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AGENDA 
KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

City Council Chamber 
Tuesday, July 17, 2007 

  5:30 p.m. – Study Session – Peter Kirk Room 
7:30 p.m. – Regular Meeting  

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

 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 EXECUTIVE SESSIONS may be 

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

2. ROLL CALL 
 
3. STUDY SESSION, Peter Kirk Room, 5:30 p.m. 
 
 a. 2008-2013 Preliminary Capital Improvement Program 
 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
 a. To Discuss Labor Negotiations 
 
5. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 
 

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

 a. Representative Roger Goodman, 45th Legislative District 
 
 b. Kirkland Performance Center Annual Report 
 
6. REPORTS 
 

a. City Council 
 
(1) Regional Issues 

 
b. City Manager  

 
(1) Calendar Update 

 
7. COMMUNICATIONS 
 

a. Items from the Audience 
 
b. Petitions 

P - denotes a presentation  
from staff or consultant 

http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/
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8. CONSENT CALENDAR CONSENT CALENDAR consists of 

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

 
a. Approval of Minutes: (1) June 19, 2007 
 
      (2) July 3, 2007 

 
b. Audit of Accounts: 

Payroll $ 

Bills  $ 
 

c. General Correspondence 
 

(1) Julia Kast, Regarding the Length of Walk Signal at 3rd Street and Central 
Way GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE 

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

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

 
g. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period 

 
h. Approval of Agreements 

 
i. Other Items of Business 

 
9. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

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

 
         a.       Continuance of Van Buskirk Street Vacation 
 
10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

a. Affordable Housing – Council Retreat Follow-up 
 
b. Awarding Contract for 2007 Water System Improvement Project to Kar-Vel  
  Construction, Renton, WA and Approving Additional Funding 
 

11. NEW BUSINESS 
 

a. Resolution R-4653, Recognizing the Establishment of the Greater Kirkland Citizen 
Corps Council 

 
b. Commute Trip Reduction and Growth and Transportation Efficiency Center Plans 

 
c. 2007 Threshold Determination for the Private Amendment Requests and List of 

2007  City Initiated Comprehensive Plan Amendments NEW BUSINESS consists of items 
which have not previously been 
reviewed by the Council, and which 
may require discussion and policy 
direction from the Council. 

 
d. Resolution R-4654, Relating to the Redevelopment of the Kirkland ParkPlace 

Center   
 
 

 - 2 - P - denotes a presentation
from staff or consultant 
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e. Resolution R-4655, Pertaining to the 2007-2009 Planning Work Program 

 
12. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
13. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 

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

 



 

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

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
 Sandi Hines, Financial Planning Manager 
  
Date: July 5, 2007 
 
Subject: 2008 to 2013 Capital Improvement Program 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
City Council review the Preliminary 2008 to 2013 Capital Improvement Program (CIP). 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The Preliminary CIP for 2008 to 2013 is presented with this memo for Council consideration.  Please refer to the 
narrative in the introductory section of the document for a discussion of significant policy issues, changes and project 
highlights.  The study session scheduled for July 17th is the first meeting to discuss the CIP.  Depending on issues and 
questions that arise from the CIP discussion, additional study sessions may be scheduled.  A public hearing on the CIP 
will be held on September 4th.  Adoption of the CIP occurs by Council resolution and is scheduled for the regular meeting 
on September 18. 
 
In addition to the CIP document, follow up information requested is included in nine attachments to this memo: 
 

• Memorandum from the Public Works Department discussing the following issues (Attachment A): 

o Inflation rates used for the transportation, surface water and water/sewer utility portions of the CIP 
(requested at Council Retreat). 

o Information regarding utilities in the areas of Public Works Trust Fund loans, age of the utility systems 
infrastructure, and a status of the Emergency Sewer Program. 

o Summary of impacts of transportation capacity spending – Transportation Commission 
recommendations and other considerations such as Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), change 
of LOS methods, and 132nd St. Improvement project. 

o Status of the Low Impact Development study currently underway by the Surface Water division.  
 

• Memorandum from the Public Works Department regarding green facility issues (Attachment B). 
 

• Memorandum from the Public Works Department regarding downtown sidewalks (Attachment C). 
 

• Memorandum from the Public Works Department on street lighting (Attachment D). 
 

• Memorandum from the Public Works Department on the strategies of using Local Improvement Districts 
(requested at Council Retreat) (Attachment E). 

 

Council Meeting:  07/17/2007
Agenda:  Study Session

Item #:  3. a.
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• Memorandum from City Manager’s Office as a follow-up on public art options from the Council’s joint study 
session with the Cultural Council on June 19 (Attachment F). 

 
• Memorandum from the Finance and Administration Department on debt policies (requested at Council Retreat) 

(Attachment G). 
 

• Memorandum from the Finance and Administration Department on capital reserves (Attachment H). 
 

• Active Project Status matrix that lists all active projects with their current budget as of May 2007 and their 
status of development (Attachment I). 
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  Attachment A 

 

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

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 Ray Steiger, P.E., Capital Projects Manager 
 
Date: July 5, 2007 
 
Subject: Public Works CIP Issues 
 
 
On July 17, 2007 the City Council will hold a study session to discuss the proposed 2008-2013 CIP.  A number of 
issues have been raised in the time prior to the study session from the City Council retreat, Impact Fee discussion, and 
other meetings.  This memo summarizes those issues and provides information in an attempt to address issues or to 
provide background for discussion at the study session.  The memo is broken into a number of discrete sections that 
follow as such: 

 

o Cost Escalation -- Development of the rational and basis for inflation rates that were used in 
assembling the CIP.  Escalation values are different for the transportation, surface water and 
water/sewer utility portions of the CIP (requested at Council Retreat). 

o Water/Sewer Utilities --  Information is being provided on the water/sewer utilities regarding:  
 The use of Public Works Trust Fund loans as a form of debt,  
 Age of the infrastructure and the level of investment that is being recommended in ongoing 

master-plans and rate studies, 
 Status of the Emergency Sewer Program. 

o Transportation Spending Allocation -- Spending allocation among transportation categories (non-
motorized, maintenance, roadway capacity)  

o Low Impact Development -- Status of the Low Impact Development study currently underway by the 
Surface Water division.  

 
 
 
Cost Escalation 
 
The largest and single-most important factor affecting the Public Works component of the proposed 2008 – 2013 CIP is 
the current and anticipated construction inflation being experienced in the region.  Since approximately 2003, a marked 
increase in construction costs, especially for infrastructure, has far exceeded the Consumer Price Index (CPI).  Figure 1 
is a comparison of the CPI (for the Seattle area) with one construction index, the Construction Cost Index (CCI) 
developed and used by the Washington State Department of Transportation; similar indices are used throughout the 
nation on roadway projects.  The WSDOT began using its tracking index in 1990.  The values shown on the left side of 
the graph are the CCI value for a given year (starting with 110 in 1990), and the left side of the chart shows the percent 
change from the previous year – it is this percentage value that is used in comparison of the CCI and the CPI. 
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Figure 1 
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To highlight the differences between the CPI (maroon line) and the CCI (yellow line), during the five year span from the 
beginning of 2002 to the end of 2006, the CPI in the Seattle area increased on average 2.3% per year; during that same 
timeframe, the CCI as maintained by the WSDOT averaged 12.5% (a 30% increase was experienced from 2005 to 
2006).  Another presentation of this information was presented in the discussion of impact fees earlier this year.  In that 
discussion, comparisons between the CCI and the CPI were presented in a table, and at the conclusion of the 
discussion, the recommendation was to use 12% as the escalation of index fees.  This is the same escalation value that 
has been used for preparing the 2008-2013 CIP. 
 

Historical comparison of CPI and the WSDOT CCI 
 

Year

Index:       
1982-

1984=100

Annual 
growth rate

Index: 
1990=110

Annual 
growth rate

2-yr 
Average

3-yr 
Average

4-yr 
Average

5-yr 
Average

6-yr 
Average

1990 124.4 7.1% 110
1991 131.3 5.5% 121 10%
1992 136.0 3.6% 108 -11%
1993 140.0 2.9% 106 -2%
1994 145.1 3.6% 105 -1%
1995 149.3 2.9% 124 18%
1996 154.3 3.3% 124 0%
1997 159.0 3.0% 139 12%
1998 163.2 2.6% 116 -17%
1999 168.3 3.1% 120 3%
2000 174.6 3.7% 128 7% 5% -2% 1% 1% 4%
2001 180.8 3.6% 129 1% 4% 4% -1% 1% 1%
2002 184.0 1.8% 139 8% 4% 5% 5% 0% 2%
2003 186.7 1.5% 145 4% 6% 4% 5% 5% 1%
2004 189.6 1.6% 170 17% 11% 10% 8% 7% 7%
2005 195.3 3.0% 176 4% 10% 8% 8% 7% 7%
2006 202.6 3.7% 228 30% 17% 17% 14% 12% 11%
2007 254 11% 20% 15% 15% 13% 12% CIP assumption

AVERAGE GROWTH RATE 3% 10% 10% 8% 7% 6% 6%

Seattle CPI-W Various averaging periods of CCIWSDOT CCI
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The CCI reflects the typical inflation being experienced on roadway projects; similar results are being seen in the utility 
sector (discussed later), however core elements that are used in utility projects are not tracked by the CCI.  Elements 
that combine to make up the CCI are: asphalt, concrete, crushed rock, excavation, reinforcing steel, and structural steel.  
For utility related projects, namely water and sewer, Kirkland tracks historical bid tabs for the City and in some cases for 
adjacent communities, from these bid tabs, projections are made for cost escalation of projects.  Two specific examples 
of using actual bid tabs to project cost escalation are provided below in Figures 2 and 3.   
 
The figures are a comparison of total construction bid prices for projects that are performed starting in 1998 and reflect 
the average bid for a given type of project.  Figure 2 is a comparison of 8, 12, 16, and 20 inch ductile iron watermain 
projects for various years.  The left side of the graph indicates the cost per foot, and the right side of the graph indicates 
the % change in the cost per foot compared to the previous year (similar to the CCI discussed earlier).  In 2001, the 
average construction cost for 8-inch watermain (light blue line) was approximately $95 per foot of pipe installed; by 
2006, that same 8-inch watermain cost $170 per foot.  This increase represents an average of 17% per year (see 
orange line); 12 inch and 16 inch (dark blue) are higher yet; as a category for the 2008-2013 CIP, water projects were 
projected to increase at 17% per year. 
 
 
Figure 2 
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Figure 3 is a similar comparison of construction bid prices, however it is for 8-inch sanitary sewer projects for various 
years – specifically, it is for the emergency sewer program.  In 2001, the average construction cost for 8-inch sewermain 
was approximately $150 per foot of pipe installed; by 2005, that same 8-inch sewermain cost $220 per foot.  This 
increase represents an average of 22% per year.  Thus extending that trend of the construction cost increases, sewer 
projects for the CIP estimates were projected to increase at roughly 22% per year. 
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Figure 3 
 

Emergency Sewer Program Construction 
(Cost Comparison using 8" pipe)

-17%

51%

33%

$0.00

$50.00

$100.00

$150.00

$200.00

$250.00

$300.00

1999 2001 2003 2005

Year

C
os

t P
er

 L
in

ea
l F

ee
t o

f 8
" 

se
w

er
m

ai
n

-40%

-30%

-20%

-10%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

U
ni

t p
ric

e 
%

 c
ha

ng
e 

fr
om

 p
re

vi
ou

s 
pr

og
ra

m

% change from previous 
program 

(22% average)

 
 
 
Historical information for surface water project cost comparisons is more limited.  The diversity and changing nature of 
the City’s surfacewater projects make bid comparisons somewhat problematic.  The CIP focus on stream and habitat 
restoration projects typically present unique and site specific solutions and similarly unique costs to accomplish.  
Benchmarks are being developed for future comparison.  A review of contractors that have been awarded contracts by 
the City for stream and surface water projects shows that most of the Contractors are the same that compete for 
roadway construction projects.  Equipment and operations are more similar to roadway work as opposed to utility 
construction.  As such, and for ease of estimating the future CIP projects, a 12% escalation factor was used for surface 
water projects.  This escalation also matches that used for transportation (described earlier) and simplifies the 
correlation between surface water funding transferred to transportation. 
 
To gauge the magnitude of the cost escalation beyond what Kirkland is experiencing, Staff is able to utilize the WSDOT 
as one resource.  Another external verification resource is the Washington State Public Works Board who administers the 
State’s Public Works Trust Fund (PWTF).  Use of PWTF is described in more detail later in this memo, however as a 
broader perspective on construction costs, from an agency that deals with every local agency in the State on a broad 
spectrum of projects (see charts that follow), the following information was considered and is provided as background.  
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In their capacity of dealing with a broad spectrum of agencies and projects, the Public Works Board is extremely aware 
of the pressures of increasing construction costs.  The following is taken from their annual report as it relates to inflation 
in the construction industry: 
 

 
 
 
 
Kirkland is not alone in experiencing construction cost increases.   
 
In summary, to account for various cost increases, and based on evaluation of the various indexes, the proposed 2008 
– 2013 CIP was assembled using the following annual escalation values per category: 
 

o Transportation  12% per year (this matches the rate used for impact fees) 
o Water  17% per year 
o Sewer  22% per year 
o Surface Water 12% per year 
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Water/Sewer Utilities 
 
Public Works Trust Funds  
 
Often referred to in the CIP discussion as debt, Public Works Trust Funds (http://www.pwb.wa.gov) are low interest 
loans in the range of .5 to 3% (based on the amount of matching funds available) that are provided to public agencies in 
the State for a number of projects.  Over the past few years, this form of debt has been used by the City’s utilities 
(water/sewer) to design and construct a significant amount of investment.  The following are specific projects that have 
been built in part with PWTF: 
 

Project Year Original               12/31/2006                 Annual  
     loan       balance       
principal                   
 
Lake Street sewermain 1994 $ 823,368 $ 303,346 $ 43,335 
 
Lake Wash Blvd. sewermain 1995 $ 1,165,500 $ 493,463 $ 61,683 
 
Lake Wash Blvd. watermain 1995 $ 1,386,000 $ 518,413 $ 64,802 
 
Central Way sewermain 2005 $ 1,086,300 $ 1,031,985 $ 54,315 
 
Lake Plaza lift station (sewer) 1997 $ 794,850 $ 400,698 $ 44,522 
 
Juanita lift station (sewer) 2004 $ 2,075,500 $ 1,707,483 $ 115,504 
 
North Reservoir (water) 1994 $ 3,184,824 $ 682,462 $ 227,487 
 
 
Totals  $ 10,516,342 $  5,137,850 $ 611,648 

 
During the same time span (1994 to 2005), approximately $30,000,000 was invested in the City’s water/sewer capital 
infrastructure; PWTF accounts for nearly one third of that investment. 
 
 
Aging Infrastructure 
 
Although a significant investment has been made in keeping the utility infrastructure in excellent working order, there 
remain areas that are aging and in need of replacement.  The following figures show the relative age of the water and 
the sanitary system in the Kirkland service area.  Both of these utilities are undergoing comprehensive plans (water to be 
completed in 2007, and sewer to be completed in 2008), and considerations of age and other factors are used in 
evaluating which projects should be reconstructed and funded in the CIP.   
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Figure 4 

 
 
Figure 5 
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The figures show that certain areas of the City’s system are either of an unknown date of origin (grey) or have reached 
their theoretical 50-year design life (yellow through red).  The master-plans look at timely replacements, and often 
undersized facilities, and then assemble the financial impacts of their replacement.  In assembling the 2008-2013 CIP, 
the draft water comprehensive plan was used.  The sanitary sewer comprehensive plan is not yet at a stage to 
recommend projects, however CIP projects were assembled based on known maintenance concerns, the previous comp 
plan, and available funding levels. 
 
Age of the infrastructure is a key in evaluating the health of the system, but unlike the City’s street and sidewalk system 
which can and are visually evaluated using established criteria to calibrate with the aging of the system, the underground 
pipe network is much more difficult to assess.  Assessment is usually done by either exposing the pipe system through 
excavation or other means.  When preparing a replacement cycle, 50-year lives are a typical assumption, but some 
situations may far exceed that or be significantly shorter (the previous figures show pipes much older than the design life 
in our system); assessment of these pipe networks has been somewhat problematic and may lead to replacements too 
early or possibly worse beyond what they should be.  During the 2004 budget process, City Council approved the 
purchase of a remote video equipped vehicle (shown below) that allows City staff to video all of the City’s 
wastewater/sewer and storm lines.  This data can then be used along with the pipe ages to better assess and program 
needed repairs.  This system is not able to be used on pressure waterlines, and other means of testing are being 
developed and used when need.   
 
 

 
 

Sewer/Storm Video Truck and Internal Components 
 
Information that is being gathered using the video equipment is able to be used in the study and research used to 
prioritize the sanitary sewer replacement program.  The sanitary sewer comprehensive plan will be the first to integrate 
theoretical design lives with a large scale video inventory of existing conditions. 
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Emergency Sewer Program 
 
In 1999 the City’s Emergency Sewer Program (ESP) first began to extend sewer into areas of the community that were 
served by septic systems.  This program utilizes the water/sewer reserve balance as a “line of credit” that is then paid 
in full with interest by the benefactors of the new sewer.  To that point, situations had occurred where costly sewermain 
extensions or local improvement districts were the only option available to residents that were dealing with failed or 
failing septic systems.  Over the years of its application, the program has provided for the installation of approximately 
18,000 feet of new sewermain and has allowed otherwise costly development into areas previously not served by sewer.  
The following Figures are a status of the various programs along with the value of repayments being received by the 
water/sewer reserve. 
 
Figure 6 

Emergency Sewer Program Repayment Report
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Figure 7 
 

 
 
The pressure being experienced on other construction costs is similarly being experienced in the ESP.  Originally 
anticipated to be funded at $500,000 per year, the success and costs associated with the program have increased 
significantly.  The proposed 2008-2013 CIP increases yet again the line of credit for the program to $1.8 M every two 
years.  A notable issue with the program is the escalation of individual assessments; Figure 7 above points out this 
clearly.  In 1999 the typical assessment was just over $8,000.  In the 2005 program, this assessment had reached 
nearly $16,000.  Bids recently opened for the 2007 ESP program would cost the individual property owner $23,000; 
although the funding available for the program can be increased (as it will be paid back), the assessments are reaching 
a level of concern for residents.  Staff will be recommending that the bids received for the recently opened ESP be 
rejected and readvertised later this fall – additional contact with the impacted residents will need to gauge their sense of 
support based on the new projected assessments. 
 
A second factor that is driving the cost per assessment higher is the location of pockets needing service.  It is now not 
uncommon to attempt to serve properties now that will benefit just one side of a given street – the opposite side is 
possibly served via alternate routes – the cost per foot can then not be spread among both sides of the street. 
 
 
Transportation Spending allocation 
 
Transportation projects are broken into three general categories: 
 
Non-motorized projects (a.k.a.non-capacity) – include sidewalks, bike-lanes, other pedestrian enhancements such as 
crosswalks, curb-bulbs, and larger projects such as an I-405 pedestrian/bicycle (only) overpass. 
 
Maintenance projects – include the annual street preservation program, annual sidewalk program, and some street 
repair projects (i.e. railroad crossing projects). 
 
Capacity projects – include signals, new roads, widening projects, and others that allow for increased SOV (and transit) 
system improvements.  A subset of this category are those projects that are needed to allow the City to reach its 
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comprehensive plan identified Level of Service (LOS).  This subset of capacity projects is also called the “concurrency” 
projects.   
 
Recent adoption of the 2007 impact fees for development was based on the premise of charging for adding new trips to 
the City’s roadway system and at the same time building a roadway system that would handle the anticipated growth.  
This requirement alone, building a “concurrent” roadway network, has historically driven the City’s transportation 
spending.  In past CIP processes, the cost of the concurrency network was estimated to be in the $48 M range – new 
estimates and cost adjustments now value that network at an estimated $77 M; future year cost escalations drive that 
even higher.  If costs for the network are averaged over the remaining 15 years until 2022, approximately $5.1 worth of 
the concurrency infrastructure would have to be built per year.  Considering previously established maintenance 
commitments, this would leave an average of just  over $300,000 per year to complete the non-motorized system 
(Figure 8).   
 
Figure 8 
 

Transportation funding 2008 through 2013:
Current revenue: Gas Tax 544,000$          

Sales Tax 270,000$          
REET 1 567,000$          
REET 2 1,701,000$       
Impact fees 2,100,000$       
Surface Water 950,000$          
Subtotal 6,132,000$       

REET 2 (grant match reserve) 480,000$          
Grants (avg '93-'03) 792,500$          

Total annual funding 7,404,500$   

7,404,500$            
Capacity 5,100,000$               
Street Maintenance 1,800,000$               
Sidewalk Maintenance 200,000$                  
Non-capacity 304,500$                  

Transportation funding

Approximate Approximate 
Allocation per Allocation per 

CategoryCategory

 
 
 
This allocation would dramatically reduce non-motorized spending below the levels previously commited by the City 
(nearly $750,000 annually in the last CIP process).  Additionally, feedback from City Council and the public suggests 
that increases in non-motorized spending are more supported.  Requests were made to look at another approach to the 
category allocation.  The following is one recommended approach that Staff is proposing. 
 
The 2001 Non-Motorized Transportation Plan (NMTP) update identified progress of the development of the original 
(1995) non-motorized system.  The 2001 NMTP compared new sidewalks and bikelanes added to the system since the 
original plan, and projected where Kirkland would be by the 2022 planning horizon (Figure 9).   

E-Page #16



Memorandum to David Ramsay, City Manager  Attachment A 
Page 12 of 14 

 
Figure 9 
 

 
2001 NMTP report card of progress 

 
 
It was clear that the original goals of the 1995 plan for bikelanes appeared to be on target (lower red line).  It was also 
apparent that the original goals of the 1995 plan would not likely be attained; as of 2000, only 1.87 miles of sidewalk 
per 1000 were constructed.  In order to reach the 2.88 miles per 1000 population, investment at the blue line would 
have to be undertaken.  The table below shows what would need to be accomplished to attain the original 1995 plan 
goals.    
 
 

Category 
2022 goal 
(mi) 

2007 
actual (mi) 

Remaining 
needed mi per yr 

Estimate 
cost/ft total annual 

       
sidewalks 131 105 26 1.73 300  $       2,745,600  
bikelanes 51 42 9 0.60 50  $         158,400  
       
       $       2,904,000  
 
 
Using current estimated values of construction, the 2022 goals would require nearly $3,000,000 per year – ten times 
that available following the City’s current approach to transportation allocation.  Clearly this level of spending would not 
be feasible as it would have dramatic impacts on the required capacity network, however it does portray an upper limit 
that could be considered.  A more plausible alternative was to increase the allocation to the non-motorized category by a 
measured margin and to reexamine its impacts. 
 
With consideration given to the “ideal” goals of the non-motorized plan and other factors that Staff is currently 
evaluating, including: 
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o Study and projected modifications to the needs of NE 132nd Street 
o Intelligent Transportation Systems 
o Sustainability of 12% cost escalation per year 
o Redefining “concurrency” for the City (Transportation Commission’s 2007 work plan) 
o Update of the NMTP (possibly refining downward the expenditure goals) 

 
an alternative funding strategy was utilized.  An allocation was utilized that moves toward the goals established in the 
NMTP and yet continues to provide concurrency during the CIP time frame within the existing LOS standards.  This 
allocation was a commitment of $1,100,000 per year to the non-motorized network (15% of the annual funding).  A 
drawback of this allocation however is that it does not assure concurrency by 2022 without future changes.  As a target, 
the preliminary CIP was assembled with the following: 
 
 
Figure 10 
 

Transportation funding 2008 through 2013:
Current revenue: Gas Tax 544,000$          

Sales Tax 270,000$          
REET 1 567,000$          
REET 2 1,701,000$       
Impact fees 2,100,000$       
Surface Water 950,000$          
Subtotal 6,132,000$       

REET 2 (grant match reserve) 480,000$          
Grants (avg '93-'03) 792,500$          

Total annual funding 7,404,500$   

7,404,500$            
Non-capacity (15%) 1,100,000$               
Street Maintenance 1,800,000$               
Sidewalk Maintenance 200,000$                  
Capacity (approx 60%) 4,304,500$              

Transportation funding

Approximate Approximate 
Allocation per Allocation per 

CategoryCategory

 
 
As shown by the final funding levels, the preliminary CIP not only attained the targets listed above, it exceeded them 
based primarily on anticipated external funding sources in the later years of the 2008 – 2013 CIP; actual projects and 
funding levels are discussed further in the CIP document. 
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 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Average 
Non-motorized 1,076,000 1,430,700 1,199,000 379,000 1,180,400 4,440,400 1,617,600 
Maintenance 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 
Capacity 4,154,000 3,920,000 3,434,700 6,567,900 7,889,300 8,961,700 5,821,300 
Total Transp. 7,230,000 7,350,700 6,633,700 8,946,900 11,069,700 15,402,100 9,438,900 
 

actual spending in the preliminary 2008-2013 CIP 
 
Low Impact Development  
 
Low Impact Development (LID) standards have not been specifically incorporated into any of the currently proposed CIP 
projects.  Experience with other agencies that are utilizing LID standards indicates up to 20 and 30 % increases over 
normal project design approaches, however their benefits often make them attractive alternatives to existing standards.  
Currently Public Works staff is working with the SVR Design Company to review the preliminary CIP to recommend 
specific projects that are well suited for or provide opportunities to utilize evolving LID standards.  SVR was selected to 
undertake this study, concurrent with the development of the preliminary 2008 – 2013 CIP, due to their expertise in the 
region with the new standards that are becoming more and more improved.  SVR has prepared a draft report on 
approximately ten transportation projects in the preliminary CIP that may consider LID standards.  The report will 
highlight the project, specific soils, zoning, constraints and possible opportunities (Figure 11).  Additionally, the report 
will include estimates and specific concepts that may be employed.  At this time the report in anticipated to be available 
in early August, prior to public hearings on the CIP, and possibly available for discussion with the City Council at their 
August 7, 2007 study session on sidewalks and trees.  
 
Figure 11 

 
 
H:CIP\2008-2013\Public Works Elements of CIP update.doc/DG:RS:rs 
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___________________________________________________________ 

1Fluorescent light bulb designations indicate the shape and size (in eighths of an inch) of the bulb – T8 is a tube 1” in diameter 
and T12 is a tube 1-1/2” in diameter. 
2Ballasts are devices that regulate voltage and current supplied to fluorescent lamps during start and throughout operation. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Erin J. Leonhart, Public Works Facilities and Administrative Manager 
 Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 
Date: June 22, 2007 
 
Subject: “GREEN” FACILITIES PROJECTS 
 
The City of Kirkland signed the Mayors’ Climate Protection Agreement in 2005 and, thereby, committed to 
reducing Kirkland’s greenhouse gas emissions, both as a government agency and as a community.  This 
action is consistent with the Council’s ongoing Environmental Stewardship philosophy, committing to the 
proactive protection of our environment.  The Facilities Division of the Public Works Department is mindful 
of these commitments, particularly focusing on ways to conserve energy and use “green” products and 
methods, in both operations and capital projects.   
 
FACILITIES LIFECYCLE PROJECTS 
Every City building’s major systems are included in a lifecycle model indicating when they will be due for 
replacement.  The Facilities Capital Improvement Program is generated from this lifecycle model.  In 
general, replacement equipment is more energy efficient than what was installed previously as technology 
improves over time.  Some projects are specifically focused on improving energy efficiency, lighting retrofits 
are an example.   
 
Light fixtures at three Fire Stations, North Kirkland Community Center and the Maintenance Center have 
been retrofitted, most from T12 to T8 fluorescent light bulbs1.  Typically, instead of replacing entire light 
fixtures, existing fixtures can be retrofitted with new electronic ballasts2 to accommodate the smaller bulbs.  
The estimated energy savings for this type of retrofit (for one fixture with two bulbs that is on eight hours 
per day) is 390 kilowatt-hours.  By comparison, the average U.S. household uses about 8,900 kilowatt-
hours of electricity each year.  Lighting retrofits at City Hall, Peter Kirk Community Center and two Fire 
Stations are in the 2009 CIP.  City Hall already has T8 fixtures so Facilities will investigate if there are more 
efficient options.  Puget Sound Energy has rebate programs for energy-efficient replacements such as 
lighting and the City utilizes these programs where possible. 
 
Another area we are investigating is the potential of using solar energy at City facilities, specifically for 
heating water.  The Peter Kirk Community Center is scheduled for water heater replacement in 2007 and 
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staff is pursuing quotes for solar heat instead of standard water heaters.  This pilot project, if successful, 
may be repeated for future water heater replacements. 
 
FACILITIES REMODELS/RENOVATIONS 
During the May 1, 2007 Council Study Session about Environmental Stewardship, staff made a 
presentation about development of a City of Kirkland Green Building program to encourage sustainable 
construction in the community.  There have also been discussions about passing a Resolution that future 
construction or remodel of City Facilities meet a LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
Green Building Rating System™) standard.  For reference, a sample checklist for LEED certification is 
attached to this document.  Additional information can be found on the U.S. Green Building Council 
website: www.usgbc.org.  Other organizations in the region have adopted LEED standards for their facilities 
(State of Washington, King County and City of Seattle, for example). 
 
The next scheduled major remodel is the renovation of the City Hall Annex (occupied until recently by 
Hopelink).  Staff interest and the direction of Council are to preserve the historic integrity of the building 
and pursue LEED certification.  Successful LEED or Green Building projects start with this focus so we are 
pursuing architects with experience in both historic preservation and sustainable building techniques from 
the planning stages of this project. 
 
CONCLUSION 
The Facilities Division is working with the Planning and Community Development Department as well as 
the Building Department to institute Green Building/LEED techniques into projects and operations.  Green 
Building will also play a large role in the City’s action plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (currently 
under development).  Please contact Erin Leonhart for additional information. 
 
 
Attachment:  LEED New Construction Checklist 
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LEED for New Construction v2.2 
Registered Project Checklist

Yes ? No

Sustainable Sites 14 Points

Y Prereq 1 Construction Activity Pollution Prevention Required
Credit 1 Site Selection 1
Credit 2 Development Density & Community Connectivity 1
Credit 3 Brownfield Redevelopment 1
Credit 4.1 Alternative Transportation, Public Transportation Access 1
Credit 4.2 Alternative Transportation, Bicycle Storage & Changing Rooms 1
Credit 4.3 Alternative Transportation, Low-Emitting & Fuel-Efficient Vehicles 1
Credit 4.4 Alternative Transportation, Parking Capacity 1
Credit 5.1 Site Development, Protect of Restore Habitat 1
Credit 5.2 Site Development, Maximize Open Space 1
Credit 6.1 Stormwater Design, Quantity Control 1
Credit 6.2 Stormwater Design, Quality Control 1
Credit 7.1 Heat Island Effect, Non-Roof 1
Credit 7.2 Heat Island Effect, Roof 1
Credit 8 Light Pollution Reduction 1

Yes ? No

Water Efficiency 5 Points

Credit 1.1 Water Efficient Landscaping, Reduce by 50% 1
Credit 1.2 Water Efficient Landscaping, No Potable Use or No Irrigation 1
Credit 2 Innovative Wastewater Technologies 1
Credit 3.1 Water Use Reduction, 20% Reduction 1
Credit 3.2 Water Use Reduction, 30% Reduction 1

Energy & Atmosphere 17 Points

Y Prereq 1 Fundamental Commissioning of the Building Energy Systems Required
Y Prereq 2 Minimum Energy Performance Required
Y Prereq 3 Fundamental Refrigerant Management Required

Credit 1 Optimize Energy Performance 1 to 10
 10.5% New Buildings or 3.5% Existing Building Renovations 1
 14% New Buildings or 7% Existing Building Renovations 2
 17.5% New Buildings or 10.5% Existing Building Renovations 3
 21% New Buildings or 14% Existing Building Renovations 4
 24.5% New Buildings or 17.5% Existing Building Renovations 5
 28% New Buildings or 21% Existing Building Renovations 6
 31.5% New Buildings or 24.5% Existing Building Renovations 7
 35% New Buildings or 28% Existing Building Renovations 8
 38.5% New Buildings or 31.5% Existing Building Renovations 9
 42% New Buildings or 35% Existing Building Renovations 10

Credit 2 On-Site Renewable Energy 1 to 3
 2.5% Renewable Energy 1
 7.5% Renewable Energy 2
 12.5% Renewable Energy 3

Credit 3 Enhanced Commissioning 1
Credit 4 Enhanced Refrigerant Management 1
Credit 5 Measurement & Verification 1
Credit 6 Green Power 1

continued…

Project Name:
Project Address:
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Yes ? No

Materials & Resources 13 Points

Y Prereq 1 Storage & Collection of Recyclables Required
Credit 1.1 Building Reuse, Maintain 75% of Existing Walls, Floors & Roof 1
Credit 1.2 Building Reuse, Maintain 100% of Existing Walls, Floors & Roof 1
Credit 1.3 Building Reuse, Maintain 50% of Interior Non-Structural Elements 1
Credit 2.1 Construction Waste Management, Divert 50% from Disposal 1
Credit 2.2 Construction Waste Management, Divert 75% from Disposal 1
Credit 3.1 Materials Reuse, 5% 1
Credit 3.2 Materials Reuse,10% 1
Credit 4.1 Recycled Content, 10% (post-consumer + ½ pre-consumer) 1
Credit 4.2 Recycled Content, 20% (post-consumer + ½ pre-consumer) 1
Credit 5.1 Regional Materials, 10% Extracted, Processed & Manufactured Regio 1
Credit 5.2 Regional Materials, 20% Extracted, Processed & Manufactured Regio 1
Credit 6 Rapidly Renewable Materials 1
Credit 7 Certified Wood 1

Yes ? No

Indoor Environmental Quality 15 Points

Y Prereq 1 Minimum IAQ Performance Required
Y Prereq 2 Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control Required

Credit 1 Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring 1
Credit 2 Increased Ventilation 1
Credit 3.1 Construction IAQ Management Plan, During Construction 1
Credit 3.2 Construction IAQ Management Plan, Before Occupancy 1
Credit 4.1 Low-Emitting Materials, Adhesives & Sealants 1
Credit 4.2 Low-Emitting Materials, Paints & Coatings 1
Credit 4.3 Low-Emitting Materials, Carpet Systems 1
Credit 4.4 Low-Emitting Materials, Composite Wood & Agrifiber Products 1
Credit 5 Indoor Chemical & Pollutant Source Control 1
Credit 6.1 Controllability of Systems, Lighting 1
Credit 6.2 Controllability of Systems, Thermal Comfort 1
Credit 7.1 Thermal Comfort, Design 1
Credit 7.2 Thermal Comfort, Verification 1
Credit 8.1 Daylight & Views, Daylight 75% of Spaces 1
Credit 8.2 Daylight & Views, Views for 90% of Spaces 1

Yes ? No

Innovation & Design Process 5 Points

Credit 1.1 Innovation in Design: Provide Specific Title 1
Credit 1.2 Innovation in Design: Provide Specific Title 1
Credit 1.3 Innovation in Design: Provide Specific Title 1
Credit 1.4 Innovation in Design: Provide Specific Title 1
Credit 2 LEED® Accredited Professional 1

Yes ? No

Project Totals  (pre-certification estimates) 69 Points
Certified:  26-32 points,  Silver: 33-38 points,  Gold:  39-51 points,  Platinum:  52-69 po
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director  
 
Date: June 26, 2007 
 
Subject: Downtown Sidewalks 
 
The City has addressed sidewalk issues in several ways over the last few years. Walking and alternative mobility is a 
city priority, as evident from the various initiatives and programs implemented over the last several years. The City 
has been active in School Walk routes, signing walk routes, producing walking maps, exploring a Sidewalk Bond, 
modifying Section 110 of the City Code to increase sidewalk construction, and funding annual sidewalk maintenance 
programs. The City also values and encourages walking in its downtown core. In fact, a key driver in the Central Way 
project was to encourage walking on both sides of the Central Way corridor. Much of our economic development 
strategy, recreational goals and transportation and planning policies encourage downtown density, mobility and walk-
ability.  
 
Concurrent with these efforts is the importance the City places on tree canopy in the public right of way. A potential 
conflict arises when trees in the public right of way damage and buckle adjacent sidewalks with root growth. This is 
evident in key corridors downtown. Particularly, the sidewalks along Park Lane, Kirkland Avenue and Kirkland Way 
are impacted by tree roots and tree growth. City crews continually perform maintenance activities on some 
downtown sidewalks to enhance safe walking conditions. Even with those efforts, there are currently areas in 
downtown that are impacted by trees.  
 
Recently, residents at the Moss Bay community and other forums have expressed concerns about downtown 
sidewalks. During June, the Council requested a Study Session where city staff would bring back recommendations 
on how to resolve the sidewalk/tree conflicts. There are currently three actions in preparation for the Study Session.  

1) Ray Steiger of CIP is including $60,000 in the 2008 budget for study and planning relative to sidewalk/tree 
conflicts 

2) Planning and Public Works are having internal meetings to develop potential solutions to this issue and to 
frame the issues for the upcoming Study Session 

3) Public Works has implemented a Rubber Sidewalk Pilot project on 103rd Ave NE in Houghton as a possible 
solution in selected locations 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 
Date: June 26, 2007 
 
Subject: Status of Street Lighting needs and issues 
 
 
 
This memo covers our existing process to install new street lights, the results of a recent study on street lights at 
crosswalks, and our recommendation for addressing future needs. The issue of street lighting has arisen from 
several areas. It is a common request of some neighborhoods through the Neighborhood Connection capital 
improvement program, some citizens have made requests of staff to review this issue, and Council has raised it 
during discussion of our Pedestrian Safety program. As we consider additional resources and lighting requests in the 
City, one policy issue to keep in mind is the City’s commitment to reduce energy usage and carbon emissions in our 
ongoing activities. 
 
Existing process 
 
In Kirkland there are approximately 3000 street lights. Over 2100 are owned, operated, and maintained by Puget 
Sound Energy (PSE), and the City pays PSE a monthly rate per light according to Schedule 53 of the PSE Electric 
Tariff.  The majority of the lights are 100-watt sodium vapor, at a rate of $10.47 per month in overhead areas.  The 
rental bill for the PSE-owned lights totals approximately $27,000 per month. 
 
When a property owner requests street lighting, there are two things we consider. 
 

• Is there a power pole in an appropriate location on which to hang a street light?  If there is no 
existing power pole then we cannot accommodate their request.  The most common reason for the lack of a 
power pole is that it is an area where the utilities are underground.  The cost of installing underground 
wiring, a street light pole, and a street light can run several thousand dollars.  In these cases, we encourage 
the customer to pursue funding through the Neighborhood Connection program. 

 
• Is there a consensus by neighboring properties to have a street light in that location?  We ask 

the customer to discuss it with their neighbors.  Through past experience we have found that people’s 
desire to have street lighting can vary widely.  Some people prefer a lighted street, while others prefer no 
street lights. 

 
Once there is a pole identified for a street light and a neighborhood consensus, we ask PSE Intolight (the street 
lighting division of PSE) to install a street light.  Intolight evaluates the location to determine the appropriate wattage 
and length of mast arm needed.  When the City concurs, Intolight proceeds with installation.  There is usually no 
installation cost for this. However, from time to time even a simple street light installation will require additional 
overhead wiring or a transformer upgrade, at the cost of a few hundred dollars.  In such cases we have occasionally 
utilized Neighborhood Traffic Control Program funds if available. 
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Street Light Study 
 
In the spring of 2007 the Public Works Department hired a consultant to analyze approximately 94 crosswalk 
locations throughout the City. Specifically, the consultant was to determine the adequacy of overhead lighting for 
visibility. The consultant reviewed each location, and rated both sides of the street’s crosswalk on a Lighting 
Adequacy scale of 1-10. City staff just received the results of this work and will provide a report to the City Manager 
with recommendations sometime this summer. At this point we are looking at intersections that scored in the 1-4 
range as having the highest priority. The consultant noted the cause of reduced visibility at each intersection. We will 
review those causes and locations and provide a recommended approach for resolving the lighting challenges. From 
our initial review, we believe some of the locations can be repaired with existing programs and resources, and the 
majority will require additional resources. One option is a possible request for funding during the Mid-Biennial 
process of a formal Street Lighting Program. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Director, Public Works Department 
 
Date: June 26, 2007 
 
Subject: Local Improvement Districts 
 
This is in response to council direction on exploring local improvement districts at the council retreat. A 
Local Improvement District (LID) is a process made available through RCW 35.43 authorizing cities to plan, 
construct, and finance improvements that are determined to be in the public’s interest. LID is one of 
several methods to finance capital improvements. A LID provides a way for property owners to get together 
to pay for street and alley paving, sidewalks, parks, roads, buildings, parking facilities, sanitary sewers, 
street lighting or undergrounding of overhead utility wires. Property owners agree to form LIDs when the 
benefits from the improvements outweigh the costs. Benefits include added value to your property and 
improvements to your neighborhood. You pay an amount proportional to the benefits you receive for each 
property you own. Municipalities generally sell bonds to provide the initial funding for the planning and 
construction, and the benefactors of the improvements are then assessed all or a portion of the cost of the 
improvements over a predetermined period of time – typically ten years. 
 
We researched our own past experience as well as that of the City of Tacoma. The City of Tacoma is one of 
the primary users of LIDs in the state of Washington, staffed with 2.50 FTE’s. Staffing is funded from two 
sources,75% of their costs are charged to projects and 25% as overhead to the general fund.  Tacoma 
created its first LID in 1895 to pave a section of Pacific Avenue. Since, then 90 neighborhoods have used 
LIDs to fund improvements, with an average of 20 neighborhoods per year. Tacoma primarily uses LID as 
a financing instrument for permanent street and alley paving; streetlight installation; sanitary sewer 
extensions; and the undergrounding of overhead utility wires in view sensitive areas. Three areas that 
Kirkland has expressed interest in funding through LIDs are: sidewalks, under-grounding of utilities and 
street lighting. According to staff from the City of Tacoma, sidewalks and under-grounding of utilities are 
the most complicated and difficult to administer. Listed below is a brief discussion of particular 
infrastructure components.   
 
Sidewalks – Depending on the infrastructure in place sidewalks can be costly and the increase in value to 
property owners can be limited. The Tacoma City Attorney’s office determined that sidewalks cannot be 
considered a contiguous improvement making it difficult for an individual opposing the project to be forced 
to comply with an LID. 
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Undergrounding Utilities – The conversion of overhead utilities to underground is very expensive and it is 
hard to demonstrate property value increases as a result of improvements. There are two circumstances 
where funding undergrounding of utilities through LID is feasible. 

1. View sensitive areas    
2. Commercial areas  
 

According to the Washington State Local Improvement District Manual, fifth edition; “converting of 
overhead utility lines to underground should always be handled with caution. Typically, the costs of such 
conversions are excessive in comparison to the special benefits derived. Even when costs are acceptable, 
very often spreading the costs to achieve proportionate special benefit is a problem, especially if the 
primary reason for the initial request was to enhance view property. For example, when the overhead lines 
do not equally affect the views of all the properties the assessments to individual properties will need to be 
different…..” 
 
Street Lighting – Providing lighting for cars and pedestrians in neighborhoods is easier and less 
complicated to administer than sidewalks and under-grounding utilities. Neighborhoods are generally more 
compliant and they are not as costly; however the city is responsible to maintain in perpetuity once 
installed. Average cost per parcel can range from $2500-$4200 payable over 10 years.  
 
Kirkland has utilized the LID process a number of times for such improvements as sewer main 
construction, storm drainage, street lighting and sidewalks. The 1980’s saw a proliferation of LIDs in 
Kirkland and the process was used to plan and construct the infrastructure in the Par-Mac area of Totem 
Lake, the narrowing and pedestrian improvements to Park Lane between Lake Street and Main Street, and 
the purchase of property and construction of the Lake and Central Parking Lot. Many areas of the City were 
sewered using LIDs. In the most recent LID, the City provided underground power, street and sidewalk 
improvements to NE 62nd street in the Lakeview neighborhood. Costs associated with these LIDs have 
ranged from around $100,000 to nearly $2.7 million with the Par-Mac LID. In the Par-Mac LID, grants and 
other sources of external funding accounted for approximately 50% of the funding while the associated 
properties were assessed the remaining 50%. Sewer LIDs benefit specific properties and are borne 100% 
by the associated properties.  
 
Often times, there is an iterative process at the initial stages of an LID formation.  Prior to agreeing to pay 
for their costs, affected property owners are primarily interested in what the LID will cost them, however 
those estimates cannot be developed to a high level of certainty without the City first incurring up front 
costs such as planning, property appraisals, preliminary engineering, etc.  Staff is put in a position of 
discussing the costs in generalities that are typically not defined enough for the proponents; on proposed 
LIDs it is difficult to proceed beyond this stage without a source of funds which, if the LID proceeds, will be 
included in the overall cost of the LID.   
 
A prospective LID, besides being in the public’s interest, must meet two critera: 
 

1. The special benefit of an improvement to an individual included in the LID must be greater than 
their assessment; and, 

2. Individual assessments must be proportional to the special benefit to that individual (i.e. the 
greatest benefit has the greatest assessment). 
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Special benefit is most typically defined as the increase in property market value with the improvements.  
This becomes somewhat subjective the more complex a proposed LID becomes.  A sanitary sewer LID of 
10 equally sized lots with single family homes being served by septic systems is easier to ascertain special 
benefits for than a mixed zoning/land use LID that proposes to provide underground utilities, street 
improvements, and other amenities.  The more complex the proposed LID is, the greater the potential 
subjectivity and the higher the initial costs. After the determination of the two essential criteria, the process 
for the creation of an LID is strictly controlled by statue and involves a number of public notifications, 
hearings, and protest opportunities.  LIDs provide a viable mechanism to perform improvements, but do 
have strengths and drawbacks. 
 
Strengths:  

• Citizens benefiting from improvements are the ones paying for it 
• 10 year financing for proponents with low interest rates 
• Relatively “immediate” improvements 
• Support by those participating 
• Source of funding for needed and/or desired improvements for the City and Citizens 

 
Drawbacks 

• Collection of delinquent assessments and payments can be lengthy and difficult 
• Subjective definition of benefactors 
• Resource consuming process (hearings, publications, protest periods, etc…) 
• Potential to pit neighbor against neighbor 
• Potential to pit resident against the City 
• 41% support level can prevail 
• Pre-formation engineering and design costs will be incurred before knowing if the project will 

prevail. 
• Unpredictable construction and roll closing periods due to the hearing process and the time to do 

appraisals can cause “interim” financing issues. 
• Can be administratively burdensome 

 
LIDs can be formed in two ways: by petition (of the property owners), and by resolution (of the City 
Council); both are defined in the RCWs. In Kirkland, it has been the policy not to undertake investigation 
and preliminary work until a “petition” representing 70% of the impacted property owners by assessed 
value has been submitted.  
 
The Council indicated a consensus to consider LIDs as a way to fund more projects. Research indicates 
that LIDs are an appropriate financing method when certain conditions are met. However, there are 
drawbacks to their use, especially for projects that are traditionally funded from City revenue sources. The 
projects Kirkland is most interested in pursuing have proven to be the most difficult and may not be 
feasible. At this time we do not recommend LID as a funding mechanism. We do however; recommend we 
continue to monitor citizen and neighborhood interest in LID’s. In addition, we will continue to talk with the 
City of Tacoma regarding their program to determine if there are some elements of their program that 
would work in Kirkland. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
City Manager's Office 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3001 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Tammy McCorkle, Local Government Management Fellow 
 Tracy Burrows, Intergovernmental Relations Manager 
 
Date: July 3, 2007 
 
Subject: Funding Public Art  
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that the City Council provide direction on the preferred option for funding public art. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
Public art funding is central to maintaining the reputation that Kirkland has cultivated of being the arts destination 
on the Eastside. Kirkland is a city that demonstrates and acknowledges the role public art plays in strengthening 
civic identity and community pride. Art creates a sense of discovery and attracts economic development. Art helps 
set the community apart in ways that encourage people to live here, to visit, and to tell others to visit as well. 
 

“Public art can express civic values, enhance the environment, transform a 
landscape, heighten our awareness, or question our assumptions. Placed in a 
public site, this art is therefore for everyone, a form of collective community 
expression—from the once celebrated but now unrecognized general on a horse to 
the abstract sculpture that may baffle the passer-by on first glance.”  

- Penny Balkin Bach (contemporary American), art administrator. 
 
The City of Kirkland currently supports the arts through financial support of the Kirkland Performance Center, the 
Kirkland Artist Studio Tour, the Kirkland Gallery Association, and other arts related organizations and festivals.  In 
addition, the City has devoted funds to the acquisition of public sculpture or other public art on a case-by-case 
basis. The following table summarizes Kirkland’s support for the arts over the past three years. 
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Table 1    Current City of Kirkland Support for the Arts 
 

On-Going Funding 2005 2006 2007 
Kirkland Performance Center General         

Facility Charges:                           
1. Operating                                 
2. Sinking Fund                            
Admissions tax refund to KPC 

$            50,000 
                           
$            20,827   
$            23,285   
$            33,579 

     $             50,000  
  

$             22,465  
$             29,067  
$             32,482 

$             50,000  
  

$             27,030  
$             29,078  
$             35,000  

Art Related Recreational Programming 
through Parks and Community Services $            50,000 $             50,000 $             50,000 
Summer Performance Series (Parks 
budget) $                    0     $                      0 

  
$               4,653 

Public Art Maintenance $           19,750 $             19,750 $             19,750 
One-Time Funding    
Gallery Association $                    0 $                      0 $               4,000 
Kirkland Artist Studio Tour $                    0 $               2,000      $               2,000 
Summer Performance Series   $            15,000 $                      0 $                      0 
Summerfest $              6,000      $               9,000 $                      0 
Kirkland Uncorked $                    0 $                      0 (Planning)    40,000 
Totem Lake Mall Planning Artist $                    0        $             50,000 $                      0 
Neighborhood Connection - Arts Projects $            35,000 $               7,500 $             11,000 
Kirkland Art Center – Brochure $                    0 $               2,200      $               2,000 
Total Arts Funding $          253,441      $           274,464       $           274,511 

 
As demonstrated in the table above, the art funding the City currently provides is significant.  It is heavily oriented 
towards supporting the Kirkland Performance Center and other arts or event oriented operations and 
maintenance. 
 
While the City supports the arts through operating funding, Kirkland does not have a consistent source of funding 
for art acquisition.  To date, most of the public sculptures in Kirkland have been obtained through generous 
donations by private citizens.  The Cultural Council would like to build upon the City’s outstanding public art 
collection through the dedication of funds toward public art acquisition.   
 
Support for public art acquisition is common amongst Kirkland’s peer cities. Redmond, Bellevue, Issaquah, 
Renton, Federal Way and Mercer Island all have permanent sources of funding devoted to the acquisition of 
public art. These funding programs are typically structured as either (1) percent for art programs or as (2) an 
annual allocation to public art acquisition.  The following table shows the funding allocated to public art 
acquisition from 2005-2008 in nearby cities.  This table includes funding for capital acquisitions only – it does not 
include funding for city-sponsored performing arts or non-profit arts organizations. 
 

E-Page #31



  Attachment F 

TABLE 2 – Funding for Public Art Acquisition - King County Cities 
 

 2005 2006 2007 2008 
Bellevue  $      400,000   $            400,000  $         400,000    $        400,000  
Federal Way  $      120,980   $            141,170   TBD   TBD  
Issaquah  $        20,000   $              32,000   $           18,477   TBD  
Mercer Island  $        39,214      $                3,000   $             5,000   $          65,000  
Redmond  $        50,739   Biennial budget   $         105,687   Biennial budget  
Burien  $        23,704   $              29,427   $           35,304   TBD  
Tukwila  $          8,795   $              33,000   $           35,000   TBD  
Kenmore  $             495   $              40,000   $                500   TBD  
Kirkland $       35,000*     $               7,550*     $         11,000* $                   0 
Renton $          3,425 $              60,000 $           60,000 TBD 
Shoreline $                 0  $            115,775  $                    0 $                   0 
SeaTac   $        35,205  $                3,600   $           40,100       $          40,100 
Sammamish  $                 0   $            100,000   $         100,000   TBD  
Woodinville  $        15,000   $              15,000   $           16,500   $          16,500  
* This art acquisition funding was prioritized and allocated by neighborhoods through the Neighborhood 
Connection program.  2005, 2006, and 2007 represent the only years that the Neighborhood Connection 
program has ever allocated funding to art acquisition.  
 
 
The map on the following page shows the arts acquisition funding mechanisms that comparable cities in King 
County have put in place.  
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The City Council discussed the issue of funding for public art acquisition with the Cultural Council at its June 19, 
2007 study session. At that study session, the City Council requested that staff develop additional funding 
options. City staff has further researched the issue of funding public art, this memo outlines four potential options 
for the structure of public art funding for Kirkland.  
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General Percent for Art Programs   
Percent for art is the most common method by which cities contribute to the acquisition of public art.  This 
program requires that a percentage (typically ranging from one to two percent) of the budgeted cost of public 
capital projects be devoted to public art.    
 
Under this option, the General Fund would contribute an amount equal to 1% of the capital budget for each 
eligible CIP project. The one percent would be deposited into a municipal art reserve to be used for the selection, 
acquisition, and display of public art. Artwork(s) would be located at one or more of the capital improvement 
project(s) and throughout the City.  
  
The City could shape its percent for art program to suit its own needs.  The percent can be applied to new 
construction only, or it can also be applied to expansion or renovation projects.  Many cities exclude certain types 
of projects from contributing to the art fund regardless of cost. The most frequent exclusions include:  

1) Public Works Projects consisting of roads, sidewalks, bridges and other transportation system 
improvements (if transportation system improvements are part of a larger capital project they are not 
excluded).   

2) Water and Sewer projects (unless accessible and generally frequented by the public).  
3) Basic repair and maintenance.  
4) Funds from sources that prohibit art as a proper expenditure. 
5) Land acquisition.  

 
In reviewing the most frequent exclusions other cities use the City of Kirkland might exclude: motorized 
transportation, utilities, land acquisition, IT, Public Safety and projects that only have planning dollars. 
 
Option 1: 1% of CIP = 1% of the budget for all eligible Capital Improvement Projects.  
 
The first option for the Council to consider is the contribution of an amount equal to one percent of eligible CIP 
projects to public art. This option allows the City to build in flexibility for how the funds are used.  For larger 
projects, the funding is typically used to acquire art that is permanently sited at the project site.  However, the 
ordinance could allow the art to be sited in other locations.  Due to funding restrictions on many CIP projects the 
funding for this option would come from the General Fund (one-time discretionary funds) allowing art to be placed 
throughout the City.  The following chart shows the annual funding that would be dedicated to public art should 
the Council choose this option (a list of the projects that form the basis of the one percent amount is included as 
attachment A) 
 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2008-2013 
1%  $34,510 $32,307 $23,016 $15,366 $23,206 $57,169 $185,574 

 
 
 
This option assumes exclusion of motorized transportation, utilities, land acquisition, IT, Public Safety and 
projects that only have planning dollars. It is important to note that this option would impact the City’s budget. 
The City would appropriate an amount equal to 1% of the existing budget for each CIP project to an arts reserve, 
resulting in an annual budget impact in the amount shown above. It should be noted that in some years the 1% 
allocation may not be enough to do more than one art project. This option should be looked at closely to 
determine if it will provide a level of art acquisition that will maintain Kirkland’s reputation as the arts destination 
on the Eastside.  
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Example of 1%:  
 
The City Hall Annex Renovation is budgeted for $1,700,000. The City would appropriate $17,000 from the 
General Fund to be deposited into the Municipal Art Reserve. As this is a larger project the Cultural Council may 
work with the CIP project manager to integrate art into the project. The art that is selected may cost more than 
the amount contributed by the General Fund. The additional costs could be paid for through the Municipal Art 
Reserve if there is a balance and it is agreed upon by the Cultural Council as the best option, by funds raised by 
the Cultural Council, or if there is funding available in the City Hall Annex budget for art integration.    
 
Option 2: Annual Art Fund Allocation = $50,000  
 
As an alternative to the 1% option, which provides a varying level of funding for public art, the Council might elect 
to appropriate a set amount. An allocation of $50,000 would provide opportunities for art to be placed throughout 
the community. With a dedicated $50,000 in funding for public art, the Cultural Council would work with the City 
Council to develop a strategic plan for public art investments.  These investments could include: 
 

• High impact public art placed at important opportunity sites—along the waterfront, at the “Safeway 
Triangle” located adjacent to Park Place and the Kirkland Performance Center, at the key entrances to 
the City.  

 
• Art with a sense of play and fun integrated into upcoming parks projects at Heritage Park, Juanita Beach 

Park, McAuliffe Park and other park projects. 
 

• Art integrated into significant public buildings, such as a future public safety building, future expansion of 
City Hall, and the remodel of the Council Chambers. 

 
• Art integrated into the utility boxes and bicycle racks at City facilities.  The City of Santa Cruz, California 

has a model program for creating art on utility boxes that could be adapted by Kirkland to create a 
community-wide impact. 

 
• Performing arts programs sponsored by the Cultural Council.  These could include presentations of site-

specific performances presented in collaboration with 4Culture, King County’s Cultural Arts Agency.  
 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2008-2013 
General 
Fund 

$50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $300,000 

 
 
 
 
Option 3: 2% Integrated into Select Capital Improvement Projects  
 
The third option changes the percent for art program slightly. Instead of appropriating resources from the General 
Fund equal to 1% of all eligible CIP projects or appropriating a set annual allocation, it integrates art into major 
projects budgeted at more than $500,000. For this option projects exceeding $500,000 would dedicate 2% of the 
budget to integrating public art into the specific project. The allocation is 2% to ensure there is adequate funding 
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for each project to select, acquire, and integrate exceptional art. The following charts show the annual amount 
that would be dedicated from each project to integrate art and the specific projects that form the basis of the 
proposal.   It shows the annual funding that would be dedicated to public art should the Council choose this 
option. 
 
