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AGENDA 
KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

City Council Chamber 
Tuesday, March 4, 2008 

  6:00 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 
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 

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 

3. STUDY SESSION, Peter Kirk Room 
 
 a. Joint Meeting with the Planning Commission and 2008 Planning Work Program 
 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
 a. To Discuss Labor Negotiations 
 
5. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 
 
 a. Green Tips  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. 

 
6. REPORTS 
 

a. City Council 
 
(1) Regional Issues 

 
b. City Manager  

 
(1) City Council Meeting with the Everest Neighborhood 
 
(2) Legislative Session Status Report 
 
(3) Calendar Update 

 
 
 

P - denotes a presentation  
from staff or consultant 

http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/
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7. COMMUNICATIONS 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. Items from the Audience 
 
b. Petitions 

 
8. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

a. Approval of Minutes: February 19, 2008 
 

b. Audit of Accounts: 

Payroll $ 

Bills  $ 
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. 

 
c. General Correspondence 

 
d. Claims 
 

(1) Rosalyn Gerstein 
 
e. Award of Bids 
 

(1) Police Department Jail Kitchen Tenant Improvement Project, Pattison 
 Construction Company 

  
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. 

f. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period 
 

(1) City Hall Fire Alarm Panel/Device Replacement Project 
 

g. Approval of Agreements 
 

(1) R-4690, Authorizing the City Manager to Execute an Interlocal Agreement 
 Between the Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation, the University of 
 Washington, the Port of Seattle, Chateau Ste. Michelle Winery Estates, 
 the Cities of Bellevue, Kent, Renton, SeaTac, Mercer Island, Mountlake 
 Terrace, Woodinville and Kirkland to Manage Waterfowl 

 
h. Other Items of Business 
 

(1) Report on Procurement Activities 
 

9. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

a. Cascade Water Alliance- Lake Tapps Purchase Agreement  
 
b. NE 85th Street Corridor Improvements Projects Update 
 
c. Annual Solid Waste and Recycling Report and Multi-Family Work Plan 

 

 - 2 - P - denotes a presentation
from staff or consultant 
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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. 

11.  NEW BUSINESS 
 

a. Responding to Downtown Petition 
 

b. Gordon Hart Private Amendment Request 
 
c. Totem Lake 9 Zoning Implementation Project 

 
12. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
13. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

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

 



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

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
Date: February 19, 2008 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Paul Stewart, Deputy Planning Director 
 Eric Shields, Planning Director 
 
Subject: City Council/Planning Commission Joint Meeting and 2008-2010 

Planning Work Program (File No. MIS08-00007) 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the following: 

• Conduct a joint meeting with the Planning Commission. 
• Review the proposed 2008-2010 Planning Work Program and direct staff to bring back a 

final work program for adoption. 
• Discuss other items as appropriate 

 
BACKGROUND 
The Planning Commission reviewed the draft Planning Work Program at their annual retreat on 
January 10 and provided comments to staff.  Staff revised the work program and brought it back to 
the Commission on February 13th.  The Commission reviewed it and has recommended approval to 
the City Council. 
 
At the February 13th meeting the Commission also addressed other items to be discussed with the 
Council at the joint meeting.  These are noted in the attached transmittal memo from the Planning 
Commission to the City Council.  The Commission has suggested the following format for the joint 
meeting to cover the main discussion topics. 
 

• Introduction and Overview  Karen Tennyson (chair) 
• Neighborhood Plans   Matt Gregory 
• Housing     Karen Tennyson 
• Downtown    Carolyn Hayek 
• Private Amendment Requests  Janet Pruitt 
• Other topics as appropriate 

 
 

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
Agenda:  Study Session

Item #:  3. a. 
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PACKET MATERIALS 
The enclosed packet contains the transmittal memo from the Planning Commission to the City 
Council (Attachment 1).  Attachment 2 is the Draft 2008-2010 Planning Work Program dated 
February 13, 2008 as recommended by the Planning Commission.  Attachment 3 is a summary of 
the tasks outlined in the proposed work program.  (Note:  For background purposes, Attachment 4 
is the previous work program adopted in August of 2007.) 
 
Much of the discussion revolved around neighborhood plans.  Attachment 5 is Neighborhood Plan 
Update Schedule as revised by the Planning Commission.  The Commission has recommended 
that we move forward with both the Lakeview and Central Houghton Neighborhood Plans 
concurrently since they are both within the jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council (Note:  
the previous work program had these occurring sequentially with Lakeview going first).  Attachment 
6 shows the status of when the neighborhood plans were completed.  Attachment 7 is the listing of 
the topics that were on the Commission agendas for 2007 and Attachment 8 are the minutes from 
the Planning Commission retreat.  Attachment 9 is Chapter 140 of the Zoning Code which outlines 
the process and criteria for private amendment requests.  This is discussed in more detail in the 
Planning Commission transmittal memo. 
 
 
STAFF COMMENTS 
 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments (Task 1) 
Staff would like to clarify the status of the 2007-2008 Comprehensive Plan amendments.  As 
required by the Growth Management Act, the Comprehensive Plan can only be amended once per 
year (with certain exceptions, i.e. planned action ordinance).  In 2007 we began this task but were 
not able to complete it due to a variety of factors and they have continued into 2008.  There are 
several amendments being considered at this time but all have been on separate tracks.  At some 
point all of these amendments will need to be combined for Council adoption (thus meeting the 
once-per-year requirement).  Because several of these are still “in-process”, the timing for the 
adoption in 2008 has not been determined. 
 
These amendments include: 
 

• City Initiated Amendments:  These amendments consist of our annual update to the city-
wide elements of the Comprehensive Plan.  For this cycle they include incorporating the 
adopted 2008-2013 CIP into the Capital Facilities Element; policies on public art; some 
map updates; and policies on climate change and environmental stewardship.  The 
Planning Commission has held a public hearing and it is scheduled to be reviewed by the 
City Council on March 18th.  At that meeting, the Council can direct any changes and staff 
will then bring back a resolution of “intent to adopt” at the April 15th Council meeting. 

 

E-Page 5



Memo to David Ramsay 
February 19, 2008 
Page 3 of 5 
 

• Nakhjiri & Kirkland Congregational Church Private Amendment Requests (PAR) 
Private amendment requests are being processed for the two properties directly across 
from City Hall (the American Legion building and the Kirkland Congregational Church).  
The Planning Commission has completed their review and is forwarding a 
recommendation to the City Council for their consideration at the March 18th meeting.  
Based on Council’s review, staff will bring back a resolution of intent at the April 15th 
meeting. 

 
• Gordon Hart PAR and TL9 Zoning 

Gordon Hart is another PAR that is under review for property in Totem Lake.  The 
Commission held a public hearing and has made a recommendation to the Council to be 
considered at the March 4th Council meeting along with the zoning regulations for the TL9 
Zone.  At the March 4 Council meeting the Council will review the Commission’s 
recommendation and can direct staff to bring back a resolution of intent at the May 20th 
meeting. 
 

• Concurrency Management System 
The Transportation Commission and the City Council met on February 19 to consider 
changing the City’s approach to its concurrency management system.  Depending on 
additional discussion and questions to be addressed, amendments to the Comprehensive 
Plan will likely be needed if this goes forward.  The intent is to fold any proposed changes 
into this round of Comprehensive Plan amendments - however the timing is still 
undetermined.  Any proposed amendments would also need to go before the Planning 
Commission and Houghton Community Council. 

 
• Costco Accessory Fuel Facility 

Costco had submitted a private amendment request application to amend the 
Comprehensive Plan to allow a fuel station on the north side of NE 90th Street (note: it is 
an allowed use on the south side of NE 90th Street).  The application raised concerns with 
the surrounding neighborhood.  The City Council chose not to go forward with considering 
the application at that time but would potentially consider it if Costco and the 
neighborhood could meet and discuss possible approaches or options to address their 
concerns.  There have been two meetings utilizing the services of a professional facilitator.  
The last meeting occurred on Saturday, February 16th.  Staff is preparing a status report for 
the Council’s reading file.  At some point the Council will need to determine if this should 
be processed as a private amendment request this year, next year or not at all. 

 
• Touchstone (Park Place), Altom and Orni Private Amendment Requests 

These three requests have been combined as part of a planned action ordinance and 
environmental impact statement.  The Draft EIS is scheduled to be released in late March.  
Even though this may result in amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, the Growth 
Management Act allows exempting plan amendments from the once-per-year requirement 
if the amendments are in conjunction with a planned action ordinance. 
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Neighborhood Plans (Task 2) 
The Planning Commission has recommended that we work on both the Lakeview and Central 
Houghton Neighborhood Plans concurrently (Attachment 5).  They feel that since these two 
neighborhoods are within the jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council, it made sense to do 
them together.  The previous work program had the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan being completed 
first to be followed by the Central Houghton Plan.  As noted in the Planning Commission 
transmittal memo (Attachment 1) we will strive to find creative and effective ways to be more 
efficient while not sacrificing neighborhood participation.  However, in order to undertake two 
neighborhoods at the same time it will require a minimum of 2.0 FTE staff allocation. 
 
Natural Resources/Environmental Stewardship (Task 7) 
As noted on the work program, we are beginning to work intensively on the update to the Shoreline 
Master Program.  In 2008 staff and the Commission will be spending a considerable amount of 
time on this item in order to complete it in 2009.  As part of this effort, the City may need to 
undertake some amendments to its critical area regulations. 
 
At the February 19th meeting, the Council expressed a desire to get an update on the effectiveness 
of the city’s tree regulations.  It has been two years since the revised tree and landscaping 
regulations went into effect.  At that time the Council directed staff by resolution to bring back a 
report that “summarizes the issues that arose in the implementation and application of the 
regulations”.  The report is to be circulated to the City Council, Planning Commission and 
Houghton Community Council by April 30, 2008.  We were on track to do this but have been 
hampered by the resignation of the City’s Urban Forester (Stacey Ray).  A new Urban Forester has 
been hired (Deb Powers) and she will start on March 3rd.  While we could to put together a 
preliminary report, it would more beneficial to enable the new Urban Forester to have some 
practical experience with our codes and permit applications before we significantly launch into the 
update.   
 
The Council also expressed an interest in looking at our overall tree canopy to see where we are in 
comparison to our goal of achieving 40% canopy.  We conducted the initial analysis in 2002 which 
indicated that on a broad scale we were roughly around 32%.  That effort took several weeks and 
several thousands of dollars.  The resolution the Council adopted when we updated our tree 
regulations in 2005 called for undertaking an analysis to estimate our tree canopy cover by 
December, 2010.  If the Council desires to move more quickly on this we would need to request 
funding as part of the budget process and incorporate it into the GIS work program. 
 
Two other “green” tasks on the work program are regulations and standards for low impact 
development (LID) and the green building program.  We have not been able to make much 
progress on LID standards to date.  The project manager for this in Planning (Stacy Clauson) is 
leading up the effort on the Shoreline Master Program.  We may be able to incorporate some LID 
techniques into the miscellaneous zoning code amendments task. 
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The green building program is in place for new single family construction and the city recently 
approved it’s first residential “green building” under this program.  The permit time was about half 
the normal processing time frame.  We will be evaluating the program in the fall of 2008 to see 
how it’s working and whether or not we want to expand it to other types of permits.  This would 
require additional funding to continue and expand the program in 2009. 
 
Other Tasks 
The work program includes our continuing effort to the keep our codes and ordinances up to date.  
Our initial focus will be on amendments to our SEPA and subdivision regulations as well as some 
zoning code issues (e.g. some LID standards).  For the downtown, staff will be working with the 
DAC on clarifying appropriate ground floor uses.  Finally, the work program includes staff time 
devoted to annexation issues. 
 
 
Attachments 

1. Transmittal Memo from Planning Commission 
2. Draft 2008-2010 Planning Work Program 
3. Summary Description of Planning Work Program Tasks 
4. Adopted 2007-2009 Work Program 
5. Neighborhood Plan Update Schedule 
6. Neighborhood Plan Status 
7. 2007 Planning Commission Agenda Topics 
8. Planning Commission Annual Retreat Minutes 
9. Chapter 140 Kirkland Zoning Code. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

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

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
Date: February 20, 2008 
 
To: Kirkland City Council 
 
From: Karen Tennyson, Chair 
 Byron Katsuyama, Vice Chair 
 
Subject: Joint Meeting with the City Council and Planning Work Program 
 
Introduction 
On behalf of the Planning Commission, we are looking forward to our annual joint meeting with the 
City Council on March 4, 2008 to review and discuss the proposed Planning Work Program along 
with other items as appropriate.  On January 10, 2008 we held our annual retreat to consider the 
work program and discuss in detail some key issues which we have noted in this memo.  On 
February 13th, the Commission met again to review the revised work program and based on that 
review, we are recommending the City Council adopt the Planning Work Program. 
 
Joint Meeting Format 
At the joint meeting the Commission would like to suggest the following format which addresses 
key discussion topics.  As we did last year, a Commission member will take the lead on 
introducing the issue and frame the discussion as noted below: 
 

• Introduction and Overview  Karen Tennyson (chair) 
• Neighborhood Plans   Matt Gregory 
• Housing     Karen Tennyson 
• Downtown    Carolyn Hayek 
• Private Amendment Requests  Janet Pruitt 
• Other topics as appropriate 

 
2007 Major Projects and Accomplishments 
In 2007, the Commission addressed a variety of topics and completed work on major projects that 
reflect some very creative approaches in planning – particularly housing.  After completion of the 
Market and Norkirk neighborhood plans, last year the City Council adopted regulations and 
incentives for small lot housing and historic preservation for these two neighborhoods.  Another 
milestone was the adoption of the cottage, carriage and two and three unit housing regulations.  
This effort began in 2002 with the preparation of an interim ordinance to allow demonstration 
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programs.  While this took several years we think the adopted regulations are workable, creative 
and contain the appropriate standards that will result in quality projects. 
 
The projects the Commission worked on in 2007 include: 

• Small lot single family and historic preservation regulations for Market and Norkirk 
(adopted by City Council). 

• Market Street Corridor Design Regulations (adopted by City Council). 
• Reformat of the Chapter 92 – Design Regulations (adopted by City Council). 
• Review of Private Amendment Requests (threshold review and study sessions). 
• Comprehensive Plan Update (study sessions and public hearing on city initiated 

amendments). 
• Cottage Housing Regulations (adopted by City Council). 
• Shoreline Master Program Update (study sessions). 
• Miscellaneous Zoning Code Amendments (adoption by City Council on January 15, 2008). 
• TL 9 Zoning (study sessions and public hearing) 

 
Attachment 7 to this packet is a summary of the Commission meeting topics for 2007.  The 
Commission spent considerable time on private amendment requests (PAR’s), particularly in the 
second half of the year.  In 2007, we devoted approximately a third of our sessions to the various 
private amendment requests.   
 
Retreat Discussion 
At our retreat, the Commission also took the opportunity to step away from our regular agenda 
topics and, to some degree, look ahead to future trends and influences.  Our observations are 
noted in the minutes from the retreat (Attachment 8), but generally, the Commission wanted to be 
more proactive in anticipating changes and guiding them.  Some ideas and strategies we talked 
about include: 

• Provide education opportunities and information on trends 
• Use a variety of communication tools (graphics, visuals, publications, etc.) 
• Encourage more energy efficiency and sustainability strategies (perhaps a new 

Comprehensive Plan element on energy) 
• Look at what other cities are doing and learn from them 

 
 
Proposed 2008-2010 Planning Work Program 
The Commission reviewed the work program at its retreat and again on February 13th.  We would 
recommend the Council adopt the 2008-2010 Planning Work Program that includes the list of the 
long range planning tasks and general schedule (Attachment 2).  For 2008 the major tasks before 
the Planning Commission will include the private amendment requests for the Touchstone (Park 
Place), Altom and Orni properties; the Lakeview and Central Houghton Neighborhood Plans, 
affordable housing, tree regulations and the update to the City’s Shoreline Master Program. 
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Neighborhood Plans
The Planning Commission spent some time at the retreat and at the February 13th meeting 
discussing the purpose and approach to neighborhood plans.  Planning staff had noted that 
neighborhood plans take 2-3 years to complete.  At that rate it would take the city over 26 years to 
run through the cycle of neighborhood plans.  Some neighborhoods have not had their plans 
updated in over 20 years.   
 
While recognizing the importance of neighborhood plans, the Commission began exploring ways to 
move more quickly and efficiently.  We agreed with staff that it would be helpful to sit down with 
KAN and neighborhood representatives to discuss some of these ideas.  Before we begin the next 
neighborhood plans, we should develop a strategy with the neighborhoods.  Some ideas we 
discussed include the following: 
 

 Encourage the neighborhood to read and understand the existing neighborhood plan early 
on in the process. 

 
 Start with visioning. 

 
 Identify and focus on key issues (land use, density, traffic). 

 
 Have a template of standard text and outline for the non-major items. 

 
 Don’t let individual zoning amendments drive the process – consider them later after the 

basic framework is in place. 
 

 When forming an advisory group, make sure the majority of participants are from the 
neighborhood. 

 
 Have staff undertake some up-front work on background information and general plan 

content. 
 

 Defer city-wide issues to other efforts (e.g. Non-Motorized Transportation Plan, Parks Plan, 
etc.) 

 
 Consider alternative public involvement techniques to enhance participation (e.g. web-

based). 
 
We also looked at the schedule of neighborhood plans (Attachment 5) and status of neighborhood 
plan updates (Attachment 6).  You may recall that last year’s work program showed the Lakeview 
Neighborhood Plan up next to be followed by the Central Houghton Neighborhood.  We 
recommend these neighborhoods be done concurrently since they are both within the jurisdiction 
of the Houghton Community Council.  In view of the Community Council’s unique position relative 
to these neighborhoods and in the interests of promoting greater efficiency for the update process, 
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we also recommend that the Community Council take the lead on these plan updates to the extent 
that they may be willing to do so.  The Commission is cognizant of the need to maintain a city-wide 
perspective for all neighborhood plan updates and will work with the Community Council to ensure 
a comprehensive review.  The Commission also recommended that following the completion of the 
Lakeview and Central Houghton Neighborhoods, the next plan update should be Bridle Trails and 
South Rose Hill. 
 
Housing
The Commission recognizes that housing issues – particularly affordable housing – are priorities 
for the City.  We understand the City Council is devoting part of your annual retreat to this issue.  
Over the past several years the Commission has spent considerable time on various housing 
strategies including regulations and incentives to encourage affordable housing, cottage and 
innovative housing regulations, lot size reductions and historic preservation standards to retain 
smaller homes and looking for opportunities to incorporate affordable housing requirements when 
zone changes are requested. 
 
We know the City is not meeting its affordable housing targets.  The Commission also has a strong 
interest in this topic and we are poised to assist the Council in this important effort.  We support 
the Council’s interest in looking at inclusionary housing, preservation housing, and a transit 
oriented housing development at the South Kirkland Park and Ride lot.  One of the other ideas we 
discussed was for the City to consider strategies for providing housing for public employees (i.e. 
teachers, firefighters, nurses, etc.) in order to allow them to live in the community where they 
work.  On a related issue, the Commission is interested in looking at whether the standards to 
retain smaller homes historic residents could be applied city-wide. 
 
Downtown
We realize that recent downtown development activity and permit applications have resulted in 
increased attention to downtown issues – particularly height.  We understand the Council is 
possibly considering options in response to this interest.  Some of these options could include 
reviewing zoning and design regulations in the downtown.  Depending on the extent of these 
options, it could substantially affect the planning work program and priority for other tasks – 
particularly if it means opening up either the downtown plan or Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan.  
During our discussion on the work program and neighborhood plan schedule, a majority of the 
Commission wished to convey to the Council that the downtown plan should not be “re-opened” at 
this time.  One of the reasons for this perspective is that the development activity that is occurring 
is implementing the adopted downtown plan.  The downtown plan was the result of a planning 
process that included a variety of stakeholders in its preparation.  The other concern is that a 
major focus on revising the downtown plan will substantially affect the ability to address other 
important issues such as affordable housing and neighborhood plans. 
 
 
 
Private Amendment Requests
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2007 was the year that the City considers Private Amendment Requests.  These are accepted 
every two years with the deadline for applications in December, 2008 for consideration in 2009.  
In 2007, the Planning Commission spent about a third of its time on private amendment requests.  
These applications often involve complex and controversial issues and can take a considerable 
amount of time.  While applicants should have the opportunity to request changes, the 
Commission would like make the following suggestions for Council’s consideration. 
 

• When considering applications during the threshold review stage of the process, give 
careful consideration to the number of private amendment requests and how it may affect 
other work program tasks and priorities. 

 
• The Commission strongly recommends adhering to the deadline for submission of 

applications.  Too often in the past, requests have come in either after the application 
deadline or after the threshold review process has been completed.  This is confusing to 
the public and raises questions on the process. 

 
• Considering charging a substantial additional fee for those applications that have made it 

through the initial threshold review.  Private amendment requests often take considerable 
time and effort and the fees should reflect this. 

 
 
Final Notes 
Over the past couple of years the Commission has had the opportunity to present our 
recommendations to you and participate in the discussion with the Council when these items are 
before you at your meetings.  We take our role and responsibility seriously and we endeavor to 
ensure that we have explored all possible options, considered the public comments carefully and 
have provided the Council with our best recommendation.  We appreciate being able to transmit 
our recommendations to the Council and present the key issues and rationale for our comments. 
 
We would also like to take this opportunity to recognize Janet Pruitt for her dedicated participation 
on the Commission and her commitment to the City.  Janet had been on the Commission for the 
past six years and her term expires this month.  She has been invaluable in her contributions and 
willingness to spend the considerable amount of personal time volunteering to serve the City as a 
member of the Planning Commission.  It is people like Janet that makes Kirkland a special place. 
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  Attachment 2 

DRAFT 2008 – 2010 PLANNING WORK PROGRAM:  LONG RANGE TASKS  February 13, 2008 
 
    2008 

         2009 
  2010   

                        
TASK  PROJECT 

MANAGER 
2008 
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   1.5 FTE                     
  2007-8 Plan Update - General Brill                      
  2007-8 Plan Update - Concurrency PW - Godfrey                      
  Private Amendment Requests Brill/Regala                      
  PAR/Planned Action – Park Place Ruggeri                      
  2009 Comp Plan Revisions/PAR’s                       
  2011 GMA/Comp Plan Update                       
                        
2 Neighborhood Plans  2.0 FTE                     
  Lakeview & Central Houghton Plan Soloff                      
  Bridle Trails & South Rose Hill                       
  Everest                       
  Moss Bay                       
                        
3 Design Regs/Guidelines                       
  MF Design Guidelines                       
  Design Guidelines Revisions McMahan                      
                        
4 Code Amendments  .2 FTE                     
  Complete 2007 Misc. Code Amend Anderson                      
  TL 9 Zoning Regala                      
  Misc. Code Amend (SEPA, Sub, ZC)                       
                        
5 Housing  1.0 FTE                     
  Affordable Housing Regs Collins/Nelson                      
  TOD @ Park & Ride Collins                      
  Affordable Housing Strategies Nelson/ARCH                       
                        
6 Community Character                       
  Historic Preservation Incentives                       
  Small Lot Regulations                       
                        
7 Natural Resources/Stewardship  1.8 FTE                     
  Green Team/Env. Stewardship Stewart/Clauson                      
  Shoreline Master Program Clauson                      
  Critical Area Regs Clauson                      
  Tree & Landscaping Revisions Urban Forester                      
  Low Impact Development Gaus/Clauson                      
  Green Building Program Barnes/Jensen                      
                        
                        
                        
                        
                        
                        
 Planning Commission Tasks             
 Other Tasks             
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    2008 
         2009 

  2010   

                        
TASK  PROJECT 

MANAGER 
2008 
STAFF  

J F M A M J J A S O N D 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 

                        
SPECIAL TASKS                       
                        
8 Downtown McMahan .4 FTE                     
                        
9 Impact Fees Swan                      
                        
10 Database Management Goble .2 FTE                     
                        
11 Regional Plans Shields .1 FTE                     
                        
12 Annexation Shields/Swan 1.0 FTE                     
  Potential Annexation Area                       
  Bridleview Annexation                       
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2008 – 2010 PLANNING WORK PROGRAM 
Summary of Tasks 

 
 
POLICIES, PLANS & REGULATIONS 
 
Task 1:  Comprehensive Plan Update (1.5 FTE) 
Comprehensive Plan  
In 2007 we initiated a number of amendments to the Comprehensive Plan that are generally 
considered to be minor or housekeeping related amendments with the exception of environmental 
stewardship policies and a possible update to our concurrency system.  Since we can only amend 
our plan once per year, these amendments will continue into 2008 with adoption targeted for the 
summer along with action on the private amendment requests. 
 
In 2009, the City may have some additional city-initiated amendments to propose and it is also the 
year when private amendment requests are once again considered (every two years).  In 2010, the 
City will begin its required 7-year major review of the Comprehensive Plan pursuant to the Growth 
Management Act to plan for new household and employment targets.  The state requires the plan 
to be updated by the end of 2011. 
 
Private Amendment Requests
2007 was the year to consider private amendment requests.  These requests have been carried 
over to 2008.  The Planning Commission and City Council conducted the threshold review earlier 
in the year.  Typically we would be concluding that process by the end of December, however due 
to the complexity and potential impact of the Park Place proposal (Touchstone) we are preparing a 
Planned Action EIS to evaluate this request along with two others (Orni and Altom).  The Gordon 
Hart and Nakhjiri/Kirkland Congregational Church requests have been reviewed by the Planning 
Commission with recommendations being forwarded to the City Council.  The Council will consider 
the PAR’s in March with potential action in the summer along with the city initiated proposals.  
Action on the Touchstone, Orni and Altom proposals is scheduled for September, 2008.  Under the 
GMA, comprehensive plan amendments in conjunction with a Planned Action Ordinance are 
exempt from the requirement that comprehensive plans can only be amended once-per-year. 
 
 
Task 2:  Neighborhood Plans (2.0 FTE) 
The City Council adopted the Market and Norkirk Plans in 2006 after three years of work.  The 
follow-up zoning and design regulations were adopted in mid 2007.  The next neighborhood plans 
on the schedule are the Lakeview Neighborhood and Central Houghton.  Due to several permit 
applications for design review submitted in the downtown area, we have not been able to start 
work on these plans.  At this time the work program anticipates that we can begin the 
neighborhood plans in April with an estimated completion by the fall of 2009. 
 
