was added to the agenda as a carryover from issues discussed
during the earlier joint meeting with the Planning Commission and refers
to information in the Commission’s memorandum under item 3.a.
‘Council agreed that the Planning Commission should proceed with work
on proposed zoning code amendments relating to Floor Area Ratio
focused on the key issues of the deletion or reduction of the 20’
separation exemption, while keeping some exemption for ADU’s;

-reduction of the 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 1mprovements allowed to extend
into required side yards.

11. NEW BUSINESS .

-a,_ Ordinance No. 4036, Adﬁpting Storm‘ Water Cépital 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 Burlelgh, seconded by
Councilmember Bob Sternoff.

. Vote: Motion carried 6-0. ' , .
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher; Councilmember Mary-Alyce
Burleigh; Councilmember Jessica Greenway; Councilmember Tom
Hodgson; Councilmember Bob Sternoff: Mayor Jim Lauinger
Abscnt Deputy Mayor Joan McBride

¥

b. King Countv Water Dlstnct #1 Water Right .

ATTACHMENT _F-{ ()
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Council Meeting: 02/07/06

Agenda:Unfinished Business

ltem # 10.d.

CITY OF KIRKLAND

3 ST R .
§ & % City Manager's Office
# ' 123 Fifth Avenus, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3001

'd
£ P
e i kirkland.wa.us

 the building depending on Use. Mr. Wallace's repott identifies cost estimate ranges for pasic

MEMORANDUM
To:‘. ~ Daw Ramisay, City Manager
From: g Lynn Stokesbary, Assistant City Manager
Datei  January 25, 2006

| Subject: ~ American 'L-egion Hall
RECOMMENDATION: ':

The staff recommends City Couheli review of follow-up information requested at the December 13, 2005
Council meeting regarding the American Legion HaI! and provide d:rectron to staff on options presented for

Council consrderatlon

BACKGROUND DISCUSS!ON

. At the December 13, 2005 City Council meebng, 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 fast October that the Legion Hall will likely be
for sale in 2006. It is currently feased by St. Katherine the Great-Martyr Orthodox Church. Inour
continuing drscussrons wrth the owner’s Rea[tor, the property will be marketed begmnmg sometrme in

February

"| have attached the report that was prowded fo the City Councrl at their December 13 meeting. Based on

Councit 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.

Béilding Conditioh and Probable Costs

| have attached for your information a report from architect Clay Wailace of Jensen/ Fay 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 access:blhty improvements -

for the American Legion Hall. This inspection work has been followed up with probable cost estimates for

improvements, aesthetic improverments, and other improvements {[dependent on use). In a nutshell,
depending on how the building is used and what work could be deferred, the estlmated range in

Aoy

Hi\Agenda Hems\020706 City Council Mtg\City Manager\Unfinished Business\American Legion Hail\I_LegianHaliRepartFed7tCauncl.doc
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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.building
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 City were
to operate as a landlord instead of being an occupant. For instance, improvements such as insulation,
mechanical systemn 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 0n-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 eondltjon but will require a significant amount of

‘investment to repair and improve the condition of this building. There are foundation problems (non-

reinforced concrete and the building is not tied to the foundation). in.addition 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 d:d become a designated ‘
landmark, but the fundmg is not in significant amounts.

Another factor to consider in evaluatmg this bu:ldmg is its relative importance to other City capital
improvement needs such as a future Public Safety Building, Maintenance Center and City Hall needs, and .
emerging Park projects such as Juanita Beach, McAuliffe Park, and indoor recreation space. The Cityis
also just beginning an architectural assessment and public involvement process for the historic Kirkland
Cannery Building. The City would need to use Reserves if the Council decided to purchase the Legion Hall.

Possible Building llses

 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 expressed strong interest, except for possible value as -
- additional meeting space for the' City or community. Unfortunately. creag g.an adaplive reuse of this.
building for City or communlty use is going fo be expenswe . limited in size, and no available parkmg an

sife.

The City has been contacted by a representative of the St. Katherine Orthodox Church 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 improvermnents. On the other hand,
and City or community use would not occur for severa! years because the church use occuples the maln

ﬂoor

Hlstarlc Smmf' fcance

From an hIStOI’IC perspective the huilding is imporfant because it reﬂects the role of the American Legion in
Kirkland. n 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 itis 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 Congregationat Church, and the old Central School site

HiAgenda m.:;s\ozo?us City Council Mig\Gity Manager\Unfinished Eusiness\American Legian Hall\1_tegionHallfeportFebTtoCouncil.doc A ' ' + ")
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Memorandum to Dave Ramsay
January 25, 2006
Page 3

(the current site of City Hall). For further information on American Legion Halil historic significance please
~ refer to the December 13 report to the City Council that included mformat:on from the Kirkland Heritage

Society and P!annlng 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 pomt the staff suggests two optlons for the City Councul s consideration

~and direction to staff.
1. Inform the Realtor representing the property owner that the City is not mterested in purchasing the
properly e .

2. If the City Counca! is mterested in p055|bly purchasmg the Amerlcan Leglon 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 report. those findings to the Clty Council at their February 21 meeting for

final decision and direction.

Albachmonst- '-?’—C )3
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= CITY OF KIRKLAND
g % City Manager's Office

g@ “# 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3001
L www.ci.kirkland.wa.us -
MEMORANDUM
To: - Dave Ramsay, City Manager
" From: Lynn Stokesbary, Assistant City Manager
Date: - December 1, 2005 |
Subject: American Legion Hall
o REC"GMMENDAT’ION:

- The staff recommends City Council review foflow-up information requested at the November 15 Councrl
meeting regarding the American Leglon Hail.

BACKGR_OUND 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
_agenciés. 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 Buﬂdmg Servrces Drwsron staff that

" inspected the facility on November 22.

F rom an historic perspective the building is important because it reﬂects the role of the Ametican 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 Kiridand. Itis located in proximity to other

- historic buildings in Kirkland such as the Womans Club, the Congregational Church, and the old Central -
Scheal site {the current site of City Hall). In discussing this with Bob Burke of the Kirkland Heritage

Society, he pointéd 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 avaifable on the site. The Building Division has identified needed structural,

“mechanical, safety, and accessibility rmprovements that would be comparable to the work that was needed
to make Hentage Hall work for pubfrc use and preserve and restore historic mtegrlty Iri addition, the on

Aﬁmhw\w ?C@W(_

d Business\American Legionhall\Amesican Legion Hali Memo.doc
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Memorandum to Dave‘fiamsay
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 pariner agency that could use the
building. The Parks and Community Services Department contacted a varjety of human services agencies
.o 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

additibna! 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: , : o
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 non-profits or organizations that may be interested in

purchasing or using the building. _
3. Inform the realtor representing the property owner that the City is not interested in purchasing the

property. ‘ -

Atk mant #(>-5
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Amencan Legion

Asbestos abatement 2nd floor tlle $7,000 to $10,000 .

$ 7,000 % 10,000
Mald abatement = N/A - Extent Unknown, Inspection & Tests = $2,000 to $4 000 3 20001 % 4,000
‘Basement moisture control, drainage and slab = $15,000 to $20,000 $ 1500018 20,000
Foundation wall moisture control, waterproofing & drainage = $50,000 to $80 000 $  500001% 80,000
Uparade structural/seismic elements = $25,000to $35,000 $ - 25000!8% 35000
. Mechanical system replacement, furnace only = $8,000 to $12,000 $: 80001% 12000
Mechanical system, add air conditioning = $4,000 to $6,000 $ - 4,0001% 6,000
Mechanical system replacement, ductwork = $10,000 o $15,000 $ 10,000 % 15,000
Wood rot repair/réplacement, sills etc, = $10,000 to $15,000 $ 10,000 % 15,000
Pest control inspection: & treatment = $3,000 to $4,000 _ $ . 30001% 4,000
Electrical upgrades, power/datadighting = $30,000 to $50,000 $  30,0001% 50,000
Access ADA upgrade, rear entry & parking space = = $5,000 to $10,000 $ 5000|$ 10,000
Restroom ADA upgrades, 2 restrooms = $40,000 to $50,000 $§ 40000(% 50,000
Repair exterior brick = $1,000 to $3,000 ' $ 1,0001$ 3,000
Deck structural upgrades = $2,000 to $4,000 $ 2000|% 4000
Insulate walls, blown in = $12,000 1o $17,000 $ 12,0008 17,000
insulate-ceiling/roof = $12,000 to $15,000 $ 12,000 % 15,000
Fire/Security alarm system = $6,000 to $10,000 3 6,000 |5 10,000
Replace basement door and access - $10,000 to $12,000 $ - 10,0001% 12000
' ‘ $ 252000(% 3720003 252,0001% 372,000
Aesthetic Improvements: ' - ' .
_Flooring upgrades/refinishing, ist ﬂoor = $7,000 to $10 000 $ 7.000{$ 10,000
1 Flooring; 2nd floor = $3,000 to $5,000 $§. 300019 5,000
Intetior Painting, 1st floor = $20,000 o $25,000 $ 20,000|% 25000
| Roof Repair = $5,000 to $8,000 _ {$ 50008 8,000
Trim & Siding (Shingle) Repair = $5,000 to 10,000 1$ _5000)% 10,000
Replace ceiling, back rooms/area = $4,000 to $6,000 $ 4000|% 6,000
Demohsh fireplace, patch wall = $5,000 to $12 000 $ 8000[%$ 12000
$ 52000(% 78000]|% 5200018 76,000
Other improvements (dependant on use}. . _
Dernolish interior wall, patch & repa!r =$2,000to $3, 000 _$ . 2000[% 3,000}
Add Lift to 2nd Floor = $70,000 to $90,000 '$ 700001% 90,000
Reconfigure main floor = $40,000 to $60,000 $ 40,0001 % - 60,000
' ' $ 112,000l % 153000(% 112,000} % 153,000
$ 4160001% 601,000
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o™, - GITY OF KIRKLAND

