
CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE, KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189 

(425) 587-3225 

DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE (DNS) 

CASE #: SEP06-00024 DATE ISSUED: 1/19/2007 

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

8819 AND 8807 132ND AVENUE NE 

LEAD AGENCY is The City of Kirkland 

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

There is no comment period for thisJNS 

Eric Shields, Director 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
425-587-3225 

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

Distributed B V ~  Date: 7 
SEPA-A, rev: 111812007 I 1 ZONO6-00021: City Min PUD 



You may appeal this determinatiori LO NANCY COX at Kirkland City Hall, 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 no later than 5:00 p.m., Friday, February 02, 2007 by 
WRITTEN NOTICE OF APPEAL. 

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

Please reference case # SEP06-00024. 

cc: Case # ZON06-00021 

Distributed Igy: Date: 
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2 $ C I N  OF KIRKLAND 
C % Planning and Community Development Department 
5 Z 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.828.1257 
9 0 viww.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 

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

From: Tony Leavitt, Plannet 

Date: January 17,2007 

File: ZON06-00021, SEP06-00024 

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

Proposal 

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

Environmental Issues 

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

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

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

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

Increased Density 

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

Significant Tree Retention 

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

Summary 

It will be necessary to further analyze certain aspects of the proposal to determine if the project complies with all 
the applicable City codes and policies. That analysis is most appropriately addressed through the applicable 
zoning permit review process. In contrast, State law specifies that this environmental review under the State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is to focus only on potential significant impacts to the environment that could not 
be adequately mitigated through the Kirkland regulations and Comprehensive Plan.1 

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

Should you have any questions, please contact me. 

'ESHB 1724, adopted April 23, 1995 
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SEPA ENCLOSURES 

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

Review by Responsible Official: 

/ 1 concur 1 do not concur 

Comments: 





CITY OF KWKLAND 

...-.--- 
The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), chapter 43.21C RCW, requires f&-gOV%?~agencies to 
consider the environmental impacts of a proposal before making decisions. An environmental impact 
statement (EIS) must be prepared for all proposals with probable significant adverse impacts on the quality of 
the environment. The purpose of this checklist is to provide information to help you and the City identify 
impacts from your proposal, and to reduce or avoid impacts from the proposal, wherever possible. 

Instructions for Ap~licants: 

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

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

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

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

Use of Checklist for Non aroieet Proposals: 

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

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

ENCLOSURE 



EVALIiATION FOR . - 
I 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your 
proposal, if known. 

Planned Unit Development approval, Building and associated 
construction permits required by City of W a n d  

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

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

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

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

B. ENVIROh'MENTAI, ELEMENTS 

1. EARTH 

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

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

The steepest slope on the site is 
approximately 11%. 

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

Page 2 



EVALUATION FOR 
-Iln90NLY 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

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

Soils on the site are generally Aldenvood gravelly sandy loam 

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

None were observed 

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

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

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

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

g.  bout what percentage of the site will be covered with impervious 
surfaces aRer project construction (for example, asphalt or 
buildings)? 

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

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

A TESC Plan will be implemented to reduce or control erosion, 
utilizing silt fences and/or catchbasins protection. Landscaping will 
also be instaUed to reduce the effects of erosion. 

2. AIR 

a. What types of emissions to the air would result &om the proposal 
(i.e. dust, automobile, odors. industrial wood smoke) during - 
construction and when the p;oject is completed: 1f any, generally 
describe and give approximate quantities if known. 
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EVALUATION FOR 
-1 '-- O m  

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

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

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

None are known. 

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

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

a. Surface 

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

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

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

3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be 
placed in or removed fiom surface dater or wetlands and 
indicate the area of the site that would be affected. Indicate the 
source of fill material, if from on site. 
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EVRLUATIC'7 POR 
AGENCY US. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

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

No. 

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

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

No. 

b. Ground 

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

No. 

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

None. 

c. Water Runoff (including storm water): 

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

Stormwater will be collected from roof drains, sidewalks, 
parking areas and landscaped areas, and will be conveyed 
through a tight-line system to a combined detention/water 



EVALUATIC ?OR 
AGENCY TJS 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

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

5. ANIMALS 

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

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

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

None are known 

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

Not that is known. 

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

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

6. ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

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

The site will use electric power for typical residential purposes. 

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

No. 

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

Energy efficient construction methods and materials will be used to 
reduce or control energy impacts for the project. 
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EVALUATIP -OR 
AGENCY USE jJ 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

b. Noise 

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

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

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

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

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

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

8. LAND AND SHORELINE USE 

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

The property is currently vacant. ~ilapidated single family 
residences have been previously removed. 

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

No. 

c. Describe any structures on the site. 

No structures exist on site. 

d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what? 

e. What is the current zoning classification of the site? 
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EVALUATIr " O R  
AGENCY US1 Ly 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

Inclusion of three (3) afTordable and ten (10) market rate units. 