 
 

 2 
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Task 3:  Design Regulations/Guidelines 
Multifamily Design Guidelines
This task is intended to establish design guidelines or regulations for the multi-family areas of the 
City that do not currently have them in place.  For the most part, we have addressed this through 
our neighborhood and business district plans (e.g. North Rose Hill, Totem Lake, NE 85th, etc.).  
However there are several areas of the city not covered by design standards.  At the same time, 
there are relatively few properties remaining in these areas that are undeveloped or 
underdeveloped.  While there is merit to this project, given the other priorities and work program 
tasks, it is not shown on the schedule but is included as a place keeper for future consideration. 
 
The Design Guidelines revisions are amendments to the Municipal Code and do not involve the 
Planning Commission.  They involve several “clean-up” sections and some policy issues and 
should involve minimum staff time.  Staff will be working with the Design Review Board on these 
before taking them to the City Council. 
 
 
Task 4: Code Amendments (.2 FTE & Consultant) 
2007 Miscellaneous Zoning Code Amendments 
In 2007 the Commission completed their review of a bundle of miscellaneous code amendments 
and made recommendations to the City Council.  The Council is adopted the regulations on 
January 15th, 2008.  The HCC is scheduled to take final action on February 25th. 
 
TL 9 Zoning
Zoning for the TL 9 district in Totem Lake has being reviewed by the Commission with a 
recommendation to adopt being forwarded to the City Council.  This is the last area of the Totem 
Lake Neighborhood Plan to be rezoned.  The City Council is scheduled to review this at the March 
8, 2008 meeting along with the Gordon Hart PAR. 
 
Future Miscellaneous Code Amendments 
We continue to maintain an extensive list of potential amendments and, as new issues arise, we 
are constantly adding to and updating the list.  In the second half of 2008, we will want to consider 
amendments to the City’s SEPA and Subdivision Ordinances along with some potential Zoning 
Code amendments.  We would likely retain our consultant Lauri Anderson to assist us in this effort.  
We also show on the work program an annual schedule of code updates to keep it current. 
 
 
Task 5:  Housing (1.2 FTE) 
Affordable Housing 
The Council has identified housing issues – particularly affordable housing – as a critical 
discussion topic.  The City adopted a package of incentives including density bonuses, tax 
exemptions and fee waivers in 2004 - however to date the voluntary incentives have not been 
used.  The work program reflects efforts in 2008 to review the incentives as well as the areas 
within the city that have no affordable housing program.  As part of the review, the approach would 

 3 
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also consider options for creating mandatory affordable housing requirements.  The City Council is 
scheduled to discuss this in-depth as part of their annual retreat in March. 
 
Transit Oriented Development (TOD) at Park and Ride Facilities 
Staff has been meeting with King County and the City of Bellevue to explore the potential for 
“transit oriented development” housing at the South Kirkland Park and Ride facility.  In order for 
this to occur, both Kirkland and Bellevue will have to amend their respective Comprehensive Plans 
and rezone the property.  The County has done some preliminary analysis.  An initial “agreement 
in principle” between the two cities is being worked on.  The City Council is scheduled to be 
briefed on this at their February 19 meeting. 
 
ARCH Coordination 
There are a number of other on-going staff efforts on housing including working with ARCH, A 
Regional Coalition for Housing on the Housing Trust Fund, preservation of affordable housing and 
education.   
 
 
Task 6:  Community Character 
Staff is considering requesting a service package for funding to assist in updating the list of historic 
sites in the next budget and developing incentives for historic preservation.  The funding was 
requested previously and was not approved.  We have a place keeper for this task on the work 
program.  It may be possible to undertake this task in 2009 if we are able to obtain funding and 
have available staff.  However, the City did adopt regulations in 2007 to preserve historic homes in 
the Norkirk and Market neighborhoods. 
 
In 2007 small lot and historic preservation regulations were adopted for the Market and Norkirk 
neighborhoods.  In exchange for retaining smaller or historic homes, lot sizes can be reduced 
subject to stringent criteria.  The Commission has suggested that we may want to consider 
expanding the program to retain smaller lots with size-restricted homes to other neighborhoods.  
This task will initially consist of analyzing the lot sizes, patterns and characteristics to determine if 
this any apply in other areas of the city. 
 
 
Task 7:  Natural Resources/Environmental Stewardship (1.5 FTE) 
Natural Resource Management Plan and Environmental Stewardship 
In 2003 the City adopted a Natural Resources Management Plan.  The City has in place a “Green 
Team” consisting of representatives from several City departments.  Over the past year, the team 
has been coordinating its efforts on implementation actions (education, funding, and programs).  
We have also broadened our role to address greenhouse emissions in response to the US Mayors 
Climate Protection Agreement, of which the City is participating.  In 2008, our staff team will be 
focusing on a variety of environmental stewardship efforts including sustainable communities, 
green buildings, green businesses and community outreach.  We anticipate holding a “green” 
community forum or roundtable in 2008. 
 

 4 
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Shoreline Master Program (SMP)/Critical Area Regulations 
State law requires Kirkland to revise our Shoreline Master Program to achieve consistency with 
new shoreline rules adopted by the Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE).  During 2006, 
an inventory and analysis of Kirkland’s Lake Washington shoreline was prepared by consultants.  
We also conducted two panel discussions and a shoreline tour.  Coordination with King County and 
DOE will occur throughout the project.  Proposed amendments to shoreline goals, policies, 
regulations, and programs will be reviewed by the Planning Commission, Houghton Community 
Council, the Kirkland City Council, and the public through 2008 and into 2009.  This will be a 
major task that will take considerable Commission and staff time. 
 
As part of this update, the City will likely need to amend its Critical Area Regulations at some point.  
Based on experiences in other jurisdictions and more comprehensive best available science, our 
regulations may need to be revised particularly to address our buffer widths and classification 
system.  We may need only to revise them for our shoreline area initially –however, the State will 
require a major update by December, 2011. 
 
Tree and Landscaping Regulations
With the adoption in late 2005 of new standards and regulations for trees and landscaping, the 
City committed to reviewing these after two years to see if any changes are needed.  A report to 
the Council is targeted for spring 2008.  The work program shows this task being completed in 
2008.  However, the city’s Urban Forester left the City.  A replacement has been hired but it will 
likely be a few months to get up to speed.  This will delay the project. 
 
Low Impact Development (LID) and Green Building 
Efforts on Low Impact Development standards were scheduled to be worked on in 2007.  
However, the staff person in the Planning Department assigned to this is now the project manager 
for the SMP update.  Depending on other work program tasks we may be able to devote some time 
to this task in 2008.  It is currently a joint project with Public Works.   
 
In late 2007 the Council approved a green building program.  The first phase entails providing 
priority processing for certified “green” single family homes that have to meet either a Built Green 
or LEED standard (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design).  In the fall of 2008 staff will 
evaluate the program and provide a report to the City Council with the intent of expanding it to 
other types of development (multi-family, office, etc.). 
 
 
SPECIAL TASKS 
Task 8:  Downtown (.4 FTE) 
Downtown growth and development is a continuing discussion topic.  The City Council has 
received a petition to stop the issuance of certain building permits particularly along Lake Street.  
The Council will be reviewing potential options to respond at the March 5 meeting. 
 
 
 

 5 
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Task 9:  Impact Fees 
The Lake Washington School District has requested the City adopt impact fees for school facilities.  
The City Council discussed this at their January 15 meeting. 
 
Task 10:  Database Management (.2 FTE) 
Database management consists of a number of sub-tasks such as our Community Profile, land use 
inventory, capacity analysis, housing data, etc. that are used for a variety of purposes including 
neighborhood plans and the Comprehensive Plan.   In addition we are required to provide data on 
buildable lands and benchmarks to King County.   
 
Task 11:  Regional Coordination (.1 FTE) 
This task involves participating on a variety of countywide and regional forums including the Puget 
Sound Regional Council, the King County Growth Management Planning Council, the Suburban 
Cities Association and Sound Transit.  
 
Task 12:  Annexation (1.0 FTE) 
Extensive efforts are underway to obtain community input and undertake additional fiscal analysis 
to determine if the City will proceed with annexation of our Potential Annexation Area.  The Council 
has been meeting on this for the past several months.  The Council has several meetings 
scheduled over the next few months to discuss annexation.  At previous meetings the Council has 
been reviewing key issues involving annexation zoning if it is to occur.   
 
The City Council endorsed the proposal to proceed with annexation of the Bridle View area of 
unincorporated King County east of 132nd Ave.  That area is currently in Redmond’s Potential 
Annexation Area.  However, the Countywide Planning Policies would need to be amended by the 
King County Growth Management Planning Council and King County Council to show this area in 
Kirkland’s annexation area.  Redmond has agreed to the amendment. 
 

 6 
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  Attachment 4 

ADOPTED 2007 – 2009 PLANNING WORK PROGRAM:  LONG RANGE TASKS  August 7, 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 5 
 
 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN UPDATE SCHEDULE 
 

February 2008 
Note:  Schedule Subject to Change 

_______________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Comprehensive Plan & Neighborhood Plans 
 
Lakeview & Central Houghton   2008-2009 
 
Bridle Trails and South Rose Hill  2009-2010 
 
Comprehensive Plan Chapters   2010-2011 
 
Everest      2011-2012 
 
Moss Bay      2012-2013 
 
North & South Juanita    2013-2014 
 
Totem Lake      2014-2015 
 
North Rose Hill     2015-2016 
 
 
 
Neighborhood Plan Schedule 12-11-03 
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Attachment 6 
 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN STATUS
 

February, 2008 
 
 
Lakeview   Completed – September 1985 
 
Central Houghton  Completed – September 1985 
 
Bridle Trails   Completed – January 1986 
 
Everest   Completed – May 1988 
 
Moss Bay (Central)  Completed – March 1989 
 
North & South Juanita Partial Update Completed – October 1990 
 
South Rose Hill  Completed – February 1991 
 
NE 85th Street Subarea Completed – April 2001 
 
Totem Lake   Completed – January 2002 
 
North Rose Hill  Completed – October 2003 
 
Highlands   Completed – December, 2005 
 
Market & Norkirk  Completed – January, 2007 
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Attachment 7 
Planning Commission Agenda Topics for 2007 

 

Meeting Date Topic Meeting Type 
   
January 25 Small Lot SF & Historic Press Regs for Market and Norkirk 

Market St Commercial Corridor Des Regs 
Draft Planning Work Program 

Study Session 
Study Session 
Study Session 

February 6 Joint Meeting with City Council  
February 8 Small lots SF & Historic Preservation Regulations 

Market St. Corridor Design Regs 
Innovative Housing 

Study Session 
Study Session 
Study Session 

March 8 Small Lots SF & Historic Pres. Regs. 
Market St. Corridor Design Regs 

Study Session 
Study Session 

April 10 Non-Motorized Transportation Plan 
Reformat of Design Regulations (Chapter 92) 
Innovative Housing 

Study Session 
Study Session 
Study Session 

April 26 Small Lots SF & Historic Press 
Market Corridor Design Regs 

Hearing 
Hearing 

May 10 Reformat of Design Regs Hearing 
May 24 Market St Corridor 

Innovative Housing 
Design Amends cont. 

Study Session 
Study Session 
Hearing 

June 28 Private Amendment Requests Threshold Review 
City Initiated 2007 Comp Plan Amendments 

Study Session 
Study Session 

July 12 Shoreline Master Program (SMP) 
Innovative Housing 
PAR Threshold Review (Kirkland Professional Center) 

Study Session 
Study Session 
Study Session 

July 26 Misc. Zoning Code Amendments Study Session 
August 23 Private Amendment Requests 

TL 9 Zoning 
City Initiated Comp Plan Amendments 

Study Session 
Study Session 
Study Session 

September 13 Cottage Housing 
Misc Zoning Code Amendments 
Concurrency 

Study Session 
Study Session 
Study Session 

October 11 Cottage Housing  
Nakhjiri/Cong. Church PAR 

Hearing 
Study Session 

October 25 Misc. Zoning Code Amends 
PAR’s (Touchstone, Orni, Altom)  

Hearing 
Study Session 

November 8 Comp Plan Update Study Session 
November 29 PAR’s (Touchstone, Orni Altom) Study Session 
December 13 Hart PAR 

TL9 Zoning 
PC Retreat Topics 

Study Session 
Study Session 
Study Session 

December 20 Comp Plan Update Hearing 
   

 

 
  Attachment 1 
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Attachment 8 
 

 

KIRKLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 
Annual Retreat Minutes 

 
January 10, 2008 

 
 

Members Present:  Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Byron Katsuyama, Kiri 
Rennaker, Karen Tennyson, Andrew Held, Janet Pruitt  
 
Staff Present:  Eric Shields, Paul Stewart 
 
1. INTRODUCTION (5:30 – 6:00 PM) 

Dinner 
 Reading of Agenda - 6:05 p.m. 
 
2. YEAR-IN-REVIEW (6:06 PM) 

Planning Commission Accomplishments- Paul Stewart began the 
discussion with a review of the major projects in 2007.  Mr. Stewart 
requested commission feedback on staff presentations. The Commission 
responded with positive reviews and appreciated brief summaries.  

 
Andrew Held arrived during this discussion.  

 
The Commission expressed a concern that the length of the meetings may 
be too long. The Staff and Commission agreed that it is appropriate for 
staff to speak up and point out objectives so as to keep on task.  It was 
also suggested that they provide alternatives to keep the discussion 
moving and provide a realistic expectation of time spent on a particular 
topic/agenda item.  

 
The Commission agreed that they will develop a plan to keep better track 
of time during the meetings.  

 
The Commission noted the positive impact of having people in the 
community regularly attending the meetings and contributing comments to 
the Commission. They also brought up ideas to help encourage people to 
attend Planning Commission meetings.  

 
Development Activity- Eric Shields began discussion on topics  
from the King County Buildable Lands Report, an account of whether or 
not cities are developing in accordance with growth targets and whether or 
not there is a capacity to accommodate the growth targets. He presented 
charts on Kirkland’s growth, dwelling units built, land supply and capacity, 
capacity relationship in comparison to the remaining capacity target, non 
residential development activity, employment change vs. job growth 
target, as well as land supply and capacity for re-developable land.  
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Mr. Shields presented the next set of data which included how Kirkland 
compares to other cities as far as building targets and growth.  

 
The next topic presented by Mr. Shields included information provided by 
the Building Department addressing the tracking of permits for the years 
2006/2007, as well as valuations for new projects.  

 
The final chart presented by Mr. Shields showed neighborhood 
development throughout Kirkland.  

 
 

 
3. TRENDS - Where are we going? (6:51 PM) 
 

Paul Stewart began the discussion taking comments from the Commission 
including:  
 
Influences 

• Eastside rail trail; 
• Price of land, energy material costs; 
• Overall population growth 
• Traffic Congestion 
• Rising land housing costs 
• Transition from suburban town to urban town affecting street network 

grid and connectivity; 
• Live/work; 
• Transition from suburban to urban (development type, higher density, 

employment center, walkable village) 
• Strong value of small town feel 
• Tension - big box vs. Main St.; 
• Kirkland image growing as a desirable place to live in Puget Sound; 
• Declining school enrollment and aging  population; 
• People are emotionally engaged in Kirkland; 
• Climate change, sustainability 

 
Strategies 

• Encourage Energy efficiency 
• Education & information on trends 
• Update downtown model (visuals) 
• New plan elements (energy?) 
• Look at other cities 
• Communication (graphics, publications) 
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Paul Stewart directed the conversation towards the goal of being more 
pro-active, the Commission responded. Sustainability and keeping the city 
more green were topics that were addressed.  

 
The Commission discussed encouraging energy efficiency and educating 
people as to alternatives available. The Commission addressed the 
communication of information to people in a more user friendly format.  

 
The commission suggested updating the downtown model as well as GIS 
modeling of what heights are allowable.   They also wanted to encourage 
small lot strategy city-wide. 

 
 
 
4. DISCUSSION TOPICS (7:30pm) 

Housing- Mr. Stewart noted that the City Council has appointed a sub-
committee to focus on housing.  

 
Inclusionary housing as well as affordable housing will be included as 
topics to be addressed by the Council. The Commission noted that 
building incentives for developers will still be included. 

 
The Commission began discussion on the City giving land for the use of 
affordable housing. The Commission also addressed the density of the 
city vs. the affordability of the housing available. 

 
The Commission and Mr. Stewart reviewed their goals for the evening in 
regard to housing as well as recommendations to be brought up to the 
Council.  

 
The Commission resumed their discussion on affordable housing, 
including who it is targeted towards and employer involvement. 

 
The Commission took a break – 7:55 PM 
The Commission reconvened – 8:10 PM 

    
Neighborhood Plans – Mr. Stewart stated that the Lakeview Neighborhood 
Plan will probably begin in March. 

 
The Commission began discussion on the process of Neighborhood 
Planning as they observed a general feeling from neighborhoods of not 
being involved as would be preferred.  

 
The Commission brought up the idea of having a potential sub-committee 
with members of the Planning Commission as well as the Houghton 
Community Council, and community members to help guide the process. 
This included the potential use of e-mail notifications, active updates, as 
well as an electronic forum for public comment.  The Commission 
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indicated a desire to try and complete the neighborhood plans more 
quickly. 

 
The Commission directed their discussion toward the Neighborhood Plan 
Update Schedule and the pros and cons of combining of neighborhoods.  

 
The Commission discussed the involvement of Public Works in the 
Neighborhood Plans.  

 
The Commission then addressed the feeling of people only being involved 
in their neighborhood as opposed to viewing themselves as a part of the 
Kirkland whole.  

 
Private Amendment Requests- The Commission began their discussion 
and agreed that there should be a stricter adherence to enforcing the rules 
currently in place instead of spending large amounts of time on more 
PAR’s.  

 
The Commission agreed that projects should be further prioritized and that 
there is a need to communicate further with City Council as to the 
requirements of PAR’s.  

 
The Commission continued their discussion on process and combination 
of neighborhoods and changing the times for the plans to be reviewed, 
staff responded to questions presented.  

  
Matthew Gregory excused himself from the remainder of the retreat. 

 
The Commission continued their discussion. 

 
Working with the City Council – Mr. Stewart began the discussion on the 
interaction between the City Council and Planning Commission. He noted 
that is has been very helpful to have Commission members attending the 
Council meetings and transmitting the Commission’s recommendations 
and discussion.  The Commission responded with comments related to 
the Cottage Housing Project and the schedule of the City Council. There 
was a general consensus that the Planning Commission has been working 
well with the Council.   

 
5. DRAFT PLANNING WORK PROGRAM (9:18 PM) 
 

Mr. Stewart began the discussion pointing out the Shoreline Master 
Program, neighborhood plan, PARs, and tree regulations, as the main 
projects that will be addressed in 2008. 

 
The Commission responded with questions, discussion ensued.    
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The Commission began discussion on the pending annexation, staff 
responded to questions.  The Commission indicated their preference for 
moving forward with the Moss Bay and Everest neighborhood plans 
before the Lakeview plan. 

 
The Commission continued their discussion on the work program.  

 
6. OTHER ITEMS (9:30 PM) 
 

 
The Commission discussed the City Council’s role in the appeal process 
of building height and design of Design Review Board’s decisions.  

 
7. ADJOURN (9:39 PM) 
 
 
              
Chair     Planning Staff 
Planning Commission  Department of Planning & Community Dev. 
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1 
I 
I 140.25 Kirkland Zoning Code 
I 

1) The proposal demonstrates a strong potential to serve the public interest by imple- 
menting 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). 

140.25 Factors to Consider in Approving an Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan 

For both City and citizen-initiated amendments, the City shall take into consideration, but is not 
limited to, the following factors when considering approval of a proposed amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan: 

I 
I 1. The effect upon the physical, natural, economic, and/or social environments. 

2. The compatibility with and impact on adjacent land uses and surrounding neighborhoods. 

3. The adequacy of and impact on public facilities and services, including utilities, roads, public 
transportation, parks, recreation, and schools. 

4. The quantity and location of land planned for the proposed land use type and density. 

5. The effect, if any, upon other aspects of the Comprehensive Plan. 

140.30 Criteria for Amending the Comprehensive Plan 

The City may amend the Comprehensive Plan only if it finds that: 

1. The amendment must be consistent with the Growth Management Act. 

2. The amendment must be consistent with the countywide planning policies. 

3. The amendment must not be in conflict with other goals, policies, and provisions of the Kirkland 
Comprehensive Plan. 

4. The amendment will result in long-term benefits to the community as a whole, and is in the best 
interest of the community. 

140.35 Emergency Plan Amendment 

1. General - The City may initiate an emergency plan amendment to the Comprehensive Plan 
outside of the annual plan amendment process. An emergency amendment is an amendment 
necessary for the immediate protection of public health, safety, property or peace. 

2. Process 

a. The City Council shall hold a public hearing using the process described in KZC 160.40 for 
notice; KZC 160.45 for staff report; KZC 160.55,160.65 and 160.70 for public hearing; and 
KZC 160.90 for publication and effect. 
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Kirkland Zoning Code 140.45 

b. The Planning Official shall notify the Planning Commission in writing about the proposed 
emergency amendment at least 14 days before the public hearing. If the amendment is 
within the jurisdiction of the Houghton Community, the Houghton Community Council shall 
also be notified. 

c. If the proposed amendment is within the jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council, 
the Houghton Community Council shall hold a joint hearing with the City Council. 

d. The City Council shall adopt an emergency plan amendment by an appropriate resolution 
or ordinance that includes a statement of the facts justifying the emergency. 

e. If the City Council approves a resolution or ordinance, it shall become effective within the 
jurisdictional area of the Houghton Community Council only upon: 

1) Approval by a majority of the entire membership of the Houghton Community Council. 
Such approval shall be by resolution; or 

2) Failure of the Houghton Community Council to disapprove the resolution ordinance 
within seven calendar days after City Council approval. The vote to disapprove the res- 
olution or ordinance must be approved by resolution by a majority of the entire mem- 
bership of the Community Council. 

140.40 Response to a Court or Growth Manaaement Hearings Board Appeal or Decision 

The City may use the process described in KZC 140.35 to make an amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan in response to a court or Growth Management Hearings Board appeal or 
decision. 

dj 
140.45 Respons~bility To Review 

According to state law, the City shall review the Comprehensive Plan regularly to determine if any 
changes are desirable. 
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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: Kari Page, Neighborhood Services Coordinator 
 
Date: February 21, 2008 
 
Subject: City Council Meeting with Everest Neighborhood 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
City Council assign topic areas for the upcoming neighborhood council meeting with the Everest Neighborhood 
Association and provide direction on a possible agenda change. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
As part of the City Council’s continuing effort to remain in touch with the interests and needs of the community, the 
Council will meet with the Everest Neighborhood on Tuesday, March 25, 2008. The meeting will begin at 7:00 p.m. 
at the Houghton Fire Station (6602 108th Avenue N.E.).  Staff will continue to structure the format of the meeting and 
invitations the same as the past, unless instructed by Council to change.   
 
Potential topic areas suggested by Carol Parker, the Everest Neighborhood Chair include: 
 

1. Tree Ordinance:  How does the ordinance address trees located in the right of way?  What is the city 
doing to cooperate with residents in enforcing the tree ordinance?  Can the City’s enforcement be more 
cooperative and solutions be negotiated?  The tree ordinance is unattainable. 

 
2. Burlington Northern Railroad update:  What is the status and plans for this right of way?  When is the 

City going to do something about the Burlington Northern overpass on Kirkland Way? 
 
3. Traffic Improvements on 6th Street South:  What will the right of way and intersection improvements 

look like on 6th Street South after the current development  is done?  What other improvements will be 
made to lesson the impact of traffic on 6th Street South. after this large development goes in? 

 
4. Crime prevention:  Everest Neighborhood has one of the only active Block Watch Programs in the City.  

What are the crime statistics for Everest compared with the rest of the city?  What crime trends do you 
see happening in Kirkland and how can Everest continue to combat crime in our neighborhood? 

 
5. Everest Park:  What is the plan for the land purchased by the city on 10th Street South?  Is there a 

master plan for all the land east of Everest Park now that the city owns it?  
 
 

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
Agenda:  Reports
Item #:  6. b. (1).

E-Page 35



                

 

At the last few meetings, Council entertained three questions after each Council presentation/topic to break up the 
“lecture style” format and involve the audience more.  Time was reserved at the end for the informal questions and 
answers.  The proposed agenda follows this same format. 
 
 7:00-7:05 p.m. I. Greeting and Introduction - Mayor James Lauinger 
 7:05-7:10 p.m. II. Comments from the Neighborhood Association Chair 
 7:10-8:15 p.m. III. Comments, Questions and Discussion – Neighborhood and City Council 

A. Budget Update – Mayor James Lauinger 
B. Key Issues Update – City Councilmembers 

 8:15-8:45 p.m.  C. General Discussion and Questions from Audience 
 8:45 p.m. IV. Adjourn 
 
The following outlines the planned process and timeline for this meeting:  
 
February 26   Neighborhood receives Council’s invitation (with request cards) in the mail 
March 4    City Council members decide topic areas (at Council Meeting) 
March 1-10   Neighborhood sends questions/requests to Neighborhood Services Coordinator 
March 11   City Council and Departments receive categorized list of questions/requests 
March 11-20   Departments respond to questions/requests (received by March 20) 
March 21   City Council receives list of Departmental answers (to questions/requests) 
March 25    Neighborhood Council Meeting 
March 31   City posts all questions and answers on the web 
 
FEBRUARY 

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thur Fri Sat 
     1 2 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
24 25 26 27 28 29  
 
MARCH 

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thur Fri Sat 
      1 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 
30 31      
 
 

 Council Meeting (assign topic areas) 

 Residents receive mailing and send in cards  

 Directors/Council receive list of questions  

 Council Receives questions and answers  

 Meeting Date 
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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: Tracy Burrows, Senior Management Analyst 
 
Date: February 25, 2008 
 
Subject: 2008 Legislative Session Status Report 
 
 
The 2008 Legislative Session is two-thirds complete. Many bills did not make it past the cut-off date for 
bills to proceed out of their house of origin.  The attached matrix identifies those bills that did not make it 
past the cut-off date.  The next legislative cut-off date is February 29th when bills must have progressed out 
of their committee in the opposite house.  
 