H % t Planning and Community Development Department
‘{-, ! G{f 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587-3225
L www.cLkirkland.wa.us
" MEMORANDUM
To: Lynn Stokesbary, Assistant City Manager
From: - Angela Ruggeri, Senior Planner
Date: November 30, 2005
Subject: - American Legion Hal!-af 138 5= Avenue
HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE

~ The American Legion Hall is designated as a Community Landmark in the City’s Cornprehenswe

. Plan. Htis a simple gabled vernacular building f that was constructed in the 1920's according fothe
Kirkland Heritage Saciety. - 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 consuttant Mimi Sheridan, AICP 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 halis 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) whlch is now used as a residence.

ALLOWED 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 fo 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 ot
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
requied). A small park can also be placed on the site if certain criteria are met, The zone also
allows for government and community facilities, 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. . | : A’H ] W\-QM)F | 1 CC)_._ &




|DENT|F|CAT|.?.P SECT[ON
Fisld Site No.
Site Name Hiatorle BapiiSt chUrCh

HISTORIC: PROPERT‘Y INVENTORY FORM

Date Recorded

12391

%5pC

Commantimerican Legion Hall

Field Recorder_DaVid Harvey

Owner's Name Kirkland-Balleviie Amer[can

Addross Leglon POS‘ 99

WA, 98083

City /State/Zip Code._rkiand

Status

- Survey/Inventory
National Register
State Ragister
Datermined Eliglble
Dalarmined Net Eligible
Other (HABS, HAER, NHL) |
Local Deslgnation -

DDDDDDG

(7 site

PHOTOGRAPHY
Photography Neg. No, H-T.F-_‘IT .

{Roll No. & Frama No.)
View of South Facade

bate 72/16 91

Classification  [J] District Peuidng [0 Structure ] Object
DistrictStatus” [ONR  '[J8R . [JLR Clinv .
Contributing [J  Non-Contributing [
District/ Thematic Nomination Name,
DESCRIPTION SECTION Roof Type
Materlals & Foalures/ Structural Types % Gable - O Hip
Bulldl Type Flat O Pyramidal
'ﬁacf ngular [ Monitor  [J Other (specity)
. Wood ] Gambre}
SIruct_ura[S_yatem [ Shed
No. of Stories
' Roof Matetial

Cladding (Exterior Wall Surfaces)
O Leg Co
[} Hoflzontat Wood Siding
O Rustie/Drop :
4 Clapboard.
D1y Wood Shingle
Board and Batten
Vertical Board
] Asbestos/Asphalt
Brick
D Stone
{1} stugeo
[:] Terra Cotta
L] ConoretesConcrete Blook
D Vinyl/ Aluminum Siding

% I Metal {apecily) .
: Othgr (apecify) -
{include detatled descriptionin

Integiity  Description ot Physlcat Appearance} Intact
ChaNgES 1O RIAN .. v vrereerininrnnsrneeines J
Changes 1o WIndOWS . v\ vvvervrriruvrerensns
Changes to original cladding .. ..ot v v areee. B8
Changea to Interior . vuur s virerivmnrnenrainn I
u Other {(specity) — . |

q—QCD 10/08

2. oGRS 0
)

" [3 Wood Shingle
{1 wood Shake
Composition
Slate .
) Tar/Built-Up
Orie .
1 Matnl (apac]ly\

O other (specity)

(3 Not visible
Foundation
Dreg - Gancrate
[ post & Plar gBiock .
{1 stone ] Poured
- Brick .0 other (specity)
[ Not visible -

Slight  Moderate Extensive

OOo0Oox
0ooRO
(3

l State otWaahington, Deparlmont of Community Davelopment

Office of Archaeclogy and Historic Preservation
111 West 21at Avenue, KL«11.

LOCAT 0 CTION Qlympla, WA 98504 {2086) 753-4011
Address & 5th Ave. N.E. . '

Gity / Town /Gounty/Zip Code - Kirkland, WA 98033 ‘
Twp.—— Ranne ctio % Seclinn . Y% Section

Tax NO.J Parcal Nﬂ g 8%5-6_ Acreage
Quadmngia or map name . i

UTM™M Refarqnceu Zone, stlng Noithing
PlallBlonerm Lot 1, Blk.198

o Kirkdand Add. ' - - —

b Hiqh StyloalForma (chaak one or fmors of the following)
L] Greok Revival

O Spanish Colonial RevlvaHMedﬂerranaan

{1 Gothic Revival L Tudor Revivel .
italianate O crafteman/ Arts & Crafts
O Becond Empire Bungalow
Romanesque Revival [:]_ Pralrie Style
O stick Styie ' Art Deco/ Art Moderne
QudenAnne Rustic Style
(] shingle Style 3 international Style
| Celpnial Revival m| Nerthwest Style

O Begux) Artai Neoclagsical
] Chicago! Commercial Style
0 Amgrigan Foursquare

[ Mlssion Revival

Commercial Vetnacular
3 Reaidentlal Verndoular {see below)
_ [ other (specity) :

Vernacular House Types
3 aable front ’
[ Gable front and wing
{1 side gable

g Crolss gable’
{] Pyramidal/Hipped
D Qther {specify)




NARRATIVE SECTION OITE NO. 17

Study Unit Themes {oheck one or more of the following)

- Agriculture
Archltectureit.andacapa A;chltacture
Arts
Commerce
.Communications
Community Planning/Development

DDUDED

Statament of Significance
Date of Construction

ooooooo

Conservation
Education .
Entertainment/Recrealion _
Ethnic Harltage (spacity)

Health/Madicina

Manufacturing/industry
Military: '

Architect/Engineer/Builder..

El [n tha opinion of tha surveyor, this propeny appears to meet the criteria of the Nalione] Register of Hlsiono Places
3 inthe opinion of the aurveyor, this property Is located i ina po:entlal historic district (Nat[onal and/or local)

The Kirkland American Lagian Post first occupled this Intact building in 1931 after it was acg
Progress Administration (WPA), one of the few buildings renovated by the W.P.A. in Kirkland,

Doscription of Physlcal Appearancs |

oooROxROD

Politlcs/Government /Law

" Religton

Scianca & Englnaering

Soclal Mavements/ Organizalions
Transportation

Other {spacify)

Study Unit Sub-Theme(s) (specify)

uirad from the Bapﬁst church In-1936, it was renovated by the New Deal's Works

Originally construéted as a church, this gabla front commerclal vernacular bu:lding has Classical Revival featuras‘ symmetrfcal form, flat exterior surfaca. a distinctive palladian

window and a daooratwo front entrance cover.

%’Ma}or Bibliographlc References
ng County Assessor's Records

ey
~L
o
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Journal American, 1/27/77, . * "American Leglon Oomplates Remodelmg



o= - CITY OF KIRKLAND

2 s
5 @ % Fire & Building Department |
? 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkiand, WA 98033 425.587.3000 |

o
Bayyact
-www.ckkirkland.wa.us

MEMORANDUM
To: Lynn Stokesbary

From: Jack Hendersan, Deputy Fire Chief

Date: - November 30, 2005

Subiect: Prefiminary Inspection of 138 5 Avenue-American Legion Hall

The following report was prepared for the purposes of evaluatlng the bund:ng condltion

' of the American Legion Hall, 138 5" Avenue, Kirdand WA.