 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2008-2013 
2%  $50,020 $44,354 $19,050 $26,332 $37,412 $104,412 $281,580 
        

Select Projects 
Total Budgeted 

2008-2013 
 

2% for Art 
City Hall Annex Renovation 1,700,000            34,000  
Forbes Lake Park Development 952,500           19,050  
Waverly Beach Park Renovation 1,032,600           20,652  

Spinney Homestead Park Renovation 740,500           14,810  
Juanita Beach Park Development 2,650,000           53,000  
116th Avenue (south) Non-Motorized Facilities-Phase II           4,370,600            87,412  

116th Avenue NE Sidewalk (Highlands)              640,700            12,814  

Rose Hill Business District Sidewalks              503,000            10,060  

122nd Avenue NE Sidewalk           1,489,100            29,782  
 
This option assumes exclusion of motorized transportation, utilities, land acquisition, IT, Public Safety, projects 
that only have planning dollars and those with funding sources that are restricted. It is important to note that this 
option would not impact the City’s needed revenue side of the capital budget. Rather, 2% of the existing budget 
for each CIP project would be integrated into the project design. 
  
Example of Integrated Approach: The City Hall Annex Renovation is budgeted for $1,700,000, of this 
$34,000 would be used to integrate art into the City Hall Annex leaving a balance of $1,666,000 for the 
renovation portion of the project. The Cultural Council would work with the project manager to integrate art into 
the project. The art that is selected may cost more or less than the $34,000 that is dedicated to art.  If the 
proposed art costs more than the allocated amount and there are additional funds available in the City Hall Annex 
Renovation budget for art and/or the Cultural Council raised additional funds, the art portion of the budget may 
be more than two percent.    
 
Option 4: 1% Integrated into Select Capital Improvement Projects + $50,000 
 
The fourth option is the same as option three in that art would be integrated into eligible CIP projects budgeted at 
more than $500,000. For this option the City would dedicate one percent of the budgeted CIP for integrating 
public art into the project and would appropriate $50,000 annually from the General Fund to be used for public 
art throughout the community. For this option the $50,000 could be used for public art and for performing arts. 
 
 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2008-2013 
1%  $25,010  $22,177  $9,525  $13,166  $18,706  $52,206  $140,790  
 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $300,000 
Total $75,010 $72,177 $59,525 $63,166 $68,706 $102,206 $140,790 
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Select Projects 
Total Budgeted 

2008-2013 
 

1% for Art 
City Hall Annex Renovation 1,700,000            17,000  
Forbes Lake Park Development 952,500           9,525  
Waverly Beach Park Renovation 1,032,600           10,326  

Spinney Homestead Park Renovation 740,500           7,405  
Juanita Beach Park Development 2,650,000           26,500  
116th Avenue (south) Non-Motorized Facilities-Phase II           4,370,600            43,706  

116th Avenue NE Sidewalk (Highlands)              640,700            6,407  

Rose Hill Business District Sidewalks              503,000            5,030  

122nd Avenue NE Sidewalk           1,489,100            14,891  
 
The above charts show the annual amount that would be dedicated from each project to integrate art. It shows 
the annual funding that would be dedicated to public art should the Council choose this option. This option 
assumes exclusion of motorized transportation, utilities, land acquisition, IT, Public Safety and projects that only 
have planning dollars. It is important to note that this option would not impact the City’s needed revenue side of 
the capital budget. Rather, 1% of the existing budget for each CIP project would be allocated for incorporating art 
into the project plans. This option would have an impact on the City operating budget, specifically the General 
Fund, for the $50,000 per year.  
  
 
Assumptions for all options: 
 
It is assumed that for all City capital projects that integrate art funded through the percent for art program, the 
CIP Project Manager will work through the RFP process with the Cultural Council. In addition, it is recognized that 
it is important to not only fund public art, but to also maintain the assets the City acquires. As such, it is 
recommended that the City increase the Parks Maintenance Budget for public art maintenance.  The annual 
expense of maintaining the current public art collection is $19,750.  By increasing this budget by a modest 
amount ($5,000 - $7,000), the maintenance needs of an enhanced public art collection would be covered for the 
initial years of the program.  Long-term maintenance costs will depend on the durability of the chosen artwork – 
the City’s criteria for public art selection include priority for art that can be maintained without significant cost. 
 
For options 1, 2 and 4 there would be a fiscal impact on the City operating budget. It is assumed that the funds 
allocated from the General Fund would be allocated annually as one-time discretionary funds, based on funding 
availability and funding priority.   
 
It is assumed that should the Council choose one of the options presented that the Cultural Council and CIP 
Project Managers will receive training on best practices in incorporating art into projects.   
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(Attachment A to memo) 
1% for Art 

              2008-2013   
Project Title 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total 1% for art 

City Hall Annex Renovation   1,700,000            1,700,000      17,000  

Forbes Lake Park Development 75,000   877,500       952,500        9,525  
Park Play Area Enhancements   100,000 100,000 50,000 100,000 100,000 450,000        4,500  

A.G. Bell Elementary Playfields Improvements           200,000 200,000    2,000  

International Comm. School Playfield Improvements         300,000   300,000 3,000  

Waverly Beach Park Renovation     75,000 957,600     1,032,600     10,326  

Everest Park A-Field Bleachers 175,000           175,000 1,750  

Spinney Homestead Park Renovation       50,000 690,500   740,500 7,405  

Terrace Park Renovation           76,300 76,300 763  

Juanita Beach Park Development 150,000 1,650,000       850,000 2,650,000  26,500  

Green Kirkland Forest Restoration Program 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 300,000 3,000  

Peter Kirk Pool Upgrades 125,000           125,000      1,250  

Dock Renovations 100,000     50,000     150,000        1,500  

116th Avenue (south) Non-Motorized Facilities-Phase II             4,370,600      4,370,600  43,706  

Crosswalk Upgrade Program         70,000          70,000          70,000         210,000         2,100  

NE 100th St at Spinney Homestead Park Sidewalk        56,000      188,100               244,100  2,441  

116th Avenue NE Sidewalk (Highlands)       73,000      567,700                 640,700  6,407  
112th Avenue NE Sidewalk      168,000                 168,000  1,680  

Rose Hill Business District Sidewalks      503,000                   503,000  5,030  

NE 73rd Street Sidewalk      220,000                   220,000  2,200  

13th Avenue Sidewalk        112,000       218,300               330,300  3,303  
122nd Avenue NE Sidewalk            309,000   1,180,100       1,489,100      14,891  
6th St Sidewalk       112,000       190,600               302,600         3,026  
100th Ave NE/99 th Place NE Sidewalk      220,000      244,200                 464,200  4,642  
Park Lane Ped Corridor Enhancements       60,000        338,700              398,700  3,987  
Central Way Ped Enhancements (Phase II-southside)       100,800       263,400               364,200  3,642  
 Total Funded General Government Projects Citywide 3,451,000 3,230,700 2,301,600 1,536,600 2,320,600 5,716,900 18,557,400 185,574  
 1% for Art  34,510     32,307      23,016 15,366 23,206 57,169 185,574  
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance & Administration 
 
Date: July 5, 2007 
 
Subject: Debt Management Policies and Related Issues 
 
 
Background 
 
As discussed at the City Council retreat in March 2007, one of the tools available to the City to make progress on 
capital improvements is the increased use of long-term debt for large projects with long useful lives.  As part of that 
discussion, the City Council requested further information regarding formation of a debt management policy and 
related issues.  This issue paper is organized to provide a refresher on the various bond funding mechanisms, the 
City’s current debt position, an updated look at bond ratings and their affect on the City’s financial status, and 
options related to debt management policies.  
 
Use of City Bonded Debt 
 
The two most common types of tax supported debt issued by cities to fund capital projects are Limited Tax and 
Unlimited Tax General Obligation Bonds. General Obligation bonds are the most secure type of debt a City can issue 
because they pledge the “full faith and credit” of the City based on our ability to levy taxes to repay the debt. As a 
result of the low risk nature of general obligation debt, it has a lower cost (i.e. can be issued at lower interest rates).  
 
Unlimited Tax General Obligation (UTGO) Bonds provide new revenue to fund the debt service as they represent debt 
that is approved by voters for a specific purpose. Citizens have agreed to levy property taxes to repay the debt over a 
period of years.  
 
Limited Tax General Obligation (LTGO) Bonds (Councilmanic or non-voted bonds) can be issued with approval of City 
Council. The debt is repaid from general revenues of the City. It is still based on the City’s ability to tax citizens to 
repay debt. However, it does not provide any additional revenue to fund debt service payments and must be paid 
from existing revenue sources.  
 
The City’s utility funds have different debt funding options available, including revenue bonds and other loan 
programs such as the State’s Public Works Trust Fund (PWTF), both of which have been used by the City to finance 
utility infrastructure improvements in the past.  The debt service on these instruments is supported by the revenues 
of each utility and does not have a claim on the City’s tax revenues.  Since utility rates represent the primary source 
for paying this debt service and the utility enterprises are expected to be self sufficient, use of these debt instruments 
is evaluated as part of the master planning process and utility rate studies and will not be addressed as part of this 
discussion.  
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Attachment A summarizes the City’s  current debt outstanding (LTGO of $11 million and UTGO of $10 million) and 
the City’s remaining debt capacity.  As the table shows, the legal limits on the City’s remaining debt capacity are 
quite large ($120 million for LTGO and $635 million for UTGO).  However, there are practical limits in terms of 
affordability (for LTGO which is paid for from existing revenues) and political realities (for UTGO which requires a 60% 
majority vote).   
 
Bond & Credit Ratings 
 
When the City issues debt, a thorough review of the City’s financial condition is completed by bond rating agencies. 
Based on their findings, the bonds are given a rating. The City’s bond rating is a reflection of its creditworthiness and 
affects the cost to the City of issuing debt. The City of Kirkland uses two agencies – Moody’s Investor Service and 
Standard & Poor’s (S&P) – to rate its credit and bonds. For the 2004 Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, the City’s 
underlying rating was AA- (S&P) and A1 (Moody’s). 
 
Standard & Poor’s has identified the “Top 10 Management Characteristics of Highly Rated Credits In U.S. Public 
Finance” 1 as: 
 

1. An established rainy day/budget stabilization reserve, 
2. Regular economic and revenue reviews to identify shortfalls early, 
3. Prioritized spending plans and established contingency plans for operating budgets, 
4. A formalized capital improvement plan in order to assess future infrastructure requirements, 
5. Long-term planning for all liabilities of a government, including pension obligations, other post employment 

benefits and other contingent obligations would be optimal and allow for comprehensive assessment of 
future budgetary risks, 

6. A debt affordability model in place to evaluate future debt profile, 
7. A pay-as-you-go financing strategy as part of the operating and capital budget, 
8. A multiyear financial plan in place that considers the affordability of actions or plans before they are part of 

the annual budget, 
9. Effective management and information systems, 
10. A well-defined and coordinated economic development strategy. 

 
Upon inspection, Kirkland exhibits all of these characteristics, with number 6 – the debt affordability model – 
representing an area where additional evaluation is warranted as part of a debt financing plan.    
 
Another credit rating agency, FitchRatings, indicates that typical policies limit direct debt based on one or more of the 
following measures2: 
 

• 2-5% of full market value, 
• Direct debt of $2,000-3,000 per capita, 
• Debt service 8-12% of budgeted expenditures, 
• Amortization to 50% or more within 10 years. 

 
It is important to note that Fitch views the appropriateness of such limits in the context of the issuer’s overall risk 
profile.  The City’s current placement against selected measures, as well as those of selected surrounding 
jurisdictions, are summarized in the table on the following page.  The City compares favorably to Moody’s median 
values and most of the other jurisdictions. 
 

                                                 
1 Standard & Poor’s Public Finance Publication Date January 11, 2006. 
2 FitchRatings Public Finance Tax Supported Special Report, “To Bond or Not To Bond”, June 21, 2005. 

Attachment G

E-Page #40



 
July 5, 2007 
Page 3 

General Obligation Debt Comparison 
Prepared by D.A. Davidson Fixed Income Capital Markets 

 
Measure Moody’s 2006 

Medians1 
Kirkland Redmond3 Renton Bellevue Lynnwood 

Net Direct Debt (% of Value) 0.71% 0.22% 0.41% 0.67% 0.77% 0.24% 
Net Direct Debt Per Capita n.a. $506 $897 $861 $1,578 $266 

Debt Service as % of GF Revenues2 8.73% 1.35% 4.35% 5.71% 5.61% 1.60% 
1  For populations between 50,000 and 100,000  
2 Does not include debt supported by voter approved excess levies 

3  Includes lease revenue issue which was done in 2004 for city hall project by Redmond Community Properties (a 63-20 entity)  
 
Status of Current Indebtedness 
 
Attachment B provides the annual debt service on the City’s outstanding indebtedness, with subtotals by type of 
debt.  The graphic below shows the annual debt service on councilmanic bonds by year, which is currently being 
paid from a variety of general revenue sources.  As this debt is retired, the revenue streams currently dedicated to 
pay the debt service can be used for new debt without impacting General Fund operating revenues.  In 2011, 
$350,000 becomes available as the maintenance center debt is retired and in 2015, another $750,000 becomes 
available as the parking garage and City Hall expansion debt is retired.  The City has the ability to structure debt 
and/or to combine the use of reserves and debt in order to take advantage of these revenue streams as they 
become available.  By 2015, this $1.1 million could support over $13.5 million in new borrowing (assuming 20 
years and 5% interest); although, if this revenue is used for this purpose, it is not available to meet other potential 
general fund needs.  

   

City of Kirkland Annual LTGO Debt Service
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Debt Management Policies 
 
It is strongly recommended by various credit rating agencies and government finance organizations that cities have a 
formal written debt policy to ensure the correct use and issuance of debt. Such policies help protect the City against 
financial downfall, as well as provide its bond purchasers with assurance of returned money.  Currently, the City of 
Kirkland has debt management policies incorporated into the Fiscal Policies that are part of the biennial budget 
(Attachment C). The Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) describes a debt policy as: 
 

“…written guidelines and restrictions that affect the amount and type of debt issued by a state or local 
government, the issuance process, and the management of a debt portfolio… [it] improves the quality of 
decisions, provides justification for the structure of debt issuance, identifies policy goals, and demonstrates 
a commitment to long-term financial planning, including a multi-year capital plan” (GFOA, 2003).  

 
Attachment D summarizes the GFOA recommended practices regarding debt management policies.  In addition, we 
reviewed several examples of debt policies with varying degrees of complexity.   The majority of the sample policies 
and articles indicate that a formal debt policy should include: 
 

• The uses of debt 
• Legal limitations of issuing debt including City and legislative policy/law 
• Allowable types of debt 
• Methods of sale 
• Professional consultation 
• Disclosure 

 
In reviewing the City’s existing debt management policies, it appears that an update is warranted to ensure that the 
policies are current and address all of the common criteria.  Staff recommends that the Council Finance 
Subcommittee undertake a review and update of these policies, to be brought forward for consideration by the full 
City Council upon completion.  An opportune time to address these policies would be as part of the development of 
the financing plan for City facilities that are currently unfunded in the CIP.  
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CITY OF KIRKLAND Attachment A

SCHEDULE OF LONG TERM DEBT

Issue Original Outstanding Cost Per Avg Annual
Type of Debt Date Amount 12/31/2006 $1,000 AV Debt Service*

Councilmanic Bonds:
  1993 Limited G.O. Refunding (Maint Ctr) 3/1/93 2,665,000           925,000              N/A 344,263                
  1999 Limited G.O. (Teen Center) 11/1/99 1,025,000           800,000              N/A 89,184                  
  2001 Limited G.O. Refunding (City Hall) 7/6/01 3,595,000           2,290,000           N/A 348,412                
  2001 Limited G.O. Refunding (Library) 7/6/01 4,190,000           2,680,000           N/A 407,783                
  2001 Limited G.O. Refunding (Cemetery) 7/6/01 330,000              200,000              N/A 30,378                  
  2001 Limited G.O. Refunding (McAuliffe Park) 7/6/01 2,945,000           2,425,000           N/A 232,412                
  2001 Limited G.O. (505 Market St. Bldg.) 10/30/01 1,785,000           1,785,000           N/A N/A

Total Councilmanic Bonds 16,535,000     11,105,000     1,452,433         

Estimated Remaining Legal Councilmanic Debt Capacity as of 12/31/06:  $120,100,038

Voter Approved Bonds:
  1993 Unlimited G.O. (Parks) 3/11/93 4,380,000           1,465,000           0.062          545,133                
  1995 Unlimited G.O. (Forbes Crk. Fire Station) 8/1/95 1,020,000           565,000              0.010          89,493                  
  2001 Unlimited G.O. (Public Safety) 7/6/01 1,730,000           975,000              0.022          188,705                
  2003 Unlimited G.O. (Parks) 1/30/03 8,400,000           7,125,000           0.072          641,988                

Total Voter Approved Bonds $15,530,000 10,130,000     $0.166 $1,465,319

Estimated Remaining Voter Approved Debt Capacity as of 12/31/06:  $634,790,188

Revenue Bonds:
  1996 Water/Sewer Rev and Refunding 3/4/96 3,725,000           2,595,000           N/A 354,998                
  2004 Water/Sewer Rev and Refunding 8/1/04 3,090,000           2,445,000           N/A 507,243                

Public Works Trust Fund Loans:
  1993 Sewer Line Replacement 8/5/93 823,368              303,346              N/A 45,068                  
  1994 Consolidated Rose Hill Assumption 1/1/94 3,314,609           682,463              N/A 232,037                
  1994A Water Line Replacement 7/26/94 1,231,700           518,413              N/A 67,718                  
  1994B Sewer Line Replacement 7/26/94 1,165,500           493,463              N/A 64,459                  
  1995 Lift Station 6/9/95 794,850              400,699              N/A 46,748                  
  2000 Lift Station Replacement-Design 7/1/00 227,500              162,955              N/A 13,412                  
  2001 Lift Station Replacement-Construction 9/15/03 1,848,000           1,544,529           N/A 107,087                
  2004 Central Way Sewer Replacement 9/1/04 1,086,300           1,029,126           N/A 60,175                  

Total Revenue Bonds & Trust Fund Loans $17,306,827 10,174,994     1,498,946         

  Remaining Revenue Bond Debt Capacity:  N/A

*  The average annual debt service is based on the remaining principal and interest payments due until the debt is extinguished.
 

The City uses long term debt to finance the cost of large capital improvements.  Councilmanic debt is repaid from general revenues.  Voter 
approved debt is retired from property tax increases put in place for the life of the bond issue.  Revenue bonds are repaid from 
water/sewer utility rates.  The following schedule identifies current outstanding long-term debt.
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City of Kirkland
Summary of Annual Debt Service Requirements

Source 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 Total

1993 Limited G.O. Refunding (Maint. Ctr) Interest Transfer* 342,743 346,358 343,688 1,032,788
1999 Limited G.O. (Teen Center) General Fund Taxes 90,218 87,945 90,628 88,003 90,328 87,330 89,278 90,888 87,150 88,380 89,285 89,860 90,100 1,159,390
2001 Limited G.O. Refunding (City Hall) Interest Transfer* 352,606 347,294 351,775 345,300 348,200 350,150 345,968 346,005 2,787,298
2001 Limited G.O. Refunding (Library) General Fund Taxes 410,088 408,125 405,750 412,575 408,055 407,755 406,248 403,673 3,262,268
2001 Limited G.O. Refunding (Cemetery) Cemetery Improv. 28,949 33,124 32,093 31,030 29,930 28,805 27,643 31,455 243,028
2001 Limited G.O. Refunding (McAuliffe) REET 1 ** 231,109 231,365 231,415 231,103 235,383 234,083 232,340 235,215 232,455 234,288 230,538 231,538 232,038 232,038 231,275 3,486,179
2001 Limited G.O. (505 Market St. Blg) REET 1 *** 1,851,045 1,851,045

3,306,756 1,454,210 1,455,348 1,108,010 1,111,895 1,108,123 1,101,475 1,107,235 319,605 322,668 319,823 321,398 322,138 232,038 231,275 0 13,821,994

1993 Unlimited G.O. Refunding Excess Levy 548,530 542,258 544,613 1,635,400
1995 Unlimited G.O. Excess Levy 91,188 88,068 89,888 91,378 87,528 88,643 89,405 89,845 715,940
2001 Unlimited G.O. Refunding Excess Levy 192,475 186,288 185,100 188,513 186,253 193,603 1,132,230
2003 Unlimited G.O. Excess Levy 633,485 636,225 637,385 641,885 640,205 642,080 642,650 642,260 645,460 647,860 659,000 653,520 637,000 639,960 636,360 636,460 10,271,795

1,465,678 1,452,838 1,456,985 921,775 913,985 924,325 732,055 732,105 645,460 647,860 659,000 653,520 637,000 639,960 636,360 636,460 13,755,365

1996 Water/Sewer Rev and Refunding Utility revenue 451,745 450,710 448,610 445,415 626,250 620,730 3,043,460
2004 Water/Sewer Rev and Refunding Utility revenue 366,163 367,463 368,463 368,769 196,025 200,400 488,200 484,500 2,839,983

817,908 818,173 817,073 814,184 822,275 821,130 488,200 484,500 5,883,443

PWTF Utility/Other Loans Utility revenue 658,294 647,816 642,471 409,638 406,568 403,498 400,428 354,022 224,901 179,007 178,080 177,153 176,226 162,764 161,963 58,192 5,241,020
6,248,636 4,373,037 4,371,876 3,253,607 3,254,723 3,257,075 2,722,158 2,677,862 1,189,966 1,149,534 1,156,902 1,152,070 1,135,363 1,034,762 1,029,598 694,652 38,701,821

*   Interest earnings transferred to Facilities Fund
**  To be paid by impact fees starting in 2008, with REET 1 used to increase Parks CIP
*** Balloon principal payment in 2007 retires this item

2-Jul-07

Total Bonds & Loans

Councilmanic Bonds

Revenue Bonds

Voter Approved Bonds

Type of Debt

Total Councilmanic Bonds

Total Voter Approved Bonds

Total Revenue Bonds
Special Debt
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From 2007-2008 Budget Document (pages 21-22) Attachment C 

 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 

FISCAL POLICIES 
 

 
DEBT MANAGEMENT POLICIES 

The amount of debt issued by the city is an important 
factor in measuring its financial performance and 
condition.  Proper use and management of borrowing 
can yield significant advantages.  From a policy 
perspective, the City of Kirkland uses debt in two 
ways:  (1) as a mechanism to equalize the costs of 
needed improvements to both present and future 
citizens; and (2) as a mechanism to reduce the 
immediate costs of substantial public improvements. 
 

• City Council approval is required prior to the 
issuance of debt. 

• An analytical review shall be conducted prior 
to the issuance of debt. 

• The City will use the services of a legally 
certified and credible bond counsel in the 
preparation of all bond representations. 

• The City of Kirkland will not use long-term 
debt to support current operations. 

• Long-term borrowing will only be used for 
capital improvements that cannot be 
financed from current revenues. 

• Short-term borrowing will only be used to 
meet the immediate financing needs of a 
project for which long-term financing has 
been secured but not yet received.  

• The issuance of bonds shall be financed for 
a period not to exceed a conservative 
estimate of the asset's useful life. 

• Non-capital furnishings, supplies, and 
personnel will not be financed from bond 
proceeds. 

• The City will use refunding bonds, where 
appropriate, when restructuring its current 
outstanding debt. 

• Reserves, interest costs, operating costs, 
and/or maintenance expenses will be 

capitalized only for enterprise activities; 
capitalized operating expenses will be strictly 
limited to those expenses incurred prior to 
actual operation of the facilities. 

• The City will maintain a good credit rating at 
all times. 

• Assessment bonds will be issued in place of 
general obligation bonds, where possible, to 
assure the greatest degree of public equity. 

• Under most circumstances, the maturity of 
all assessment bonds shall not exceed 12 
years.  

• General Obligation bonds will be issued with 
maturities of 20 years or less.  

• The voter approved general obligation debt 
of Kirkland will not exceed an aggregated 
total of 7.5% of the assessed valuation of the 
taxable property within the City.  

• The following individual percentages shall 
not be exceeded in any specific debt 
category:  

• General Debt - 2.5% of assessed 
valuation 

• Utility Debt - 2.5% of assessed valuation 

• Open Space and Park Facilities - 2.5% of 
assessed valuation  

• Limited-tax general obligation bonds will not 
exceed one and one-half percent of the City's 
current assessed property valuation.  

• Limited-tax general obligation bonds will be 
issued only if:  

• A project requires funding not available 
from alternative sources;  

• Matching fund monies are available 
which may be lost if not applied for in a 
timely manner; or 

• Emergency conditions exist. 
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GFOA RECOMMENDED PRACTICE 
 

Debt Management Policy* (1995 and 2003) 
 
Background. Debt management policies are written guidelines and restrictions that 
affect the amount and type of debt issued by a state or local government, the issuance 
process, and the management of a debt portfolio. A debt management policy improves 
the quality of decisions, provides justification for the structure of debt issuance, identifies 
policy goals, and demonstrates a commitment to long-term financial planning, including 
a multi-year capital plan. Adherence to a debt management policy signals to rating 
agencies and the capital markets that a government is well managed and should meet its 
obligations in a timely manner.  
 
Debt levels and their related annual costs are important long-term obligations that must 
be managed within available resources. An effective debt management policy provides 
guidelines for a government to manage its debt program in line with those resources. 
 
 
Recommendation. The Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) recommends 
that all state and local governments adopt comprehensive written debt management 
policies, and that governments review them at least annually and revise them as 
necessary. A Debt Management Policy should address: 
 
 Direct Debt - debt payable from general revenues, including capital leases, 
 Revenue Debt - debt payable from a specific pledged revenue source,  
 Conduit Debt - debt payable by third parties for which the government does not 

provide credit or security,  
 State Revolving Loan Funds and Pools 
 Other Types of Hybrid Debt – debt payable from special revenues or containing 

other unique security pledges, and  
 Interfund Borrowing – loans for short-term cash flow needs. 

 
1. Debt Limits. The Policy should define specific limits or acceptable ranges for each 

type of debt. Limits are generally set for legal, public policy, and financial reasons.  
 

a.   Legal limits may be determined by: 
 
 State constitution or law,  
 Local charter, by-laws, resolution or ordinance, or covenant. 

 
b.   Public Policy limits can include: 

 
 Purposes for which debt proceeds may be used or prohibited,  
 Types of debt that may be issued or prohibited,  
 Relationship to and integration with the Capital Improvement Program, and  
 Policy goals related to economic development, capital improvement 

financings, tax increment financing, and public-private partnerships. 
 

c. Financial limits generally reflect public policy or other financial resource 
constraints, such as reduced use of a particular type of debt due to changing 
financial conditions. Appropriate debt limits can positively impact bond ratings, if 
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the government demonstrates adherence to such policies over time. Financial 
limits are often expressed as ratios customarily used by credit analysts. Different 
financial limits are used for different types of debt. Examples include: 

 
 Direct Debt can be measured or limited by the following ratios: 

 
 Debt per capita,  
 Debt to personal income,  
 Debt to taxable property value, and  
 Debt service payments as a percentage of general fund revenues or 

expenditures. 
 

 Revenue Debt levels are often limited by debt service coverage ratios (e.g., 
annual net pledged revenues to annual debt service) or credit rating impacts 
(e.g., additional bonds should not lower ratings) contained in bond covenants.  

 
 Conduit Debt limitations may reflect the right of the issuing government to 

approve the borrower’s creditworthiness, the purpose of the borrowing issue, 
or a minimum credit rating. Such limitations reflect sound public policy, 
particularly if there is a contingent impact on the general revenues of the 
government or marketability of the government’s direct debt. 

 
 Short-Term Debt Issuance should describe the specific purposes and 

circumstances under which it can be used, as well as limitations in term or 
size of borrowing.  

 
2. Use of Derivatives. The Policy should: 
 
 Specify how derivatives fit within the overall debt management program. 
 State the conditions under which derivatives can be utilized. 
 Identify the types of derivatives that may be employed or are prohibited. 
 Identify approach(es) for measuring, evaluating, and managing derivative risk, 

including basis risk, tax risk, counter-party risk, termination risk, liquidity renewal 
risk, remarketing risk, and credit risk. 

 State the methods for procuring and selecting derivative products. 
 

3. Debt Structuring Practices. The Policy should include specific policies regarding the 
debt structuring practices for each type of bond, including: 

 
 Maximum term (often stated in absolute terms or based on the useful life of the 

asset(s)),  
 Average maturity, 
 Debt service pattern such as equal payments or equal principal amortization,  
 Use of optional redemption features that reflect market conditions and/or needs of the 

government, 
 Use of variable or fixed-rate debt, credit enhancements, derivatives, and short-term 

debt, and limitations as to when each can be used, and 
 Other structuring practices should be considered such as capitalized interest, deferral 

of principal and/or other internal credit support, including general obligation pledges. 
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4. Debt Issuance Practices. The Policy should provide guidance regarding the issuance 
process, which may differ for each type of debt. These practices include: 

  
 Criteria for determining the sale method (competitive, negotiated, placement) and 

investment of proceeds,  
 Criteria for issuance of advance refunding and current refunding bonds,  
 Selection and use of professional service providers, 
 Use of comparative bond pricing services or market indices as a benchmark in 

negotiated transactions, as well as to evaluate final bond pricing results, and 
 Use of credit ratings, minimum bond ratings, determination of the number of 

ratings, and selection of rating services. 
 
5. Debt Management Practices. The Policy should provide guidance for ongoing 

administrative activities including: 
 
 Investment of bond proceeds, 
 Primary and secondary market disclosure practices, including annual 

certifications as required, 
 Arbitrage rebate monitoring and filing,  
 Federal and state law compliance practices, and 
 Market and investor relations efforts. 

 
 
References 
 A Guide for Preparing a Debt Policy, Patricia Tigue, GFOA, 1998. 
 Benchmarking and Measuring Debt Capacity, Rowan Miranda and Ron Picur, 

GFOA, 2000. 
 
 
Recommended for Approval by the Committee on Governmental Debt and Fiscal 
Policy, January 24, 2003. 
 
Approved by the GFOA’s Executive Board, February 28, 2003. 
 
 
* This RP replaces the GFOA’s RPs – Development of a Debt Policy and Analyzing 
Debt Capacity and Establishing Debt Limits. 
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  Attachment H 

 

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

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
 Sandi Hines, Financial Planning Manager 
 
Date: July 5, 2007 
 
Subject: Report on Capital Reserves – Uses and Balances 
 
The Finance Committee reviewed draft Capital Improvement Program (CIP) information at their May 29 and June 26 
meetings.  As part of the discussion regarding funding sources, the Finance Committee requested to see what capital-
related reserves we use and their current balances. The table below shows two perspectives of the reserves.  First, the 
reserve balances are shown based on budget amounts.  When the 2007-08 budget was developed, the estimated starting 
balance was calculated and netted against the planned uses for CIP projects, McAuliffe debt service and the balloon 
payment on the 505 Market Building and the planned additions of interest income, revenue, and operating transfers.  The 
net result is the projected 2008 Budgeted Ending Balance.  This balance was displayed in the reserve section of the budget 
document, as well as used for fiscal notes.  This budgeted ending balance is then netted of any Council authorized uses and 
additions that have occurred to-date. 
 
The second look at reserves is from the actual cash balance.  The actual cash balance forward into 2007 is net of the 
planned uses and additions, as described above.  Also, the Council authorized uses and additions are netted against the 
cash balance to give a revised ending cash balance as of a point in time (in this case, June 2007). 
 

  

REET 1 
General 
Capital 

Contingency 

Building & 
Property 
Reserve 

Facilities 
Expansion 
Reserve1

Total 

2008 Budgeted Ending Balance 6,673,678 3,312,834 2,421,002 800,000 13,207,514 

2007 Authorized Uses 791,394 0 10,000 0 801,394 

2007 Authorized Additions 0 0 0 0 0 

2008 Revised Ending Budget Balance 5,882,284 3,312,834 2,411,002 800,000 12,406,120 
       

2007 Beginning Cash Balance2 8,536,539 4,075,350 2,421,002 800,000 15,832,891 

2007-08 Planned Uses3, 4 5,229,273 0 0 0 5,229,273 

2007-08 Planned Additions3 3,406,000 394,174 0 0 3,800,174 

2007 Authorized Uses 791,394 0 10,000 0 801,394 

2007 Authorized Additions 0 0 0 0 0 

2008 Revised Ending Cash Balance 5,921,872 4,469,524 2,411,002 800,000 13,602,398 
1  Balance available net of 2006 CIP projects: IT Dept. Reconfiguration, Police Evidence Storage/Lab, and Police Dept. Safety Improvements 
2  2007 actual beginning cash balance      

3  Planned uses and additions based on Revised 2006-11 CIP; does not include or assume Preliminary 2008-13 CIP 
4  Includes balloon payment for 505 Market building of $1.75 million   
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Two other capital-related reserves are the REET 2 reserve and the Street Improvement Reserve.  Both of these reserves are 
dedicated to the Transportation CIP.  Council has dedicated the second quarter of the 1 percent REET revenue (i.e. REET 2) 
to solely fund transportation capital improvements.  The Street Improvement reserve is made up mostly of excess gas tax 
revenue received over budget.  Gas tax revenues are restricted for the purposes of maintaining and improving the streets. 
 
The City faces the challenge of multiple facility needs over the coming years including City Hall expansion, Maintenance 
Center expansion, and a potential Public Safety campus.  Capital reserves will play a small part in helping to fund these 
needs.   A more detailed financing plan will be done as needs assessments are completed.  Based on the chart above, 
actual cash balances in the capital-related reserves are $1.2 million greater than the budgeted balances.  This increment of 
available funding would a source to use towards part of the unmet facility needs.  As shown in the following chart and 
described below, short term facility needs are already tapping into that available balance. 
 

Commitments Against Capital Reserves 

  

REET 1 
General 
Capital 

Contingency1

Building & 
Property 
Reserve 

Facilities 
Expansion 
Reserve 

Total 

2008 Revised Ending Cash Balance 5,921,872 4,469,524 2,411,002 800,000 13,602,398 

Less: City Hall Annex Renovation 1,800,000 0 0 0 1,800,000 

Less: Target  1,500,000 8,189,400 0 0 9,689,400 

Uncommitted Balance 2,621,872 (3,719,876) 2,411,002 800,000 2,112,998 

Potential Available towards Facilities 2,621,872 0 2,411,002 800,000 5,832,874 

1  Target set at 10% of the non-utility funded Preliminary 2008-2013 CIP 
 
The REET 1 Reserve has been committed in the Preliminary 2008-2013 CIP to fund the renovation of the City Hall Annex 
building at $1.8 million.  This renovation is part of the short term strategy of addressing space needs at City Hall.  The 
target (minimum balance) for the REET 1 reserve is set equal to one year’s allocation of CIP funding (i.e. $1 million for 
Parks and $.5 million for Transportation). 
 
The General Capital Contingency is a reserve that is available to fund general capital projects (i.e. non-utility projects) 
when the scope or cost of the project exceeds the budgeted amount.  The target established by fiscal policy is ten percent of 
the funded six-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) less utility projects. The target listed in the table is the updated 
target based on the Preliminary 2008-2013 CIP and is substantially larger than the previous target of $5,822,280.  This 
reserve is not recommended to be used towards funding facility needs because it is intended to cover unexpected cost and 
scope changes on CIP projects.  Also, using the Preliminary CIP as the basis for the target, this reserve is significantly under 
the updated target as set by Council policy. 
 
The Building and Property Reserve balance of $2.4 million is available as a funding source for facility needs.  This 
reserve does not have a target and has been used for such projects in the past as land acquisition and building 
improvements.  Examples of past projects include all or partial funding for the Carter house, McAuliffe property, 505 Market 
building and costs related to the historic church relocation (now known as Heritage Hall). 
 
The Facilities Expansion Reserve does not have a predetermined target; however the Council made strides in the past 
year to bring this reserve to $2 million.  The 2006 CIP had identified three facilities projects to be partially funded from this 
reserve in the amount of $1.2 million.  These projects include the Police Evidence Storage/Processing Lab (Phase 1 &2) at 
the Municipal Court (total cost of $685,000), Police Department Safety Improvements (Phase 1) at City Hall (total cost 
$998,000) and the Information Technology Department Reconfiguration (total cost $201,000).  Of these projects, the 
project improvements at the Court for Police evidence storage and processing lab and the reconfiguration of the IT 
Department are expected to be completed as planned.  The Police Department Safety Improvement project included safety 
improvements for the jail booking area as well as some improvements to general office space.  Most of the safety 
improvements for the jail area are being completed, but the general office space improvements are on hold and will be 

E-Page #50



 
July 5, 2007  Attachment H 
Page 3 
 
evaluated with more middle to longer term solutions.  The estimated amount of unspent budget from this project that would 
be available towards all facilities needs is $498,000.   
 
As facilities needs become more defined, a more detailed financing plan will be prepared.  Based on initial estimates, 
reserves are expected to play a roll in getting projects started, but the overall financing will require a combination of cash 
reserves and long-term debt financing. 
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Attachment ICapital Improvement Program
Active Project Status - May 2007

Current Total Project
Project Budget Expenditures Budget

Project # Project Name as of May 2007 as of May 2007 Balance Status Notes
TRANSPORTATION
ST 0057 NE 120th Street Roadway Extension (east section) 609,000                 219,088                  389,912         Prelim design Consultant negotiations
ST 0058 NE 132nd Street Roadway Improvements 200,000                 7,390                      192,610         Study Modeling and pre-design report by fall 2007
ST 0059 124th Ave NE Roadway Improvements (north section) 857,500                 3,463                      854,037         Prelim design Consultant negotiations
ST 0069 NE 128th Street at I-405 Overpass 4,080,700              2,299,427               1,781,273      Construction With Kirkland Nickel project
ST 0070 120th Ave NE Traffic Calming Ped. Enhancements 113,300                 167                         113,133         Pending development Will occur when the Totem Lake Mall project moves forward
ST 0075 NE 85th St Utility Undergrounding 1,665,000              10,312                    1,654,688      Design
ST 0706 2007 Street Preservation Program 3,600,000              40,290                    3,559,710      Construction
NM 0001 116th Ave (south) Non-Motorized Facilities Ph I 520,100                 276,365                  243,735         Prelim design Need to secure additional funding to complete the project
NM 0042 116th Avenue NE (north) Non-motorized Facilities 1,106,800              208,057                  898,743         Design New waterline completed
NM 0044 116th Avenue NE Sidewalk (Highlands) 103,000                 105                         102,895         On-hold till fall '07
NM 0051 Rose Hill Business District Sidewalks 2,797,900              549,816                  2,248,084      Design Right of way and utility undergrounding required prior to the project construction
NM 0052 NE 73rd Street sidewalk 81,400                   18,841                    62,559           Scoping
NM 0712 2007 Crosswalk Program 70,000                   3,712                      66,288           Design Casa Juanita on 100th Ave NE will be this year's program
NM 0757 '07 Annual Sidewalk Maintenance Program 200,000                 9,980                      190,020         Scoping
TR 0070 NE 124th Street/124th Ave Intersection Improv. 2,701,200              351,395                  2,349,805      Design Project broken into two phases to coordinate with KC acquisition of BNSFRR
TR 0078 NE 85th Street/132nd Ave Intersection Improv. 1,787,900              263,699                  1,524,201      Design Right of way and utility undergrounding required prior to the project construction
TR 0079 NE 85th Street/114th Ave Intersection Improv. 2,177,300              253,099                  1,924,201      Design Right of way and utility undergrounding required prior to the project construction
TR 0080 NE 85th Street/124th Avenue Intersection Impr. 1,206,300              174,376                  1,031,924      Design Right of way and utility undergrounding required prior to the project construction
TR 0082 Central Way / Park Place Signal 334,500                 46                           334,454         Pending development
TR 0085 NE 68th St/108th Ave NE Intersection Imps 40,000                   1,726                      38,274           Scoping Pending coordination with Sound Transit Route 540 improvements

SURFACE WATER UTILITY
SD 0025 NE 85th St. Detention & Sediment Control 621,800                 67,336                    554,464         Design Concurrent with NE 85th Street corridor improvements
SD 0029 Totem Lake Water Quality Treatment 666,200                 42,471                    623,729         Design/Permitting
SD 0033 NE 90th St./120th Ave NE Sediment Control 266,400                 88,441                    177,959         Design/Permitting Fish passage now being required by Dept of Fish and Wildlife
SD 0036 SW Sediment Pond Reclamation 310,000                 336,548                  (26,548)          Completed/Monitoring Additional restoration plantings have driven up costs
SD 0039 NE 126th Place/94th Ave NE Channel restoration 184,100                 54,601                    129,499         Design/Permitting
SD 0041 NE 125th Pl/95th Ave NE Sediment Pond Restoration 189,200                 50,816                    138,384         Design/Permitting
SD 0043 124th Ave NE/NE 100th Drainage Improvements 155,000                 70,692                    84,308           Design/Permitting
SD 0747 2007 Annual Replacement of Failing Infrastructure 200,000                 314                         199,686         Scoping
SD 0051 Forbes Creek/KC Access Road Culvert 279,200                 72,694                    206,506         Design/Permitting
SD 0053 Forbes Creek/Coors Pond Channel Grade Control 260,200                 75,031                    185,169         Design/Permitting
SD 0054 Forbes Creek/BNSFRR Fish Passage Improvements 51,500                   105                         51,395           
SD 0057 Juanita Creek Channel Enhancements 600,000                 178,217                  421,783         Construction
SD 0059 Totem Lake Blvd Flood Control Measures 82,400                   4,046                      78,354           
SD 0060 Juanita Creek/NE 121st Bank Stabilization 103,300                 52,443                    50,857           Design/Permitting
SD 0537 2005 Streambank Program/NE 86th St 50,000                   21,228                    28,772           Scoping
WATER/SEWER UTILITIES
WA 0051 7th Avenue/114th Ave Watermain Replacement 832,200                 895,135                  (62,935)          Close out Project in closing stage of finalizing contractor payments and balancing project
WA 0054 NE 113th Place Watermain Replacement 250,300                 235,709                  14,591           Close out Project in closing stage of finalizing contractor payments and balancing project
WA 0055 NE 112th Pl/103rd Ave NE Watermain Replc. 217,400                 213,021                  4,379             Close out Project in closing stage of finalizing contractor payments and balancing project
WA 0065 Supply Station #2 Improvements 124,000                 4,078                      119,922         Coordinate Joint Facility
WA 0078 NE 85th/132nd Ave Watermain Improvements 236,900                 20,194                    216,706         Design Anticipate construction late fall 2007
WA 0083 3rd Street Watermain Replacement 192,600                 272,091                  (79,491)          Close out Project in closing stage of finalizing contractor payments and balancing project
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Project # Project Name as of May 2007 as of May 2007 Balance Status Notes
WATER/SEWER UTILITIES Continued
WA 0088 Slater Avenue Watermain Replacement (north) 268,900                 308,818                  (39,918)          Close out Project in closing stage of finalizing contractor payments and balancing project
WA 0790 2007 Emergency Sewer Prg Watermain Replacement 100,000                 -                         100,000         Design
WA 0093 Vulnerability Analysis Facility Upgrades 70,000                   5,160                      64,840           Supply Station #2 Fence
WA 0094 North Reservoir Painting 840,000                 28,939                    811,061         Final Design
WA 0101 108th Avenue NE Watermain Replacement 274,000                 14,553                    259,447         
WA 0105 124th Avenue Watermain Replacement 249,300                 10,073                    239,227         
WA 0110 105th Ave NE/106th Ave NE Watermain Replacement 326,700                 138,087                  188,613         Construction
WA 0114 116th Ave NE Watermain Replacement 343,545                 305,536                  38,009           Close out Project in closing stage of finalizing contractor payments and balancing project
WA 0115 Telemetry Upgrades 150,000                 150,000         
SS 0045 Central Way Sewermain Replacement - west 1,393,000              853,917                  539,083         Close out Project in closing stage of finalizing contractor payments and balancing project
SS 0046 Market Street Sewermain Replacement 206,000                 1,617                      204,383         
SS 0050 NE 80th St Sewermain Replacement 1,156,700              83,395                    1,073,305      Design/Rescoping
SS 0053 Waverly Beach Lift Station Improvements 1,303,000              1,315,600               (12,600)          Construction
SS 0756 2007 Emergency Sewer Program 1,000,000              75,251                    924,749         
SS 0060 Trend Lift Station Elimination 559,000                 25,850                    533,150         Feasibility Study
SS 0065 Slater Trunk Sewer Encasement 350,000                 260,552                  89,448           Close out Project in closing stage of finalizing contractor payments and balancing project
SS 0066 Plaza Lift Station Pump Upgrades 50,000                   42,278                    7,722             
PARKS
PK 0006 Shoreline Restoration 141,000                 58,834                    82,166           Permitting Brink Park completion in 2008
PK 0049 Open Space/Park Land Grant Match 100,000                 -                         100,000         Available for grant match
PK 0066 Park Play Area Enhancements 615,000                 462,608                  152,392         On-going
PK 0071 Everest Park Restroom/Storage Building 329,700                 -                         329,700         Pre-design Design options to be developed in 2007
PK 0078 400 Rose Hill Elementary School Playfields Improvements 250,000                 175,000                  75,000           Pending Payment to LWSD in 2007
PK 0082 Land Acquisition Opportunity Fund 100,000                 102,750                  (2,750)            
PK 0083 South Juanita Park Site Development 361,000                 48,650                    312,350         On-going Combine with PK 0108
PK 0089 Ben Franklin School Park Development 424,900                 84,929                    339,971         Construction Construction in 2007
PK 0091 South Rose Hill (north) Neighborhood Park Development 479,000               54,574                   424,426         Design Construction in 2007
PK 0095 Heritage Park Development (formerly Waverly) 2,155,000              1,178,063               976,937         Construction Construction in 2007
PK 0108 McAuliffe Park Development 100,000                 90,708                    9,292             On-going Combine with PK 0083
PK 0109 Juanita Bay Park Wetland Restoration 215,000                 24,269                    190,731         On-going On-going restoration at Juanita Bay Park
PK 0110 Water District #1 Property 4,450,000              4,335,002               114,998         Construction Construction in 2007
PK 0111 Skate Park 300,000                 -                         300,000         On-hold To be utilized for Juanita Beach skate park
PK 0119 Juanita Beach Park 400,000                 246,504                  153,496         On-going On-going improvements and planning
PK 0121 Green Kirkland 100,000                 22,762                    77,238           On-going Forest restoration at Carillon Woods and Watershed Park
PK 0123 Peter Kirk Pool Upgrades 50,000                   242                         49,759           Planning Facility audit and renovations in 2007
PUBLIC SAFETY
PS 0024 Fire Boat 248,350                 -                         248,350         
PS 0025 Water Rescue Boat 109,450                 -                         109,450         
PS 0054 Emergency Operations Center Upgrade 102,000                 14,861                    87,139           Ongoing To be completed by 4th quarter 2007
PS 0055 Fire Paging & Alerting Systems 160,000                 -                         160,000         Phase 1 To be completed by 4th quarter 2007
PS 0056 Disaster Supply Storage Units 142,700                 42,566                    100,134         To be completed by 4th quarter 2007
PS 0057 Disaster Care Response Vehicle 70,000                   -                         70,000           To be completed by 4th quarter 2007
PS 0064 Regional Fire Training Div. Office Space Improv. 50,000                   766                         49,234           
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GENERAL GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
GG 0006 100 Geographic Information Systems Project 2,582,448              1,840,393               742,055         Ongoing Working on approved GIS Strategic Plan #2.  Large project budget balance (mostly from 

2006-07 carryover) because of projects not completed and projects that came in under 
budget.  Portion of savings used to fund staff to work on the delayed projects and portion 
being saved against potential annexation GIS needs.

GG 0006 110 Records Management System 657,100                 127,728                  529,372         Active Project No 2006 progress because the selected vendor was acquired and necessitated a new RFP 
process.  Project is starting up in 2007 as a contract has been signed with a new vendor.

GG 0006 150 Wireless Access for Field Workers 216,554                 80,001                    136,553         Active project Expect completion of phase 1 in 2007 with expectation of future phases
GG 0006 160 Finance and Utility Systems 456,600                 293,937                  162,663         Ongoing project
GG 0006 200 Public Safety Information System 1,177,620              1,450,120               (272,500)        Largely Complete We anticipate about $30,000 of future expenditures for this project; work is temporarily 

being held due to NORCOM.  Project balance shows over budget due to previous 
expenditures on system that New World replaced; project will be closed out and balanced.

GG 0006 201 Police Automatic Vehicle Location System 65,800                   -                         65,800           On temporary hold Held for the outcome of the NORCOM technology strategy
GG 0006 204 Public Safety Scheduling Software 130,000                 54,074                    75,926           Active Project
GG 0006 300 Networks (LAN & WAN) 1,734,650              1,710,964               23,686           Ongoing project Balance from 2006 carryover for projects to be completed in 2007
GG 0006 301 Disaster Recovery System Improvements 50,000                   -                         50,000           Active Project
GG 0006 600 Electronic Public Access to Information 709,963                 657,157                  52,806           Ongoing project Continue with eCityGov Alliance projects as well as City Internet access projects
GG 0006 802 Wireless Systems in Parks 115,600                 154,803                  (39,203)          Active project Project over budget due to re-planning required on portion of project
FACILITIES
GG 0008 Electrical, Energy Mgt & Lighting Systems Multiple Projects Across Multiple Years Ongoing Projects for all City facilities follow Life Cycle plan for replacement
GG 0009 Mechanical/HVAC Systems Replacements Multiple Projects Across Multiple Years Ongoing Projects for all City facilities follow Life Cycle plan for replacement
GG 0010 Painting, Ceilings, & Partition Replacements Multiple Projects Across Multiple Years Ongoing Projects for all City facilities follow Life Cycle plan for replacement
GG 0011 Roofing,Gutter,Siding & Deck Replacements Multiple Projects Across Multiple Years Ongoing Projects for all City facilities follow Life Cycle plan for replacement
GG 0012 Flooring Replacements Multiple Projects Across Multiple Years Ongoing Projects for all City facilities follow Life Cycle plan for replacement
GG 0027 Building Security 85,000                   60,897                    24,103           Not Complete MC, PKCC and NKCC Completed, may use remaining funds for Parking Garage Security
GG 0030 001 Council Chamber Renovation - AV Equipment 150,000                 -                         150,000         Active Project
GG 0031 001 PD Evidence/Lab 960,100                 2,414                      957,686         Not Complete
GG 0032 001 PD Safety Improvements 998,000                 20,904                    977,096         Not Complete
GG 0033 001 IT Department Reconfiguration 201,000                 61,731                    139,269         Not Complete
CITYWIDE
GG 0023 Neighborhood Connection Program Multiple Projects Across Multiple Years Ongoing Projects in design and construction phases
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE  KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189  (425) 587-3300 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND COMMUNITY SERVICES 
MEMORANDUM 

 
 
To:   David Ramsay    
 
 
From:   Jennifer Schroder, Director of Parks and Community Services 
             Carrie Hite, Deputy Director  
 
 
Date: July 3, 2007 
 
 
Subject: Kirkland Performance Center Annual Report 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
That City Council review the attached report from Kirkland Performance Center.  
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
N/A
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:  
This correspondence is a 2006 annual report compiled for a presentation to Council. It focuses on the 
programming, financial development, and financial outlook for the Kirkland Performance Center.   
 

Council Meeting:  07/17/2007
Agenda:  Special Presentations

Item #;  5. b.
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June 19, 2007 
 
Mayor James Lauinger and the Kirkland City Council 
City of Kirkland 
123 Fifth Ave. 
Kirkland, Washington 98033 
 
Dear Mayor Lauinger and City Council Members: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to present our annual update to you on Kirkland 
Performance Center, our activities over the past year, and the plans for our 10th 
Anniversary Season beginning in the fall.  KPC is just completing its ninth 
season this month and is in excellent health as an organization as we move 
ahead into our second decade. 
Past Season 
Our recently completed 2006-07 Season was our grandest to date and provided 
the community and region with the opportunity to experience many nationally 
and internationally renowned artists, including:  

 Grammy-winning songstress Melissa Manchester 
 Northwest folk music icons The Brothers Four 
 The international splendor of Gran Folklorico de Mexico 
 The smooth and sentimental sounds of The Mills Brothers 
 “Christmas from Dublin,” starring the Three Irish Tenors 
 The return of holiday favorite “Sister’s Christmas Catechism” 
 The astounding Peking Acrobats 
 Blues harmonica legend Charlie Musselwhite 
 The world renowned Ailey II dance company 
 A recognized standard-bearer, The Glenn Miller Orchestra 
 The passionate music and dance of Montango 
 In a return engagement, Arlo Guthrie with the Guthrie Family Legacy Tour 
 Well-known mentalist The Amazing Kreskin 
 A moving play about race relations in America, “N*W*C” 
 KPC’s own production of the musical, “Gypsy” 
 “The Art of the Guitar” series, featuring nine guitar concerts by fourteen 

world class musicians, such as Leo Kottke, Bill Frissell, Dave Mason and 
Keola Beamer 

 And many other outstanding performances 

KPC has committed much greater financial resources to programming, 
growing our budget for presented artist fees from $280,000 in 2006 to more 
than $355,000 in 2007, an increase of 27% and making KPC one of the largest 
presenters of diverse arts programming in the northwest. 
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We have also continued to engage the local and regional arts community by providing a high 
quality venue and professional support services, allowing a dozen producing partner 
companies to present their work. Those partners include: 

 Kirkland-based Studio East’s StoryBook Theater productions  
 Kirkland dance company International Ballet Theatre  
 Seattle Repertory Jazz Orchestra 
 Bellevue Philharmonic Orchestra 
 And numerous other companies 

To round out the operating year, we have been successful in renting the facility to a wide 
variety of community, civic and business groups, making maximum use of this important 
community asset.   
Total audience over the past twelve months was 66,276 attending 258 events.  Significantly, 
the number of KPC subscribers (purchasers of 5 or more performances during the season) 
grew by 39% from 538 to 748 this past season.  With a strong 10th Anniversary Season ahead, 
we anticipate subscribership to take another substantial leap next year.  

Education Programs 
Kirkland Performance Center’s A World of Arts educational outreach program reached many 
schools in the region, sending artists into the classroom for lecture/demonstrations and 
workshops with students.  Of particular interest was a two-week artist residency last month 
with the Speak Theatre Arts Company from Los Angeles, producers of “N*igger Wetb*ck 
Ch*nk,” a play about discrimination and racial stereotyping.   

With this extended stay, we were able to have the cast engage students from middle school 
through college, with multiple workshops on ethnicity at Bothell High School, the Redmond 
Teen Center, Kirkland Teen Union Building, Bastyr College, Cascadia Community College 
and Chinook Middle School in SeaTac.  The goal of the workshops was to provide a safe 
forum where students can participate in frank discussion on racial issues in our society.  
Based on feedback from students and teachers, this goal was met and surpassed. 

School matinees continue to be an important part of KPC’s overall program, with more than 
12,000 students attending field trips throughout the season to see the Peking Acrobats, 
StoryBook Theater, Gran Folklorico de Mexico and others.   

KPC plans to devote more resources to arts education in the coming year.  We have shifted 
staff responsibilities to give more emphasis to education in an effort to reach more students 
and provide them with richer, more meaningful arts experiences.  

 

Fundraising 
Development programs at KPC have grown at a dramatic rate.  Contributed income increased 
by $65,000 or 10.5% to $684,000 during 2006 over prior year totals.  For 2007, we have 
already raised in excess of $400,000 in contributions, sponsorships and government support 
through May, more than $100,000 ahead of our budget pace.   
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This growth has resulted in large part from our most successful “KPC On Stage” sponsorship 
event to date, generating $200,000 from sponsors for next season’s performances.  In 
addition, our recently completed telefunding campaign topped $90,000 in contributions, an 
increase of 45% over 2006.  It is clear that the community supports what we are doing at KPC 
and is eager to participate. 

Financial Report 
2006 audited financial statements are currently being finalized and should be available for 
distribution at our meeting on June 19.  We anticipate, in similar fashion to the prior three 
years, that KPC will show a balanced operating budget with a small surplus in operations.  
We are encouraged that we have been able to achieve this stability while continuing to grow 
our programming and service to the community.  Overall operating income for 2006 exceeded 
$1,250,000.   

In anticipation of our 10th Anniversary Season, the 2007 budget is marked by a significant 
increase in expenses up to $1,450,000.  Benefiting from strong ticket sales and the fundraising 
programs described above, you will see from the accompanying financial statements through 
April of this year as compared to last year that KPC is well on its way to meeting its budget 
and organizational goals. 

Cash Reserve Fund 
In our ongoing effort to fully replenish our operating cash reserve to its designated level of 
$200,000, we are pleased to report that significant headway was made in 2006, ending the 
year with a reserve of $135,000.  With a strong operating year in progress and added 
fundraising opportunities associated with our 10th Anniversary, we are optimistic that we will 
meet our goal to have the reserve fund fully replenished by the end of 2007. 

Facility Needs 
Our theatre facility has served our organization, clients and community well over the past nine 
years.  A tribute to the design and efficiency of the theatre is that artists are constantly 
praising the intimate feel, strong acoustics and comfort of our stage and backstage facilities.  
At the same time, patrons constantly echo the phrase, “not a bad seat in the house.” 