Below is a brief summary of the status of the City’s major issues that have been addressed to date: 
 

Transportation 

Governor Gregoire’s request legislation related to the financing of SR 520 has progressed out of the House 
Transportation Committee.  The Bill allows for the collection of tolls on the existing and replacement State 
Route 520 (SR 520) Bridge following the submission of the tolling implementation report required by the 
act and the approval of tolls by the Legislature.  It requires the Washington State Department of 
Transportation to work with the Federal Highways Administration to determine the actions necessary to toll 
the I-90 Floating Bridge.  It also establishes the State Route 520 Tolling Implementation Committee, 
comprised of Paula Hammond, Secretary of the Department of Transportation, Bob Drewel, Executive 
Director of the Puget Sound Regional Council, and Dick Ford of the State Transportation Commission, to 
evaluate a variety of issues related to the tolling of the SR 520 Bridge. 
 
Kirkland has been working with Bellevue, Redmond, and State legislators to develop legislative language 
related to the configuration of the 520 bridge that is acceptable to parties on the east and west sides of the 
bridge.  The language will likely focus on the near-term and future functionality of the 520 bridge and 
corridor.   In the near-term, the intent is to include 2 general purpose lanes in each direction and one high-
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction.  In addition, it is important that the design of the bridge 
and the bridge approaches will have the ability to accommodate light rail in the future without encroaching 
on the general purpose or HOV lanes.   
 
 
 
 
 

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
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Government Liability 
 
House Bill 1873 is of general concern to local governments because it expands government liability 
associated with wrongful death causes of action.  As with other levels of government, cities provide services 
that are fraught with risk – supervising offenders, designing roads, providing public safety.  The outcomes 
of these actions are not always certain, especially when being held responsible for the actions of third 
parties. Though Kirkland always works to reduce risks, sometimes we are not able to achieve the outcomes 
we want and claims are filed against us. This bill is expected to increase payouts by an estimated $2 
million per claim, which will further reduce cities’ ability to provide services to the public.  
 
Annexation and Fire Districts 
 

House Bill 2938 provides for the transfer of fire district employees to a city following annexation or 
incorporation. The bill, which modifies the current transfer provisions in RCW 35.13.215 and .225, 
removes any discretion the annexing jurisdiction has regarding hiring district employees, requiring an 
annexing city to take all district employees who would lose their district jobs because of an annexation and 
who want to transfer to city employment, regardless of the need for these employees.  

The transferring employees would retain all "rights, benefits, and privileges" to which they would have been 
entitled as an employee of the district, including compensation, vacation, sick leave, other accrued 
benefits, and promotional and seniority rights. If a transferring employee had already completed a 
probationary period at the district before the transfer date, the annexing city could not impose another 
probationary period.   

 
This bill could pose troublesome issues for the City should the annexation of the portion of the PAA in the  
Woodinville Fire & Life Safety District move forward.  The Association of Washington Cities is working with 
affected cities to oppose this bill. 
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Bill Number Legislative Issue Current Status – from AWC and leg.wa.gov Action 
Needed/Initiated 

GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
HB 3292 Taping of Executive 

Sessions  
HB 3292 would require all local governing bodies to "make a verbatim audio 
recording" of all executive sessions and retain the recordings for two years. The bill 
states that recordings of executive sessions will be considered public records not 
subject to public inspection or copying under the public records law except by court 
order and only under judicial review. 

Did not make cut-off 

EHB 1551 Allowing Local 
Funding of Election 
Campaigns 

This bill removes the prohibition against the use of public funds to finance political 
campaigns for local office. However, before a local government may adopt public 
funding, it must be submitted to the voters for approval or rejection. If a county, 
city, town, or district establishes a program to publicly finance local political 
campaigns, only funds derived from local sources may be used to fund the program. 

Passed House on 56-
34 vote 
 
 

SB 6547 and 
HB 3001 

Gender Equity in 
Parks 

The bill requires that each city, town, county, district, or public school district 
operating a community athletics program or issuing permission to third parties for 
the operation of such programs, must submit annual reports to the state regarding 
gender equity in the use of their facilities.  
 

Did not make cut-off 

HB 1873 Wrongful injury or 
death 

Makes a number of changes to the statutes governing wrongful death and survival 
causes of action, particularly in the areas of the beneficiaries and recoverable 
damages. The current law Beneficiaries and recoverable damages are increased to 
include parents, brothers, sisters, and beneficiaries. Includes recovery for 
economical and non-economical losses in a just amount as determined by a jury.   

Passed house 59:34 
 
Public Hearing in 
Gov. Operations and 
Elections 02/26 

SB 5892 State building code Under this bill if a building inspector, or someone acting in the capacity of a 
building inspector, in the course of that person's work, breaches the duty to uphold 
the provisions of the State Building Code, and that breach results in damage to new 
residential construction compromising the health, safety, or welfare of the 
homeowner, then the city or county may be held liable for that building inspector's 
gross negligence. 

Did not make cut-off 

2007 Legislative Issues Update 
 as of  

2/25/2008 

Kirkland Legislative Contacts 
Senator Eric Oemig: http://www.sdc.wa.gov/oemig.htm
Rep. Roger Goodman: http://www.housedemocrats.wa.gov/members/goodman/
Rep. Larry Springer: http://www.housedemocrats.wa.gov/members/springer/
Senator Rodney Tom: http://www.sdc.wa.gov/tom.htm
Rep. Ross Hunter: - http://www.housedemocrats.wa.gov/members/hunter/
Rep. Deb Eddy: http://www.housedemocrats.wa.gov/members/eddy/
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ANNEXATION 
HB 2938 Annexation 

procedures between 
cities and fire districts

Establishes new employee notification requirements for cities, towns, and fire 
protection districts that may be affected by the annexation or incorporation of 
territory within a fire protection district. 
 
Modifies transfer provisions for fire protection district employees affected by an 
annexation or incorporation. 
 
Requires cities and towns to make legislative findings regarding the likely effects 
that an annexation and associated asset transfers may have upon the safety of 
residents within and outside the proposed annexation area. 

Passed House 94:1 
 
Public Hearing in 
Government 
Operations and 
Elections 02/26 

ENVIRONMENT AND GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
HB 
2797/SB6580 

Climate Change and 
Growth Management 

Directs CTED to establish methodology for measuring greenhouse gas emissions 
and select at least three counties and six cities for a global warming adaptation pilot 
program. 

Passed Senate 31:18 
 
Hearing in Local 
Government 02/26 

HB 2468/  
SB 6249 
HB 2844/ 
SB 6469 

Evergreen 
Cities/Urban Forestry 

Directs DNR to inventory urban trees, provides incentives for additional tree 
protection in the form of additional points to qualifying cities for PWTF and 
Centennial Clean Water funds. 

HB 2468 Passed 
94:1 
HB 2844 Passed 
73:22 
 
Public Hearing in 
Natural Resources, 
Ocean & Recreation 
02/25 

SB 6516/ 
HB2815 

Greenhouse gas 
emissions and green 
collar jobs 

These Governor-request bills: begin a process to ensure the emission reduction 
goals established by the Governor’s Executive Order 07-02 are achieved; direct the 
state to continue to develop a regional process to design a multisector, market- 
based system for regulating green house gas emissions (i.e. cap and trade system); 
authorize a reporting system to monitor greenhouse gas emissions; establish a 
process for maintaining a comprehensive inventory of green house gas emissions to 
track the state’s progress in achieving its greenhouse gas emission reductions; and 

HB 2815 passed 
64:31 
 
Public hearing in 
Water and Energy & 
Telecommunications 
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create a “green collar” job training account to train and transition workers to clean 
energy jobs. 

Committee 02/22 
 

HB 1358 Requiring 
Performance and 
Reasonable Measures 
for the Purpose of 
Growth Management 
Planning   

Requires all 29 GMA-planning counties to adopt policies and performance 
measures that regularly  review progress towards accommodating 20-year 
population and employment growth projections.  

Did not make cut-off 

HB 1727/ SB 
6727 

Growth Management 
Planning 

Establishes new requirements for the land use and housing elements of 
comprehensive plans adopted under the Growth Management Act. 
 
Expands the statutory list of innovative land use management techniques that 
should be provided for in comprehensive plans to include zoning for mixed-use 
development and accessory dwelling units. 
 
Authorizes cities and counties to establish subregions of adjacent cities and 
counties for specific purposes, including ensuring the existence of a sufficient 
amount of housing to meet the needs of projected population growth. 
 

HB 1727 Passed 
97:0 
 
Referred to 
Operations and 
Elections Public 
Hearing 02/21 

HB 1768 Operation Funding 
for Parks 

Authorizes local jurisdictions to use funds from the second 0.25 percent real estate 
excise tax for the maintenance and operation of parks acquired or developed with 
proceeds from the tax. 

Did not make cut-off 

HB 2950 Concurrency and 
Impact Fees 

Authorizes jurisdictions to impose impact fees on development activity as part of 
the financing of public facilities needed to serve new growth and development. This 
financing must provide a balance between impact fees and other sources of public 
funds and cannot rely 
solely on impact fees. 
 

Did not make cut-off 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT and INFRASTRUCTURE 
SB 5762 /  HB 
3266 

Local economic 
development funding 

This bill eliminates the 2009-2011, $50 million Public Works Trust Fund diversion 
to the Job Development Fund; and provide ongoing funding for the Community 
Economic Revitalization Board (CERB) at $50 million/biennium.  It also 
establishes criteria for CERB funding for local economic development 

Did not make cut-off 
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SB 6856 Infrastructure and 
Economic 
Development 
Funding 

Under this proposal, cities, counties, and public utilities districts will be eligible for 
an additional $60 million in low interest loans to repair and replace basic 
infrastructure.  An additional $40 million in grants is targeted toward cities and 
counties experiencing high population growth that is outpacing their ability to 
provide basic infrastructure. 

Did not make cut-off

HOUSING 
HB 2849 HEFT Creates mechanism for financing  workforce housing. This bill would create a 

Housing Everyone Financing Tool (HEFT) program within the Department of 
Community, Trade and Economic Development. The program would provide 
grants to local governments to finance affordable housing within specific 
designated areas. Funding for the program would come from additional locally 
imposed sales and use taxes to capture a portion of the anticipated growth in state 
revenues that is expected to occur within the designated area. 

Did not make cut-off 

HB 2604 Exemptions from 
Impact Fees 

Authorizes cities to exempt low-income housing development from locally-
imposed GMA impact fees. Current law allows such exemptions only if public 
funds are used to replace the fees waived.  

Did not make cut-off 

HB 2625 Employer-Assisted 
Housing 

Creates an Employer Assisted Housing Program (Program) to provide 
homeownership counseling and housing-related financial assistance to employees 
of employers who make financial contributions to the Program. 
Establishes a state tax credit against state business and occupation (B&O) tax for 
contributions by employers to eligible affordable housing programs. 

Did not make cut-off 

HB 3221 Financial Services Establishes the Financial Services Intermediary to improve the ability of low-
income individuals to access and use mainstream financial products offered by 
financial institutions. 
 
 

Did not make cut-off 

SB 6385 Real Property Establishes that a construction professional involved in the construction of 
improvements upon residential real property has a duty, which may not be waived, 
to exercise reasonable care in the construction of the improvement. If a breach of 
this duty results in damage to the real property, the current owner has a right to 
recover damages. 

Passed Senate 27:20 
 
Public hearing in 
Judiciary committee 
02/26 
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LAW & JUSTICE  
PSSB 5353 Courts of limited 

jurisdiction 
Clarifies the authority the city has to contract court services.  Bill establishes 
nominating commission for the selection of part-time judges and expands the types 
of cases that municipal courts must hear.   

Did not make cut-off 

HB 2557 Operation of 
municipal courts 

Increases the jurisdictional dollar limit on district court and small claims court. 
 
Adds a provision to the municipal court chapter expressly authorizing cities to enter 
into interlocal agreements with other cities for court services. 
 
Limits the authority of district and municipal court commissioners. 
 
Eliminates the municipal department court structure (grandfathers in current 
structures). 

Passed House 94:0 
 
Public hearing in 
Judiciary on 02/22 

SB 6573/ 
HB2962 

Public Safety 
Funding 

SB 6573 which would transfer funds from the state general fund to a newly created 
local public safety enhancement account to provide additional revenues for public 
safety, including law enforcement officers and firefighters plan 2 pension plan 
benefits. 

Passed Senate 48:1 
 
Referred to 
Appropriations 

TRANSPORTATION 
HB 1773/ SB 
6355 

Tolling   This legislation establishes the mechanism for the imposition of tolls on state-
owned facilities. Either the Legislature or the Transportation Commission can 
impose tolls, including variable pricing, on a facility or corridor. All revenue from a 
tolled facility or corridor must be used only to improve, preserve, or operate the 
facility or corridor on or in which it is collected (public mass transit operations are 
limited to a maximum 10% of collected toll revenue). 

A facility or corridor is defined as: 

A bridge, highway, or roadway; A vessel, bus, vehicle, or other conveyance of 
people or goods; or A system of facilities or corridors as defined by the tolling 
authority. 

The bills require cities, towns, and ports to get approval from the tolling authority 
before imposing or changing tolls that would have a significant impact on the 

Passed House 59:35 
 
Hearing in Senate 
Transportation 
Committee on 02/21 
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operation of a state facility. 
SB 6543 Tolling As an apparent alternative to SB 6335 (Tolling), this legislation would create a 

separate tolling authority exclusive to King, Pierce, Kitsap, and Snohomish 
Counties. The Puget Sound Regional Council would authorize tolling on portions of 
state highways. 

Did not make cut-off 

HB 3096/ SB 
6754 

SR 520 Design and 
Tolling 

This legislation establishes a design and financing plan for the 520 Bridge. Forms 
an SR 520 tolling implementation committee to evaluate issues relating to the SR 
520 bridge replacement project, including traffic diversion, tolling technology, 
partnership opportunities, and also must survey citizens about the project. 

Did not make cut-off 

SB 6772 Governance Expands existing Regional Transit Authority (“Sound Transit”) and renames as 
Regional Transportation Authority  

Did not make cut-off 

SB 6771 Temporarily 
Eliminating RTID 

This would provide a temporary moratorium on the submission of RTID proposals 
to regional voters.  

If this legislation advances, and SB 6772 does not, then the Transportation Benefit 
District enabling legislation (RCW 36.73) will likely be looked to fund regional and 
local transportation investments. 

Passed Senate 27:22 
 
Public hearing in 
Transportation 
committee 02/25 

SB 6808 Bridge Owner 
Requirements 

Requires local bridge owners to maintain, replace, or appropriate funds for bridges 
deemed to be especially deficient. 

Did not make cut-off 

Passed Senate 28:21 
 
Referred to 
Transportation 

The automated traffic safety camera law is expanded to authorize cities with a 
population over 500,000 to use cameras for detecting speed violations on city 
arterial streets. 

Traffic Safety 
Cameras 

SB 5363 
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ROLL CALL:  

 
Councilmember Dave Asher was excused due to illness. 
 

 

 
Joining Councilmembers for this discussion in addition to City Manager 
Dave Ramsay were Public Works Transportation Engineering Manager 
David Godfrey, Transportation Commission members Sandeep Singhal, Joel 
Pfundt, Don Samdahl, Roland White and Chair Jon Pascal.  
 

 

 

 

 
Associate Planner Stacy Clauson introduced information about 
deconstruction and design for deconstruction.  
 

 

 

 
Deputy Mayor McBride described the application process and her 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING MINUTES  
February 19, 2008  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ROLL CALL

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

Members Absent: Councilmember Dave Asher.

3. STUDY SESSION

a. Concurrency Update 

4. EXECUTIVE SESSION

a. Pending Litigation

5. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 

a. Green Tips 

6. REPORTS 

a. City Council

(1) Environmental Protection Agency’s "Building Healthy 
Communities for Active Aging" Achievement Award 

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
Agenda:  Approval of Minutes

Item #:  8. a. 

E-Page 45



attendance at the award presentation, and thanked contributing staff for 
their efforts.  
 

 
Councilmembers shared information regarding the "New Partners for 
Smart Growth" conference; Washington D.C. meetings with 
Northwest legislators; Citizens’ Police Academy; Eastside 
Transportation Partnership meeting; Suburban Cities Public Issues 
Committee meeting; Lodging Tax Advisory Committee meeting; 
Metropolitan Solid Waste Advisory Committee meeting; Opening of 
Remodeled Shoreline Transfer Station; City Fire and Building 
department awards; and the status of 520 Bridge Discussions.  
 

 

 
Intergovernmental Relations Manager Tracy Burrows provided 
Council with an overview of current legislative issues.  
 

 

 

 
Bob Style, 6735 Lake Washington Blvd., Kirkland, WA 
Michelle Jaff, 216 6th Avenue, Kirkland, WA 
Mary Jessen, 114 6th Avenue, Kirkland, WA 
Dan Ross, 133 6th Avenue, Kirkland, WA  
 

 

 

 

 

 

(2) Regional Issues 

b. City Manager 

(1) Legislative Session Status Report

(2) Calendar Update 

7. COMMUNICATIONS 

a. Items from the Audience

b. Petitions

8. CONSENT CALENDAR

a. Approval of Minutes:  February 5, 2008

b. Audit of Accounts:  
Payroll   $2,100,294.34 
Bills      $1,424,966.16 
run #727   check #’s 496065 - 496276
run #728   check #’s 496300 - 496361 

c. General Correspondence

2
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Jeff Jobe, Heathman Hotel Manager, was appointed to the Lodging 
Tax Advisory Committee. 
 

(1)  Mary Peircey, Regarding Possible Closing of the Fire Station on 
NE 145th in Proposed Annexation Area, the Loss of the Spirit of 
Washington Dinner Train, and Rails to Trails

(2)  Kathy Rose and Harlene Wilson, Regarding Possible Closing of 
the Fire Station on NE 145th in Proposed Annexation Area

d. Claims

(1)  Esplanade Condominium Association

(2)  Leon and Mary Lou Kuijper

(3)  Jongwon Lee

(4)  Neeraja W. Sahay

e. Award of Bids

f. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period

g. Approval of Agreements

(1)  Resolution R-4687, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND APPROVING A 
MUTUAL AID AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF 
KIRKLAND AND THE NORTHSHORE UTILITY DISTRICT FOR 
THE PROVISION OF DISASTER OR EMERGENCY UTILITY 
SERVICES AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO 
SIGN THE AGREEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF 
KIRKLAND."

(2)  Approval of Police Support Staff Agreement 2007-2009

(3)  Approval of Public Safety Employees Union (PSEA) Agreement 
2008-2010

h. Other Items of Business

(1)  Lodging Tax Advisory Committee Appointment

(2)  Ordinance No. 4132, entitled "AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY 
OF KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 21.74.030 AND 

3
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Motion to Approve the Consent Calendar with revisions to the draft 
correspondence.  
Moved by Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, seconded by Deputy Mayor Joan 
McBride 
Vote: Motion carried 6-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Mary-
Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, Councilmember Tom 
Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob Sternoff. 
 
 

 
None.  
 

 

 
Senior Planner Teresa Swan reviewed zoning issues carried over from the 
Council’s January 2, 2008 study session and two additional new issues.  
Council provided policy direction on the issues for preparation of draft 
zoning and comprehensive plan ordinances.  
 

 
Board Chair Ken Dueker reviewed the recommendation before the Council 
and responded to Council questions and comment.  
 

 

AMENDING TABLE 2 ENTITLED MISCELLANEOUS 
INSPECTIONS AND OTHER FEES."

(3)  Ordinance No. 4133, entitled "AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY 
OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO VACATING A PORTION OF A 
RIGHT-OF-WAY BASED ON AN APPLICATION FILED BY 
ANDRZEJ PAWLUSKIEWCZ, FILE NO. VAC07-00001."

(4)  Resolution R-4688, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELINQUISHING ANY 
INTEREST THE CITY MAY HAVE IN AN UNOPENED RIGHT-
OF-WAY AS DESCRIBED HEREIN AND REQUESTED BY 
PROPERTY OWNER JOEL P. STREP."

(5) Report on Procurement Activities

9. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

a. Potential Annexation Zoning 

b. Parking Advisory Board Proposal for Pay Parking and New Parking Supply 

Council recessed for a short break.

4
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Senior Planner Dorian Collins provided an overview of the issues and 
introduced Gary Prince, King County Department of Transportation, who 
further described the County's objectives for the project. 
 

 
Parks and Community Services Director Jennifer Schroder provided an 
overview of the proposed plan and the status of the Green Kirkland 
Partnership.  
 
Motion to Approve Resolution R-4689, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE 
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND ADOPTING THE 20-
YEAR FOREST RESTORATION PLAN."  
Moved by Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, seconded by Councilmember 
Jessica Greenway 
Vote: Motion carried 6-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 
Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, Councilmember 
Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob Sternoff. 
 
 

 
None. 
 

 
The Kirkland City Council regular meeting of February 19, 2008 was adjourned at 
10:20 p.m.  
 

 
 
 

11. NEW BUSINESS

a. Transit Oriented Development at South Kirkland Park and Ride

b. Resolution R-4689, Adopting the 20-Year Forest Restoration Plan 

12. ANNOUNCEMENTS

13. ADJOURNMENT

 
 

City Clerk 

 
 

Mayor 

5
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance and Administration  
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Kathi Anderson, City Clerk 
 
Date: February 21, 2008 
 
Subject: CLAIM(S) FOR DAMAGES 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the City Council acknowledge receipt of the following Claim(s) for Damages and 
refer each claim to the proper department (risk management section) for disposition. 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
This is consistent with City policy and procedure and is in accordance with the requirements of state law (RCW 
35.31.(040). 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
The City has received the following Claim(s) for Damages from: 
 
 

(1) Rosalyn Gerstein 
10510 NE 55th Street 

              Kirkland, WA  98033 
 

Amount:   Unspecified amount 
 

        Nature of Claim:  Claimant states damage to property resulted from a falling tree.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Council Meeting: 03/04/2008
Agenda:  Claims

Item #:  8. d.
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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: Eric Olsen, Police Chief  
 David Snider, PE, Capital Projects Supervisor 
   
Date: February 21, 2008 
 
Subject: POLICE DEPARTMENT JAIL KITCHEN TENANT IMRPOVEMENT PROJECT 
 AWARD CONTRACT  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that City Council award the contract for the Police Department Jail Kitchen Tenant 
Improvement Project to Pattison Construction Company, Redmond, WA, in the amount of $75,095.04. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
A 2005 Police Department Space Needs Assessment resulted in a proposed multi-phased approach to 
implementing safety and general office space improvements within the existing Police Department facility located 
in City Hall.  This Project deals with a reconfiguration of the existing jail kitchen area resulting in a smaller food 
preparation area serving the jail but with increased office work space for corrections officers – in all there will be 
three corrections officer work spaces added in place of the currently larger jail kitchen area.  The Project also 
address corridor security by adding one additional hallway door separating the corrections division from the main 
police department and installs proximity card readers to existing doors in the corrections officer’s work space. 
 
By utilizing the City’s Small Works Roster a number of general contractors were contacted and offered the 
opportunity to receive Project plans and specifications.  On February 15, 2008, with an engineer’s estimate of 
$90,000, we received one contractor’s bid for $75,095.04 from Pattison Construction Company, a general 
contractor who has successfully completed another tenant improvement project for the City and has proven 
themselves to be very professional and efficient in the execution of this type of tenant improvement work.  
 
With an award of the contract by Council at their March 4th meeting, construction will begin near the end of March 
with total project completion expected in May, 2008. 
 
 
cc: Erin Leonhart, PW Facilities and Operations Admin Manager  

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
Agenda:  Award of Bids

Item #:  8. e. (1).
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PROJECT BUDGET REPORT

 $3
0,0

00
 

 $3
0,0

00
 

 $3
0,0

00
 

$7
5,0

95
$9

0,0
00

$9
0,0

00

 $6
2,9

05
 

 $4
8,0

00
 

 $4
8,0

00
 

 $3
0,0

00
 

 $3
0,0

00
 

 $3
0,0

00
 

$- $50,000 $100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $250,000

FINAL CLOSE OUT

ACCEPT WORK

AWARD CONTRACT

AUTHORIZE BID

APPROVED BUDGET

PH
A

SE

ESTIMATED COST

ENGINEERING

CONSTRUCTION (PH I)

CONSTRUCTION (PH II)

CONTINGENCY

APPROVED 
BUDGET 
$198,000

POLICE SAFETY - JAIL KITCHEN TENENT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

(This memo)

(Small Works Process)

(TBD)

A
ttachm

ent A

(2006-2011 CIP - 
Amended)

THIS CONTRACT

E-Page 52



 

 

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 & Administrative Manager 
 Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
  
Date: February 20, 2008 
 
Subject: CITY HALL FIRE ALARM PANEL/DEVICE REPLACEMENT –JOB NO. 04-07-PW 
 ACCEPT WORK 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
It is recommended that the City Council accept work and establish the required lien period for the City Hall Fire 
Alarm Panel Replacement Project (as part of the Kirkland Facility Lifecycle Program) as completed by Washington 
Alarm of Seattle, Washington in the amount of $34,802.27, which includes sales tax in the amount of $2844.27, 
which was excluded from the original bid. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
There are approved funds in the Capital Improvement Program for replacement of the fire alarm panel and other 
devices at City Hall, consistent with the Kirkland Facility Lifecycle Program.  The total approved funds for this 
work are $51,500.  The cost of consulting services was estimated at $3,000 and the estimated cost of 
installation was $31,958.00.  The total anticipated project cost was $34,958.00.  The actual consulting costs 
were $1200.00 so the overall project cost was $36,002.27. 
 
On January 16, 2007 the City sent notice to the City of Lynnwood small works roster soliciting interested vendors.  
Three vendors attended an optional pre-bid conference on January 22, 2007.  On Friday, February 2, 2007, the 
City received two bids with Washington Alarm as the low bidder with a total bid cost of $31,958.   
 