. Struetural
Given that the foundation walls are probably un-reinforced masonry and that there were

some signs of rot at the sill plates (beams}, the buiilding 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 wastlng energy and long term

dollars.

Plumbmg
Although old, the supply and waste system should be adequate for an office use One

.bathroom for women and one for men. sheuld be adequate

o Electrical:

There is an existing 200 amp service pane{ 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 spnnkler or fire alarm system in the building. There are

functioning exit S|gns
A AMW?{LM\

52 legi'nnhall b e
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Exiting: _
if used as an 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 reqwred y

Accessibility:

As far as barrier free is concerned, the rear entrance could be 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 provisions of Sections 3409.1 through
3409.8 apply to maintenance; change of occupancy, additions

_and alterations to existing buildings, mcluding those :dentlﬁed

as historic buildings.
3409.2 Maintenance of facilities. A buﬂdlng, fac;llty or element

-that is constructed or aitered to be accessible shall be

maintained accessible during occupancy.
3409.3 Change of occupancy. Existing buildings, or portions
thereof, that undergo a change of group or occupancy shail have
all of the following accessible features:

1. Atleast one accessible buiiding entrance.

2. At least one accessible route from an accessible buﬂdlng

entrance to primary function areas.

3. S:gnage complying with Section 1110..

4. Accessible parking, where parking is belng provided.

5. At least one accessible passenger loading zone, when

loading zones are provided.

6. At least one accessible route connecting accessnble parking

- and accessible passenger loading zones fo an accessible

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

3409.4, 3409.5, 3409.6 and 3409.7.

Alt_hough government agencies cén notluse'exc':eption 1 of Section 1104 4, excepticn 4
would aliow for no accessible route to the 900sf upstairs if it was used as-an accessory
storage area and/or mechanicai equment room with an occupant load factor of 1 per

~ 300sf. | - kadﬂw&w\- 4@) ~Z_

H:\Agenda items\121303 Special City Council Mig\Cdy Manager\Unﬁnshed Mm\hnenmn Legnnhaﬂ\Amencan legion hall attachmentd.doc




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 cons;dered when laying-out the TI

Miscellaneous:
There appears to be asbestos tile on the upstairs floor which shouid 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

Abchmut %) -13
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Jensen / Fey
Architecture and ®Planning’

' Kirkland

' AMERICAN LEGION HALL

. Opinion of Best Use
- and o
Estimated Costs of Improvements

Prepared for

City of Kirkland -

January 24, 2006

The Justics White House
7730 Leary Way NE ¢ Redmond e Washington 98052
Tel: 425-216-0318 » Fax: 425-216-0329
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- American Legion Hall Use Opinion & Improvements Cost Estimate Report

January 24, 2006
Page 2of4

' 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 approxnmately 650 square feet and the 2nd floor is approx1mately 900

square feet. The lot size is 5,100 square feet..

The bmldmg was occupied by the Kirkland American Leglon Post in 1931, The Kirkland
Baptist Church subsequently acquired the building and is currently occupled by St. Katherine

the Great Martyr Orthodox Church

The property is zoned RS 5.0 (single family residential). The ot 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 repalrs 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" floor is likely covered with asbestos-contammg floor tile. The
building appears to be uri-insulated, Ceiling areas in the rear 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 corcrete 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 retrofitfing is needed. The entry deck needs additional structural
improvements. The building and the restroom facilities are not accessible by persons with
disabilities. The 2" floor is reachable only by stairs. The heating unit needs to be replaced.
Due to the basement water problem, there is a notieeable 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 condltlon 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 ceiling replacement

JENSEN / FEY Architecture and Planning
The Justice White Hoiuse
7730 Leary Way NE ¢ Redmond e Washington 98052
Tel: 425-216-0318 o Fax: 425-216-0329.
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- American Legion Hall Use Opinion & Improvements Cost Estimate Report

January 24, 2006
Page 3of 4

Opinion of Best Use

Based on the historical use, present use, current zoning, lack of parking and fimited yard

_space, the building’s best use would be, in our professional opinion, an assembly

type/meeting 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 buﬂding as a-dayeare 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 from 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 bu11clmg 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 Jensen/Fey 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
Iuﬂailon escalation are not included. ' :

Basic Improvements. ‘
Asbestos abatement, 2™ floor tile = $7 000 to $10 000
Mold abatement = N/A - Extent Unknown, Inspection & Tests = $2,000 to $4,000 #”
Basement moisture control, drainage and slab = $15,000 to $20,000 -
Foundation wall moisture control, waterproofing & drainage = $50,000 to $80,000 +”
Upgrade structural/seismic elements = $25,000 to $35,000 ~ -
Mechanical system replacernent fiirnace only = $8,000 to $12,000 -
Mechanical system, add air conditlomng $4,000 to $6,000
Mechanical system replacement, ductwork = $10,000 to $15,000 -~

JENSEN / FEY Architecture and Planning
The Justice White House

7130 Leary Way NE ® Redmond & Washington 98052 ' o 7
Tel: 425-216-0318 o Fax: 425-216-0329 A’Hﬁ (:,&WMA“ qét)ﬂ;[’




American Legion Hall Use Opinion & Improvements Cost Estimate Report

Janvary 24, 2006
Page 40f 4

Basic Improvements Contmued
Wood rot repait/replacement, sills etc. = $10,000 to $15 000

Pest control inspection & treatment = $3,000 to $4,000
Electrical upgrades, power/data/lighting = $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 ceilirig/roof = $12,000 to $15,000
. Fire/Security 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 upgrades/rcﬁmshmg, 15t 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 o

Trim & Siding (Shingle) Repair = $5,000 to 10, 000
Replace ceiling, back rooms/area = $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 (dependalit on use):
‘Demolish interior wall, patch & repair = $2,000 to $3,000

© Add Lift to 2™ Floor = $70,000 to $90,000
Reconfigure main floor = $40,000 to $60,000

Cost Estimate Range of Other Imprdvements =$1 12,000 t0 $ 153,000.

Report prepared by:

Clay Wallace, AIA, NCARB
Principal

JENSEN / FEY Architecture and Planning
' The Justice White House _
7730 Leary Way NE @ Redmond & Washington 98052
Tel: 425-216-0318 o 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.cl.kirkland.wa.us

w Oy,

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT

Directions: You may use this form or answer questions on separate pages.

Applicant Name __coSTCO WHOLESALE
Address 999 LAXE DRIVE  ISSAQUAH WA 98027

. Telephone _ (425) 313-8100

Property owner (if different than the applicant)

Property Owner Name — CoiTlo . SOUOIEDME Coal.
Address ' CAA_ Loalf Yoo 1SSeduesy  wwn . SDHOLE

Telephone &5 - An-Tsa s

- Note: If the applicant is the property 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
property owner, then the affected property owner must be notified. Send or hand deliver a copy of
this completed application to all aﬁkcted properly owners. fill out the aitached Affidavit of

service that this has been done. 12 2 59560 —00 33

A. Description of Proposal:
The reguest is to amend Comprehensive Plan Policy NE85-4.1b, Area RH-1b, to allow.
the constyuction of vehicle gervice stations as an accessoxry use to the primary

‘retail usge in the RH-1la zone.

B. Description, address and map of property affected by the proposal
The proposal would affect all RH-1b. zoned properties in the City of Kirkland,

specifically those in the Rose Hill Business District. A wmap of the affected

—.properties is attached.
C. Description of the specific reasons for making the proposal:
Please see the enclosed letter.

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.
Please see the enclosed letter.

Pape 6ol 8
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2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by

nf;lpiementmg specifically identifi ed goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan

Please see the enclosed letter.

3. The public interest would best be served by conmdermg the proposal in the

current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborheod plan
review or plan amendment process

Please see the enclosed letter.

4. The proposal is located in a nclghborhood for which a nexghborhood plan. has
: not been recently adopted (generally not within two years).
Please see the enclosed letter.

5. The proposal is located in a nelghborhood for which a nexghborhood plan will
- not be reviewed in the near fiture (generally not in the next two years)
Please see the enclosed letter.

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

E Property owner signature.