After nine years, however, it is clear that there are some structural elements and fixed assets 
of the theatre that have begun to age and are in need of replacement or upgrades.  Some of the 
equipment has graduated from being state-of-the-art, to being yesterday’s technology.  As 
responsible stewards of the building, we are currently in the process of developing a 
comprehensive capital replacement plan to assure the continued first class look and 
functionality of KPC’s facility.  We will work with City staff to determine how the City’s 
allocated CIP funds can best be applied to the needs of the building and will seek outside 
funding for other improvements that develop out of the plan. 

Board and Staff 
KPC continues to be led by a strong Board of Directors, currently numbering twenty-five.  A 
four-year leadership track is in place, leading to operational consistency and well trained 
board officers.  The Board takes an active role in oversight and monitoring of key issues and 
indicators.  Long-range planning is also an important role for the Board.  KPC is currently in 
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the process of drafting a strategic plan for the next three years to be completed by fall of this 
year in conjunction with the launch of our 10th Anniversary Season. 

The staff of Kirkland Performance Center has undergone some changes over the past year, 
strengthening the organization on a number of levels.  Current staff members are all highly 
experienced in non-profit arts management and are committed to providing top quality service 
to the organization and to the community. 

10th Anniversary Season 
June of 2008 will mark the 10th Anniversary of the opening of Kirkland Performance Center.  
The Anniversary Season offer will offer a broad array of world-class artists including: 

 The Northwest’s jazz vocal icon Diane Schuur 

 The world renowned Vienna Boys Choir 

 The amazing exploits of The Moscow Circus 

 Grammy Award-winning cowboy vocalist Riders in the Sky 

 The longest running one-man show in Broadway history, “Defending the Caveman” 

 KPC Fiddlefest, featuring six concerts by fiddlers from Scotland, Ireland, Canada and 
Appalachia 

 A mini-festival of three East Indian artists including sitar master Anoushka Shankar 

 A series of All-Ages Summer Concerts co-produced with the Kirkland Teen Union 

To commemorate the anniversary milestone, the season will culminate June 6-8, 2008 with a 
special weekend celebration, featuring two solo concerts by Grammy-winner Bobby McFerrin 
on Friday and Saturday.  On Sunday, June 8 we will replicate the Community Open House 
held at KPC’s Opening Celebration.  The day will feature a series of performances 
representing the many artistic genres seen during KPC’s season, plus other celebratory events 
throughout the day, all free to the public. 

In addition to a new strategic plan, our 10th Anniversary Season is also the opportunity to 
unveil a new graphic identity and logo.  This new look is incorporated into our new season 
brochure and will be merged into our other identity pieces as the year progresses. Marketing 
materials for the new season, with support from City of Kirkland Lodging Tax funds will 
reach into new communities, broadening KPC’s audience even further and bringing in many 
new visitors to Kirkland. 

Conclusion 
Nearly fifteen years ago, when the City of Kirkland entered into an agreement with Kirkland 
Performance Center to build and operate this theatre facility, few envisioned that more than 
650,000 patrons would have attended more than 2500 events here by 2007. By all accounts, 
Kirkland Performance Center has been a major success and has brought positive attention to 
Kirkland and thousands of visitors to our community.  For these and other reasons, last 
December the Kirkland Chamber of Commerce recognized KPC with its annual Charles O. 
Morgan Award for Business Excellence, a rare honor for a non-profit company. 
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KPC truly values its relationship and the support we receive from the City on many levels.  
The City staff is always cooperative, willing to listen to our concerns, and ready to work to 
find solutions to any problems that arise. 

As downtown Kirkland continues to develop and grow, we are excited to be a part of that 
evolution.  The new Heathman Hotel will provide an excellent cross marketing opportunity 
for both of our companies and we have been in communication with the potential new 
developers of Kirkland Parkplace.  The major changes planned in that development will have 
considerable impact on KPC, providing additional parking, potential patrons and corporate 
partners.  When we make our annual report to the City Council in June of next year, KPC will 
be celebrating a milestone anniversary of which we can all be proud. 

We look forward to a continuing positive working relationship with the City.  If you have any 
additional questions, feel free to contact me. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Steven T. Lerian 
Executive Director 
 
 
enclosures 
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Kirkland Performance Center
2006-2007 Event Summary

Date Event # of Perfs Attend.
6/11 Seattle Repertory Jazz Orchestra - Blues and Abstract Truth 1 242
6/12 Jim French- Imagination Theatre 1 297
6/13 French Immersion School 1 380
6/14 Wednesday Night Live 1 59
6/17 Northwest Aerials Recital 3 898
6/21 Wednesday Night Live 1 20
6/24 Wendy's School of Dance - Recital 2 698
6/25 Planet of the Apes - Movies 1 16
7/12 Wednesday Night Live 1 140
7/14 Quadrant 1 211
7/15 KPC Open House 1 140
7/15 Bellevue Community College Film 1 29
7/19 Wednesday Night Live 1 38
7/22 Summer SciFi Series 1 129
7/28-7/29 Studio East - Footloose 4 1464
8/4-8/13 Lyric Light Opera: Annie Get Your Gun 8 1383
8/9 Wednesday Night Live 1 86
8/16 Wednesday Night Live 1 88
8/18 Bill Tapia 1 148
8/19 Lord of the Rings Marathon 1 84
8/20 India Art & Heritage Society 1 9
8/24-8/27 NW Musical Theatre Co. - Guys & Dolls 5 847
8/27 Free Methodist 1 20
8/29 Sanderson Group - Operation Lookout 2 79
8/30 Lakeview Elementary Teacher Benefit 1 134
8/31 Chuck Morgan's birthday party 1 153
9/2 India Art & Heritage Society 1 42
9/3 Free Methodist 1 9
9/10 Free Methodist 1 8
9/10 Glenn Yarbrough 1 162
9/18 Jim French's Imagination Theatre 1 222
9/22-9/23 The Brothers Four 2 726
9/26 Massachusetts Institute of Technology 1 390
9/29 Melissa Manchester 1 289
9/30 The John Jorgenson Quintet 1 277
10/5 ACLU Book Reading 1 123
10/7-10/8 Showtunes Theatre Company 2 312
10/13 Quadrant 1 290
10/13 Dottie Blair's Birthday Party 1 31
10/19 Gran Folklorico de Mexico--School 2 574
10/19 Gran Folklorico de Mexico---Public 1 324
10/20 The Mills Brothers 1 391
10/21 Captain Smartypants 1 335
10/22 Inglemoor-Juanita Young Life Comedy Show 1 260
10/23 Sanderson Group - Prince Hall Masons 2 73
10/26-10/28 Keith Highlanders Pipe Band 3 947
10/29 Washington Wind Symphony 1 406
11/4 Lingo dancetheater 1 107
11/5 Seattle Repertory Jazz Orchestra 1 354

[Pages]
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Date Event # of Perfs Attend.
11/6 King County Library- Anthony Shadid Lecture 1 396
11/9-11/16 Studio East Frog Prince - School 8 2457
11/10 Carmona Flamenco 1 398
11/11-11/19 Studio East Frog Prince - Public 8 1365
11/11 Seattle Opera Young Artists 1 256
11/17 Tingstad & Rumbel 1 199
11/18 Uncle Bonsai 1 345
11/19 Bellevue Youth Symphony Orchestra 2 523
11/24 Comedy Underground 1 413
11/25-11/26 The Three Irish Tenors 2 800
11/27 Jim French's Imagination Theatre 1 135
11/29 Bank of America Employee Meeting 1 80
12/1 Bellevue Philharmonic Orchestra - Messiah 1 412
12/2 Glenn Yarbrough with Kirkland Choral Society 2 540
12/3 Issaquah Chorale 1 222
12/4 Transportation Choices Meeting 1 35
12/8 IBT Nutcracker - School 1 255
12/8-12/10 IBT Nutcracker 4 1006
12/11 Bronn Journey 1 395
12/12 The Klezmatics 1 189
12/19 Kenworth Truck Co 1 350
12/20-12/23 Sister's Christmas Catechism 5 1669
12/24 Free Methodist 1 12
12/28 Sanderson Group - WA Council for the Blind 2 287
12/31 Free Methodist 1 18
12/31 Comedy Underground 1 406
1/6-1/7 Peking Acrobats - Public 3 1215
1/8-1/9 Peking Acrobats - School 6 1810
1/10 Robert Bonner Memorial Service 1 74
1/13 Wendy's School of Dance 2 565
1/19 Quadrant 1 310
1/20-1/21 Showtunes Theatre Company 2 316
1/26 The Great Kaplan - School 1 231
1/27 The Great Kaplan - Public 1 397
1/28 Haft Dastgah 1 120
1/30-2/8 Studio East Jack and the Beanstack - School 12 4354
2/2 Charlie Musselwhite 1 377
2/3-2/11 Studio East Jack and the Beanstack - Public 8 3037
2/8 Seattle Gujarati Cultural Society 1 133
2/9 Washington Wind Symphony 1 214
2/10 International Guitar Night 1 408
2/14-2/15 Eastside Prepertory School 2 360
2/14 Comedy Underground 1 316
2/16 Bill Frisell 1 351
2/17 Dave Mason 1 398
2/21 US Air Force Concert Band 1 402
2/23-2/24 Chicago City Limits 2 547
2/25 Leo Kottke & David Lindley 1 393
2/26-3/27 Learning Garden 4 1606

[Pages]
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Kirkland Performance Center
2006-2007 Event Summary

Date Event # of Perfs Attend.
2/28 King County Library- Adult Spelling Bee 1 171
3/3 Ailey II 1 396
3/4 Seattle Repertory Jazz Orchestra 1 382
3/6-3/7 Lakeview Elementary Play 2 584
3/9 Dell'Arte Grasshopper Song - School 1 274
3/10 Dell'Arte Grasshopper Song - Public 1 172
3/10 Karla Bonoff 1 397
3/12 Jim French's Imagination Theatre 1 377
3/13 Rick Miller - MacHomer - School 1 220
3/11-3/13 Rick Miller - MacHomer - Public 2 434
3/15-3/16 Rick Miller - Bigger Than Jesus 2 118
3/17 Geoffrey Castle 1 371
3/23-3/25 KPC Musical - Gypsy 5 1301
3/29 Glenn Miller Orchestra 1 408
3/30 Bellevue Children's Academy 2 544
3/31 MonTango 1 342
4/1 Sankara Eye Foundation 1 397
4/10 Arlo Guthrie 1 388
4/11 Hopelink 1 205
4/12 Evergreen Healthcare Lecture 1 207
4/14-4/15 Showtunes Theatre Company 2 516
4/17-4/26 Studio East - A Little Mermaid - School 8 2121
4/20 Quadrant 1 315
4/20 The Amazing Kreskin 1 386
4/21-4/29 Studio East - A Little Mermaid - Public 8 3280
4/21 Washington Wind Symphony 1 194
4/25 Paul Galbraith 1 181
4/26 French Immersion School 1 397
4/28 William Chapman Nyaho 1 185
5/1 Kenworth Truck Co 1 360
5/4 Suzie Bradford and the Side Project 1 272
5/5 Keola Beamer & Carlos Nakai 2 567
5/6 Joyas Mestizas 1 348
5/9-5/19 N*W*C* 10 1452
5/14 Transportation Choices Meeting 1 44
5/25-5/27 Holy Family 3 1046
5/31-6/2 Seattle Shakespeare - School for Scandal - Public 4 413
5/31 Seattle Shakespeare - School for Scandal - School 1 45
6/9 Wendy's School of Dance Recital 2 698
6/10 Washington Wind Symphony 1 224

Totals: 258 66,273

[Pages]
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KIRKLAND PERFORMANCE CENTER 
2007 Board of Directors 

 

Revised: 7/10/2007                                        * Denotes Committee Chair,  **Denotes Committee Co-Chair  Page 1 

Officers 
 
President 
Susan Raunig 
Community Leader 

Past President 
G.G. Getz 
Broker, Windermere Real Estate 
 
President Elect 
Doreen Marchione 
Community Leader 
 
Vice President 
Cindy Zech 
Community Leader 
 
Treasurer 
Michelle Goerdel  
Assistant Vice President, 
Commercial Lending 
Eastside Commercial Bank 
 
Secretary 
Lauret Ballsun 
Senior Director of Global Product Safety, ICOS  
1610 10th St. W. 
 
 
Officers At-Large 
 
Becky Ballantine 
Community Leader 
 
Dwight Olson  
President, Olson Investment Advisors 
 
Pascal Stolz  
CEO, ISVmarketplace 
 
Mike Taylor  
CEO,  
Oasis Complete Facilities Management 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Members 
 
David Alskog 
Partner, Livengood, Fitzgerald & Alskog 
 
Jeff Bander 
Senior VP, Wells Fargo Investments 
 
Lani Brockman 
Artistic Director/Founder, Studio East 
 
Steve Brown 
CEO, Evergreen Healthcare 
 
Jack Danforth  
President & CEO (Retired) 
Ramgen Power Systems, Inc. 
 
David Feller  
Vice President, Investments 
A.G. Edwards 
 
Nancy Guthrie 
Community Leader 
 
Linda Julien 
Realtor, Windermere Real Estate 
 
Michael S. King 
Senior Finance Manager, Boeing 
 
Sherry K. Marshall 
Sterling Savings Bank 
 
Margaret Meister 
Chief Actuary, Vice President 
Symetra Financial Corp. 
 
Rich Miailovich  
V.P. PepsiCo (Retired) 
 
Zoë Parsons 
HouseValues.com 
 
Gary Reilly 
Senior Vice President of Engineering 
Loud Technologies 
 
Dr. Don Saul 
Superintendent, 
Lake Washington School District 
 
Suzy Mygatt Wakefield, Ph.D. 
Mygatt-Wakefield Consulting, L.L.C. 
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 1:56 PM
 06/04/07
 Accrual Basis

 Kirkland Performance Center
 Profit & Loss YTD Comparison to Prior Year

 January through April 2007

Jan - Apr 07 Jan - Apr 06 $ Change % Change

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income

4000 · Earned Income 294,174.27 248,368.09 45,806.18 18.44%
4100 · Operating Contributed Income 347,214.49 173,722.07 173,492.42 99.87%

Total Income 641,388.76 422,090.16 219,298.60 51.96%

Expense
5000 · Personnel Expenses 207,378.62 158,345.42 49,033.20 30.97%
6000 · Administration 43,854.13 37,586.93 6,267.20 16.67%
10000 · Marketing / PR 38,370.87 35,335.23 3,035.64 8.59%
11000 · Box Office 6,760.43 7,489.92 -729.49 -9.74%
12000 · Theatre Operations 16,172.57 17,999.10 -1,826.53 -10.15%
13000 · Presenting Expense 207,092.73 158,586.82 48,505.91 30.59%
14000 · Concessions 5,788.18 5,017.76 770.42 15.35%
15000 · Fund Development 2,364.11 5,063.31 -2,699.20 -53.31%
16000 · Fundraising Events 5,814.90 6,528.27 -713.37 -10.93%
9998 · transfer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%

Total Expense 533,596.54 431,952.76 101,643.78 23.53%

Net Ordinary Income 107,792.22 -9,862.60 117,654.82 -1,192.94%

 Page 1 of 1
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350 
Kirkland,

Box

www.kpc

Kirkland Ave 
 WA  

 Office Phone 
(425) 893-9900 

Website 
enter.org

 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Media Contact: Rachel Jackson, PR Manager 

Ad
 

KIRKLAND PERFORMANCE CENTER  

END DATE: December 13, 2006  

Email: Rachel@kpcenter.org 
ministration: (425) 828-0422 

TO RECEIVE BUSINESS AWARD 

 
 

Kirkland Chamber of Commerce’s Charles O. Morgan Business Excellence Award 

Kirkland Performance Center will be awarded the Charles O. Morgan Business 
Excelle ber 12. 

“In a field that includes so many successful and well-run businesses in Kirkland, we are 
xtrem

cularly 

The Charles O. Morgan Business Excellence Award was created in 2001 to recognize 

ty 

The award is presented based on suggestions from past recipients. Former awardees 
include Sur La Table, Woodmark Hotel and The Seattle Seahawks. 

What:  
 

:  December 12th Noon When
 
 

nce award at the Kirkland Chamber of Commerce’s holiday luncheon on Decem
KPC Executive Director Steve Lerian will accept the award. 
 
 
e ely honored to receive this award,” said Lerian.  “It is tribute to our tremendously 
dedicated staff and Board that a non-profit arts organization with a mission to serve the 
community can operate in a manner that is recognized for its business acumen. It is parti
meaningful that the award is named for our co-founder, Chuck Morgan.” 
 
 
Kirkland businesses which display business citizenship, broad community involvement over 
time, proven leadership, accomplishments in their industry, and contributions to the communi
and overall quality of life. 
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 To attend the awards luncheon, contact the Kirkland Chamber of Commerce. 
 

About Kirkland Performance Center 
Kirkland Performance Center provides cultural enrichment by offering a home for the presentation, 

support and promotion of the pe land, this 402-seat theatre hosts 
m  

p  

a

rforming arts. Located in downtown Kirk
ore than 250 music, theatre and dance performances each year from acclaimed regional, national and
international artists. In addition to presenting performing arts, KPC conducts educational outreach 

rograms through “A World of Arts”, a program designed to bring visiting artists into the classrooms for
in-depth workshops. KPC also hosts a variety of community programs, including the King County 

Library Lecture Series and “Kids-at-Play,” an opportunity for students to perform in a professional setting 
t KPC. For more information and to review upcoming performances, please visit www.kpcenter.org. 

 
e 2006-2007 Season is made possible in part by 4Culture,ArtsFund, The Boeing Company, Cascade Th

ista Convalescent Center, Conover Insurance, Evergreen Healthcare, Frontier Bank, Livingood, 

Hoek 

V
Fitzgerald & Alskog, Mama Lucia’s Italian Kitchen, Northwest Aerials Gymnastics & Dance, The Paul 
G. Allen Family Foundation  Poncho, Software 21,Standing Ovation, Target, Univar USA, Vander 
Windows and Doors, Washington State Arts Commission, Woodinville Oral & Maxillofacial Surgery, 
Woodmark Hotel on Lake Washington, Western States Arts Federation and generous support from The 
City of Kirkland   

# # # 
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ROLL CALL:  

 

 

 
Joining Councilmembers for this discussion in addition to City Manager 
Dave Ramsay were Intergovernmental Relations Manager Tracy 
Burrows, Local Government Management Fellow Tammy McCorkle, and 
Cultural Council members, Mary Jane Vinella, Kathy Page Feek, Eric Synn, 
Thomas Gant, Robert Larson, Jennifer Bushnell, Vice Chair Leah Kliger and 
Chair G. G. Getz.  
 

 
None. 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Public Works Director Daryl Grigsby introduced presenters Ron Posthuma, 
King County; Mike Cummins, Puget Sound Regional Council; and Shuming 
Yan, Washington State Department of Transportation.  
 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING MINUTES  
June 19, 2007  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ROLL CALL

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

Members Absent: None.

3. STUDY SESSION, Peter Kirk Room 

a. Joint Meeting with Cultural Council 

4. EXECUTIVE SESSION

5. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 

a. Twenty-five Year Service Award, Janice Perry

b. Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) Graduates Recognition

c. Introducing Emergency Preparedness Coordinator, Stephanie Day 

d. Urban Partnership Proposal

Council Meeting:  07/17/2007
Agenda:  Approval of Minutes

Item #:  8. a. (1).

1
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Park Board members Bob Kamuda and Colleen Cullen accepted the 
proclamation from the Council. 
 

 
Public Works Management Analyst Vandana Ingram Lock shared 
information on Summer Water Conservation.  
 

 

 

 
Councilmembers shared information regarding the Blue Fish Festival; 
Northwest Senior Games; House Judiciary Committee Workgroup on 
Municipal Courts; Share the Success Program; Youth Council 
Graduation; Metropolitan Solid Waste Advisory Committee meeting; 
Battery Recycling Program; Association of Washington Cities 
Conference; Eastside Human Services Forum on homelessness; and 
the Association of Eastside Public Agencies presentation of the Public 
Official of the Year award to Deputy Mayor McBride.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Bob Regan, 11670 238th Place NE, Redmond, WA  
 

 

 

e. Proclaiming July as Parks and Recreation Month 

f. Green Tips 

6. REPORTS 

a. City Council

(1) Regional Issues 

b. City Manager 

(1) Introduction of New Police Chief Eric Olsen 

(2) Response to Annexation Correspondence

(3) J. Robert Havlick Award for Innovation in Local Government

(4) Calendar Update 

7. COMMUNICATIONS 

a. Items from the Audience

b. Petitions

8. CONSENT CALENDAR

a. Approval of Minutes: June 5, 2007

2
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The construction contract for the Information Technology tenant 
improvements was awarded to Modular Electric, in the amount of 
$66,838.29. 
 

 
The construction contract for the Ben Franklin Elementary School 
improvements was awarded to Public Earth Works, Inc., in the amount 
of $271,502.00.  
 

 

 

 

 

b. Audit of Accounts:  
Payroll   $ 1,866,041.42 
Bills       $ 1,687,262.37 
run # 676     check #'s 489214 - 489391
run # 677     check #'s 489392 - 489441
run # 678     check #’s 489442 - 489674 

c. General Correspondence

(1) Tyler Ahlgren, Regarding Climate Change and Youth

(2) Matt Sanborn, Regarding NE 73rd Street Sidewalk Project

d. Claims

e. Authorization to Call for Bids

f. Award of Bids

(1) Information Technology Tenant Improvements, Modular Electric

(2) Ben Franklin Elementary School Improvements, Pacific Earth 
Works, Inc.

g. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period

h. Approval of Agreements

i. Other Items of Business

(1) Ordinance No. 4104, entitled, "AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY 
OF KIRKLAND AMENDING THE BIENNIAL BUDGET FOR 
2007-2008."

(2) Resolution R-4650, entitled, "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELINQUISHING ANY 
INTEREST THE CITY MAY HAVE IN AN UNOPENED RIGHT-

3
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Commission member Dan Fisher's resignation was accepted as he no 
longer lives in Kirkland. 
 

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

 

 
Mayor Lauinger opened the public hearing.  Deputy Mayor McBride recused 
herself as she felt she could not be impartial in considering the matter.  
Councilmember Hodgson disclosed a conversation with a neighbor of the 
project but stated that it would not affect his ability to consider the matter 
objectively.  Councilmember Asher disclosed receipt of email on the subject 
which he opened but did not read.  City Attorney Robin Jenkinson reviewed 
the purpose and scope of the proceeding.  Mayor Lauinger noted the names 
of the appellants and parties of record.  Planning Consultant Ron Hanson 
provided background and a brief summary of the issues.  Engineering 
Manager Rob Jammerman discussed in additional detail the street connection 
issue. Testimony was also provided by: 
Doug Thompson,  507 8th Street South, Kirkland, WA 
Jerry Gilbert,  504 7th Street South, Kirkland, WA 
Anna Aubrey, 341 8th Street South, Kirkland, WA 
David Aubrey, 341 8th Street South, Kirkland, WA 
Lisa Cox, 535 8th Street South, Kirkland, WA 
Thomas Lynn, 501 8th Street South, Kirkland, WA 
Sherry Lynn, 501 8th Street South, Kirkland, WA 
Beverly Gilbert, 504 7th Street South, Kirkland, WA  
No further testimony was offered.  Following Council questions, the Mayor 
closed the hearing.  
 
Motion to to modify a section of the director’s approval of the short plat 
conditions and require only an improved pedestrian and bike path that is 
routed to avoid damage to any existing trees; to return the matter to the 

OF-WAY AS DESCRIBED HEREIN AND REQUESTED BY 
PROPERTY OWNERS MEGAN E. AND RANDY R. BOTH."

(3) Acknowledging Transportation Commission Resignation

9. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

a. Aubrey Short Plat Appeal

4
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Council's agenda at a later date for presentation of findings and conclusions 
consistent with Council's deliberations.  
Moved by Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, seconded by 
Councilmember Bob Sternoff 
Vote: Motion carried 6-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember 
Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, Councilmember 
Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob Sternoff. 
 
 
Following the vote, Deputy Mayor McBride returned to the chamber. 
 

 

 

 

 
Senior Planner Joan Lieberman-Brill and Planning Commission Chair Karen 
Tennyson reviewed the proposed regulations and fees and responded to 
Council questions. 
 

 
Motion to Approve Ordinance No. 4102, entitled "AN ORDINANCE 
OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ZONING, LAND 
USE, AND SUBDIVISION OF LAND AND AMENDING 
ORDINANCE NO. 3705 AS AMENDED, THE KIRKLAND 
SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE CHAPTER 22.28 DESIGN 
STANDARDS; AND AMENDING KIRKLAND ZONING CODE 
(TITLE 23 OF THE KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL CODE); CHAPTER 
75 HISTORIC LANDMARK OVERLAY ZONE, CHAPTER 115 
MISCELLANEOUS USE DEVELOPMENT AND PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS, CHAPTER 15 (SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 
(RS) ZONES) ALL TO ESTABLISH REGULATIONS FOR SMALL 

Council recessed for a short break.

10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

11. NEW BUSINESS

a. Market and Norkirk Neighborhoods Small Lot Single-Family and 
Historic Residence Preservation Regulations: 

(1)   Ordinance No. 4102, Relating To Zoning, Land Use, and 
Subdivision of Land and Amending Ordinance No. 3705 as Amended, 
the Kirkland Subdivision Ordinance Chapter 22.28 Design Standards; 
and Amending Kirkland Zoning Code (Title 23 of the Kirkland 
Municipal Code); Chapter 75 Historic Landmark Overlay Zone, 
Chapter 115 Miscellaneous Use Development and Performance 
Standards, Chapter 15 (Single-family Residential (RS) Zones) All To 
Establish Regulations for Small Lot Single-Family and Historic 
Preservation Subdivisions 

5
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LOT SINGLE-FAMILY AND HISTORIC  PRESERVATION 
SUBDIVISIONS, FILE NO MIS-06-00053."  
Moved by Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, seconded by 
Councilmember Dave Asher 
Vote: Motion carried 6-1  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, 
Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, 
Councilmember Jessica Greenway, and Councilmember Tom 
Hodgson. 
No: Councilmember Bob Sternoff.  
 

 
Motion to Approve Ordinance No. 4103, entitled "AN ORDINANCE 
OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT FEES AND AMENDING KMC SECTION 5.74.070 
BY ADDING A FEE FOR HISTORIC RESIDENCE DESIGNATION 
AND ALTERATION."  
Moved by Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, seconded by 
Councilmember Bob Sternoff 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, 
Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, 
Councilmember Jessica Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, 
and Councilmember Bob Sternoff. 
 
 

 
Fire Chief Jeff Blake presented background in regard to the proposed Medic 
One Levy. 
 
Motion to Approve Resolution R-4651, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE 
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND URGING THE KING 
COUNTY COUNCIL TO PLACE A COUNTY-WIDE 2008-2013 MEDIC 
ONE/EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES (EMS) LEVY OF UP TO 
$0.30 PER THOUSAND DOLLARS OF ASSESSED VALUATION ON 
THE NOVEMBER 2007 PRIMARY BALLOT."  
Moved by Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, seconded by Councilmember 
Jessica Greenway 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  

(2)   Ordinance No. 4103, Relating to Planning Department Fees and 
Amending KMC Section 5.74.070 by Adding a Fee for Historic 
Residence Designation and Alteration 

b. Resolution R-4651, Urging the King County Council to Place a County-
Wide 2008-2013 Medic One/Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Levy of 
up to $0.30 per Thousand Dollars of Assessed Valuation on the November 
2007 Primary Ballot 

6
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Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 
Dave Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff. 
 
 

 
This item was postponed to Council’s meeting on July 3, 2007.  
 

 
Finance and Administration Director Tracey Dunlap responded to Council 
questions. 
 
Motion to Approve revisions to Kirkland Municipal Code 3.85, Purchasing 
Code Language and directing staff to bring back to a future Council 
meeting an ordinance incorporating the revisions for Council consideration.  
Moved by Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, seconded by Councilmember Mary-
Alyce Burleigh 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 
Dave Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff. 
 
 

 

 
The Kirkland City Council regular meeting of June 19, 2007 was adjourned at 
11:20 p.m.  
 

 
 
 

c. Update on Regional and Local Jail Planning Activities

d. Revising Purchasing Code Language, Kirkland Municipal Code 3.85 

12. ANNOUNCEMENTS

13. ADJOURNMENT

 
 

City Clerk 

 
 

Mayor 

7
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ROLL CALL:  

Joining Councilmembers for this discussion in addition to City Manager 
Dave Ramsay were Assistant City Manager Marilynne Beard, Captain Eric 
Olsen, Captain Gene Markle, Sargeant Bob Balkema and Jail Advisory 
Group (JAG) Staff Group Chair Diane Carlson.

Betsy Adams, Public Works Environmental Education Outreach Specialist, 
shared information related to carwashing impacts. 

Councilmembers shared information regarding the Jail Advisory 
Group meeting; Growth Management Planning Council meeting; 
Norkirk neighborhood sculpture event; Bridle Trails Park 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
July 03, 2007

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

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

Members Absent: None.

3. STUDY SESSION

a. Jail Update

4. EXECUTIVE SESSION

a. To Discuss Property Acquisition

5. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 

a. Green Tips

6. REPORTS 

a. City Council

(1) Regional Issues

Council Meeting:  07/17/2007
Agenda:  Approval of Minutes

Item #:  8. a. (2).
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Foundation "Party in the Park" fundraiser; Suburban Cities 
Association meeting; Active Living Taskforce kickoff meeting; 
Washington Conservation Voters Activist Summit; 520 Executive 
Committee meeting; volunteer opportunities for Fourth of July 
activities; Public Issues meeting; Eastside Human Services forum on 
homelessness; and the Kiwanis Park cleanup.

Don Prince, 6021 136th Avenue NE, Kirkland, WA 
Rob Butcher, 1640 2nd Street, Kirkland, WA 
Yury Levinson, 13104 NE 117th Street, Kirkland, WA

b. City Manager 

(1) Calendar Update

7. COMMUNICATIONS 

a. Items from the Audience

b. Petitions

8. CONSENT CALENDAR

a. Approval of Minutes:

b. Audit of Accounts:  
Payroll   $ 1,937,675.16
Bills       $ 2,175,320.51 
run # 679     check #'s 489700 - 489820
run # 680     check #'s 489822 - 489941
run # 681     check #'s 489942 - 489993

c. General Correspondence

(1) Ron Sims, King County Executive, Regarding Amendments to 
Sewage Disposal Agreements

d. Claims

(1) Evelyn Campbell, Encompass Insurance, Representing Mark 
Shanaberger

(2) C. Raymond Merriwether

e. Authorization to Call for Bids

2
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The City Manager was authorized to proceed with the acquisition of 
the Niedermeier property in the amount of $190,000 plus closing costs 
for the purchase of three parcels containing 1.66 acres. 

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

Assistant City Manager Marilynne Beard presented information on current 
annexation activities and a request for additional funding. 

f. Award of Bids

g. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period

i. Other Items of Business

(1)   Ordinance No. 4105 and its Summary, entitled "AN 
ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL CODE 
CHAPTER 3.85 ENTITLED PURCHASING."

(2) Ratifying Acquisition of Niedermeier Property

(3)   Resolution R-4652, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
OF KIRKLAND AND NOTICE OF HEARING FOR THE 
PAWLUSKIEWICZ STREET VACATION - A PORTION OF THE 
NE 110TH STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY ADJACENT TO THE 
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 10521 NE 111TH PLACE, (PCD FILE 
NO. VAC07-00001)."

(4) Approving Remittance of Concours d’Elegance Admissions Tax 
Receipts to Evergreen Hospital

h. Approval of Agreements

9. PUBLIC HEARINGS

10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

a. Updating Phase II of Potential Annexation 

3
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Motion to Approve additional funding for enhanced outreach services to the 
Potential Annexation Areas and Kirkland residents in the amount of $54,436
.
Moved by Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, seconded by Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff
Vote: Motion carried 7-0
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 
Dave Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff.

Council recessed for a short break at 8:55 p.m. 

Building Services Manager Tom Phillips responded to Council comments 
and questions. 

Motion to direct staff to prepare an ordinance that limits commercial 
building permits to a maximum of three years, and to work at the State level 
to create a State amendment to the IRC to improve the firewall separation 
requirements.
Moved by Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, seconded by Deputy 
Mayor Joan McBride 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 
Dave Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff.

Transportation Engineering Manager Dave Godfrey noted that the Council's 
study session to discuss the Downtown Transit Center design development 
had been rescheduled to September 18, 2007 and discussed the process and 
timelines.

Kirkland Planning Commission Chair Karen Tennyson presented the 
Commission’s recommendation to adopt the proposed changes, regulations 

b. Reviewing Building Code Amendments Regarding Garage Fire Walls and 
Commercial Permit Expiration

c. Downtown Transit Center Design Development

11. NEW BUSINESS

a. Market Street Corridor Design Regulations and Guidelines: 

4
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and guidelines.  Senior Planner Angela Ruggeri and Planning Director Eric 
Shields responded to Council questions.

Motion to Approve Ordinance No. 4106 and its Summary, entitled 
"AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO 
DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR PEDESTRIAN-ORIENTED 
BUSINESS DISTRICTS AND AMENDING SECTION 3.30.040 OF 
THE KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL CODE, FILE NO. ZON07-00007."
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Councilmember 
Mary-Alyce Burleigh 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, 
Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, 
Councilmember Jessica Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, 
and Councilmember Bob Sternoff. 

Motion to Approve Ordinance No. 4107 and its Summary, entitled 
"AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO 
ZONING, PLANNING, AND LAND USE AND AMENDING 
ORDINANCE 3719 AS AMENDED, THE KIRKLAND ZONING 
ORDINANCE AMENDING PORTIONS OF CHAPTERS 92, 105, 
110, 142, USE ZONE CHARTS IN CHAPTERS 25, 40, AND 45 
AND ADDING NEW USE ZONE CHARTS FOR THE MARKET 
STREET CORRIDOR ZONES, MSC 1, MSC 2, MSC 3 AND MSC 4 
AND AMENDING THE CITY OF KIRKLAND ZONING MAP 
(ORDINANCE 3710 AS AMENDED) TO CONFORM TO THE 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND TO ENSURE CONTINUED 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT ACT AND 
APPROVING A SUMMARY FOR PUBLICATION, FILE NO. ZON
07-00007."
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Deputy Mayor 

(1)    Ordinance No. 4106 and its Summary, Relating to Design 
Guidelines for Pedestrian-Oriented Business Districts and Amending 
Section 3.30.040 of the Kirkland Municipal Code 

(2)   Ordinance No. 4107 and its Summary, Relating to Zoning, 
Planning and Land Use and Amending Ordinance 3719 as Amended, 
the Kirkland Zoning Ordinance Amending Portions of Chapters 92, 
105, 110, 142, Use Zone Charts in Chapters 25, 40 and 45 and Adding 
New Use Zone Charts for the Market Street Corridor Zones, MSC 1, 
MSC 2, MSC 3 and MSC 4 and Amending the City of Kirkland 
Zoning Map (Ordinance 3710 as Amended) to Conform to the 
Comprehensive Plan and to Ensure Continued Compliance with the 
Growth Management Act and Approving a Summary for Publication

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

Councilmember Asher noted that a revised draft of Ordinance No. 4108 was 
on the dais with changes in language noted on page three.  City Attorney 
Robin Jenkinson provided information in response to Council questions.

Motion to Approve Ordinance No. 4108 and its Summary, entitled "AN 
ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO 
LIMITATIONS ON THE ACCEPTANCE OF GIFTS AND AMENDING 
SECTIONS 3.80.030 AND 3.80.140 OF THE KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL 
CODE" as revised.
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Deputy Mayor Joan 
McBride 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 
Dave Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff.

The Kirkland City Council regular meeting of July 3, 2007 was adjourned at 9:40 
p.m.

b. Ordinance No. 4108 and its Summary, Relating to Limitations on 
the Acceptance of Gifts and Amending Sections 3.80.030 and 3.80.140 of 
the Kirkland Municipal Code. 

12. ANNOUNCEMENTS

13. ADJOURNMENT

City Clerk Mayor

6

E-Page #80



 

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

 
 
 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 David Godfrey, P.E., Transportation Engineering Manager 
  
Date: July 5, 2007 
 
Subject: CORRESPONDENCE FROM MS. JULIA KAST 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that the City Council authorize the Mayor to sign a letter of response to Ms. Kast, who 
wrote to suggest longer walk times at the intersection of 3rd Street and Central Way. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
Traffic engineers have struggled with having understandable walk signals since such signals first appeared 
almost 60 years ago.  The flashing hand does not intuitively convey the message “keep walking but don’t 
start”.  This leads many people, including Ms. Kast, to think that crossing should be completed while the 
walking figure is on.  Actually, crossing can be safely completed during the flashing don’t walk phase.  
Countdown signals help with this problem and they are being installed in new signals in Kirkland.  
Countdown signals display the number of seconds left in the flashing don’t walk phase and is much more 
easily understood than the flashing hand alone.  The intersection of Lake and Kirkland has been retrofitted 
with countdown signals. 
 
New guidance will soon be published about walking speeds and the timing of pedestrian phases.  Since 
Kirkland has been using times that are more generous than the national standard, it is unclear whether or 
not changes will need to be made, but we will be evaluating our signals to ensure that they meet this new 
guidance.  The new rules reduce the standard walking speed from 4.0 feet/second to 3.5 feet/second for 
evaluating the flashing don’t walk, and use 3.0 feet/second for evaluating the combined walk and flashing 
don’t walk phases.   

Council Meeting:  07/17/2007
Agenda:  General Correspondence

Item #:  8. c. (1).
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Julia Kast 
11437 NE 97th st 

Kirkland, WA 98033 

City of Kirkland 
Mayor's Office 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

Subject: Pedestrian Signal's 

Dear Mayor Lauinger: 

If you ever have walked around downtown Kirkland you may have walked 
across 3rd and Central, I have realized that the pedestrian signal signs only let you 
walk for about 5 seconds maybe even less than that. That lets you walk not even 
one fourth of the way across the street before it flashes not to walk. The sound is 
fine and you can hear the sound ok if you were blind or have a different need. 

This is a problem because there are kids of all ages walking downtown. Also 
when the Pedestrian sign turns into a red stop hand and the people are still in the 
street and a light turns green. You never know if a car will stop or go and get 
somebody seriously injured. Especially elderly people, some of them are slower 
than others, so they need more time to walk across the street. Last it is a four way 
intersection so it is super dangerous. That is why, with not a lot of time to cross the 
street it is a problem. 

I have a suggestion for you, you do not have to follow it, please read my 
suggestion and why it is important. My suggestion is give people at least 15 
seconds to try to get closer to the other side of the street before letting the light start 
flashing. This is very important because if you don't let people have a longer time to 
cross the street with enough time to actually make it at least half way across the 
street they will get angry or injured. People will also stop walking downtown and not 
get enough exercise and then, we could never make it to the top of the healthiest 
Cities list and at least be in the top ten. 

Julia Kast 
5th Grader at 
Peter Kirk Elementary 
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July 18, 2007        D R A F T 
 
Ms. Julia Kast 
11437 NE 97th Streets 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
 
Dear Ms. Kast: 
 
Thank you for your letter concerning crosswalk signal timing.  We’re glad that you’re out walking and 
thinking of ways to make things better. 
 
Pedestrian signals can be confusing.  Here’s what they mean: 
 
The walking figure means “It’s okay to START walking” 
 

                
 
After the walking figure goes away, the flashing hand comes on. 
 
 

                
 
The flashing hand is the signal that is least understood.  It means: It’s OKAY TO FINISH CROSSING but it’s 
not okay to start walking.  Finally, the hand stops flashing and stays lit.  This means DO NOT START 
crossing. 
 
Therefore, we usually time the signals in the following way; the walking figure stays on long enough for a 
person to leave the curb and start crossing the street.  The flashing hand stays on long enough to allow 
even people who don’t walk too fast to finish crossing.  So, most of the time people will not cross the street 
all the way on the walking figure; some of the crossing will be done during the flashing hand.  A number of 
studies have been done to determine how fast people walk and some new practices have been 
recommended for setting the times of the walking figure and flashing hand.  We hope that implementing 
these practices will make it better for everyone. 
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Correspondence to Ms. Julia Kast 
July 18, 2007 
Page 2 
 
Many people think it’s odd to walk during the flashing hand, because it looks like the hand is trying to say 
“don’t walk!”  In order to help people understand the signals better, the countdown signal was invented.  It 
looks like this: 
 

 
 
The numbers on the right countdown during the flashing don’t walk phase so that pedestrians know how 
much time is left.  Unlike the flashing hand alone, when people see the flashing hand and the counter they 
automatically understand what it means.  We’ve added this type of signal at the intersection of Lake Street 
and Kirkland Avenue.  We also plan to add them on new signals that we build. 
 
Once again we salute you for walking in Kirkland and more importantly for being aware of your 
environment and helping to make it better!  If you have any other questions about pedestrian safety or 
treatments at crosswalks, please contact David Godfrey, Transportation Engineering Manager in the Public 
Works Department at (425) 587-3865 or dgodfrey@ci.kirkland.wa.us.   
 
Sincerely, 
KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL 
 
 
 
James L. Lauinger 
Mayor 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033   425.587-3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: July 2, 2007 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Eric R. Shields, AICP, Planning Director David Barnes, Planner 
Subject: Continuance of hearing for Van Buskirk Street Vacation, File No. VAC07-00002 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Due to inadequate public notice for the July 17th 2007 hearing, it is recommended that the hearing 
be opened and then continued to the August 7th 2007 City Council Meeting to provide required 
noticing 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
Vacation Exhibit Map 
Resolution to Set Hearing Date 

Council Meeting:  07/17/2007
Agenda Item:  Public Hearings

Item #: 9. a.
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RESOLUTION R-4648 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND AND NOTICE OF HEARING FOR 
THE VAN BUSKIRK STREET VACATION- THAT PORTION OF NE 97" PL RIGHT- 
OF-WAY LYING WEST OF SLATER AVENUE NE AND EAST OF 1405 (PCD FILE 
NO. VAC07-00002). 

WHEREAS, a petition has been filed with the City of Kirkland signed by the 
owners of real property representing more than two-thirds of the property 
abutting upon the hereinafter described portions of NE 97" PI. 

WHEREAS, it appears that the public interest of the City of Kirkland, Washington, 
would be served by holding a public hearing to consider the vacation of said 
portion of NE 97" PI right-of-way. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Kirkland: 

1) That a public hearing be held to consider whether the public 
interest and general welfare of the City of Kirkland will be 
served by the vacation of a portion of NE 97" PL right-of-way, 
situate in Kirkland, King County, Washington, and described as 
follows: 

THAT PORTION OF NE 97" PL RIGHT-OF-WAY LYING WEST OF SLATER 
AVENUE NE AND EAST OF 1405. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED AND NOTICE OF HEARING: 

That said public hearing will be held before the Kirkland City 
Council in the Kirkland C~ty Hall, 123 Fifth Avenue, on July 17, 
2007 at 7:30 pm. 

PASSED by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting on the 5th 
day of June, 2007. 

SIGNED IN AUTHENTICATION thereof on the 5' day of June, 2 7. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
MEMORANDUM 

 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
 
From: Dorian Collins, Senior Planner 
 Arthur Sullivan, ARCH 
 Eric Shields, Director 
  
Date: June 28, 2007 
 
 
Subject: CITY COUNCIL RETREAT – PRIORITIES FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Approve the revised Housing Strategy Plan (attached).  Staff revised the Housing Strategy Plan based on 
our understanding of Council’s direction at the retreat in March.   
 
SUMMARY OF COUNCIL RETREAT DISCUSSION 
 
At their retreat, the City Council discussed a wide array of strategies available to cities to address the 
challenge of affordable housing.  The Council selected five strategies as the top priorities for City action in 
the next two years.  The revised draft of the City’s Housing Strategy Plan reflects these priorities.  Note that 
the discussion of housing strategies in this memo is at a very broad level.  Staff has not yet scoped out the 
specific tasks within each strategy.  
 
Staff work in housing is currently focused on the innovative housing regulations, which are expected to be 
completed by October of this year.  The upcoming tasks, as proposed in the revised Housing Strategy Plan 
and discussed in this memo, could begin, with some tasks overlapping others depending on staff needs 
within the City (Planning Department, GIS, etc.) and the degree to which ARCH is involved, as follows: 
 
 1.  Innovative Housing Regulations  completion in October/November 2007 
 2.  Preservation of Affordable Housing  Fall 2007-2008 
 3.  Housing at Park& Ride –  
          Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 
      Update of Lakeview Neighborhood Plan Fall 2007/2008 
 4. Miscellaneous Affordable Housing Regs December 2007/2008 
 5. Increase Funding/Land Acquisition  2008/ongoing 

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

Item #:  10. a.
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June 28, 2007 
Page 2 

 
High Priority Strategies 
 
The Council participated in a prioritizing exercise at the retreat, intended to identify the level of interest in 
each strategy, and the relative ranking of each for the purpose of scheduling tasks within the Planning 
Work Program.  Following the retreat, Councilmember Hodgson was given an opportunity to provide input, 
since he had been unable to attend the retreat.  The results from the Council are: 
 
Strategy        Weighted Total Points 
 

1. Preservation of existing affordable rental housing   25 
2. Housing at Park & Ride facility – Transit-Oriented-Deve-   

lopment (TOD)       24 
3. Inclusionary zoning programs for affordable housing -  16 

(more information needed) 
4. Increase funding for housing and/or dedicated funding   

source        15 
5. Land acquisition for affordable housing    13 
6. City partnerships/assistance       6 
7. Developer’s conference        3 

 
1. Preservation of Existing Affordable Rental Housing 
 
The first step to be taken under this strategy would include a detailed inventory of properties within the city 
that meet certain criteria that would help to identify candidate preservation projects.  GIS information could 
be used to map parcels with higher land value to improvement ratios, and assessor’s information could 
help to identify property more likely to be sold in the near future (considering factors such as age of 
buildings, changes to codes, condition of improvements, years under current ownership, etc.).  One 
strategy that could be undertaken would be to contact property owners regarding the City’s interest in 
facilitating a sale to a group that would preserve the property’s affordability.  Staff and ARCH will explore 
this and other approaches. 
 
City staff will meet with ARCH to determine whether ARCH staff is able to work on this task in 2007.  If this 
is possible, the inventory could begin as soon as this summer, with City staff working closely with ARCH to 
develop appropriate criteria.  ARCH staff could then take the lead in contacting property owners, and in 
coordinating the preservation efforts with non-profit housing developers or others equipped to purchase the 
property and retain its affordability.  The approach would be similar to that used in the Kirkland Plaza and 
Plum Court projects.  Kirkland Plaza involved the preservation of a federally subsidized property for seniors, 
and Plum Court took advantage of ARCH Trust Fund resources for purchase and rehabilitation.  In those 
cases, the properties were purchased by non-profits organizations which used a combination of public and 
private financing sources with rents affordable at 30% to 60% of median income.   
 
The primary constraint to this strategy is that it requires the cooperation of private property owners.  In 
some cases, local non-profits have been unsuccessful in securing several properties for sale because the 
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owners wanted to close quickly, or had other conditions that could not be met.  Since this strategy was 
identified as the Council’s top priority, the City may also want to encourage other ARCH cities to continue 
to support ARCH in having a strong emphasis in preservation (half of family housing supported by ARCH 
has been in preservation), and to support ARCH in responding quickly to preservation opportunities when 
they arise.   
 
A related strategy that generated considerable interest at the Council’s retreat is that of a condominium 
conversion tax.  This would require payment of a tax for any rental units converted to condominiums, which 
would then be used to fund affordable housing.  This idea is based on the concept that while a converted 
condominium may provide a relatively affordable form of ownership housing, it is likely to be not as 
affordable as rental housing.  This strategy is closely linked with increasing funding in general, through a 
variety of sources of revenue (see strategy #4). 
 
The revised draft Housing Strategy Plan (Attachment 1) indicates that this task would be 
initiated in 2007. 
 
2. Housing at Park & Ride Facility – Transit-Oriented-Development (TOD) 
 
Upon learning that the King County Department of Transportation now ranks the South Kirkland Park & 
Ride TOD projects as its top TOD priority in the region, the Council expressed strong interest in this 
strategy.   
 
This strategy would involve support for more intensive land use at a Kirkland Park & Ride facility, 
particularly the new construction of affordable housing.  Development might be similar to the mixed-use 
project that has been built in the Overlake area of Redmond, or the housing development planned for a 
Park & Ride site in downtown Redmond.  These two projects have somewhat different affordability 
objectives, so it may be useful to have a conversation with the Council later this year to see if there are 
more specific housing and affordability objectives the City would be interested in trying to pursue on the 
site in Kirkland.  
 
This strategy will require amendments to the City’s Comprehensive Plan to support the TOD at this 
location, as well as changes to the Zoning Code to implement the policy changes.  Since the South Kirkland 
Park & Ride is also partially located within the City of Bellevue, coordination with that City, and possible 
changes to the Bellevue Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code may also be required.  Support for the 
concept and eventual approval from the Houghton Community Council will also be necessary. 
 
The revised draft Housing Strategy Plan (Attachment 1) indicates that this task would be 
initiated in 2007.  This would likely include meetings with King County DOT, and clarification 
of actions needed by the City to move forward.  Since the timing of both King County DOT 
and the other entities is not known, the timing of this item on the City’s work program would 
need to be somewhat flexible to acknowledge the need to work with others as their timing 
permits.  
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The Council will need to establish priorities to address the necessary Comprehensive Plan 
and Zoning Code changes in light of the timing for other items already on the work program.  
Since an amendment to the Lakeview Neighborhood Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan will  
be necessary for Transit-Oriented-Development to proceed at this location, the Council may 
want to schedule the Lakeview Neighborhood update to begin this year. 
 
3. Inclusionary Zoning Programs 
 
The Council was generally interested in exploring inclusionary zoning programs, but clearly expressed the 
desire for more information and study.  A wide range of options was discussed at the retreat, from the 
“voluntary” approach currently used in the City’s multifamily zones (density bonuses, fee waivers), to the 
‘rezone – voluntary’ approach now available in Totem Lake (height bonuses).  Additional approaches not 
used in Kirkland were also presented, including the Redmond model, where a setaside of affordable units 
is required following an area-wide rezone, and also the more typical “inclusionary zoning” variation, which 
requires all development in an area to either include affordable housing or meet an in-lieu requirement.   
 
Council members were concerned about possible legal issues associated with this strategy, and of its 
effectiveness in producing affordable units.  The first task in proceeding with this strategy could be the 
study of the areas in the City where no bonus programs for affordability currently exist (such as the CBD, 
Juanita and the BC zones).  An evaluation of the possible approaches and appropriate bonuses that might 
be effective in these areas could be undertaken. 
 
The draft revised Housing Strategy Plan includes this task within the Affordable Housing 
Regulations work program item, shown to begin in late 2007.  The first step of this task will 
likely be to clarify the direction from the City Council at an upcoming meeting.  Another early 
task will include an evaluation of existing bonuses, and why they have not been more 
effective. 
 
4. Increase Funding for Housing and/or Dedicated Funding Source 
 
The Council indicated strong support for seeking ways to increase funding for affordable housing.  This 
strategy could include either increasing the amount of funding for the ARCH Housing Trust Fund or the 
creation of a more dedicated source of funding for ‘land banking’(see strategy #5).  The Council discussed 
ideas such as the condominium conversion tax (discussed under Preservation strategy, above), a housing 
levy, bond issue, and a demolition tax.  This strategy is closely tied to the next strategy, the acquisition of 
land for affordable housing, since much of the Council’s interest in increasing funding is aimed at enabling 
the purchase of land for affordable housing.   
 
The draft Housing Strategy Plan indicates that this task would begin in 2008. 
 

5. Land Acquisition for Affordable Housing 
 
This strategy generated significant interest from the Council.  The Council acknowledged that the task 
described above (funding) would need to be part of this strategy, but that many options for land acquisition 
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may exist.  The City could proactively seek to purchase private property for the purposes of finding a 
developer who would develop affordable housing on the site.  Alternatively, the City could look at park land 
that was not acquired through bonds to evaluate the feasibility of affordable housing on the land.  Some 
Council members also suggested that the City begin an inventory of land in the potential annexation area to 
determine if surplus land may exist for affordable housing opportunities.   
 
In addition, underutilized ‘private’ land could be used for affordable housing.  For example, on several 
occasions the ARCH Trust Fund has been used to help local groups (Habitat for Humanity, Cambridge 
Court senior housing) buy or lease portions of church properties to build affordable housing.   
 
One initial step that could be taken on this strategy is related to a first step for the first strategy, 
Preservation of Existing Affordable Rental Housing.  As part of doing an inventory of existing rental housing, 
there may be ways to expand that analysis to include some type of inventory of land opportunities (e.g. 
publicly owned land, vacant residential land, church properties).  This type of inventory analysis could 
potentially begin this year simultaneous with research on existing rental housing. 
 
The draft Housing Strategy Plan indicates that this task would begin in 2008. 
 
Goal Setting 
 
The Council began an exercise of setting specific goals for housing at the retreat.  For example, one 
Councilmember suggested that within the next two years, there should be 50 new affordable units within 
the city, at least 10 apartment owners should be on a “watch list” for contact regarding preservation, and 
discussions of the TOD process should be underway.  While these goals were not presented as the 
consensus of the Council, there did appear to be interest among Council members in providing time at a 
future Council meeting for setting goals for affordable housing.  More research may need to be undertaken 
to assist Council in setting realistic goals.  In thinking about goal setting, the City does have affordable 
housing goals in the housing element for creating housing affordable to low and moderate income 
households.  Therefore, one way to look at goal setting would be to establish goals that relate more toward 
measuring progress related to specific strategies (e.g. complete inventory of land, secure a site for 
affordable housing, etc).   
 
SUMMARY OF ARCH WORKSHOP PRIORITY STRATEGIES AND EDUCATION PROGRAM 
 
This spring, several Kirkland Council members and staff participated in the ARCH Workshops to discuss 
priority housing strategies among ARCH members.  These workshops included representatives from 
member councils, the ARCH Executive Board (i.e. City Managers), Planning Directors, and private and non-
profit housing providers.  The third workshop was in late May, and two primary proposals came out of that 
process.  First was a recommended list of seven shorter term and three longer term strategies that would 
help shape future efforts of ARCH members either individually or collectively.  The second recommendation 
was that ARCH assist its members with an ongoing education program related to local housing conditions.  
Attached are summaries of each of these proposals.  As one step in advancing these proposals,  it has 
been suggested that Councils of ARCH members review the overall strategy proposal and identify if there 
are certain strategies they are interested in pursuing in the near future in their communities.    
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The Priority strategies identified in the ARCH workshops are listed below.  Several of these strategies 
appear to overlap directly or indirectly with the strategies discussed by the Kirkland Council.   
 

ARCH Strategies 
 

Related Kirkland Strategy 

• Dedicated Funding Source for the ARCH Housing 
Trust Fund 
 

4. Increase funding/ dedicated funding. 
5. Land acquisition. 

• 10-Year Property Tax Exemption for mixed use 
zones 
 

Not a retreat strategy – but Kirkland has 
already adopted tax exemption. 

• Private or other public ‘surplus’ or underutilized 
property for housing 
 

1. Preservation 
2. TOD 

• Employer Housing Program 
 

 

• Regulatory Incentives (Mandatory and/or 
Voluntary) Programs 
 

3. Inclusionary zoning 

• Housing Emphasis Zones within mixed use 
neighborhood. 
 

Not a retreat strategy – but has been used in 
Totem Lake and Downtown. 

• Smaller homes (innovative housing) in single 
family areas 

Not a retreat strategy – but in process. 

 
In putting together the ARCH Priority Housing Strategy Proposal, there are several principles related to the 
proposed strategies: 
• The proposed strategies represent a series of strategies that have potential applicability for multiple 

members of ARCH, would build upon existing efforts, and have potential to result in meaningful 
progress in addressing local housing needs. 

• Not all strategies will necessarily be used by all members. Each member will determine the time frame 
for considering strategies in their community. 

• Each city should acknowledge that other cities in East King County may also be pursuing similar 
strategies.  Therefore, as each city evaluates a strategy, it would consider the efforts of other 
communities.  This does not mean that cities would end up with the same set of regulations or 
requirements.  Instead, the goal is for all cities pursuing a particular strategy to use similar research 
methods and administrative procedures.   

 
ARCH staff will be trying to develop consistent methods for researching and evaluating several of the 
strategies.  Then as individual cities consider a strategy, the reports and research models would be 
updated to reflect local conditions.  This will hopefully allow evaluations by cities to occur more quickly.  
But it should also have the benefit that as one city evaluates a strategy it will be able to compare their 
circumstances to those of other cities.  So as an example, ARCH is interested in working with City staff 
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to develop methods for inventorying existing rental housing, and potential land opportunities.  In 
addition to assisting Kirkland with one of its priority strategies, working with City staff would help 
develop research methods for one of the ARCH priority strategies, which we could then utilize in other 
cities.   

 
 
Attachments 

 
1. Draft Revised (5/07) Housing Strategy Plan 
2. ARCH Strategies Summary 
3. ARCH Education Report 

 
 
CC: MIS07-00020 
 Arthur Sullivan, ARCH 
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FOOTNOTES: 

X – Necessary for completion of task     ATTACHMENT 1 to Memo on City Council Retreat – Priorities for Affordable Housing 

 

 Completed or underway 

 + Ongoing:  Discrete task completed, but work continues 
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 HOUSING STRATEGY PLAN 

DRAFT UPDATE JULYAPRIL 2007 
 

STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

SCHEDULE/ 
STATUS 

CODE 
UPDATE 

COUNCIL 
ACTION 

COORD. 
W/ OTHERS 
REQUIRED 

 POPULATION SERVED 

% OF MEDIAN INCOME 

      LOW<
50 

MOD 
50-80 

MED 80-
120 

MKT 
>120 

A.  ZONING AND SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS          

1.  Infill/Increased Capacity          

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

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

 Expand density bonus above 110% Not Sched.  X X        

 Evaluate overall effectiveness of PUD process, especially 
once other changes to code are completed (e.g. small lot 
guidelines, etc).  