At the regular meeting of February 20, 2007, Council awarded the contract to Washington Alarm in the amount of 
$31,958.00.  All work for this project was complete as of February 1, 2008.  The final payments to Washington 
Alarm for this project were $34,802.27, which included sales tax that was not included in the original bid due to 
an oversight. 
 
 
 
Attachment – Accept Work Graph 
 

G:\City Council Submissions\City Hall Fire Alarm Repl accept work memo.docc:EJL 

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
Agenda:  Establishing Lien Period

Item #:  8. f. (1).
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BUDGET COMPARISON (Expenditures)
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Parks & Community Services 
505 Market Street, Suite A, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3300 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Jason Filan, Park Operations Manager 
 Jennifer Schroder, Director 
 
Date: February 14, 2008 
 
Subject: 2008 Interlocal Agreement for Waterfowl Management Program  
 
  
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
It is recommended that the City Council authorize the City Manager to sign the 2008 Interlocal Agreement for 
Waterfowl Management Program. 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
The purpose of the Waterfowl Management Program is an ongoing resource management activity attempting to 
maintain a manageable number of birds on a year-to-year basis.  Working in collaboration with Wildlife Services of 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (WS) and the participating agencies enhances the region’s ability to monitor and 
work with our local population of Canada Geese.  Components of the program try to alleviate human health and 
safety concerns including: negative impacts on water quality, safety from disease for park patrons, and reduced 
property damage within recreational areas of King County. 
 
The agreement provides joint funding to contract with WS to manage the Canada Geese population within King 
County.  The plan will include an egg addling program, lethal control, population monitoring and census primarily of 
Canada Geese, within King County.  
 
2008 will be the sixteenth year of the program. The City of Kirkland has been an integral partner with Bellevue, Kent, 
Mercer Island, Renton, Sea-Tac, Seattle, Woodinville, Mountlake Terrace, University of Washington, and the Port of 
Seattle since the program’s inception.  
 
Compensation 
The City’s contribution will be limited to $2,000.  Funding for this project is identified in the Park Maintenance 
division budget.  
 
 

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
Agenda:  Approval of Agreements

Item #:  8. g. (1).
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RESOLUTION R-4690 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND AUTHORIZING THE CITY 
MANAGER TO EXECUTE AN INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SEATTLE DEPARTMENT 
OF PARKS AND RECREATION, THE UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON, THE PORT OF SEATTLE, 
CHATEAU STE. MICHELLE WINERY ESTATES, THE CITIES OF BELLEVUE, KENT, RENTON, 
SEATAC, MERCER ISLAND, MOUNTLAKE TERRACE, WOODINVILLE AND KIRKLAND TO MANAGE 
WATERFOWL. 
 

WHEREAS, the various agencies desire to manage waterfowl, especially Canada Geese; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, all parties require assistance from the Wildlife Services Program of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, to reduce negative impacts on water quality, minimize resource 
damage, ensure safety from disease for park visitors, and enhance other property managed; and 
 

WHEREAS, information dating to a 1989 Waterfowl Research Project done by the 
University of Washington and current data indicates a large surplus of geese and other waterfowl 
species in the greater Seattle area; and 
 

WHEREAS, this agreement will authorize a program for ongoing resource management 
activity to attempt to maintain a manageable number of birds on a year-to-year basis; and 
 

WHEREAS, the cities and other local government units are authorized to enter into this 
Agreement pursuant to RCW Chapter 39.34, the Interlocal Cooperation Act; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Kirkland that the City 
Manager is hereby authorized and directed to execute on behalf of the City an interlocal 
agreement substantially similar to the Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit A. 
 
Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting this _____ day of 
__________, 2008. 
 
Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 2008. 
 
                                                                                    ____________________________ 
                                                                                    MAYOR 
 
 
Attest: 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 
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For Your Action 
 
 
 
 
 

2008 Interlocal Agreement for 
Waterfowl  

(Canada Goose)  
Management Program 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please Note: 
 

Final Form Ready for Your Submittal for Signature and Funding Authorization  
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2008 INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT FOR WATERFOWL (CANADA GOOSE) 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

 
 

WHEREAS, Chapter 39.34.040 RCW (Interlocal Cooperation Act) permits local government 
units to make the most efficient use of their powers by enabling them to communicate and 
cooperate with other localities on a basis of mutual advantage and thereby to provide services in 
a manner pursuant to forms of government organization that will accord best with recreational, 
park and natural resources and other factors influencing the needs and development of local 
communities and 
 
WHEREAS, the various agencies, cities, counties, Washington State and agencies of the Federal 
Government listed in Exhibit A - Page 6 of this Agreement, desire to manage waterfowl, 
especially Canada Geese; and 
 
WHEREAS, all parties require assistance from the Wildlife Services Program of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, to reduce negative impacts on water quality, minimize resource 
damage, ensure safety from disease for park visitors, and enhance other property managed; and 
 
WHEREAS, yearly surveys by Wildlife Services indicates an increasing population trend for 
Canada geese in Lake Washington from the previous 5 years, expanding smaller groups of  geese 
in surrounding areas and along Puget Sound, earlier pairing and nesting activity and a larger 
surplus of other waterfowl species in the Seattle area; and  
 
WHEREAS, this program will be an ongoing resource management activity attempting to 
maintain a manageable number of birds on a year-to-year basis; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the covenants herein, it is mutually agreed as 
follows: 
 

SECTION I - PURPOSE
 

 The purpose of this Agreement is to provide joint funding for an egg addling program, 
lethal control, population monitoring and census; mainly of Canada Geese, within King and 
Snohomish Counties. 
 
 This program will assist each party in communicating, maintaining, and managing public 
and selected and approved private site impacts of surplus waterfowl. 

                                                 R-4690
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SECTION II - SCOPE OF PROGRAM
 

 Wildlife Services (WS) will receive funds from each participating member for the 
continuation of an egg addling program, lethal control and evaluation during spring and summer 
2008. 
 
 Using best management practices WS will carry out an egg addling program, seeking as 
many accessible nesting areas as possible and will make every effort to minimize damage to the 
surrounding environment. 
 
 With the assistance of Wildlife Services, the WMC members will establish a yearly 
program to increase monitoring activities that will enhance our location and access of nests on 
public and private land and to facilitate expanded egg addling program, including advertisement 
of an addling and nesting location hotline number for the general public and others, posters and 
webpage advertising and other activities to keep the public well informed of the Waterfowl 
Management Program. 
 
 WS will also implement a program of "lethal control" as requested by the Waterfowl 
Management Committee, subject to the terms and conditions of a permit to be issued by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service.  This will be done on a case by case basis in situations where an over 
population of Canada geese may result in an impact on human health and safety, such as potable 
water contamination, bird aircraft strikes, disease transmission or other situations as determined 
by WMC members. 
 
To request lethal removal, WMC members must contact the WS District 
Supervisor or Assistant District Supervisor at 360-337-2778.  WS will work 
with the member agency to determine if removal is warranted and if the 
location is suitable for removal operations. 
 

  WS will provide an annual report to the members of the WMC which will include 
information regarding egg addling, the general location of nests and number of eggs addled, 
number of geese removed, difficulties encountered and whatever other information would be 
valuable to the WMC. 

 
 2008 will be the sixteenth year of an egg addling program and the eighth year utilizing 
"lethal control".  All methods and tools utilized to accomplish addling and "lethal control" 
activities in 2007 will again be used in 2008. 
 
 WS will conduct a standardized monthly goose population survey of selected area parks 
and will annually conduct up to six goose surveys of Lake Washington by boat.  As in previous 
years, census counts will be expanded using staff from local agencies and participants at times 
and places to be specified.  Survey results will be presented annually to the WMC. 
 
 Where possible, educational programs such as ‘don’t feed wildlife’ and interpretive 
signage will be initiated to inform the public about urban Canada Geese, the associated 
problems, and the efforts of this committee at addressing those problems.  
 
 

                                                 R-4690
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SECTION III - RESPONSIBILITIES
 

 Each party, represented on the Waterfowl Management Committee, as shown on Exhibit 
"A", and incorporated by reference herein, will share in the ongoing review of the programs 
carried out by WS. 
 
 Each party agrees that if necessary, an Oversight Committee will be appointed to monitor 
and report back to the general committee on a regular basis.  Three members of the Committee 
will make up the Oversight Committee chaired by the Seattle Parks and Recreation 
representative. 
 

SECTION IV - COMPENSATION
 

 The total cost of the 2008 waterfowl management program shall not exceed twenty four 
thousand, five hundred forty-five dollars ($24, 666).   
 
 Each party shall contribute to the financial costs of the program as shown in Table I. 

 
SECTION V - TERM AND EXTENSION

 
 The Term of this Agreement is from January 1, 2008 to December 31, 2008.  This 
Agreement may be extended in time, scope or funding by mutual written consent from all parties 
referenced herein. 
 

SECTION VI - TERMINATION
 

 This agreement may be unilaterally terminated by any of the parties referenced herein or 
Wildlife Services upon presentation of written notice to the Oversight Committee at least 30 days 
in advance of the severance date shown in Section V. 
 
 Should termination of this agreement occur without completion of the egg addling, each 
party shall pay only its’ pro rata share of any expenses incurred under the agreement at the date 
of the termination, and each party shall receive copies of all products resulting from the addling 
activities up to the time of the termination. 
 
 SECTION VII - DELIVERABLE
 
 Using best management practices Wildlife Services will carry out an egg addling 
program, seeking as many accessible nesting areas as possible and will make every effort to 
minimize damage to the surrounding environment. Field conditions or changing conditions may 
increase or decrease the number of eggs addled from previous years’ totals. Eggs will be coated 
with vegetable oil on dates to be determined by USDA-Wildlife Services.  
 
 Lethal control will be implemented as requested and the total numbers are established by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Permit. 
 
 Participants will receive a report on the number of eggs addled and geese euthanized in 
2008. 

                                                 R-4690
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 SECTION VIII - FILING
 
 As provided by RCW 39.34.040, this agreement shall be filed prior to its entry and force 
with the City or County Clerks of the participating parties, the County Auditor and the Secretary 
of State, and, if found to be necessary, with the State Office of Community Affairs as provided 
by RCW 39.34.120. 
 
 SECTION IX - LIABILITY
 
 Each party to this agreement shall be responsible for damage to person or property 
resulting from the negligence on the part of itself, its employees, its agents or its officers.  No 
party assumes any responsibility to another party for the consequences of any act or omission of 
any person, firm, or corporation not at party to this agreement. 

                                                 R-4690
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 EXHIBIT A
 
 2007 WATERFOWL MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE PARTICIPANTS 
 
 
 
City of Bellevue………………………………………………………………………….Pat Harris 
 
City of Kent………………………………………………………………………… Pete Petersen 
 
City of Kirkland……………………………………………………………………......Jason Filan  
 
City of Mercer Island……………………………………………………………………Curt Brees 
 
City of Mountlake Terrace……………………………………………………………Don Sarcletti 
 
Port of Seattle – Seattle-Tacoma International Airport………………………………Steve Osmek 
 
City of Renton…………………………………………………………………….Terrence Flatley 
 
Chateau Ste Michelle Winery Estates…………………………………………….   Sandy Johnson 
 
City of SeaTac……………………………………………………………………..Roger Chouiard 
 
City of Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation……………………………...Barbara DeCaro 
 
City of Woodinville…………………………………………………………………...Brian Meyer 
 
University of Washington………………………………………………………Charles Easterberg 
 
U.S.D.A. Wildlife Services…..……………………………...…………………    Roger Woodruff 
 
U.S.D.I. Fish and Wildlife Service…………………………………………………...Brad Bortner 
 

                                                 R-4690
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TABLE I 
 

AGENCIES CONTRIBUTIONS

City of Bellevue 2000 

City of Kent 2000 

City of Kirkland 2000 

City of Mercer Island 2000 

City of Mountlake Terrace 2000 

Port of Seattle – Sea-Tac Airport 2000 

City of Renton 2000 

Chateau Ste Michelle Winery Estates 2000 

City of SeaTac 2000 

City of Woodinville 2000 

Seattle Department of Parks and 
Recreation 

2666 

University of Washington 2000 
 
 
All checks will be made payable to the USDA-APHIS-WS, earmarked for the Wildlife Services and sent 
to the following addresses: 
 

Mr. Roger Woodruff 
State Director -Wildlife Services Program 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 
720 O'Leary Street Northwest 
Olympia, Washington  98502 

(360) 753-9884 
 
In case of procedural questions regarding this project, please contact: 
 
 Roberta Bushman, Administrative Officer 
 Wildlife Services Program 
 (360) 753-9884   FAX:  753-9466 
 
For questions regarding implementation of control measures and census, please contact: 
 

District Supervisor 360-337-2778 
 

SECTION X. - SEVERABILITY 
 
...If any section of this agreement is adjudicated to be invalid, such action shall not affect the 
validity of any section so adjudged. 
 
This agreement shall be executed on behalf of each party by its authorized representative.  It 
shall be deemed adopted upon the date of execution by the last so authorized representative.  

                                                 R-4690
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This agreement is approved and entered into by the undersigned county and local government 
units, university and other private parties. 
 

City of Bellevue 
By:  _______________________________________          
Patrick Foran, Director of Parks and Community 
Services 
Date:_____________ 

 Port of Seattle – Seattle-Tacoma International 
Airport 
By:_________________________________________ 
Steve Osmek, Wildlife Program Manager 
Date: _______________ 

Chateau Ste. Michelle Winery Estates 
By:________________________________________ 
Tom Rolland, Executive Committee 
Date:______________ 

 City of Renton 
By:   _____________________________________         
Denis Law, Mayor 
Date: __________                                                      

City of Kent 
By:________________________________________         
John Hodgson, Director 
Date: _____________ 

City of SeaTac 
By:  _____________________________________          
Calvin Hoggart, City Manager 
Date: __________ 

City of Kirkland 
By:  _______________________________________          
David Ramsay, City Manager 
Date: _____________ 
 

Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation 
By: ____________________________________            
Timothy Gallagher, Superintendent 
Date: ___________ 

City of Mercer Island 
By:________________________________________         
Rich Conrad, City Manager 
Date:_____________ 
 

City of Woodinville 
By:  ___________________________________              
Donald D. Rose, City Manager_ 
Date: ___________ 

City of Mountlake Terrace 
By: ________________________________________ 
John J. Caulfield, City Manager 
Date: _____________ 

University of Washington 
By: _____________________________________          
Karen VanDusen 
Director of Env. Health & Safety 
Date: ____________ 
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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: Barry Scott, Purchasing Agent 
 
Date: February 21, 2008 
 
Subject: REPORT ON PROCUREMENT ACTIVITIES FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF MARCH 4, 

2008 
 
This report is provided to apprise the Council of recent and upcoming procurement activities where the cost 
is estimated to be in excess of $50,000.  This report also includes the process being used to determine the 
award of the contract.  
 
Following is a report on the City’s major procurement activities since February 19, 2008: 
 

Project Process      Estimate/Price                            Status 
1. NE 85th Street Emergency Water 

Main Repair 
Emergency 
Purchase 

$50,000 Contract issued to Frank Coluccio Const. 
for emergency repairs. (City Manager’s 
authorization attached) 

 
 
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this report. 
 

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
Agenda:  Other Business

Item #:  8. h. (1).
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d *I* CITY OF KIRKLAND 
u' '&\ City Manager's Office 
'., .d 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3001 

I MEMORANDUM 

1 To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
I 

From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 

Date: February 19,2008 

Subject: EMERGENCY PURCHASE AUTHORIZATION 
NE 85" STREET WATER MAIN REPAIR 

On Tuesday, February 19, 2008, a watermain leak was detected near 12640 NE 85" Street in the lbinch 
transmission watermain that runs beneath NE 85m Street. This existing 16-inch watermain is a special material 
made up of steel reinforced concrete cylinder pipe (RCCP) and requires a specialty contractor to perform the 
necessary repair - city crews are not certified in making repairs to this type of watermain material. 

In order to avoid catastrophic failure of the main our water crew has turned off a portion of the water system leaving 
the existing fire hydrants on the north side of NE 85" Street, between 124" Ave NE and 132.d Ave NE, unavailable for 
use - a situation that the fire department is aware of and one that must corrected as soon as possible. With that in 
mind, we have contacted a Seattle area contractor who is experienced with making repairs to RCCP mainline and 
they are available to begin work efforts on Wednesday morning, February 20, 2008. We do not anticipate that the 
repairs will take more than two days to complete - residents and businesses along the corridor have been notified of 
the situation through website updates and email list-serves: 

Pursuant to KMC 3.85.210 you are authorized to make emergency purchase for situations such as this; a report of 
this purchase will be available for Council for their meeting of March 4, 2008. 

\ 

z.- ,< FY 
Date 
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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, Facilities & Administrative Manager 
 Robin Jenkinson, City Attorney 
 Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
  
Date: February 21, 2008 
 
Subject: CASCADE WATER ALLIANCE –LAKE TAPPS PURCHASE AGREEMENT 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that Council hear a presentation from the Cascade Water Alliance about the Lake Tapps 
purchase and authorize Cascade Board member, Council Member Burleigh (Mayor Lauinger - alternate), to 
support the purchase agreement between the Cascade Water Alliance and Puget Sound Energy for Lake 
Tapps. 
 
BACKGROUND 
On July 3, 2001, the Kirkland City Council authorized support of a Memorandum of Understanding 
between Cascade Water Alliance (Cascade) and Puget Sound Energy (Puget) to develop a Lake Tapps 
drinking water right.  The Department of Ecology granted a water right for Lake Tapps to Puget on June 30, 
2003, which was appealed by the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe and the cities of 
Auburn and Buckley.  In August 2004, as a result of the appeals, the Pollution Control Hearings Board 
remanded the Lake Tapps Water Right to Ecology “for modification to reflect the change to non-hydropower 
conditions.”  The Department of Ecology is in the process of modifying the Report of Examination to reflect 
the hydropower change. 
 
In June 2004, the Cascade Board directed Cascade’s General Manager to proceed with negotiations for 
the acquisition of the Lake Tapps water rights and the assets and facilities necessary to put the water rights 
to beneficial use.  Cascade and Puget have also been negotiating a settlement with the Puyallup Tribe of 
Indians and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe to satisfy the Tribes’ concerns with the water right.   
 
Cascade and Puget have reached tentative agreement for the purchase of Lake Tapps.  The due diligence 
evaluation of potential environmental contamination issues and assessment of physical assets is complete.  
The draft Asset Purchase Agreement prepared by Cascade legal counsel has been reviewed by Cascade 
Member staff, including Robin Jenkinson and others at the City of Kirkland.  The Agreement is consistent 
with previous Cascade Board and Kirkland Council direction as well as rate projections.  The Cascade 
Board is currently planning to take action on the Agreement at its regular meeting on March 26, 2008. 
 

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
Agenda:  Unfinished Business

Item #:  10. a.

E-Page 67



 

As the Agreement involves purchase of a natural resource, SEPA (State Environmental Policy Act) review is 
being conducted.  The review should be complete and made available for a 30-day public comment period 
in late February.  Cascade will consider the comments received prior to the Board Meeting. 
 
Kirkland’s Cascade Board Representative Council Member Burleigh and alternate Mayor Lauinger along 
with Public Works staff and Robin Jenkinson will continue to keep the Council informed of activities.  Please 
do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions.  A copy of the draft Asset Purchase Agreement is 
available for review in the Council Study.  Additional copies are available upon request to Erin Leonhart 
(ext. 3931). 
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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 
 Ray Steiger, P.E., Capital Projects Manager 
 
Date: March 4, 2008 
 
Subject: NE 85TH STREET CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS – UPDATE 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
Council receive this update on current activities related to business outreach for the NE 85th Street Corridor 
Improvements.   
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION: 
 
Design 
 
The NE 85th Street Corridor Improvements (the Project) include a combination of measures which were identified by 
Sound Transit to enhance ridership of their Route 540 (now King County/METRO Route 248) bus, the NE 85th Street 
Subarea Plan adopted in the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan, and Kirkland’s Capital Improvement Plan (see Attachment A 
for a vicinity map).   
 
In general, the goals within the various plans include increasing transit speed, reliability and ridership through the 
corridor, providing for compatibility of the corridor with both of the adjacent North and South Rose Hill neighborhoods, 
balancing opportunities for various transportation modes, and to provide coordinated streetscape improvements.  Other 
specific objectives are to enhance overall pedestrian safety, improve aesthetics, and support the economic revitalization 
of the corridor.  Balancing the often at odds goals is a part of the current and developing design process.  Specific 
descriptions of the ongoing CIP projects are included in Attachment B. 
 
One example of a balance of competing goals is that of improving pedestrian safety along the corridor while at the same 
time improving economic revitalization.  Maintaining existing driveways and multiple access points for businesses is often 
expressed as their key to continued success and operations.  However, pedestrian safety is much improved by the 
removal of duplicate and often unsafe ingress and egress points such as a wide parking lot.  These points of conflict 
between pedestrians and cars can be significantly reduced through the construction of sidewalks where there currently 
are none.  Removing redundant driveways (for parcels with multiple driveways) and consolidating driveways where 
possible has been a fundamental design basis for the corridor to this point. 
 
A similar challenge in the design is the provision of median islands where possible and the application of traffic 
channelization improvements (c-curbing) that respectively support the aesthetic and vehicular safety goals of the Project 
while attempting to minimize impacts to existing business access.  Resolution of this challenge is of such importance to 
the City, that the NE 85th Street Subarea Plan envisions the final decision on traffic control measures being made by the 
City Council by ordinance or resolution.  The proposed configuration is now being reviewed by the Kirkland 

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
Agenda:  Unfinished Business

Item #:  10. b.
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Memorandum to David Ramsay  
March 4, 2008 
Page 2 
 
 

Transportation Commission and feedback is anticipated soon.  As outlined following, the proposed median island and 
traffic control measures are then anticipated to be presented to Council for their approval later this summer. 
  
Currently, the Project is approximately 60% designed; minor modifications and refinements to the design are still 
anticipated.  Sidewalks and planter strips have been located, proposed driveways, center medians and c-curbing has 
been identified, underground and above ground utility vaults, storm drainage, pedestrian and street lighting is located, 
and retaining walls and handrail locations are established.  From these elements, impacts to individual properties have 
been identified and individual packages for right-of-way and easement acquisition are being assembled and distributed to 
property owners.  The magnitude of work and the number of properties involved in this project has continued to evolve 
(recall that the underground utility conversion was incorporated into the Project as recently as fall 2006), and the scope 
of the consultant design services required to complete the design is significantly more complex than originally 
anticipated. 
 
As a result of the increased complexity, and in consideration of reoccurring issues with the pace of production and its 
quality, Staff recently eliminated many of the work tasks associated with the base contract for the Prime Consultant on 
the Project.  Staff is now actively working with a new Prime Consultant to undertake the completion of the design and 
community outreach.  While the initial impacts of this decision will slow project momentum, Staff is convinced that this 
change was a proactive approach to the complex design effort and will prevent potentially costly setbacks later in design 
and during construction. 
 
Outreach 
 
Of key interest to business, residential and project stakeholders has been the provision of property information packets 
to individual property owners.  With approximately 95 parcels now directly affected by the Project, property information 
packets have been segregated by priority of impact to the Project design and construction.  Those with higher complexity 
or construction impact have been sent out first.  Staff has confirmed that 27 parcels (mainly fronting on NE 85th Street) 
have received their information packets.  Staff remains engaged with them to discuss project specifics and answer 
questions.  Remaining packets are to be sent out to the remainder of 85th Street parcels in March, and then property 
owners on 124th Avenue NE and 132nd Avenue NE who will be impacted by the Project will receive information in April.  
Right-of-way negotiations to acquire new right-of-way and easements will continue over the next several months.   
 
Outreach to date has included open house meetings, meetings with neighborhood associations and the NE 85th Street 
Action Team, as well as business coffee group meetings through the Chamber of Commerce, and direct flyers, mailers, 
letters.  The Project web page provides relevant, current information and email list-serve announcements are broadcast 
to those who’ve signed up for updates. 
 
Staff has met with or contacted 27 parcels who’ve confirmed receipt of property information packets.  Staff is working 
with them to answer questions, hear comments and concerns, and to facilitate the city’s right-of-way consultant moving 
forward with those owners.  The majority of comments coming back from property owners and businesses are related to 
driveway locations & access, the Project’s impacts on parking (where applicable) and business operations.  To the extent 
possible, design change directives are being noted to alter improvements where possible in response to property owner 
concerns.  Staff is also utilizing the City’s Economic Development Manager’s office and the business retention specialist 
to assist in problem-solving with businesses where an easy reconfiguration does not present itself.  In all cases, Staff is 
working to accommodate requests where possible while endeavoring to maintain the goals of the Project.   
 
Planned future outreach will include continued public meetings with the neighborhood associations, the NE 85th Street 
Action Team, the Chamber group, after all property information packets have been provided to individual property 
owners.  A separate flyer will be provided to business tenants informing them as to details of the Project and to contact 
their landlord for impacts to property.  Once all initial meetings have been held and modifications to the traffic control 
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measures are identified, and the Transportation Commission has had an opportunity to weigh in on the configuration, 
Staff will return to the City Council with a recommendation for final approval; it is anticipated that this approval will be 
sought this summer with construction beginning in 2009.    
 