Neote: ff the applicant is the property owner, or is representing the property owner, then the
property owner must sign the last page. If the applicent is neither the properly owner nor
- representing the preperty owner, then the affécted property owner must be notified. Send or
hand deliver a copy of thix completed application lo ol affected property owners. fill out

the attaclre:! Affidavit of service that this has been done,

Name—sign: _\ /- D

Name —print: _\lwa gm;ggn,ﬁ
Ad_dl'ess; o 9 e | Long  Dawe

AHEEQaad e ARG

Telephone: ___Ans. A= 1S40

Page Tof 8 i
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CIviL ENG1NEERING, LAND PLANNING, SURVEYING, ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

April 24, 2007
COURIER DELIVERY

The Honorable James L. Lauinger, Mayor
And Members of the Kirkland City Council
Kirkland City Hall

123 5th Avenue

Kirkland WA 98033

RE:  Phase I Comprehensive Plan Amendment Request
N.E. 85th Street Subarea Plan
RH-1b 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
Comprchensive 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 na_rrative request with findings (fhis letter)

The request is to add text to the Comprehensive Plan supporting the construction of vehicle service
stations in the RH-1b zone as an accessory use to the primary retail use in the RH-1a zone. Specifically,
the request is to amend Policy NE85-4.1b, Area RH-1b, of the N.E. 85th Street Subarea Plan as follows:

Limit new development to accessory parking for the commercial development in Area RH-1a, or
alternatively to light industrial uses that generate minimal traffic, or vehicle service stations that
are accessory to the primary retail use. Do not allow non-accessory uses that have high traffic
generation, such as most retail uses. Observe wetland constraints and observe all applicable
wetlands and sensitive area regulations. ' ‘ : ‘

Although located outside the warehouse, gasoline sales are part of the integrated goods and services that
define 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 Woodinville, 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 regulatlons

Vehicle service stations are listed as a permitted use on the main Costco Wholesale warehouse property
zoned RH-1a. Today Cosico 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-1b. Currently, vehicle service stations are not allowed in the RH-1b 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. o :
n B Mlachmnk glo~=

18213 72ND AVENUE SOUTH  KENT, WA 98032  (425) 261-6222  [425) 251-8782 FAX

BRANCH OFFICES + OLYMPIA, WA + TACOMA, WA 4 SACRAMENTO,CA ¢ TEMECULA, CA
© www.barghausen.com




~ The Honorable James L. Lauinger, Mayor
And Members of the Kirkland City Council

t
[\S]
1

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
facﬂlty and the senior residences north of the site.

The following is an analysis of the City of Kirkland’s threshold criteria for this request:
1. 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

resoutces 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 mconsmtency or make a clarification to a
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, the provisions of item 3 below apply..

3. Al of the following:

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

: and

: Re5ponse_: The Comprehensivé Plan supports this amendment as outlined by the
following Framework and Economic Development Goals:

e 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.

e FEconomic Development Goal ED-3: Strengthen the umque role and economic
success of Kirkland’s commercial areas.

e Policy ED-3.3: Encourage infill and redevclopment of ex1st1ng commerc:1a1 areas
consistent with the role of each commercial area. W % lO ~2




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

¢ Economic Development Goal ED4: 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 Kirkland 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 Kirkland’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 avmlable at your convenience to answer any
questlons and/or prov1de additional information.

Respectfully,

- S

Chris S. Ferko, AICP
Senior Planner

CSF/ath

6222¢.014.doc

enc:  As Noted

cc: Kim Sanford, Costco Wholesale
Patrick Mullaney, Foster Pepper PLLC

John Ellingsen, Barghausen Consulting Engineers, Inc. - A*HMM Q b .-L,l
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CLENT: COSTEO WHOLESALE
989 LAKE DRIVE
138AQUAH; WA 98027
PROJECT ADDRESS: 8820 120TH AVE, N.E.
KIRKLAND, WA 58033
ZONING REQUIREMENTS:
ZONEMSE: FCil
MINIMUM LOT SIZE: $ACRES
ACTUAL LOT S2E: 16,009 ACRES (8538215 F)
EMPLOYER PARKING; 71 AGRES  (J.010SF)
EXISTING WETLANDS: 71AGRES (310HSF)
TOTAL AREA: 16.428 ACRES (715851 5F)
REQUIRED YARDS:
FRONT: 20
SIDE: 30 EACH SIDE
o

REAR: bl
ACTUAL YARD MINIMUM: 48

GALCULATIONS W/O EMPLOYEE PARKING & WETLAND:

MAXIMUM LOT COVERAGE: 80% (823,085 SF)
ACTUAL LOT COVERAGE;  80%  (923.0515F)
PERVIOUS SURFACE
AREAZ
LANDSCAPING: (120,048.898F )
PEDESTRIAN WALKWAYS: (10,731.11 8F.)
TOTAL AREA: (130,780 8.F.}

PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN

{Z777] LANDSCAPING

V27 PED, WALKWAYS CONSIDERED PERVIOUS

PARKING DATA:
PARKING PROVIDED:

@ 10" WIDE STALLS 750 STALLS
(o HANDIGAP STALLS 17 $TALLS
TOTAL EXISTING PARKING 78T STALLS COSI'GO
EECWHOLESALE
KIRKLAND
PROPOSED PARKING: e
TOTAL PARKING BELETED 220 STALLS gy
TOTAL PARKING ADDED 200 STALLS
NET L0S5 21 8TALLS
TOTAL PROFOSED PARKING T34 STALLS MULVANNY G2
. [
NQ, OF STALLS PER 1000 S.F, WELE EVA, WA | WX
4.8 STALLS 140283 008 | Pa20300

OF BUILDING AREA:

NOTES: PARKING TOTAL INCLUDES THOSE STALLS
ACROSS 120TH AVE

_s.qpp R

KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON

NOVEMBER 27, 2004



Plaza at Yarrow Bay Private Amendment Request
ZONO07-00018

10210, 10220, and 10230 NE Points Drive and
3927 and 3933 Lake Washington Bivd
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CITY OF KIRKLAND

PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkiand, WA 98033 425,587, 3225
www.ci.kirkland. wa,.us

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT

Directiom-: You may use this form or answer questions on separate pages.

- Applicant Name #Ai. Leal Esfete /nvastpets !/ﬂc
- Address 2075 Frat fﬁmo@ Saife Tor Seafie (DA q8i2¢

Telephone Zole 448 - SR80 postst +_Hof Maoklon z06-839. 9567
Pmperty owner (if différent than the applicant)

; Property Owner Name Tie Ploza, at Yerowo é&-q Inc. .

Address £ (Staue a8 a.é;m@\!

Telephone

Note: If the applicant is the property owner, or is represeuting the property awner, then the praperty
owiter must sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the property owner nor represeniiug the
property owner, then the affected property owner must be notified, Send or hand deliver a copy of
this complated application to all affected property owners. fil] out the attached Affidavit of
service that this has beén done.

A. TDescription of ‘Proposal-
Adcf e g ot 8&9& SIS AR, /M e fﬂroi&ém awu{a_&
gt OF Siem |, Sotfios ke ond Hs | ©  aflons piiRon MCetases (v buildins
GHCLR, [ enis ‘-A- & e "‘D or ‘J.r.la- ‘tﬁ " ;I’O W"‘M _'\

. B. Descnptlon, add1 ess and map of property af.’fected by the proposal:

22.0_ D e Pewt D_y_\yfa_—_
D422 Lalca Wiothy ey
C. Desonptmn of the spec:ﬁc reasons for makmg ihc pmposal ‘

; o 2=
MMMM petowm Tng:
m‘e clepise an o lorne sfive Hoild

D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the follovag criteria:
- 1. The Cify has the resourcus, including staff and budget, NECCssary to review the -

proposal
is

Page 6 of B
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2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public mlerest by
implementing specifically xdanth' ed goals and policies of the Comprehenswe
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

| , sl alfbiy more m«&z’mf dostinu_oviendted
ﬁﬁi b ac - “el, ool coector

4, The proposal i is located in a ncxghborhood for which a nei ghborhood plan has
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years).

e last pvion of he latein O LS K&M&E@&-&Q&mfm

5. . The proposal is Iocated in a neighborhood for which a neighberhood plan w111
not be rewewed in the near future (gener: aHy not in the next two years).

%r"f

L ¥
+6.  The'proposal wc»uld correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification.to a
provision of the Comprehensive Plan.

E. Property owner signature.

Notz: If the applicant is the property owner, or is representing the pr openy owner;, then the
property owner must sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the property owmer jor
representing the property awner, then the affected property owner must be notified. Send or
hand deliver a copy of this completed application to all affected. pr operty OwWners. Sl our
the attached Affidavit of service that tlus has been done.