Not Sched.  X X       

c.  Allow rounding of mf units at a lower fraction. (H-2.7) Not. Sched.  On 
2007 ( With 
Misc. Code 

Amendments) 
List 

 X X        

d.  Allow existing non-conforming mf densities to be maintained or 
redeveloped. (H-3.3) 

          

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

X – Necessary for completion of task     ATTACHMENT 1 to Memo on City Council Retreat – Priorities for Affordable Housing 

 

 Completed or underway 

 + Ongoing:  Discrete task completed, but work continues 
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STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

SCHEDULE/ 
STATUS 

CODE 
UPDATE 

COUNCIL 
ACTION 

COORD. 
W/ OTHERS 
REQUIRED 

 POPULATION SERVED 

% OF MEDIAN INCOME 

      LOW<
50 

MOD 
50-80 

MED 80-
120 

MKT 
>120 

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

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

 

2007/2008 X X X      

2.  Design/Neighborhood Character Issues          

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

existing business districts. 

(1)  

   (2) + 

(3)  

 
 X 
 
 X 
 X 
 X 

 
X 
 
X 
X 
X 

 
 
 
  

     

          

c.  Revise horizontal facade regulations. (H-1.1) Not sched.  X X        

          

             

3.  Streamlining/Innovative Housing          

a. Simplify permit process for zero lot line (H-2.7)/small lot 
development in sensitive areas where other standards are met. 

Not sched.  X X        

b. Provide more flexibility in:            
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FOOTNOTES: 

X – Necessary for completion of task     ATTACHMENT 1 to Memo on City Council Retreat – Priorities for Affordable Housing 

 

 Completed or underway 

 + Ongoing:  Discrete task completed, but work continues 
  

 
G:\dnelson\data\word\housing\housing strategy plan  7/10/20077/5/2007 3

STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

SCHEDULE/ 
STATUS 

CODE 
UPDATE 

COUNCIL 
ACTION 

COORD. 
W/ OTHERS 
REQUIRED 

 POPULATION SERVED 

% OF MEDIAN INCOME 

      LOW<
50 

MOD 
50-80 

MED 80-
120 

MKT 
>120 

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

 

 

 
 
 X 

 
 
X 

 

 

 
 

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

+         

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

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

          

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

+  X       

g. Allow manufactured housing in all residential zones.           

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

2007 X X       

4.  Affordable Housing/Special Needs          

a. Evaluate and potentially revise special bonuses for affordable 
housing (sliding scale 50% to 80% of median) and review 
process.  (H-2.3, H-2.4) in multifamily zones.  Inclusionary 
Zoning to be considered, among other options. 

(1) Multifamily Zones  
(2) Totem Lake and NE 85th Street 

 
(1)   
Evaluate & 
potentially revise 
2007/08 
(2)  

 X X        
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FOOTNOTES: 

X – Necessary for completion of task     ATTACHMENT 1 to Memo on City Council Retreat – Priorities for Affordable Housing 

 

 Completed or underway 

 + Ongoing:  Discrete task completed, but work continues 
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STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

SCHEDULE/ 
STATUS 

CODE 
UPDATE 

COUNCIL 
ACTION 

COORD. 
W/ OTHERS 
REQUIRED 

 POPULATION SERVED 

% OF MEDIAN INCOME 

      LOW<
50 

MOD 
50-80 

MED 80-
120 

MKT 
>120 

(3) CBD, JBD, NRHBD 
(4) Single Family Zones (evaluate general affordability of 

housing, not specific to low/moderate income) 
 

(3) 2007/08 
(4) 2008 
 
 

b. Expedite permit review for projects w/affordable component. (H-
2.3) 

+  X X        

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

Not scheduled  X X        

d. Review group homes standards for consistency with the Federal 
Fair Housing Act.  Ensure codes provide opportunities for 
special needs housing. (H-2.10, H-2.11) 

  X X        

             

 

 

 

B.  DIRECT/INDIRECT FORMS OF ASSISTANCE 

         

1.  Direct Forms of Assistance          

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

+   X  X      

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

+   X  X      
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FOOTNOTES: 

X – Necessary for completion of task     ATTACHMENT 1 to Memo on City Council Retreat – Priorities for Affordable Housing 

 

 Completed or underway 

 + Ongoing:  Discrete task completed, but work continues 
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STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

SCHEDULE/ 
STATUS 

CODE 
UPDATE 

COUNCIL 
ACTION 

COORD. 
W/ OTHERS 
REQUIRED 

 POPULATION SERVED 

% OF MEDIAN INCOME 

      LOW<
50 

MOD 
50-80 

MED 80-
120 

MKT 
>120 

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

+  X       

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

 

 

X X        

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

2008+2002/ 
Ongoing 

 X X      

f. Acquire land in Kirkland for development of housing to serve 
households earning 60% or less of County median income. (H-
2.9) 

2008-2009Not 
Scheduled 

 X       

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

  X       

             

2.  Indirect Forms of Assistance          

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

         

          

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

Not scheduled   X      
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X – Necessary for completion of task     ATTACHMENT 1 to Memo on City Council Retreat – Priorities for Affordable Housing 

 

 Completed or underway 

 + Ongoing:  Discrete task completed, but work continues 
  

 
G:\dnelson\data\word\housing\housing strategy plan  7/10/20077/5/2007 6

STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

SCHEDULE/ 
STATUS 

CODE 
UPDATE 

COUNCIL 
ACTION 

COORD. 
W/ OTHERS 
REQUIRED 

 POPULATION SERVED 

% OF MEDIAN INCOME 

      LOW<
50 

MOD 
50-80 

MED 80-
120 

MKT 
>120 

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

+         

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

Not scheduled  X       

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

Not scheduled   X      

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

Not scheduled  X X      

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

+   X      

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

2007 Not 
scheduled 

  X      

             

C.  REGIONAL/STATEWIDE INITIATIVES          

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

+ 

 

  X      
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X – Necessary for completion of task     ATTACHMENT 1 to Memo on City Council Retreat – Priorities for Affordable Housing 

 

 Completed or underway 

 + Ongoing:  Discrete task completed, but work continues 
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STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

SCHEDULE/ 
STATUS 

CODE 
UPDATE 

COUNCIL 
ACTION 

COORD. 
W/ OTHERS 
REQUIRED 

 POPULATION SERVED 

% OF MEDIAN INCOME 

      LOW<
50 

MOD 
50-80 

MED 80-
120 

MKT 
>120 

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

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

Not scheduled     X      

4. Work with other jurisdictions to develop regional benchmarks.       X      

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

+   X      

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

7. Implement program that takes advantage of property tax 
exemptions for housing in certain areas under RCW 84.14. (H-
2.3) 

         

8. Work with AWC and other housing lobby groups the State 
Legislature to provide additional tax relief at the State level for 
affordable housing. (H-2.9) 

+Not 
scheduled 

  X      

 

 

            

D.  OVERSIGHT/MONITORING/EDUCATION          

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

+  X       
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 Completed or underway 

 + Ongoing:  Discrete task completed, but work continues 
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STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

SCHEDULE/ 
STATUS 

CODE 
UPDATE 

COUNCIL 
ACTION 

COORD. 
W/ OTHERS 
REQUIRED 

 POPULATION SERVED 

% OF MEDIAN INCOME 

      LOW<
50 

MOD 
50-80 

MED 80-
120 

MKT 
>120 

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

+         

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

+   X      

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

+         

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

Not scheduled         

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

Not scheduled         
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PROPOSAL FOR ARCH HOUSING PRIORITY STRATEGY PROGRAM 
 

In developing the attached list of proposed priority strategies, there were several major themes: 
• Combining some strategies.  In several instances several of the strategies that 

received the most votes are similar and can be combined.  This has resulted in a more 
manageable list of strategies, but a list that also attempts to capture the essence of all 
of the strategies that received more votes.  

• Create Short Term and Long Term strategies.  It was suggested at the last workshop 
that the proposed strategies include short-term strategies that could be accomplished 
in the next 1 – 2 years and longer-term strategies that may take 3 – 5 years to 
accomplish.  Generally the longer-term strategies are ones that would require 
legislative action by another level of government within the State (typically the State 
level.)   

• Range of Strategies.  Develop a list of strategies that utilize the full range of 
regulatory and assistance tools available to the community, and that touch upon all of 
the criteria. 

• Build upon existing efforts.  It is important to keep in mind that the proposed 
strategies are meant to build upon the efforts already in place to create affordable 
housing.  Work in these areas will continue but has evolved to a point where 
concentrated, additional efforts are not as critical.  Examples include accessory 
dwelling units and the ARCH Trust Fund.  

• Potential Impact.  Has strong potential to increase the production of affordable 
housing.  Strategies have some level of success in other jurisdictions, either locally 
among some ARCH members, or in other areas of the region or country. 

• Value to Multiple Jurisdictions. The strategies should have value to a number of 
members.  There is value in having a more consistent approach across jurisdictions – 
maximizing the benefits from implementing the strategy in all jurisdictions. 

• Community Partner input.  Feedback from for-profit and nonprofit developers 
suggest that strategy will be effective. 

• Cooperation Required.  The strategy holds significant promise but will require 
combined effort by multiple members to achieve success. (e.g. requires state 
legislation) 
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Proposed Housing Strategy Priorities 

 
SHORT TERM STRATEGIES  (1- 2 Years) 
 
 
I.  Direct Local Support  
I.A.1 – 
I.A.4 

Dedicated Funding Source for the ARCH Housing Trust Fund 
Affirm an interest to create a dedicated funding source to supplement the 
existing general fund and CDBG contributions to the ARCH Trust Fund.  Goal 
is to identify and implement a ‘best’ dedicated funding source in 2008. 
Leading concepts to be considered include: 

Condo conversion tax 
Demolition Tax for Existing housing 
Commercial impact fee for housing 

Some criteria for evaluating different sources include: a nexus between the 
revenue source and addressing local housing needs, and creates a meaningful 
amount of revenue. 

 
I.C 10-Year Property Tax Exemption for mixed use zones 

Legislation was just passed this year that now extends the authority to all cities 
over 5,000 population to utilize this tool.  While the legislation is now more 
explicit about providing some level of housing affordability, there is a wide 
range of local discretion on how to implement this program. 
 

 
 
II.  Other Forms of Direct Support by Public/Private Sources 

II.H Private or other public ‘surplus’ or underutilized property for housing  
Find ways to proactively tap into local land resources.  Action could be to 
help identify opportunities, and/or to help secure ownership for affordable 
housing.  Examples are underutilized property not owned by cities (churches, 
Park n Ride lots) or could include preserving existing affordable housing 
(market or subsidized) that could be converted to higher use housing.  Could 
also include identify prototypical uses for certain profile properties to address 
local housing needs (e.g. small scale homeless facilities on portion of church 
properties.) 

II.E & F Employer Housing Program 
Some form of private sector employer investment in housing.  Given 
potential interest by other parties and successful efforts in other areas, a 
likely first stop could be participating in some form of homebuyer assistance 
for employees.  
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III.  Land Use Incentives for Affordable Housing 
III A&B 

IV.P 
Regulatory Incentives (Mandatory and/or Voluntary) Programs,  

There are a range of approaches to link the provision of affordable housing 
with decisions to provide developers with some form of land use incentive or 
redesignation.  While it is not assumed one size fits all, it may be feasible to 
develop a more consistent approach to creating incentive programs that can 
balance the goal of jurisdictions to see such incentives used, and developer 
interests of incentives or requirements being reasonable.  A range of issues 
would be explored under this strategy including: 
• Cities working collectively through ARCH and involving input from 

builders to develop a more consistent methodology for jurisdictions 
considering incentive programs, including alternative methods for 
providing affordable housing (e.g. in-lieu fees, off-site). 

• Explore range of incentives that could be utilized. 
• Adopt policies that link land use actions that will result in increased 

development capacity, with provisions for providing affordable housing.  
Consider whether policies should be mandatory or voluntary. 

• Develop consistent administrative guidelines for affordable housing 
created through incentive programs.  

 
 
 
IV.  General Land Use/ Building Regulations to Increase Housing Diversity 

IV.B 
IV. P 

Housing Emphasis Zones within mixed use neighborhood.  Many community’s 
plans rely on meeting long term housing needs in their town centers and other 
areas that allow mixed use.  Housing in these areas is seen as a key component to 
their long term vitality.  Develop strategies and policies that help to ensure that 
housing is developed within these areas.  

IV. D & E Smaller homes (innovative housing) in single family areas (e.g., cottages / 
bungalows, duplexes)  

This strategy could be implemented potentially at two different levels.  
A)  Consistent Policy.  Cities could work more collaboratively so that 
when they adopt regulations allowing innovative housing, the regulations 
would be as consistent as possible.  It is unclear to what extent ARCH 
could add value to such an effort.  ARCH staff does not have the same 
level of experience or expertise as local staff.  If ARCH were to have a 
role, it might be to help convene or facilitate collaboration of communities.  
B) Demonstration Project.  There was a strong vote for innovative housing, 
but not a strong vote for demonstration projects.  Therefore there may not 
be an interest to pursue demonstration projects.  However, if doing 
demonstration projects were considered an important step to allowing 
innovative housing, then ARCH could potentially help facilitate such an 
effort.  Such a role had been previously envisioned for the Homechoice 
Way concept.  ARCH’s objective would be to help facilitate a development 
in a manner that multiple jurisdictions could potentially be involved, or 
benefit from the lessons learned from the demonstration project.  
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LONGER TERM – LEGISLATIVE/REGIONAL  STRATEGIES (3 – 5 Years) 
 
There was discussion around the idea of looking at some strategies that would involve legislative 
efforts by other levels of governments which would presumably entail a longer term and 
different type of local investment.  In the workshops it was noted that success with these 
strategies would require a united effort and ‘voice’ not only of ARCH members, but other 
interest groups from around the region and/or state.  However, given the potential gain if 
successful, they were considered strategies worth participating in at some level of long term 
effort. 
 

I.G Sales Tax Exemption for Affordable Housing   
I.F Tax increment financing  

III.F *   Allow Outright ‘Waiver’ of Impact fees. 
(This specific strategy did not receive more than 10 votes.)  During the 
workshop it was mentioned that impact fees have to be replaced with other 
public funds.  Staff wanted to add this to the list of potential legislative items 
for the group’s consideration, with the idea being to allow outright waiver of 
impact fees.    

I.E Countywide/Regional Bond Issue/Levy   
A countywide/regional bond levy would not require state legislative action, but 
would likely require cooperation of multiple local and County government(s) 
in either the County or the larger region. 
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PROPOSAL FOR HOUSING EDUCATION PROGRAM 

 
Introduction  
 
Given the complexities of the needs for housing in a community, as well as the range of 
strategies and solutions, an educational program to ensure that all decision-makers and their 
staffs share a common basis of definition, expertise and understanding in evaluating the policy 
choices is considered a valuable component to addressing needs.  It may prove helpful to the 
decision-making process to provide in a predictable time-frame both basic and more advanced 
housing and affordable housing information to those involved in the decision making process so 
that actions are based on as complete a base of knowledge as possible. 
 
Along those lines, following is a proposed tiered program for educating key members of the 
ARCH partnership about local housing conditions as well as progress on the implementation of 
various strategies.  This proposal is based on input from the earlier workshop, as well as hearing 
from member Councils over the years as to what type of information would be helpful to them.  
It is also intended to be an education program that does not unreasonably stretch either the 
resources of ARCH or the time of member councils, commissions and staffs.  In some respects 
this approach can be viewed as focusing our education efforts in a sustained, strategic manner 
that is most useful to the member jurisdictions and their elected leaders.   
 
There are four proposed distinct levels of this education program:  
 

Level 1:  ‘Housing 101’ – The basics of local housing issues 
Level 2:   Housing in a Nutshell.  A hip pocket set of facts and information 
Level 3:   Housing Trends and Progress/Keeping Current 
Level 4:   Education related to Priority Strategies 

 
To implement this program requires the following commitments: 

• Responsibility of ARCH to produce the materials and schedule meetings or events. 
• Commitment from new staff, commissioners and council members to attend an 

introductory workshop to cover the first two levels of the education program. 
• Commitment from member councils and commissions to schedule time on an annual 

basis to review materials and discuss information prepared for the third and fourth levels 
of the program. 

 
The following discussion includes a more detailed description of what is proposed for each level 
of the Housing Education Program, including: 

• The educational content of the provided material; 
• Description of the type of material(s) that will be created to present that information; 
• How the information will be conveyed to the membership.  

 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 3 to Memo on City Council Retreat - Priorities for Affordable Housing 1

E-Page #107



 

Level 1:  ‘Housing 101’ – The basics of local housing issues 
 
The educational objective is to offer a basic briefing on housing and affordable housing issues in 
East King County.  It is designed to provide a one-time informational foundation for new council 
members, commissioners and staffs.  It is suggested to contain three components: 
 

1. Housing 101 Workbook.  Workbook that includes a variety of information as described in 
the ‘content’ section below.   

 
 ‘Housing 101’ – The basics of local housing issues
 What is Affordable Housing 

Technical and Practical (local work force) Definitions 
What currently exists in East King County 

 Need for Affordable Housing 
GMPC Overall and Affordability Goals 
Housing needs based on demographics 

 
 Why Important to the Community, such as: 

Traffic issues 
Delivery of Community Services 
Accommodate personal needs changes (e.g. young residents, aging 
residents, single parents, growing family) 
Availability of workforce 

 How Affordable Housing is created 
Who develops and operates 
How financed 
What is ARCH 

 What does Affordable Housing look like 
Examples of variety of local affordable housing 
Design issues.  (e.g. location, how fits into neighborhood) 

 Regulatory Framework 
Washington Growth Management Act and King County GMPC 
Local Housing Elements and regulations 
Zoning and other regulations 

 Existing Programs/Responses 
Local funding tools (e.g. Trust Fund, Tax exemptions,) 
Local regulatory tools  (e.g. rezones, density bonuses) 
Other local incentives  (e.g. surplus land, fee waivers) 

  
 
2. Housing 101 Education Session.  Several times a year, ARCH will hold a ‘Housing 101’ 

session for new staffs and officials.  In addition to reviewing information provided in the 
Workbook, it will include local housing providers sharing experiences.   

3. Housing Tour.  To supplement the workshop, once or twice a year, ARCH will work with 
local housing partners (through the Housing Development Consortium) to conduct a tour 
of local affordable and innovative housing developments. 
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Level 2:   Housing in a Nutshell.  A hip pocket set of facts and information 
 
Several times we heard from officials the need to have reliable basic information at their finger 
tips.  The objective is to create several straight-forward, short documents that focus on a specific 
topic and provide only the essential information on that topic.   
 
Housing in a Nutshell is intended to meet this objective.  The idea is to prepare several different 
easily understood documents that address each of the selected issues.  These would be presented 
to ARCH members in two ways: 

1. Incorporated into the Housing 101 Workbook and covered in the Housing 101 Session 
and structured to be removed and used separately. 

2. Included as background information with the annual Level 3 Housing Trends and 
Progress Report.   

 
Level 3:   Housing Trends and Progress 
 
Once new members have acquired the foundational knowledge of housing issues, the educational 
objective becomes keeping members briefed on trends in local housing conditions, progress 
toward overall housing goals and the progress of adopted programs and policies. The manner in 
which this information would be delivered would include: 

1. Housing Update Fliers.  A series of fliers/fact sheets, assembled together in a folder but 
capable of being produced and used separately.  Information is intended to be prepared in 
a more condensed, easy to read format.  The content of these fliers includes: 

 
 Housing Trends and Progress Content  
 Trends Flier 

Average home prices and rents and trends in pricing 
Affordability of housing based on workforce incomes 
Overall and affordable housing production relative to goals 
Population and housing trends  
Changes/Updates to other funding and priorities 

 Progress Flier  
Report on new local housing efforts:  
Update on existing programs (results / lessons learned): 
Legislative update 

 Putting a face on Affordable Housing Flier 
Salaries for local jobs 
Profile of completed project 
Profile of several residents of different affordable housing 

 
2. Annual Council Study Session.  An annual Council study session to review the 

information provided in the fliers.  The objective of the study session is to review the 
materials and have a discussion related to implications for future work items, either in 
terms of new strategies or updating existing programs.  Would also be helpful to invite 
commission members and staffs to attend.  

3. Distribution of Materials.  Materials produced for Council study session will be provided 
to planning and human service staffs and commissions. 
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Level 4:   Education related to Priority Strategies 
 
Once ARCH members have prioritized potential housing strategies, there will be some form of 
educational effort connected with the decision-making process.  Unlike the other three levels of 
the education proposal, this part of the proposal is not intended to lay out a specific education 
program for strategies.  Instead it describes a range of potential ‘tools’.  Individual strategies 
would develop an education program with a set of tools most relevant to that strategy. 
 
Tools- Communities will want to develop a variety of education tools as they consider new 
strategies.   Below is a table summarizing a ‘toolkit’ of potential education/outreach efforts that 
could be used when developing new housing strategies.  These are not intended to be a 
comprehensive list of what is needed for each strategy, but are offered as a range of ideas to be 
tailored to each strategy 
 
 Toolkit of Education Tools for Developing Specific Housing Strategies 
 Individual fact sheets defining and providing background on individual housing 

strategy choices 
 Individual fact sheets or brochures addressing the interests of the various 

constituencies 
 Expert Speakers pool on specific topics for public or association meetings 
 Notification from ARCH of other communities’ housing study sessions so other 

ARCH members can attend to remain updated on colleague’s proposals 
 Jointly sponsored study sessions bringing together officials from various 

jurisdictions to address specific strategy 
 Obtain information about priorities of community groups such as the Chamber of 

Commerce, service clubs, civic organizations, transportation planners to determine 
overlap of interests with housing policies and determine the possibility of joint 
action 

 Provide background information to real estate and housing beat reporters from print 
and electronic media 

 Preparation of a power point presentation that ARCH members can show at 
community meetings which provides consistent information for proposed strategy 

 Develop an educational website that can be accessed by all community groups for 
self-education and to learn updated information on a strategy 

 Develop guest editorials, make editorial Board visits or write letters to the editor to 
provide information to the public regarding a specific strategy, what needs it is 
attempting to address, and how to provide input. 

 Once adopt new strategy, regulation, etc, have informational sessions to inform 
development community, and other interested parties of the new program. 

 It was determined at earlier workshops that for any strategy involving state 
legislation, ARCH members must speak with a single voice as a region.  To achieve 
this goal, talking points, fact sheets and collaboration on message would be a key 
component of pursuing such a strategy. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3809 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 Ray Steiger, P.E., Capital Projects Manager 
  
Date: July 3, 2007 
 
Subject: 2007 WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT PROJECT – AWARD CONTRACT 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that City Council award the construction contract for the 2007 Water System Improvement 
Project to Kar-Vel Construction of Renton, WA in the amount of $824,672.03.  Additionally, it is recommended that 
Council approve an additional $250,000 in funding for the project. 
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION: 
 
The 2007 Water System Improvement Project includes the replacement of approximately 3,700 lineal feet of AC 
water main with new 8-inch ductile iron pipe along a portion of four separate streets (Attachment A).  
Individually, the projects making up the 2007 Water System Improvement Project include three CIP project 
locations: 1) NE 85th Street, between 128th Ave NE and 132nd Ave NE, 2) 124th Avenue NE, between NE 80th 
Street and NE 85th Street, and 3) 108th Avenue NE, between NE 108th Street and NE 112th Street, and one non-
CIP water system replacement project 4) 130th Avenue NE, between NE 87th Street and NE 88th Street.   
 
The existing AC pipe being replaced under the 2007 Water System Improvement Project was originally installed in 
the 1940’s and 50’s and is in need of replacement.  The watermain at 130th Avenue NE was damaged during the 
December, 2006 wind storm when the root structure of a downed tree broke the existing main; temporary repairs 
were made to the main at the time. 
  
At their meeting of June 5 2007, Council authorized staff to advertise for contractor bids on the Project.  The first 
advertisement was published on June 6th and on June 27th five contractor bids were received.  The results are as 
follows:  

 
 

Contractor 
 

 
Location 1 

NE 85th St 

 
Location 2 
124th Ave NE 

 
Location 3 
108th Ave NE 

 
Location 4 
130th Ave NE 

 
Total Bid 

 

1 Engineer’s Estimate $280,300.00 $167,600 $163,200 $53,000 $704,000 
2 Kar-Vel Construction $365,228.82 $208,863.12 $186,344.34 $64,235.75 $824,672.03 

3 D.D.J. Construction Co. $377,896.61 $218,720.21 $219,809.21 $64,258.70 $880,954.73 
4 Buno Construction, LLC $409,697.86 $225,221.10 $229,479.37 $61,406.64 $925,804.97 
5 Johansen Excavating, Inc $371,359.83  $267,066.36 $254,191.15 $92,967.93 $985,585.27 
6 Westwater Construction  $725,818.50 377,300.39 4327,370.80 $105,437.98 $1,535,927.67 

 
 
 

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

Item #:  10. b.
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Memorandum to David Ramsay  
July 3, 2007 
Page 2 

 
With an award of the contract by Council at their July 17th meeting, construction is expected to begin in mid 
August with total project completion occurring by late December, 2007. 
 
The June 5th authorization to bid memo for this project indicated that the engineer’s estimate, based on $190 per 
lineal foot (Attachment C), would leave an approximately $89,000 funding shortfall if bids came in as anticipated.  
However, with the bids received, the cost per foot is closer to $204 per lineal (locations 2,3, and 4) and nearly 
$250 per lineal foot for NE 85th Street where traffic control costs are extremely high.  As a result, the overall budget 
shortfall is now $250,000 (Attachment B).  It is recommended that these funds come from the utility capital 
contingency (Attachment D).  
 
The original budget for the NE 85th Street Watermain Replacement Project was in excess of $2 million and was 
spread over the period 2007 – 2010, however, based on recommendations of the draft Water Comprehensive 
Plan, and subsequently the Preliminary 2008 – 2013 CIP, the project was split into a smaller project (Location1) 
and a larger project that is programmed for construction beyond the year 2025.  While it was first anticipated that 
the amount budgeted in 2007 would be adequate to complete Location 1, actual bids indicate otherwise.  A 
significant amount of the requested additional funding will allow completion of the 85th watermain in advance of the 
pending sidewalk and corridor improvements. 
 
 
 
Attachments: (4) 
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Vicinity Map 
2007 Watermain improvement Project
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PROJECT BUDGET REPORT
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ATTACHMENT D

FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

Date

1,703,640Water/Sewer Capital Contingency 1,339,740

Description

113,900

2008 Est
End Balance

1,703,640

Prior Auth.
2007-08 Additions

Prior Auth.
2007-08 Uses

Other Information

Other Source

End Balance

0 250,000

Prepared By Sandi Hines, Financial Planning Manager July 5, 2007

Revenue/Exp 
Savings

Fiscal Impact
One-time use of $250,000 of the Water/Sewer Utility Capital Contingency designated for utility capital projects.  The contingency is fully able to fund 
this request and no future water/sewer CIP projects are delayed or eliminated due to this request.

2008Amount This
Request Target

Source of Request

Description of Request

Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director

Reserve

Request for additional funding of $250,000 to complete the 2007 Water System Improvement projects.  Additional funding is needed due to higher than 
anticipated construction costs and the addition of a watermain replacement on 130th Avenue NE that was damaged in the December 2006 windstorm.  Since the 
location of this unplanned replacement is in the same vicinity as the other improvements scheduled for 2007, staff recommends this replacement be done as 
part of the 2007 system improvements. 

Legality/City Policy Basis

Prior 2007-08 Authorized Uses include $113,900 to complete the utility portion of the Central Way Improvements.

Recommended Funding Source(s)
Revised 2008
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Fire & Building Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3000 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Stephanie Day, Emergency Preparedness Coordinator 
 
Date: June 26, 2007 
 
Subject: Greater Kirkland Citizen Corps Council Resolution 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The City Council passes a resolution to recognize the Greater Kirkland Citizen Corps Council (GKCCC). 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
 
The primary goal of the Greater Kirkland Citizen Corps Council is to provide public education, training and 
volunteer opportunities to support community and family safety in coordination with the City of Kirkland 
emergency preparedness and emergency management efforts.  A Liaison from the Emergency 
Management Division, currently Stephanie Day, is responsible for coordinating efforts between the GKCCC 
and the City, much like Kari Page’s working relationship with the Neighborhood groups.  They are a 
separate organization with their own funding mechanisms and ability to operate independently from the 
City. 
 
In 2006, a group of dedicated Kirkland citizens came together to form what’s now known as the Greater 
Kirkland Citizen Corps Council (GKCCC).  The Council is comprised of members from our local community 
such as CERT (Community Emergency Response Team) graduates, ARES (Amateur Radio Emergency 
Services) volunteers, City Council members, Neighborhood Associations and the Senior Council. The intent 
of the GKCCC is be an ‘umbrella’ organization for disaster and emergency preparedness volunteer groups, 
coordinating and supporting training and providing a ready resource of trained disaster volunteers, and 
supporting the City’s emergency response during a disaster. 
  
In the event of a disaster, the GKCCC would first activate within their own neighborhoods, ensuring their 
personal safety and assisting their immediate neighbors.  The EOC (Emergency Operation Center) would 
then work with the GKCCC to coordinate volunteers from various groups such as CERT and ARES.  Across 
the nation, and in our region, many citizen corps are developing and offering needed support to emergency 
workers.  By utilizing trained, dedicated and hard working volunteers, we are better able to service the 
citizens in the community and the City.  Through the support of the Greater Kirkland Citizen Corps Council, 
Kirkland citizens will have the information and training they need to be safer and help their communities do 

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

Item #:  11. a. 
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the same.  They will tailor activities to the Kirkland community and build on our strengths to develop and 
implement a strategy to promote participation.   
 
The passage of this resolution would allow the GKCC to be recognized as the “official” citizen corps for 
Kirkland; this provides them opportunity for grant funding for their training and education programs.  
Without federal and state grant funding, it would fall on the City to fund these types of programs.  In 
addition, your support and endorsement through this resolution provides them credibility when seeking 
more volunteers in the various emergency assistance teams.    
 
 
The passage of a resolution recognizing the GKCC would be consistent with other jurisdictions throughout 
the country and our neighboring cities like Redmond, Sammamish, and Woodinville.  We believe this 
partnership in disaster planning and response makes Kirkland a safer place to live and work.  
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RESOLUTION R-4653 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
RECOGNIZING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE GREATER KIRKLAND CITIZEN 
CORPS COUNCIL. 
 
 WHEREAS, the mission of Citizen Corps is to harness the power of 
every individual through education, training, and volunteer service to make 
communities safer, stronger, and better prepared to respond to the threats of 
terrorism, crime public health issues, and disasters of all kinds; and  
  

WHEREAS, Citizen Corps asks citizens to embrace their personal 
responsibility to be prepared; to receive training in first aid and emergency 
skills; and to volunteer to support local emergency responders, disaster relief, 
and community safety; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Citizen Corps mission is accomplished through a 
national network of state, local, and tribal Citizen Corps Councils; and  
 

WHEREAS, the Greater Kirkland and Citizen Corps Council has been 
established within the City of Kirkland; and  

 
WHEREAS, members of the Kirkland City Council have agreed to serve 

as part of the leadership for the Greater Kirkland Citizen Corps Council; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is anticipated that the Greater Kirkland Citizen Corps 

Council will provide public education, training and volunteer opportunities to 
support community and family safety in coordination with the City of Kirkland’s 
emergency preparedness and disaster management efforts; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of 
Kirkland as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  The establishment of the Greater Kirkland Citizen Corps 
Council is hereby recognized and commended.   
 
 Section 2.  All citizens of the City of Kirkland are encouraged to 
develop a household preparedness plan, including a disaster supply kit, and to 
participate in emergency preparedness training opportunities.    
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 
this _____ day of __________, 2007. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 2007.  
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 

 

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

Item #:  11. a. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  (425) 587-3000 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Thang T. Nguyen, Transportation Engineer 
 David Godfrey, P.E., Transportation Engineering Manager 
 Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 
Date: July 5, 2007 
 
Subject: Commute Trip Reduction and Growth and Transportation Efficiency Centers 
 
Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the Council review and comment on the attached draft plans in preparation for 
review by the PSRC and the Commute Trip (CTR) Reduction Board1.  Council approval of the plans does 
not commit the Council to additional CTR funding as specified in the Plan, but it does send a signal that 
increased funding will be seriously considered in the next budget cycle. 
 
Background: 
Synopsis 
In 2006, the Washington State Legislature passed the Commute Trip Reduction  Efficiency Act to update 
the CTR law that has been in effect since 1991.  This action required local jurisdictions to update their CTR 
ordinances and it offered the opportunity to create optional Growth and Transportation Efficiency Centers 
(GTEC) in regionally designated Urban Centers.  A process was laid out that consists of the following basic 
steps: 
 

1. Jurisdictions prepare plans for CTR and GTEC 
2. Draft plans are reviewed by PSRC  
3. Plans are updated based on comments from PSRC and from Council 
4. Final plans are submitted to the State Commute Trip Reduction Board for approval 
5. Jurisdictions enact ordinances to put the approved plans into effect. 

 
Over the past few months a consultant, in cooperation with staff, has been developing plans for a CTR 
update and GTEC for Kirkland.  The Plan’s content follows a template that was designed by the reviewing 
agencies.  The drafts have been reviewed by the Transportation Commission and there has been some 
review with large employers.  We are waiting for comments from PSRC and seeking comments from 
Council in order to update the plan.  The Commute Trip Reduction Board must receive plans by October 1.   

                                                 
1 The Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) Board establishes program guidelines for the state's Commute Trip Reduction program 
and ensures statewide consistency among county and local ordinances. The board develops reviews and approves local and 
regional and state plans, allocates funding, and provides general policy guidance for the CTR program.  The board consists of 15 
members that are appointed by the Governor to represent Washington citizens, businesses, state agencies, transit agencies and 
local jurisdictions. 

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

Item #:  11. b.
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Memorandum to Dave Ramsay 
July 5, 2007 
Page 2 

 
What will the new plan require from CTR employers?  
The new CTR law requires us to make a minimum 10% decrease from 2007 levels of drive alone 
commuters.  This decrease is to be accomplished within 5 years.  Employers that have more than 100 
employees reporting to a single location will be affected.  There are 12 such employers in Kirkland today.  
The Transportation Commission approved setting the minimum goal of a 10% reduction.  Their other option 
would be to call for a greater reduction and they did not see that as reasonable nor did the project 
consultant or staff.  Taken as a whole, today’s affected CTR employers have about 77% of their employees 
driving alone, so the new goal will be 70%.  Our Comprehensive Plan goal is 65% drive alone trips by 2022. 
 
An ordinance will be written that will put the plan into action by prescribing the requirements employers 
must follow in order to comply with the Kirkland’s CTR regulations.  This ordinance will be prepared after 
our CTR plan is approved.  Previous efforts have been successful by requiring implementation of a range of 
simple measures such as designating an employee coordinator, making bus schedules available, requiring 
progress reports every two years, offering new employees information and distributing information to all 
employees on a regular basis.  Often, employers take steps beyond these to encourage ridesharing, 
walking, bicycling and transit ridership.  When employers don’t meet their goal there are no specific 
punitive penalties.  Rather, we work with the employer to attempt to make progress toward their goal.  We 
expect that the same system of encouragement versus penalties will be included in the new ordinance.  
The plan calls for use of a wide range of tools to reduce drive alone trips.  New tools that will be used to 
help employers reduce drive alone trips include: 
 

• Evaluate market for a car sharing service. 
• Develop a telework program to encourage employers to implement telework at their work sites. 
• Work with business groups to increase management support for CTR. 
• Increase networking opportunities among CTR work sites to coordinate ridesharing activities. 
• Work with King County Metro to improve ridematching services to commuters. 
• Continue to implement land use regulations that encourage development of high density centers to 

promote higher transit services and use. 
• Continue to implement development regulations that encourage connection to non-motorized and 

multi-modal facilities.  
• Work with employers to implement parking management strategies to discourage driving alone. 

 
 
Growth and Transportation Efficiency Centers 
A Growth and Transportation Efficiency Center or GTEC is an optional program designed to go beyond the 
basic CTR law and to do so in a specific geographic area that is also an Urban Center.  It can “go beyond” 
by setting higher standards in performance or by including more employees than are affected by the basic 
CTR law.  We are proposing to work with CTR-unaffected employers in Totem Lake which include 
employers in the medical clinics, Totem Lake Mall, and other office buildings in Totem Lake.  These 
employers have expressed positive interest in participating in transit and ridesharing activities but were 
unaware of existing programs.  Again, the ordinance will prescribe the specific requirements, but in general 
CTR rules will be expanded to more employees.  The GTEC program will give the City the opportunity to 
help meet its growth goals, improve air quality and reduce traffic congestion.  Commuters and residents 
will be given more travel options.  It is expected that GTECs will be given higher priority for  transportation 
funding from PSRC.  Establishing a GTEC is optional and jurisdictions will be competing for limited GTEC 
seed/start-up funding.  We are not obligated to pursue establishing a GTEC if we do not receive funding.  
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Memorandum to Dave Ramsay 
July 5, 2007 
Page 3 

The Commute Trip Reduction Board is charged with distributing state GTEC funds and they plan to use the 
criteria listed below to prioritize GTEC funding: 
 

 Potential market size (GTEC target population) and change in drive-alone rate 
 Potential reduction in vehicle miles traveled (which will reduce greenhouse gas emissions) 
 Level of security/certainty in local match and ratio of local match beyond 50 percent 
 Likelihood of a sustainable funding plan 
 Current or projected level of system delay in and near the GTEC (as measured on local and state 

systems) 
 Integration into the jurisdiction’s transportation, land use and economic development plans, 

policies and regulations, including proposed changes in parking policies 
 Likelihood of program success/predictability 

 
 
Funding 
The CTR and GTEC Plans are required to include a sustainable financial plan.  The financial plan describes 
the funding revenues from public and private sources that are reasonably expected to be available, as well 
as the expected costs, to implement the plan and achieve its goals and targets. 
 
Traditionally Kirkland has not invested heavily to promote CTR programs.  Using our state allocation of CTR 
funds2, we have hired Metro to fulfill our obligations to monitor the performance of CTR sites in Kirkland.  
Additionally, on the order of $9,000 has been programmed annually to monitor our Transportation 
Management Plan3 sites.  If we want to be more effective with our new CTR program, funding should be 
increased and these funds should be leveraged.   
 
The Transportation Commission discussed the subject of funding for CTR during their review of the plans.  
It is the opinion of the Commission that funding should be increased, but that very large increases in City 
funding are not appropriate.  They felt that something on the order of $50,000 annually was a reasonable 
amount, but deferred to the Council for a final decision.  They also stressed that any funding should be 
heavily leveraged.  The CTR Plan estimated that it would cost about $150,000 total annually to promote a 
successful CTR plan to meet our new goal.  This amount is possible with leveraging of even $50,000 of 
City funds.  Other jurisdictions have been successful in obtaining federal and state grants to leverage their 
CTR spending.  Possible sources of leveraging funds include: 
 

• Congestion Management Air Quality Grants, CMAQ 
• Surface Transportation Program Grants 
• Employer Trip Reduction Performance Grants, TRPP 
• Washington State Construction Mitigation Funding 
• Washington State GTEC Funds 

                                                 
2 Each jurisdiction that has CTR sites receives funding through the State.  The amount is determined by a formula using factors 
such as the County and by the number of CTR sites in the jurisdiction.  The allocation formula is determined by the Commute 
Trip Reduction board.  We expect this amount to be about $25,000 for this state fiscal year. 
3 Transportation Management Plan sites are single buildings or groups of buildings that are required to follow CTR-like 
requirements.  A TMP can be used to condition a series of smaller employers, any one of which is not large enough to meet CTR 
requirements but when taken as a whole represents a sizable work force.  For example, the I-405 business park in Totem Lake 
is conditioned with a TMP.   
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Page 4 

• Transit Agency Funds 
• Local Jurisdiction Funds 
• Major Employers 
• King County Metro JARC Funds 

 
Start-up/seed funding for GTEC programs is available from the state on a competitive basis.  The 
Commute Trip Reduction board has the responsibility to allocate funds for the program. The 2007 
Legislature provided $2.4 million for the GTEC program.  The CTR board’s draft policy is that local 
governments must provide a 100 percent match (1 to 1) of local funds to state funds to be eligible for 
GTEC funding. The definition of “local match” is flexible. For example, a GTEC could combine funds from 
several sources to achieve the local match, including local government funds, transit agency funds, private 
funds, and funds received from PSRC.  Even funds spend on CIP projects to build certain non-motorized 
facilities may be considered.  Submitting a GTEC application does not commit the City to spending funds.  
It is not certain that the application will be accepted and if it is accepted, the amount of GTEC funding we 
will receive is uncertain.  If our application is accepted and funds are offered to us, we will then be able to 
asses our options such as matching a portion of the GTEC funds that are offered.  In any case, there is no 
penalty for applying for the funds and WSDOT has encouraged agencies to apply, even if all the details of 
matching funds are not worked out. 
 

E-Page #123



City of Kirkland 
Draft Commute Trip Reduction Plan 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

June 2007 

E-Page #124



City of Kirkland i July 2007 
Commute Trip Reduction Plan 

Table of Contents 
 
INTRODUCTION..........................................................................................................1 
I.  BASELINE ASSESSMENT .....................................................................................3 
II. AND III.  BASELINE AND GOALS FOR 2011......................................................32 
IV.  STRATEGIES FOR ACHIEVING GOALS AND TARGETS ...............................33 
V.  REQUIREMENTS FOR MAJOR EMPLOYERS ..................................................38 
VI.  FINANCIAL PLAN...............................................................................................40 
VII.  IMPLEMENTATION STRUCTURE ....................................................................44 
VIII.  DOCUMENTATION OF CONSULTATION.......................................................46 
IX.  GROWTH AND TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY CENTER...........................47 
 
 
List of Appendices 
 
Appendix A:  City of Kirkland Zoning Map  
Appendix B:  City of Kirkland Transit Services and Facilities 
Appendix C:  Commute Trip Reduction Workshop Summary 
Appendix D:  Summary of Policies That Support CTR 
Appendix E:  Glossary of Terms 
  
 

E-Page #125



 

City of Kirkland 1 July 2007 
Commute Trip Reduction Plan 

INTRODUCTION 
 
In 1993, the City of Kirkland adopted the Commute Trip Reduction Ordinance (KMC 7.06).  The 
purpose of this ordinance was to comply with the Commute Trip Reduction Act RCW 70.94.521 
adopted by the Washington State Legislature in 1991.  This law requires employers of 100 or more 
employees who arrive between 6 and 9 a.m. to develop and implement a program to encourage 
their employees to reduce vehicle miles traveled and single occupant vehicle trips. 
 
In 2006, the Washington State Legislature passed the Commute Trip Reduction Efficiency Act 
which amended the requirements for local governments in those counties experiencing the 
greatest automobile-related air pollution and traffic congestion to develop and implement plans to 
reduce single-occupant vehicle trips.  This plan has been prepared in accordance with these 
revisions to RCW 70.94.521. 
 
The Commute Trip Reduction Plan is a collection of jurisdiction-adopted goals and policies, facility 
and service improvements and marketing strategies about how the jurisdiction will help make 
progress for reducing drive alone trips and vehicle miles traveled over the next four years.  Building 
upon the success of the existing commute trip reduction program, the jurisdiction strives to meet 
the goals of the plan for the future by working in partnership and coordination with other agencies 
and employers.   
 
This proposed Plan has been developed through extensive involvement by employers, transit 
agencies, organizations and individuals from throughout the City who helped identify strategies and 
ways for successful achievement of the goals.  This plan helps to support the achievement of the 
City’s vision and the goals of its comprehensive plan.  Appendix D provides a review of the 
Comprehensive Plan policies or the absent of policies that support CTR. 
 
Benefits of the CTR Program to City of Kirkland 
 
Although the Commute Trip Reduction Program only applies to a few sites in the City of Kirkland, 
the CTR program will continue to grow and address a variety of transportation and environmental 
issues. Several trends are increasing the value of CTR in Kirkland, particularly as an alternative to 
expanding roads and parking facilities.   The major transportation problems facing Kirkland is traffic 
congestion, inadequate mobility for non-drivers, and various economic, social and environmental 
costs associated with high levels of automobile travel; all problems that can be addressed by CTR. 
The value of CTR is further enhanced by the following trends: 
 

• Rising facility costs. The cost of expanding highways and parking facilities is increasing. In 
many cases it is more cost effective to manage demand than to continue expanding 
supply. If the CTR program is successful, it will help reduce the demand on state, regional 
and local streets.  This in turn helps to reduce the need to expand the roadway system.  

 
• Increased urbanization. In Kirkland, the majority of people and jobs are located in urban 

areas, where traffic problem is significant and alternative modes are more cost effective.  
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• Demographics. As the population becomes older and more mature, it will become more 
important to increase the availability of quality travel options for non-drivers.  Senior 
citizens will be more dependent on transit and non-motorized travel options.  

 
• Energy Costs. Vehicle fuel costs have risen dramatically and are projected to increase in 

the future due to depletion of oil supplies and environmental constraints.   Rising costs 
have increased the demand for non-drive alone travel alternatives.  The vanpool market, in 
particular, has exceeded demand and there are currently waiting lists for available 
vanpools.  

 
• Consumer preferences and market trends. CTR is addressing current consumer 

preferences in which more consumers want to live in more multi-modal communities where 
it is possible to walk and bicycle safely, use neighborhood services, and have access to 
quality public transportation.  

 
• Environmental concerns. CTR helps to address concerns over air pollution, sprawl and 

other environmental impacts by reducing the demand for automobiles.  Automobiles 
comprise 55% of air pollutants.   For each car that is taken off the road, there is a 
significant benefit to the environment.  

 
In summary, the CTR program is a cost-effective program that addresses a number of issues in the 
City of Kirkland.  Although CTR has been applied to only a few work sites, the program will 
continue to grow and expand as solutions are needed to address complex transportation and 
environmental issues. 
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I. BASELINE ASSESSMENT 
 
Affected CTR Work Sites 
 
Under the CTR ordinance, there are twelve active affected worksites in the City of Kirkland.  Two 
other worksites will be active in the future.  To be a CTR- affected work site, the work site must 
contain 100 or more employees who arrive at the work site between 6 a.m. and 9 a.m.  The CTR-
affected worksites in Kirkland include the following sites: 
 
Active Work Sites Address 
Kirkland City Hall 123 5th Avenue 
FileNet an IBM Company 720 4th Avenue 
Digeo Broadband Inc. 8815 122nd Avenue NE 
Who’s Calling Inc. 5000 Carillon Point 
Eagle Home Mortgage 10510 Northup Way 
Kenworth Truck Company 10630 NE 36th Place 
DR Horton 12931 NE 126th Place 
Evergreen Health Hospital/Medical Center 12040 NE 128th Street 
House Values Inc. 11332 NE 122nd Way 
Lake Washington Technical College 10605 132nd Avenue NE 
Wireless Data Services North America Inc. 10809 120th Avenue NE 
Electronic Evidence Discovery 3933 Lake Washington Blvd. 
 
The map on the next page shows the locations of the CTR worksites.  A site profile has been 
prepared for each CTR-affected work site.  The site profile describes the existing conditions such 
as the availability of transit and non-motorized facilities, transit routes, parking, and available CTR 
program elements. 
 
Appendix A provides the City zoning map with locations of the CTR sites.  Appendix B provides 
maps showing the CTR site locations in relation to transit facilities, transit routes, route frequency 
and active CTR sites and their transit use. Appendix C shows the non-motorized network. 
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Major Issues Regarding Land Use and Transportation Conditions Around CTR Work Sites 
 
City of Kirkland – 123 5th Avenue 
 
Existing and planned land use conditions: The city offices are located in the Downtown Activity 

Area, north of the Central Business District, in a High 
Density Residential zone. 
 
The City plans for further growth to occur within the 
Central Business District. 
 

Existing and planned transportation 
facilities: 

This worksite is located at the intersection of 5th 
Avenue and 1st Street, northeast of Lake 
Washington. The adjacent streets have sidewalks 
and on-street parking.  There are no dedicated bike 
lanes. 
 
The city plans to add or improve signalization within 
the Downtown Area.  No other major roadway 
improvements are planned for this area. 
 

Existing and planned transit services and 
facilities: 
 

Metro Transit and Sound Transit bus routes serve the 
downtown area, including local service throughout 
Kirkland, Redmond, and Bellevue; and commuter 
service to Seattle, Redmond, Bothell, and Everett.  
The Kirkland Transit Center is within two blocks of 
this site. 
 
Metro plans to provide two new frequent-service core 
routes, to expand the hours of service on existing 
routes, and to increase the frequency of service near 
this worksite. 
 

Existing parking conditions: 
 

The worksite contains free parking to employees and 
visitors.  Free on-street parking is also available.  
 

Existing CTR Program City of Kirkland provides flexpasses to employees, 
alternative work schedules, bicycle and shower 
facilities and subsidies for carpooling, vanpooling, 
bicycling and walking.  The City offers a monetary 
incentive for participating in non-drive alone modes 
and a telework program to its employees. 
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City of Kirkland 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Kirkland City of Kirkland 
ID Number: E80739 
Total Number of Employees: 290 
Affected CTR Employees: 111 
2011 Drive Alone Goal: 67% 
2011 VMT/Employee Goal: 9 Miles/day 
Services Available: Metro Transit and Sound Transit 
Bus Routes:   MT 230, 234, 236, 238, , 245, 251, 254, 255; ST 

540 
Parking: Parking is free and there are some capacity 

constraints for on-site parking; employees are 
allowed to use on-street parking spaces. 

Recommended CTR Strategies: Increase subsidies for carpooling and 
vanpooling; Reduce parking capacity for 
employees. 

Parking lot Street parking 

Street parking on 5th Avenue 
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FileNet / an IBM Company – 720 4th Avenue 
 
Existing and planned land use conditions: This business is located in the Everest Industrial High 

Tech Area, east of the Central Business District. The 
area is zoned Office. 
 

Existing and planned transportation 
facilities: 

This worksite is located on 4th Ave NE just east of 
6th Street, a minor arterial. The worksite has 
sidewalks along the street frontages, and connections 
to the Downtown Activity Center.  There are no 
marked bicycle lanes. 
 
The roadway improvements planned near this 
worksite include adding a traffic signal at the 
intersection of Kirkland Way and 6th Street, including 
controlled pedestrian crosswalks. 
 

Existing and planned transit services and 
facilities: 
 

There are eight Metro Transit and one Sound Transit 
bus routes that serve the worksite area, with local 
service throughout Kirkland and commuter service to 
University District, downtown Seattle, Redmond, 
Bothell and Bellevue. There is a transit center to the 
west. 
 
King County Metro plans to provide two new 
frequent-service core routes, to expand the hours of 
service on existing routes, and to increase the 
frequency of service near this worksite. 
 

Existing parking conditions: 
 

The worksite contains free parking to employees and 
visitors.  There are no on-street parking adjacent to 
the site and time-limited on-street parking is within 
one block of this site. 
 

Existing CTR program Employer offers flexpass to its employees. 
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FileNet, an IBM Company 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Kirkland FileNet  an IBM Company 
ID Number: E86660 
Total Number of Employees: 140 
Affected CTR Employees: 92 
2011 Drive Alone Goal: 74% 
2011 VMT/Employee Goal: 8 Miles/day 
Services Available: Bus 
Bus Routes:   MT 230, 234, 236, 238, 245, 255, 277, ST 540 
Parking: Free; capacity is constrained 
Recommended CTR Strategies: Offer subsidies for carpooling and vanpooling; 

implement telework for selected employees. 

Building Parking lot 

Parking garage 6th Street with building on the right side 
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Digeo Broadband, Inc. – 8815 122nd Avenue NE 
 
Existing and planned land use conditions: This business is located in the Rose Hill Business 

District, east of I-405. The area is zoned Commercial. 
 
The vision in the 85th Street Subarea Plan includes a 
more compact land use pattern, with less of "strip" 
development feel and better pedestrian mobility.  
Policies in the Plan aim to create a mixed-use 
development, with retail on the ground floor and 
office or residential in the upper floors. 
 

Existing and planned transportation 
facilities: 

This worksite is located on 122nd Ave NE just north 
of NE 85th Street and west of 124th Ave NE, two 
major arterials. It has easy automobile access to I-
405. The worksite has sidewalks along the street 
frontages but no marked bicycle lanes. 
 
The roadway improvements planned near this 
worksite include expanding the intersection of NE 
85th Street and 124th Ave NE, expanding the 
intersection at NE 85th Street and 120th Ave NE, and 
adding a queue bypass from NE 85th Street to I-405 
heading northbound.  Signal coordination and ITS 
implementations are planned for the 85th Street 
corridor as well as driveway consolidations. 
 

Existing and planned transit services and 
facilities: 
 

There are four Metro Transit, one Community Transit 
and one Sound Transit bus routes that serve the 
worksite area, with local service throughout Kirkland 
and commuter service to University District, 
downtown Seattle, Lynnwood and Redmond.  
 

Existing parking conditions: 
 

The worksite has free parking on-site with preferred 
parking for carpool and vanpool.  There is no on-
street parking near the site.  There are covered 
bicycle racks. 

Existing CTR program Digeo participates in the transportation management 
program (TMP) that is offered by the property 
management.  Program includes a $25/month 
subsidy for non-drive alone uses. 
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Digeo Broadband, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Kirkland Digeo Broadband, Inc. 
ID Number: E85583 
Total Number of Employees: 167 
Affected CTR Employees: 59 
2011 Drive Alone Goal: 58% 
2011 VMT/Employee Goal: 9 Miles/day 
Services Available: Bus 
Bus Routes:   MT 230, 238, 254, 277, ST 540, CT 441 
Parking: Free; no capacity constraints 
Recommended CTR Strategies: Supplement existing subsidies from property 

manager to encourage more carpooling and 
vanpooling; implement telework program. 

 
 
 

Building Bicycle storage 

Parking lot Carpool parking 
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Who’s Calling, Inc. – 5000 Carrillon Point 
 
Existing and planned land use conditions: This business is located in the south end office area 

in the Carillon Business District. The area is zoned 
Commercial. 
 

Existing and planned transportation 
facilities: 

This worksite is located on Carillon Point along Lake 
Washington Blvd, a major north-south arterial 
connecting to SR-520.  The worksite has sidewalks 
along the street frontages but no marked bicycle 
lanes. 
 

Existing and planned transit services and 
facilities: 
 

There is one bus route that serves this worksite by 
Metro Transit, with service to Kirkland, Bellevue and 
Redmond. 
 

Existing parking conditions: 
 

The worksite contains pay parking for employees and 
visitors.  There is no on-street parking within walking 
distance of the site. 
 

Existing CTR program: Employer provides a $72 monthly subsidy for transit 
and offers a reduced parking rate for carpoolers. 

 

E-Page #136



 

City of Kirkland 12 July 2007 
Commute Trip Reduction Plan 

Who’s Calling, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Kirkland Who’s Calling, Inc. 
ID Number: E89854 
Total Number of Employees: 180 
Affected CTR Employees: 105 
2011 Drive Alone Goal: 68% 
2011 VMT/Employee Goal: 10 Miles/day 
Services Available: Bus 
Bus Routes:   MT 230 
Parking: Pay; no capacity constraints 
Recommended CTR Strategies: Offer subsidies for carpooling and vanpooling; 

implement telework and parking cashout 
program for employees. 

 

Sidewalk and crosswalk 
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Eagle Home Mortgage – 10510 Northup Way 
 
Existing and planned land use conditions: This business is located in the south end office area 

in the Yarrow Bay Business District. The area is 
zoned Office. 
 

Existing and planned transportation 
facilities: 

This worksite is located on Northup Way just east of 
Lake Washington Blvd, a major north-south arterial 
into Kirkland. It is located north of SR-520 and has 
easy access to SR 520. 
 
The roadway improvements planned near this 
worksite include expanding the intersection at Lake 
Washington Blvd and NE 38th Pl, and adding a 
queue bypass onto SR 520 from Lake Washington 
Blvd. The worksite has sidewalks along the street 
frontages and no marked bicycle lanes. 
 

Existing and planned transit services and 
facilities: 
 

There are five bus routes that serve this worksite by 
Metro Transit and there is a park-and-ride within 
walking distance of the worksite with additional local 
and commuter service to Redmond, Bellevue, 
Kenmore, Downtown Seattle, and the University 
District.  
 

Existing parking conditions: 
 

The worksite contains free parking to employees and 
visitors but no on-street parking. 
 

Existing CTR program: Employer promotes carpooling by offering priority 
spaces for carpoolers.  They also offer guaranteed 
ride home for their employees. 
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Eagle Home Mortgage 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Kirkland Eagle Home Mortgage 
ID Number: E89417 
Total Number of Employees: 134 
Affected CTR Employees: 86 
2011 Drive Alone Goal: 76% 
2011 VMT/Employee Goal: 10 Miles/day 
Services Available: Bus 
Bus Routes:   MT 220, 234, 230, 243, 255, 256 
Parking: Free; no capacity constraints 
Recommended CTR Strategies: Offer subsidies for carpooling and vanpooling; 

implement telework program for selected 
employees; provide Flexpass to employees. 