 
 
Attachment A -- Vicinity Map of Improvements 
Attachment B – Project Specifics 
Attachment C – Outreach 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E-Page 71



Intersection improvements CTR-0078Intersection Improvements

CNM-0051Sidewalks

NE 85th Street

NE 80th Street

NE 90th Street

Surfacewater Improvements

12
4t
h
A
ve
N
E

11
4t
h
A
ve
N
E

13
2n
d
A
ve
N
E

Lake Washington High School

§̈¦405

City of KirklandCity of Kirkland

±

NE 85th Street Corridor ImprovementsNE 85th Street Corridor Improvements

Attachment A
E-Page 72



 
CIP No. Description 
CNM 0051 Rose Hill Business District Sidewalks 
CST 0075 NE 85th Street underground conversion 
CTR 0078 NE 85th Street / 132nd Avenue NE Intersection Improvements 
CTR 0079 NE 85th Street / 114th Avenue NE Intersection Improvements 
CTR 0080 NE 85th Street / 124th Avenue NE Intersection Improvements 
CSD 0025 NE 85th Street Detention/Sediment Control 

 
Primary Design Features 

The NE 85th Street Corridor project includes the following elements: 
 

• Installation of sidewalks, landscape strips with street trees and/or street trees in grates, pedestrian and 
enhanced street lighting along both sides of NE 85th Street between 120th Avenue NE and 132nd Avenue NE; 

• Completion of sidewalks on both sides of 124th Avenue NE between NE 80th Street and NE 90th Street; 
• A landscaping palate of street trees, ground covers and ornamental shrubs has been determined by our 

landscape architect consultant; 
• Conversion to underground utilities between I-405 and approximately 128TH Ave NE (CST 0075); the portion 

from 128th Ave to 132nd Ave will have conduit available for conversion with adjacent property redevelopment; 
• Intersection improvements along NE 85th Street at 114th Avenue NE, 124th Avenue NE, and 132nd Avenue NE; 
• One new bus stop in the vicinity of NE 85th Street and 132nd Avenue NE; 
• Drainage facilities associated with intersection improvements include detention vaults, water quality vaults 

and new conveyance pipes; the surface water project SD 0025 provides water quality improvement above 
the project’s treatment requirements;   

• Three landscaped center median islands are proposed on NE 85th Street; 
• To reduce the number of vehicle ingress and egress points on 85th Street, and to reduce the potential 

vehicle-pedestrian conflict points, where possible driveways are proposed to be consolidated; 
• $60,000 has been included by Sound Transit for artistic enhancement along the corridor.  A committee was 

formed and some pre-planning, artist selection and art concept presentation has occurred.  The 
determination of any location of a real artistic feature was postponed until the engineering design had 
proceeded far along enough to provide options for locations.  This community decision-making process may 
now continue as we approach 90% design. 

 

ATTACHMENT B 
PROJECT DETAILS 
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Public Outreach Events to Date: 
 

Nov 2004 City of Kirkland initiates public outreach with properties and business owners impacted by the 
project with individual meetings with property owners  

Dec 2004 Public open house, Sound Transit completes Environmental Process of original 30% design;  
negotiations for Interlocal Agreement between Kirkland/Sound Transit 

July 2004 Newsletter mailed 
Sept 2004 Newsletter mailed 
Oct 2004 Letters to Property Owners (update and meeting schedule) 

Letter to Business Owners (update and meeting schedule) 
Sept 2005 Newsletter was mailed 
Nov 2005 85th Action Team Meeting (ROW Process);  Updates for Highlands NA, NRNHA & SRNHA 
March 2006 
 
June – Sept 
2006 

Newsletter was mailed 
 
 
Art Committee Process for Art Determination 

July 2006 SEPA Addendum Process Complete, Public Notice Letters Sent 
Oct 2006 
May 2007 

Electronic Newsletter to List-Serv on Council Decision to Underground 
Newsletter was mailed 

Dec 2007 Electronic Newsletter to List-Serv on Water Main project 
 

Ongoing & Future Public Outreach Efforts: 
 

Jan - March 
2008 

Property Information Packets sent 

Jan 2008 
through 
Spring 2008, 
or as needed 

Individual Meetings with Property Owners 

Spring 2008 Open House for all interested parties 
Presentations of Current Design to:  NE 85th Street Action Team, NRHNA, SRHNA, Highlands NA 

Spring 2008 Meetings with Business Chamber groups as needed 
Ongoing Ongoing information through web page, email list-servs and direct contact 

 

ATTACHMENT C 
OUTREACH 
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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: John MacGillivray, Solid Waste Coordinator 
 Erin Leonhart, Public Works Facilities & Administrative Manager 
 Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
  
Date: February 19, 2008 
 
Subject:  ANNUAL SOLID WASTE & RECYCLING REPORT AND MULTI-FAMILY WORK PLAN 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to 1) provide the City Council with a comprehensive discussion of 
Solid Waste program activities, achievements, and performance over the course of 2007; and 2) to provide 
a framework for the development and implementation of a more effective multi-family recycling program in 
2008. 
 
SERVICES WE PROVIDE 
With the support of the City Council, Kirkland has continued to be a regional leader in garbage collection 
and recycling by providing a basic package of services and incentives that meet or, in many cases exceed, 
established industry standards.  The 2007 services included: 
 

• Commingled Recycling 
• Embedded Rate Structure 
• Battery Recycling Program 
• Single-Family Residential Curbside Electronics Service  
• Single-Family Residential Yard and Food Waste Recycling 
• Residential and Business Recycling Collection Events 
• Commercial Organics Recycling 
• Business and Multi-family Outreach and Assistance   

 
WHOM DO WE SERVE? 
The above services are provided in whole or in part to over 12,000 total single-family, multi-family, and 
commercial accounts.  Approximately 90 percent of the accounts are single-family customers with the 
remaining 10 percent comprised of multi-family (4%) and commercial (6%).  By comparison, the waste 
stream by population data shows that the commercial sector (40%) and the multi-family sector (24%) 
comprise approximately 64 percent of the average daily population and produce 63 percent of the total 
waste stream.  Kirkland’s average daily population of over 76,000 consists of best available data and is 
defined by a 2005 estimated population of 26,987 single-family residents, 18,753 multi-family residents, 
and an estimated 2003 daily workforce of 30,865.  
 

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
Agenda:  Unfinished Business

Item #:  10. c.
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HOW DO WE PAY FOR IT? 
As shown in Table 1, the Solid Waste utility generated $7.84 million in revenue in 2007, 95 percent of 
which was received from service fees.  Expenditures made were primarily for costs related to the collection 
and disposal of waste and recyclables and secondarily for administrative and billing costs.   
 

Table 1 - Solid Waste Utility Fund Balance 
Revenue Sources Expenditures 

Service Fees $7,441,871 Collection/Disposal $6,396,672 
KC Hazardous Waste Fees $231,828 Administration/Billing $923,031 
Grant Revenue $140,250 Taxes $345,872 
Investment Interest $27,351     

Total Revenue $7,841,300 Total Expenditures $7,665,575 
   FY 2007 Budget Surplus $175,725  
   SW Utility Fund Cash Balance 12/31/07 $1,142,413  

 
HOW DO WE COMPARE? 
The recycling diversion rate is the primary performance measure used to gauge the long term success of a 
recycling program.  For the purposes of this report, the recycling rate is defined as the percentage of 
recyclable material diverted in tons for recycling from the total waste stream.  It is important to note that 
that recycling rate can vary significantly between sectors of the population due to difference in services and 
the specific recyclable materials counted in the rate.  For example, in Kirkland, yard waste and food waste 
recycling is universally available at no extra charge to single-family customers but is typically not available 
to multi-family customers.  Similarly, recycling diversion rates will vary between jurisdictions depending 
upon which materials are counted in the rate.  For instance, the City of San Francisco has achieved a 
combined diversion rate of 67 percent by counting all conceivable materials in their rate to include 
construction and demolition (C&D) debris whereas King County only counts single-family, multi-family, and 
a portion of the commercial recyclables in the their rate.  If C&D materials were counted in the King County 
rate calculation, a diversion rate of approximately 65.4 percent would have been achieved for 2006 - one 
of the highest in the nation. 
 

Table 2 - Recycling and Disposal Rate Goals Comparison with  2001 KC Comp Plan 
 
Year Single Family Multi Family Non-Residential     

  

Curbside 
Recycling Rate 

(%) 

Curbside 
Disposal Rate 

(lbs) 
Recycling Rate 

Disposal Rate 
(lbs) 

Recycling Rate (%) 
    

2007 68.6% 19.9 14.9% 30.9 13.3%* Kirkland Actual 
2006 50% 31.4 35% 20.8 43%     
2012 52% 30.7 40% 20.3 46%     
2018 53% 30.5 40% 20.1 48%     
        

  
  

*Data reported from Waste Management accounts only.  Rate does not include data from other recycling 
haulers.  Disposal rate: pounds per household per week. 

  
As shown in Table 2, Kirkland is well ahead of the established King County Solid Waste Management 
Comprehensive Plan 2006 single-family residential recycling rate goal of 50 percent.  Kirkland is also well 
ahead of the King County averages for both the single- and multi-family sectors.  Only one city in King 
County (Sammamish) has achieved the 2006 Comp Plan goal of a 35 percent multi-family recycling rate. 
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The commercial sector or non-residential recycling diversion rate numbers are not complete given that 
State law allows commercial properties to individually negotiate with third party haulers for recycling 
services.  Waste Management provides recycling services to 82 percent of the commercial accounts in 
Kirkland, so the reported commercial recycling diversion rate of 13.3 percent is lower than the actual rate.  
The City does not receive reports of recycling tonnages collected by third-party haulers.  As such, we are 
not at this time able to present an accurate picture of the commercial sector’s recycling diversion rate.  
King County’s extrapolations from Washington State data indicate that the regional non-residential recycling 
rate was 56 percent in 2006. 
 
Figure 1 below illustrates an “apples versus oranges” comparison between the Kirkland single- and multi-
family sectors where yard and food waste tonnage is included in the single-family recycling rate calculation.  
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Figure 1: Single-family With Organics: Recycling Rate Comparison

Kirkland Single-family 

Kirkland Multi-family

King County Average (SF)

King County Average (MF)

 
Sources: 2007 Waste Management Waste Stream Summaries, 2001 KC Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan, Final 
2006 and Preliminary 2007 hauler-reported data to King County Solid Waste Division  
 
In contrast, Figure 2 below shows an “apples versus apples” comparison between the single- and multi-
family sector with yard and food waste excluded from the single-family rate calculation.  Yard and food 
waste accounts for 60 percent of the total diverted single-family recycling tonnage.  The 2007 single-family 
curbside recycling diversion rate exclusive of yard/food waste is 27.3 percent compared to the multi-family 
14.5 percent rate. 
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Figure 2: Single-family Without Organics: Recycling Rate Comparison

Kirkland Single-
family

Kirkland Multi-family

 
Source: 2007 Waste Management Waste Stream Summaries 
In terms of the 2007 King County single-family recycling diversion rates, Kirkland residents achieved a 69 
percent recycling rate and ranks number one in a tie with the City of Bellevue out of 32 cities with more 
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than 500 garbage customers.  Three cities to include Beaux Arts (73%, 107 customers), Yarrow Point 
(65%, 347 customers) and Hunts Point (55%, 160 customers) were excluded due to statistically 
insignificant recycling statistics.  For comparison purposes the cities of Kirkland and Bellevue have 10,890 
and 26,737 single-family garbage customers, respectively.   
 

Figure 3 - 2007 King County Single-family Residential Recycling Rates 
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 Source:  Preliminary 2007 hauler-reported data to King County Solid Waste Division.  The cities of Enumclaw and Skykomish                                   
 did not report data.  King County average includes unincorporated areas. 
 
 
The Kirkland multi-family sector experienced a two percentage point decrease in the recycling diversion 
rate, dropping from a 16.9 percent rate in 2006 to 14.9 percent in 2007.  As shown in Figure 4 below, 
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Kirkland still ranks sixth out of a total of 26 cities reporting preliminary multi-family data and is substantially 
ahead of the average King County multi-family diversion rate. 
 

Figure 4 - 2007 King County Multi-family Residential Recycling Rates 
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Source:  Preliminary hauler-reported data to King County Solid Waste Division.  The cities of Enumclaw, Clyde Hill, and Algona    
did not report data.  King County average includes unincorporated areas. 
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Figure 5 below describes the combined single- and multi-family residential recycling rates for 30 U.S 
jurisdictions.  Kirkland’s combined recycling diversion rate for 2006 was 47.3 percent and marginally 
increased to 47.8 percent in 2007 
 

Figure 5 - 2006 Combined Single- and Multi-family Residential Recycling Rates in US 
Cities (excluding commercial)
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 Source: Waste News, 2/19/2007 
 
HOW ARE WE DOING? 
In 2007, the Public Works Department implemented or enhanced the following programs and events: 
 

Battery Recycling Program 
This new program was introduced in June 2007. Its success is evidenced by the number of 
pounds of batteries collected at the three collection sites – the Kirkland Library, City Hall, and the 
North Kirkland Community Center. A total of 2,763 pounds were collected from these sites at a 
cost of $1/lb. Batteries collected include dry cell batteries intended for household use (e.g. alkaline 
batteries, nickel cadmium, and cell phone batteries).  Based upon the outstanding response to the 
program, particularly at the Kirkland Library site, a new collection site was added at the Peter Kirk 
Community Center in January 2008. 
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 Commercial Organics Program 
The commercial organics program was established in early 2007 and outreach began with letters 
to participants from the pilot program.  In late September, each organics-producing Kirkland 
business received an informational postcard in anticipation of a personal contact by the City’s 
consultant, Wilder Environmental.  The businesses’ response to the new outreach strategy was 
positive and the program is building momentum with a current total of 48 businesses enrolled.  
Some of the new businesses now participating in the program include Tully’s Coffee, Quizno’s 
Subs, Subway, Houghton Market, Pagliacci Pizza, and Bungie Studios. 
 
Residential and Business Recycling Collection Events 
The City conducted two residential recycling collection events at the Houghton Park and Ride.  A 
total of 922 participants attended the fall event and brought over 55 tons of material to be 
recycled.  Between the two 2007 events, a total of 1,898 residents participated - a 51 percent 
increase over 2006 and almost twice as many participants that attended both events in 2002.  A 
total of 112.30 tons of material was recycled at the 2007 events - a 44 percent increase over the 
2004 recycled tonnage.  The free collection of fluorescent lamps and bulbs was added to the fall 
event and, by popular demand, will be offered again in 2008.  The 2008 events are tentatively 
scheduled to be held on April 19 and October 11.  For a detailed statistical summary of residential 
recycling events, please refer to Attachment A. 

 
On September 20th, the annual Business Recycling Collection Event was held at the Totem Lake 
Mall.  The event resulted in all-time highs for the number of businesses participating (226), the 
total material collected in tons (25), and highs in seven out of twelve categories of materials 
collected.  The 2008 event is scheduled to be held on September 18. 
 
 

Table 3 - Business Recycling Collection Events 2004-2007 
  2004 2005 2006 2007 
Number of Businesses Participating 124 143 166 226 
Total Material Collected (tons) 19.94 tons 20.8 tons 17.58 tons 25.16 tons 
Pounds Per Business 321 lbs 291 lbs 212 lbs 223 lbs 
 Metal, appliances, elect. 18,203 lbs 16455 lbs 17,554 lbs 24,080 lbs 
  Pallets and scrap wood 11,620 lbs 9,454 lbs 1,900 lbs 1,920 lbs 
 Paper for shredding 2,850 lbs 3,150 lbs 2,890 lbs 10,048 lbs 
 Computer monitors 2,520 lbs (63) 4,480 lbs (112) 4,920 lbs (123) 7,000 lbs (175) 
 Fluorescent lights 804 lbs (804) 650 lbs (650) 700 lbs (700) 1,200 lbs (1,200) 
 Used CFC appliances 700 lbs (2) 2,450 lbs (7) 1,750 lbs (5) 2,100 lbs (6) 
 Small TV sets 250 lbs (5) 450 lbs (9) 1,250 lbs (25) 850 lbs (17) 
 Large TV sets 0 100 lbs (1) 500 lbs (5) 0 
 Cardboard 2,660 lbs 4,120 lbs 3,330 lbs 2,800 lbs 
 Toner cartridges 72 lbs (36) 82 lbs (41) 90 lbs (45) 118 lbs (56) 
 Office plastics 96 lbs 145 lbs 195 lbs 80 lbs 
 Cell phones/batteries 108 lbs 56 lbs 78 lbs 125 lbs 
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Windstorm Debris Collection Sites  
In response to the December 14, 2006 windstorm event, the Public Works Department, working in 
conjunction with the Parks Department, established two storm debris drop-off sites – one at 
Juanita Beach Park and the other at Crestwoods Park.  Over 3,600 cubic yards of debris was 
collected at the sites and at curbside between December 20 and January 14 at a cost of over 
$60,000 to the Solid Waste utility. 
 
Single- and Multi-family Outreach 
The Public Works Department conducted various types of outreach throughout 2007. Staff offered 
informational booths and/or presentations at several events, including Kirkland Uncorked, the 
Sustainable September Expo, the Wednesday and Friday Farmers Markets, and several 
Neighborhood Association meetings. Multi- and single-family Reuse, Recycle, Conserve newsletters 
were distributed in both the spring and fall. Outreach materials developed included an updated 
yard and food waste recycling brochure and multi-family “move in” kits. Materials, including 
recycling literature, reusable mugs and bags, and kitchen food waste buckets were distributed at 
all these events. “Did You Know” recycling and waste reduction tips continue to appear in the City 
Update, published monthly in the Kirkland Reporter. 
 
The City’s Recycling and Solid Waste site was updated to increase ease of navigation through its 
pages and to reflect changes in materials that are accepted in our recycling programs, at special 
collection events, and at hazardous waste collection sites. 

 
Kirkland Green Business Program  
The Public Works Department spearheaded this collaborative effort between the City of Kirkland, 
Puget Sound Energy and the Greater Kirkland Chamber of Commerce.  Intended to recognize 
Kirkland businesses for their efforts in sustainability in seven categories, staff introduced the 
program at the Sustainable September Expo.  Since the rollout, 23 businesses have registered for 
the program of which 12 have been approved and received an award package which includes a 
letter of award from the City Manager, window clings, electronic logos for printed materials, and a 
listing on the participant recognition webpage. 
 
Business Outreach and Assistance Program 
Working in conjunction with the City’s contractor, Wilder Environmental Consulting, the City 
continued the successful Business Recycling Program by offering a variety of complimentary on-
site services to the business community which included 61 recycling assessment visits to develop 
new or enhance existing recycling programs and to deliver recycling presentations to owners, 
tenants, and employees.  The City provided material support to businesses by providing almost 
600 deskside recycling containers, 800 recycling stickers, 52 Business Recycling Kits, and over 
400 new business letters.  Additionally, over 2,800 businesses received an annual business 
newsletter.  In total, 54 businesses established new or enhanced existing recycling programs. 
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2008 MULTI-FAMILY WORK PLAN 

 
Multi-family Recycling Goals for 2008 
The 2008 Waste Reduction and Recycling Outreach Work Plan identifies specific outreach and 
waste reduction tasks in order of importance.  Topping the list is the Multi-family Waste Reduction 
and Recycling Outreach task.  The two stated goals for the project are: 

 
1. Increase the multi-family diversion rate to 20 percent by the end 2008  
2. Research and develop innovative program options that may remove barriers to multi-family 

recycling 
   

Barriers to High Multi-family Recycling Rates 
There are many difficult-to-breach barriers to recycling present in the multi-family sector that 
contribute to the sizeable discrepancy between the single- and multi-family recycling diversion rates 
in Kirkland and King County.  The majority of the barriers are not insurmountable; in particular 
those that can be addressed by extending single-family programs to the multi-family sector in an 
effort to achieve parity in service levels and recycling opportunities.  If combined with the utilization 
of social marketing and behavior change strategies, educational and material assistance, and, in 
some cases, legal mandates, many of the roadblocks to achieving higher multi-family recycling 
rates can be mitigated or removed. 

 
A variety of intrinsic sociological, physical, and programmatic barriers contribute to low recycling 
rates including: 
 
• The inherent transitory nature of the diverse multi-family population, which contributes to a lack 

of sense of community, ownership, and ecological stewardship;  
• Communication issues due to language barriers;  
• Inadequate recycling education and the consequential contamination issues;  
• Poor container placement, lack of space, and restrictive enclosure design;  
• The lack of under-sink kitchen containers or bags to encourage the collection and transport of 

recyclables;  
• Service inequalities such as the lack of curbside electronics and food waste collection;  
• Owner and tenants’ inability to reap the same financial benefits relative to container size 

reduction enjoyed by the single-family resident. 
 
In 2005, the City of Kirkland conducted a survey of 12,000 multi-family residents and 176 
property managers/owners in an effort to identify the factors contributing to the comparatively low 
multi-family recycling rate.  In general, the owner and tenants identified the same universally-
recognized barriers to multi-family recycling. 

 
Multi-family Program Funding 
Staff has laid the budgetary groundwork to grow the multi-family program through the grant 
application and award process by allocating a significant amount of 2008-09 grant funding to 
multi-family outreach and recycling programs.  For the purposes of comparison, over the course of 
the 2006-07 grant cycle a total of $28,868 was spent on multi-family outreach and recycling.  In 
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2008-09, $46,500 in grant funding will be applied toward multi-family programs, $36,500 of 
which will be spent in 2008 alone to energize new multi-family recycling programs. This is a 61 
percent increase over 2007.  The increase in funding will allow staff to purchase the materials and 
consultant services required to increase the effectiveness of the multi-family program. 

 
2008 Multi-family Action Plan 
In addition to the tasks listed below, the City of Kirkland has already pro-actively addressed many 
of the most basic barriers to multi-family recycling by implementing an embedded rate structure; 
maintaining a longstanding relationship with a reputable private hauler; requiring contractual, 
“recycling friendly” collection options such as a larger default recycling container size (>90 
gallons), weekly recycling collection, accepting a large variety of materials for recycling; and by 
providing an annual education and outreach focus upon the multi-family sector. 
 
To augment the existing programs, staff has identified several tasks that will be implemented in an 
effort to increase the multi-family recycling rate to 20 percent.  These tasks can be put in place 
without legal mandates, policy change, or code revisions and include: 
 
• Create and purchase “Move in kits” to be distributed to property managers. These kits consist 

of a durable recycling tote, an informational recycling refrigerator magnet, a map of recycling 
container locations on property, and other recycling information tailored to the multi-family 
customer. 

• Implement a multi-family food waste recycling pilot program in advance of a full-scale program 
in 2009. 

• Develop a partnership with condominium and apartment ownership association such as the 
Rental Housing Association. 

• Distribute a letter to all property managers describing recycling resources and assistance that 
can be provided by the City. 

• Arrange consultant presentations to apartment tenant or condo owner associations and 
groups. 

• Compose and distribute a bi-annual multi-family edition of Reuse, Recycle, Conserve 
newsletter. 

• Update and expand the City’s multi-family website. 
• Staff booths at the Kirkland Wednesday Markets, Juanita Beach Park Farmer’s Market, and 

other public events.  
• Develop recycling recognition methods for multi-family property managers and tenant 

stewards. 
• Make recycling presentations at Neighborhood Association meetings.  
 
In developing goals and anticipating the outcomes of our proposed outreach strategies, it is 
important to note one key difference between the single- and multi-family sectors that precludes 
the multi-family sector from likely ever attaining the same lofty recycling rate performance of the 
single-family sector:  multi-family customers are not significant generators of yard waste and yard 
waste accounts for only 2.8 percent of their total collected recyclables. By comparison, 
approximately 60 percent of the recyclable material collected from single-family customers is yard 
and food waste.   
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            Expected Outcomes 
The goal is to increase the multi-family recycling rate to 20 percent by the end of 2008. Staff 
believes that the goal is reasonable and achievable, given that the single-family sector touts a 27 
percent recycling rate exclusive of yard and food waste and the multi-family sector achieved a 
recycling rate of 17 percent in 2006 in the absence of any significant outreach campaign to 
increase diversion.  It is important to note that staff does not anticipate implementing a full-scale 
multi-family food waste program until 2009 so any increases in the multi-family diversion rate in 
2008 will come from the increased collection of non-organic recyclables.  Based upon calculations, 
staff anticipates an overall 3-4 percentage point increase in the multi-family recycling rate in 2009 
from a full-scale food waste program. 

  
Beyond 20 Percent 
There are a number of legal mandates and code revisions for the Council’s consideration that, if 
implemented or enacted in 2009, could sustain the growth of the multi-family recycling diversion 
rate beyond the 20 percent threshold.  As many of these would impact all customers, there would 
likely be an increase in single-family and commercial diversion rates as well. 

 
Table 4 - 2009 Multi-family Program Enhancement Options 

  Option Type Description Effect 

1 Disposal Ban Mandate 

Ban on disposal of recyclables in 
regular garbage.  Similar to Seattle 
ordinance.  Would have positive effect 
upon combined recycling rate. 

High 4-6% 

2 Mandatory Recycling 
Programs 

Mandate 
Multi-family properties required to 
establish recycling programs.  Similar to 
Portland, OR law enacted 1995. 

High 3-4% 

3 Full-Scale Food Waste 
Recycling 

Rate 
adjustment-
Ordinance 

Food waste collection program available 
to all condos/apartments.  Dependent 
upon successful pilot in 2008. 

High 3-4% 

4 
Linear Rate Structure 
(included in proposed 

2009 rates) 

Rate 
adjustment-
Ordinance 

Increased recycling rates result in 
smaller containers and lower rates 

Moderate 1-2% 

5 Staff Increase 
Rate 

adjustment-
Ordinance 

Addition of full- or part-time staff 
specifically tasked with multi-family 
outreach program 

Moderate 1-2% 

6 Building Code Revisions Code 

Establish requirements for on-site 
recycling to include chutes in new 
buildings, dedicated space for recycling, 
and standard enclosure plans 

Moderate 1-2% 

7 Mandatory Recycling Plan  Mandate 
All multi-family properties with over 10 
units required to submit a recycling 
program plan to City for review 

Moderate 1-2% 

8 Tenant Incentives Ordinance 
Financial credits to tenants of high 
performing properties 

Moderate 1-2% 

9 Management Incentives Ordinance 
Financial credits to owners of high 
performing properties 

Low <1% 

10 Hauler Incentives Contractual 
Financial incentives to haulers tied to 
multi-family recycling performance 

Low <1% 
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Some of these programs would have staffing or other funding implications so, upon Council 
direction, staff will submit service package requests during the 2009-2010 budget process.  

 
Implementation Timeline 
Work has already begun on the multi-family outreach project.  A variety of different multi-family 
recycling containers have been delivered (1,000) and staff is retrofitting 1,000 previously 
purchased bags with current all-in-one recycling informational stickers.  The outreach and 
educational materials to be delivered with the recycling containers have been developed. Staff has 
partnered with the Downtown Condominium Advisory Committee and the Rental Housing 
Association of Puget Sound which are providing webpage, listserv, and/or print advertisements in 
an effort to identify condominium association members and apartment managers and interested in 
receiving the free move-in kit recycling containers and/or participating in a multi-family food waste 
pilot. 
 