Name ~ siga: . f)‘séf.@.d“ - f?‘&amj&d 77@ ﬁqua:# WM% ., _/hc,.
Name - pnnt. : : : : .
Address: A7 &a.z.é_m.ﬂﬁﬁzm% e

' %t Hetdvoroe, St Jers St (1@:*’{ ?8/&/

Telephone: Zetr - A4, - %‘V‘ﬁ
Page 7 of 8
HAPcd\Permit Forms\Internet Front Counter F 0nns\2006 Comp Plan Amendment Projectdoc - 341 5.’03
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Strahm Properties Private Amendment Request
ZONO07-00011

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

|

_STHAVES

ATTACHMENT _1O (4)
ON 63— 000 (]

Strahm  Propextises
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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

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._.Descript_ibn of Proposal: Amend Moss Bay Area Land Use Map PLA 6g (1),

.. also known as Subarea G1, to light industrial/office and high density residential:

| ‘designation HDR/IND. Amendments should also be made to the Moss Bay

Neighborhood Plan, that are consistent with the amended land use map (see
ATTACI-IMENT 1A). :

B. Descnptlon address, and map of property affected by the proposal See

 ATTACHMENT 1B

C. Description of the specific reasons for making the proposail: 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. Descnptlon of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria:
See ATTACHNIENT 1D

1. The City has the resources lncludmg 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 II
7 phase flreview: b Lof2 artacHmeNT £00b)
Pmui/lﬁ"guo{’? OIS Gr Sog-bih pre § | 2oNoF-mdll
& 7%‘52&6"’3§ & & Sob 7”%% ~ Slrahm twperhiey
. —1 2wl A — Ao e AR RO Q0 e




E. Property owner signature.

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 Compreliensive
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. '

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 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.

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. _

The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood lean. 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 2011.

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.

@w ey /ﬁ/icw*

T [ -0

Name - PR Ry A C S TIoA b

| Fastbose §Tr¢_|ﬂﬁf~ ,{ﬁggﬁ

Y
I35/0 ©4 =1 s.E. | hr
Sk ool Wa, 19270 3 [Nz Ly

- Telephone: 5, - 5z%- S47¥ - ' g’”ﬂ«#t/fﬂwj

Page2 of 2




ATTACHMENT 1

A Ktrkland Comprehensive Plan and Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan amendments
Page XV.D-26 Subarea G1 heading should include “Subarea Gl 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 aiso appropriate for
Subarea G1.” 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 (1), also known as Subarea G1, changes to
light industrial/office and hjgh density re31dentlal designation HDR/IND. The
address is 508 6™ Ave, 506 7% Ave S and 333 5™ PL S, Klrkland, Wa 98033.

AREBA OF
Praopose
AMEHDMENT

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-1), “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
congistent with Subarea G2 and with the surrounding residential neighborhood.

| AMAM b ()~




ATTACHMENT 1

The adjacent railroad may be converted to a county maintained trail/park. 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 growth projections
included in the Puget Sound Reglonal Council Vision 2020 Update (see exhibit 1
attached).

D.

' 2. 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 assocxated pohcws '

Mtkchowand 10(10)-3




o 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, | do have a significant
question about the ability of Kirkland to accept the amount of growth that both of
these aiternatives 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 Kirkfand’s
employment growing by nearly 30,000. These levels of growth are well beyond
‘our current growth capacity and are likely greater than our build-out under current
zoning, although data on build-out are not currently 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, | 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 aiready achieved
a compact urban form and the degree to which such cities are realisticaily able to
accommodate add;t!onal growth.

Attachments: _ '

Vision 2020 Update DEIS Executive Summary

Selected additional materials from Vision 2020 Update DEIS
Evaluation Criteria for Selective a Preferred Growth Alternative
Populations and Employment Summary of Growth Alternatives
Discussion questions for suburban cities Public Issues Commitiee
Summary of comments contributed by SCA Membership

AR e

ccC.

T ES:Vision 2020420 7-18.06

Achonind 1016)
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Kirkland Industrial Zoning

Prepared for:
City of Kirkland Planning -

April 12, 2005

- By: B

URBANADVISORS LTD -

ATTACHMENT _[O[C)
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Kirkland Industrial Zoning Study L _Page 1

Executive Summary

The City of Kirkland retained Urban Advisors Ltd to assist in providing information for making
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 of the area insufficient
for their locational needs; and

* Second, based on the study findings, what types of City actions might be needed to attract
or retain manufacturing/industrial 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 Advisors was given six industrial areas, broken into six study sites, to evaluate: Upper
Totem Lake (Areca A), 405 Business Area (B1), Parmac (B2), Norkirk (Area C), Moss Bay
(Area D) and Rose Hill (Area E). While the intent 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 otherwise.

Change in Employment and Demographic Profile

The primary purpose of industrial zoning in Kirkland was, historically, to provide sufficient
space for local jobs at farnily-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 skifled 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 Kirkiand 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 lcave 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 in 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 (2l units, not just those for sale) in Kirkland was $318,000, and estimates from
ESRIBIS indicaie that this value has increased to $399,000 in 2004. Should this trend continue
the average home value is expected to rise to approximately $497,000 by 2009.

The impiications 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 -

URBAMNADVISORS LTD
. Urban Economic Advisory Services
estarkie@urbanadvisors.com
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- Kirkland Industrial Zoning Study ‘ . Page 2

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 prov:s:on 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
.~ tdeas 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 is shifting toward non-industrial and high-tech uses. The market rent for industrial
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 cited 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 shift from
manufacturing, warehouse and distribution uses to other uses is already a factor in the leasing
of industrial/flex space. Finding mdustnal users is increasingly difficult, and warehouse and
distribution uses are moving regnonally 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 warechouse space is occurring elsewhere on less valuable land with highway
access.

The combmatlon of demographic change, home pncmg, rising land values, regional traffic
congestion, and shifts in projected employment militate against the continued feasxbxhty 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 remdents 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 secking lower rents. As old industrial stock becomes less

URBANADVISORS LTD
Urban Economic Advisory Services
estarkie{@urbanadvisors.com




Kirkland Industrial Zoning Study : . Page 3

useful for its intended use it is leased for other uses to the point that true industrial use becomes
isolated. As noted in the Comprehensive Plan, businesses cluster together. When an area
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 office/tech use.
Office/tech can act as a transition between industrial and commercial areas. At the same time,
the “new 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. :

Actions to Retain Business

*  Zone for industrial with a finer grain than 1s done currently

*  Buffer needed industrial from neighborhoods and other high traffic use that could cause
conflict with truck traffic, noise issues and working hours - create buffers as transition
zones that allow the range of non- mdustnal businesses retail and sevice specified in the
current ILC and LIT codes

* 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

Actions to Enhance Redevelopment '

- *  Adjust zoning for sites overtaken by non-industrial use to better match future employment

-and neighborhood trends

*  Consider some conversion to residential buffers where adjommg residential areas and
current use make industrial infeasible -

* Resolve zoning to aliow very clear certainty for redevelopment.

' Actlons to Create Condltmns for New Business

*  Alter code for tech/professional oﬁ' ¢e/FIRE areas in LIT, ILC and PLA areas so that they
can be designed for amenities with anc11lary retail, services, etc. supportwe of other uses

*  Adjust height limits and floor area ratios in ILC and LIT to enable conversion to hlgher
density employment L e

'  Setbacks — create differing standards for tech/office areas and mdustnal areas

*  Create separate standards for Truck streets vs. Pedestrian Streets to match mtended use, i.e.
warehouse/distribution versus tech office areas

URBANADVISORS LTD

Urban Economic Advisory Services
estarkie@urbanadvisors.com




Kirkland Professional Center
File ZONO7-00020
433 State Street S S

DI .

PLA6

(2)

i, la)
ZoN 07— 00520
Kwkdornd ?N{gsslo vied Cend®y

ATTACHMENT

S Rt A | Y




O? Kll:u‘_

EN

7 QH;NG‘O ‘
CITY OF KIRKLAND

PLANN.ING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225
www._ci.kirkland.wa.us

al\\'d

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT

Directions: You may use this form or answey questions on separate pages.

- Applicant Name (\a yl’d W Movﬂ'aomem
 Address 433 Stufr. ST ‘
Telephone H42E-FRT? — 5L

Property owner (if different than the applicant) s
Property Owner Name &Qb ijo\f\g ! ngl Ode,ga;rﬂ ,‘l )[g ne, l & "\DZ) -

Address ~ SAwg ~—

Telephone ,

Note If the applicant is the property owner, or is representing the property owner, then the praperty
owner must sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the property owner nor representing the
properly owner, then the affected property 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.