 
 
 

Building Bus stop across street from building 

Parking garage Northup Way looking west 
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Kenworth Truck Company – 10630 NE 36th Place 
 
Existing and planned land use conditions: This business is located in the south end office area 

in the Yarrow Bay Business District. The area is 
zoned Office. 
 

Existing and planned transportation 
facilities: 

This worksite is located on Northup Way just east of 
Lake Washington Blvd, a major arterial. It has easy 
access to SR 520. 
 
The roadway improvements planned near this 
worksite include expanding the intersection at Lake 
Washington Blvd and NE 38th Pl, and adding a 
queue bypass onto SR 520 from Lake Washington 
Blvd. The worksite has sidewalks along the street 
frontages and marked bicycle lanes. 
 

Existing and planned transit services and 
facilities: 
 

There are five bus routes that serve this worksite by 
Metro Transit and there is a park-and-ride within 
walking distance of the worksite with additional local 
and commuter service to Redmond, Bellevue, 
Kenmore, Downtown Seattle, and the University 
District.  
 

Existing parking conditions: 
 

The worksite contains free parking to employees and 
visitors but there are no on-street parking within 
walking distance of the site. 
 

Existing CTR program: Employer offers Flexpass to their employees and 
charges $7/month for covered parking.  Employer 
also has a registered carpooler program and a 
company provided van for business related trips. 
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Kenworth Truck Company 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Kirkland Kenworth Truck Company 
ID Number: E80069 
Total Number of Employees: 404 
Affected CTR Employees: 293 
2011 Drive Alone Goal: 68% 
2011 VMT/Employee Goal: 10 Miles/day 
Services Available: Bus 
Bus Routes:   MT 220, 234, 230, 243, 255, 256 
Parking: Free; no capacity constraints 
Recommended CTR Strategies: Increase subsidies that are offered to 

employees to increase vanpooling and 
carpooling; implement telework program. 

 

Building entrance Parking lot 

Parking lot Park and Ride 
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DR Horton – 12931 NE 126th Place 
 
Existing and planned land use conditions: This business is located in the north end of the City in 

the Totem Lake Urban Center. The area is zoned 
Industrial. 
 
The City expects a large portion of the future growth 
in the City to occur within the Totem Lake Urban 
Center.  This will include higher densities and higher 
intensity land use directly around Totem Lake Mall, 
and compact land use patterns to support 
nonmotorized use and mass transit.  A mix of 
medical, retail, office and housing uses is anticipated. 
 

Existing and planned transportation 
facilities: 

This worksite is located on NE 126th Place just north 
of Slater Way, a minor arterial. It has access to NE 
124th Street, a major arterial.  The worksite has 
sidewalks along the street frontages to facilitate 
pedestrian connections; however, pedestrian use is 
limited by the BNSF tracks to the south.  There are 
marked bicycle lanes on either side of the street.  
 
The roadway improvements planned near this 
worksite include improving the intersection of NE 
126th Street and 132nd Pl NE. 
 

Existing and planned transit services and 
facilities: 
 

There is one bus route that serves this worksite by 
Metro Transit, with commuter service to Redmond. 

Existing parking conditions: 
 

The worksite contains free parking to employees and 
visitors but no on-street parking. 
 

Existing CTR program: Employer offers a carpool incentive of $50/carpooler 
per month. 
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DR Horton 12931 NE 126th Place (newly affected CTR work site) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Kirkland DR Horton 
ID Number: TBD 
Total Number of Employees: TBD 
Affected CTR Employees: TBD 
2011 Drive Alone Goal: TBD 
2011 VMT/Employee Goal: TBD 
Services Available: Bus 
Bus Routes:   MT 291 
Parking: Free; no capacity constraints 
Recommended CTR Strategies: Increase subsidies for carpooling and 

vanpooling; implement telework program for 
selected employees. 

Building entrance Pedestrian trail on 126th Place 

132nd Street 128th Lane looking south 
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Evergreen Health Care – 12040 NE 128th Street 
 
Existing and planned land use conditions: This business is located in the north end of the City in 

the Totem Lake Urban Center. The area is zoned 
Institutional. 
  
The City expects a large portion of the future growth 
in the City to occur within the Totem Lake Urban 
Center.  This will include higher densities and higher 
intensity land use directly around Totem Lake Mall, 
and compact land use patterns to support 
nonmotorized use and mass transit.  A mix of 
medical, retail, office and housing uses is anticipated. 
 

Existing and planned transportation 
facilities: 

This worksite is located on NE 128th Street east of 
Totem Lake Blvd, a major arterial. It has access to I-
405.  The worksite has some sidewalks along the 
street frontages. There are no marked bicycle lanes. 
 
The roadway improvements planned near this 
worksite include widening 120th Ave NE from three to 
five lanes, extending NE 130th Street between Totem 
Lake Blvd and 120th Ave NE, and installing traffic 
calming devices and pedestrian improvements on 
120th Ave NE. 
 

Existing and planned transit services and 
facilities: 
 

There are seven bus routes that serve this worksite 
by Metro Transit, with local service to Kirkland and 
Bellevue and additional commuter service to Seattle, 
Redmond, Woodinville and Bothell. 
 

Existing parking conditions: 
 

The worksite contains free parking to employees and 
visitors.  There is no on-street parking near to work 
site. 
 

Existing CTR program: Employer offers Flexpasses to employees and 
promotes non-drive alone alternatives on a regular 
basis.  They also provide priority parking spaces for 
carpoolers. 
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Evergreen Health Care 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Kirkland Evergreen Health Care 
ID Number: E80101 
Total Number of Employees: 2688 
Affected CTR Employees: 750 
2011 Drive Alone Goal: 70% 
2011 VMT/Employee Goal: 9 Miles/day 
Services Available: Bus 
Bus Routes:   MT 230, 236, 238, 252, 255, 291, 935 
Parking: Free; no capacity constraints 
Recommended CTR Strategies: Offer subsidies for carpooling and vanpooling; 

implement telework program for selected 
employees. 

 

Carpool parking 

Parking garage 
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House Values, Inc. – 11332 NE 122nd Way 
 
Existing and planned land use conditions: This business is located in the Totem Lake Urban 

Center. The area is zoned Office. 
 
The City expects a large portion of the future growth 
in the City to occur within the Totem Lake Urban 
Center.  This will include higher densities and higher 
intensity land use directly around Totem Lake Mall, 
and compact land use patterns to support 
nonmotorized use and mass transit.  Mixes of 
medical, retail, office and housing uses are 
anticipated. 
 

Existing and planned transportation 
facilities: 

This worksite is located on NE 122nd Way just south 
of NE 124th Street, a major arterial. It has easy 
access to I-405. The worksite has sidewalks along 
the street frontages and no marked bicycle lanes.  
 
 The roadway improvements planned near this 
worksite include adding a queue bypass onto 
southbound I-405 from NE 124th Street and 
expanding the intersection of NE 124th Street and 
116th Ave NE. 
 

Existing and planned transit services and 
facilities: 
 

There are two bus routes that serve this worksite by 
Metro Transit, with service to downtown Seattle, 
Bellevue and Kenmore. 
 

Existing parking conditions: 
 

The worksite contains free parking to employees and 
visitors.  On street parking is available. 
 

Existing CTR program: Employer offers a subsidy to employees who 
participate in non-drive alone modes. 
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House Values, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Kirkland House Values, Inc. 
ID Number: E80336 
Total Number of Employees: 460 
Affected CTR Employees: 304 
2011 Drive Alone Goal: 75% 
2011 VMT/Employee Goal: 11 Miles/day 
Services Available: Bus 
Bus Routes:   MT 255, 935 
Parking: Free; no capacity constraints 
Recommended CTR Strategies: Offer flexpasses to employees and implement 

telework program for selected employees. 
 
 
 

Entrance Parking lot behind building 

Street parking on 122nd Way 
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Lake Washington Technical College – 10605 132nd Avenue NE 
 
Existing and planned land use conditions: This business is located just east of the Totem Lake 

Urban Center. The area is zoned Institutional. 
 
The City expects a large portion of the future growth 
in the City to occur within the Totem Lake Urban 
Center.  This will include higher densities and higher 
intensity land use directly around Totem Lake Mall, 
and compact land use patterns to support 
nonmotorized use and mass transit.  Mixes of 
medical, retail, office and housing uses are 
anticipated. 
 

Existing and planned transportation 
facilities: 

This worksite is located on 132nd Ave NE, a minor 
arterial. The worksite has sidewalks along the street 
frontages, and no marked bicycle lanes.   
 

Existing and planned transit services and 
facilities: 
 

There is one bus route that serves this worksite by 
Metro Transit, with service between Bothell and 
Kirkland. 
 

Existing parking conditions: 
 

The worksite contains free parking to employees and 
visitors.  On street parking is limited. 
 

Existing CTR program: Employer offers subsidies to staff and students for 
participating in non-drive alone modes. 
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Lake Washington Technical College 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Kirkland Lake Washington Technical College 
ID Number: E86595 
Total Number of Employees: 621 
Affected CTR Employees: 125 
2011 Drive Alone Goal: 77% 
2011 VMT/Employee Goal: 10 Miles/day 
Services Available: Bus 
Bus Routes:   MT 238 
Parking: Free; no capacity constraints 
Recommended CTR Strategies: Increase subsidies for carpooling and 

vanpooling; offer flexpasses to employees; 
implement telework program to selected 
employees. 

School entrance Carpool parking 

Bus stop at east entrance 
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Wireless Data Services North America, Inc. – 10809 120th Avenue NE 
 
Existing and planned land use conditions: This business is located at the south end of the 

Totem Lake Urban Center. The area is zoned Office. 
 
The City expects a large portion of the future growth 
in the City to occur within the Totem Lake Urban 
Center.  This will include higher densities and higher 
intensity land use directly around Totem Lake Mall, 
and compact land use patterns to support 
nonmotorized use and mass transit.  Mixes of 
medical, retail, office and housing uses are 
anticipated. 
 

Existing and planned transportation 
facilities: 

This worksite is located on 120th Ave NE, which is a 
minor arterial north of NE 112th Street. It has access 
to I-405. There are sidewalks to the north of the 
worksite, but pedestrian connections to those 
sidewalks are not defined.  There are no marked 
bicycles lanes.   
 

Existing and planned transit services and 
facilities: 
 

There are two bus routes that are within a quarter 
mile from this worksite served by Metro Transit, with 
local service to Bothell and Woodinville and 
commuter service to Seattle. 
 

Existing parking conditions: 
 

The worksite contains free parking to employees and 
visitors.  On street parking is available. 
 

Existing CTR program: Employer offers flexpasses to its employees.   
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Wireless Data Services North America, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Kirkland Wireless Data Services North America, Inc. 
ID Number: E80353 
Total Number of Employees: 255 
Affected CTR Employees: 126 
2011 Drive Alone Goal: 59% 
2011 VMT/Employee Goal: 10 Miles/day 
Services Available: Bus 
Bus Routes:   MT 236, 260 
Parking: Free; capacity is constrained. 
Recommended CTR Strategies: Implement parking management program; 

implement telework program to selected 
employees. 

 

Building Parking north of building 

Parking south of building End of sidewalk 
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Electronic Evidence Discovery Inc. 3933 Lake Washington Blvd. 
 
Existing and planned land use conditions: This business is located in the south end office area 

in the Yarrow Bay Business District. The area is 
zoned Office. 
 

Existing and planned transportation 
facilities: 

This worksite is located on Lake Washington Blvd, a 
major arterial. It has easy access to SR 520. 
 
The roadway improvements planned near this 
worksite include expanding the intersection at Lake 
Washington Blvd and NE 38th Pl, and adding a 
queue bypass onto SR 520 from Lake Washington 
Blvd. The worksite has sidewalks along the street 
frontages and no marked bicycle lanes. 
 

Existing and planned transit services and 
facilities: 
 

There are five bus routes that serve this worksite by 
Metro Transit and there is a park-and-ride near the 
worksite with additional local and commuter service 
to Redmond, Bellevue, Kenmore, Downtown Seattle, 
and the University District.  
 

Existing parking conditions: 
 

The worksite contains free parking to employees and 
visitors.  On-street parking is available. 
 

Existing CTR program: Employer offers flexpasses to employees. 
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Electronic Evidence Discovery 3933 Lake Washington Blvd. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
City of Kirkland Electronic Evidence Discovery 
ID Number: E80311 
Total Number of Employees: 177 
Affected CTR Employees: 137 
2011 Drive Alone Goal: 66% 
2011 VMT/Employee Goal: 10.2 Miles/day 
Services Available: Bus 
Bus Routes:   MT 230 
Parking: Free; some capacity constraints 
Recommended CTR Strategies: Continue to offer flexpasses and offer subsidies 

for carpooling and vanpooling; implement 
telework program. 

 

Work site is located at the Plaza at Yarrow  
Bay 
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Summary of Existing CTR Programs in the City of Kirkland 
 
Overall, the City’s CTR program has received strong participation from its affected work sites.  
Many of them offer subsidies and transit passes to their employees and have supporting transit 
services, bicycle and pedestrian facilities.   
 

• Six out of the eleven sites offer either a Flexpass program or monthly subsidy for transit. 
• The majority of work sites do not charge for parking.  Only two sites charge their 

employees for parking. 
• Eleven out of the twelve work sites have access to transit (transit stop is within a quarter 

mile from the work site). 
• Eleven out of the twelve work sites have sidewalks that connect to their work site. 

 
 
Supporting Comprehensive Plan Policies 
 
As part of the CTR planning process, the City reviewed its current Comprehensive Plan to identify 
policies that support the CTR program.  The most current version of the City of Kirkland 
Comprehensive Plan was adopted in December 2004.   
 
Key goals and policies that support CTR include the City’s vision for the Downtown Activity Center 
and Totem Lake Subarea, including a mixed-use center that is supportive of transit, pedestrian and 
bicycle use.  
 
The City’s policies also support pedestrian-oriented streetscape environment for residential and 
commercial activity.  It also encouraged mixed-use development patterns that provide a variety of 
commercial and residential opportunities, including both multi-family and small lot single-family 
residences. 
 
Other Transportation Plan policies include producing design standards for a safe, usable non-
motorized transportation network throughout the City, effective public transit, and a well-developed 
pedestrian and bicycle network. 
 
Appendix E includes an analysis of the comprehensive plan goals and policies that support CTR.  
The CTR Planning Guide included a list of goals and policies that CTR-affected jurisdictions should 
incorporate into their comprehensive plans.  The analysis shows that there are a number of goals 
and policies that are not yet incorporated in the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan.  During the next 
update cycle, the appropriate steps could be taken to create a stronger basis for the City’s CTR 
program. 
 
Supporting Transportation Policies, Plans and Projects 
 
The City is currently performing a number of actions to encourage transit and non-motorized 
transportation.  These actions include the following: 
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Ordinances are being developed to encourage density and non-motorized mobility.  The City is in 
the process of revising the zoning code to require bike racks for commercial developments and 
requiring pedestrian connections from commercial buildings to public walkways and access to 
adjacent properties.  The subdivision Ordinance KMC 22.28.170 stresses the same requirements 
for residential developments. 
  
The Kirkland Zoning Code requires various elements that support CTR.  The design guidelines 
require multi-modal connection and transit oriented development features.  In the downtown area, 
mixed use developments are encouraged by requiring ground floors to be commercial retail.  
Parking requirements for downtown Kirkland is less than elsewhere in the City to encourage multi-
modal. 
  
The City has adopted the following plans that support non-motorized transportation: 
  

• The Complete Street Program which strives to connect bike lanes and sidewalks 
throughout the City. 

• Non-Motorized Transportation Plan that includes bike facilities and pedestrian facilities. 
• Crosswalk Upgrade Program 
• Annual Sidewalk  Maintenance Program 
• School Walk Route Program 

 
 
The following projects are planned and funded to be constructed near existing CTR-affected 
worksites: 
 

• A new traffic signal, including controlled pedestrian crosswalk at Kirkland Avenue and 6th 
Street Project Number TR 0065, scheduled for completion in 2009. Total cost: $400,000 

 
• Traffic calming and pedestrian amenities on 120th Avenue NE from Totem Lake Boulevard 

to NE 128th Street.  The project includes installation of various traffic calming measures, 
parking, pedestrian and landscape improvements. Project number ST 0070, scheduled to 
begin design in 2007.  Total cost: $500,000 

 
• Installing sidewalks on NE 112th Street from NE 87th Street to NE 90th Street.  Project 

number NM 0049, scheduled for completion in 2011. Total cost: $200,000. 
 
The following projects are planned but not funded for construction near existing CTR-affected 
worksites: 
 

• There are plans by King County to convert a Burlington Northern Santa Fe railroad line into 
a multi-purpose trail, which would provide additional choice for commuters. 

• Queue bypasses lanes are planned for the following interchanges:  
o From 85th Street onto I-405,  
o From Lake Washington Boulevard onto SR 520,  
o From 124th to I-405, and  
o From 116th to I-405 
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• A transit center is planned in the Totem Lake Transit Center. 
 
In addition to these projects, roadway improvements are also planned that include installation of 
non-motorized facilities. 
 
The City’s is in the process of developing a strategic program to provide more funding for non-
motorized transportation improvements.  Furthermore, the City is studying alternatives to 
incorporate a multi-modal aspect into its traffic concurrency process. 
 
Supporting Transit Plans and Projects 
 
King County Metro and Sound Transit provide service to the City of Kirkland.  King County has a 
six-year transit development plan that outlines goals and policies for improving transit in King 
County.  There are a number of service enhancements that are being planned which will support 
CTR-affected work sites.  Improvements to transit services and facilities include the following: 
 

• King County Metro and the City are working to implement a new transit center in Totem 
Lake. 

• Transit services in the Totem Lake neighborhood will be revised to connect transit routes 
to the new transit center. 

• Partnership with King County Metro and other jurisdiction in the Transit Now program to 
increase transit services in Kirkland and other cities. 

• Increase frequencies on Sound Transit Route 545. 
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• II. and III. BASELINE AND GOALS FOR 2011 
 
The goal of the CTR program is to reduce drive alone vehicle use and vehicle miles traveled 
among employees who work in CTR-affected worksites by 10% and 13% respectively.  The targets 
are based on the most recent CTR work site drive alone and vehicle miles traveled rates. 
 
The target was established by taking the most recent SOV rate and multiplying the rate by 10%.  
This number was then subtracted from the most recent SOV rate and the result established the 
target for 2011. 
 
Example:   
 
2005 SOV Rate (78% * .10) = 7.8% 
Target Rate = 2005 SOV Rate (78%) – (7.8%) = 70% 
 

 
 

 
In addition to the CTR goals and targets, the City has established a mode split target in its 
Comprehensive Plan.  The mode split goal for 2022 is 65% for drive alone vehicles and 35% for 
non-drive alone vehicles.

Area of Jurisdiction 
2005 
SOV 
Rate 

Goal 2011 SOV 
Target Rate 

2005 
VMT 

Goal 2011 
Target 
VMT 

City of Kirkland (overall) 77.8% 10% 70% 14.0 13% 12.2 

Employer 
2005 
SOV 
Rate 

Goal 2011 SOV 
Target Rate 

2005 
VMT 

Goal 2011 
Target 
VMT 

Kirkland City Hall 74% 10% 67% 9.8 13% 9 
Digeo Broadband Inc 64% 10% 58% 10 13% 9 
Eagle Home Mortgage 84% 10% 76% 12 13% 10 
Evergreen Health Care 78% 10% 70% 10.6 13% 9 
FileNet Corporation 82% 10% 74% 9.6 13% 8 
House Values Inc 83% 10% 75% 12.4 13% 11 
Kenworth Truck Company 76% 10% 68% 11.6 13% 10 
Lake Washington 
Technical College 85% 

10% 
77% 11.6 

13% 
10 

Who's Calling Inc 76% 10% 68% 12 13% 10 
Wireless Data Services 
North America Inc 65% 

10% 
59% 11.4 

13% 
10 

DR Horton N/A  10% TBD  N/A 13% TBD 
Electronic Evidence 
Discovery 66% 

10% 
59% 10.2 

13% 
9 
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IV. STRATEGIES FOR ACHIEVING GOALS AND TARGETS 
 
Potential Actions for the City to Eliminate Barriers 
 
The following potential actions have been identified as strategies that will help the City of Kirkland 
achieve its 2011 goal: 
 

• Transit: 
 

Transit ridership among CTR-affected work sites is low, the City will continue to 
work with Metro Transit to increase transit ridership at CTR-affected work sites by 
increasing awareness of transit services and working with employers to offer 
transit subsidies.   
 

  Sound Transit has plans to increase the frequency of Route 545.  King County  
  Metro plans to test the feasibility of adding wi-fi technology on buses.  These  
  service enhancements may help increase transit ridership. 
 

The City has plan to partner with King County Metro and other agencies on the 
Transit Now program to increase bus service in Kirkland.  The increase service 
may help accommodate the needs of those employees that are not able to ride the 
bus because of work schedules.   

 
• Parking: 

 
To increase the percentage of commuters using transit, vanpool, carpool and non-
motorized forms of transportation, the City will work with CTR employers to 
implement a parking fee program.  Parking fees should be charged to drive alone 
vehicles and discounts should be applied to non-drive alone vehicles.  Other 
parking management techniques that can be used include giving priority spaces to 
carpools and vanpools and offering parking cashout to employees to choose not to 
drive alone. 
 
In addition to working with its CTR-affected work sites, the City will explore 
updating its Comprehensive Plan with policies that support parking pricing and 
parking management at CTR work sites.   
 

• Local Networking Opportunities: 
 

To increase opportunities for ridesharing and creating partnerships between 
employers, the City will create local networking opportunities for affected 
employers.  Local networking with other CTR-affected employers will offer 
opportunities to discuss CTR and transportation issues, conduct joint promotions, 
and offer coordinated programs that can benefit their employees. 
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• Land Use 
 

The City will implement its current land use policies that encourage the 
development of Centers.  Employers will be encouraged to locate in the Centers 
where higher levels of services, such as transit, non-motorized and TDM programs 
are offered.  Higher densities will be allowed which will help increase transit and 
ridesharing activities. 
 
The City will implement development regulations that encourage connection to 
non-motorized and multi-modal facilities.  
 

• Employer Assistance 
 

To help CTR-affected work sites achieve their goals, the City and Metro Transit 
will continue to provide assistance to employers with implementing their programs.  
Metro Transit will help promote CTR programs at work sites through transit fairs 
and preparing public information materials. 
 

• Management Support and ETC training 
 

The City will work with major employers and business organizations to increase 
support for CTR programs.  It will also develop guidelines for Employee 
Transportation Coordinators and provide training to help them implement their 
programs. 
 

• Subsidies 
 
The City will work with CTR-affected work sites to provide subsidies, i.e. Flexpass 
and vanpool incentives, to encourage commuters to shift to non drive alone modes 
of travel. 
 

• Construction Mitigation 
 
 WSDOT and the City are currently preparing for upcoming construction projects on 

major highways and arterials.  These projects are expected to cause traffic delays 
for motorists.  To help reduce the traffic impacts that will be caused by 
construction activities, the City will work with WSDOT, Metro Transit and 
employers to develop programs that will help reduce drive alone trips on facilities 
that are impacted by construction.  These programs will help ease traffic 
congestion and further increase awareness of alternative travel options for 
commuters. 
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Recommended Strategies to Achieve Goals 
 
Based on the potential actions that were identified, the following strategies are planned that will 
help the City make progress towards its 2011 goal.  These strategies will be performed in 
coordination with other King County cities, King County Metro Transit, and other partners.  The 
strategies listed below have been selected because of the following reasons: 
 

• Strategy has received support from affected employers. 
• Past experience has shown that the strategy is effective in reducing drive alone trips. 
• Strategy is able to be implemented by the City during the next four years. 
• Strategy is cost effective. 

 

Strategy Description 

Policies and Regulations   

Employer Notification and 
Enforcement 

This program would improve the system of 
requiring new CTR affected employers and 
existing CTR affected employers to notify their 
jurisdiction about program changes.  The City will 
use its business licensing program to help identify 
new employers. 

ETC Training and Guidelines 

Employer Transportation Coordinators (ETCs) are 
essential for a successful CTR program.  Their job 
duties should include coordination of annual fairs, 
conducting promotions, distributing information, 
notifying the jurisdiction about program changes, 
and reporting employee numbers.  Guidelines and 
training should be provided to ETCs to assist them 
with their duties.  Employers should provide them 
with the necessary resources (time and funding) to 
be successful. 

Review Parking Policies  

The City will review the development code for 
parking requirements that discourage single-
occupancy vehicle use.   The City will consider 
establishing parking maximums for new 
development and look to reduce parking supply to 
encourage alternative travel modes. 

Amend Comprehensive Plan to 
include language about the CTR 
Efficiency Act 

The City should review its Comprehensive Plan 
and add new policies to correspond with its CTR 
plan, if necessary. 
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Strategy Description 

Services and Facilities   

Transit Services 

King County Metro Transit will continue to provide 
transit services to CTR work sites, where service 
is currently available.  King County Metro Transit 
will make service enhancements based on its 
updated Six-Year Transit Development Plan.  
Increase transit service through King County’s 
Trans Now partnership program. 

Vanpool Services 
King County Metro Transit will target adding 5 new 
vans city-wide in 2008.   

Carpool Services 

The City and King County Metro Transit will 
continue to encourage carpooling and use of 
www.rideshareonline.com or Pierce Transit staff to 
assist in carpool matching services. 

Bicycling and Walking Amenities 

King County Metro Transit will work with major 
employers to encourage the provision of amenities 
such as bike lockers, access to shower facilities 
and changing facilities to increase usage of non-
motorized transportation. 

Telework Program 

The City will work with King County Metro Transit 
to create a telework education program that would 
educate employers on how to implement telework 
at their work site, if applicable.  The program 
includes education on human resource policies 
and information technology assistance to allow 
employees to work from home. 

Car Sharing Service 
The City will evaluate the market for a car sharing 
service, such as Flexcar, near CTR sites. 

Alternative and Flexible Schedules 

The City will work with employers to encourage 
them to offer alternative and flexible work 
schedules for their employees, including 
compressed work weeks. 

Transit & Non-motorized 
Coordinator Staff 

A City staff person to manage and promote transit 
and non-motorized programs within the City and 
oversees the CTR plans. 

Employer Assistance 

The City will coordinate with King County Metro 
Transit to provide assistance to affected 
employers to help them meet the requirements of 
the CTR Efficiency ACT and implement their 
programs. 
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Strategy Description 

Marketing and Incentives   

Management Support 

The City and King County Metro Transit will work 
with CTR worksite managers and owners to 
educate them about the benefits of CTR to their 
organizations. 

Subsidies 

The City will encourage employers to offer subsidy 
programs to persuade employees to shift to non-
drive alone commute modes.  Examples include 
six-months of free vanpool participation, transit 
pass subsidies, and a one-time payment or gift 
card for starting a carpool. 

Parking Management 

Employers are encouraged to charge employees 
for parking or allow their employees to receive 
cash for their parking spot if they choose to not 
use their parking space, which could be used 
toward transit costs or vanpool costs. 

Marketing and Education 

This program would expand education efforts to 
CTR employees about alternative commuting 
including workshops, information brochures, and 
advertising. 

Transportation Fairs 

The City will work with King County Metro Transit 
and major employers to conduct on site 
promotions, transportation fairs, and increase 
awareness and use of commute alternatives. 

Networking Opportunities 

The City and King County Metro Transit will work 
with the major employers to create networking 
opportunities to discuss CTR issues, coordinate 
ridesharing programs, and conduct joint 
promotional efforts. 

Programs to Help Mitigate 
Construction Activities 

The City will work with WSDOT and Metro Transit 
to develop programs to help mitigate impacts that 
will be caused from road construction activities.  
Programs will focus on reducing drive alone trips 
on specific facilities, i.e. Interstate 405 during 
construction. 
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V. REQUIREMENTS FOR MAJOR EMPLOYERS 
 
Employers that are affected by the CTR Law will be required to implement the following program 
elements: 
 
Required Element Description 

 
 
Designate Employee 
Transportation 
Coordinator 

The Employee Transportation Coordinator is the point of contact 
between the employer and its workforce to implement, promote and 
administer the organization’s CTR program.  He/she is also the point of 
contact between the employer and the City of Kirkland to track the 
employer’s progress in meeting CTR requirements 
 
Affected employers will be responsible for providing adequate training 
for the ETC, allow them to attend networking meetings, and provide 
them with the necessary time to administer the program. 
 

 
Regular Distribution of 
Information to 
Employees 

Information about commute alternatives will be distributed at least 
monthly to employees.   Information packets will be distributed to new 
employees at CTR-affected work sites.  Examples of information that 
will be distributed will include: 
 

• Description of the employer’s commute options program 
• Transit system maps and schedules 
• Vanpool rider alerts 
• Weekly traffic alerts 
• Metro and Sound Transit campaign promotional materials 

 
CTR Reporting 
 

Once a year, The employer is required to complete the Employer 
Report and Program Description Form to determine if progress is being 
made towards achieving the goals.  Reports will be submitted to the 
City. 

CTR Survey Biennially, the CTR affected employers shall distribute and collect 
Commute Trip Reduction Program Employee Questionnaires (surveys) 
to achieve at least a 70 percent response rate.   

Implementation of a Set 
of Measures 
 

The employer is required to implement a set of measures that are 
designed to increase the percentage of employees using some or all of 
the following modes: 
 

• Transit 
• Vanpool 
• Carpool 
• Bicycle or walking 
• Telework, Compressed Work Week, or Flexible Work 
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Required Element Description 
 

Schedule 
• Other non-single occupant vehicle modes 

 
Measures to reduce drive alone trips and vehicle miles traveled 
include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Provision of preferential parking or reduced parking charges 
for high occupancy vehicles 

• Instituting or increasing parking charges for single-occupant 
vehicles 

• Provision of commuter ride matching services 
• Provision of subsidies for transit fares 
• Provisions of vans for vanpools 
• Provisions of subsidies for carpooling or vanpooling 
• Provision of car sharing services 
• Permitting the use of the employer’s vehicles for carpooling or 

vanpooling 
• Permitting flexible work schedules 
• Cooperation with transportation providers to provide additional 

regular or express service to the worksite 
• Construction of special loading and unloading facilities for 

transit, carpool, and vanpool users 
• Provision of bicycle parking facilities, lockers, changing areas, 

and showers 
• Provision of a program for parking incentives such as a rebate 

for employees who do not use the parking facility 
• Establishment of a program to permit employees to work part 

or full time at home or at an alternative worksite closer to their 
homes 

• Establishment of a program of alternative work schedules such 
as compressed work week schedules (such as 4/40 or 9/80)  

• Implementation of other measures designed to facilitate the 
use of  high-occupancy vehicles such as on-site day care 
facilities and emergency taxi services 

• Employers or owners of worksites may form or utilize an 
existing transportation management association or other 
transportation-related associations by RCS 35.87A.010 to 
assist members in developing and implementing commute trip 
reduction programs 
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VI. FINANCIAL PLAN 
 
In the City’s CTR financial plan, the city has identified the different funding sources that are used to 
fund the program.  In addition, the City has identified expenses for administering the program and a 
list of unfunded programs.  The unfunded programs are necessary to help the City achieve its 2011 
goals and targets.  These programs could potentially be funded by various grants, employer 
contributions and City funds. 
 
Funding Sources 
 
The City’s CTR program is currently funded by two primary sources: WSDOT CTR Funds and City 
of Kirkland operating revenue: 
 
Source of 
Funding 

Responsible 
Agency 

Estimated 
Amount for 
2008 
 

Estimated 
Amount for 
2009 

Estimated 
Amount for 
2010 

Estimated 
Amount for 
2011 

CTR Efficiency 
Funds 

WSDOT $5,000 $0 $0 $0 

CTR Funds WSDOT $26,500 $26,500 $26,500 $26,500 
Contributions 
from City of 
Kirkland 

City of 
Kirkland 
 

$15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 

TOTAL   $46,500 $41,500 $41,500 $41,500 
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Program Expenses 
 
The cost of implementing is shared primarily by the City, the transit agency, and the employers. 
The following CTR program expenses have been identified: 
 
Expenses Responsible 

Parties 
Estimated 
Annual 
Cost 2008 
 

Estimated 
Annual 
Cost 2009 

Estimated 
Annual 
Cost 2010 

Estimated 
Annual  
2011 

Prepare local CTR 
plan, 
Comprehensive 
Plan, and CTR 
ordinance 

City of Kirkland $5,000 $0 $0 $0 

Administer CTR 
program (contract 
management, 
annual reporting, 
program review, 
surveys, 
coordination 
meetings) 

King County Metro 
Transit (under 
contract with the 
City) 

$26,500 $26,500 $26,500 $26,500 

Administer 
Program for 
Transportation 
Management Plans 

City of Kirkland $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 

TOTAL  $46,500 $41,500 $41,500 $41,500 
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Financial Gaps 
 
The following table summarizes improvements to the existing program that are not currently 
funded. However, some potential funding sources have been identified for the applicable 
organization to target. 
 
Service or 
Strategy 
 

Target Market What Strategy Will 
Accomplish 

Financial Gap 

Develop 
Management 
Support 
 

Chief Executive 
Officers, 
program  
managers 

Increase management 
support for CTR program 
by giving employer 
recognition and 
describing benefits of 
program to CEOs 

$ 25,000 

Telework 
Education 

CEOs, ETCs Training and assistance 
to help set up telework 
programs, 

$ 25,000 

Transit, vanpool 
and carpool 
subsidies 
 

Commuters at 
CTR-affected 
work sites 

Subsidies to encourage 
commuters to shift to 
transit, vanpool and 
carpools 

$50,000 

Marketing and 
Promotions 

Commuters at 
CTR-affected 
work sites 

Increase awareness of 
transit and ridesharing 
programs. 

$50,000 

TOTAL   $150,000 
 
The following funding sources have been identified that potentially could be used to fund CTR 
programs: 
 

• Congestion Management Air Quality Grants, CMAQ 
• Surface Transportation Program Grants 
• Employer Trip Reduction Performance Grants, TRPP 
• Washington State Construction Mitigation Funding 
• Transit Agency Funds 
• Local Jurisdiction Funds 
• Major Employers 
• King County Metro JARC Funds
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Summary  
 
The following table shows the amount of money necessary to implement all of the proposed 
strategies listed in the previous tables. There are insufficient funds at this time; however, some 
potential funding sources were identified in the previous table that the City can pursue. 
 
Budget Summary Estimated 

Annual Cost 
2008 
 

Estimated 
Annual Cost 
2009 

Estimated 
Annual Cost 
2010 

Estimated 
Annual  
2011 

Existing Funding $46,500 $41,500 $41,500 $41,500 
Existing Expenses $46,500 $41,500 $41,500 $41,500 
Unfunded Programs $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 
Needed Funds $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 
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VII. IMPLEMENTATION STRUCTURE 
 
The City plans to work in partnership with King County Metro Transit and its affected work sites to 
implement the CTR program.   
 
Organization Responsibility 

City of Kirkland The City will be responsible for developing and implementing their 
local CTR plan.  It is responsible for ensuring that CTR plan is 
consistent with its local comprehensive plans.  As part of its CTR 
plan, the City will set the goals and targets for the affected 
employers.  For CTR program administration, the City is 
responsible for ensuring that affected employers are in compliance 
with the CTR law.   

King County Metro Transit In partnership with the City, King County Metro Transit will be 
responsible for employer outreach, conducting marketing and 
promotional activities, and providing services to CTR-affected work 
sites. 

Major Employers Employers that are affected under the CTR law are responsible for 
notifying the City when they are affected.  Employers are 
responsible for implementing their CTR program requirements, 
including information distribution, designating an ETC, submitting 
program reports, delegating adequate time for ETCs to perform 
duties and implementing program elements. 

 
CTR Program Activities 
 
Program Strategy or Service Agency Responsible Scheduled Date for 

Implementation 
 

Policies and Regulations   
 

Update Comprehensive Plan  City of Kirkland 2008  
 

CTR Program Enforcement City of Kirkland On-going 
Implement Vision of Downtown 
Kirkland and Centers 

City of Kirkland On-going 

Review Parking Policies City of Kirkland 2008 - 2011 
Services and Facilities   

 
Transit Services King County Metro Transit On-going 
Vanpool Services King County Metro Transit On-going 

 
Sounder and Regional Express 
Bus 

Sound Transit On-going 
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Ridematching services King County Metro Transit On-going 
Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Facilities 

City of Kirkland On-going 

Marketing and Incentives   
 

Wheel Options Campaign City of Kirkland and King 
County Metro Transit 

2008 – 2011 (conducted twice a 
year) 

Management Support King County Metro Transit  
and City of Kirkland 

On-going 

Subsidies King County Metro Transit On-going 
Parking Management City of Kirkland and King 

County Metro Transit 
On-going 

Marketing and Education King County Metro Transit On-going 
Promotional Events King County Metro Transit On-going 
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VIII. DOCUMENTATION OF CONSULTATION 
 
The City’s CTR Plan was developed in consultation with the following organizations: 
 

• Metro Transit 
• City of Bellevue 
• City of Redmond 
• City of Bothell 
• City of Mercer Island 
• City of Issaquah 
• City of Woodinville 
• City of Renton 

 
The City conducted the following outreach and coordination meetings: 
 

• In the first week of January, we mailed out information to all CTR sites about the new CTR 
Efficiency requirements and invited them the CTR workshops in January 2007. 

 
• The City of Kirkland participated in an interlocal meeting to discuss about the CTR and 

GTEC plans with the following jurisdiction on April 30th: Bothell, Mercer Is., Woodinville, 
Renton, Bellevue, Redmond, and Issaquah. 

 
• The City met with King County on March 12th to talk about strategies for GTEC and 

matching funding from K.C. for the GTEC. 
 

• The City plans to send out copies of the draft CTR plans to CTR-affected work sites and 
have them review and comment on the draft plans. 

 
• On January 29, 2007, a CTR Employer Workshop was held for all affected employers at 

the City of Kirkland’s offices.  During these workshops, employer requirements to comply 
with the CTR law and CTR strategies were discussed.  A summary of the workshop can be 
found in Appendix C. 

 
Through consultations with other jurisdictions, Kirkland does not have CTR employers that would 
be affected by multiple jurisdictions CTR plans and policies.  Thus, the City of Kirkland does not 
have cross-boundary conflicts with other jurisdictions. 
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IX. GROWTH AND TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY CENTER 
 
The City has elected to designate the Totem Lake Neighborhood as a Growth and Transportation 
Efficiency Center.  The purpose of a Growth and Transportation Efficiency Center is to increase 
access to the neighborhood while reducing the number of drive alone trips. 
 
The GTEC program is a collection of jurisdiction-adopted goals and policies, facility and service 
improvements and marketing strategies about how the City will help make progress for reducing 
drive along trip and vehicle miles traveled for the GTEC over the next four years.  The program 
also specifies a financial plan and organizational structure for implementing the program strategies 
and services.  Building upon the success of the existing commute trip reduction (CTR) program, 
the City strives to meet the goals of the plan for the future by working in partnership and 
coordination with other agencies. 
 
The City has prepared a draft Growth and Transportation Efficiency Center program.  The draft 
program is contained in a separate document titled, “Growth and Transportation Efficiency Center 
for Totem Lake.”  Shown below is the area of the proposed designated GTEC: 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 

ZONING MAP 
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Appendix B 
CITY OF KIRKLAND 

TRANSIT SERVICES AND FACILITIES 
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COMMUTE TRIP REDUCTION 
WORKSHOP SUMMARY 
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City of Kirkland Commute Trip Reduction 
Employer Workshop 

January 29, 2007 
 

Results of Employer Workshop 
 

Participants: 
 
Name Organization 
Nelson Gipson Digeo Inc. 
Nancy Vance Kenworth Trucks 
Mike Kauffman Lake Washington Technical College 
Sue Jorgensen Lake Washington Technical College 
Debbie Pinney IBM/FileNet 
Donna Dorman IBM/FileNet 
Kenneth Aitchison WDS Global 
Sandy Hall Who’s Calling 
Jim Hann Citizen 
Pamela Cook King County Metro  
Dave Hollar King County Metro 
David Godfrey City of Kirkland 
Thang Nguyen City of Kirkland 
Jonathan Dong Perteet 
 
Feedback from Employers 
 
Representatives from FileNet mentioned that their parent company, IBM, does not pay too much 
attention to the CTR program.  The corporate office is located outside of Washington State. 
FileNet does offer incentives for non-drive alone commuters, including a rewards program, free bus 
passes, shower, bike lockers.   
 
Who’s Calling Again is facing issues of employee turnover.  They expect to be below the 100-
employee threshold.  They used to subsidize gas cards for carpoolers.  They offer flex schedules 
and telework. 
 
Digeo offers commuter bonus vouchers.  Their employees prefer carpooling and motorcycles as 
drive alone alternatives. 
 
Kenworth Trucks offers a comprehensive program of TDM benefits.  They include free flexpasses, 
vanpool subsidies, covered bike parking, showers, and subsidies for carpool, bikes and walkers. 
 
Wireless Data Services charges $100/month for parking.  It also offers shuttles to their satellite 
parking lots.  It also offers flexpasses, although transit service is not available at their site. 
 
Lake Washington Technical College offers a comprehensive program of benefits for commuters.  
However, their site lacks sufficient bus service. 
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Attendance and Remarks 
 
Seven out of twelve affected employers attended the workshop. 
Most of the employers mentioned that they did not learn any new information.  However, they 
appreciated the discussion at the end of the workshop.  They also would like to see more services 
from the City, especially more bike and sidewalk facilities.  Employers would like to see more 
workshops if they provide new information such as new services and construction issues. 
 
Employer Issues 
 
Many of the employers are facing issues of employee turnover.  This makes it difficult to form 
vanpools and carpools. 
 
Overall, the City of Kirkland major employers offer strong CTR programs.  Major barriers for 
successful CTR programs include: 
 

1. Lack of parking management 
2. Lack of transit services 
3. Subsidies may not be high enough to attract employees to use alternative travel 

modes 
4. Parking supply is more than the demand 
5. There is no parking maximum policy in the development regulation or comprehensive 

plan 
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Appendix D 
COMMUTE TRIP REDUCTION 

SUMMARY OF POLICIES THAT SUPPORT CTR  
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES ANALYSIS 
 
This section provides a list of CTR supportive comprehensive plan goals and policies that the City 
of Kirkland either has or doesn’t have. The right hand column identifies the policies that the 
jurisdiction has in place relating to the recommended goals and policies in the left hand column. If 
the jurisdiction doesn’t have some of the recommended goals and policies listed below, then they 
may want to consider adding some of these recommended goals and policies to their 
comprehensive plan during the next update. 
 

Commute Trip Reduction & Growth Management Planning Policies 
Land Use Element 

Inter-Agency Coordination 
Work with transit providers to provide transit that is fast, frequent and 
reliable between urban centers, urban villages, GTEC’s and accessible to 
most of the city’s residences and businesses.  

None 

Urban Growth Areas 
Enter into agreements and establish procedures for setting priorities, 
programming, maintaining and financing for countywide, regional and 
state transportation facilities and services consistent with the GMA 
current federal transportation legislation 

None 

Land use and transportation goals and decisions should be integrated 
with one another and coordinated with adjacent jurisdictions and with the 
Regional Transportation Plan to determine the types and levels of 
transportation facilities to be provided within the unincorporated county. 

None 

The county/city should use future land use projections to identify and 
provide for adequate safety, structural, rights-of-way and other possible 
improvements that support vehicle transportation, non-motorized and 
transit needs of the region plus use alternative transit modes as areas 
develop. 

None 

Integrate Commute Trip Reduction land use planning by requiring non-
motorized pedestrian connections between retail, living, and work places.  
Non-motorized connects shall include, but not be limited to: transit 
connections, bus stops, sidewalks, bike facilities, trails and encouraging 
employers to participate in ride sharing programs. 

None 

When evaluating land use changes to the Comprehensive Plan, 
proposals should include an analysis of how the development furthers the 
goals of Commute Trip Reduction planning. 

None 
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Pursue transportation demand management (TDM) strategies at the 
local/regional level by coordinating with regional and state partners so 
customers see their travel choices and the various TDM promotions as a 
coordinated, integrated system that makes a difference in the community.  
Example: 
Regulations to influence travel behavior 
Marketing 
Improvements in services and facilities 

None 

Require the integration of non-motorized and transit connections when 
planning and developing urban centers or GTEC’s. 

LU-5.1 

Establish urban centers and/or GTEC’s where they can be served by 
regional transit agencies, or work with the appropriate transit agency to 
expand service to the urban center within a reasonable timeframe. 

LU-5.3, LU-5.4, 
LU-5.8 

Urban Design 
Encourage new housing developments to be located in urban growth 
areas and small towns to help provide a sense of community and safe, 
non-motorized transportation to community facilities and public transit 
modes.    

LU-3.2, LU-4.2, 
LU-5.6 

Discourage transportation improvements that would trigger development 
that is premature or not consistent with applicable comprehensive plans, 
policies, or zoning. 

None 

Provide aesthetic and functional amenities along pedestrian facilities, 
such as water fountains, benches, trash receptacles, public art, and open 
spaces (such as seating plazas). 

None 

Provide pedestrian, and bicycle connections in newly developing areas of 
the city, promoting both internal access and linkages with the rest of the 
city. 

LU-3.6, LU-5.1, 
LU-5.4 

Incorporate transit-supportive and pedestrian friendly design features in 
new development through the development review process. Examples 
include: 
Provide pedestrian pathways that minimize walking distances to activities 
and to transit stops. 
Provide weather protection such as covered walkways or arcades 
connecting building developments, and covered waiting areas for transit 
and ridesharing. 

LU-3.5, LU-3.6, 
LU-5.1 

Incorporate guidelines for addressing that sidewalks and walkways are 
separated from the roadway by a landscaping strip or drainage swale. 

LU-3.6 
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Adopt pedestrian friendly design guidelines, especially in high pedestrian 
activity zones, such as wide sidewalks, landscape buffers or strips, street 
trees, adequate lighting, traffic calming measures (such as traffic circles, 
curb bulbs, raised medians, speed tables and chicanes), special 
pavements, and bollards. 

LU-3.5, LU-5.1, 
LU-5.5 

Adopt development design standards that promote a pedestrian friendly 
environment. Such standards may include reduced building setbacks, 
requirements for display windows, building entrances oriented toward the 
street, and locating parking lots to the rear or side of buildings. 

LU-5.1, LU-5.5, 
LU-5.9 

Secure bike lanes and trail improvements or easements through the 
development review process to develop portions of the bicycle and 
pedestrian system. 

LU-3.5 

Require new developments to incorporate non-motorized features or 
programs designed to promote use of alternatives to single-occupant 
vehicles, such as; 
•  Preferential parking for car pools and van pools 
•   Special loading and unloading facilities  
•  Transit facilities, including comfortable bus stops, and waiting areas, 
adequate turning room, and where appropriate, signal preemption and 
queue-jump lanes 
•  Bicycle parking and related facilities 

LU-3.5 

Inter-Agency Coordination 
Pursue strategies that make transit safe, secure, comfortable, and 
affordable. 

None 

Integrate multiple access modes, including buses, carpools, and 
vanpools, bicycles, and pedestrians. 

LU-5.1 

Integrate transit-oriented development opportunities with the private and 
public sectors.  

None 

Zoning 
Discourage the development of major, stand-alone park and ride facilities 
with city limits. Situations where additions to park and ride capacity could 
be considered include: 
At the terminus for a major, regional transit system. 
When opportunities exist for “shared parking “(e.g., where transit 
commuter parking can be leased from another development. Such as a 
shopping center, movie theatre, church, etc.) 
Areas where alternatives to automobile uses are particularly inadequate 
(e.g., lack of direct transit system, or pedestrian and bicycle access) or 
cannot be provided in a cost-effective manner. 

None 

E-Page #187



 

 

Allow a reduction in the number of required parking spaces if a 
development provides ride-share programs, car pool parking spaces, bike 
racks, lockers or other approved non-motorized parking options. 

None 

Encourage transit oriented development and pedestrian friendly land use 
characteristics through zoning and land use policies that encourage 
mixtures of land uses, increased densities in targeted areas with design 
standards. 

LU-5.1, LU-5.3, 
LU-5.4, LU-5.5, 
LU-5.6 

Adopt a parking credit program that allows developers to reduce the 
number of required parking spaces if they provide an alternative 
transportation program to single occupant vehicles. 

None 

Housing Element 
Work with other jurisdictions to achieve a jobs/housing balance that 
makes it possible for people to live closer to where they work. 

None 

Promote quality, community-friendly residential development, through 
features such as enhanced open space and pedestrian connectivity. 

None 

Capital Facilities Element 
Explore the possibility of encouraging cooperative funding for bicycle 
trails.   

None 

Implement a methodology for public-private partnerships when it would 
result in a more efficient use of public resources. 

None 

Aggressively seek funding opportunities for safety, mobility, intermodal, 
bicycle, pedestrian, neighborhood, and transportation demand 
management improvements 

None 

Provide adequate and predictable funding to construct and maintain 
pedestrian and bicycle capital projects. 

None 

Effectively link pedestrian project funding and approval decisions to 
priorities identified in the CTR plan, as well as the Non-Motorized element 
of the jurisdiction’s Comprehensive Plan. 

None 

Support a greater investment in pedestrian enhancements, and ensure 
that all new transportation projects include funding for pedestrian 
improvements. 

None 

Continue programs to construct, maintain, and repair sidewalks. None 

Assign high priority to pedestrian and bicycle projects that provide access 
to major employment areas and activity centers, provide linkages to 
transit, complete planned bicycle facilities and provide system 
connectivity. 

None 

Effectively link TDM program funding and approval decisions to priorities 
identified in the CTR plan, as well as the transportation element of the 
jurisdiction’s Comprehensive Plan. 

None 
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Utilities Element 
Secure sidewalk and trail easements over existing utility lines where ever 
feasible 

U-1.8 

Transportation Element 
Carpools, Vanpools, & Ride Share 
Ensure that the city as an employer sets a positive example by 
maintaining a strong transportation demand management program for its 
employees. 

None 

Pedestrian System Connectivity 
The county should ensure that continuous and/or direct bicycle lanes are 
provided between all jurisdictions and major activity centers. 

T-2, T-2.1, T-2.2, 
T-2.4, T-8.5 

Consider pedestrians along with other travel modes in all aspects of 
developing the transportation system. Provide safe and convenient 
pedestrian access in all new and improved transportation projects, unless 
exceptional circumstances exist. 

T-2.1, T-2.4 

Remove barriers and deterrents along the existing pedestrian system to 
create better access between employment facilities, residential and other 
uses. 

T-2.3, T-6.2 

Coordinate the local jurisdiction’s existing and planned pedestrian system 
with adjacent jurisdictions to provide a continuous, coordinated system, 
especially when major employment and activity centers are nearby. 

T-2.1, T-8.5 

Secure sidewalks and trail improvements or easements through the 
development review process to develop portions of the pedestrian 
system. 

T-3.1, T-5.4 

Pedestrian Safety and Security 
Adopt and use national (American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials, AASHTO) design standards for pedestrian 
facilities. 

None 

Address the special needs of citizens with various degrees of mobility in 
planning, designing, implementing and maintaining pedestrian facilities. 

T-3.1, T-6.2 

Provide consistently designed pedestrian activated signal crossings, and 
consider technologies that enhance pedestrian safety at crossings, such 
as longer crossing times and audible crossings. 

None 

Consider access management to reduce the number of conflict points 
(driveways) between pedestrians and vehicles, thereby improving 
pedestrian safety.  

T-4.8 
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Ensure that pedestrian facilities are designed and monitored to improve 
security and safety, through lighting, openness, vegetation upkeep and 
security features such as panic buttons at key locations. 

None 

Design midblock crossings with safety as a high priority, and consider 
improvements such as pedestrian crossing signals, flared curbs 
(bulbouts), pedestrian refuge islands, medians, and adequate sight 
distance around parked vehicles.  

None 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Convenience 
Conduct periodic analyses of bicycle and pedestrian environments in and 
around urban centers and regional transit stations to identify deficiencies 
and to plan access improvements. 

None 

Include bicycle facilities in the six-year capital improvement program (for 
trails that will be utilized by bikes) or the six-year transportation program 
(for widening shoulder projects that will accommodate bikes).  

None 

Implement way-finding (signage) along sidewalks and trails that direct 
pedestrians to key locations or destinations, such as major activity 
centers, business districts, institutions, major medical facilities, parks or 
recreational facilities. 

None 

Provide internal pedestrian circulation systems within and between 
existing, new or redeveloping commercial, multi-family or single family 
developments, and other appropriate activity centers. Provide convenient 
connections to frontage pedestrian systems and transit facilities. 

None 

Encourage transit use by improving pedestrian and bicycle linkages to the 
existing and future transit and school bus system, and by improving the 
security of and utility of park-and-ride lots and bus stops. 

T-3.1, T-7.3 

Provide bicycle connections and secure bicycle parking and storage 
convenient to major transit facilities; increase the number of secure 
parking areas for bicycles. 

None 

Conduct bicycle transportation studies to improve safety and overall 
quality of bicycling.  

None 

Cooperate with the public and private schools, bicycle clubs and other 
interests groups to provide education and strategies to promote safe 
riding skills and the transportation and recreation opportunities of 
bicycling. 

None 

Improve mobility and safe access for walking and bicycling, and create 
incentives to promote non-motorized travel to employment centers, 
commercial districts, transit stations, schools and major institutions, and 
recreational destinations 

T-3.1 
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Update and review the Pedestrian and Bicycle transportation Plan every 
five years. The updates should consider the existing and future role of the 
single-occupant vehicle in relation to non-motorized and public 
transportation modes, as well as newly annexed areas, areas 
experiencing unforeseen development and/or redevelopment, and other 
emerging issues. 

T-2.5 

Develop an effective “share the road/share the trail” concept for 
pedestrian and bicycle education programs for the motorized and non-
motorized public. 

None 

Accessibility 
Sidewalks or pedestrian facilities should be located along all both sides of 
all arterials, collectors, and at least one side of most local streets.  

None 

Pedestrian facilities should be wide enough to allow the disabled, such as 
wheelchair users, to access them, usually a minimum of 5’ to 6’. A wider 
facility should be provided along principal arterials (generally a minimum 
of 8’), or in business districts that attract more pedestrians. 

T-3.1, T-6.2 

Direct pedestrian linkages should be considered whenever possible, to 
connect between internal land uses and arterials. This reduces walking 
distances to transit stops and commercial uses.  

None 

Public Transportation 
Encourage interconnections and time coordination of public transportation 
modes (bus, coach and rail) to increase level of service and ridership.  

None 

Work with transit providers to provide transit service that is fast, frequent, 
and reliable between urban centers and urban villages and that is 
accessible to most of the city’s residences and businesses. Pursue 
strategies that make transit safe, secure, comfortable, and affordable.   

None 

Support development of an integrated, regional high capacity transit 
system that links urban centers within the city and the region. 

T-3.2, T-3.3 

Develop partnerships with transit providers to implement projects 
providing neighborhood-to-transit links that improve pedestrian and 
bicycle access to transit services and facilities. 

None 

Coordinate with regional, state, and federal agencies, local governments, 
and transit providers when planning and operating transportation facilities 
and services in order to promote regional mobility for people and goods 
and the urban center approach to growth management. 

T-2.1, T-3.4, T-8.1, 
T-8.2, T-8.3, T-8.5 

Design transit access into large developments, considering bus lanes, 
stops, shelters, non-motorized lanes & facilities as part of the project 
design 

T-5.4, T-5.6 
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Coordinate with transit providers and the private sector to develop and 
implement compatible transportation demand management regulations 
and strategies that are consistent with the Commute Trip Reduction Act. 

T-5.2, T-5.6 

Work with car share companies to provide car share opportunities at key 
locations, such as major employers, business districts, and high density 
residential areas.  

None 

Provide preferential lanes, such as High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes 
on roads which will benefit commuters the most, such as those with major 
transit routes, and those experiencing the greatest congestion. 

T-4.2 

Ferries 
For water-borne travel across Puget Sound, encourage the expansion of 
the passenger-only ferry service and land-side facilities and terminals that 
encourage walk-on (by-foot, bicycle, transit) trips rather than ferry travel 
with automobiles. 

N/A 

Coordinate ferry arrivals and departures with mass transit systems to 
ensure an efficient flow of people and traffic. 

N/A 

Education and Encouragement 
Educate the general public and public officials about the economic, 
transportation system performance, environmental, health and social 
benefits of walking and biking and develop improved programs to 
encourage increased levels of walking and biking. 

None 

Educate drivers and pedestrians about pedestrian safety issues, and 
enforce pedestrian related laws. 

None 

Consider the formation of a pedestrian advisory committee to provide 
input to the jurisdiction (staff and elected officials) on pedestrian related 
issues and needs, as well as review of major transportation projects to 
ensure that pedestrian needs are adequately addressed or considered. 

None 

Develop a pedestrian walking/biking map that is focused on major activity 
centers, such as business districts or major employment areas. The map 
should identify sidewalks, trails, bike routes, transit corridors and bus 
stops/transit centers, and key activity centers such as institutional uses 
and government centers, major employers, commercial or retail areas, 
parks, and other points of interest. 

None 

Monitoring 
Ensure that the local government monitors the results of its TDM 
programs and policies, and continually evaluate changes needed to 
improve mode split goals. 

None 
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Continually evaluate large employer CTR program effectiveness and 
reduce the employer threshold if needed to achieve the jurisdiction’s 
mode split goals. 

None 

Economic Development Element 
Funding Mechanisms 
Promote public awareness of the impact travel choices have on 
household finances, personal quality of life, society, and the environment, 
and increase awareness of the range of travel choices available. 

None 

Employment 
Require large employers to implement a commute trip reduction program 
for employees, as mandated by the Commute Trip Reduction Act.  