Questions or requests for additional information can be directed to Solid Waste Coordinator John 
MacGillivray at extension 3804.  We will continue to provide quarterly Reading File progress reports 
about all solid waste/recycling programs.   
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Attachment A - City of Kirkland - Residential Recycling Events Summary - 2004-2007 (lbs recycled) 
  2004 2005 2006 2007   

Material Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Totals 
Scrap Metal, Appliances, Electronic Equip 7,140 39,444 16,250 42,600 7,700 37,580 18,560 40,200 209,474 
CFC Appliances 0 4,450 0 7,350 0 5,950 350 11,200 29,300 
Bulky and Scrap Wood 33,330 0 25,720 0 33,920 0 19,000 0 111,970 
Computer Monitors 2,800 2,200 4,560 5,840 6,280 6,240 13,120 8,200 49,240 
Televisions - Small 2,100 1,950 5,450 4,800 5,250 5,500 11,400 8,450 44,900 
Televisions - Large 0 0 0 1,700 1,900 1,200 3,900 3,000 11,700 
Fluorescent Lamps/Bulbs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 908 908 
Propane Tanks 2,500 2,750 1,850 2,500 2,350 1,900 2,400 3,800 20,050 
Reusable Household Goods 8,100 7,300 7,900 9,500 18,550 9,600 20,550 14,400 95,900 
Used Motor Oil/Petroleum Products 2,849 2,442 1,850 2,442 2,035 2,220 2,812 2,405 19,055 
Used Oil Filters 244 187 215 255 560 125 175 100 1,861 
Used Antifreeze 880 880 520 440 440 400 600 600 4,760 
Used Tires 4,450 4,125 2,775 3,350 5,000 3,275 186 2,875 26,036 
Lead Acid Batteries 4,002 4,323 3,295 2,887 3,610 3,303 4,850 2,573 28,843 
Household Batteries 639 589 664 856 677 734 1,320 880 6,359 
Toilets/Sinks 2,100 1,425 2,475 2,025 2,325 1,500 3,075 2,625 17,550 
Cardboard 6,400 5,990 7,300 8,500 12,700 7,700 11,180 8,900 68,670 
Total Pounds Collected 77,534 78,055 80,824 95,045 103,297 87,227 113,478 111,116 746,576 
Total Tonnage Collected 38.77 39.03 40.41 47.52 51.65 43.61 56.74 55.56 373.29 
Number of Participants 549 536 523 659 575 679 976 922 5,419 
Average Pounds Per Participant 141.23 145.63 154.54 144.23 179.65 128.46 116.27 120.52 137.77 
Event Cost $18,103.39 $17,578.40 $17,556.82 $20,056.82 $17,141.43 $19,894.43 $18,725.08 $18,725.08 $147,781.45 
Cost Per Pound  $0.23 $0.23 $0.22 $0.21 $0.17 $0.23 $0.17 $0.17 $0.20 
Cost Per Ton $466.98 $450.41 $434.45 $422.05 $331.89 $456.15 $330.02 $337.04 $395.89 
           
*Bulky yard debris is collected only at the spring event.  Scrap metals and appliances are collected only at the fall event.  Funding for the events is provided by the King County Solid 
Waste Division Waste Reduction and Recycling Grant and the Local Hazardous Waste Management Program Grant 
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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: City Council 
 
From: David Ramsay, City Manager  
 Robin Jenkinson  
 Eric Shields 
 Jeremy McMahan 
 
Date: February 13, 2008 
 
Subject: Response to “Petition to Stop High-Rise Buildings in Downtown Kirkland” 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Review the options for responding to the petition provided below. Defer discussion of the options until 
either: 

• The appeal processes for all active Downtown Design Review Board (BRB) applications have 
concluded; or 

• The Council has temporarily delegated to the Hearing Examiner the authority to decide appeals 
of Downtown DRB decisions.  If delegation is desired, the Council may direct that an ordinance 
be prepared for Council consideration at the earliest possible date.   

 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
 
On January 22, 2008, petitions were submitted to the City requesting “…to Stop all Downtown Building 
Permits until a ‘Future Plan and Vision’ is completed and Agreed to By the Community.”  The petitions 
were forwarded to the City Council at the February 5, 2008 meeting, at which time the Council asked 
staff to prepare options for a Council response.  Following is a range of options for Council to consider.  
We have also identified several issues that should be considered prior to proceeding with any option. 
 
Options 
 
1. Enact a Moratorium or Interim Zoning Ordinance.  If the Council finds that there is an issue that 

needs immediate attention, the Council may adopt a moratorium or interim zoning ordinance.  A 
moratorium could prohibit the submittal of building permits for all new development activity or 
applications for the permits and approvals covered under the provisions of the moratorium. An 
interim zoning ordinance would establish new regulations to temporarily replace existing zoning 
regulations (for example, different height limits).  Under state law, the maximum duration of a 

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
Agenda:  New Business

Item #:  11. a.
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moratorium or interim zoning ordinance is six months; although a moratorium or interim zoning 
ordinance may be effective for up to one year if a work plan is developed for related studies 
providing for such a longer period.  A moratorium or interim zoning ordinance could be renewed 
for one or more additional six month periods if public hearings are held and findings of fact made 
prior to each renewal as described below. While the moratorium or interim zoning ordinance is in 
effect, the City would need to immediately initiate actions (for example Comprehensive Plan and/ 
or Zoning Code amendments) to address the identified problem.  Adoption of a moratorium or 
interim zoning ordinance requires a public hearing, but the Council may actually adopt the 
moratorium or interim zoning ordinance prior to conducting the hearing.  If the Council adopts a 
moratorium or interim zoning ordinance without a public hearing, it must hold a hearing within 60 
days of adoption and adopt findings of fact justifying the action.  If either a moratorium or interim 
zoning ordinance are desired, the Council would direct staff to prepare an ordinance for 
consideration at a future Council meeting.  For interim regulations, Council direction on the nature 
of the desired regulations would be necessary. 
 

2. Initiate Specific Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code Amendments without Stopping or Limiting 
Development while the Amendments are in Process.  If the Council finds that there are significant 
problems with provisions of the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code, but not such to require a 
moratorium or interim zoning ordinance, it may direct staff and the Planning Commission to 
prepare desired changes. The Council would identify the specific issue that needs to be addressed 
and would indicate the priority and timing for undertaking this task. Until amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code are adopted, development would be allowed to proceed 
under existing policies and regulations. 
 

3. Initiate a Review of the Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan or Downtown Plan Portion of the 
Neighborhood Plan.  With this option, the Council would initiate a broad reexamination of 
Downtown Comprehensive Plan policies and zoning regulations. The Council could direct the 
Planning Commission to consider the issues presented in the petition during the review process, 
but would not direct specific changes.  This effort would essentially reprioritize the Downtown Plan 
to be the next neighborhood plan to be reviewed. 
 

4. Direct Specific Zoning Code Amendments to Clarify the Policy Intent of the Existing Comprehensive 
Plan.  Some of the public comment on recent downtown development proposals has suggested 
that downtown zoning regulations are not as clear or specific as they should be.  This option would 
amend only zoning regulations to better reflect the policy intent of the City expressed in the existing 
Comprehensive Plan. Regulations addressing topics not discussed in the Comprehensive Plan 
could also be considered for amendments.  Potential topics include: 

• Clarify the meaning of “superior retail” necessary to achieve an extra story of residential 
development. 

• Clarify the meaning of the two or three story height limit along certain streets and the 
required upper story step backs above the second or third stories. 

• Change appeals of Design Review Board decisions to be heard by the Hearing Examiner. 
• Change vesting to occur at the time of a complete building permit application rather than 

providing for a 180 day time following the Design Review Board decision for an applicant 
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to vest with a building permit. 
 

5. Organize a Community Conversation about the Downtown prior to Directing a Specific Action.  
Rather than immediately initiating a process to consider changes to the Comprehensive Plan or 
Zoning Code, the Council could first establish a process to facilitate a public discussion on the 
future of the Downtown.  This could include an opportunity both for City staff to provide information 
to the public about Downtown policies and regulations and the relationship of the Downtown Plan 
to the overall Comprehensive Plan and regional planning, as well as for community members to 
express their views about the Downtown.  Following this process, the Council could consider 
whether revisions to the Comprehensive Plan or zoning should be undertaken. If this option is 
chosen, it is recommended that the City hire a professional facilitator to manage the process. 
 

6. Affirm the Current Comprehensive Plan and Zoning.  With this option, the Council would 
acknowledge the receipt of the petition, but would not initiate any action in response.  Even if no 
change to policies or regulations is initiated, the City could undertake efforts to improve public 
information about our current plans and regulations. 

 
Issues to Consider 
 
1. What is the problem?  Prior to deciding which option to choose, it is important for the Council to 

discuss the concerns expressed by the petition and determine whether the Council agrees that 
there is a significant problem, and if so, to define it as precisely as possible.  This will help guide 
the Council in deciding the most appropriate course of action.  
 

2. If there is a problem, where is it?  The petition asks to stop all development activity throughout all 
of the Downtown.  It would be possible, however, to narrow the area of concern to only a portion of 
the Downtown or a portion of the regulations.  It is recommended that the Council review existing 
regulations for each of the Downtown zones to determine if action is required for all or only some 
of the zones and for all or only some of the regulations. 
 

3. How does the Council role in hearing appeals of Design Review Board decisions affect the 
Council’s ability to react to the petition?  Appeals of DRB decisions, such as the current appeal on 
the Bank of America project are quasi-judicial in nature and are governed by the appearance of 
fairness doctrine.  The appearance of fairness doctrine is intended to protect against actual bias, 
prejudice, improper influence, or favoritism.  The Bank of America appeal is tentatively scheduled 
to be heard by the Council on April 15, 2008.  While Council Members are normally free to 
express their opinions about general policy issues, Council Members must take care that their 
expressions of opinions about existing regulations for Downtown zones do not make it appear that 
they have prejudged a particular issue that will be coming before them in their role as quasi-judicial 
decision-makers.  This necessarily constrains what the Council can say in response to the petition.  
It is for this reason that one of the recommended options is temporarily delegating the authority to 
hear DRB appeals to the Hearing Examiner. 
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4. If the Council decides that changes to Downtown policies or regulations should be considered, to 
what extent should development projects be allowed to vest under existing regulations?  Current 
regulations allow a project to vest with the decision of the Design Review Board if a building permit 
application is submitted up to 180 days after the date of the Design Review decision. Under 
Options 2-6, above, this vesting rule would stay in place, at least during the process of revising the 
plans and regulations. With a moratorium or interim zoning ordinance, vesting could be further 
limited, for example: 

• Allow vesting only for projects approved by the DRB prior to the enactment of the 
ordinance; 

• Establish a shorter period of time within which a building permit must be submitted after 
design review approval is granted; or 

• Eliminate vesting for previous DR decisions.  Require all building permits to comply with 
the interim regulations. 

 
5. How would the feasibility of downtown redevelopment be affected if permitted building heights 

were reduced?  The 2001 Downtown Strategic Plan identified a number of “opportunity” sites 
where redevelopment was encouraged.  These were typically sites with large amounts of surface 
parking. Increasing the amount of ground floor retail was a priority, with residential identified as the 
preferred upper story use.  An analysis determined that the economic feasibility of redevelopment 
depended greatly on the number of upper stories that could be included in a project. As a result, 
the regulations for many of the downtown zones were amended to allow for an extra residential 
story if certain conditions were met. Although many of the opportunity sites have now been 
developed, several have not. Consideration should be given as to how a reduction in building 
heights would affect the potential for future redevelopment. 
 

6. What is the effect on other Planning projects?  If the Council directs staff to take immediate action 
to address Downtown issues, staff resources will need to be diverted from other projects now on 
the Planning Work Program.  The Council is scheduled to meet with the Planning Commission in a 
study session on March 4 to discuss the work program. 
 

7. What impact would amendments have on the Comprehensive Plan vision for the City and the City’s 
capacity to meet growth targets?  The Comprehensive Plan currently designates the Downtown as 
a mixed-use, pedestrian/ transit-oriented Activity Area which  is intended to accommodate a 
significant share of the City’s future growth.  Down-zoning some or all of the Downtown would have 
implications for the Comprehensive plan’s vision for the Downtown and  the City’s ability to meet 
existing and future growth targets.  Up-zoning of other areas of the City may be required to make 
up lost capacity.  The Council should also be aware that new growth targets will be assigned within 
the next two years.  Our Comprehensive Plan will need to be updated by 2011 and must provide 
sufficient land with adequate zoning to accommodate an additional increment of growth.  
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
  
From: Jon Regala, Senior Planner 
 Paul Stewart, AICP, Deputy Director 
 Eric Shields, AICP, Director 
 
Date: February 20, 2008 
 
Subject: GORDON HART PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUEST 
 TRANSMITTAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
 FILE ZON06-00019 
 

I. RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the City Council: 

A. Consider the recommendation from the Planning Commission found in Exhibit A; and 

B. Provide direction to staff in drafting an ‘Intent to Adopt’ resolution to be considered at the 
City Council’s May 20, 2008 meeting 

II. CITY COUNCIL REVIEW 

The March 4, 2008 meeting is the City Council’s opportunity to provide direction on any changes 
to the Planning Commission’s recommendation described in this memorandum.  Staff will then 
draft an ‘Intent to Adopt’ resolution, to be adopted by the Council at their May 20, 2008 meeting, 
as a place keeper for this private amendment request until a final ordinance adopting all 2007-
2008 updates to the Comprehensive Plan is presented to the City Council for consideration in 
summer 2008. 

At the City Council’s March 4, 2008 meeting, Karen Tennyson, Planning Commission Chair, will 
transmit the Planning Commission’s recommendation and staff will present an overview of the 
recommended Comprehensive Plan amendment changes related to the Gordon Hart Private 
Amendment Request.  Staff suggests that the Council consider the policy highlights listed in Exhibit 
A, the Planning Commission’s memo, and a terrain modeling video, to be presented at the 
meeting, depicting the topography on the subject property in 3-D, as a guide for their discussion on 
their recommended action.  The video was prepared by the City’s Geographic Information System 
staff.  

 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587-3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
Agenda:  New Business

Item #:  11. b.
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City Council Transmittal Memo 
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File ZON06-00019 
Page 2 
III. APPLICANT’S REQUEST 

The Hart private amendment request (PAR) consists of increasing the Comprehensive Plan 
residential density from medium density residential at 8-9 dwelling units per acre (RM 5.0 zoning 
designation) to medium-density residential at 12 dwelling units per acre (RM 3.6 zoning 
designation) to create single-family lots at a higher density.  The subject property is located at 
130xx 132nd Avenue NE (see Exhibit B). 

The private amendment request also includes revising or removing site specific development 
criteria outlined in Comprehensive Plan Policy TL-17.3 (see Exhibit C).  This Comprehensive Plan 
policy provides property specific development criteria regarding density, lot coverage limitations, 
retention of watercourses, slope stability, location of improvements, surface water runoff, and 
vehicular access.  The applicant’s primary concern is the slope and setback standard found in 
Policy TL-17.3 condition #7.  The applicant contends that these conditions prohibit reasonable 
development of the subject property.  The applicant is asking that by revising or deleting these 
conditions new development would then be subject to the same zoning standards that would be 
applied to residential development elsewhere in the City instead of being subject to the site specific 
development conditions found in the Comprehensive Plan. 

IV. PROCESS 

The private amendment request followed the Process IV procedures as established in the Zoning 
Code for amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.  The Totem Lake Neighborhood Association, 
the Kirkland Chamber of Commerce, and residents and property owners within 500 feet of the 
subject property were mailed a notice of the private amendment request.  In addition, a public 
notice sign was erected in front of the subject property.  Public notice of the hearing has been 
provided based on City code requirements.  Below is a brief timeline and summary of the private 
amendment request. 

December 1, 2004 The applicant, Gordon Hart, submitted the private amendment request 
(PAR) on December 1, 2004.  The PAR originally included the adjoining 
property to the west which is owned by the Fiorito family.  The request 
was to remove the development conditions described in Comprehensive 
Plan Policy TL-17.3, remove the greenbelt located on the Fiorito property, 
and to amend the Comprehensive Plan land use designation from 
medium density residential at 8 dwelling units per acre to medium-density 
residential at 12 dwelling units per acre in order to construct single-family 
lots at a higher density. 

February 10, 2005 The Planning Commission recommended to the City Council that 
consideration of the Hart PAR be postponed until the completion of the 
Totem Lake neighborhood zoning and design regulations update. 

March 15, 2006 The City Council conducted a threshold review of several private 
amendment requests and directed staff to begin full review of the Hart 
PAR following the completion of the Totem Lake Neighborhood zoning and 
design guidelines.  The City Council clarified that the Hart PAR 
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request be limited only to the Hart property.  The Fiorito 
property was not to be considered except to the extent portions 
of the Fiorito property may be utilized for access to the Hart 
property. 

October 2006 Mr. Hart requested to delay the review of his PAR to 2007 for personal 
reasons. 

August 23, 2007 &  
December 13, 2007 Planning Commission study sessions on the Hart PAR 
 

January 24, 2008 Planning Commission public hearing and recommendation on the Hart 
PAR 

The Planning Commission packets for the study sessions and public hearing can be found at the 
following link:   

http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/Planning/Planning_Commission.htm 

The Planning Commission minutes for the study sessions and public hearing can be found at the 
following link: 

http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/Planning/Planning_Commission/Planning_Commission_Me
etings_Online.htm 

V. PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

At their January 24, 2008 public hearing, the Planning Commission did not recommend approval 
of the applicant’s request to remove the 100-foot buffer along the north property line and their 
request to increase the residential density.  The Planning Commission determined that the steep 
slopes and development limitations imposed by the wetlands on the site, as well as vehicular 
access concerns, preclude supporting additional density.  Also, maintaining the 100-foot buffer 
preserves the public greenway discussed in the neighborhood plan and is consistent with other 
policies that seek to protect steep slopes.   

To help a developer achieve most if not all of their allowed density, the Planning Commission 
recommended that stacked units should be permitted at the southern end of the site and that 
additional height be allowed if affordable housing is provided. Therefore, the majority of the 
Planning Commission members (6 in favor and 1 opposed) recommended approval of the 
Comprehensive Plan conditions summarized as follows: 

• Development should be subject to the City’s Process IIA zoning permit review process.  This 
process allows for public oral and written testimony with discretionary approval to be made by 
the Hearing Examiner. 

• Stacked units may be permitted on the subject property.   

• The condition limiting development northward no more than 150 feet into any slope in excess 
of 15 percent should be removed. 
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• The condition requiring a hold harmless covenant with the City should be removed since the 
Kirkland Zoning Code has very specific requirements in regards to hold harmless covenants 
and environmentally sensitive areas. 

• An increase in height to 5 stories should be allowed if at least 10% of the units provided are 
affordable units 

See also Exhibit A for the Planning Commission recommendation memo.  The Planning 
Commission’s recommended changes to the Comprehensive Plan text can be found in Exhibit C.  
The Planning Commission’s recommended changes to the Zoning Code, reflecting the 
Comprehensive Plan text changes can be found in Exhibit D.  The Zoning Code section in which 
the proposed changes will be located will be clarified with the adopting ordinance. 

BACKGROUND ON DENSITY DISCUSSION 

The subject property is large but is constrained by sensitive areas.  According to the King County 
Assessors Office, the Hart property is 162,914 square feet or 3.74 acres.  The subject property is 
vacant and contains naturally occurring vegetation.  The slopes on the subject property are in 
excess of 46% (see Exhibit E) and have been identified as being located in a high landslide hazard 
area on the City of Kirkland’s sensitive areas maps.  Exhibit F contains several still shots of the 
subject property taken from a terrain modeling video prepared by the City’s Geographic 
Information System (GIS) Staff which depicts the steep slopes on the subject property.     

The subject property also contains a Type II wetland which requires 75-foot buffers and an off-site 
Class C stream which requires 35-foot buffers (see Exhibit G).  The wetland and buffers are located 
on the western half of the property.  Based on an estimate by staff, the wetland and its buffers 
encompass approximately 59% of the subject property.  A survey of the wetland and stream 
flagging has not been provided by the applicant. 

Staff has been able to estimate the development potential of the subject property based on the 
preliminary sketch provided by The Watershed Company.  Staff has estimated the size of the 
sensitive area, its buffer, and the dry land area as follows: 

 Estimated Size * 

Wetland Area 24,846 square feet 

Wetland and Stream Buffer Area 71,587 square feet 

Dry Land Area 66,481 square feet 

Total Property Size 162,914 square feet 

* This information is very preliminary and is subject to change based on a future survey of the sensitive 
area 

Using the formula in KZC 90.35 which determines the maximum residential unit potential given 
the size of the sensitive area and their buffers, the approximated maximum development potential 
for the subject property is shown in the following chart. 
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 Maximum # Residential Units allowed* 

RM 5.0 (existing zoning) 21 residential units 

RM 3.6 (proposed zoning) 30 residential units 

* The results of the calculations above do not take into account any vehicular access easements or 
right-of-way dedication that may be required through the subdivision process, areas of parking or 
driveway access, or other factors such as site and building constraints that may reduce the number 
of units allowed on the subject property. 

Staff was able to approximate the location of the buildable area on the subject property using The 
Watershed Company’s wetland sketch as the base map.  Staff created an overlay of the required 
75-foot wetland buffer, 35-foot stream buffer, property line setbacks, and required Comprehensive 
Plan standards (see Exhibit H).  Below is a chart which approximates the size of the building area 
given the various standards. 

Scenario Approximate Size of Buildable Area 

Existing Standards (100’ setback from north 
property line and 150’ slope restriction) 

18,362 square feet 

Removal of 100’ setback from north property line 
and 150’ slope restriction and assuming 15’ north 
property line setback (largest landscape buffer 
required by KZC) and standard setbacks. 

45,810 square feet 

 

BACKGROUND ON 100-FOOT BUFFER DISCUSSION 

Staff had recommended deleting the conditions requiring a 100-foot buffer from the north property 
line and limiting development 150 feet into the slope.  Research has shown that the 100-foot 
buffer was a condition of industrial/commercial land use on the subject property as part of 
approval of a 1982 private amendment request.  Below is a brief summary of the land use history 
of the subject property: 

September 2, 1980 The subject property was annexed into the City of Kirkland (Ordinance 
2545).  King County land use, in the Northshore Plan, designated the 
southern portion of the subject property as ip - industrial park, and the 
northern portion of the subject property o - open space/cemeteries. 

However, King County zoning for the subject property was G - general, this 
allowed for agricultural and residential uses at a maximum density of one 
dwelling unit per 35,000 square feet of lot area.  When annexed, the City 
of Kirkland adopted the RS 35 zone for the subject property which was 
similar to the County’s zoning and a land use designation of LR – Low 
Density Residential. 

April 19, 1982 The City Council approved a Comprehensive Plan amendment that 
changed the land use of the subject property from Low Density Residential 
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to Industrial (Ordinance 2661) at the request of the property owner 
(Gordon Hart).  Various development standards, including the 100-foot 
buffer requirement were added to the Comprehensive Plan to protect the 
environmental features of the hillside and buffer industrial uses from the 
single-family residences located north of the subject property. 

July 11, 1995 The City Council approved a Comprehensive Plan amendment, as 
requested by the property owner (Gordon Hart) that changed the land use 
of the subject property from Industrial to Medium-Density Residential 
(Ordinance 3481).  No changes were made to the 100-foot buffer 
requirement and remain unchanged to this day. 

If the 100-foot setback language were to be removed as a condition of the subject property, 
existing City regulations would then apply to new development on the subject property.  KZC 
Chapter 85 contains regulations that address building on hazardous slopes while KZC Chapter 95 
contains regulations for landscape buffers when building next to single-family residences.  In 
addition, the RM zoning standards contain minimum side yard setback requirements and 
horizontal façade regulations which mitigate development from the single-family uses. 

However, to retain the public greenway described in Policy TL-16.1 the Planning Commission 
recommended maintaining the 100-foot buffer currently required along the north property line.  By 
preserving the 100-foot buffer, the Planning Commission drew support from existing 
Comprehensive Plan policies that protects steep slopes, maintains vegetation on steep slopes, and 
requires development to conform to the natural constraints of the site, as well as to maintain policy 
that has been in place for 25 years.  Exhibit I contains the policies that support the Planning 
Commission’s recommendation. 

In addition, by incorporating new conditions that allow stacked units and a significant increase in 
height if affordable housing is provided, the Planning Commission determined that the residential 
density allowed under existing regulations could be realistically achieved by a developer while still 
protecting the steep slopes and preserving the public greenway described in Policy TL-16.1 (see 
Exhibit I).   

VI. PUBLIC COMMENT 

The Planning Commission held two study sessions leading up to the January 24, 2008 public 
hearing.  Neighboring residents provided input either in letter format or spoke at the study sessions 
and public hearing, expressing their concerns about the proposed private amendment request.  
The co-applicant and co-owner of the subject property spoke at the study sessions and public 
hearing in support of the private amendment request primarily stating that the 100-foot buffer is no 
longer appropriate given the residential zoning on the subject property. 

 

The public’s concerns are summarized as follows: 

• The zoning should remain as is since it does not appear that the subject property can 
accommodate additional density 
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• Development plans should be provided for the subject property based on the proposed 
changes in order to understand the impacts and development potential of the applicant’s 
request 

• The Zoning Code criteria for private amendment requests will not be met if the applicant’s 
request is approved 

• The 100’ buffer should remain since it supported by Comprehensive Plan policies regarding 
preserving open space, wildlife habitat, and scenic vistas 

• Clustered housing at the base of the hillside is potentially feasible 

• Steep slopes should be protected and slope stability and erosion concerns should be 
addressed 

• Additional Comprehensive Plan policies should be considered regarding preservation of 
habitat, open space, and scenic vistas 

• The 100’ buffer along the north property line should remain 

• The spirit of the Comprehensive Plan should be maintained 

• The subject property still has buildable areas without any changes 

• The public greenway should be preserved across the subject property 

• Concerns regarding traffic safety and access 

The letters received from the public throughout this process and considered by the Planning 
Commission can be found in Exhibit J. 