- A. Description of Proposal: _— . L
| Deng| hj increat? oF Kiﬁlana ?TYKS‘Q,‘SSJOV\JA £ e E'&c
B. Description, address and map of propert by the proposal:
__im—_ﬁi’aﬁ‘éik‘-_/_)ﬂdiaaimgﬁmj Cewnler

'C Descnptlon of th spcmf c reasons for making the proposal:
Dwnereate densi 3

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.

artacHment 1] (h)

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 W1th1n two years). ,

O

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).

No

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 applicant is the property owner, or is representing the property owner, then the
property owner must sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the properly owner nor
representing the property owner, then the affected property 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 thz‘s has been done. Wp

:Namewsiglli' x %4& — - /;bob Sﬁr\e,‘

Name — print: 4

Address: ___ 43> Stade S _Kikland  WH ‘r'&’033
Telephone: Yag— Ra7— 6045 -
A’HM)AMAMM\— ul(lp)-)
Fage.70f8 |

H:\Ped\Permit Forms\Internet Front Couriter Forms\2006 Comp Plan Amendment Project.doc 3/15/05




RE: Kirkland Professional Center Rezoning Application
422 State St.

- Contact:

David W. Montgomery, Psy.D, E G E IVEES
425-827-5095 -
| MAY O 2007

PLANNW\.G DErARTMENT

Parcel numbers involved: B
0825059226

- 0825059227
0825059228

0825059229

0825059230
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| "n E CEIVE]
Kirkland Professwnal Center & Harold Gibson Prope _ |

Density Variance Request JUN 18 2007,

FTANNNG DEPARTMENT“'
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 318 2™ 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
telated 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 density residential development
across the street. Our property is on grade with 2™ Street and is approximately one story
below State Street. Because of the dramatic drop in topography from State Street to the
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 built. 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 Iocate 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 2™ Street from the property and to the north along 2™ Street are
- some of the higher density residential developments in the City. Itis 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

Abkchimondy D(b) 2




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 primary 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 pofential. 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 traffic. 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.

Since ly

Gk /)’;kd?—\, T
Da_v1d Montgomery, Psy.D
| éﬂ/ é/ 2 go X Q.
/

. Cary Odegard, DO

-see attached-_
Robert Stone, DDS’

-see attached-
Diane Tattoni, MD

Atlachmuet U ()Y

_see attached-
Harold Gibson
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DIANA S. TATTONI, M.D., PS.

Pediatrics :

433 State Street, Suite 1
Kirkland, WA 98033-6615
Telephone: (425) 828-3626

June 12, 2007
Kirkland City Council
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,

Diana S Tattoni, M

Mﬁm@nmw% NEYA
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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: Yqu may use this form or answer questions on separate pages.

Applicant Name Ylak /4’PD léacp, e

Address _ P.O. Pox 25728  [Cickland, (ph  9Po8 32 -2528

Telephone ___206- 39~ C65 7 '

Propetrty owner (if different than the applicant)

Property Owner Name S AME : ' :
Address . PHA‘S TAHC (BDHOTM P T, Cot
Telephone '

- Nota: If tfie applicant Is the properly owner, or is representing the property owner, then the properly owner must
-sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the properly owner nor representing the property owner, then
. the affecled property owner must be notified. Send or hand deliver 2 copy of this completed application to

" all affected property owners. filf out the atfached Affidavt of service that s has been gone. - :

A, Description of Proposat:
_Chafl™ 2 oming_Eron office Cmo(ox@ 6725 -(Ih* des for 8 Jots.
M Fr er 'K 1 Fer Lo

el % for fnafoar‘ S-{.drqa,_g

B. Descrlptlon address and maP of property affected by the proposal
64{3 baau 6'5/5 -bBAre i E Kirlelaud, twA TE033

C. Descrlptl n of the specific reasons for makmg the posal |
_ﬂﬁée_ﬁiﬁiﬁ bosfanAd em pce Plprofetfiec.

__ﬂhﬁ_g@z%é Zonly .:,-,,,,,/‘4 ﬁ; offieq covplx do sorth.
peke refe do gifedestle fhe

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

roposal.
Prop Mot  Enownn

@‘““3} PWH? QM%&W-@MS‘ 046, 00 —0PTO (5157

93y, 340-01%in atTacHmenT _ 12 ()
G: \2006 Comp Plan endment Project.doc 3/15/05 o) oq - Om q

Apelegate




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

' Pian.
e Ny I , %5‘

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

Yes

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

Yes

5.  The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhiocod plan will
not be revw;“/fed in the near future (generally not in the next two years).
es

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

giovision of the Comprehensive Plan.
o

E. Property owner signature.

Note: If the applicant is the property owner, or is representing the property owner, then the properly owner
st sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the property ownter nor representing the property
owrier, then the affected property owner must bé notified, Send or hand deliver a cony of this
completed application o afl affected properly owners, fill out the attached Affidavit of service that this
has been done.

‘Name - sign: WM WM

Name - print: Ma ric /4-00(0 é g fe '
Address: __P.0. Box 2528 lefrklawd (WA FF0F3-2578
Own: 515 4dM, 6ar\>- [|6Y e MVE /c,f:-L- gy sl Profes fies
Telephone: '206 A39t1- 06S 7 -

PHASTINC(@ HOTwm 4LL, &2

A trachmudy 1200)~ |

Page 6of 7
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Mark Applegate 206-391-0657 ' November 21, 2006
PHAS Tac @HOTMRLE. COm |

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 63 St. This would encompass 8 current
lots of which [ own 4. I own 2 lots at 6515, 1 at 6421, and 1 at 6413 — 116" Ave NE.
These 8 Iots 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 I-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, employées,
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 acéepted 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 inferstate 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

- dlstmctwe disadvantages for down home family living.

Current zoning allows short plattmg the Iots that I own to make 6 large lots. If I can not
obtain a zoning change, my only alternaiive 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 zdning_ change to improve the use of this area and maximize
community integrity through diversification.

N (o)~







William Andrews Private Amendment Request
ZONO07-00008 1
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Starna G BY_
| CITY OF KIRKLAND
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225
www.cikirkland.wa.us

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT
Directions: You may use this form or answer questions on separate pages. é{ A]— /I C HE j )

Applicant Name _| MLL JAM T /4/%5!-?5 1204 5
Address 8.5 .2.F [/32.nd Ave AE
Telephone H285-7372-O837

Property owner (if different than the applicant)

Property Owner Name
Address '

Telephone _

-Note: If the applicant is the property owner, or is representing the property owner, then the property owner must
sign the fast page. If the applicant is neither the property owner nor representing the properly owner, then
the aftected properly owner must be notified. Send or hand deliver a copy of this completed application fo
all affected property owners. fill out the attached Affidavit of service that this has been done.® _ .

SEF /}’7725@/53

A. Description of Praposal:

B. Descnptron address and map of property affected by the proposal 5
S £E LT78MHED

C. Descr:ptlon of the specific reasons for making the proposal 5
F£ ATACHED

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 F 5 AT//A 5#50

ATTACHMENT 1Bl
Page 5 of 7 'Zordoq' ”mg
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2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potentlal to serve the public interest by
implementing specifically identified goals and pohcws of the Comprehensive

Plan.
SEE ATAcHED

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 0
SEE ATIACHE

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

§FF ,4-77:46/#5[7

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

-55;: 770#50

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

provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 5
EE /47746#53

E. Property owner signature.

Noz‘e If the app#caﬁt s the propenj/ owrler, or is representing the property owner, then the propenj/ owrner
must sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the properly owner nor representing the property
owner, then the affected properly owner must be nofified. Send or hand deliver a copy of this
completed application to all affected properbf owners. fill aut the attached Afidavit of service that this

has been done.

Name — si.g'n:' z Zé /%%M’/
" Name - print: /}//C, [ A['A//I/‘?r eJC

| Address: . 8'5'_2-9 /3"2-"‘{/%6 /UL:-

Telephone: 17'2-9’ 73’7 08’ ?7

Abecymask 12 (b)-
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A, Amend the current zoning designation from Low Density RS 7,200 to Low Density RS 5,000.

'B. The Pmperty is located on the West side of 132 Ave NE j 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 configuration. The Property
is generally level with a gradual grade from West to Fast. The Property has approx. 135° of

frontage along 132" Ave NE. The property is within easy pedestrian and bicycle access to
multiple bus stops and the NE 85™ ST Commercial corridor which offers multiple opportunities
for sho tgpmg,restaurants ,services and employment centers. The Property is on the “edge” of the
- NE 85" ST “Business District” and as a matter of fact, several docuthents: 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 commercial activity combined with easy access to means of alternative
transportation would Iend itself to fostering the use of these alternauve means of transpottation :

by the re51dents of any ﬁxture housmg bmlt on the Property

C. The change to RS 5,000 would allow the “highest and best use” of the Property while retaining
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 Jogical and the smaller lots made available by RS 5,000 may create opportunity to provide
- smaller, lower pnced housing. The Property provides an opportunity for the City of Kirkland to
promote the creation of lower priced housmg ina locatlon that is well suited for that purpose

. D. (1 ~6.)
1. The Clty of Kirklaﬂd appears to have adequate Staff to review and implement the proposal.