None 

The county/city should encourage employers in urbanized areas to offer 
staggered work hours or flextime and other Transportation demand 
Management programs such as parking management, ride match 
services and preferential parking of vanpools, carpools, covered bike 
racks, lockers and showers at work sites.  

ED-2.3 

Encourage employers to provide information and marketing on commute 
alternatives, such as transit schedules, rideshare information, and 
guaranteed ride home programs.  

None 

Encourage employers to develop telecommuting options, which allow 
employees to work one or more days at home or at a “satellite work 
center” closer to their homes. 

ED-1.8 

Encourage employers to allow flexible work schedules or compressed 
work weeks to help reduce the number of vehicles using local and 
regional roadways. 

None 

Encourage major employers to provide daycare opportunities onsite or 
nearby. 

None 

Encourage employers to provide subsidies to employees who commute 
using other modes, such as free or reduced prices for transit passes, or 
discounted parking for rideshare vehicles.  

None 

Parks & Open Space Element 
Provide for adequate roadway, pedestrian, and bicycling connections in 
newly developing areas of the city, promoting both internal access and 
linkages with the rest of the city. 

PR-1.2 

Identify areas to be designated as pedestrian promenades, with 
pedestrian friendly environments. 

None 

Provide for uniform bicycle and pedestrian markings and design 
standards for travel along city bikeways and walkways. 

None 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

 
Affected Employee: Under the Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) law, an affected employee is a 
full-time employee who regularly begins work between 6 a.m. and 9 a.m., at a single work site, on 
tow or more weekdays for at least 12 continuous months. 
 
Affected Employer: An employer is “affected” under the CTR law if there are at least 100 
“affected” employees at a single work site. 
 
Alternative Work Schedules: AWS programs offer alternatives to the typical eight-hour work day.  
Options include flex-time, a compressed work week, and staggered work hours. 
 
Automobile Dependency: Transportation and land use patterns that result in high levels of 
automobile use and limited transportation alternatives. In this case, “automobile” includes cars, 
vans, light trucks, SUVs and motorcycles 
 
Base Year:  The CTR law requires affected employers to measure the results of their employee 
trip program against base year values for VMT and drive alone vehicles.  The goal year is 2011. 
 
Bus Rapid Transit: Special lanes dedicated to transit buses, often incorporating other features to 
insure high quality transit service. 
 
Carpool: Two to six people age 16 and older, sharing the ride in an automobile to and from the 
work place. 
 
Commute: The trip made by an employee between their home and work locations, regardless of 
the distance or mode used. 
 
Compressed Work Week: A work week that is compressed from the typical five-day, 40 hour work 
week into a shorter work week but maintaining the same number of hours. 
 
Commute Trip Reduction Program: A CTR program is comprised of strategies used by an 
employer to reduce employee use of single-occupant vehicles (SOVs) and the vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) per employee.  The CTR program specifies the measures to be used that will 
achieve the target goals. 
 
Drive Alone Vehicles: A vehicle that is occupied by one person. 
 
Employee Transportation Coordinator: The CTR law requires employers to appoint an 
employee transportation coordinator, or ETC.  The personal is personal change agent who 
provides the “human touch” needed to remedy traffic congestion and air pollution problems.  An 
ETC is the organization’s key contact person providing commuting information to employees and 
liaison activities with transit agencies and local jurisdictions.  The ETC creates marketing 
strategies, administers employee ridesharing programs, and measures results. 
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Guaranteed Ride Home (GRH): GRH programs provide an emergency ride home for employees 
who commute to work in a ridesharing mode and have an illness or emergency. Typically, an 
employee can take a cab ride home and charge the ride to their employer’s account or be 
reimbursed for the expense.  
 
High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV): a passenger vehicle carrying more than a specified minimum 
number of passengers. HOVs include carpools, vanpools, and buses. HOV requirements are often 
indicated as 3+ (three or more passengers required) or 4+ (four or more passengers required). 
  
HOV Lane: This is a traffic lane limited to carrying high occupancy vehicles (HOVs) and certain 
other qualified vehicles. 
  
HOT Lanes (High Occupancy Toll Lanes): HOV facilities that allow lower occupancy vehicles, 
such as solo drivers, to use the facility if they pay a toll. This offers users three options: drive alone 
on an unpriced but congested general purpose lane, drive alone and pay to use a less congested 
lane, or rideshare (carpool, vanpool or ride transit) to use a less congested lane without any 
additional fee.  
 
Mobility: The movement of people and goods.  
 
Mobility Management (Also called Transportation Demand Management): Various strategies that 
change travel behavior (how, when and where people travel) in order to increase transport system 
efficiency and achieve specific objectives such as reduced traffic congestion, road and parking cost 
savings, increased safety, improved mobility for non-drivers, energy conservation and pollution 
emission reductions.  
 
Non-motorized Transportation (also known as Active Transportation and Human Powered 
Transportation) includes Walking, Bicycling, Small-Wheeled Transport (skates, skateboards, push 
scooters and hand carts) and Wheelchair travel. 
 
Parking Management: Strategies aimed at making better use of available parking supply. Parking 
management strategies include preferential parking or price discounts for carpools and/or short-
term parkers, and disincentives, prohibitions and price supplements for those contributing more to 
congestion. 
  
Parking Pricing: Strategy to reduce automobile use by requiring motorists to pay directly for using 
parking facilities. Time variable parking pricing can be used as a congestion reduction strategy. 
  
Parking Cash-Out: This means that people (typically commuters, and sometimes residents of 
multi-family housing) who are offered a free parking space are also offered the cash equivalent 
when they use alternative transportation modes and so do not impose parking costs.   
 
Ridesharing: Ridesharing is any cooperative effort of two or more people sharing a motor vehicle 
traveling to a common destination, such as a work site.  Carpools and vanpools are common forms 
of ridesharing. 
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Smart Growth: Land use development practices that create more resource efficient and Livable 
communities, with more Accessible land use patterns, an alternative to sprawl. 
 
Sprawl: Dispersed, low-density, single-use, automobile dependent land use patterns. 
 
Stakeholder: Individuals or groups that are affected by a decision and have an interest in its 
outcome. 
 
Teleworking: Teleworking involves the use of telephones, computers, and other technology to 
work from a location other than a conventional office. 
 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM): Various strategies that change travel behavior 
(how, when and where people travel) in order to increase transport system efficiency and achieve 
specific objectives such as reduced traffic congestion, road and parking cost savings, increased 
safety, improved mobility for non-drivers, energy conservation and pollution emission reductions. 
Also called Mobility Management. 
 
Transportation Management Association (TMA): A TMA is a partnership or organization that 
brings interested parties together to work on transportation issues. 
 
Vanpool: A vanpool consists of seven to fifteen people sharing their commute in a passenger van, 
generally riding to the same place of employment. 
 
Vehicle Miles Traveled: Number of miles a vehicle has traveled for a commute. 

 
 

 
 
 

E-Page #197



 
 
 
 
 
 

 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
TOTEM LAKE NEIGHBORHOOD 

GROWTH AND TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY 
CENTER PROGRAM 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

     June 2007  

E-Page #198



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

GROWTH AND TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY CENTER PROGRAM ...............3 
II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION ............................................................................6 
III. GOAL SETTING AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES........................................27 
IV. PROGRAM STRATEGIES...................................................................................29 
V. FINANCIAL PLAN.................................................................................................33 
VI.  ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE..........................................................................36 
VII.  PUBLIC OUTREACH.........................................................................................38 
VIII. RELATIONSHIP TO THE LOCAL CTR PLAN .…..……………………………. 40 

 

 

E-Page #199



I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

GTEC Application for Certification  Page 3 

Since 1991, the City has participated in the Washington State Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) 
program.  As part of this program, the City has worked with major employers to reduce drive alone 
trips and vehicles miles traveled. 
 
Under the Washington State CTR Efficiency Act, the City was given the option of developing a 
Growth and Transportation Efficiency Center (GTEC).  The GTEC program is a voluntary program 
designed to encourage cities to expand CTR efforts to additional employers and residential groups 
within a defined area.  
 
The City of Kirkland has proposed to develop a GTEC for the Totem Lake neighborhood.  The 
GTEC program is a collection of City-adopted goals and policies, facility and service improvements 
and marketing strategies about how the City will help make progress for reducing drive alone trip 
and vehicle miles traveled for the GTEC over the next four years.  The program also specifies a 
financial plan and organizational structure for implementing the program strategies and services.  
Building upon the success of the existing CTR program, the City strives to meet the goals of the 
plan for the future by working in partnership and coordination with other agencies. 
 
The GTEC program has been developed through involvement by employers, organizations, King 
County Metro and individuals from throughout the City who helped identify strategies and ways for 
successful achievement of the goals.  This plan helps to support the achievement of the City’s 
overall CTR plan. 
 

 
Agency: 

 
City of Kirkland 

 
Department: 

 
Public Works 

 
Contact Person 

(Person 
Preparing Plan): 

 
Thang T. Nguyen 

 
Address 1: 

 
123 5th Avenue 

 
Jurisdiction: 

 
Kirkland 

 
State: 

 
WA 

 
Zip Code: 

 
98033 

 
Phone #: 

 
425-587-3869 

 
Fax #: 

 
425-587-3807 

 
Email Address: 

 
tnguyen@ci.kirkland.wa.us 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

GTEC Application for Certification  Page 4 

A. Vision of the GTEC and how it relates to the base CTR program: 

 Since 1991, the City of Kirkland has been working with major employers to reduce drive 
alone trips among commuters.  The City has also implemented transportation 
management plans in developments such as the Kirkland 405 Corporate Center, 
Evergreen Health/Hospital Medical Center, Lakewood Medical Clinic, and Virginia Mason 
Clinic.   

 
 Building upon the City’s successful CTR program, the City seeks to expand the CTR 

program by promoting transit and ridesharing activities in Totem Lake through the 
proposed GTEC Program.  The GTEC program will help the City achieve the vision for the 
Totem Lake Neighborhood plan.  The vision for Totem Lake is an attractive urban village 
that is welcoming to visitors and residents alike.  The heart of the neighborhood includes 
the Totem Lake Mall, Evergreen Hospital Medical Center, regional transit facilities and 
higher intensity residential, retail and office uses.  This central core includes a mix of 
medical, retail, office and housing uses in architecturally attractive buildings, formal and 
informal public meeting spaces, and extensive pedestrian amenities.  In addition, public 
investments in landscaping, signage, street furniture and public art contribute to a safe and 
attractive pedestrian environment.  Together, these public and private efforts have created 
an inviting sense of community. 

 
Base CTR Program GTEC Plan Expected Benefits 

 
The base CTR program will 
continue to focus on major 
employers in Totem Lake.  
Totem Lake currently has four 
major employers. 

The GTEC program expands 
efforts to reduce drive alone 
trips to the following markets: 
1) Health Care employees; 2) 
Totem Lake Mall employees; 
3) Residents in Totem Lake; 4) 
entry level employees. 

Additional efforts to reduce 
drive alone trips will help 
reduce traffic congestion in 
Totem Lake, improve air 
quality and help achieve the 
goals and vision of the City’s 
Totem Lake sub area plan. 
 
 

 
 

B. GTEC program goals and targets: 

The City recognizes that there is a massive amount of free parking in the TLUC and 
among the target population and it may be difficult to attain our GTEC goals with the basic 
CTR plan. 
 
The underlying goal of the GTEC program is to implement a CTR plan in a designated 
urban center beyond the basic requirements of the CTR plan.  The goal of the Totem Lake 
GTEC program is to reduce drive-alone trips and vehicle miles traveled among major 
employers that are not CTR-affected by 10% and 13% respectively.  In addition, the GTEC 
has set a target for reducing drive alone travel among selected multi-family buildings by 
5%. 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

GTEC Application for Certification  Page 5 

 
C. GTEC target population: 

• Major Employers 
• Health Care employers 
• Totem Lake Mall employers 
• Non-CTR work sites 
• Multi-family buildings 
 

D. Proposed GTEC program strategies include: 

• Development of a partnership to manage the GTEC program for Totem Lake 
• Provide a subsidized transit pass such as the Flexpass or a similar product to get      

more transit ridership 
• Provide a subsidized residential transit pass program to multi-family development 

where management of the program would be easier 
• Strengthen the vanpool program 
• Implement a more robust Area-wide marketing and promotions 
• Work with employers to implement a parking management program that would 

help promote alternative commute options 
• Target entry level employees as they are more likely to seek alternative commute 

options because of the economic benefit 
 

E. Key funding and service partnerships: 

• WSDOT GTEC and other funding sources  
• City of Kirkland 
• King County Metro Transit  
• Major Employers 
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II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
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As part of the requirements for developing a GTEC program, an assessment of existing and 
future conditions in Totem Lake was completed.  To prepare the assessment, existing plans 
and documents were reviewed.  Information that was used included the following documents: 

 
A. Sources of Information  

 
Information Date Published 

I-405 TDM and Land Use Study Effectiveness Review 
and Enhancement Case Studies 

August 2004 

City of Kirkland Comprehensive Plan Totem Lake 
Neighborhood 

January 2002 

City of Kirkland Comprehensive Plan Transportation 
Element 

February 2007 
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B. Background Information 
 

1. Description of the geographic boundaries 
 

Totem Lake area of Kirkland is located northeast of Kirkland’s Downtown.  Totem 
Lake is adjacent to I-405 and bounded by NE 132nd Street to the north, Slater 
Avenue and I-405 on the east. 
 
 

Figure 1. Map of Totem Lake GTEC Area 

 

North

E-Page #204



II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
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2. Documentation that the GTEC is located within the City’s urban growth area 
 
According to the City of Kirkland Comprehensive Plan (January 2002), Totem 
Lake is designated as an urban center.  The Puget Sound Regional Council has 
designed Totem Lake as a Regional Growth Activity Center. 
  

 The City of Kirkland is proposing to designate the entire Totem Lake area as a 
Growth and Transportation Center.  The GTEC boundary will be consistent with 
the boundaries for the Totem Lake Urban Center (TLUC). 
 

3. Vision for the GTEC 
 

The Totem Lake Neighborhood is envisioned as an attractive urban center that is 
welcoming to visitors and residents alike.  The heart of the neighborhood includes 
the Totem Lake Mall, Evergreen Health/Hospital Medical Center, regional transit 
facilities and higher intensity residential, retail and office uses.  This central core 
includes a mix of medical, retail, office and housing uses in architecturally 
attractive buildings, formal and informal public meeting spaces, and extensive 
pedestrian amenities.  In addition, public investments in landscaping, signage, 
street furniture and public art contribute to a safe and attractive pedestrian 
environment.  Together, these public and private efforts will create an inviting 
sense of community. 
 

 The Totem Lake business district plays a vital role in the overall Kirkland economy.  
It is a focus for jobs and economic activity.  Totem Lake serves as the community 
and sub-regional center for services, vehicle sales, major destination retail and 
health care. 
 
 A wide array of residential, retail, light industrial and office uses surround this 

core.  Residential uses consist primarily of moderate-density and high-density 
multi-family development, providing an important source of workforce housing 
in a highly desirable locale.  Employment opportunities run the gamut, from 
small start-up businesses, to light industrial uses to high tech medical uses, as 
well as traditional retail and office employment.  Together this rich mix of uses 
provides a strong and stable source of housing and employment opportunities 
for the City as a whole. 
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C. Evaluation of Land Use and Transportation Context 
 

1. Existing population and employment 
 

According to the 2007 assessor data, the population of Totem Lake is 4,394.   
 
Employment by type consists of the following  
 

Employment by Type Year 2007 
Retail 3,103 
Office 5,732 
Other 3,381 
Total 12,217 

 
 
2. Existing Land Use Conditions 
 

According to the City of Kirkland Comprehensive Plan, Totem Lake is designated 
as an “Urban Center,” and is targeted to a community and regional center for 
major destination retailing.  The area is also a center for health care services, 
automobile sales, high technology and small office parks. 
 
The TLUC includes a wide range of land uses and types of activity centers.  The 
area includes low to moderate density residential (including multi-family housing), 
office, retail, light industrial, and institutional land uses.  Two major landmarks in 
the area east of I-405 include a major regional retail center- Totem Lake Mall and 
the Evergreen Health/Hospital Medical Center, both of which are major employers.  
The Evergreen Health/Hospital Medical Center is located in the northeast quadrant 
of Totem Lake, and many smaller medical, dental, and related facilities are located 
near the hospital.  Totem Lake Mall is also located to the east side of the freeway, 
at Totem Lake Boulevard.  Some open space remains around a small lake named 
Totem Lake, located just east of Totem Lake Blvd and 124th Avenue NE. 
 
On the west side of the freeway, retail is dominant, including grocery stores and 
the large Fred Meyer and Costco Home stores, as well as smaller retail stores and 
restaurants.  I-405 Corporate Center is a large non-medical office complex 
development.  Many auto-related businesses such as dealerships and repair 
shops are located along NE 116th Street, NE 124th Street and 124th Avenue NE.  
Many offices and light industrial plants are located in business parks in the 
southwest and northeast quadrants.  Figure 2 shows the major commercial and 
employment centers in the TLUC. 
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Figure 2. Major Employment Centers 
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3. Existing Transportation Network 
 

The TLUC existing transportation network contains freeway and state facilities, 
along with a local roadway network.  The following describes the existing 
transportation network for Totem Lake and Figure 3 illustrates the existing arterial  
network 
 
I-405.  The I-405 corridor runs north-south through Kirkland, within 1 mile to the 
east of the downtown area, and continues north to west of the Totem Lake Urban 
Center.  The I-405 corridor improvement plan will provide additional capacity to I-
405.  Direct access ramps at NE 128th Street will provide HOV access to Totem 
Lake. 

 SR 522.  TLUC is about one mile south of the SR-522/405 interchange.  SR-522 
carries traffic east to Woodinville and Monroe, west through Kenmore, Lake Forest 
Park, and to Seattle. SR 520 intersects I-405 about 5 miles south of the Totem 
Lake area. 

 Principal arterials connect Totem Lake area with other regional locations.  The 
principal arterials are NE 124th Street, which runs east-west and provides access 
to I-405, Juanita, and Redmond, and 124th Ave NE, which runs north-south and 
provides access to Woodinville and Bothell. NE 132nd Street is the north city limit 
which runs east-west and provides access to Bothell and Woodinville/Redmond.  
NE 116th Street runs east-west and provides access to Bothell and I-405.  Totem 
Lake Boulevard is the continuation of 124th Avenue NE to the north and provides 
access into Bothell.  
Minor arterials provide connections between principal arterials and serve as key 
circulation routes within Kirkland. The minor arterials are 132nd Avenue NE, NE 
128th Street and NE 120th Street. 

 Collectors distribute traffic from arterials to local streets.  Local streets give access 
to individual properties and connect to collectors. The collectors are 132nd Avenue 
NE, 120th Avenue NE, 113th Avenue NE, NE 118th Street and NE 130th Lane. 
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Figure 3.  Totem Lake Transportation Network 
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4. Existing Transit Service 
 
The TLUC is served by a number of different routes that are operated by King 
County Metro Community Transit and Sound Transit.  There are 12 transit routes 
that serve the TLUC.  Most of these also serve the Kingsgate Park and Ride.  
Figure 4 and 5 shows the routing and frequencies for Totem Lake Urban Center.  

 
Routes 252, 257, 260, 277, 291, 342, 644 and 952 are METRO peak only routes.   
 
Routes 230, 234, 236, 238, 245, 255 and 630 are METRO all-day routes with 30 
minutes headway or better.   
 
Route 935 is METRO all-day routes with 60 minutes headway or better.   
 
Route 630 provides peak-only services between the I-405/NE 160th Street stop in 
Kingsgate and Bellevue with 30 minutes headway until the Totem Lake Freeway 
Station is completed in the fall of 2007 then Route 532 and 535 will provide service 
between Snohomish County and Totem Lake.    
 
Route CT 424 services the Snohomish P&R, Monroe P&R, Totem Lake Freeway 
Station, the UW Montlake freeway transit station and Downtown Seattle.  The 
route operates three weekday AM and four PM peak periods. 
 
The Kingsgate park-and-ride is served by Metro 230, 238, 252, 255, 257, 277, 
291, 630, 644 and 935. 
Data from 2000 indicates that approximately 1182 daily person trips occurred at 
the Kingsgate park-and-ride with nearly 75 percent of these trips occurring during 
the peak hours.   
Sound Transit has plans for a new transit center to be located on the east side of I-
405 near the Evergreen Health/Hospital Medical Center campus and the Totem 
Lake Mall.  In addition, a new direct access HOV interchange is nearly completed 
and provides access to NE 128th Street, just south of the Kingsgate park-and-ride 
lot.  The new Totem Lake Transit Center will operate with the direct access ramps.  
The project schedule shows that the direct access ramp project would be 
completed in 2007, but the transit center would be completed in 2008.   
 
With the new Totem Lake Transit Center and Totem Lake Freeway Station and 
direct access ramps, Sound Transit will provide all-day services to the Totem Lake 
with Route 532 and 535; these routes will have 30 minute headway. In addition 
Route 535 will be enhanced with greater frequency and serve the new transit 
center.   
 
Metro Routes 230, 236, 238, 255, 291 and 935 will provide services to the new 
Totem Lake Transit Center.  Route 255 is one of the core connections identified 
for potential improvements as part of the Transit Now program. 
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Totem Lake Urban 
Center

 
Figure 4.  Totem Lake Urban Center Transit Service 
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Figure 5. Transit Route Frequencies 
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 Some High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) priority treatments are provided in the 

Kirkland area, mostly on on-ramps to I-405 and on I-405 itself.  These treatments 
increase transit reliability and reduce travel time for the transit routes, which 
operate on the corridors with treatments.  HOV lanes are provided on the inside 
lanes on I-405 through the City of Kirkland in both the northbound and the 
southbound directions.   
Ramp metering and queue bypass lanes at interchanges in Kirkland also facilitate 
transit service reliability and increased travel times.  The queue bypasses located 
at the Totem Lake study area are at: 
 NE 116th Street/ I-405 Interchange: southbound on-ramp 
 NE 124th Street/ I-405 Interchange: southbound on-ramp 

 
5. Parking Supply and Availability 
 

The latest parking study for Totem Lake was completed in 2004 with the Modeling 
TDM Effectiveness Study (TEEM).  Only a limited supply of on-street parking is 
available in the study area.  However, a good amount of well utilized on-street 
parking was observed near the Evergreen Health/Hospital Medical Center.  All 
parking in the Totem Lake area is free. Some lots and spaces are designated for 
employee, visitor and/or customer parking only.   

 As found in the parking inventory which was performed as part of TEEM Study, the 
total off-street, non-residential parking capacity in the Totem Lake study area is 
11,869 spaces.  The total weekday, mid-day demand was found to be 5,784 
vehicles, or 49 percent.  Table 1 provides the number of spaces for each 
employment classification.  

 Currently, about 1,483 parking spaces are located at the Totem Lake Mall and 
1,997 parking spaces are located at the Evergreen Health/Hospital Medical 
Center.  The Hospital is currently under construction and the completion of the 
Evergreen Health/Hospital Medical Center Master Plan in 2012 will provide 
approximately 3,216 parking spaces.   
The Totem Lake Mall has plans to increase its development to include additional 
retail, office and residential uses along with 1,410 additional parking stalls.  It is 
anticipated that Totem Lake Mall will be completed in 2011. 
Since 2000 approximately 1,700 parking spaces have been added through new 
and re-developments.  Most of the additional spaces were added with the 
expansion of the Evergreen Health/Hospital Medical Center Master Plan and the 
Evergreen Medical Plaza redevelopment.  These two redevelopments accounts for 
approximately 1,100 additional parking spaces. 
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 Parking Supply and Demand by Type 
 

The latest most comprehensive parking supply and demand data and 
assessments are taken from the TEEM Study.  Since parking is plentiful and free it 
is anticipated that the current parking demand to supply ratio would be similar to 
year 2000. 
 

      Table 1. Parking Supply & Demand

 

Parking Type
Retail Office Other Total

2000 Supply 6,028 3,768 2,073 11,869
2000 Demand 2,139 2,021 1,624 5,784
2000 D/S Ratio 0.35 0.54 0.78 0.49
2030 Supply 20,790
2030 Demand 10,756
2030 D/S Ratio 0.52  

 

The City recognizes that there is a massive amount of free parking in the TLUC 
and among the target population and it may be difficult to attain our goals with the 
basic CTR plan.  The City plans to work with employers to implement a parking 
management program to minimize make it less attractive to drive alone. 

 
6. Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
 

The non-motorized transportation system is not well established in Totem Lake, 
with some areas missing pedestrian facilities entirely.  In addition, there are 
inadequate east-west crossings across I-405.  Figure 6 and 7 illustrates the non-
motorized networks. 

 NE 132nd Street, NE 124th Street and NE 116th Street provides east-west access 
across I-405 but only NE 132nd Street has continuous marked bike lanes across I-
405.  NE 116th Street has marked bike lanes from Juanita Beach Park to the 
Burlington Northern Railroad tracks and stop short at the I-405 interchange and 
east.  The newly constructed NE 128th Street overpass will provide east-west I-405 
crossing for pedestrians and cyclists.  Adjacent to the Totem Lake area, a bike 
lane begins at the edge of the area but does not extend through Totem Lake’s 
commercial area on NE 124th St.   
NE 132nd Street has bike lanes from 100th Avenue NE to 132nd Ave NE. On 124th 
Ave NE, bike lanes are marked from near NE 124th St south to NE 85th Street.  
Slater Avenue NE has continuous bike lanes in both directions.  116th Avenue NE 
has a bike lane in the north direction from NE 116th Street to NE 124th Street.  
Figure 5 and 6 shows the pedestrian and bicycle transportation network, 
respectively. 
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There are no continuous sidewalks crossing I-405 on either principal arterials 
south of NE 128th Street.  Sidewalks on north-south arterial are more complete. 
The City of Kirkland adopted a Non-Motorized Transportation Plan in 2001. It 
established a long-term future vision of Kirkland regarding pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation and identified general actions that the city should undertake to provide 
for a more comprehensive non-motorized system. Plans include providing a 
pedestrian/bicycle overpass at NE 128th over I-405, plans to complete segmented 
pedestrian facilities on arterial streets; continuing the bike lanes on NE 116th Street 
from west of I-405 and connecting to Slater Avenue east of I-405; provide bike 
lanes on 124th Avenue NE; working with King County to develop a regional off-
street shared use path along the Burlington Northern Santa Fe railroad; and 
adding bike facilities in the Totem Lake Mall commercial area. 
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Figure 6.  Pedestrian Transportation Network 
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Figure 7. Bicycle Transportation Network 
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7. Travel Behavior Inventory 
 

The following section describes the travel behavior for Totem Lake Urban Center.  
Information was taken from either the Totem Lake Neighborhood Plan or the 
PSRC/Trans-lake Model.  Figure8 and 9 show the current daily and PM peak hour 
traffic conditions in TLUC. 

 
Figure 8. Dual Direction Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
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       Figure 9. PM Peak Hour Traffic (vehicle per hour) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  Person and Vehicle Trips 
 Existing trip generation is 127,279 daily person trips. Totem Lake generates about 

25% of the total trips within Kirkland.  About 8 percent of Totem Lake trips stay 
within Totem Lake.  The person and vehicle trips for study area employees and 
residents are illustrated in the following table (from the PSRC/Trans-Lake model).  
The area is expected to see more than 10,000 additional daily employee trips; the 
number of vehicle trips will increase 8,000.  Table 2 shows the 2007 and 2030 
estimated commute trips. 
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Table 2. Commute Trips 
  Person Trips Vehicle Trips 

 2007 2030 2007 2030 
Study Area 
Employees 

18, 390 24,390 8,305 19.654 

 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 
The vehicle miles traveled to work in Totem Lake by employees is illustrated in 
table 3.  Carpool users traveled farther than the other modes; this is different 
than the VMT patterns in most of the other case studies where vanpools travel 
the furthest.   

  Table 3. Average Vehicle Miles Traveled by Mode 

  

Mode
Vehicle Miles 

Traveled to Work
Drive Alone 15
Carpool 21
Vanpool 18
Transit 14
Non-Motorized 0           

 

    
  Average Vehicle Occupancy for Commute Trips  
  The average vehicle occupancy for vehicle trips is shown in Table 4.  
  Table 4. People per Vehicle 

  

Average 
Number 

of People
Drive Alone 1.00
Carpool 2.08
Vanpool 8.76  

 
 
 8. Historical CTR Mode Shares by Year 

Carpooling has been the most commonly used mode by employees, ranging 
from 11 to 18 percent.  The drive-alone percentage has maintained at about 
78% over the past 10 years as shown in table 5. 
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Table 5. Mode Share for CTR Employers 
 Number of 

Employees 
Drive 
Alone 

Carpool Vanpool Transit Non-
motorized 

Other 

1993 4 82% 14% 0% 1% 3% 1% 
1995 5 79% 18% 0% 1% 2% 0% 
1997 7 73% 18% 1% 5% 2% 1% 
1999 9 79% 15% 0% 4% 2% 0% 
2001 18 78% 13% 1% 3% 2% 3% 
2003 14 79% 12% 1% 3% 1% 4% 
2005 9 79% 11% 1% 4% 2% 3% 

        
 

 
10. History with TDM 

 
The City of Kirkland requires that all office building of 50,000 square feet or more 
establish a transportation management plan (TMP).  Eight buildings in Totem Lake 
are TMP sites.  Transportation Management Plans include measures designed to 
help reduce automobile travel.  Measures include commuter information centers, 
preferential parking for carpools and vanpools, parking charges, bike lockers, 
showers, and racks.  The following TMPs have been established in the TLUC: 
 
 
TMP Site Name 
Evergreen Hospital Medical Center 
Forbes Lake Corporate Center 
Kirkland 405 Corporate Center 
Lake Washington Technical College 
Lakeshore Clinic 
Lakeview Office Building 
Touchstone Office Building 
Virginia Mason Clinic East 
 

  
In addition to the TMPs, the TLUC has the following CTR-affected work sites: 

 
• Evergreen Health Care 
• House Value Inc. 
• Wireless Data Services North America Inc. 
• DR Horton 
• Verizon NW Inc. 
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11. Local and Regional Economic Development Plans 
 
 Totem Lake has healthy retail and office areas as well as tremendous potential for 

growth.  The City plans to nurture and support existing uses as well as new 
growth.  Public support can be provided through appropriate levels of public 
infrastructure, a streamlined efficient regulatory review process, development 
standards that encourage high quality development, designation of sufficient land 
for commercial development and a variety of other mechanisms. 

  
D. Projected Future Conditions and Characteristics 
 

1. Population and Employment Growth 
 

The population of the TLUC is expected to increase by 1600 people over the next 
23 years.  Projected population for TLUC in 2030 is 6,064 people. 
 
Over the next 23 years, employment is expected to increase by over 10,000 
employees, doubling the current base.  More than 7,000 of the new jobs will be in 
the office sector, and retail employment will gain about 2,000 jobs.  Table 6 
summarizes the 2030 employment forecast by type. 
 
Table 6. Forecasted 2030 Employment 
Employment by Type Year 2030 
Retail 4,607 
Office 11,470 
Other 3,243 
Total 19,321 

 
 

 
E. Gap Analysis 

 
 For the City to be successful in reducing drive alone trips in the Totem Lake area,  the City 
 will need to address the following barriers: 
   
 
 1. Transit Services 
 Although many of the arterials are served by transit, they have limited frequency.  

Many of the routes do not accommodate the schedules of health care workers in 
the Totem Lake area.  In addition, many of the routes do not connect employees 
to their origins.   

 
Other services that are lacking at TMP and other non-CTR sites in Totem Lake 
include on-site employer assistance for transit and ridesharing programs and 
offering car sharing services.   
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 2. Parking Policies and Management 
 

One of the barriers for achieving successful reductions in drive alone travel is the 
lack of policy for parking management for both on-street and off-street.  Currently, 
parking is free at work sites and most sites have little or no capacity constraints.  
Because parking is free and unconstrained, commuters do not have disincentive to 
seek alternative travel options. 

 
3. Subsidies for Transit and Ridesharing  

 
  With the exception of CTR-affected work sites, most TMP work sites do not offer  
  subsidies for their employees for transit and ridesharing activities.  Subsidies for  
  transit and ridesharing would help increase participation for these activities. 
 

4. Lack of Awareness for Travel Alternatives 
 
  With the exception of employees who work at CTR-affected work sites, there is a  
  lack of awareness for commute alternatives among employees and residents in  
  Totem Lake.  To increase awareness of transit and ridesharing services, the City  
  could market and promote these services to small employers and residents. 
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A. Proposed Goals and Targets for GTEC 
 
The Totem Lake GTEC program builds upon the City’s successful CTR program by expanding the 
program to unaffected work sites and residential groups.  The GTEC program will primarily focus 
on the TMP sites and entry level employees at retail and service types of employment.  The entry 
level employees are more susceptible to change their commute option because the relative cost of 
their commute is proportionally higher when measured against their income.  The TLUC has very 
few single-family residents; most are multi-family residents.  The secondary goal is to bring 
awareness and opportunities for multi-family residents to change their commute options. 
  
The goal of the GTEC program is to reduce drive alone trips by 10% and vehicle miles traveled by 
13% at CTR-affected as required by the base CTR Program; and to reduce drive alone trips by 
10% at non CTR-affected work sites plus increase transit use by residents by 5%.  As required by 
state law, the target is more aggressive than the base target mandated by the CTR law because it 
also targets the non CTR-affected work sites.  Based on these target populations, the following 
targets have been established for reducing drive-alone vehicles and vehicle miles traveled for 
Totem Lake.   
 

Target 
Population 

Base 
Drive 
Alone 
Rate 

Goal Target 
Drive 
Alone 
Rate 

Base 
VMT 

Goal Target VMT Rate 

 
77.8% 

 

Reduce 
by 10% 

 
70% 

 
14 

Reduce by 
13% 

 
12.2 

Employees at 
CTR-affected 
work sites 

There are currently 3,825 employees who work at CTR-affected work sites.  Based 
on the current drive alone rate of 78% for commuters in Totem Lake at CTR-
affected sites, approximately 842 commuters currently use non-drive alone modes.  
Based on a target of 70% for non-drive alone modes, the City plans to increase the 
number of commuters using non-drive alone modes at CTR-affected sites by 306. 

Un-affected 
work sites 

There are approximately 6,000 employees who work at un-affected work sites.  For 
the year 2013, the City has set a target for increasing the number of commuters 
using non-drive alone modes by 600 (approximately 10% of current population). 

Residential 
developments 

There are approximately 4,394 people living in Totem Lake.  The City plans to 
work with residential developments and promote transit and ridesharing activities 
among residents living in multi-family buildings.  For the year 2013, the City has set 
a target for increasing the number of residents using transit by 220 people 
(approximately 5% of the residential population). 

Entire GTEC 
area 

For the entire GTEC area, the City has set a target of converting 906 commuters 
and 180 residents to using non-drive alone modes. 

 
Entire City 

 
77.8% 

 

Reduce 
by 10% 

 
70% 

 
11.2 

Reduce by 
13% 

 
9.8 
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B. Proposed Performance Measures 
 
The City is required to measure the progress towards achieving the goals.  Every year, the City 
will prepare an annual report and every two years, the City will conduct surveys of employees 
and residents to determine their travel behavior.  The City plans to use the WSDOT CTR 
survey as the survey instrument.  Listed below are the proposed measures and the scheduled 
dates for measuring progress. 
 
Performance Measure Agency Responsible Scheduled Date 

 
Percentage of commuters 
using non-drive alone modes 

City of Kirkland Every two years beginning fall 
2008 

Number of un-affected 
employers participating in 
transit and ridesharing 
programs 

City of Kirkland Every two years beginning fall 
2008 

Number of residential buildings 
participating in transit and 
ridesharing programs. 

City of Kirkland Every two years beginning fall 
2008 

Transit ridership on Totem 
Lake transit routes 

King County Metro Transit Every two years beginning fall 
2008 

Vanpool ridership for vans 
traveling to Totem Lake 

King County Metro Transit Every two years beginning fall 
2008 

 
 

 
C. Relationship to Other City Mode Share Goals 
 
The City of Kirkland Comprehensive Plan has a goal of a SOV rate of 65% by the year 2022.  If 
the SOV rate reduction is achieved by the proposed GTEC and CTR program and continues 
beyond 2012 then the Comprehensive Plan goal would be met by the year 2016 for the Totem 
Lake Urban Growth area.   
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The City of Kirkland proposes to implement the following elements as part of its GTEC program 
and has the responsibility for a successful program.  Implementation of the elements will be done 
in partnership and coordination with other agencies.  Listed below are the following planned local 
services and strategies for achieving the established goals and targets 
 
A. Proposed Target Population 
 

As a major employment center, the TLUC has a strong market for increasing transit and 
 ridesharing activities.  Populations that will be targeted for transit and ridesharing activities 
 include: 

 
• Employees working in the health care facilities and the service industry 
• Employees who work for non-CTR work sites 
• Employees who work at TMP work sites 
• Residents who live in multi-family buildings 
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B. Proposed Strategies for Achieving Goals 
 
Strategy Description 

Provide a CTR Employee 
Coordinator and/or Develop a 
partnership to promote and 
manage the GTEC program 

Provide a 0.5 FTE and/or contract with a consultant such as 
King County Metro to administer the GTEC program for 
Totem Lake.    

Parking Management Work with employers and property managers to implement 
parking management at work and residential sites.  Review 
on-street parking policies and look for ways to reduce 
parking capacity. 

Transit Services (Transit Now 
Service Partnership Program for 
2008 to 2013) 

Work with King County Metro Transit and Sound Transit to 
increase bus service to the TLUC.   The City of Kirkland will 
participate in the Transit Now Service Partnership Program 
for 2008 to 2013 with King County and other jurisdictions to 
increase transit service. 

Vanpool Services Promote vanpool services such as ridematching and 
vanpool training to employees and residents through 
programs such as Metro Rideshareonline, Fill-it Up 
campaign and Flexpass program. 

Ride Fast Ride Easy Program A Local program being established to promote vanpool, ride 
matching and transit use to entry level employees in the 
retail and service sector with match funding from Metro 
JARC program. 

Marketing and Promotion along 
with the Ride Fast Ride Easy 
Program 

Market and promote transportation alternatives to 
employees and residents using a variety of material such as 
brochures, fliers, web sites, and on-site promotions. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Improve bicycle and pedestrian facilities based on the Totem 
Lake neighborhood plan and at major employer sites. 

Subsidies Provide subsidies for carpools and vanpools to employees 
and residents. 

Flexpass Promote an area-wide flexpass or similar program that offers 
discounted transit passes to employees.  

Residential Transit Subsidies Develop a residential program to increase transit ridership 
through match funding and subsidies. 

Car Sharing Work with car sharing providers to implement a car sharing 
program in Totem Lake. 

Telework Work with employers to develop a telework program.  The 
program will consist of educating employers about the 
telework program and offer assistance for IT and human 
resource issues. 

On-Site Employer Assistance Provide on-site assistance to both CTR-affected and 
unaffected employers.  Assistance may include on-site 
promotions, developing program strategies and measuring 
performance. 
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C. Schedule for Implementing Program Strategies and Services 
 

The City has identified the following approximate schedule for implementing the GTEC 
program strategies and services.  The agency responsible for implementing the strategy or 
service is also listed.  
  

  
Program Strategy or Service Agency Responsible Scheduled Date for 

Implementation 
 

Policies and Regulations   
 

Amend Comprehensive Plan to 
include Totem Lake GTEC 
program 

City of Kirkland July 2008 
 

Review parking policies and 
parking code requirements for 
Totem Lake 

City of Kirkland 2009 and beyond 

Services and Facilities   
 

Totem Lake transit center Sound Transit 2008 and beyond 
 

Enhance transit services in Totem 
Lake 

King County Metro, Sound 
Transit/City of Kirkland 

2008 and beyond 

Marketing and Incentive 
Programs 

  
 

Provide a CTR Coordinator and/or 
Develop a partnership to promote 
and manage the GTEC program 

City of Kirkland, Consultant 2008 and beyond 
 

Promote area-wide Flexpass City of Kirkland, King County 
Metro 

2008 and beyond 

Develop a residential transit pass 
program  

City of Kirkland, King County 
Metro, Consultant/City of 
Kirkland 

2008 and beyond 

Develop marketing and 
promotional campaign 

Totem Lake CTR 
Coordinator/City of Kirkland 

2009 and beyond 

Develop a recognition program to 
identify employers that implement 
a CTR program and to promote 
the GTEC program 

City of Kirkland/Consultant  

Develop Totem Lake web site Totem Lake CTR 
Coordinator/City of Kirkland 

2009 and beyond 
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E. Proposed System for Measurement and Reporting 
 

To determine whether the GTEC program is making progress towards achieving its goals 
and targets, the City proposes to perform an evaluation of the GTEC program every two 
years.  The program evaluation will begin in 2009 and consist of the following elements: 
 

• Survey employees at CTR-affected and unaffected work sites to develop a 
representative sample. 

• Survey residents at buildings that are participating in transit and ridesharing 
activities. 

• Review transit ridership numbers for Totem Lake transit routes. 
• Review vanpool participation rates for vans traveling to Totem Lake. 
• Conduct interviews with ETCs at CTR-affected and non-CTR work sites. 
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The following financial analysis identifies revenues and expenses that are associated with the 
City’s GTEC program.  The following is a description of the available funding sources that the City 
may secure to implement its GTEC program plan. 
 
A. Program Funding Sources 
 

Funding 
Source 

Responsible 
Agency 

Estimated 
Amount 
FY 2008 

Estimated 
Amount 
FY 2009 

Estimated 
Amount 
FY 2010 

Estimate
d 

Amount 
FY 2011 

Estimated 
Total 

Amount 

GTEC Grants 
 

WSDOT $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 200,000 

TRPP Grants WSDOT $45,000 $45,000 $45000 $45,000 $180,000 
CMAQ Funds 
 

RTPO- PSRC $ 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 25,000 $100,000 

King County 
JARC Funding 

King County 
Metro 

$20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $80,000 

Local Funds 
from Operating 
Budgets 
 

City of 
Kirkland 

$ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $200,000 

METRO (may 
include in kind 
cost) 
 

METRO $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $200,000 

Employer 
Contributions 
 

Employers $ 5,000 $ 5,000 $ 5,000 $ 5,000 $20,000 

I-405 Mitigation 
Funds for 
Construction 
Projects 
 

WSDOT $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $200,000 

Local 
Partnerships 
(Transit Now 
Program) 

City of 
Kirkland and 
Other 
partnering 
Cities, King 
County 

100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 400,000 

Total Funds 
Available: 
 

 $ 395,000 $  395,000 $  395,000 $ 395,000 $ 1,580,000 

 
 
The GTEC program expense include program administration, employer assistance, policy and 
regulation development, promotional activities and materials, transit and ridesharing services, 
flexpasses, custom mode share survey, program measurements, annual reporting and 
implementation of supporting facilities.  These program expenses will determine the minimum 
necessary funding level to implement the GTEC program.
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B.  Program Expenses 
 

 
 
Summary of Expenses 

 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 Total 
Anticipated Revenue $395,000 395,000 $395.000 $395,000 $1,580,000 
Expenses $495,000 495,000 495,000 495,000 $1,980,000 
Shortfall: ($100,000) ($100,000) ($100,000) ($100,000) ($400,000) 

Expense Responsible 
Party 

Estimated 
Amount 
FY 2008 

Estimated 
Amount 
FY 2009 

Estimated 
Amount 
FY 2010 

Estimated 
Amount 
FY 2011 

Estimated 
Total Cost 

Prepare local GTEC 
plan and ordinance 

City of 
Kirkland 

$ 10,000 $ 0 $ 0 $0 $ 10,000 

Administer GTEC 
program (contract 
management, 
program 
measurement, annual 
reporting, 
coordination 
meetings, custom 
survey) 

City of 
Kirkland, 
Consultant 

$ 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 100,000 

Promote supporting 
vanpool services- 
rideshareonline, Fill-it 
Up campaign, Ride 
Fast Ride Easy 
Program 
 

King County 
Metro, City of 
Kirkland 

$ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 200,000 

Increase Transit 
Service 

City of 
Kirkland, 
King County, 
Participating 
Partners 

$100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $400,000 

Offer program 
incentives, 
promotions and 
recognitions 
 

City of 
Kirkland, 
King County 
Metro, 
Employers 

$ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $200,000 

Offer Area-wide 
Flexpass and 
residential transit 
pass 

City of 
Kirkland, 
King County 
Metro 

$200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $800,000 

Marketing and 
Promotion materials 

Commuters, 
Residents 

$50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 200,000 

Web Site information 
& promotion 

Commuters, 
Residents 

$10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $40,000 

Total Expenses:  $495,000 $495,000 $495,000 $495,000 $1,980,000 
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C. Funding Gaps 
 
Based on the expected revenues and expenses of the City’s GTEC program, the City is expected 
to have a shortage of funds for the GTEC program.  To fund these programs, the City will pursue 
grants and contributions from the following sources: 
 

• Federal grants 
• Employer contributions 
• Additional Local Funding 
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As part of its strategic plan for implementing the GTEC program, the City plans to work in 
partnership with the transit agencies and neighboring jurisdictions. 
 
Listed below are the organizations that will be involved with the implementation of the City’s GTEC.  
Their roles and responsibilities are described as follows: 
 
Agency/Organization Roles and Responsibilities 
City of Kirkland Administer GTEC program, conduct program evaluation, 

implement bicycle and sidewalk facilities and implement parking 
management strategies. 

King County Metro Transit Provide transit and ridesharing services.  Implement Totem Lake 
transit center.  Market and promote TDM programs to 
employees and residents, coordinate services with King County 
Metro and employers, coordinate networking meetings. 

City of Kirkland, King County 
Metro Transit & partnering 
Cities 

Partner with other jurisdictions and Metro on the Transit Now 
program to increase transit services. 

Sound Transit Completion of the Totem Lake Transit Center and the I-405/NE 
128th St Express Stop and provide additional services to Totem 
Lake. 

WSDOT Provides matching funds to implement the GTEC Plan 
Employers Offer program incentives to employees; participate in networking 

meetings, survey employees. 
Residential Buildings Offer program incentives to residents; participate in networking 

meetings, survey residents. 
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Agency or Organization Strategy or Service Projected Date for 

Completion 
City of Kirkland 
 

The City will be responsible for 
overseeing the GTEC program 
and coordinating the services 
of the different partners.  It will 
be responsible for setting and 
tracking goals, administering 
the funding agreement with 
WSDOT and performing 
program evaluation.  It will also 
implement bicycle and 
sidewalk facilities. 

On-going 

King County Metro Transit 
 

King County Metro will be 
responsible for providing transit 
services to the Totem Lake 
area, implementing the new 
Totem Lake transit center, 
offering vanpool services and 
administering the regional 
ridematching system. 

On-going 

TDM Consultant 
 

A TDM consultant may be 
contracted and will be 
responsible for conducting 
outreach to employers, 
conducting promotions, 
coordinating ridesharing and 
transit programs with King 
County Metro and developing 
support for TDM programs. 

Fall 2008 

Employer 
 

Employers will help promote 
TDM programs to their 
employees, provide incentives, 
and participate in regular 
network meetings. 

Fall 2008 

Residential Group 
 

Residential property owners 
will be responsible for 
promoting TDM program to 
their residents, surveying 
residents and participating in 
regular network meetings. 

Fall 2008 
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The GTEC program was developed in consultation with the following organizations and individuals: 
 
Organization Meeting Date Issues Discussed 
Kirkland Transportation 
Commission 

January 24, 2007, May 
23, 2007 

A briefing was conducted to the 
Kirkland Transportation Commission 
to discuss the Kirkland CTR plan and 
GTEC program.  The Commission 
discussed the existing conditions of 
the CTR employers and Totem Lake 
area.  The Commission supported the 
idea of a GTEC program for Totem 
Lake. 

Employers in Totem Lake 
(Evergreen Health Care, Fred 
Meyer, Courtyard by Marriott 

April 3, 2007 Kirkland staff met with employers who 
are located in the Totem Lake area to 
discuss the proposed GTEC program.  
Employers support the City’s efforts 
to reduce drive alone vehicles in 
Totem Lake and wanted more 
information about commute 
alternatives.  They expressed interest 
in the vanpool program, transit center 
and transit services, ridematching.  
They also supported meeting 
regularly to develop solutions and 
ideas for encouraging more 
commuters to participate in transit 
and ridesharing programs. 

Fred Meyer, Marriot Courtyard, 
Pacific Medical Center, Trader 
Joes’, Old Country Buffet, 
Ross, Famous Footwear, Rite 
Aid, Costco Home, Baymont 
Inn & Suites, Carlton Inn, D.R. 
Horton Company, Lake 
Washington Technical College, 
Virginia Mason, Touchstone I-
405 Corporate Park, Costco 
Home, Lakeshore Clinic, 
Totem Lake Plaza, Comfort 
Inn, Madison House, Triad 
Associates, Value Village, 
Olive Garden, Azteca, 
Residence XII, Aegis Lodge at 
Totem Lake, Office Max, Aegis 
of Kirkland 

Between March 19, 
2007 and March 30, 
2007. 

Door to door solicitation. 
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King County Metro March 12, 2007 Met with King County Metro discuss 
potential strategies for the GTEC and 
potential matching funding for the 
GTEC. 

City of Bothell, City of Mercer 
Island, City of Woodinville, City 
of Renton, City of Bellevue, city 
of Redmond, City of Issaquah 

April 30, 2007 Meeting to discuss coordination 
between jurisdictions for future CTR 
and GTEC programs. 

City of Bothell, City of Mercer 
Island, City of Woodinville, City 
of Renton, City of Bellevue, city 
of Redmond, City of Issaquah 

May 21, 2007 Meeting to discuss coordination of 
GTEC programs between 
jurisdictions. 

Draft GTEC and CTR plans 
were emailed to Bellevue, 
Redmond, King County 
METRO, Sound Transit, City of 
Seattle  

May 24, 2007 
June 25, 2007 

Draft GTEC program was sent out for 
comments. 

King County Metro June 6, 2007 Met with King County Metro to review 
the draft GTEC Plan 

Kirkland City Council July 17, 2007 The GTEC Plan will be presented to 
the Kirkland City Council for 
recommendation 

 
  
The following items are included with this GTEC plan as part of the application for GTEC 
certification: 
 

1. Copy of the City’s resolution to designate the GTEC and adopt the program plan. 
 
2. Letter from the local transit agency endorsing the designation of the area as a GTEC. 

 
3. Letters of support from partners that are expected to contribute resources. 
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SECTION VIII. RELATIONSHIP TO LOCAL CTR PLAN 
 
The Totem Lake GTEC program builds upon the City’s existing CTR program.  The City will 
continue to work with major employers in the CTR program to reduce drive alone travel and vehicle 
miles traveled.  In addition to the City’s CTR program, the City plans to expand CTR activities to 
unaffected employers and residential groups. 
 
By expanding the CTR program to Totem Lake through a GTEC program, the City will help 
improve air quality, reduce traffic congestion on state highways and local streets, and help achieve 
the goals and vision of the Totem Lake neighborhood plan.  Described below is the relationship 
between the Totem Lake GTEC program and the City’s Local CTR plan. 
 

Base CTR Program GTEC Plan Expected Benefits 
 

The base CTR program will 
continue to focus on major 
employers in Totem Lake.  
Totem Lake currently has four 
major employers. 

The GTEC program expands 
efforts to reduce drive alone 
trips to the following markets: 
1) Health Care employees; 2) 
Totem Lake Mall employees; 
3) Residents in Totem Lake; 4) 
entry level employees. 

Additional efforts to reduce 
drive alone trips will help 
reduce traffic congestion in 
Totem Lake, improve air 
quality and help achieve the 
goals and vision of the City’s 
Totem Lake sub area plan. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033   425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

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

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

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

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

 
A. Proceed to the Study Stage in 2007: 

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

 
B. Defer to the future neighborhood plan update process: 

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

o Strahm Properties 
o Mark Applegate    
o William Andrews 

 
C. Do not consider further: 

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

quorum for a recommendation vote: 
o Kirkland Professional Center  

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The following request not be considered further: 
 

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

 
V.  CONCLUSION 

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

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

 

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

 

Enclosures:  

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

2 – Location map for each private amendment request 

3 – KZC 140.20.3, Threshold Determination Criteria  

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

5 – Fiscal Note for the Planned Action EIS 

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

Yousset Parast, parast@comcast.net 

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

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

 DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
MEMORANDUM 

 
To: City Council  
 
From: Planning Commission  

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

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

 
I. RECOMMENDATION 

 
The Planning Commission recommends: 
 

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

 
B. Defer to the future neighborhood plan update process: 

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

o Strahm Properties 
o Mark Applegate    
o William Andrews 

 
C. Do not consider further:

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

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

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

II.  INTRODUCTION 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

   
III.   THRESHOLD DETERMINATION CRITERIA 

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

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

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

the Comprehensive Plan; or 
  

c. All of the following: 
 

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

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

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

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

IV. DISCUSSION OF THE REQUESTS 
 
A.  SUMMARY  

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

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

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

Same  

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

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

Same 

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

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

Same 

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

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

Same 

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

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

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

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

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

Same 

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

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

Defer to the Moss 
Bay Neighborhood 
Plan update. 

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

Defer to the Moss Bay 
Neighborhood Plan 
update. 

Same 
 

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

Defer to the Bridle 
Trails Neighborhood 
Plan update. 

Same 

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

Defer to the North Rose 
Hill Neighborhood Plan 
update. 

Same 

 
B.  RELATION TO CRITERIA 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Criterion c. All of the following: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Criterion c. All of the following: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Criterion c. All of the following: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Criterion c. All of the following: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Criterion c. All of the following: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
The following request not to be considered further: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
V.  PUBLIC COMMENT 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
• Staff recommends the following: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
c. All of the following: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1. Request: Change the Comprehensive Plan land use designation, the Zoning Map and/or 
the Zoning Code text to allow additional height similar to the height allowed in PLA 5C, but 
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with no required minimum lot size. The site is located at 220 6th Street in the PLA 5B zone 
of the Moss Bay Neighborhood (see Attachments 6a and 6b). 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

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

c. All of the following: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
c. All of the following: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

proposal. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Prior to development, the overall PUD did contain over 15 acres.  Following dedication of 
much of the now Yarrow Bay Wetland Park as a public benefit, the office complex property 

E-Page #284



Memo to Planning Commission 
2007 Private Amendment Request – Threshold Determination 
June 19, 2007 
Page 17 of 27 
 

now contains only 8.42 acres.  The minimum lot size in the Zoning Code for any 
development or changes to the site is 15 acres.   
 
To the east is Lake Washington Blvd.  To the north is an office building also in the PLA 3B 
zone.  To the south is Points Drive and I-520.  To the west is the multi-family complex that 
was part of the original PUD. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

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

 
c. All of the following: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

proposal. 
 

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

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

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

c. All of the following: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

update process.   
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

proposal. 
 

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

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

provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

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

 
c. All of the following: 
 

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

(2) The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process; and 
 
There is no strong public interest to consider the request this year.  The request 
raises larger issues about appropriate land use patterns between I-405 and 116th 
Ave NE south of NE 70th Street, and the transition between the existing office use 
and freeway interchange to the north and the low-density residential areas to the 
south that should be addressed at the future neighborhood plan update process. 
 
The applicant indicates in his application (see Attachment 12b, page 2) that the 
density should be increased or the land use changed because the lots are not as 
deep in the east-west direction as the lots further to the south, and thus do not 
provide an adequate area for a buffer from the freeway noise.  Also, the applicant 
notes that 116th Ave NE is a busy street with traffic going to and from the transfer 
station and by-passing I-405.    
 
However, many low-density single-family homes adjacent to the freeway have 
similar lot depths.  Also, many single-family homes are located next to busy 
streets, such as 116th Ave NE.   
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Memo to Planning Commission 
2007 Private Amendment Request – Threshold Determination 
June 19, 2007 
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(a) The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years); and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

d. All of the following: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Attachments:   

1 – Summary Chart of Requests 
2 – Threshold Determination Criteria Sheet 
3 – Current Neighborhood Plan Update Schedule (to be updated in July 2007)  
4 – Materials relating to the Douglas Howe/Touchstone Request  
5 - Materials relating to the Katherine Orni Request  
6 – Materials relating to the Rhoda Altom Request 
7 – Materials relating to the Mehdi Nakhjir Request 
8 – Materials relating to the Costco Wholesale Request 
9 – Materials relating to the Plaza at Yarrow Bay Request  
10 – Materials relating to the Strahm Properties Request 
11 – Materials relating to the David Montgomery/Kirkland Professional Center Request 
12 – Materials relating to the Mark Applegate Request  
13 – Materials relating to the William Andrews Request  
 
Submitted after staff memo was issued: 
14 – Comment letter from Ray Hansen, dated June 25, 2007 
15 – Comment email sent from Steve Tindall, dated June 19, 2007 
16 – Response letter from Robert Strahm, PAR applicant, concerning staff memo, dated June 27, 2007 
17 – Comment email sent from James McElwee, dated June 27, 2007 
18 – Additional information submitted from William Andrews, PAR applicant, at the PC meeting on June 
 28, 2007 
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2007 Private Amendment Requests 
 
Applicant Request Location Staff Recom. 
Douglas Howe 
Touchstone 
File ZON07-00016 

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

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

Study in 2007 

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

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

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

Study in 2007 

Rhoda Altom 
File ZON07-00019 
 

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

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

Study in 2007 

Mehdi Nakhjir 
File ZON07-00010 
 

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

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

Study in 2007 or 
2008 

Costco Wholesale 
File ZON07-00017 

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

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

Study in 2007 or 
2008 

Plaza at Yarrow Bay, 
Inc 
ZON07-00018 
 

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

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

Defer to the 
neighborhood 
plan  
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Applicant Request Location Staff Recom. 
Strahm Properties 
LLC 
File ZON07-00011 

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

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

Defer to the 
neighborhood plan 

Kirkland Professional 
Center 
ZON07-00020 

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

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

Defer to the 
neighborhood plan 

Mark Applegate 
File ZON07-00009 

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

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

Defer to the 
neighborhood plan 

William Andrews 
File ZON07-00008 

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

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

Defer to the 
neighborhood plan 
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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). 

neighborhood plan review or plan amendment process; and 

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

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

--I 

C 

Criteria 

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

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

c. All of the following: 

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

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

Andrews Applegate Nakhjir Strahm Orni 
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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). 