VII. PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUEST CRITERIA 

Certain criteria found in the Zoning Code must be considered when reviewing a private amendment 
request. 

A. Factors for Consideration:  KCZ 140.25 establishes that the City must take into 
consideration, but is not limited to, certain factors when considering a Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment.  Below is a list of the criteria followed by staff analysis. 

1. The effect upon the physical, natural, economic, and/or social environment. 

 Approval of the request will result in changes to the natural environment since the 
subject property is currently undeveloped.  The majority of the subject property 
(approximately 60%) will be preserved in its natural state due to KZC requirements 
for protecting wetlands and their buffers.  For the physical environment, approval 
of the request may result in up to 30 residential units depending on the site 
constraints, development standards, and access issues.  Approval of the request 
would not adversely impact the economic or social environments.  

2. The compatibility with and impact on adjacent land uses and surrounding 
neighborhoods. 
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 Approval of the applicant’s request would result in a medium density designation 
and a clustered residential development given the location of the sensitive areas 
on the subject property.  There is no proposed change in the land use 
designations from what exists today.  If the Comprehensive Plan conditions are 
defaulted to the Zoning Code regulations, the subject property will be held to the 
same standards that multi-family residential uses are held to when adjoining other 
single-family zones in the City. 

3. The adequacy of and impact on public facilities and services, including utilities, 
roads, public transportation, parks, recreation and schools. 

 Existing public facilities are adequate to serve the existing RM 5.0 zone and the 
proposed RM 3.6 zone.  The site is accessed by a major arterial (132nd Avenue 
NE) and is near transit routes on 132nd Avenue NE, NE 132nd Street, and NE 124th 
Street.  Public utilities exist through the area.  The extension of utilities on-site 
would be the responsibility of the future developer.  The site is near several 
schools and parks located to the north in the City’s potential annexation area. 

4. The quantity and location of land planned for the proposed land use type and 
density. 

 According to the 2007 King County Buildable Lands report, the City had, as of 
2006, land capacity for 4,761 new units throughout the City with much of this 
future growth to occur in the Totem Lake area.  The City has enough land capacity 
to meet 2012-2022 housing targets. 

According to the City’s Community Profile, as of 2003, the Totem Lake 
Neighborhood had 33 single-family homes, 1,855 multi-family units, and a 
capacity for 1,805 residential units.  Of the 620 acres in the Totem Lake 
Neighborhood, only 117 acres contain residential uses.  The average residential 
density in the Totem Lake Neighborhood is 15 units per acre with an estimated 
population of 3,073 people (based on January 2004 King County Assessor’s 
data). 

5. The effect upon other aspects of the Comprehensive Plan. 

If the land use designation for this site is changed, the text on pages XV.H-22 and 
Comprehensive Plan neighborhood land use map would need to be changed.  
Other aspects of the Comprehensive Plan are expected to be unaffected.  

B. Criteria for Amending the Comprehensive Plan:  KZC 140.30 establishes the 
criteria by which a Comprehensive Plan Amendment must be evaluated.  These criteria 
and the relationship of the proposal to them are as follows: 

1. The amendments must be consistent with the Growth Management Act. 

The amendment is consistent with the following Growth Management Act, 
including the following planning goals (RCW 36.70A.020): 
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 Urban Growth:  Encourage development in urban areas where adequate 
public facilities and services exist or can be provided in an efficient 
manner. 

 Reduce Sprawl:  Reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped 
land into sprawling, low-density development.  

 Housing:  Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic 
segments of the population of this state, promote a variety of residential 
densities and housing types, and encourage preservation of existing 
housing stock. 

 Open Space and Recreation:  Retain open space, enhance recreational 
opportunities, conserve fish and wildlife habitat, increase access to 
natural resource lands and water, and develop parks and recreation 
facilities. 

 Environment. Protect the environment and enhance the state's high 
quality of life, including air and water quality, and the availability of water. 

It is also consistent with the directive of the Growth Management Act that each 
comprehensive land use plan is subject to continuing evaluation and review by the 
city. 

2. The amendments must be consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies. 

The amendment is supported by the following Countywide Planning Policies on 
Land Use: 

 Policy LU-26 states that land within Urban Growth Areas shall be 
characterized by urban development. 

 Policy LU-66 calls for an efficient use of land within the Urban Growth 
Area and a mix of housing types. 

 Policy LU-69 encourages infill development. 
 Policy FW-24 states that all jurisdictions shall support the County’s 

existing diversity of places to live, work and recreate and the ethnic 
diversity of our communities. The Countywide development pattern shall 
include sufficient supply of quality places for housing, employment, 
education, recreation, and open space and the provision of community 
and social services. 

The amendment is not in conflict with the following Countywide Planning Policies 
on Fish and Wildlife and Geologic Hazard Areas, provided that the City’s 
environmental regulations are applied to future development: 

 Policy CA-9:  Natural drainage system, including associated riparian and 
shoreline habitat, shall be maintained and enhanced to protect water 
quality, reduce public costs, protect fish and wildlife habitat, and prevent 
environmental degradation.   

 Policy CA-13:  All jurisdictions shall regulate development on certain lands 
to protect public health, property, important ecological and hydro-geologic 
functions, and environmental quality, and to reduce public costs.  
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Regulations shall include, at a minimum, provisions for vegetation 
retention, seasonal clearing and grading limits, setbacks, and drainage 
and erosion controls. 

3. The amendments must not be in conflict with other goals, policies, and provisions 
of the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan. 

The Natural Environment Element of the Comprehensive Plan contains the 
following goals and policies to protect the sensitive areas: 

 Goal NE-1: Protect natural systems and features from the potentially 
negative impacts of human activities, including, but not limited to, land 
development. 

 Policy NE-1.6: Strive to minimize human impacts on habitat areas. 
 Policy NE-2.2: Protect surface water functions by preserving and 

enhancing natural drainage systems wherever possible.  

The Totem Lake Neighborhood Plan of the Comprehensive Plan contains the 
following goals and policies to protect sensitive areas, existing vegetation, and 
transition between uses: 

 Policy TL-16.1:  Create a public greenway as shown in Figure TL-6. 

 Policy TL-16.3:  In natural areas of the greenway, maintain the natural 
vegetation to the greatest extent possible. 

 Goal TL-17: Protect potentially hazardous areas, such as landslide, 
seismic and flood areas, through limitations on development and 
maintenance of existing vegetation.  

 Policy TL-17.1:  Maintain existing vegetation in high or moderate landslide 
areas. 

 Policy TL-17.2: Require slope stability analyses in high or moderate 
landslide areas and regulate development to minimize damage to life and 
property. 

 Policy TL-17.3:  Restrict development in identified landslide hazard areas 
to ensure public safety and conformity with natural constraints. 

 Goal TL-25:  Provide effective transitions between the industrial, 
commercial and higher density multi-family uses in the neighborhood and 
single-family residential areas surrounding the neighborhood.  

 Policy TL-25.1:  Provide for site and building development requirements 
and other regulations that address transition areas to protect nearby 
residential neighborhoods. 

The Land Use Element contains the following goals and policies that support 
additional housing units in residential neighborhoods while protecting the quality of 
the neighborhoods and the sensitive areas: 

 Goal LU-2: Promote a compact land use pattern in Kirkland. 
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 Goal LU-4: Protect and enhance the character, quality, and function of 
existing residential neighborhoods while accommodating the City’s 
growth. 

The Comprehensive Plan will be internally consistent.  If the request is approved, 
the amendments will not be in conflict with The Natural Environment and Land 
Use goals, policies or provisions of the Comprehensive Plan, provided that an 
adequate wetland buffer is provided between development and the sensitive area 
and recommendations of a geotechnical report are followed. 

4. The amendments will result in long-term benefits to the community as a whole, 
and is in the best interest of the community. 

If the request is approved, the amendments will provide the long-term community 
benefit of allowing for additional residential units without eroding the general land 
use patterns of the surrounding neighborhood.  The study area can physically 
accommodate residential units with reduced impacts to the surrounding uses 
provided that the sensitive area buffers are maintained and that adverse impacts 
as a result of building on the steep slopes are avoided. The request serves the 
community’s interest in the efficient use of land while protecting it from the 
impacts that growth can bring. 

VIII. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

An EIS Addendum was issued on January 17, 2008 for the Gordon Hart Private Amendment 
Request and is available for viewing in the formal file located in the Planning Department, file 
ZON06-00019.  According to SEPA rules, an EIS addendum provides additional analysis and/or 
information about a proposal or alternatives where their significant environmental impacts have 
been disclosed and identified in a previous environmental document.  An addendum is appropriate 
when the impacts of the new proposal are the same general types as those identified in the prior 
document, and when the new analysis does not substantially change the analysis of significant 
impacts and alternatives in the prior environmental document.  The issued EIS Addendum fulfills 
the environmental requirements for the proposed changes.   

IX. EXHIBITS 

A. Planning Commission Recommendation 
B. Vicinity Map 
C. Revised Comprehensive Plan Text 
D. Revised Zoning Language 
E. Topographic Map 
F. Terrain Modeling Still Shots 
G. Watershed Company Sensitive Areas Map 
H. Staff Buildable Areas Map 
I. Comprehensive Plan Policies 
J. Public Comment Letters 
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CC: Gordon Hart, 3 -168th Avenue NE, Bellevue, WA  98008 
 Bill Kost, 328 – 37th Street NW #A, Auburn, WA  98001 
 Planning Commission 
 Totem Lake Neighborhood Association 
 Kirkland Chamber of Commerce 
 File:  ZON06-00019 
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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: City Council 
  
From: Planning Commission 
 Karen Tennyson, Chair 
 
Date: February 20, 2008 
 
Subject: PLANNNG COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
 GORDON HART PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUEST 
 FILE ZON06-00019 
 

I. INTRODUCTION

We are pleased to submit the recommendation on the Gordon Hart Private Amendment Request 
(PAR).  The Hart PAR consists of increasing the Comprehensive Plan residential density from 
medium density at 8-9 dwelling units per acre to medium-density at 12 dwelling units per acre to 
create single-family lots at a higher density. 

The private amendment request also includes revising or removing site specific development 
criteria outlined in Comprehensive Plan Policy TL-17.3.  This Comprehensive Plan policy provides 
property specific development criteria regarding density, lot coverage limitations, retention of 
watercourses, slope stability, location of improvements, surface water runoff, and vehicular access.  
The applicant’s primary concern is the slope and setback standard found in Policy TL-17.3, 
condition #7.  The applicant contends that these conditions prohibit reasonable development of the 
subject property given the location of existing wetlands and stream. 

II. RECOMMENDATION ON GORDON HART PRIVATE AMENDMENT REQUEST

The Planning Commission recommends that Comprehensive Plan Policy 17.3 on pages XV.H-21 
and 22 be changed to reflect the following items:   

• Clarify that development should be subject to the City’s Process IIA process.  This process 
allows for public oral and written testimony with discretionary approval to be made by the 
Hearing Examiner. 

• Stacked units may be permitted on the subject property.   

• The condition limiting development northward no more than 150 feet into any slope in excess 
of 15 percent should be removed since the Zoning Code contains already contains regulations 
when building on steep slopes.  Also, by removing this condition, a developer should be able to 
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realize most, if not all of their allowed density at the southern end of the subject property while 
preserving the 100-foot buffer along the north property line. 

• The condition requiring a hold harmless covenant with the City should be removed.  The 
Kirkland Zoning Code has very specific requirements in regards to hold harmless covenants 
and environmentally sensitive areas. 

• An increase in height to 5 stories should be allowed if at least 10% of the units provided are 
affordable units. 

In addition, the Planning Commission recommends revising the Zoning Code text for the RM 5.0 
(1) to reflect the above changes.  In making their recommendations, the Planning Commission 
considered the criteria found in Kirkland Zoning Code Sections 140.25 and 140.30 with which the 
Comprehensive Plan amendment must be evaluated.  No other changes to the Zoning Map or 
Comprehensive Plan maps are recommended as part of this private amendment request. 

III. POLICY HIGHLIGHTS

The Planning Commission discussed at length the various issues related to this private 
amendment request.  The history of the subject property, as well as issues involving wetlands, 
steep slopes, vehicular access, density, and land use compatibility all contributed to the complexity 
of the discussions.  After careful deliberation, the Planning Commission did not recommend 
approval of the applicant’s requests to increase the residential density and to eliminate the 100’ 
buffer along the north property line for several reasons. 

In terms of density, the buildable area of the site is very limited due to the existing environmental 
and physical constraints.  The site is constrained to the west by a wetland and its buffer and 
constrained to the east by very steep slopes.  The Planning Commission questioned if the current 
density can even be achieved given the site constraints and development conditions, let alone an 
increase in density. 

The Comprehensive Plan does not contain policies which support an increase in residential density 
on the subject property.  However, by removing the 150-foot slope limitation, allowing additional 
height if affordable housing is proposed, and allowing stacked units, it appears that a developer 
should be able to realize most if not all of the property’s density potential.  The Planning 
Commission would like to clarify that without a survey of the wetlands on the subject property and 
formalized development plans it is unclear as to the actual number of residential units the subject 
property can support at this time.  Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter 85 contains regulations that 
apply to building on steep slopes.  New development on the subject property will be required to 
meet the standards in this code section. 

To preserve the public greenway described in Policy TL-16.1 the Planning Commission also 
recommends maintaining the 100-foot buffer currently required along the north property line.  
Preserving the 100-foot buffer will further reinforce policies that seek to protect the steep slopes, 
maintain vegetation on the steep slopes, and restrict development that conforms to the natural 
constraints of the site, as well as to maintain a policy that has been in place for 25 years.   
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IV. PUBLIC COMMENT

The Planning Commission held two study session leading up to the January 24, 2008 public 
hearing.  At the public hearing, the co-applicant and co-owner of the subject property, William Kost, 
spoke in support of the private amendment request.  Mr. Kost felt that the private amendment 
request will eventually result in a project compatible to the single-family residences to the north.  
Mr. Kost also expressed that the existing Comprehensive Plan requirement for a 100’ buffer along 
the north property line should no longer apply since it was a result of industrial uses originally 
being allowed on the subject property in the early 1980’s.  Mr. Kost also reiterated that their 
proposal to construct single family residences at a higher density should be subject to the same 
setbacks and geotechnical requirements that would be applied to other residential projects in the 
City of Kirkland. 

Also at the public hearing, several citizens expressed their concern regarding the applicant’s 
private amendment request.  In their deliberation, the Planning Commission considered the 
public’s concerns which are summarized as follows: 

• The zoning should remain as is since it does not appear that the subject property can 
accommodate additional density 

• Steep slopes should be protected 

• Additional Comprehensive Plan policies should be considered regarding preservation of 
habitat, open space, and scenic vistas 

• The 100’ buffer along the north property line should remain 

• The spirit of the Comprehensive Plan should be maintained 

• The subject property still has buildable areas without any changes 

• The public greenway should be preserved across the subject property 

• The subject property should be viewed in the context of the region 

• An updated geotech report is needed to address slope stability and erosion concerns 

• Concerns regarding traffic safety and access 
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Policy TL-17.3: 
Restrict development in identified landslide hazard areas to ensure public safety and conformity with natural 
constraints. 
 
High ground water with soft soil conditions in the low-lying parts of the neighborhood may limit or require special 
measures for development. The presence of loose saturated soils increases the risk for differential settlement and 
seismically induced soil liquefaction. In these areas, development must demonstrate methods to prevent the 
settlement of structures and utility systems and to withstand seismic events. 
 
The steep, heavily vegetated hillside in the northeastern portion of the neighborhood lies within an identified high 
landslide area (see Figures TL-5 and TL-11, District TL 9). Although a range of office, industrial or multifamily uses are 
permitted in the southern portion of the hillside north of NE 126th Place, this development and all development on the 
hillside is subject to the following conditions: 
 
(1) Development should be subject to public review and discretionary approval through the City’s Process IIA process. 
 
(2) The base density for residential development on the slope should be eight dwelling units per acre. 
 
(3) Lot coverage for development should be lower than that allowed for the less environmentally sensitive properties to 
the south, to enable the preservation of vegetation and watercourses on the site. 
 
(4) Vegetative cover should be maintained to the maximum extent possible. Clustering of structures may be required to 
preserve significant groupings of trees.  
 
(5) Watercourses should be retained in a natural state.  
 
(6) Development should only be permitted if an analysis is presented that concludes that the slope will be stable. The 
analysis should indicate the ability of the slope and adjacent areas to withstand development, the best locations for 
development, and specific structural designs and construction techniques necessary to ensure long-term stability. 
 
(7) The hillside with the steepest slopes should be left undisturbed in a natural condition and retained as permanent 
natural open space through the creation of a greenbelt easement or the dedication of air rights. In order to provide 
property owners with reasonable development potential, some developmentstacked units may be permitted on the 
southern, lower portion of the hillside. In no case should such development or associated land surface modification 
extend northward more than 150 feet into any slope in excess of 15 percent, nor  no closer than 100 feet to existing 
single-family residential development north of the slope.   
 
(8) (7) Any part of the hillside which is retained as permanent natural open space, but which has been previously 
altered from its natural state, or which is so altered as a result of soils testing or watercourse rehabilitation, should be 
returned to its natural condition. 
 
(9) (8) Surface water runoff should be maintained at predevelopment levels.  
 
(10) The developer should indemnify and hold harmless the City by a covenant running with the land in a form 
approved by the City Attorney. 
 
(11) (9) Vehicular access should be from south of the slope. If necessary, access may be from 132nd Avenue NE, 
provided that such access is limited to one point and meets other City standards.   
 
(10) A total of 5 stories measured above an average building elevation is allowed if at least 10% of the units provided 
are affordable units. 
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The following zoning code language is recommended to be added to the Zoning Code.  
As part of the adopting ordinance, staff will finalize it’s location in the TL 9 zoning chart. 
 
 New development on the parcel located in the northeast corner of the Totem Lake 

Neighborhood at 130xx 132nd Avenue NE and having parcel number 282605-9004 
shall be reviewed through Process IIA KZC Chapter 150 and shall be subject to the 
following standards: 

 
a) The base density for residential development on the slope is eight dwelling 

units per acre. 
 

b) Lot coverage for development shall be lower than that allowed for the less 
environmentally sensitive properties to the south, to enable the preservation of 
vegetation and watercourses on the site. 

 
c) Vegetative cover shall be maintained to the maximum extent possible. 

Clustering of structures may be required to preserve significant groupings of 
trees.  

 
d) Watercourses shall be retained in a natural state.  

 
e) Development shall only be permitted if an analysis is presented that concludes 

that the slope will be stable. The analysis shall indicate the ability of the slope 
and adjacent areas to withstand development, the best locations for 
development, and specific structural designs and construction techniques 
necessary to ensure long-term stability. 

 
f) The hillside with the steepest slopes shall be left undisturbed in a natural 

condition and retained as permanent natural open space through the creation 
of a greenbelt easement or the dedication of air rights. 

 
g) In order to provide property owners with reasonable development potential, 

stacked units is permitted on the southern, lower portion of the hillside. In no 
case shall such development or associated land surface modification extend  
no closer than 100 feet to existing single-family residential development north 
of the subject property.   

 
h) Any part of the hillside which is retained as permanent natural open space, but 

which has been previously altered from its natural state, or which is so altered 
as a result of soils testing or watercourse rehabilitation shall be returned to its 
natural condition. 
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i) Surface water runoff shall be maintained at predevelopment levels.  
 

j) Vehicular access shall be from south of the slope. If necessary, access may be 
from 132nd Avenue NE, provided that such access is limited to one point and 
meets other City standards.   

 
k) The maximum building height may be increased to 50’ above average 

building elevation if at least 10 percent of the units provided in new 
residential developments of 10 units or greater are affordable housing units, as 
defined in Chapter 5 KZC. The number of affordable housing units is 
determined by rounding up to the next whole number (unit) if the fraction of 
the whole number is at least 0.66. An agreement in a form approved by the 
City must be recorded with the King County Department of Records and 
Elections to stipulate conditions under which required affordable housing 
units will remain as affordable housing units for the life of the project for 
rental units, and at least 30 years from the date of initial owner occupancy for 
ownership units. 
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Approx. 18,362 sq.ft.

BUILDABLE AREA
GIVEN COMP PLAN CONDITIONS AND
SENSITIVE AREA BUFFERS
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BUILDABLE AREA GIVEN SENSITIVE AREA
BUFFERS AND GENERAL ZONING
REQUIREMENTS

Approx. 44,310 sq.ft.
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Policy TL-16.1: 
Create a public greenway as shown in Figure TL-6. 

In the Totem Lake Neighborhood, a new public greenway should extend from the steep slope in 
the eastern portion of the neighborhood, through Totem Lake and the Juanita Creek corridor to the 
western edge of the neighborhood (see Figure TL-6 below). 

EXHIBIT I
ZON06-00019

Gordon Hart
Property
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Policy TL-16.3: 
In natural areas of the greenway, maintain the natural vegetation to the greatest extent possible. 

Within the natural areas of the greenway, natural vegetation should be maintained to the greatest 
extent possible. This may include management to replace invasive non-native plants with native 
vegetation. This will enhance the overall habitat and stormwater control function of these areas. 

Goal TL-17: Protect potentially hazardous areas, such as landslide, seismic and flood 
areas, through limitations on development and maintenance of existing vegetation. 

Policy TL-17.1: 
Maintain existing vegetation in high or moderate landslide areas. 

In all landslide areas, most of the existing vegetation should be preserved in order to help stabilize 
the slopes as well as maintain natural drainage patterns. In particular, areas with significant 
existing vegetation, such as the wooded ridge along NE 116th Street (District TL 10B on Figure TL-
11), and the hillside northeast of Totem Lake (District TL 9), should retain vegetative cover to the 
maximum extent possible. 

Policy TL-17.2: 
Require slope stability analyses in high or moderate landslide areas and regulate development to 
minimize damage to life and property. 

Construction on or adjacent to landslide hazard areas may cause or be subject to erosion, 
drainage or other related problems. Therefore, a slope stability analysis is required prior to 
development. Development should be regulated on these slopes to minimize damage to life and 
property. 

Policy TL-17.3: 
Restrict development in identified landslide hazard areas to ensure public safety and conformity 
with natural constraints. 
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Goal TL-25: Provide effective transitions between the industrial, commercial and 
higher density multi-family uses in the neighborhood and single-family residential 
areas surrounding the neighborhood. 

Policy TL-25.1: 
Provide for site and building development requirements and other regulations that address 
transition areas to protect nearby residential neighborhoods. 

Where commercial development adjoins established residential areas, the commercial use should 
incorporate site and building design features to soften its visual and physical impact and ensure 
that it is a positive element to the nearby residential neighborhood. 

Techniques used could include limits on height, building bulk and placement, and lighting; 
setbacks of taller buildings away from residential neighborhoods; requirements for landscaping; 
noise control and other appropriate measures. Transitional regulations should include provisions 
for greenbelts, buffers or other site and building design features that will ensure a compatible 
relationship between commercial and residential development. 
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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 
 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
  
From: Jon Regala, Senior Planner 
 Paul Stewart, AICP, Deputy Director 
 Eric Shields, AICP, Director 
 
Date: February 20, 2008 
 
Subject: TL9 ZONING IMPLEMENTATION 
 TRANSMITTAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
 FILE ZON07-00023 
 

I. RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council: 

A. Consider the recommendation from the Planning Commission found in Exhibit A; and 

B. Provide direction to staff in drafting an ‘Intent to Adopt’ resolution to be considered at the 
City Council’s May 20, 2008 meeting 

II. CITY COUNCIL REVIEW

The March 4, 2008 meeting is the City Council’s opportunity to provide direction on any changes 
to the Planning Commission’s recommendation described in this memorandum.  Staff will then 
draft an ‘Intent to Adopt’ resolution, to be adopted by the Council at their May 20, 2008 meeting, 
as a place keeper for this private amendment request until a final ordinance adopting all 2007-
2008 updates to the Comprehensive Plan is presented to the City Council for consideration in 
summer 2008. 

At the City Council’s March 4, 2008 meeting, Karen Tennyson, Planning Commission Chair, will 
transmit the Planning Commission’s recommendation and staff will present an overview of the 
recommended Zoning Code changes implementing the TL 9 zoning district.  Staff suggests that the 
Council consider the policy highlights listed in Exhibit A, the Planning Commission’s memo, as a 
guide for their discussion on their recommended action. 

 

 

 

Council Meeting:  03/04/2008
Agenda:  New Business

Item #:  11. c.
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III. CITY INITIATED LEGISLATIVE REZONE PROPOSAL 

The Totem Lake Neighborhood Plan update was approved in January 2002.  Since then the City 
has been implementing the new TL zoning regulations based on the adopted TL Planning District 
policies in the Neighborhood Plan.  All of the TL zoning charts have been completed except for the 
TL 9 zone.  The final phase of implementation will be complete with the adoption of the TL 9 
zoning regulations which will reflect the light industrial preservation policies found in the TL 9 
Planning District.  The TL 9 Planning District is generally bordered on the west by Totem Lake, on 
the south by the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad, to the east by 132nd Avenue NE, and to the 
north by unincorporated King County (see Exhibit B). 

IV. PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Planning Commission unanimously recommended approval of the proposed TL 9 zoning 
changes as recommended by staff (see Exhibit A).  The purpose of the zoning implementation 
project is to create a new zoning district based on Policy TL-3.5 and the Totem Lake Land use 
Matrix (see Exhibit A).  It also allowed the City to fix a discrepancy with the lower half of the Fiorito 
property which currently has a residential zoning designation - RM 5.0 (1).  Incorporating the lower 
half of the Fiorito property into the new TL 9 zoning district will make it consistent with its existing 
light industrial Comprehensive Plan land use designation (see Exhibit C).  The Totem Lake 
Neighborhood Plan does not contain other guidance for changes to land use or regulations for 
properties in TL 9 Planning District. 