2 'I'hc proposalwﬂl create oppcyrtumtles to-achieve goals stated i in thc ComprehenSWe Plan as well :
7 as carry ot pohcles set forth i the Comprehensive Plan _ _

* HOUSING GOAL H-3: Provide for greater housing’ capacity and home ownership opportunities.
POLICY H-3.1: Provide additional capacxty for single family development through:
_ allowing reductions in lot sizes where smplus land exists on under-

developed parcels

AHMMW_ Bz




3.

4.

5.

: 6

* *Several Maps show the Propetty:

* LAND USE, POLICY LU-4, 2 Locate the most dense residential areas close to shops and
services and tansportatnon hubs.

* HUMAN SERVICES POLICY HS-2.5: Encourage affordable and appropnately demgned
. Senior housing,
(“The Clty should support public and private efforts to create and preserve aﬁ'ordable housing
- in Kirkland, particularly housing for seniors such as mother in law apartments, shared housmg,

SMALL LOTS, cottages )

* VISION STATEMENT: “We have worked to increase diversity and aﬂ"ordabmty, 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 accompamed by growth in housing opportunities 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 cmc mvolvement are enhanced and transportatmn ptoblems

are mitigated”)

These are _;ust a few examples of goals and policies that will be addressed by the proposal Addltlonal
goals and pohcles will be cited at the Hearing to be held regarding this proposal

The sooner the proposal is lmplemented the sooner the associated benefits to the Pubhc 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 Ilkellhood
that the planmng for development would begin promptly as well

It appears that the North Rose Hill plan was last addressed in October of 2003,
) _

Several inconsistencies and ambxgumes exist in the Comprehensxve Plan and in Clty prowded documents
peftaining to the Property, S

* The Planning Dept. provided a written oommumeatlon in J anuary of 2005 mdxcaﬂng that the

RS 5,000 zone is a medium defisity not a low dens1ty zone. According to the Comprehenswe Plan
. RSS 000 is part of low densn;y L

bemg wﬁhm the boundary of the Rose Hill Bmmess@;sMct -
which would indicate that the Property is mtended for Commerclal usage. S

AH“C@‘W‘MB > =




* Ambiguity exists at Policy NRH 10.1 whereby it could be interpreted that the Property is in
area that ¢ould be utilized in a manner other than low density. Furthermore, the Property is

certainly not in the “residential core” of the North Rose Hill nelghborhood as described in
NRH 10.1. ) - : _

* Other similarly posmoned propérties (ﬁontage on an arterial with a speed limit of 35 mph,
close proximity to a major intersection, close proximity to a commercial area . ) are currenﬂy
designated higher densny residential (RM 3,600) or Commercial.

Other poss_lble inconsistencies will be cited at the Hearing to be held régarding this proﬁosal. E
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| June 25, 2007

FAX
Kirkland Planning Commission
Attention: Teresa Swan, 587-3232

11034 130th Avenue NE
Kirkland, Washington 98033
827-7315

This letter is in reference to one of the "private amendments” being considered by the Planning
Commission at its meeting on Thursday June 28.. 1 recommend yon 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 traffic nmpacts Both of these
goais would suffer if the request is approved:

The gasoline station would certainly increase traffic on 90™ Street, and probably on 124“‘
Avenue and other nearby streets. Pedestrian safety is already a problem. .

Street and gir pollutants from the added traffic, and inevitable spllls near the pumps, are
bound to reach into Forbes Lake.

The hydmcarbon vapors, and noise and smells, that gas stations create would extend beyond
the immediate praperty, and impact the adjacent residences. [ lived next to one once, and
wouldn’t wish it upon you even if you happened ta 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 Compfehensive 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 23 a whole.

Vg b

Ray Hansen _ T Tu LohC',' Com ﬂ\&t@%\
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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).

| 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 28t 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:
| 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:

| am not able to participate in the coming discussion about a proposed Costco Gas Station. However, |
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 | 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 1-405 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 4095, it does definitely speak to this usage by de-emphasizing
auto centric usage- with the exception of the two car dealers.

As much as | would like a competitively priced gas station in our area to drive down the ridiculous prices
we now pay- | 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 . R SORIUE [D]

- Planning and Community Development JUN 27 2001
123 Fifth Avenue AM  pM
Kirkland, WA 98033 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

BY

Subject: 2007 determination of private comprehensive plan amendment request - File
- ZONO07-00011

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 Kirkland Planning Commission meeting June 28, 2007. '

F Robert Strahm - | ' Fune 27, 2007
1712 Pacific Ave Suite 104 ' _

Everett, WA 98201

Aopleant § Ropp onsl
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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. :

City 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 “[t]he 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 memoréndmn the subject property is adjacent to residential uses
ranging from 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 preservation of industrial uses in that location
inconsistent with market trends, as well as the surrounding neighborhood.

1 of3




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 office/tech. Medium-to-high
density residential and office tech use are not in conflict and
residential can act as an effective buffer that reinforces and preserves
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 vacant/blight 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 Strahm vs. City of Everetf). The City
should provide ample housing and employment opportunities.

City section 2: Relation to Criferia '
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 te 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.

2) The proposal is for “planning area” PLAGG which is intemalljz inconsistent.
The proposal if adopted would resolve the inconsistency.
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2a) The City staff response supports the request.
- 2b) The City staff response supports the request.

City section 3: Staff Recommendation

The continuation of industrial land use designations in this area'is misguided. The
potential lack of railroad service and conflicting and uses make industrial designations
for the location impractical at best and create potential for increased urban blight.

The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan was last updated in 1989 and is not scheduled for a
major update until 2011-2012. 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 2011 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 aﬁpliéant requests that the City not defer the proposal,
and to continue to study the Strahm amendment proposal in the current update process.

-—

W June 26, _2007

F. Robert Strahm _

Member - Strahm Properties, LLC
Broker - Puget Sound RE Services, Inc.
- BABA - Finance

1712 Pacific Ave Suite 104
Everett, WA 98201
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From: James McElwee [jandImcwee@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.

ZONO7-00017 (Costco) - 1 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. | 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. | recognize that the station could be located on Costco"s current site, but 1 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. 1 often use the Costco fuel stations without using
the retail section at all. 1 ask that you not make our cut-through situation worse.

ZONO7-00008 (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 iIncreasing the density per this request. Any argument that
increased density was intended by the Neighborhood Plan is simply an uneducated
reading of the history.

ZONO7-00009 (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.

ZONO7-00016, -00012, -00019 (Howe, Orni, Altom) - 1 agree that these applications
should be considered together, and 1 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. 1 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. | 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
- 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 zllustratlng that the Subject Property is w1th1n the boundaries
of the Rose Hill Business District .

ATTACHMENT ~ 1%
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“Small Lot”Developments in Close Proxumty to Subject Property
(see attached map)

1. Subject Property — 8529 132* Ave NE, Kirkland

| 2 The Pointe — 8726 1339 Ave NE, Redmond

Attached Townhomes LOT SIZE =2, 811 sq fi.

3. Clty Ministries — 2 PUD Projects just North of Subject Property, K:rkiand _
~ Approx.8 units per acre density (same as RSX5.0) :

4. Kirkland Bungalows — 13131 NE 978 St, Kirkland -
© LOT SIZE = 2,550 sq.ft.

5. Willow” s Crest (?) — 13232 NE 97" St, Redmond
| LOT SIZE = 4,203 sq.ft.

6. Danielson’s Grove — 12822 NE 105% P, Kirkland
~ LOT SIZE =2,342 sq.t.

7. Linden Lane — 13228 126" Ct. NE, Kirkland
LOT-SIZE = 4,204 sq.ft. '

8. Sweetbriar — 13103 NE 139 St, Kirkland
LOT SIZE = 3,713 sq.ft.

9. Bracburn — 13232 119" PL NE, Kirkland
LOT SIZE = 3,150 sq.ft

10. Portico Place — 7886 148" Ct NE, Redmond
LOT SIZE=3,754 sqft. -

11 Indlgo New DR HORTON Attached Townhomes just East of Subject Property on NE 85™ St.
ZERO LOT LINE ATTACHED TOWNHOMES
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'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 ZONO?—OOOOS Attachment 13:

Pilcase find below responses/comments to; 1. Request

. 2. Relation to Criteria
3. Staff Recommendation

1. Request: 2™ paragraph, “The total site area is approximately 124 190 square feet z

This is incorrect, the site is approx. 32,500 sq.f.