--- -- - - 

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

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

c. All of the following: 

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

I 

the Comprehensive Plan, and 

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

Kirkland 
Professional 

Center 

neighborhood plan review or plan amendment process; and 

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

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

5 
(generally not in the next two years). 

Altom Criteria Howe Costco Plaza at 
Yarrow Bay 
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN UPDATE SCHEDULE 

January 2006 
Note: Schedule Subject to  Change 

Neighborhood Plan Implementation: 
Zoning Regulations & Oesign Standards 

Totem Lake 

Rose Hill Business District 2005 

- 

Comprehensive'Plan & Neighborhood Plans 

Comprehensive Plan 

Highlands 

Market & Norkirk 

Lakeview & Houghton 

North & South Juanita 

Moss Bay & Everest 

Comprehensive Plan Chapters 

Bridle Trails & South Rose Hill 

Totem Lake 

North Rose Hill 

Netghbwhwd Plan Schedule 12-1103 

2004 (Adopted) 

2005 (Adopted) 

ATTACHMENT 
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Touchstone Amendment Request for the Park Place Center 
File ZON07-00016 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

VATTACHMENTI 
Page 6 of 8 

H:\PcdWernut FormsUnternet Front Counter FormsU006 Comp Plan Amen1 
mr3 0+ --ooe~b 

E-Page #302



A. ~escription of Proposal (continued) 
,- 

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

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

and provides an oprtunity for a ~ublic/private venture for the parking. 
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~ . 2 .  (continued) 

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

D.3. (continued) 

the current market demand for  more office space. The existing center 
is 25 years old and ready t o  be redeveloped. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMk4UMBTY DEVELOPMENT 

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

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

Applicant Name Katherine Orni 

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

Telephone (425) 202-3606 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Neighborhood Plan will be reviewed in 2011. 

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

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

E. Property owner signature 

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

Name - sign: 
Name - print: 

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

Telephone: ( 425 )  202-3606 

Page 6 of 7 
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2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

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

(continued on back) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

E. Property owner signature. 

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

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

Address: 
< \ \  U'R ?&a33 

Telephone: 4 7-'5- - 8 L l  - 7 7 8 C\ 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Interpretation No. 04-1 

From: Eric R. Shields, 
Planning Director 

Date: March 11, 2004 

Subject: EFFECT OF RESOLUTION R-2639 ON VARIOUS PROPERTIES 

ISSUE 

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

INTERPRETATION 

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

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

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

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

B. If one of these properties is or was rezoned subsequent to July 16, 1979, then R-2639 shall be moot 
(of no further effect) as to such property. 
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Interpretation 04-1 
March 11, 2004 
Page 2 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ANALYSIS 

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

Consequently, R-2639 was intended to be a kind of onetime offer. The terms of the resolution apply only 
to the first development on the property. Since many of the properties have since been developed (some 
under the terms of the resolution, others not), the resolution is no longer applicable to those properties. It 
stands to reason, however, that projects developed under the resolution, and which as a result do not 
conform to a particular aspect of the current zoning, should be treated as though they are legally 
nonconforming. 
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Interpretation 041 
March 11, 2004 
Page 3 

I 

i 
I 
i 

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

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

settlement terms. Likewise, changes to zoning regulations establishing new development standards also 
apply to the properties. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

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

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

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

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

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

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

A Description of Proposal: 

. 

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

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

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

~ ro~osa l .  

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

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

eo- 

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

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

&?- 

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

I?. Property owner signature. 

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

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

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

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

Page 7 of 8 
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1 CITY OF KIRKLAND 

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

To: Planning Commission 

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

Date: March 17, 2005 

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

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

II. BACKGROUND 

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

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

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

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

W 4  L C @ - t  
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James A. Hart: Remand to the Planning Commission for reconsideration. 

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

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

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

Ill. CONCLUSION 

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

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

Attachments: 

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

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

2005 PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUESTS - FILE NO. ZON05-00002 

JAMES A. HART REQUEST 

EXCERPT FROM FEBRUARY 3,2005 STAFF MEMORANDUM 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Staff does not view the different heioht allowances as an inconsistencv. It is not 
uncommon for different zones to have different building height allowar;ces. The 30' 

, AW& b B - 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 Neighborhood, such review is best done in a more comprehensive manner, and 
through the more inclusive process that a neighborhood plan update provides. 

c. All of the followinq: 

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

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

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

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

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

The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan was last updated in 1989. 

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

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

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

* Note - The original support materials for the James Hart request were identified as Affachment 5 in the 
February 3,2005 Staff memorandum. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

2005 PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUESTS - FILE NO. ZON05-00002 

JAMES A. HART REQUEST 

ORIGINAL SUPPORT MATERIALS 

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

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

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

Applicant Name JA ME5 
Address 

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

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

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

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

A. Description of Proposal: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

proposal. . . 

N /.A 

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

H.\Pcd\Permll Fornu\Mac Front Cwnlcr Forn!r\?005 Comp Plan knendmenl Prolrct-.- 
I-rl:c 5 lll8 
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3 The public interest would best be served by considenng the proposal in the current 
year, rather than delaying considerat~on to a later neighborhood plan review or plan 
amendment process 
Rc,ut.~w~ &-a 5 A GAS NOT \?.Ed C A ~ ~ L B D  M -h~m 'J+* -w-7' \OYe5. 

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

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

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

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

E. Property o&er signature 

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

. 

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

address 

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

TINUE TO FOLLOWING PAGES IF 

1. The applicant is neilher the property owner nor represe~iti~ 
Ihe affected property owner must be not~fied. 
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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 COMPNCHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Directions: You may use this form or answer questions on separatepages. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 

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

E. Property owner signature 

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

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

Address: 10 47.a ,- . q ~  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

11.  NEW BUSMESS 

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

, Absent: Deputy Mayor Joan McBride 

b. King County Water District # I  Water Right 

I ATTACHMENT % I 
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Council Meeting: 02/07/06 
Agenda:Unfinished Business 

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

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 

From: Lynn Stokesbary, Assistant City Manager 

Date: January 25,2006 

Subject: American Legion Hall 

RECOMMENDATION: 

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

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 

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

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

build in^ CondHion andprobable Costs 

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

f#&d 7 CcJ -2 
R-d. U m \ Q 0 7 D h C l N C w n d l M W M a ~ ~ r \ U f i d 8 u w - W n ~  H . O I I A O r H d B M d 7 ~ h  
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Memorandum to Dave Ramsay 
January 25,2006 
Page 2 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Possible Buildinz Uses 

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

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

From an historic perspective the building is important because it reflects the role of the American Legion in 
Kirkland. In 1936 it was remodeled by the Works Progress Administration, one of only a couple buildings 
(including the Cannery) that represent the work of the WPA. Although it is not as architecturally significant 
as Heritage Hall it does reflect the early history of Kirkland. It is located in proximity to other historic 
buildings in Kirkland such as the Womans Club, the Congregational Church, and the old Central School site 
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Memorandum to Dave Ramsay 
January 25,2006 
Page 3 

(the current site of City Hall). For further information on American Legion Hall historic significance please 
refer to the December 13 report to the City Council that included information from the Kirkland Heritage 
Society and Planning Department. 

Options 

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

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

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

architect would recommend testing for possible mold in the building (estimate of $2,000 to 
$4,000). This should provide us with a better understanding of the potential problem and 
mitigation. We would repoltthose findings to the City Council at their February 21 meeting for 
final decision and direction. 
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ClW OF KIRKLAND 
:&'$ City manager's Mice 
\ 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3001 
**'@' www.ci.kirk1and.wa.u~ 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 

From: Lynn Stokesbary, Assistant City Manager 

Date: December 1,2005 

Subject: American Legion Hall 

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

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 

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

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

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

K W  I-\121M5 Spilol Clly Counril M&\W M3nagrlUn#NYad BurcnvV.wmn bmllllnaran Lam Hall mda 
74 c3 -9 
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Memorandum to Dave Ramsay 
December 1,2005 
Page 2 

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

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

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

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

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

3. Inform the realtor representingthe property owner that the City is not interested in purchasing the 
property. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Communily Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.5873225 
w.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Lynn Stokesbary, Assistant City Manager 

From: . Angela Ruggeri, Senior Planner 

Date: November 30,2005 

Subject: American Legion Hall at 138 5" Avenue 

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

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

after it was acquired from the Baptist Church. 

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

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

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

Field Slte No 
PY 

OAHP No. Date Reoorded 12/13/91 

Site Name Hlstorie Bap'St 
CommonAmerlcan Legion Hall 

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

CltylSIatelZipCode WA, 98033 
. . 

Status 

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

(Roll No. h Frame No.) 

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

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

DESCRIPTION SECTION ~ o o f  Type 

Matorlais& Feature8/StructuralTypee 
Buildi Ty eReligion 

yecfanguiar 
~ ~ ~ a m i d a l  ' 

Plan q Monltor q Other(specity) 
q Gambrel 

structuralsystem Wood 
1 q shed 

No. olStories 
Roof Material 

Cladding (Exterior Wall Surfaces) , q Wood Shingle 

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

[ :Z%Etten 
O ~ i l e  ' 

Metal(spaolfy) 
Vertloel Board ' 

q AsbesloalAsphalt 
o i e r  (specify) 

q Brick Not visible 

ri stone Foundation 
0 stuooo 

Terra Cotla q Log Concrete 

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

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

q Not visible 

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

Intact Slloht Moderate Extensive 

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

Olher(spec1ty) 

)A, '. 

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

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

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

, Quadrangle or map name 

GreekRevlval 
0 QothloRevlval 

Italienate 
Second Empire 
RomanesqueRevlval 

q stidkStyle 
q QuBenAnne 
q ShlnpleStyle 
q Cdonlgl Rsvival 

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

Gable front 
q Gable front and wing 
q Side gable 

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

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

cro;sgable' 
0 PyramidallHipped 
n Other (apecity) 
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. . 

SITE NO. 17 NARRATIVE SECTION 
. " ' 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

: : 

: 8. 

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

window, and a decorative front entrance cover. ' 

%.?lor Btbtiographlc References 

King County Assessots Records 
Journal American, 1/27/77, . ' 'Amerlcan Legion Completes Remodeling" 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
fa Fire & Building Department 
C 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3000 , 
9ee1*e*0 www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Lynn Stokesbaty 

From: Jack Henderson, Deputy Fire Chief 

Date: November 30,2005 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Fire: 
There is currently no fire s~rinkler or fire alarm system in the building. There are 
functioning exit signs. 
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Exiting: 
If used as a n  office, one  exit is all that would be required from both the 900sf upstairs 
and the 1920sf downstairs "spaces" and the combined "building" per Tables 1014.1 and 
1018.2. If a more dense  use  (assembly) is planned, then access to additional exits may 
be required. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Although government agencies can not use exception 1 of Section 1104.4, exception 4 
would allow for no  accessible route to the 900sf uastairs if it was used as an accessory 
storage area  andlor mechanical equipment room with a n  occupant load factor of 1 pe; 
300sf. 
ti \pgendl itanr\lzIm s w  ObCaunol I ~ ~ n \ w m n a w u n  ~uriuhlwmran bponhawman I- ten atMmml4mc A&&& - 1 2 -  
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4. Where a two-story building or facility has one story 
with an occupant load of five or fewer persons that 
does not contain public use space, that story shall not 
be required to be connected by an accessible route to 
the story above or below. 

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

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

Inspection; 

Tom Jensen 
Tom Radford 
Clell Mason 

E-Page #340



Jensen 1 Fey 
2rcliitecture and @Tanning 
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The Justice White House 
7730 Lealy Way NE Redmond Washington 98052 
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American Legion Hall Use Opinion & Improvements Cost Estimate Report 
January 24,2006 
Page 20f 4 

AMERICAN LEGION HALL 

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

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

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

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

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

7730 Leary Way NE Redmond Washington 98052 
Tel: 425-216-0318 Fax. 425-216-0329. 
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American Legion Hall Use Opinion & Improvements Cost Estimate Report 
January 24,2006 
Page 3 o f  4 

Opinion of Best Use 

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

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

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

Estimated Costs of Improvements 

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

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

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

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

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

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

JENSEN I FEY Architecture and Planning 
The Jwiice White House 

7730 L e q  Way NE Redmond Washington 98052 
Tel: 425-216-0318 Fax: 425-216-0329 
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American Legion Hall Use Opinion & Improvements Cost Estimate Report 
January 24,2006 
Page 4of 4 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Report prepared by: 

Clay Wallace, AIA, NCARB 
Principal 

JENSEN I FEY Architecture andPIanning 
The Justice White Home 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Please see the enclosed letter. 

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

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

Please see the enclosed letter. -. - -- 

PageGof8 .$. 
ATTACHMENT -;, I.I:\PcdWermit FomUntemct Front Counter Forms\2006 Comp Plan Amcndn 

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

Please see the enclosed letter. 

- - - -. P 

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

Please see the enclosed letter. 

- 
---- 

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

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

Please see the enclosed letter. - 
- 

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

Please see the enclosed letter. 

-- 

E. Prope~ty owner signature. 

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

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

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

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

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

April 24,2007 
COuRlER DELIVERY 

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

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

Dear Mayor Lauinger and Members of the City Council: 

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

1. One completed and signed Application for Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

2. One check for the $300 application fee 

3. One narrative request with fmdings (this letter) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3. All of the following: 

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

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

Framework Goal FG-4: Promote a strong and diverse economy 
Economic Development Goal ED-1: Foster a strong and diverse economy 
consistent with community values, goals, and policies. 
Policy ED-1.1: Work to retain existing businesses and attract new businesses. 
Policy ED-1.3: Encourage a broad range of businesses that provide goods and 
services to the community. 
Policy ED-1.4: Strengthen Kirkland's tax base. 
Policy ED-1.5: Encourage clusters of complementary businesses. 
Economic Development Goal ED-3: Strengthen the unique role and economic 
success of Kirkland's commercial areas. 
Policy ED-3.3: Encourage infill and redevelopment of existing commercial areas 
consistent with the role of each commercial area. &&&d 8b -3 
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The Honorable James L. Lauinger, Mayor 
And Members of the Kikland City Council -3 - April 24,2007 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Patrick Mullaney, Foster Pepper PLLC 
John Ellmgsen, Barghausen Consulting Engineers, Inc. 
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Plaza at Yarrow Bay Private Amendment Request 
ZON07-00018 
1021 0,10220, and 10230 NE Points Drive and 8.5 
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CITY OF KlRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

A. DGcrjption of Proposal: 

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

1 
P a s  G of 8 

H.\Ptd\Pernlit Forms'Jnternet Front Counter FormsUOOG Comp I'lan Amendmer 

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

ATTACHMENT 

ZZarJaq-oo018 

PLa3o. 3 y d r ~ o u l  &u 1 
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2. The proposal demotlstrates a strong potenlial to serve the public inlerest by 
i~ilplemcnting specific~lly identified goals and policies of the Comnprel~ensi~e 
Plan. 

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

4. The proposal is located in a ncighborl~ood for wliicl~ a tleigl~borl~ood plan has 
not been recently adopted (ge~~erally not within two years). 

J L e &  @;w nP 4i.e LLe v1a3 /b , . .~~e LA c , h  PkLu ulcis-/?8~. 

5. The proposal is located in a ~ieigl~bort~ood for which a nciglborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 

6 .  The proposal would correct an inco~lsistency willrin or make a clarificatio~i to a 
provision of tlie Co~nprehensivc Plan. 

E. Prope~ty owner signature. 

N o f ~ :  F f h e  applicnr~t is the property owner, 01: is rcprcswfiz~g flre propeyty oower; theti the 
plWpeI'tY onelrer InIAst sign flre lartpage. Ifthe app/lca?zf is neillrer flre properly olwzer no?' 
repraenfirrg fl~eproperty owner. fhar f I~e  nzecfedpmperry owner r~tuci be notr;Red. Send or 
hand deliver a copy o f fh i t  corrrplefed application lo of1 qffectd.properp o~mrers. $II our 
fhe aitachedAffi~/uvil of service that this hm heen dune. 

.' . . . . 
. . 

-- 
Telephone: - 

H:Wcd\PennitFormsUuientrt Front Counter FontlsQ006 Comp Plan ~n~endnleut ~roj~ct.doc . 3/15/05 

. . 
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Strahm Properties Private Amendment Request 
ZON07-00011 

/ 508 6th Avenue S, 506 7th Avenue S, and 333 5th Place S 1 I 
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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 COMPREHENSIST PLAN AMENDMENT 

Applicant Name: Strahm Properties, LLC 
Address: 1712 Pacific Ave. Suite 104, Everett, WA 98201 
Telephone: 425-259-1457 
Property owner (if different than the applicant): Bushnell Family Trust (attachment 2- 
A), Moss Bay LLC (attachment 2-C) 
Property Owner: Frank & Barbara Strahm (attachment 2-B) 
Address: P.O. Box 880 Snohomish, WA 98291 
Telephone: 425-334-0169 

A. Description of Proposal: Amend Moss Bay Area Land Use Map PLA 6g (I), 
also known as Subarea GI, to light industridoffice and high density residential: 
designation HDRIIND. Amendments should also be made to the Moss Bay 
Neighborhood Plan, that are consistent with the amended land use map (see 
ATTACHMENT 1A). 

B. Description, address, and map of property affected by the proposal: See 
ATTACHMENT 1B 

C. Description of the specific reasons for making the proposal: 1) Amend the 
City's comprehensive plan to be consistent with the residential neighborhood and 
PLA 6g(2). 2) Increase the City's population capacity by increasing residential 
density (see ATTACHMENT 1C). 

D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: 
See ATTACHMENT 1D 

1. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal. The City can combine the proposed amendment with the review required 
by RCW 36.70A.215 buildable lands evaluation. There is also a $300.00 fee paid to 
cover the costs associated with reviewing a phase I proposal, and an additional 
$300.00 fee for a phase I1 review. 

Page 1 of 2 1 ATACHMENT IoT~I  
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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. The proposal supports all the Framework Goals cited in the Comprehensive 
Plan with emphasis on FG-1, FG-3, FG-7, FG-9, FG-11, FG-14. The proposal 
supports the Land Use Goals and Policies stated in the Comprehensive Plan, with 
Emphasis on Goals LU-1, LU-2, LU-3, LU-4, and LU-7 and the policies 
associated with these goals. The proposal supports the Housing Goals H-1 to H-3 
and the associated policies. FG-14 ensures that Kirkland accommodates its' share 
of projected growth, the new PSRC vision 2020 Update allocates an increased 
growth projection to the City, requiring increased capacity. The Kirkland 
Industrial Zoning report (Jan. 2005) identifies many regulatory problems and 
resolutions and should be considered concurrently with this proposal and the 
buildable lands review required by RCW 36.70A.215. 

3. The public interest would best be senred by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process. The proposal should be considered during the 
buildable lands review required by RCW 36.70A.215 in 2007. The proposed 
amendments will increase needed population capacity in Kirkland. 

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years). The property 
proposed for amendment lies in the Moss Bay neighborhood. The Moss Bay 
neighborhood plan was completed in 1989. 

5. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). The 
Moss Bay neighborhood plan is not scheduled to be updated until 201 1. 

6. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. PLA 6g (1) should be amended to be 
consistent with PLA 6g (2) and adjacent residential uses. The proposal also 
expands new close in housing opportunities in the perimeter of the Downtown, 
with additional residential uses that would be more appropriate for this area. 

E. Property owner signature. f l $ / ~ ~ ~ ~  $ 
6cdwe& 00 t 1 e 7  

~ d - e  Name - sign%--@ - 8 
N a m e - p r i n T ~ ~ \ h  4 ,  ~ m f i -  &a&&.-,, ; s T ~ L ~ ~  kfiv 
Address: J S , ~  

b?c/TV & 5 . G .  
J k h ~  

s ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ; s L ~  u- ? Z a e  [ > / Z  kU$(&, 
Telephone: 3 - 8 - 5 4 7 8  gue#~.rr 
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A. Kirkland Comprehensive Plan and Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan amendments: 
Page XV.D-26 Subarea G1 headiig should include "Subarea GI is appropriate 
for high-density residential development." The text under the above heading 
starting on page XV.D-26, should be amended to include language such as: 
"Subarea G1 is appropriate for light industrial and stand-alone office 
development. High-density residential development is also appropriate for 
Subarea Gl." These amendments would make the two "Subareas" G1 and G2 
consistent. 

B. The proposal requests that the Moss Bay Area Land Use Map (figure C-2) be 
amended as depicted below. PLA 6g (I), also known as Subarea G1, changes to 
light industridoffice and high density residential - designation HDRRND. The 
address is 508 6& Ave, 506 7& Ave S and 333 5& PL S, Kirkland, Wa 98033. 

C. This is a perimeter area of the Kirkland's Downtown. As stated in the introduction 
to the Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan (page XV.D-l), "A major policy emphasis 
for the Moss Bay Neighborhood is to encourage commercial activities in the 
Downtown, and to encourage medium to high-density residential uses in the 
perimeter of the Downtown."- the proposal would implement the Moss Bay 
Neighborhood policy by encouraging high-density residential uses in the 
perimeter area 

The proposal would amend the City's comprehensive plan to make Subarea G 1 
consistent with Subarea G2 and with the surrounding residential neighborhood. 
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E 
j ATTACHMENT I 

The adjacent railroad may be converted to a county maintained traivpark. This 
would eliminate the benefit of delivery via railroad and make the industrial use 
obsolete. 

The proposal would increase the city's population capacity by increasing 
residential density. This is needed because of the increased mowth ~roiections 
included in the G e t  Sound Regional Council Vision 2020k~date~se"e exhibit 1 
attached). 

D. 
2. The proposal supports all the Framework Goals cited in the Comprehensive 

Plan witb emphasis on FG-1, FG-3, FG-7, FG-9, FG-11, FG-14. The proposal 
supports the Land Use Goals and Policies stated in the Comprehensive Plan, 
with Emphasis on Goals LU-1, LU-2, LU-3, LU-4, and LU-7 and the policies 
associated with these goals. The proposal supparts the Housing Goals H-1 to 
H-3 and the associated policies. 
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Exhibit 1 
What Does It Mean for Kirkland? 

From a regional perspective, it is my opinion that the Metropolitan and Larger 
Cities alternatives are best, as they minimize the outward spread of urbanization 
and provide for a more compact urban form. However, I do have a significant 
question about the ability of Kirkland to accept the amount of growth that both of 
these alternatives have assigned. As can be seen from the population and 
employment summaries in attachment 4, Kirkland's population would increase by 
over 30,000 in the Metropolitan Cities alternative and nearly 40,000 in the Larger 
Cities alternative, compared with about 20,000 in the Growth Targets Extended 
alternative. At the same time, each of these three alternatives shows Kirkland's 
employment growing by nearly 30,000. These levels of growth are well beyond 
our current growth capacity and are likely qreater than our build-out under current 
zoning, although data on build-out are notcurrently available. (The department 
is currently in the process of updating our capacity analysis; and we plan to have 
a build-out analysis prepared at the same time.) 

Consequently, I recommend conditional support for a preferred growth alternative 
that maintains a compact growth pattern, but that growth assignments to 
individual cities take into account existing development patterns and 
acknowledge the extent to which cities, such as Kirkland, have already achieved 
a compact urban form and the degree to which such cities are realistically able to 
accommodate additional growth. 

Attachments: 
1. Vision 2020 Update DElS Executive Summary 
2. Selected addiional materials from Vision 2020 Update DElS 
3. Evaluation Criteria for Select~ve a Preferred Growth Alternative 
4. Populations and Employment Summary of Growth Alternatives 
5. Discussion questiins for suburban cities Public Issues Committee 
6. Summary of comments contributed by SCA Membership 

cc: 

ES. Vsbn 2020+20 7-18-05 
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Kirkland Industrial Zoning 

Prepared for: 

City of Kirkland Planning 

April 12, 2005 

By: 
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1 Kirkland Industrial Zoning Study Page 1 

I Executive Summary 
I 

' I 1 The City of Kirkland retained Urban Advisors Ltd to asnst in providing information for making 
I I decisions regarding the current industrial zoning policies. Three issues prompted this inquiry: 

) 

First, given the industrial zoning specified, whether lands designated for industrial or 
manufacturing uses will likely retain and atfract the businesses intended or whether the 
demands and needs of new users will find the overall characteristics ofthe area insufficient 
for thelr locational needs; and 
Second, based on the study findings, what types of City actions might be needed to attract 
or retain manufacturing/mndustrial uses in Kirkland? 
Third, if industrial is less likely, what are the alternatives and how is the transition between 
uses accomplished? 

The Study Areas 

Urban Adv~sors was given six industr~al areas, broken into six study sites, to evaluate: Upper 
Totem Lake (Area A), 405 Business Area (Bl), Parmac (BZ), Norkirk (Area C), Moss Bay 
(Area D) and Rose Hill (Area E). While the ~ntent of current zoning is to provide land for 
industrial, light industrial and "tech" employment, much of the built space in the industrial 
areas is zoned for and used othenvise. 

Change in Employment and Demographic Profile 

The primary purpose of industrial zoning in Kirkland was, historically, to provide sufficient 
space for local jobs at family-wage incomes. Over the years, however, the bulk of employment 
in Kirkland has shifted to other occupations (classified as Financial Insurance Real Estate and 
Services by the Puget Sound Regional Council) than either skilled or unskilled occupations 
involving manufacturing or the trades. Projections to year 2030 by PSRC indicate that this 
trend will continue. As employment has shifted, the demographic profile of Kirkland has 
changed. 

When we examine household change by age and income we find that in general, households 
with annual incomes below $75,000 are decreasing, while those with incomes above $99,000 
are increasing. This indicates that while some households are gaining in income there is also 
some amount of replacement taking place in which lower income households leave and higher 
income households move in. 

In response to demographic change housing pricing in Kirkland has increased. According to 
the Kirkland Community Profile, average rents in Kirkland increased from $624 in 1990 to 
$1,241 m 2001, and average home sale prices increased from $172,196 in 1996 to $267,508 in 
the first quarter of 2000. According to the 2000 census, the average value of an owner 
occupied unit (all units, not just those for sale) in K~rkland was $318,000, and estimates from 
ESRIBIS indicate that this value has increased to $399,000 in 2004. Should this trend continue 
the average home value is expected to rise to approx~mately $497,000 by 2009. 

The implications of age shift and income shift are that given the limited land base, housing 
prices have been bid upward out of the price range of moderate income households, and that 

URBANADVISORS LTD 

Urban Econornre A d v r o ~  Sew~ces 
esrarhe@urbonadvrson corn 
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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 provision of local employment for residents is a 
policy goal. 

Interview Results 

As part of the process for this study, interviews were conducted with current tenants, owners 
and brokers of industrial land in Kirkland. Their comments reflect a history of the change in 
Kirkland, assessments of current conditions for industrial use, speculations on future use, and 
ideas for the retention of existing local businesses. The interview comments are summarized 
below. 

Land Pricing for industrial has risen to $12 per square foot, expensive for distribution but not 
unreasonable for offices. Interviewees expressed that the lack of available land and rising land 
pricing are an issue for continued industrial flex space development. All of those interviewed 
felt that use 1s shifting toward non-industrial and high-tech uses. The market rent for industnal 
for existing stock in Kirkland was seen as less competitive than other areas. It was felt by 
interviewees that the zoning no longer matches the needs of the market. 

Those interviewed felt that much of the industrial labor force had to come from outside the city 
because wage rates would not support housing ownership in Kirkland. It was felt that the local 
labor force is shifting toward office-based employment Including professional services, high- 
tech occupations and financial occupations (this is confirmed by the enumeration of 
employment by residence clted in the Kirkland Community Profile as well as long-range 
trending by PSRC). 

Summary of Conclusions 

The first major conclusion regarding industrial zoning in the study areas is that the shlA from 
manufacturing, warehouse and distribution uses to other uses is abeady a factor in the leasing 
of industrialiflex space. Finding Industrial users is increasingly difficult, and warehouse and 
distribution uses are moving regionally to areas with newer, less costly stock and a local labor 
force that can live in reasonably close proximity at moderate wage rates. The trend in spec 
built industrial and warehouse space is occurring elsewhere on less valuable land with highway 
access. 

The combination of demographic change, home pricing, rising land values, regional traffic 
congestion, and shifts in projected employment militate against the continued feasibility of low- 
cost space for industrial that can remain competitive in regional and international markets. The 
trends indicate, on the contrary, that an emphasis should be placed on the creation of higher 
density employment space for financial, insurance, real estate, services and "tech" uses that can 
employ higher wage local residents of Kirkland and can afford the land and development costs 
for higher density. 

The most effective change possible is not in the hands of the city, but in the inclinations and 
actions of property owners of obsolete stock. Because of market changes, industrial zones have 
become targets for non-industrial use seeking lower rents. As old industrial stock becomes less 

U R ~ A N A D V ~ S O R S  LTD 

Urban Economic Advisory Senices 
er~orkie@urbonodvison.eorn 
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! Kirkland Industrial Zoning Study Page 3 

i C 
1 useful for its intended use it is leased for other uses to the point that true industrial use becomes 

b isolated. As noted in the Comprehensive Plan, businesses cluster together. When an area 

1 1  becomes predominantly non-industrial, it is less attractive to industrial users. 

In considering city actions for these areas it is suggested that the idea of clustering business, 
providing buffers or transition zones between uses and re-aligning ideas of what is required to 
attract new business be made the focus of changes. For instance, many retail uses allowed 
currently do not fit well with industrial use but would be excellent land uses as transitions 
between industrial and residential land uses. In some cases higher density residential could 
augment and act as a transition buffer between lower density residential and officeltech use. 
Officeltech can act as a transition between industrial and commercial areas. At the same time, 
the 'hew employment" desired does not need to be placed under industrial zone regulations, but 
may be an entirely different employment center with its own guidelines for streets, setbacks and 
mix of uses. 

1 Actions to Retain Business 

I Zone for industrial with a finer grain than is done currently 
1 Buffer needed industrial from neighborhoods and other high traffic use that could cause 

I conflict with truck traffic, noise issues and working hours - create buffers as transition 
zones that allow the range of non-industrial businesses retail and sevice specified in the 

I current ILC and LIT codes 
I Make an Auto Row Designation separate from Tech land use - group with wholesale trade 

and distribution use, strip centers or buffer from tech and business park areas 
I 

I Actions to Enhance Redevelopment 

I 

Adjust zoning for sites overtaken by non-industrial use to better match future employment 
and neighborhood trends 
Cons~der some conversion to residential buffers where adjoining res~dential areas and 
current use make industrial infeasible 
Resolve zoning to allow very clear certainty for redevelopment. 

Actions to Create Conditions for New Business 

Alter code for tecWprofessional ofice/FIRE areas in LIT, ILC and PLA areas so that they 
can be designed for amenities with ancillary retail, services, etc., supportive of other uses 
Adjust height limits and floor area ratios in ILC and LIT to enable conversion to higher 
density employment e 

Setbacks - create differing standards for tecWoffice areas and industrial areas 
Create separate standards for Truck streets vs. Pedestrian Streets to match intended use, i.e. 
warehouseldistribution versus tech office areas 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Directions: You may use this form or answer questions on separate pages. 

Applicant 
Address 
Telephone .ydS-Zid7 -$=% 
Property owner (if different than the applicant) 

s an ~dqagard ,,3 a~,Tdt Property Ow'ner ~ a m e w  f e . On I 
Address - - - 
Telephone 
Note: Ifthe applicant ir the property owner, or ir representing the property owner, then the property 

owner must sign the lastpage. Ifthe applicant is neither the property owner nor representing the 
property owner, then the affectedproperty owner must be notifid. Send or hand deliver a copy of 
this completed application to all affected property owners. fill out the attached Afidavit of 
service that t h i ~  has been done. 

A. Description of Proposal: 

i n ~ ~ e ~ g f -  o g <I&(,.$ ~ ~ ~ t ~ A  CpfiT* 

C.  Description of reasons for making the proposal: 

D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: 
1. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 

proposal. 

Page 6 of 8 
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2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

3. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan - review or plan amendment process 

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years). 

5. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 

6. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 

E. Property owner signature. 

Note: If the appbcant is the property owner, or is represenring the property owner, then the 
property owner must sign the last page. If the applicant ir neither the property owner nor 
representtng the property owner, then the affected property owner must be notified. Send or 
hand deliver a copy of thir completed applrcation to all affected p 

Telephone: q2-<- &a?- 6045 

Page 7 of 8 

H:\Pcd\Permit Formsfinternet Front Counter FormsV006 Comp Plan Amendment Project.doc 311 5/05 

E-Page #367



RE: Kirkland Professional Center Rezoning Application 
422 State St. 

Contact r 
David W, Montgomery, Ps y.D, 
425-827-5095 

Parcel numbers involved: 
0825059226 
0825059227 
0825059228 
0825059229 
0825059230 

MAY 0 3 2007 
-,,#,I" 

PLANNING DE?ARTTMENT 
PM 

BY 
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Kirkland Professional Center & Harold Gibson Prope 
Density Variance Request 'JUN 1 8 2lI07, 

AM 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT PM 

BY 

June 14,2007 

Dear Kirkland City Council members and the City Planning Department, 

We the owners of 433 State Street, otherwise known as the Kirkland Professional Center 
(KPC), and an adjacent property owned by Harold Gibson at 3 18 Znd Street South, 
request a private amendment for increased residential density. 

Study Area and Staff Resources 

Together our property and Mr. Gibson's represent a two acre area which abuts and is 
related to PLA 6A and is separated by topography and an institutional use from the rest of 
PLA 6B. Together these properties are a logical study area for an increase in residential 
density. Both parties front on 2"* Street and face high densitv residential development 
a ~ r o s ~ t h e  street. Our property is on grade with Znd Street an& is approximately one story 
below State Street. Because of the dramatic drop in topography fiom State Street to the 

- - A -  

large flat area of our property, our property does-not relate to State Street like the rest of 
PLA 6B. The church to the south of our property is an institutional use unlikely to 
change over the next few decades and which separates this study area from PLA 6B to the 
south. These two parcels represent a logical and discrete study area which should be very 
manageable to consider. The amendment request is only for a change in density and 
would not involve consideration of changing heights, setbacks, or other requirements 
affecting the building envelopes which could be bMt. The desired density increase from 
3600 to 1800 sq. ft. per dwelling unit would add less than 25 units to the area. Thus, the 
scope of the study area and the issue presented should require limited time of the 
planning staff and Council to process the amendment request. 

Furtherance of Good Planning Goals and Community Benefit 

This private amendment request furthers the planning goals of the Growth Management 
Act and general principals of the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan to locate higher density 
residential development close to the urban core and to provide services, such as medical 
and dental, within the urban core. This property is a one block walk from the Central 
Business District. Across Znd Street fiom the property and to the north along 2nd Street are 
some of the higher density residential developments in the City. It is logical to extend 
this higher density to our proposed study area. 

Our goal is to develop a mixed use project which will provide the central Kirkland area 
with a high quality health center within walking distance or a short drive from one's work 
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KPC/Gibson Request, Pg. 2 

or home. The Kirkland Professional Center is the last complex of doctors and 
dentists near the downtown, but it is sadly outdated and an underutilization of urban land. 
We would like to build a new and somewhat larger facility to serve the area. However, 
our professional office project will be limited by the market to primacy care professionals 
who want to serve this geographic area. We will not be able to compete with the 
complexes around Evergreen Hospital to attract specialists or a large number of doctors. 
Therefore, a mixed use project is needed which will allow the utilization of the property 
to its full potential. A mixed use will also work particularly well in this case because the 
parking available for patients of the health care professionals during the day can be used 
by guests of the residential component the rest of the time. A higher density will assure 
the most efficient use of this tract of land in the urban core and under our plans will help 
deliver a much needed facility for primary health care in the central Kirkland area. 

Community Concern 

The largest community concern is the potential for increased traffic. Recent car counting 
during afternoon rush hour traffic suggests the majority of the traffic through the State 
Street corridor is en route to other destinations rather than residences in the Moss Bay 
area. Thus, present congestion is largely not a result of residential density. The requested 
rezoning would not create a significant increase in trafEc. Furthermore, the traffic light 
to be installed at the corner of State Street and Kirkland Ave. in 2009 will significantly 
improve traffic flow. This light will allow traffic to stop, hold, and then surge thru the 
intersection. The amount of cars passing in the surge (time interval) is significantly 
greater than that of a four-way stop. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Lrl/.&&90&& 

Cary Odegard, DO 

-see attached- 
Robert Stone, DDS 

-see attached- 
Diane Tattoni, MD 

-see attached- 
Harold Gibson 
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RODZRT K. STONE. D.U.S. 

i ' 
.~ L~h.<2,,...;,e< ?/.! ,;+.,;, ' / ,: i / . /,, 

.-.f <%* ,/ i.. I L/k . c . 4  ,, . ., 
/ 
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DIANA S. TATTONI. M.D.. P.S. 
@ Ped~atr~cs 

433 State Street, Suite 1 
K~rkland, WA 98033 6615 

Telephone (425) 828 3626 

June 12,2007 

Kirkland City Col~ncil 

To Whom It May Concern: 

As a co-owner of the Kirkland Professional Center, I am in support of a density rezoning 
of our property from RM 3600 sq ft per dwelling unit to RM 1800 sq.ft per dwelling unit. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
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APPLEGATE Private Amendment Request 
ZON07-00009 
641 3,6421,651 5,6601,6607, and 661 1 -- 11 6th Avenue NE 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Directions You may use fhis @rm or answer questions on separate pages. 

Appl~cant Name ma~k A - p p k c , - l e  
Address p.0. 60% 25iz8 "g;i-kla*d, W A  '780 83 -2528 
Telephone 2 0 6 -  371- 8657 
Property owner (if different than the applicant) 
Property Owner Name SAME 
Address F' H A S ~ N C  @/~OTMB TL. CU* 
Telephone 
Note: If the appllcantn the pmpemowne~; orls represenbngthe propemowner, then the prop@vownermust 

st& the last page. If the apphcant 1s nmther the propew owner nor repmbng the pmp@v owner, then 
i h  a&tedprqoe@ owner must be noMied: Send or hand de lw  a wpy of this completed apphcabon to 
allaffecedpmp@vownen. fillout the altachedAffi&Mofsmce thafth~s hasbeen done. 

A. Description of Proposal: 
-4 a&;*o. Fm,  oFE- ra?obr 0 6725 -//be *. fu P 8 10 %s. 

QP k PR3.L. o r  hlek&sr'Cu F; l rsaJs .  r r r  e l / o & >  
rsu * ~ ~ G L u .  

B. Description, address, and ma of property affected by the proposal: d C . t ' l ; a  
bLtl3: b q a l ,  6 5 1 5  - 11b&&e N E  / f , ' r l c ( q H J ,  w.4 78633 

D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: 
1. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 

proposal. 
do*  k n e w  
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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. 

4~;. 

3. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process 

VPS 

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years). 

?es 

5. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 
not be reviewed in the near future (generally not in the next two years). 

yes 

6. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
d o  

E. Property owner signature 

Note: if the applicant is the propem owner, or is representing the propem owner, then the pmpeny owner 
must sign the last page. if the applicant is neither the prapem owner nor representing the propem 
owner, then the affected prop* owner must be notified Send or hand deliver a copy of this 
completed application to ailaffected propet@owners. fill out the altad,edAffidavit of s e ~ c e  that this 
has been done. 

* 

Telephone: 2 0 6 - 3 4 1 - 0 6 S j  

Page 6 of 7 
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Mark Applegate 206-391-0657 November 21,2006 
PH&sr~c@#ofM QZL. fo + 

I am requesting that the zoning just south of the office complex located at 6725 on 116" 
Ave NE be amended to PR 3.6 zoning. I am requesting that this zoning be extended from 
the current PR 3.6 office to approximately NE 631d St. This would encompass 8 current 
lots of which I own 4. I own 2 lots at 6515, 1 at 6421, and 1 at 6413 - 116" Ave NE. 
These 8 lots are all shallower to the freeway than the lots south of this location. They are 
almost all very old houses. They are almost all rental houses. Houses east across the 
street from them have blocked their view west with fences, trees and dense shrubbery. 
116" Ave NE at that location has considerable traffic from garbage trucks, dump trucks, 
commuting traffic, as well as minimal local traffic. These houses are not very suitable for 
families due to the considerable traffic and traffic noise from 1-405 and 116" Ave NE. 
116" Ave is dangerous for children, pets and pedestrians due to the traffic. It is especially 
dangerous for the squirrels as they can be seen dead along the road quite often. 

I would like to build a storage facility for inside storage of household goods, etc. It would 
be entirely inside storage with minimal outside parking except for loading, employees, 
etc. The outside facade would be designed to blend in with the community and add to the 
community feel of the area. This storage facility would provide much needed storage 
spaces for the community with easy local access. 

If a storage facility can not be feasible or accepted by the local community, I would like 
to extend the office zoning of PR 3.6 (or greater density) to allow for an office complex 
for service providers such as doctors, dentists, chiropractors, as well as some apartments. 

As a minimum, I would like to increase the density for this area to allow for apartments 
as this would be an ideal location for high density considering it would maximize the use 
of public transportation with the metro transit center located within walking distance. I 
understand that this road is in the process of being upgraded to allow bike paths and 
better sidewalks. This would augment apartment living. An apartment complex located 
here would have easy access to bus service, local shopping, and interstate access with 
minimal impact on the local community's roads and infrastructure. It could also enhance 
the local community's quality and character by making good use of an area with 
distinctive disadvantages for down home family living. 

Current zoning allows short platting the lots that I own to make 6 large lots. If I can not 
obtain a zoning change, my only alternative would be to demolish these houses and 
construct large, > $1.0 million houses with views. This would not serve the goals of the 
growth management goals of maximizing community transit and infrastructure. However, 
these lots are not as deep as those located further south and are not ideal for home 
construction due to the high level of noise located near to the freeway. 

Please grant my request for a zoning change to improve the use of this area and maximize 
community integrity through diversification. 
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William Andrews Private Amendment Request 
ZON07-00008 
8529 132nd Avenue NE 

I I I\ 1 1 I-\\ - 1-i I I 
i I 
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~ E G D n v E  MAR - 9 2006 

AM PM 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

BY 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Directions: You may use this form or answer questions on separate pages. @NAC~'ED) 

Applicant Name & 

Property owner (if different than the applicant) 
Propetty Owner Name 
Address 
Telephone 

Note: If the applicant is the properly owner, or is represen- the properfy owner, then the properly owner must 
sf@ the last pa~e. If the applicant is neither the pmperly owner nor representing the properly owner, then 
the affected properfy owner must be notified. Send or hand deliver a copy ofthis completed application to 
allaffecfedpropew ownen. fil/ out the attached Affidaavif o f s e ~ t e  that this has been done. 

' . 
A. Description of Proposal: 

E / ~ C # P D  

B. Description, address, and map of property affected by the proposal: 
A~ZAC~CED 

C. Description of the specific reasons for making the proposal: 
c $&?- &Z~CHF .D 

. 
D. Description of how the proposed amendment relates to the following criteria: - 

1. The City has the resources, including staff and budget, necessary to review the 
proposal. 5 6 ~  &a&y~~ 

Page 5 of 7 
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2. The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by 
implementing specifically identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

3. The public interest would best be served by considering the proposal in the 
current year, rather than delaying consideration to a later neighborhood plan 
review or plan amendment process 

6f5 ArncIvcD C 

4. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan has 
not been recently adopted (generally not within two years). 

5. The proposal is located in a neighborhood for which a neighborhood plan will 

6. The proposal would correct an inconsistency within or make a clarification to a 
provision of the Comprehensive Plan. Cfa Ar.x~si3 

E. Property owner signature. 

Note: If the applicant is the propea owner; or is representingthe propem owner, then the propem owner 
must sign the last page. If the applicant is neither the propem owner nor representing the propem 
owner, then the affected propem owner must Lw notified Send or hand deliver a copy of this 
completed application to all aficfedpropea owners. till out the atfached Affidavit of service that this 
has been done. 

A / /  q&/< 
Name - sign: 

-," 
Name - print: RF&( 

R ~ Z ?  /32*q & ,t~r, .- Address: 

Telephone: 92s' - 7 3 9  -0Zr77 

Page 6 of 7 
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A. Amend the current zoning designation from Low Density RS 7,200 to Low Density RS 5,000. 

B. The Property is located on the West side of 132'~ Ave NE just North of the Intersection of 
NE 85& ST and 132" Ave NE. The site address is 8529 132'~ Ave NE Kirkland, WA 98033. 
The Property is approx. % of an Acre in size and rectangular in coniiguration. The Property 
is generally level with a gradual grade from West to East. The Property has approx. 135' of 
frontage al0n&.132'~ Ave NE. The property is within easy pedestrian ad-bicycle access to 
inultiple bus stops and the NE 85& ST Commercial corridor which offers multiple opportunities 
for sho ping,restaurants,services and employment centers. The Property is on the "edge" of the g NE 85 ST "J3usiness District" and as a matter of fact, several documents produced by the 
City of Kirkland show the Property as being located WITHIN the NE 85& ST "Business District" 
which would indicate that the Property is suited for higher density rather than lower density. 
The Property's proximity to wmmercial activity combined with easy access to means of alternative 
imnsporhtion would lend itselfto fostering the use of these alternative means of transpottation 
by the residents of any future housing built on the Properly. 

C. The change to RS 5,000 would allow the "highest and best use" of the Property while re* 
the Low Density Residential designation. When compared with current uses of other similarly 
positioned Properties within Kirkland (and Redmond), the RS 5,000 would be the least "intense" 
use of those Properties. When considering the location of the Property and the external factors 
which impact the Property, lower priced housing as opposed to higher priced "mega" housing 
is logical and the smaller lots made available by R S  5,000 may create opportunity to provide 
smaller, lower priced housing. The Property provides an opportunity for the City of Kirkland to 
promote the creation of lower priced housing in a location that is well suited for that purpose. 

1. The City of Kirklaud appears to have adequate Staff to review and implement the proposal. 

2. 'lke proposal will create opportunities to achieve goals stated in the Comprehensive Plan as well 
as carry out policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan; 

' 

* HOUSING, GOAL H-3: Provide for greater housing capacity and home ownership opportunities. 
POLICY H-3.1: Provide additional capacity for single family development through 

allowing reductions in lot sizes where surplus land exists on under- 
developed parcels. 

E-Page #383



.. . , 
* LAND USE, POLICY ~ ~ - 4 , ' ~ : ~ o c a t e  the most dense residential areas close to shops and 

services and transportation hubs. 
. . 

* HUMAN SERVICES, POLICY HS-2.5: Encourage affordable and appropriately designed 
Senior housing. 

("The City should support public and private efforts to create and preserve affordable housing 
in Kirkland, particularly housing for seniors such as mother in law apartments, shared housing, 
SMALL LOTS, cottages ...") 

* VISION STATEMENT: W e  have worked to increase diversity and affordab'ity, such as 
smaller homes on smaller lots" 

* ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, POLICY ED-1.6: Strive to maintain a balance of jobs and housing. 
("Job growth should be accompanied by growth in housing opportunities for workers hlling those 

new jobs. When a significant percentage of the population can both work and live in Kirkland, 
economic vitality , quality of life and civic involvement are enhanced and transportation problems 
are mitigated") 

These are just a few examples of goals and policies that will be addressed by the proposal. Additional 
goals and policies will be cited at the Hearing to be held regarding this proposal. 

3. The sooner the proposal is implemented the sooner the associated benefits to the Public would 
be made available. As you are aware the "ramp up" time for any new development takes considerable 
time and effort and prompt implementation of the proposal would promote an associated likelihood 
that the planning for development would begin promptly as well. 

4. It appears that the North Rose Hill plan was last addressed in October of 2003. 

6. Several inconsistencies and ambiguities exist in the Comprehdnsive Plan and in City provided documents 
pertain& to the Property; 

* The Planning Dept. pr0vided.a wt ten cominunication in January of 2005 indicating that the 
RS 3,000 zone is a medium de&ity not a low density zone. According to the Comp~heiisive Plan 

.; RS 5,000 is part of low density. . . '. . . 

. . .  

*.~everd Maps show the ~ro~ertymbeing within the boundaryof the Rose Hill Business8istridt 
which would indicate that the Property is intended for Commercial usage. . . . . 
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* Ambiguity exists at Policy NRH 10.1 whereby it could be interpreted that the Property is in 
area that wuld be utilized in a manner other than low density. Furthermore, the Prom is 
certainly not in the "residential core" of the North Rose Hill neighborhood as described in 
NRH 10.1. 

* Other similarly positioned properties (fmntage on an arterial with a sped limit of 35 rnph, 
close proximity to a major intersection, close proximity to a commercial area . . .) are currently 
designated higher density residential (RM 3,600) or Commercial. 

Other possible inconsistencies will be cited at the Hearing to be held regarding this proposal. 
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RayHansen 
11034 130th Avenue NE 
Kirkland, Washington 98033 
827-73 15 

June 25,2007 

FAX 
Kirkland Planning Commission 
Attention: Teresa Swan, 587-3232 

This letter is in reference to one of the "private amendments" being considered by the Planning 
Commission at its meeting on Thursday June28.. 1 recommend you deny Costco's request, 
File ZON07-00017, which would allow retail gas sales on its northern parking lot. 

As a long-time resident of North Rose Hill. I have been honored to have participated and maybe 
even helped with the North Rose Hill portion of the Comprehensive Plan. Ever since the time of 
our annexation, two of this neighborhood's major goals, recognized by the City, have been to 
maintain the neighborhood's residential character and minimize traftic impacts. Both of these 
goals would suffer if the request is approved: 

The gasoline station would certainly increase W c  on 90"' Street, and probably on 124* 
Avenue and other nearby streets. Pedestrian safety is already a problem. 

Street and air pollutants from the added traffic, and inevitable spills near the pumps, are 
bound to reach into Forbes Lake. 

The hydrocarbon vapors, and noise and smells, that gas stations create would extend beyond 
the immediate property, and impact the adjacent residences. I lived next to one once, and 
wouldn't wish it upon you even if you happened to vote for this request. 

Having another gas station in the area, and a cut-rate one at that, would undoubtedly appeal 
to some people. But lower gas prices-and increased consumption of a depleting resource-- 
are certainly not in the long range interest of our region or our; country as a whole. The fact 
of the matter is that increased hydrocarbon consumption accelerates global warming and 
exacerbates its negative impacts. 

As you well know, a major criterion for allowing exceptions to the Comprehensive Plan that it 
must be "in the public interest." The requested change does not meet that test, at least to this 
portion of Kirkland. Nor does it seem to for Kirkland as a whole. 

z4- 
Ray Hansen 
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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).  
 
I have responded to Steve that the Commission is making a recommendation to the City Council on a 
threshold determination on whether or not to study the request.  The Commission meets on June 28th and 
the Council will consider their recommendation on July 17th.  If this requests moves forward, the Planning 
Commission will hold study sessions and a public hearing in the coming months with Council action later 
this year or early next year.
 

Paul Stewart 
425-587-3227

 

From: Steve Tindall [mailto:steve@stevetindall.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2007 3:25 PM 
To: Paul Stewart 
Subject: FW: Costco Gas Station
 
Paul- Regarding the private amendment request for the Costco gas station:
I only had email addresses for a few of the city council members.
Could you forward this on my behalf to the entire council and also the planning commission.
 
Thanks,
steve
 

From: Steve Tindall [mailto:steve@stevetindall.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2007 9:59 AM 
Subject: Costco Gas Station

Council members:
I am not able to participate in the coming discussion about a proposed Costco Gas Station. However, I 
would like to submit my comments as representative of the tenor and opinion of the South Rose Hill 
Neighborhood Association during the time period of establishing the current Comprehensive Plan for the 
NE 85th Street Corridor. If possible to distribute these comments to other council members I'd appreciate 
it, as I do not have current email addresses for them.

E-Page #387



 
The idea of a gas station at Costco is a nightmare in terms of traffic effect.  For those of you who have 
frequented other Costco gas stations, there is a near constant line of cars moving through these centers.  
In the case of our particular Costco, the proposed location forces traffic to drive past the main Costco site 
to the farthest, most low density area of the development. 
 
This will impact the entire NE 85th Street corridor, especially both the South Rose Hill and North Rose Hill 
close proximity areas. The likelihood of increased cut-through traffic in South Rose Hill is very high, but the 
increased traffic on the North Rose Hill side is guaranteed.
 
We have five- count them- five gas stations between I-405 and 128th Ave NE.  There is no local, or even 
regional need for additional services of this type.  Whereas the Comprehensive Plan does not specifically 
prohibit this use in the close proximity of 405, it does definitely speak to this usage by de-emphasizing 
auto centric usage- with the exception of the two car dealers.
 
As much as I would like a competitively priced gas station in our area to drive down the ridiculous prices 
we now pay- I believe this addition will measurably and  negatively impact our quality of life.
steve
 

Steven J. Tindall  
(425) 822-4373 Home  
(425) 945-3632 Office  
Steve@SteveTindall.Com 

 

See what's free at AOL.com. 
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City of Kirkland 
Planning and Community Development 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

W E G B O B E  

JUN 2 7 2009 
AM PM 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject: 2007 determination of private comprehensive plan amendment request - File 
ZONO7-00011 

Please include the attached 3 page response to the June 19,2007 determination and 
recommendation regarding the Strahm Properties amendment proposal, for the record of 
the City of W a n d  Planning Commission meeting June 28,2007. 

F Robert Strahm 
1712 Pacific Ave Suite 104 
Everett, WA 98201 

June 27,2007 
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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. 

Citv section 1: Request 

The Strahm proposal requested a high density residential designation and zoning not 
medium density RM 3.6. The request for a high density residential designation was based 
on the adjacent high density zoning and uses. As stated in the City staff review, the 
southern portion of this "planning area" (PLA6G) already allows residential uses. The 
applicant believes that denial of the proposed residential designation would be arbitrary 
and discriminatory. 

The subject property includes 3 parcels totaling roughly 4.9 acres. The City states that a 
similar request was approved for an adjacent property to the south (Pace Corp. site, 
roughly five acres), and that "[tlhe City did not include the subject property since the 
property owner did not show an interest in the change.. ." The Pace Corp. site was in an 
underutilized status for many years prior to the land use change 

The property owner presumably referred to, Frank Strahm, never received notice of a 
proposal to change the land use of the property in the past as claimed by the City. 
Nonetheless, any prior land use change should have included all the property in the 
roughly ten (10) acre "planning area". A development application was made for the The 
Pace Corp. site subsequent to the addition of the residential zoning designation; the 
proposed development was promptly rejected by the City. The property is now in a blight 
condition. 

As stated in the staff memorandum the subject property is adjacent to residential uses 
ranging ftom low to high density to the west and the BNSF railway to the east. The 
railway is in the process of being converted to open space trail uses. 

Locating on a railway is one factor that makes industrial uses viable. The loss of the 
railway is one of many elements that make prese~ation of industrial uses in that location 
inconsistent with market trends, as well as the surrounding neighborhood. 
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The Actions to Enhance Redevelopment section, Page 24 of the Kirkland Industrial 
Zoning Study, support the proposed comprehensive plan amendment: 

Where surrounding use is primarily residential and non-industrial 
uses predominate, it may be most useful to redevelop some sites into 
residential types that can act as a buffer between low-density 
neighborhoods and higher intensity officeltech. Medium-to-high 
density residential and offce tech use are not in conflict and 
residential can act as an effective buffer that reinforces and meserves 
adjoining residential while providing residential opportunities for 
employees of the adjoining employment area. 

The Sedorco property to the east of the railway (proposed trail) is being converted to 
office uses. This property was in a vacanthlight condition for a considerable period of 
time due to market difficulties and the City's reluctance to re-designate the property to a 
land use that was consistent with market conditions. Rezoning the subject property 
included in the proposed amendment area would potentially create a residential "buffer" 
that would benefit the adjacent residential neighborhood. 

The Puget Sound area is experiencing significant population growth. The Puget Sound 
Regional Council is updating the Vision 2020 document to extend to 2040. Preliminary 
growth targets indicate a future population and employment deficit for the City of 
Kirkland (See also CPSGMHB Case No. 05-3-0042 Srrahm vs. City ofEvereN). The City 
should provide ample housing and employment opportunities. 

Citv section 2: Relation to Criteria 

a. This is a limited area request. 

b. The City should have included this property in the prior study and re-designation 
of the south portion of this "planning area" -roughly a total of ten (10) acres. The 
City's spot zoning policy created an inconsistency. 

c. 1) The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan (page XV.D-1) states: 

A major policy emphasis for the Moss Bay Neighborhood 
is to encourage commercial activities in the Downtown, 
and to encourage medium to hi&-densitv residential 
uses in the ~erimeter of the Downtown. 

The proposal would implement the Moss Bay Neighborhood policy by 
encouraging high-density residential uses in the perimeter area 

2) The proposal is for "planning area" PLA6G which is internally inconsistent. 
The proposal if adopted would resolve the inconsistency. 
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2a) The City staff response supports the request. 

2b) The City staff response supports the request. 