To reflect the Planning Commission’s recommended changes, Exhibit D has been revised to reflect 
the new TL 9 zoning based on the LIT zoning chart.  These changes include: 

• Removing uses and regulations that do not apply to the TL 9 Planning District 

• Removing design review as a required review process in the TL 9 Planning District (applies 
to the LIT zone in the NE 85th Street Subarea) 

• Removing the story limitation in regards to building height 

• Deleting the fast food and restaurant use listing 

• Deleting the ‘Hazardous Waste Treatment and Storage Facilities’ use listing 

• Under the ‘Vehicle or Boat repair, services, or washing’ use listing, add ‘storage’ to the use 
listing to be consistent with the recently approved Miscellaneous Zoning Code 
Amendments project 

V. PROCESS 

The TL 9 zoning implementation project is a legislative rezone and followed the Process IV 
procedures as established in the Zoning Code.  The Totem Lake Neighborhood Association, the 
Kirkland Chamber of Commerce, and residents and property owners within 500 feet of the TL 9 
Planning District were mailed a notice of the rezone proposal.  In addition, several public notice 
sign were erected within the planning district along major streets.  Public notice of the hearing has 
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been provided based on City code requirements.  Below is a brief timeline and summary of the TL 
9 zoning implementation project: 

August 23, 2007 &  
December 13, 2007 Planning Commission study sessions on the TL 9 zoning implementation 

project 
 

January 24, 2008 Planning Commission public hearing and recommendation on the TL 9 
zoning implementation project 

The Planning Commission packets for the study sessions and public hearing can be found at the 
following link:   

http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/Planning/Planning_Commission.htm

The Planning Commission minutes for the study sessions and public hearing can be found at the 
following link: 

http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/Planning/Planning_Commission/Planning_Commission_Me
etings_Online.htm

VI. PUBLIC COMMENT 

The Planning Commission held two study sessions leading up to the January 24, 2008 public 
hearing.  Neighboring residents provided input either in letter format or spoke at the study sessions 
and public hearing, expressing their concerns and/or support regarding the proposed zoning 
changes.  The only letter received disagreed with staff’s recommendations to the Planning 
Commission and asked that the legislative rezone criteria be part of the decision making process 
(see Exhibit E). 

At the Planning Commission public hearing, one person spoke in support of the rezone citing that 
the rezone preserves light industrial uses in the Totem Lake Neighborhood. 

VII. LEGISLATIVE REZONE CRITERIA 

Certain criteria found in the Zoning Code must be considered when reviewing a legislative rezone.  
KZC 130.20 and KZC 135.25 establish the criteria by which a legislative rezone and Zoning Code 
text amendment must be evaluated.  These criteria and the relationship of the proposal to them 
are as follows: 

 KZC 130.20 Legislative Rezones – Criteria 

The City may decide to approve a proposal to rezone land only if it finds that: 
1. The proposal is consistent with the applicable provisions of the Comprehensive 

Plan; and  
2. The proposal bears a substantial relation to public health, safety, or welfare; and 
3. The proposal is in the best interest of the residents of Kirkland. 

KZC 135.25 Criteria for Amending the Text of the Zoning Code 
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The City may amend the text of this code only if it finds that: 
1. The proposed amendment is consistent with the applicable provisions of the 

Comprehensive Plan; and  
2. The proposed amendment bears a substantial relation to public health, safety, or 

welfare; and 
3. The proposed amendment is in the best interest of the residents of Kirkland. 

The TL 9 zoning implementation project revises the existing LIT regulations to be consistent with 
Comprehensive Plan policies established with the 2002 Totem Lake Neighborhood Plan update.  
Since the 2002 adopted policies were determined to be consistent with the above criteria and the 
proposed legislative rezone implements these policies, the rezone is consistent with KZC 130.20 
and 135.25. 

VIII. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

An EIS Addendum was issued on January 17, 2008 for TL 9 zoning implementation project and is 
available for viewing at the Planning Department, file ZON07-00023.  An addendum is appropriate 
when the impacts of the new proposal are the same general types as those identified in the prior 
document and when the new analysis does not substantially change the analysis of significant 
impacts and alternatives in the prior environmental document.  The EIS Addendum for the TL 9 
zoning implementation project fulfills the environmental requirements for the proposed zoning 
changes. 

IX. EXHIBITS 

A. Planning Commission Recommendation 
B. TL 9 Planning District Map 
C. Comprehensive Plan Map 
D. Proposed TL 9 Zoning Chart 
E. Public Comment Letter 

 

CC: Planning Commission 
 Totem Lake Neighborhood Association 
 Kirkland Chamber of Commerce 
 File:  ZON07-00023 
 Adrienne Brastad, Glacier Management, 12912 NE 125  Way, Kirkland, WA  98034 th

 Teresa Sante, Benaroya Companies, 1100 Olive Way Suite 1700, Seattle, WA  98101 
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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: City Council 
 
From: Planning Commission 
 Karen Tennyson, Chair 
 
Date: February 20, 2008 
 
Subject: PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
 TL 9 ZONING IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT - FILE ZON07-00023 
 

I. INTRODUCTION

We are pleased to submit the recommendation on the TL 9 Zoning Implementation project.  The 
Totem Lake Neighborhood Plan update was approved in January 2002.  Since then the City has 
been implementing the new TL zoning regulations based on the adopted TL Planning District 
policies in the Neighborhood Plan.  All of the TL zoning charts have been completed except for the 
TL 9 zone.  The final phase of implementation of the Totem Lake Neighborhood Plan will be 
complete with the adoption of the TL 9 zoning regulations. 

II. RECOMMENDATION ON THE TL9 ZONING IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT

The Planning Commission recommends that the Zoning Code text be amended to reflect a majority 
of the current zoning standards found in the LIT zone to be consistent with Policy TL 3.5 and the 
Totem Lake Land Use Matrix.  In addition, the southern portion of the Fiorito property, which is 
currently zoned RM 5.0 (1), should also be rezoned to TL 9 to be consistent with its light industrial 
land use designation found on the Comprehensive Plan land use map.  The proposed Zoning Code 
text amendments are summarized below: 

• Removing uses and regulations that do not apply to the TL 9 Planning District 

• Removing design review as a required review process in the TL 9 Planning District (applies 
to the LIT zone in the NE 85th Street Subarea) 

• Removing the story limitation in regards to building height 

• Deleting the fast food and restaurant use listing 

• Deleting the ‘Hazardous Waste Treatment and Storage Facilities’ use listing 

• Under the ‘Vehicle or Boat repair, services, or washing’ use listing, add ‘storage’ use to be 
consistent with the recently approved miscellaneous Zoning Code amendments  
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In making their recommendation, the Planning Commission considered the legislative rezone 
criteria found in Kirkland Zoning Code Sections 130.20 and KZC 135.25 with which the rezone 
must be evaluated. 

III. POLICY HIGHLIGHTS

The Planning Commission based their recommendation on the following policies found in the 
Totem Lake Neighborhood Plan: 

• Policy TL-3.5:  Support the continued existence of industrial uses in the eastern portion of 
the neighborhood (district TL 9). 

The Totem Lake Neighborhood contains a large light industrial area generally located east of 124th 
Avenue NE and in the vicinity of NE 124th Street and the BNRR right-of-way (District TL 9 on Figure TL- 
11). This area is developed with a variety of industrial and service uses and is one of the few remaining 
light industrial areas in the City. Industrial uses in this area should be supported through development 
standards and incentives that encourage existing businesses to remain and expand, and future 
industrial tenants to choose to locate here. 

The parcel of land located within this area, on the north side of NE 126th Place, just east of the Private 
Open Space area, may be appropriate for multifamily residential use, as well as industrial or small 
office uses. The site contains a steep, heavily vegetated hillside that may constrain development. The 
Natural Environment policies contained in this Neighborhood Plan set forth conditions for development 
of this hillside property. 

• Totem Lake Neighborhood Land Use Matrix – This matrix found in Comprehensive Plan 
page XV.H-42 lists the following uses and notes regarding the TL 9 Planning District: 

ALLOWED USE* FOOTNOTE 

Medium Density Residential Medium density residential uses allowed in the northeast portion of 
subarea, north of NE 126th Place subject to standards (see Neighborhood 
Plan text). 

Staff Note:  After referring to the Neighborhood Plan text, it 
was determined that this language refers to the Gordon Hart 
property (see Policy TL-3.5 language above). 

Office No footnote. 

Industrial Industrial uses to be encouraged to remain and locate in this area 
through special incentives. 

*  Design review was not identified as a requirement for the TL 9 Planning District 

IV. PUBLIC COMMENT

The Planning Commission held two study session leading up to the January 24, 2008 public 
hearing.  At the public hearing, one person spoke in support of staff’s recommendations which 
help preserve light industrial uses in the Totem Lake neighborhood by implementing the TL 9 
zoning changes.  
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DISTRICT
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the Fiorito Property
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EXHIBIT D 
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(Revised  9/07)  Kirkland Zoning Code 
  150.1 

 

Chapter 48 – LIGHT INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY (LIT) ZONES 
48.0555.59 User Guide TL 9. 
The charts in KZC 48.1555.63 contain the basic zoning regulations that apply in the LIT TL 9 zones of the City. Use these charts by reading down the left hand column 

entitled Use. Once you locate the use in which you are interested, read across to find the regulations that apply to that use. 

Section 48.1055.61 – GENERAL REGULATIONS 
The following regulations apply to all uses in this zone unless otherwise noted: 

1. Refer to Chapter 1 KZC to determine what other provision of this code may apply to the subject property. 

Section 
48.1055.61 

2. If any portion of a structure is adjoining a low density zone, then either: 
a. The height of that portion of the structure shall not exceed 20 feet above average building elevation; or 
b. The horizontal length of any facade of that portion of the structure which is parallel to the boundary of the low density zone shall not 

exceed 50 feet. 
 See KZC 115.30, Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for further details. 
 (Does not apply to Hazardous Waste Treatment and Storage Facilities uses). 

ZONE 
TL 9 

32. Except if adjoining a low density zone, structure height may be increased above 35 feet in height through a Process IIA, Chapter 150 KZC, 
if: 
a. It will not block local or territorial views designated in the Comprehensive Plan; 
b. The increased height is not specifically inconsistent with the applicable neighborhood plan provisions of the Comprehensive Plan; and 
c. The required yard of any portion of the structure may be increased up to a maximum of one foot for each foot that any portion of the 

structure exceeds 35 feet above average building elevation. The need for additional setback yards will be determined as part of the 
review of any request to increase structure height. 

 (Does not apply to Hazardous Waste Treatment and Storage Facilities and Public Parks uses). 

 4. If the property is located in the NE 85th Street Subarea, the applicant shall install a through-block pedestrian pathway to connect an east-
west pathway designated in the Comprehensive Plan between 124th Avenue NE and 120th Avenue NE pursuant to the through-block 
pathway standards in KZC 105.19(3) (See Plate 34K). 

 53. Retail uses are prohibited unless otherwise allowed in the use zone charts. 
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L I T  

 

 

DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 
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(See Ch. 105) 
 

Special Regulations 
(See also General Regulations) 

 

.010 Packaging of 
Prepared 
Materials 
Manufacturing 
See Spec. Regs. 
1 and 2. 

C 1 per each 1,000 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 

1. The following manufacturing uses are permitted: 
a. Food, drugs, stone, clay, glass, china, ceramics products, 

electrical equipment, scientific or photographic equipment, 
fabricated metal products; 

b. Fabricated metal products, but not fabrication of major 
structural steel forms, heavy metal processes, boiler making, 
or similar activities; 

c. Cold mix process only of soap, detergents, cleaning 
preparations, perfumes, cosmetics, or other toilet 
preparations; 

d. Packaging of prepared materials; 
e. Textile, leather, wood, paper and plastic products from pre-

prepared material; and 
f. Other compatible uses which may involve manufacturing, 

processing, assembling, fabrication and handling of 
products, and research and technological processes. 

2. May include as part of this use, accessory retail sales, office or 
service utilizing not more than 20 percent of the gross floor 
area. The landscaping and parking requirements for these 
accessory uses will be the same as for the primary use. 

.020 A Retail 
Establishment 
Providing 
Storage Services 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 
Otherwise, 
none. None 

None 20′ 0′ 0′ 90% If adjoining a low density 
zone other than RSX, 
then 25′ above average 
building elevation. 
Otherwise, 35′ above 
average building 
elevation with a maximum 
of two stories, exclusive 
of parking levels.  

A 

E See KZC 105.25. 1. May include accessory living facilities for resident security 
manager. 
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Zone 

L I T  

 

DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 

.030 Warehouse 
Storage Service 

.040 Wholesale Trade 

.050 Industrial 
Laundry Facility 

.060 Wholesale 
Printing or 
Publishing 

C 1 per each 1,000 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 

1. May include, as part of this use, accessory retail sales, office or 
service utilizing no more than 20 percent of the gross floor area. 
The landscaping and parking requirements for these accessory 
uses will be the same as for the primary use. 

.070 Wholesale 
Establishment or 
Contracting 
Services in 
Building 
Construction, 
Plumbing, 
Electrical, 
Landscaping, or 
Pest Control 

1 per each 1,000 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 

1. Outdoor storage for this use must be buffered as established in 
Chapter 95 KZC for Landscape Category A. 

.080 A Retail 
Establishment 
Providing 
Banking and 
Related 
Financial 
Services 

B E 

1 per each 300 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 

1. This use is permitted if accessory to a primary use, and: 
a. It will not exceed 20 percent of the gross floor area of the 

building; 
b. The use is integrated into the design of the building; and 
c. There is no vehicle drive-in or drive-through. 

.090 High Technology 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 
Otherwise, 
none. None 

None 20′ 0′ 0′ 80% If adjoining a low density 
zone other than RSX, 
then 25′ above average 
building elevation. 
Otherwise, 35′ above 
average building 
elevation with a maximum 
of two stories, exclusive 
of parking levels. 

A D If manufacturing, 
then 1 per each 
1,000 sq. ft. of 
gross floor area. 
If office, then 1 
per 300 sq. ft. of 
gross floor area. 
Otherwise, see 
KZC 105.25. 

1. This use may include research and development, testing, 
assembly, repair or manufacturing or offices that support 
businesses involved in the pharmaceutical and biotechnology, 
communications and information technology, electronics and 
instrumentation, computers and software sectors. 

2. May include as part of this use, accessory retail sales or service 
utilizing not more than 20 percent of the gross floor area. The 
landscaping and parking requirements for these accessory uses 
will be the same as for the primary use. 

3. Refer to KZC 115.105 for provisions regarding outside use, 
activity and storage. 
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Zone 

L I T  

 

DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 

.100 Office Use Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 
Otherwise, 
none. None 

None 20′ 0′ 0′ 70% 35′ above average 
building elevation with a 
maximum of two stories, 
exclusive of parking 
levels except as specified 
in Spec. Reg. 2. 

C 
See 
also 
Spec. 
Reg. 
1a. 

E If a medical, 
dental, or 
veterinary office, 
then 1 per each 
200 sq. ft. of 
gross floor area. 
Otherwise, 1 per 
each 300 sq. ft. 
of gross floor 
area. 

1. The following regulations apply only to veterinary offices: 
a. If there are outdoor runs or other outdoor facilities for the 

animals, then use must comply with Landscape Category A. 
b. Outside runs and other outside facilities for the animals must 

be set back at least 10 feet from each property line and must 
be surrounded by a fence or wall sufficient to enclose the 
animals. See KZC 115.105, Outdoor Use, Activity and 
Storage, for further regulations. 

2. a. If adjoining a low density zone other than RSX, then 25 feet 
above average building elevation; and 

b. In the Norkirk Neighborhood, south of 7th Avenue and west 
of 8th Street, maximum height is 40 feet above average 
building elevation, with no limit on number of stories. 

.110 Auction House 
See Spec. Reg. 
1. 

20′ 0′ 0′ 
 

1. Livestock auctions are not permitted. 
2. Outdoor storage for this use must be buffered as established in 

Chapter 95 KZC for Landscaping Category A. 

20′ 0′ 0′ .120 Kennel 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 
Otherwise, 
none. None 

None 

See Spec. Reg. 1. 

80% If adjoining a low density 
zone other than RSX, 
then 25′ above average 
building elevation. 
Otherwise, 35′ above 
average building 
elevation with a maximum 
of two stories, exclusive 
of parking levels. 

B E 1 per each 300 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 

1. Outside runs and other facilities for the animals must be set back 
at least 10 feet from each property line and must be surrounded 
by a fence or wall sufficient to enclose the animals. See KZC 
115.105, Outdoor Use, Activity and Storage, for further 
regulations. 

2. Must provide suitable shelter for the animals. 
3. Must maintain a clean, healthful environment for the animals. 

.130 Day-Care Center 
See Spec. Reg. 
1. 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 
Otherwise, 
none. None 

None 20′ 0′ 0′ 80% If adjoining a low density 
zone other than RSX, 
then 25′ above average 
building elevation. 
Otherwise, 35′ above 
average building 
elevation with a maximum 
of two stories, exclusive 
of parking levels. 

D B See KZC 105.25. 1. This use is permitted if accessory to a primary use, and: 
a. It will not exceed 20 percent of the gross floor area of the 

building; 
b. The use is integrated into the design of the building. 

2. A six-foot-high fence is required along the property lines 
adjacent to the outside play areas. 

3. Hours of operation may be limited to reduce impacts on nearby 
residential uses. 

4. Structured play areas must be set back from all property lines 
as follows: 
a. Twenty feet if this use can accommodate 50 or more 

students or children. 
b. Ten feet if this use can accommodate 13 to 49 students or 

children. 
REGULATIONS CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE 
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Zone 

L I T  

 

DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 

.130 Day-Care Center 
(continued) 

 REGULATIONS CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 
5. An on-site passenger loading area may be provided. The City 

shall determine the appropriate size of the loading areas on a 
case-by-case basis, depending on the number of attendees and 
the extent of the abutting right-of-way improvements. 
Carpooling, staggered loading/unloading time, right-of-way 
improvements or other means may be required to reduce traffic 
impacts on any nearby residential uses. 

6. May include accessory living facilities for staff persons. 
7. The location of parking and passenger loading areas shall be 

designed to reduce impacts on any nearby residential uses. 
8. These uses are subject to the requirements established by the 

Department of Social and Health Services (WAC Title 388). 

.140 Mini-Day-Care 
See Spec. Reg. 
1. 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 
Otherwise, 
noneNone. 

None 20′ 0′ 0′ 80% If adjoining a low density 
zone other than RSX, then 
25′ above average building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 35′ above 
average building elevation 
with a maximum of two 
stories, exclusive of 
parking levels. 

D B See KZC 105.25. 1. This use is permitted if accessory to a primary use, and: 
a. It will not exceed 20 percent of the gross floor area of the 

building; 
b. The use is integrated into the design of the building. 

2. A six-foot-high fence is required along the property lines 
adjacent to the outside play areas. 

3. To reduce impacts on nearby residential uses, hours of 
operation of the use may be limited and parking and passenger 
loading areas relocated. 

4. Structured play areas must be set back from all property lines 
by five feet.  

5. An on-site passenger loading area may be required depending 
on the number of attendees and the extent of the abutting right-
of-way improvements. 

6. The location of parking and passenger loading areas shall be 
designed to reduce impacts on nearby residential uses. 

7. May include accessory living facilities for staff persons. 
8. These uses are subject to the requirements established by the 

Department of Social and Health Services (WAC Title 388). 

.150 Recycling Center A C 1. May deal in metal cans, glass, and paper. Other materials may 
be recycled if the Planning Director determines that the impacts 
are no greater than those associated with recycling metal cans, 
glass, or paper. The individual will have the burden of proof in 
demonstrating similar impacts. 

.160 Public Utility 

.170 Government 
Facility 
Community 
Facility 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 
Otherwise, 
nNone. 

None 20′ 0′ 0′ 80% If adjoining a low density 
zone other than RSX, then 
25′ above average building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 35′ above 
average building elevation 
with a maximum of two 
stories, exclusive of 
parking levels. 

C 
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 1.

B 

See KZC 105.25.

1. Landscape Category A or B may be required depending on the 
type of use on the subject property and the impacts associated 
with the use on the nearby uses. 
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Zone 

L I T  

 

DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 

.180 Hazardous 
Waste 
Treatment and 
Storage 
Facilities 

30′ 90% 35′ above average building 
elevation with a maximum 
of two stories, exclusive of 
parking levels. 
See Spec. Reg. 2. 

C 1 per each 1,000 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 

1. Must comply with the state siting criteria adopted in accordance 
with RCW 70.105.210. 

2. Structure height may be increased above 35 feet in height 
through a Process IIA, Chapter 150 KZC, if: 
a. It will not block local or territorial views designated in the 

Comprehensive Plan; and 
b. The increased height is not specifically inconsistent with the 

applicable neighborhood plan provisions of the 
Comprehensive Plan; and 

c. The need for an increase in height is directly related to the 
hazardous waste treatment and/or storage activity; and 

d. The required yard of any portion of the structure may be 
increased up to a maximum of one foot for each foot that any 
portion of the structure exceeds 35 feet above average 
building elevation. The need for additional setback yards will 
be determined as part of the review of any request to 
increase structure height. 

.190.
180 

Vehicle or Boat 
Repair, Services, 
Storage,  or 
Washing 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 
Otherwise, 
none. None 

None 

20′ 

0′ 0′ 

80% If adjoining a low density 
zone other than RSX, then 
25′ above average building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 35′ above 
average building elevation 
with a maximum of two 
stories, exclusive of 
parking levels. 

A 

E See KZC 105.25. 1. Outdoor vehicle or boat parking or storage areas must be 
buffered as required for a parking area in KZC 95.40(6) and (7), 
landscaping regulations. 

2. Access from drive-through facilities must be approved by the 
Public Works Department. Drive-through facilities must be 
designed so that vehicles will not block traffic in the right-of-way 
while waiting in line to be served. 

.195 Automobile 
Sales 

Process I, 
Chapter 
145 KZC 

None 20′ 0′ 0′ 80% If adjoining a low density 
zone other than RSX, then 
25′ above average building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 35′ above 
average building elevation 
with a maximum of two 
stories, exclusive of 
parking levels. 

A C 
See 
Spec
. 
Reg. 
7. 

See KZC 105.25. 1. This use is permitted only on properties that adjoin 8th Street or 
7th Avenue in the Norkirk Neighborhood. 

2. Outdoor automobile sales, storage, and display are not 
permitted. 

3. Outdoor sound systems are not permitted. 
4. Outdoor balloons, streamers, and inflatable objects are not 

permitted. 
5. Test drives must be accompanied by an employee through the 

LIT zone and limited to 8th Street, 7th Avenue, and either 6th 
Street or 114th Avenue NE enroute to Central Way/NE 85th 
Street. 

6. Hours of operation are limited to 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
7. Cabinet signs are not permitted. 
8. This use primarily entails the sale of alternative fuel vehicles 

such as biodiesel, ethanol, and electric vehicles. 
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Zone 

L I T  

 

DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 

.200 Fast Food or 
Restaurant 
See Spec. Reg. 
1. 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 
Otherwise, 
none. 

B E 1 per each 100 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 

1. This use is permitted if accessory to a primary use, and: 
a. It will not exceed 20 percent of the gross floor area of the 

building; 
b. The use is integrated into the design of the building; and 
c. There is no vehicle drive-in or drive-through. 

.210.
190 

Public Park Development standards will be determined on case-by-case basis. See Chapter 49 KZC for required review 
process. 

 

.220. Commercial 
Recreation Area 
and Use 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 
Otherwise, 
none. 

None 20′ 0′ 0′ 80% If adjoining a low density 
zone other than RSX, then 
25′ above average building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 35′ above 
average building elevation 
with a maximum of two 
stories, exclusive of 
parking levels. 

A E See KZC 105.25. 1. The use is permitted only if the property is located between NE 
107th Street (extended) and NE 116th Street; and between I-
405 and 116th Avenue NE. 

2. The use shall be conducted within a wholly-enclosed building. 
3. The building housing the use shall have been in existence on 

June 1, 2004, and shall not be altered, changed, or otherwise 
modified to accommodate the use if the cost of such alteration, 
change, or modification exceeds 30 percent of the replacement 
cost of that building. 

4. The use must be discontinued when there is an alteration, 
change, or other work in a consecutive 12-month period to the 
space in which the use is located, and the cost of the alteration, 
change or other work exceeds 30 percent of the replacement 
cost of that space. 

 

E-Page 142



EXHIBIT E 
ZON07-00023E-Page 143



EXHIBIT E 
ZON07-00023E-Page 144


	Agenda_030408.pdf
	3a_StudySession.pdf
	3a_Attach1.pdf
	3a_Attach2.pdf
	3a_Attach3.pdf
	3a_Attach4.pdf
	3a_Attach5.pdf
	3a_Attach6.pdf
	3a_Attach7.pdf
	3a_Attach8.pdf
	3a_Attach9 .pdf

	6b1_Reports.pdf
	6b2_Reports.pdf
	8a_ApprovalofMinutes.pdf
	8d_Claims.pdf
	8e1_AwardofBids.pdf
	8e1_AttachA.pdf

	8f1_EstablishingLienPeriod.pdf
	8f1_Attach.pdf

	8g1_ApprovalofAgreements.pdf
	8g1_R-4690.pdf
	8g1_Interlocal Agr.pdf

	8h1_OtherBusiness.pdf
	10a_UnfinishedBusiness.pdf
	10b_Unfinished Business.pdf
	10b_AttachA.pdf
	10b_AttachB.pdf
	10b_AttachC.pdf

	10c_Unfinished Business.pdf
	11a_NewBusiness.pdf
	11b_NewBusiness.pdf
	11b_Exhibit A.pdf
	11b_Exhibit B.pdf
	11b_Exhibit C.pdf
	11b_Exhibit D.pdf
	11b_Exhibit E.pdf
	11b_Exhibit F Topo South 2.pdf
	11b_Exhibit F Topo South.pdf
	11b_Exhibit F Topo Southeast.pdf
	11b_Exhibit G.pdf
	11b_Exhibit H.pdf
	11b_Exhibit I.pdf
	11b_Exhibit J.pdf

	11c_NewBusiness.pdf
	11c_Exhibit A.pdf
	11c_Exhibit B.pdf
	11c_Exhibit C.pdf
	11c_Exhibit D.pdf
	11c_Exhibit E.pdf