_2“‘i 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. 2* 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 S -6 new

residences to the housing stock (most likely at a needed price point). Furthermore,
Chapter ITL “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 re[atmg to a SPECIFIC property ora genera! area.”

Section b. 1% paragraph, “There does not appear to be an inconsistency or
nieed 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 from City of Kirkland documents that

show the subject property located “within” the Rose Hill Business District.

1. "éDesign Guidelines for Rose Hill Business District” adopted on.J ém.3,2006
contains 2 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 Nexghborhood” 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 3

Section 3.30.040 of the Kirkland Municipal Code that will be . B B

used by the City in the design review process for commercial o -
~and multifamily development in the Rose Hill Business District.

Other documents that should be referred to during design
review are the NE 85" Street Subarea Plan goals and policies
contained in the Comprehensive Plan and the RH-Use Zone
Chaits found in the Kirkland Zoning Code.

- Purpose of the Design Guidelines ' =

" Forprojects required to be reviewed by the Design Review
Board, the Board will use these guidelines in association with Figure 1. Rose Hill Business District location.

‘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 resuls in '
superior de5|gn For Administrative Demgn Review (ADR), the Planning Official will use these guidelines when necessary
to interpret the Des:gn Reguilations. They are also intended to assist project apphcants and their architects by providing

- graphic examples of the intent of the City's guadelmes and regulations,

The Design Guidelines do fqot seta particular style of architecture or design theme. They are intended to establlsh a
greater senise 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 d931gn goals for the desired future deveiopment of the area were adopted in 2001 as part of the NE 85" Street
Subarea Plan :

Subarea Plan Design Goal NE 85-17- Provide a coordinated streetscape improvements through the
Subarea thaf enable pedestrians, drivers bicyclists, and other users to have safe and pleasant experience.

Subarea Plan Design Goals NE 85-18 and 18.19- Establish mandatdry 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 Orientaﬁon and 'creaﬁng
_ effective buffers and transifions between the commercial land uses and the estabhshed resrdent:al
. neighborhoods to the north and south.

- Design Guidelines for Rose Hill Business District Page 1 . March 21, 2006
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3. Figure LU-2: Commercial Areas shows the subject property within the
illustrated boundary of a Commercial Development Area “Rose Hill
Business DlStl'lCt

B. DOCUMENTS, See the following citations from various City produced
documents that can be seen as nconsistent and unclear as they relate to the
subject property. '

1. The Planning Dept. provided a written statement in January of 2005 indiéating
that “a RS5000 zone is considered a medium not a low density residential zone.”
This appears to be inconsistent as the Comp.Plan shows RSX5.0 as low density.

- 2. Chapter XV. F “North Rose Hill Neighborhood” of the Comp Plan at Policy

- NRH 10.1 states, “Preserve low density areas south of NE 117" St to approximately
NE 86" St. and between the freeway and 132nd Ave NE.” The subject property

could be considered “approximately” out51de of this parameter as a portion of the
subject property may be south of NE 86™ 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
124™ Ave NE in a similar northerly relationship to NE 85™ St. as the subject property, _
zoned as Oﬂice/Multl Family, Commercial and Medium Density Residential. 124™
Ave NE and 132™ 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”commercial trafﬁc 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, 908(NE 85™ St.)
_ have such vastly different zoning/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(RSX5.0)is appropriate
for the subject property. As stated in the Threshold Determination, “the maps and text
indicate that the property is located in the NE 85 Sub-area wluch 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




Relation to

and Beyond the current RSX7.2 zoning and in fact might create MORE similarity

with existing neighborhood characteristics.

4. The reliance by City Staff on 2 or 3 separate sources to implement planning and

pohey decistons may create inconsistency especially when the affected area

15 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 “NE 85th Street Subarea Plar” when addressing
matters concerning the NE 85" Street Subarea. The North Rose Hill Neighborhood

has a “Nelghborhood 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 2 mechanism

for full representation of the residents and property owners of the Subarea

Cnterxa{contd ) . Section d.(1.) It does appear that the proposal demonstrates strong potentlal to serve

the public interest by implementing specifically identified goals and policies of

the Comp. Plan. See the following citations;

Policy NE85-1.2: “Encourage the EFFICIENT use of larger lots within the
Subarea at the maximum densities allowed by the underlying zoning ”

Policy NESS 6.1 thru NE85-6.4: The proposal would facilitate these pohmes by
' facilitating use of non-motorized modes of transportailon as well as placing more
, housmg within easy access fo transit facilities.

Policy NEB85-16.1: 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 from Chapterll. Vision/Framework Goals in support of the proposal:
a. “we have worked to increase diversity and affordability,such as smaller
homes on smaller lots,”
b. “to meet the needs of Kirkland’s changing population, we must encourage
 creative approaches to providing suitable housmg by establishing varied
and flexible development standards”




- ¢. 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 opportunities
-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 from ChapterVIL Housmg

a. Goal H-2:"Promote the creation of affordable housmg and provide for a
range of housing types and opportumtles to the needs of ALL segments
of the population.”

b. Goal H-3:"Provide for greater housing capacity and home ownership opportunities.

¢. The Housing Concept:”Supports the creative use of land where greater residential
capacity can be achieved,” '

d. The Housing Diversity Section “Hosing Affordability” found on pages 34
provides a description of how by meeting the housing needs of higher economic
segments of the population w1th housing they can afford serves those at the -
lower levels-as well.

e. page 7: greater opportumtles for home ownershxp may be created through smaller
lots and more varied houstng 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 maintenance
and service costs to both the home owner and the public.”

f Pohcy 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.

»

CItatlons from ChapterVI. Land Use:

4. Policy LU-2.2:"Use land efficiently, facilitate infill development or redevelopment

- -and where appropriate,preserve 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.’

<. page 16 ”promote an intensity and densrty of land uses sufﬁcxent to support
effective transit and pedestrian activity.

~d. The proposal supports and enbances Policy LU-5.5 by creatmg 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 opportumty
' - (most likely) for housing attainable by a majority of the Public SOONER rather than




. in2015-2016 (as cited in the Threshold Determination)? Of course, what would
be the logical rationale to-wait until 2015-2016 to provide a needed and desired
‘Public Benefit? I would think that the City of Kirkland would be interested in .

providing opportumty not preventmg opportunity.

I would appreciate the opportunity to discuss this matter further and Thank You in advance for your
tlme and efforts on behalf of the szens of Kirkland.

Respectful? Bill Andrews
8529 132" Ave NE
- Kirkland , WA 98033




ENCLOSURE 5
FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

Source of Request

Eric Shields, Planning & Community Development Director

Description of Request

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

Fiscal Impact

One-time use of $200,000 from the Contingency Fund. The contingency is able to fully fund this request.

Recommended Funding Source(s)

Description 2008 Est Prior Auth. Prior Auth. Amount This Revised 2008 2008
P End Balance 2007-08 Uses 2007-08 Additions Request End Balance Target
Contingency 3,193,826 85,936 0 200,000 2,907,890 | 3,285,172
Reserve
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.
Revenue/
Exp
Savings
Other
Source

Other Information

Prepared By [Sandi Hines, Financial Planning Manager Date |July 3, 2007
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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 ZONQO7-00001)

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 changeg, 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:

Enclosure 6



_1F_ Enclosure 6.doc
July 3, 2007
Page 2 of 2

e (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

e 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 MISO7-00001
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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

RECOMMENDATION

Review the list of proposed amendments and provide comments to staff at the study session.

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.

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
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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.

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.

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.

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.

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

10.

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.

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.

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 116™ 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.

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 1-12
should be made as follows:

“However, because most of the neighborhood plans were adopted prior to the 1995 Plan

update and—au—wereﬂadepted—pﬁepte—me—zg%lllan portions of some of the neighborhood

plans may contain inconsistencies.”

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.

Exhibit A to Enclosure 6



Memo to the Planning Commission
June 20, 2007

Page 4

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 1V-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 108" Street, west of 104"
Avenue NE, and south of NE 110™ 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

Exhibit A to Enclosure 6



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 1-12: 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 108™ 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

1 Attachment 1



From: angelique.reiss@comcast.net

Sent: Friday, June 29, 2007 12:55 AM

To: Teresa Swan; James McElwee; jandimcwee@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. | would have attended tonight's planning commission
meeting if | 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 | 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
ZONO07-00016



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 1 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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