Citv section 3: Staff Recommendation 

The continuation of industrial land use designations in this area is misguided. The 
potential lack of railroad service and conflicting land uses make industrial designations 
for the location impractical at best and create potential for increised urban blight. 

The Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan was last updated in 1989 and is not scheduled for a 
major update until 201 1-2012. Re-developing the site with industrial uses is not an option 
due to market conditions and conflicts with the existing adjacent residential 
neighborhood. Waiting until 201 1 or 2012 for a plan update is not a viable option for the 
property, more importantly; the current proposal is consistent with the comprehensive 
plan. 

For the reasons stated herein, the applicant requests that the City not defer the proposal, 
and to continue to study the Strahm amendment proposal in the current update process. 

- 
F. Robert Strahm 
Member - Sb&m Pro~erties. LLC 
Broker - Puget ~ o u n k  services, Inc. 
BABA - Finance 

1712 Pacific Ave Suite 104 
Everett, WA 98201 

June 26,2007 
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From: James McElwee [jandlmcwee@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2007 1:26 PM
To: Teresa Swan
Cc: Paul Stewart
Subject: Planning Commission Comments for June 28, 2007

Teresa,

Would you please forward this message to the Planning Commission for their meeting 
on June 28,
2007 regarding Private Amendment Requests.

Thank you,
Jim McElwee

Date:  June 27, 2007

To:  Kirkland Planning Commission

From:  James McElwee

Subject:  Private Amendment Requests - 2007

I respectfully request that the Commission consider the following points when 
discussing the Private Amendment Requests for 2007.

ZON07-00017 (Costco) - I request that you reject this application outright.
1. The particular site acts as a buffer between the main Costco site and the 
bordering residential areas and the wetlands to the east and north.  I see no way 
for the fueling station to be preferred by the neighbors over the existing parking 
area.  The structures, lighting and noises from the fueling station would be a 
significant challenge to the current neighbors.
2. NE 90th Street, one of the neighborhood streets serving the site, is not an 
appropriate street to handle the added traffic of a fueling station on the site.  
Currently NE 90th has no curbs and gutters, only open ditches, east of 120th Ave. 
NE.  
Even if the roadway were improved with curbs, gutters and sidewalks, the 
improvements would only encourage additional cut-through traffic in a neighborhood 
area.
3. I recognize that the station could be located on Costco's current site, but I see
no compelling public interest in encouraging additional use on the site.  Currently 
South Rose Hill, as well as North Rose Hill, suffers from significant cut-through 
traffic destined for Costco.  Some might argue that only customers who would 
otherwise be going to the Costco site would use the fueling station, but my own 
experiences tell me otherwise.  I often use the Costco fuel stations without using 
the retail section at all.  I ask that you not make our cut-through situation worse.

ZON07-00008 (Andrews) - Please defer this request until the next Neighborhood Plan 
(as recomended by staff) 1. Preserving the essential character of the neighborhood 
is paramount in the Neighborhood Plan, and I see no compelling reason to deviate 
from the plan by increasing the density per this request.  Any argument that 
increased density was intended by the Neighborhood Plan is simply an uneducated 
reading of the history.

ZON07-00009 (Applegate) - Please defer this request until the next Neighborhood Plan
(as recomended by staff) 1. This request is not simple.  The implication of 
approving this request would go far beyond the individual properties involved.  It 
deserves the considered attention of the Neighborhood as part of a comprehensive 
update of the Neighborhood Plan.

ZON07-00016, -00012, -00019 (Howe, Orni, Altom) - I agree that these applications 
should be considered together, and I suggest that, if these amendments are to be 
considered in 2007, the area for consideration should be expanded.

Page 1
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1. It makes sense to consider the three properties at one time because of their 
proximity and the good deal of similarity in the requests.
2. The subject properties cannot be evaluated in isolation from the rest of 
downtown.  The increased height in this particular section of the downtown, would 
raise the edge of the "bowl" (my term) encouraged by the Downtown Strategic Plan and
the current zoning.  I am concerned that there will be increased pressure to allow 
additional height in the remainder of downtown, as well as the subject properties.  
We have established a goal of keeping downtown as a pedestrian friendly venue with a
quaint village atmosphere.  
The residents of Kirkland have made it clear that they support this concept, and we 
should be insuring that the vision remains practical.  I think that this is an 
opportunity refine the planning and zoning of the downtown area to keep megaliths 
from destroying what we value in the area.

Thank you for your consideration of my coments.

James McElwee
12907 NE 78th Place
Kirkland, WA  98933
425-301-3885

Page 2
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PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUEST 
FILE ZON07-00008 

ND 8529 132 AVE NE 
WILLIAM ANDREWS 

1. List of "Small Lot" Developments in close proximity to the Subject Property 

2. Vicinity Map showing Subject Property (hi-lited) and the above noted Developments 

3. Response to 2007 Threshold Determination of Private Amendment Requests 
Refer to pages 25-27 of the Threshold Determination Document dated 6/19/07 

4. Referenced Maps illustrating that the Subject Property is within the boundaries 
of the Rose Hill Business District 
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"Small Lot"Deve1opments in Close Proximity to Subject Property 
(see attached map) 

1. Subject Property - 8529 132* Ave NE, Kirkland 

2. The Pointe - 8726 133* Ave NE, Redmond 
Attached Townhomes LOT SIZE = 2,811 sq.ft. 

3. City Ministries - 2 PUD Projects just North of Subject Property, Kirkland 
Approx.8 units per acre density (same as RSX5.0) 

4. Kirkland Bungalows - 13 13 1 NE 97& St, Kirkland 
LOT SIZE = 2,550 sq.ft. 

5. Willow's Crest (?) - 13232 NE 97& St, Redmond 
LOT SIZE = 4,203 sq.R. 

6. Danielson's Grove - 12822 NE 1 0 5 ~  PL, Kirkland 
LOT SIZE = 2,342 sq.ft. 

7. Linden Lane - 13228 126& Ct. NE, Kirkland 
LOT SIZE = 4,204 sq.ft. 

8. Sweetbriar - 13 103 NE 139" St, Kirkland 
LOT SIZE = 3,713 sq.ft. 

9. Braeburn - 13232 1 1 9 ~  PL NE, Kirkland 
LOT SIZE = 3,150 5q.R 

10. Portico Place - 7886 148' Ct NE, Redmond 
LOT SIZE = 3,754 sq.ft. 

11. Indigo -New DR HORTON Attached Townhomes just East of Subject Property on NE 85" St. 
ZERO LOT LINE ATTACHED TOWNHOMES 
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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 ZON07-00008, Attachment 13: 

Please find below responses/comments to; 1. Request 
2. Relation to Criteria 
3. Staff Recommendation 

1. Request: 2nd paragraph, 'The total site area is approximately 124,190 square feet." 
This is incorrect, the site is approx. 32,500 sq.ft. 

2"d paragraph, "On the east side of 132"~ Ave NE is the City of Redmond that 
contains a single-family neighborhood." The neighborhood to the east "The Pointe" 
is an "attached Townhome" development with lots as small as 2,800 sq.ft. 

2. Relation to : Section a. znd paragraph, "the study area should be expanded to include the 
Criteria two single family lots south of the subject property. A case could be made that 

the three single family lots just south.. .for the same reason" While I understand 
the preference to avoid "piece-meal" rezones, the subject property is large 
enough to support a "stand alone" evaluation as it would contribute 5 -6 new 
residences to the housing stock (most likely at a needed price point). Furthermore, 
Chapter III."General"of the Comp.Plan states, "Citizen amendment requests may 
either be for general amendments or for a change to the land use map and /or text . 
change relating to a SPECIFIC property or a general area" 

Section b. 1" paragraph, "There does not appear to be an inconsistency or 
need for Plan clarification related to this request." To the contrary, numerous 
inconsistencies can be cited in relation to the subject property's treatment as 
found in various city produced documents. 

A. MAPS, See the following attached maps &om City of Kirkland documents that 
show the subject property located "within" the Rose Hill Business District. 

1. "Design Guidelines for Rose Hill Business District" adopted on Jan.3,2006 
contains a map on page 1 that shows the Rose Hill Business District shaded 
in gray and includes the subject property,(I have included an enlarged version) 

2. Chapter XV.F. "North Rose Hill Neighborhood of the Comp. Plan, page 37, 
figure NRH-10, shows the Rose Hill Business District outlined and noted in 
the map legend. By using the scale included on the map, the subject property 
is within the boundary of the Rose Hill Business District. 
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Introduction 
This document sets forth Design Guidelines, adopted by 
Section 3.30.040 of the Kirkland Municipal Code that will be 

used by the City in the design review process for commercial 

and multifamily development in the Rose Hill Business District. 

Other documents that should be referred to during design 

review are the NE 85m Street Subarea Plan goals and policies 

contained in the Comprehensive Plan and the RH Use Zone 

Charts found in the Kirkland Zoning Code. 

Purpose of the Design Guidelines 

1 

Figure 1. Rose Hili Business District location. 
For projects required to be reviewed by the Design Review 

Board, the Board will use these guidelines in association with 

the Design Regulations of the Kirkland Zoning Code. To the 
extent. that the standards of the Design Guidelines or Design Regulations address the same issue but are not generally 

consistent or contain different levels of specificity, the Design Review Board will determine which standard results in 
superior design. For Administrative Design Review (ADR), the Planning Ofticial will use these guidelines when necessary 
to interpret the Design Regulations. They are also intended to assist project applicants and their architects by providing 

graphic examples of the intent of the City's guidelines and regulations. 

The Design Guidelines dorfot set a particular style of architecture or design theme. They are intended to establish a 

greater sense of quality, unity, and conformance with Kirkland's physical assets and civic identity. These guidelines are ' 

not intended to slow or restrict development, but rather to add consistency and predictability to the permit review process. 

Urban Design Goals and Objectives 

Urban design goals for the desired future development of the area were adopted in 2001 as part of the NE 85Ih street 
Subarea Plan: 

Subarea Plan Design Goal NE 85-17- Provide a coordinated streetscape improvements through the 

Subarea that enable pedestrians, drivers bicyclists, and other users to have safe and pleasant experience. 

Subarea Plan Design Goals NE 85-18 and 18.19- Establish mandatory building and site design standards 

that apply to all new expanded, or remodeled commercial and multi-family buildings in the Subarea, with the 

objectives of creating a more attractive commercial area, enhancing pedestrian orientation, and creating 

effective buffers and transitions between the commercial land uses and the established residential 

neighborhoods to the north and south. 

Design Guidelines for Rose Hill Business District Page I March 21, 2006 
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I I 
Figure NRH-10: North Rose Hill Urban Design 

C i t y  O F  K i r k l a n d  C a m p r e h e n s i u e  P l a n  
(Onobrr 200.1 Reurunn) 
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Figure LU-2: Commercial Areas 
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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 District" 

B. DOCUMENTS, See the following citations from various City produced 
documents that can be seen as inconsistent and unclear as they relate to the 
subject property. 

1. The Planning Dept. provided a written statement in January of 2005 indicating 
that "a RS5000 zone is considered a medium not a low density residential zone." 
This appears to be inconsistent as the Comp.Plan shows RSXS.0 as low density. 

2. Chapter XV.F. "North Rose Hill Neighborhood" of the Comp.Plan at Policy 
MU3 10.1 states, "Preserve low density areas south of NE 1 1 7 ~  St. to approximately 
NE 86& St. and between the freeway and 132nd Ave NE " The subject property 
could be considered "approximately" outside of this parameter as a portion of the 
subject property may be south of NE ~6~ St. which would then indicate that the 
subject property,or a portion of it, could be used for something other than low density. 
Furthermore, the subject property is certainly not within the "residential core" of 
the North Rose Hill Neighborhood (as noted in NRH10.1) and is in fact,closer in 
proximity to a Business Dist."core" rather than the "core"of a residential neighborhood. 

3. The NE 85* Subarea Plan Land Use Map Figure NE85-2 shows property fronting 
1 2 4 ~  Ave NE in a similar northerly relationship to NE 85& St. as the subject property, 
wned as OfficeiMulti Family, Commercial and Medium Density Residential. 124& 
Ave NE and 1 3 2 ~  Ave NE(north of NE 85& St.)are very similar in their characteristics; 
35 mph speed limits,City "arterial"classification,multiple Metro bus stop locations, 
"non-residential"commercia1 trafEc,2 of the most heavily traveled streets in Kirkland. 
As a matter of fact, since 132'~ Ave NE does not have any traffic lights or stops, it 
has become the chosen option for commuters and commercial traffic both a.m./ p.m. 
Why would property with very similar characteristics positioned on very similar 
types of streets and located the same distance north of State Hwy. 9 0 8 m  85& St.) 
have such vastly different wning/density? For that matter, the subject property is 
not even zoned at the highest use of the low density residential classification.This 
seems not only inconsistent but lagging in relation to the rapidly changing nature 
of the area, population growth and increased demand for housing at more affordable 
price points. It would NOT be inconsistent or "far-reaching" to conclude that the 
highest density allowed within the low density classification(RSX5.O)is appropriate 
for the subject property As stated in the Threshold DeterminatioqC'the maps and text 
indicate that the property is located in the NE 85& Sub-area which includes extensive 
low-density single family areas to the north and south of NE 85" Street. The vision 
and goals of the sub-area plan support preserving these low density residential uses " 
This amendment request is consistent with that vision, RSX5.0 IS LOW DENSITY! 
and the implementation of the request would do nothing but ENHANCE the 
achievement of that vision. The request would have minimal impact if any, above 
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and beyond the current RSX7.2 zoning and in fact might create MORE similarity 
with existing neighborhood characteristics. 

4. The reliance by City StaEon 2 or 3 separate sources to implement planning and 
policy decisions may create inconsistency especially when the affected area 
is not given the same opportunity to be represented as other areas are represented 
It appears that the City utilizes Comp.Plan Chapters; "North Rose Hill Neighborhood", 
"South Rose Hill Neighborhood" and "NF? 85th Street Subarea Plan" when addressing 
matters concerning the NE 85& Street Subarea. The North Rose Hill Neighborhood 
has a "Neighborhood Association" as does the South Rose Hill Neighborhood. 
The NE 85& Street Subarea does not have a "Neighborhood Association". 
Furthermore, Section B. "Planning Context" found in the Introduction of the 
NE 85" Street Subarea Plan (Chapter XV.F/G. of Comp.Plan)contains wording 
regarding policy precedence and priority that could be open to "flexible interpretation". 
In addition Section B. also gives "equal voice" regarding decisions affecting the 
Subarea to "Both neighborhood associations" but does not offer a voice to the 
Subarea itself? If the Subarea is worthy of an entire Chapter in the Comprehensive Plan 
why is not worthy(and the residents and property owners of that Subarea "deserving" of) 
a separate, "independent" voice of their own to address issues that affect 'where they 
live and work"? I pose this question not only as it relates to my Private Amendment 
Request but as it relates to the entire Subarea and the apparent lack of a mechanism 
for full representation of the residents and property owners of the Subarea 

Relation to 
Criteria(contd.) Section d.(l.) It does appear that the proposal demonstrates strong potential to serve 

the public interest by implementing specifically identified goals and policies of 
the Comp. Plan. See the following citations; 

Policy NEW-1.2: "Encourage the EFFICIENT use of larger lots within the 
Subarea at the maximum densities allowed by the underlying zoning." 

Policy NE85-6. I thru NE85-6.4: The proposal would facilitate these policies by 
facilitating use of non-motorized modes of transportation as well as placing more 
housing within easy access to transit facilities. 

Policy NEBS-16.1: The proposal would facilitate the highest and best use 
of the subject property and the subsequent installation of Public Sanitary 
Sewer upon development in an area that currently has no access to Sewer 
thus reducing the impacts of septic systems on the natural environment. 

Citations fiom Chaptern. Vision/Framework Goals in support of the proposal: 
a. %e have worked to increase diversity and affordability,such as smaller 

homes on smaller lots," 
b. "to meet the needs of Kirkland's changing populatioqwe must encourage 

creative approaches to providing suitable housing by establishing varied 
and flexible development standards" 
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c. FG-14."Plan for a fair share of regional growth,consistent with State and 
regional goals to minimize low density sprawl and direct growth to urban areas." 
"Kirkland must accommodate a fair share of such growth. To do so,development 
in Kirkland must use land efficiently." 

Policy ED-1.6. "Strive to maintain a balance of jobs and housing." 
"Job growth should be accompanied by growth in housing oppo&ties 
for workers filling those new jobs.When a significant percentage of the population 
can both work and live in Kirkland,economic vitality,quality of life and civic 
involvement are enhanced and transportation problems are mitigated." 

Citations t7om ChapterW. Housing: 
a. Goal H-2:"Promote the creation of affordable housing and provide for a 

range of housing types and opportunities to the needs of ALL segments 
of the population." 

b. Goal H-3:"Provide for greater housing capacity and home ownership opportunities." 
c. The Housing Concept:"Supports the creative use of land where greater residential 

capacity can be a c h i e v e  
d. The Housing Diversity Section "Hosing Affordability" found on pages 3-4 

provides a description of how by meeting the housing needs of higher economic 
segments of the population with housing they can afford serves those at the 
lower levels as well. 

e. page 7:"greater opportunities for home ownership may be created through smaller 
lots and more varied housing types.In addition,cost savings are generally associated 
with smaller lots and revised development standards.The savings obtained through 
reducing the amount of street,sidewalk,water,sewer,and other utilities needed for 
each home may be reflected in the initial purchase price as well as ongoing maihtenance 
and service costs to both the home owner and the public." 

f. Policy H-3.1:"Provide additional capacity for single family development through 
allowing reductions in lot sizes where surplus land exists on underdeveloped parcels." 
Also see the text following the above Policy. 

Citations from ChapterVI. Land Use: 
a. Policy LU-2.2:"Use land eficiently,facilitate infill development or redevelopment, 

and where appropriate,presewe options for future development." 
b. Policy LU-2.3:"Ensure an adequate supply of housing units and commercial 

floorspace to,meet the required growth targets through efficient use of land." 
c. page 16,"promote an intensity and density of land uses sufficient to support 

effective transit and pedestrian activity. 
d. The proposal supports and enhances Policy LU-5.5 by creating more 

housing "close" to the Business District that can utilize non-motorized modes 
of transportation or transit thus reducing traffic impacts in the Business District. 

Relation to 
Criteria(contd.) Section d.(2.) Would the Public Interest be best served by creating more opportunity 

(most likely) for housing attainable by a majority of the Public SOONER rather than 
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in 2015-2016 (as cited in the Threshold Determination)? Of course, what would 
be the logical rationale to wait until 201 5-2016 to provide a needed and desired 
Public Benefit? I would think that the City of Kirkland would be interested in 
providing opportunity not preventing opportunity. 

I would appreciate the opportunity to discuss this matter fiuther and Thank You in advance for your 
time and efforts on behalf of the Citizens of Kirkland. 

RespectfUll , Bill Andrews 2 8529 132" Ave NE 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
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ENCLOSURE 5

FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

Date

Source of Request

Description of Request

Eric Shields, Planning & Community Development Director

Reserve

Request for funding of $200,000 for a Planned Action Environmental Impact Statement related to the private amendment request for Park Place.

The proposed private amendment request for the Park Place Center will require additional environmental review beyond the original Environmental Impact 
Statement done for the Comprehensive Plan in 2004.  The review will probably be done through a Planned Action EIS that will allow analysis of the proposed 
changes to the Downtown Plan, including two other private amendment requests – Onri and Altom - to the east of the Park Place Center, and include traffic 
impacts throughout the Downtown.  This type of analysis will also be useful in analyzing other future development in the Downtown and so it is appropriate for 
the necessary environmental review costs be paid for by the City.
    
Funding is recommended to come from the Contingency Fund.

Legality/City Policy Basis

2007-08 Prior Authorized Uses include: $31,500 for a Permit Process Review project and $54,436 for continued Annexation Outreach.  Also 
on the same Council agenda of 7/17/07 is a request for $25,000 for a fiscal review of the Park Place developer's analysis of a potential 
redevelopment.  Authorization of both this request and the additional $25,000 brings the Revised 2008 Ending Balance to $2,882,890.

Recommended Funding Source(s)
Revised 2008

Revenue/
Exp 

Savings

Fiscal Impact
One-time use of $200,000 from the Contingency Fund.  The contingency is able to fully fund this request. 

2008Amount This
Request Target

Prepared By Sandi Hines, Financial Planning Manager July 3, 2007

2007-08 Uses

Other Information

Other 
Source

End Balance

0 200,000

Description

85,936

2008 Est
End Balance

3,193,826

Prior Auth.
2007-08 Additions

Prior Auth.

3,285,172Contingency 2,907,890
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
Date: July 3, 2007 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Joan Lieberman-Brill, AICP, Senior Planner 
 Paul Stewart, AICP, Deputy Director 
 Eric Shields, AICP, Director 
  
Subject: BRIEFING ON 2007 CITY INITIATED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 

(FILE ZON07-00001)  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
This briefing is for your information.   
 
COUNCIL REVIEW 
 
Staff is providing the Council with the attached memorandum (Exhibit A), reviewed by the 
Planning Commission at their June 28, 2007 meeting, to keep Council informed regarding those 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments initiated by the City being considered for 2007.  With the 
exception of their desire to beef up “green” goals and policies and an additional map change, the 
Planning Commission concurred with the staff recommendation for those items that should be 
considered for amendment during the annual amendment of the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan.   
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
 
The annual city initiated update of the city-wide element chapters of the Comprehensive Plan is 
required to bring the Capital Facilities Plan, contained in the Capital Facilities Element, and various 
tables and figures in the Transportation Element into to consistency with the annual changes to the 
Capital Improvement Plan.  In addition, new state legislation or other new information may 
necessitate changes in the Plan.  With the exception of possible changes to concurrency and level 
of service methodology, these changes are generally considered minor or housekeeping related 
amendments.   
 
The Commission added the following amendments to be considered during this cycle: 
 

  Enclosure 6 
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• Green goals/policies: update and/or add policies to reflect potential new zoning 
regulations for low impact development, built green, sustainability and recycling of building 
materials 

 
• North Rose Hill Urban Design Map NRH -10: Revise graphic that is labeled “Rose Hill 

Business District” to not include area residential outside of the commercial corridor.   
 
EXHIBITS: 

 
Exhibit A Planning Commission Transmittal Memorandum, dated June 20, 2007 with a 

revised list of all 2007 recommended amendments from the Planning 
Commission 

 
Cc: File MIS07-00001 

H:\Agenda Items\071707_CityCouncilMtg\Planning\New Business\PARs and City initiated Comp Plan Amendments\_1F_ Enclosure 6.doc 7.10.2007  
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  Exhibit A to Enclosure 6 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE � KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189 � (425) 587-3225 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
MEMORANDUM 

 
To: Planning Commission 
  
From: Joan Lieberman-Brill, Senior Planner 
 Paul Stewart, Deputy Director 
 
Date: June 20, 2007 
 
Subject: 2007 City initiated Comprehensive Plan Amendments and related Zoning Map 

changes, Files ZON07-00001  
 

I.  RECOMMENDATION
 
Review the list of proposed amendments and provide comments to staff at the study session.  
 

II. BACKGROUND  
 
The City annually updates the city-wide element chapters of the Comprehensive Plan to revise 
the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) in the Capital Facilities Element chapter and various tables and 
figures in the Transportation Element chapter to be consistent with annual changes to the Capital 
Improvement Plan (CIP).  In addition, new state legislation or other new information may 
necessitate changes to the Plan.  
 
The 2006 Comprehensive Plan Amendments, adopted on December 12, 2006, consisted of “must 
do,” non-policy related, housekeeping amendments.  This year’s amendments may be much the 
same with only one policy related amendment dealing with connectivity being considered.    
 

III. PROPOSED CITY INITIATED AMENDMENTS
 
The scope of the proposed city initiated 2007 Comprehensive Plan Amendments and related 
Zoning Map changes includes housekeeping amendments relating to this year’s changes to the 
CIP, revisions to the North Rose Hill street connection map to account for completed 
connections, additions to Historic Landmark list to account for the archway at Heritage Park, and 
new park acquisitions.  Changes may need to be made to support new zoning regulations on low 
impact development by strengthening policies in the various chapters including the 
Vision/Framework Goals, Natural Environment, Utilities and Implementation Elements in the 
Plan.  In addition, staff proposes to add a goal and policies to the Natural Environment chapter in 
response to climate change.  New Commute Trip Reduction goals and policies will need to be 
made in the Transportation and Capital Facilities Element in response to new legislation.  
Integrating art into building and site design, both in the public and private sectors, will be 
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addressed in the both the Community Character and Parks, Recreation, Open Space Element 
chapters.  Finally, corrections will include reconciling the lettering system for Totem Lake in the 
Economic Development Element, and correcting the land use and zoning designation for JBD-6.     
 
A summary of the amendments is as follows: 
 
1. This year is a Major Capital Improvement Program (CIP) update year.  The City may make 

major updates to the CIP this fall.  Major changes to the CIP are done on a biennial basis.  
Then on the non-update year, only minor adjustments are made to funding and timing of 
projects.  Although this is a major-update year we are not yet sure how extensive the changes 
might be to the CIP.  We do know that the Transportation and Capital Facilities Elements 
still need to be amended to be consistent with any minor changes to the CIP.  These are 
“must do,” non-policy related, housekeeping amendments.  

 
 Changes may be made to the Capital Facilities Plan tables and several transportation 

maps.  
 
2. The City Council has tasked the Transportation Commission with reviewing concurrency.  If 

concurrency methodology is changed, this could be considered a substantive change and may 
affect Level of Service (LOS).  The potential change would be policy related and may need 
some discussion and consideration.   

 
 Changes may need to be made to the LOS chart, and/or to text in the Transportation 

Element. 
 
3. Low Impact Development regulations may be adopted this year, which may require revisions 

to goals and policies in the Plan to support these new zoning regulations.  Also, policies to 
support low impact development should be integrated into the neighborhood plan updates, so 
that they are a more conscious part of each neighborhood update.   

 
 Changes may need to be made to the Natural Environment and Utilities Elements 

and/or Vision/Framework Goals.   
 
4. The topic of Climate Change may need to be integrated into the Plan.  Framework Goal FG-5 

and the Natural Environment Element currently address many other aspects of the 
environment, but are silent on this issue. 

 
 Changes may need to be made to the goals, policies, and/or narrative in the Natural 

Environment Element chapter and to the Vision/Framework Goals.   
 
5. The City acquired several new city park properties, including in the Everest and Lakeview 

Neighborhoods.  Other park acquisitions may occur this summer which would be included in 
the amendments.  Various maps need to be updated.  These are “must do,” non-policy 
related, housekeeping amendments. 
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 Changes would be made to the park system map, the city-wide land use map and 
associated neighborhood land use maps. 

 
6. The State passed new Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) legislation with Senate Bill 6566 that 

amends several RCW sections to require the reduction of the Single Occupancy Vehicle rate 
by 10% and a 13% reduction of Vehicle Miles Traveled for CTR affected employers (any 
employers with 100 or more employees) within the next 4 years.  Implementation starts in 
2008.  We may need to make amendments to goals, policies and/or text in the 
Comprehensive Plan to meet the intent of Senate Bill 6566.  The potential changes are a 
“must do” State requirement and most likely will be minor amendments. 

 
 Changes may need to be made to the Transportation Element and maybe the Land 

Use and /or Capital Facilities Elements.  
 
7. One minor change should be made to the North Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan.  
 

For Table NRH-1: North Rose Hill Street Connection Plan Description List (page XV. F-27), 
the word “completed” should be added where applicable to denote those three connections, 
out of the original 17, that have been completed.  This list will then match Figure NRH-6: 
North Rose Hill Street Connection Plan map, which is updated annually to reflect the current 
status of street connections.   
 

8. One minor change should be made to the Economic Development Element. 
 

For Policy TL-3.2 (page XV.H-5): a correction should be made to the text.  It should read: 
 
“Expand opportunities for office development south of NE 116th Street (districts TL 10A E 
and TL 10D)” 

 
This is essentially a “scrivener’s error” due to a different labeling system used when we 
followed up with the zoning for this area.   
 

9. One minor change should be made to the Introduction text.  
 

This change would clarify that although most neighborhood plans where adopted prior to the 
1995 Plan update, not all were, and that not all were adopted prior to the 2004 Plan (e.g. the 
Market Street Subarea Plan was first adopted in 2006).  A correction to text on page I-12 
should be made as follows: 
 
“However, because most of the neighborhood plans were adopted prior to the 1995 Plan 
update and all were adopted prior to the 2004 Plan, portions of some of the neighborhood 
plans may contain inconsistencies.”    
 

10. The Juanita Beach Master Plan was adopted in 2006.  Minor changes are necessary in the 
Parklands Section of the Juanita Business District Plan, (page XV.I-24) to acknowledge the 
newly adopted Master Plan.   
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11. Integration of art into public and private site planning and buildings may need to be 
integrated into the Community Character and the Park, Recreation and Open Space Elements 
to further support this goal of the Kirkland Cultural Council.   

 
12. The archway at Heritage Park should be added to List B: Properties Designated by the City 

as Community Landmarks (page IV-6) in the Comprehensive Plan.  Some other minor text 
updates for the historic preservation section of this element are also needed   

 
13. Map changes include the following corrections: 
 

• Land use redesignation of JBD-6 on the citywide land use map and neighborhood land 
use map from Commercial to Office/Multifamily to match the text in the Juanita Business 
District section of the North/South Juanita Neighborhood Plan (page XV.I-23).   

 
• Density redesignation on the citywide land use map and neighborhood land use map for 

property in South Juanita located north of unopened NE 108th Street, west of 104th 
Avenue NE, and south of NE 110th Street so that it matches the RS 12.5 zoning there.  
Here the density should be 1(1+2) or 3 rather than 5.  A mapping error likely occurred 
when new neighborhood plan maps were created.   

 
• The zoning for the Springbrook development in the North Juanita Neighborhood is RS 

5.0 and may need to be changed to RSX 5.0 if research on the 1988 annexation concludes 
that this is a mistake.   

 
• Finally, if it is a task that can be accomplished this year, revisions to various base map 

templates may need to be implemented to provide consistency.      
 
Attachments:   
 
1 – List of 2007 Comprehensive Plan Amendments City Wide Amendments 
 
cc: Files ZON07-00001 
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2007 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 
CITY WIDE AMENDMENTS 

 
1. TEXT CHANGES  

• CPF charts in the Capital Facilities Element: update based on new CIP 
• Green goals/policies: update and/or add polices to reflect potential new zoning 

regulations for low impact development, built green, sustainability and recycling 
of building materials 

• Climate change: add policy 
• CTR: new goals/policies to respond to new CTR law  
• Transportation Element: update maps and tables per the Transportation 

Commission and Public Works 
• Transportation and Capital Facilities Element: maybe changes to road LOS and 

concurrency approach from the Transportation Commission  
• Community Character Element: add Heritage Park archway, add policy about art 

integrated into building and site design and a few other minor edits on historic 
preservation 

• Parks: add policies about art integrated into city parks 
 
2. MINOR TEXT CORRECTIONS  

• Introduction - Page I-12: a minor text change 
• Economic Development Element - Policy TL-3.2 (page XV.H-5): should be 

TL10E and not TL 10A 
• North Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan - Connection Map List : Add the words 

“Completed” after several of the connections 
 
3. MAP CHANGES (both land use and zoning maps)  

• New city parks: change land use map, neighborhood map and zoning map  
• JBD-6: correct designation on Zoning Map and Comp Plan map (not commercial)  
• South Juanita Land Use Map: RS 12.5 north of 108th Street should be 3 du/acre 

and not 5 du/acre (mapping error when new neighborhood plan maps were 
created) 

• Check the RS area in the 1988 annexed area for North Juanita. Why not RSX? 
• North Rose Hill Urban Design Map NRH-10: Reduce circle that is labeled Rose 

Hill Business District to not include area residential area north of the commercial 
corridor 

• Consistent base map – Check with Matt Gregory about some inconsistency  
 

  Attachment 1 1
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From: angelique.reiss@comcast.net 
Sent: Friday, June 29, 2007 12:55 AM 
To: Teresa Swan; James McElwee; jandlmcwee@msn.com 
Cc: kkpage@ci.kirkland.wa.us 
Subject: Please OPPOSE Park Place Development PAR 
(Teresa, please forward this to the City Council, Planning Commission, and involved 
staff.  Thank you.) 
  
Dear City Council Members, Planning Commissioners, and City Staff, 
  
I am deeply concerned upon reading the KAN update on PARs tonight, and reading the 
agenda for tonight's Planning Commission meeting, to see the degree to which the Park 
Place PAR is being expedited.  I would have attended tonight's planning commission 
meeting if I had been aware that this was already being acted upon.   
  
Kirkland residents are here in part because of the "village" atmosphere in which we can 
walk to the farmer's market, parks, summer concerts, etc.  For our city leaders to bend the 
rules to allow expedited consideration of a request that increases building heights (we 
don't want to look like downtown Bellevue), reduces parking spaces, will increase traffic, 
and likely lose us our movie theater, without providing any of the useful stores we have 
to drive to other cities to shop at, is not good government.  To move forward on this issue 
without providing the leaders and citizens of adjacent neighborhoods with traffic study 
results of any such proposed development, is not good government. 
  
 According to the developer who spoke at the KAN and Norkirk meetings, the shops at 
the re-developed Park Place would be of a small, boutique type that we don't need more 
of.  We already have to drive elsewhere to shop for practical items for our families at JC 
Penney's, Macy's, Gymboree, Barnes and Noble, etc.  When concerned citizens asked 
about whether there would still be a movie theater, the developer's "answers" were 
extremely evasive, suggesting the answer was no.  When I was growing up in 
Woodinville, my family had to drive to Kirkland to see a movie.  Now we may have to 
drive our son from Kirkland to Woodinville to see a movie, instead of walking down to 
Park Place.  Now, in addition to having to get on 405 and drive to do a lot of our 
shopping, we would have to sit in more traffic to do so as the building volume 
quadruples, and the workers at these numerous offices drive up Central/85th to commute 
on 405.   
  
Some of these affluent high tech employees (according to the developer there would be 
high tech offices) would try to buy homes in Kirkland, further escalating real estate prices 
and driving ordinary people like teachers, public safety staff and single parents out of the 
city as more property owners cash in, and developers continue to bombard the city with 
zoning requests for oversized homes and ever-smaller lots that erode and degrade the 
quality of our neighborhoods while yet again increasing traffic.  (In Kirkland, most new 
homes have 3 car garages that are bigger than the "yards" around the homes that the kids 
have to play in.  Do we value cars, and money, more than our kids?) 
  

ENCLOSURE       7
ZON07-00016

E-Page #415



City leaders, please stop looking at dollar signs and remember that economic 
development is not as important as being good stewards of the quality of life and the 
environment that we will pass on to our children one day.  In past generations, parents 
always worked to provide a better life for their children than they had.  In this generation, 
leaders often seem to be more interested in selfish "solutions" that bring in money in the 
short term while leaving our children with huge burdens in the future.   
  
Our tax dollars apparently pay for the city to have an economic development advocate, 
who attended presentations with the developer.  Where is the environmental advocate, the 
anti-traffic-congestion advocate, the small-town-charm, anti-development advocate that 
my family's tax dollars should also pay for?  If there isn't a staff person filling that role 
and attending Park Place development PAR presentations and meetings to oppose this 
request to undermine current zoning laws, then I will have to rely even more on the 
integrity of my elected officials.  
  
This PAR should not be expedited, and when it comes before the City Council, it should 
receive your NO votes.  As Norkirk residents, my family would gain little or nothing, and 
see our quality of life degraded by passage of this proposal. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Angelique Reiss 
  
428 16th Lane 
Kirkland 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
City Manager's Office 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3001 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager  
 
From: Ellen Miller-Wolfe, Economic Development Manager  
 
Date: July 6, 2007 
 
Subject: Resolution Concerning Proposed Kirkland Parkplace Development  
 
 
Recommendation  
 
It is recommended that the City Council adopt the attached resolution which recognizes the opportunity 
that the Kirkland Parkplace development proposal presents to the City and outlines a process for moving 
forward on a comprehensive analysis of the proposal.  Council review of the resolution assumes the 
positive outcome of its consideration of the Planning Commission recommendation to further analyze the 
Private Amendment Request (PAR) of Touchstone Corporation, (File ZONO7-00016) either separately or 
together as is the recommendation of the Planning Commission, with the Orni and Altom requests (Files 
ZONO7-00012 and ZONO7-00019 respectively) as part of the 2007 Annual Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment process.  The resolution, requested by the Touchstone Corporation, expresses the City’s 
alignment with the primary uses (office and community-serving retail) outlined in the development 
proposal, and with its support for the principle of reconnecting the Kirkland Parkplace site with downtown, 
all of which are contained in City policy documents.  The resolution also provides a road map for a 
comprehensive and efficient process for reviewing the Touchstone application and other related proposals 
(such as a development agreement). 
 
It is further recommended that the Council approve $25,000 to conduct an independent fiscal review of 
Touchstone’s economic study. 
 
Policy Implications  
Adoption of the resolution demonstrates Council support for the broad policy goals outlined in the 
Touchstone proposal, but does not commit the Council to any action, other than a process for analyzing 
the proposal. 
 
Background Discussion 
The Touchstone Corporation has an option to purchase Kirkland Parkplace from the Schulman family. 
Douglas Howe, a principal with Touchstone, has communicated to staff that the purchase decision is 
imminent.   Touchstone would like the Council to consider the adoption of a resolution  expressing the 
City’s interest as the developer analyzes the risk of moving forward with the purchase.   
 

Council Meeting:  07/17/2007
Agenda:  New Business

Item #:  11. d.
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While the City Council cannot predispose itself to the proposal, (i.e. the intensification of uses on the site 
that is being sought through a  PAR), it can indicate broad support for the concept, which would add more 
office uses in the CBD-5 Planning Area, an adopted policy, and lay out an orderly and time-sensitive 
process for the analysis of the proposal. 
 
Potential Benefits 
The Touchstone concept, if realized, would address an existing economic development challenge – the 
recruitment and retention of major employers. Several of our largest and most prestigious companies have 
communicated to the City that although they and their employees would like to stay in Kirkland, they must 
leave Kirkland if they are to expand. 
 
Residents have communicated their desires for more community-serving retail both in downtown and at 
Kirkland Parkplace. The Touchstone proposal would increase the size of the current grocery and more than 
double retail opportunities while addressing   neighborhood access concerns.  
 
Moreover, additional office workers, who would be accommodated on-site, are expected to support existing 
downtown retailers, many of whom have difficulty sustaining themselves in the off-season. 
 
Substantive Provisions 
Through the resolution, the Council would authorize an expanded role for the Design Review Board (DRB) 
that would allow it to help shape and refine the Touchstone proposal into a Conceptual Development Plan. 
DRB review would take place early in the analysis, concurrent with the environmental review of the 
proposal.     
 
The resolution outlines those design considerations that the DRB would take into account in its 
deliberations including: the design of open space and circulation; the location and arrangement of land 
uses and other activities; and the three-dimensional massing of structures and improvements in relation to 
their surroundings.  
 
Many of these design concerns have been voiced by residents. The DRB and Planning Commission, whose 
meetings are open to the public and provide added opportunity for public comment, will represent the 
City’s interest in making sure that the development is consistent with Kirkland’s historical and evolving 
image.   
 
The resolution also sets out a process for entering into a development agreement, making it subject to the 
processing of the PAR by Planning Commission and City Council.  Only after zoning is in place would the 
Council consider any financial participation by the City, and only to the extent that sufficient public benefit 
can be demonstrated by Touchstone. 
 
The resolution goes on to enumerate in detail how that public benefit must be arrived at including: 
forecasted revenues from construction; sales tax; increased property tax, etc. Touchstone has a consultant 
preparing a cost benefit analysis for the proposed project that is expected to identify the costs to serve the 
development versus the revenues generated.  Consistent with prior practice in similar circumstances, the 
City plans to hire an independent economic consultant to review the assumptions and results presented by 
Touchstone.  The review will include evaluating assumptions, identifying areas of potential risk related to 
projected fiscal benefits, and developing estimates of supportable City investment.  Berk & Associates has 
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provided similar services to the City in the past, is familiar with the City’s current funding profile through 
their annexation fiscal modeling efforts, and is available to provide these services within the short time 
frame.  City staff is requesting funding of $25,000 for an independent fiscal review of Touchstone's cost 
benefit analysis and other related financial analysis of this proposed project (see attached fiscal note).  
  
 
Additional Comments   
The process for analyzing the Touchstone proposal uses a Planned Action environmental analysis tool. This 
tool, (described in a separate agenda item), will enable the City to take a comprehensive, more educated 
look at the Touchstone project and its impact on nearby districts. The Planned Action tool will provide 
certainty, especially in the area of transportation capacity, for this developer as well as other interests 
considering development in downtown, and thereby, promote a climate more welcoming to the types of 
development that are consistent with Kirkland’s comprehensive plan.   
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FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

Date

Source of Request

Description of Request

Ellen Miller-Wolfe, Economic Development Manager

Reserve

Request for funding of $25,000 for an independent fiscal review of Touchstone's cost benefit analysis related to the potential redevelopment of Park Place and 
other related financial analysis to this proposed project.
  
Funding is recommended to come from the Contingency Fund.

Legality/City Policy Basis

2007-08 Prior Authorized Uses include: $31,500 for a Permit Process Review project and $54,436 for continued Annexation Outreach.  Also 
on the same Council agenda is a request for $200,000 for a Planned Action EIS related to the potential redevelopment of Park Place.  
Authoriziation of both this request and the additional $200,000 brings the Revised 2008 Ending Balance to $2,882,890.

Recommended Funding Source(s)
Revised 2008

Revenue/
Exp 

Savings

Fiscal Impact
One-time use of $25,000 from the Contingency Fund.  The contingency is able to fully fund this request. 

2008Amount This
Request Target

Prepared By Sandi Hines, Financial Planning Manager July 5, 2007

2007-08 Uses

Other Information

Other 
Source

End Balance

25,000

Description

85,936

2008 Est
End Balance

3,193,826

Prior Auth.
2007-08 Additions

Prior Auth.

3,285,172Contingency 3,082,890
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RESOLUTION R-4654 

 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING 
TO THE REDEVELOPMENT OF THE KIRKLAND PARKPLACE CENTER. 
 
 WHEREAS, Touchstone Corporation (“Touchstone”) is the prospective 
purchaser of the Kirkland ParkPlace Center (“ParkPlace”), located on an 11.7 
acre parcel in the City of Kirkland; and  
 
 WHEREAS, Touchstone plans to pursue redevelopment of ParkPlace 
with up to 1,700,000 gross square feet of space, including office, retail, 
restaurants, two hotels, a sports club and approximately 3,410 parking stalls; 
and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council recognizes that the redevelopment of 
ParkPlace represents a unique opportunity to create a successful employment, 
shopping and entertainment center that is pedestrian friendly, is oriented 
towards Peter Kirk Park, and ties the downtown and eastern cores of the City; 
and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council, through the Comprehensive Plan, has 
identified the Central Business District (“CBD”) 5 as the appropriate location 
for office uses in the downtown and one which provides a unique opportunity 
to maintain and enhance community-serving retail uses; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Touchstone has submitted a Kirkland Comprehensive Plan 
and Zoning Code private amendment request which Touchstone deems 
necessary to accomplish the successful redevelopment of ParkPlace; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the private amendment request is to increase allowed 
building height in the CBD-5 planning area from 3 to 5 stories to 4 to 8 stories 
as measured from the grade of 6th Street and Central Way and to allow taller 
buildings next to Central Way and 6th Street, and to reduce building setbacks 
from 20 feet to 0 feet on Central Way and 6th Street, and from 10 feet to 0 feet 
next to Peter Kirk Park and allow flexibility in other regulations such as lot 
coverage; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has decided to study the private 
amendment request in conjunction with the City’s annual amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan; and  
 

Council Meeting:  07/17/2007
Agenda:  New Business

Item #:  11. d.
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 WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to outline a process, subject to the 
outcome of the City’s study of and public comment upon the private 
amendment request in conjunction with the City’s annual amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan, and subject to the outcome of the City’s environmental 
review of the proposed annual amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, by 
which to consider the proposed redevelopment of ParkPlace; and 

 
WHEREAS, under Kirkland Municipal Code 3.30.030, the Design 

Review Board, in addition to its responsibilities under the Zoning Code, has 
such advisory functions related to design issues as designated by the City 
Council; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of 

Kirkland as follows: 
 
Section 1.  Consistent with Kirkland Municipal Code 3.30.030, the 

Design Review Board is hereby authorized and directed to assist the Planning 
Commission in its consideration of the Touchstone Comprehensive Plan and 
Zoning Code private amendment request.  The role of the Design Review 
Board, in addition to its responsibilities under the Zoning Code, shall be to 
review a Conceptual Development Plan prepared by Touchstone for ParkPlace.   

 
Section 2.  The Conceptual Development Plan shall include: 
 

a. The location of all site improvements including, but not limited 
to vehicular and pedestrian access and site circulation, 
buildings, parking areas, public spaces and landscaped areas; 

 
b. The location and arrangement of proposed land uses and site 

activities; and 
 

c. The three dimensional arrangement and massing of structures 
and improvements shown in relationship to existing structures 
surrounding the ParkPlace Center. 

 
 Section 3.  Following Design Review Board review, the Conceptual 
Design Plan shall be forwarded, along with Design Review Board comments, to 
the Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission shall consider the 
Conceptual Design Plan and Design Review Board comments during its review 
of the Touchstone private amendment request and incorporate them, as 
appropriate, into any recommended amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 
and Zoning Code. 
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Section 4.  Subject to the Planning Commission’s study and 
recommendation on the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code private 
amendment request, public participation, and the City Council’s consideration 
of the recommendation from the Planning Commission, the City Council may 
enter into a Development Agreement with Touchstone which may include 
agreement to fund or provide right-of-way improvements and or expansions, 
signalization, waiver of traffic impact fees, storm water detention, connectivity 
to Peter Kirk Park, parking, public plazas, art, or other facilities, to the extent 
that sufficient public benefit can be demonstrated.   

 
Section 5.  The City will work cooperatively with Touchstone and use 

its best, good faith efforts to complete negotiations and to enter a Development 
Agreement no later than January 31, 2008. 

 
Section 6.  Any City financial participation in the redevelopment of 

ParkPlace will be dependent upon a benefit cost analysis which reflects 
adequate forecasted revenues from sales tax on construction, increased on-
going sales tax revenues from redevelopment of ParkPlace, increased property 
taxes, and other revenues generated by ParkPlace after redevelopment, such 
as admissions tax or business license fees, to fund the City’s financial 
participation. 

 
Section 7.  To the extent permitted by law, the City shall expedite and 

give priority status to the processing of City land use, permit applications, 
construction drawings, plans and specifications, and similar or related 
submissions by Touchstone associated with the ParkPlace redevelopment. 

 
Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 

this ____ day of _______, 2007. 
 
Signed in authentication thereof this _____day of 

________________, 2007. 
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
Attest: 
 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 

E-Page #423



 

 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
Date: July 2, 2007 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Paul Stewart, Deputy Planning Director 
 Eric Shields, Planning Director 
 
Subject: 2007 – 2009 Planning Work Program (CC-99-84) 
 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Council approve the attached resolution (Exhibit A) adopting the 2007-2009 
Planning Work Program. 
 
Background 
The City Council and Planning Commission met at a joint study session on February 6, 2007 to 
review the proposed 2007-2009 Planning Work Program and discuss other items of interest.  In 
the past, the proposed work program is usually brought back to the Council for adoption shortly 
after the joint meeting.  However, because of the potential significant impact on staff resources, 
action on the work program has been deferred due to re-opening the time period to receive private 
amendment request applications and to get a better sense of the status of work on annexation 
issues.   
 
On June 28th, 2007 the Planning Commission met to review and forward a recommendation to the 
City Council on the threshold review of the proposed private amendment requests (PARs).  The 
Council will review these requests along with city-initiated amendments and the Commission’s 
recommendation at the July 17th meeting.  While the PAR’s are separate discussion items, the 
Council should consider these requests in relationship to the other major long range tasks and 
projects on the attached work program. 
 
Work Program 
Since the February joint meeting, staff has updated and revised the proposed work program to 
better reflect the status of projects.  Below is a summary of those revisions. 
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Comprehensive Plan and Private Amendment Requests (Task 1). 
We had originally scheduled this to be completed by the end of the year – however, two issues will 
likely result in completing this process in 2008.  The first is the private amendment request by 
Touchstone for Park Place.  The Commission has recommended this request go forward along 
with the other downtown requests.  The Council will discuss this on July 17th – but due to the 
complexity of this proposal and the review process, it is anticipated that if this proceeds, action on 
the proposal would occur in early 2008.  The other issue involves possible changes to our 
transportation level of service standard and concurrency management system being considered by 
the Transportation Commission. 
 
Neighborhood Plans (Task 2) 
With the completion of the design guidelines revisions, we are poised to begin the next 
neighborhood plan process.  The work program reviewed in February showed the Lakeview and 
Central Houghton Neighborhoods being done concurrently.  This is also the preference of the 
Planning Commission with the Houghton Community Council actively involved.  From staff’s 
perspective we are recommending that, due to the time it takes and other work program projects, 
we are only able to begin one neighborhood plan update at this time.  Our recommendation is to 
begin the Lakeview Neighborhood plan this year and then start work on the Central Houghton 
Neighborhood in 2008, when the 2007 comprehensive plan updates are complete.  The basis for 
doing the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan first is threefold:  we are currently updating the Shoreline 
Master Program (Lakeview is located on the lake.); there is a private amendment request in this 
neighborhood; and we would like to address the potential for a transit oriented development at the 
South Kirkland Park and Ride located at the south end of the neighborhood.  A neighborhood plan 
requires at least 1.0 FTE staff and it is an 18-24 month process.  There is no other staff available 
unless we defer action on the private amendment requests. 
 
The other issue is the sequence of neighborhood plans.  Attachment 1 is the current schedule.  
Staff would suggest that the Moss Bay and Everest neighborhoods follow the completion of the 
Lakeview and Houghton neighborhoods due to the level of interest in private amendment requests 
in these neighborhoods as well as the update to the downtown strategic plan now underway. 
 
Housing (Task 7) 
Housing has been identified as a priority issue by the Council.  Staff is currently drafting the 
permanent regulations on innovative housing to be reviewed by the Planning Commission at the 
Commission’s July 12th meeting.  After a series of study sessions with the Commission and review 
by the Houghton Community Council, a public hearing is tentatively scheduled for September 13th, 
2007.  Following the public hearing, this issue is targeted for discussion by the Council at the 
October 16th, 2007 study session. 
 
Staff will continue to work with ARCH on implementing housing strategies identified in the strategy 
plan.  (Note:  this is another agenda topic for the July 17th meeting).  Efforts on affordable housing 
regulations will occur in 2008 after completion of the innovative housing regulations.  As part of 
the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan beginning in 2007 (Task 2), staff will work with ARCH, King 
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County and Bellevue to explore the potential for a transit oriented development project that 
includes affordable housing. 
 
Natural Resources/Stewardship (Task 9) 
This consists of a variety of sub-tasks and efforts.  A summary of the action items from the May 1, 
2007 study session on environmental stewardship will be passed on to the Council later this 
month. 
 
A major project already underway is an update to the Shoreline Master Program.  Staff will be 
meeting with the Planning Commission and Houghton Community Council over the next several 
months and will periodically brief the Council throughout the process.  As part of this effort, in 
2008, we will most likely need to update our critical area regulations.  Both of these questions will 
also be an issue to address as part of the applicable codes and regulations for the potential 
annexation area. 
 
We are still in the process of framing the approach to our low impact development program.  The 
work program has also been revised to note efforts underway to establish a green building 
program – an item presented at the May 1 study session.  We expect to bring both of these back 
for Council review later this year. 
 
Annexation (Task 13) 
Since the February joint meeting, we are now noting the additional commitment of time and 
staffing allocated on annexation.  Teresa Swan is the project manager for this effort and she will 
begin working on the land use and zoning issues for the annexation area. 
 
Single Family Standards 
Last year, the City completed work on updates to the single family floor area ratio regulations.  In 
previous discussions on the work program, it has been suggested that some time occur to see how 
the revised regulations are working.  In addition, given the other major efforts underway, additional 
work on this  is deferred into the future.  The Houghton Community Council discussed this at their 
June 25, 2007 meeting and made the following motion: 
 
“The Houghton Community Council suggests to the Planning Commission that they review how the 
setbacks in the City of Kirkland are defined to try to better describe the original intent of the Floor 
Area Ratio requirements which would allow us to change the existing Floor Area Ratio 
requirements to be simpler and allow for better aesthetic environment.   As an example reviewing 
Clyde Hill’s code which shows a wedding cake setback as you go high approach.” 
 
 
 
Cc: Planning Commission 

E-Page #426



  Exhibit A 

ADOPTED 2007 – 2009 PLANNING WORK PROGRAM:  LONG RANGE TASKS  July 17, 2007 
 
    2007 

         2008 
  2009   

                        
TASK  PROJECT 

MANAGER 
2007 
STAFF  

J F M A M J J A S O N D 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 

POLICIES, PLANS & REGULATIONS                       
1 Comprehensive Plan   1.2 FTE                     
  2007 Comp Plan Revisions Brill                      
   Private Amendment Requests  Ruggeri                      
                        
2 Neighborhood Plans  1.0 FTE                     
  Market/Norkirk Small Lot Regs Brill                      
  Lakeview Neighborhood Plan Soloff                      
  Houghton Neighborhood Plan                       
  Neighborhood Plan “X”                       
                        
3 Totem Lake  .3 FTE                     
  Hart PAR Regala                      
  TL 9 Zoning Regala                      
                        
4 Design Regs/Guidelines  .2. FTE                     
  Reformat Regs Soloff                      
  Market Street Corridor Ruggeri                      
  MF Design Guidelines                       
  Design Guidelines Revisions McMahan                      
                        
5 Code Amendments Anderson .2 FTE                     
  Complete 2006 Misc. ZC Amend                       
  2007 Code Amend (SEPA, Sub, ZC)                       
                        
                        
6 Housing  .7 FTE                     
  Innovative Housing Regs    Collins                      
  Affordable Housing Regs Collins                      
  TOD @ Park & Ride Soloff                      
  ARCH/Affordable Housing Strategy ARCH staff                      
                        
7 Community Character                       
  Historic Preservation Incentives                       
                        
8 Natural Resources/Stewardship  1.5 FTE                     
  Green Team/Env. Stewardship Stewart/Tovar                      
  Shoreline Master Program Tovar                      
  Critical Area Regs Tovar                      
  Tree & Landscaping Revisions Ray                      
  Low Impact Development Gaus/Clauson                      
  Green Building Program Barnes/Jensen                      
                        
                        
                        
                        
 Planning Commission Tasks             
 Other Tasks             
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    2007 
         2008 

  2009   

                        
TASK  PROJECT 

MANAGER 
2007 
STAFF  

J F M A M J J A S O N D 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 

                        
SPECIAL TASKS                       
                        
9 Special Projects  .3 FTE                     
   DSP Update McMahan                      
   NE 85th Action Team  Soloff                      
   Economic Development Shields                      
   CTR/Concurrency/Impact Fees Swan/PW                      
   Downtown Transit Center Stewart                      
                        
10 Database Management Goble .2 FTE                     
                        
11 Regional Plans Shields/Stewart .1 FTE                     
                        
13 Annexation Shields/Swan .8 FTE                     
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Attachment 1 

 ________________________________________________________ 
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN UPDATE SCHEDULE 

 
July 2007 

Note:  Schedule Subject to Change 
_______________________________________________________ 
 
Neighborhood Plan Implementation: 
Zoning Regulations & Design Standards 
 
Market and Norkirk Zoning Regulations 2007 (adopted) 
 
Market St Corridor Design Guidelines  2007 (adopted) 
 
 
Comprehensive Plan & Neighborhood Plans 
 
Lakeview      2007-2008 
 
Central Houghton     2008-2009 
 
Moss Bay & Everest    2009-2010 
 
North & South Juanita    2010 - 2011 
 
Comprehensive Plan Chapters   2011-2012 
 
Bridle Trails & South Rose Hill   2013-2014 
 
Totem Lake      2014-2015 
 
North Rose Hill     2015-2016 
 
 
 
Neighborhood Plan Schedule 12-11-03 
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RESOLUTION R-4655 
 
 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND PERTAINING TO THE 2007–
2009 PLANNING WORK PROGRAM. 
 

WHEREAS, the Kirkland City Council and the Kirkland Planning Commission met at a joint 
meeting on February 6, 2007, to discuss the proposed planning work program tasks and to set 
priorities; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council met on July 17th, 2007 to review a revised 2007–2009 Planning 
Work Program along with proposed city-initiated amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and private 
amendment requests to amend the Plan; and 
 

WHEREAS, at that meeting and subsequent thereto, the City Council established the rank order 
priority and schedule for the tasks shown on the Planning Work Program; and 
 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Kirkland as follows: 
 

Section 1.  The adopted Planning Work Program for the City of Kirkland shall be established as 
shown on Exhibit A to this resolution. 
 

Section 2.  This adopted Planning Work Program shall be used by the City staff and Planning 
Commission in scheduling work tasks and meeting and hearing calendars. 

 
Section 3.  A copy of this resolution shall be distributed to the Planning Commission, Parks 

Board, Transportation Commission, Design Review Board, Neighborhood Associations, the Chamber 
of Commerce and Houghton Community Council. 

 
PASSED by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting this 17th day of July, 

2007. 
 

 SIGNED IN AUTHENTICATION thereof this _______ day of July, 2007. 
 
 
 
   
 Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
 
  
City Clerk 

Council Meeting:  07/17/2007
Agenda:  New Business
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