10. AESTHETICS 

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

It is anticipated that the tallest height of any proposed structure will 29' h c c  &c?5 
be approximately 30 feet; principal proposed exterior building 
material is wood. LC,& WCL~ ;,, 

P L Y  1.2- LYV. 
b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or 

obstructed? 

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

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

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

11. LIGHT AND GLARE 

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

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

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

No. 

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

None are known. 

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

Project shall comply with the City of Kirkland Exterior Lighting 
Standards. 
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EVALUATY 
AGENCY US. , ILy 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

13. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL PRESERVATION 

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

None 

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

None are known. 

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

None 

14. TRANSPORTATION 

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

The project will utilize one driveway to provide access tolftom NE 
90" Street and N E  88' Street. (See attached site plan.) 

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

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

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

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

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

NE 90' Street is currently un-improved. Improvements per the 
City of Kirkland standards will be provided. Road improvements 
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EVALUATIC -'3R 
AGENCY US1 2 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

-water City of Kirkland 
- Sewer City of Kirkland 
- Storm Drainage City of Kirkland 
- Power PSE 
- Telephone Verizon 
- Cable Comcast 

C. SIGNATURE 

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

E. Dennis Riebe 

Relationship of signer to project: Architect 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FlFlH AVENUE. KIRKIAND, WASHINGTW 980336189 (425) 8281243 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Planning Department JUN 2 0 2006 
----- fir: ..,..,. ~ . . - _ . . w ~ - ~ - - -  PM PL.P :. ... . , ,>;:,., . ,>,.. ... 

From: Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer <,,,. ,,:;;<+..: <>:, . , ,.;t ,\': 

BY-. , .  ... ~ . ..,. .. .... ~...  .- 

Date: November 23, 2005 

Subject: City Ministry Subdivision Concurrency Test Notice 

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

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

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

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

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

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

ENCLOSURE 3 

SWob.. 00024 
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3. A Certificate of Concurrency shall expire six years from the date of issuance of the concurrency 
test notice unless all building permits are issued for buildings approved under the concurrency 
test notice. 

APPEALS 
The concurrency test notice may be appealed by the public or agency with jurisdiction. The 
concurrency test notice is subject to an appeal until the SEPA review process is complete and the 
appeal deadline has passed. Concurrency appeals are heard before the Hearing Examiner along 
with any applicable SEPA appeal. For more information, refer to the Kirkland Municipal Code, Title 
25. If you have any questions, please call me at x3869. 

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

\\SWfIE02\usen\tnguyen\Pm~e Development Pr@e&\Ci MinimSubdivirion\mnurrrency test n 0 5 c e . d ~  
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&#+@- TS I,., ,:" 
~ r a n s ~ o r ~ a t i ~ & u t i o n s .  &:'#p-' Inc. 

<&@ .( .i&w8 
8&, . 165th Avenue NE 
Suite I 00  
Redrnond, WA 98052-6628 
T 425.883-4134 
F 425-867.0898 

December 2,2005 
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Mr. Thang Nguyen 
Transportation Engineer 
City of Kirkland 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, Washington 98033-6189 

Subject: City Ministries Single-Family Housing Development Concurrency 
Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Nguyen: 

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

1 PROPOSED PROJECT 

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

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

There are two existing single-family residences located on the proposed site, which 
will be removed prior to this development's construction and occupation by 2007. 

.. 
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TRIP GENERATION 

\ 

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

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

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

Table 1. Forecasted Trip Generation Calculations 

Existing 210 2 0.75 25% 75% 0 1 2 

Existing 210 2 1.01 63% 37% 1 1 2 
Net New 63% 37% 7 4 11 
Note: ~ ~ 

* : Land-Use Code 210 - Single-Family Detached Housing 
" : Size = number of dwelling units 

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

TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

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

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

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

Table 2. Sight Distance Summary at NE 88th Street 

West 1 300+ 155 Yes 1 300+ 150 Yes 
Note: 

Directipn .'. ' ' . 

From driveway 
East 

I 1 = AASHTO Standard 
2 = City of Kirkland Standard 

As shown in Table 2, stopping and approaching sight distance measures at the NE . -. 

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

- ~te~(ii~g~Si$$i'bi$tanc$~~, , .. . 
. , . ' :  . '  : . ,  : , . 

.Measure:. :~tanda~@?.,. {S,at~sf&d?:, 
212 155 Yes 

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

. . 
::j; .&pprp&ti Sight:Q/s@.n6@?:: '. 

:,:, ..- .., ;, .. ..;,.:. >,;>..~,:,,,,:,$: 

;Mea$wri$ Stin$tii4;?rd , . Satisfled?: 
212 150 Yes 
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The new segment of NE 90th Street has not been constructed yet and thus there 
were no sight distance measurements taken at the two proposed driveway locations 
along this road. The new section of NE 90th Street will dead-end at this location, 
west of the site. The applicant will need to ensure that appropriate setbacks are in 
place at all access locations, allowing for sufficient sight-lines. 

SUMMARY 

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 
Transportation Solutions, Inc. 

Transportation Engineer 

Attachments 



Attachment 1: 
City Ministries Single-Wmily Housing Development 

City of Kirkland 
Vicinity Map City Ministries 

Riebe & Associates, Inc. 
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* Please note that this prel~mlnay s~te  plan shows a 15 unlt development 

The proposed project would only have 13 un~ts 
Also, there will be a connection between the two eastermmost parklng areas 

- 

Attachment 2: City Ministries Single-Family Housing Developn 

Preliminary Site Plan City Ministries 
Riebe & Associates. Inc. 



CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 980334189. (425) 8281243 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Tony Leavitt, Planner 

From: Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer 

Date: December 22,2006 

Subject: City Ministry Subdivision Concurrency Test Notice Extension 

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

This memo will serve as the concurrency test notice extension for the proposed project. Per 
Section 2510.020 Proceduresof the KMC, this Concurrency Test Notice will expire in one year 
(November 23, 2007) unless a development permit and certificate of concurrency are issued. 

If you have any questions, please call me at x3869. 

cc: Dennis Riebe, Riebe & Associates, inc. 

I ENCLOSURE 4 
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Tony Leavitt 

From: Mary Kooistra [mkooistra@berkeykooistra.com] 

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

To: Tony Leavitt 

Subject: ZON06-00021 

Dear Planning Department, Re: ZON06-00021 

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

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

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

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

Mary E. Kooistra 
13022 NE 88th St. 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
e-mail mkoo~stra@be~keykooistra.com 

1 ENCLOSURE 5 





R E C E U \ Y E  

AUG 2 4 2006 
City of Kirkiand 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 August 22,2006 

City Council Pe R G  N t .    LON^ 6-0oo~rz( 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I ENCLOSURE (9 I 
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I would like to thank the City Council for allowing my comments. 

Sincerely, Robert Brewer 

13046 NE 88m Street, Kirkland 98033 425 828-4245 
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Mr. Tony Leavitt 
123 5th ;4ve 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

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

Dear Mr Leavitt: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

1 ENCLOSURE 7 I 



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

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

Sincerely, 

Carol Nielsen 



Mi. Tony Leavitt 
Project Planner 
# ZONO6-00021 

-.-... . , < , . 
I : I  ! ., r:'l:F'ARTMENT 

PM 24 August 2006 

Mr. Leavitt, 

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

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

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

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

4) We are not educated on the definition of "Affordable Housing Units". 
What is the Public Law and the criteria that requires a portion of this PUD to be 
designated as "Mordable Housing Units"? w e  underqttmd that there will be three of 
these units on the proposed site. m y  only tbee? What is the planned location of the 
three affordable housing units? 

email: iqualsund@netsca~e.com 
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Mr. Tony Leavitt 
Project Planner 
123 sLh Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

Dear Mr. Leavitt: 

I am writing in regard to the notice of application for the City Ministries planned unit 
develop men^ file #ZON06-0002 1. 

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

While I do not dispute Uie City Church's useldevelopment of the property under current 
zoning code, I do not feel the proposed PUD enhances the neighborhood. The codes were 
established to preserve the quality of the neighborhood. I am opposed to any change that 
adversely effect property value, increase traffic, or disturbs the usage and enjoyment of the 
neighborhood. 

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

In conclusion, I do not believe a high-density development here is consistent will1 the City of 
Kirkland's vision or the NRI-I Comprehensive Plan. I welcome a development consistent with 
current zoning codes, increased set backs to adjacent properties and respects the long time 
residents of this community. 

Sincerely, 

Jan A. Rucker 

8 5 6 9  13ZND A V E N U E  N B  . K I R K L A N D .  W A  . 91 
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ASSIGNMENT 
Eston Catlett of the City Church and Dennis Riebe, of Riebe and Associates, contacted 
Gilles Consulting to provide an evaluation of the trees at 8819 and 8807 132"~ Avenue 
NE in Kirkland, Washington. A proposal was sent to City Ministries and accepted by 
Mr. Catlett for Gilles Consulting to accomplish the work. 

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

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

MIEmODOLOGY 
To evaluate the trees and to prepare the report, I drew upon my 25+ years of experience 
in the field of arboriculture and my formal education in natural resources management, 
dendrology, forest ecology, plant identification, - and plant physiology. I also followed the 

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

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

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

Missing Trees 
If one or more trees were not included on the survey, they were labeled and tagged with 
the next number in the sequence. The approximate-location of the missing trees is 
indicated on Attachment 1, Site Plan. However, these trees will need to be surveyed to 
determine their exact location in relation to site improvements and their retainability. 

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

- 
DISCUSSION 

-- 

The two roperties front onto 132'~ Avenue NE and NE 88" Street. The house at 8819 B NE 132* Avenue was already removed in January 2006. The house at 8807 NE 13znd 
Avenue and a shed were still on the property when the trees were evaluated. The 
property at 8819 is generally flat and has a small lawn area near the street and scattered 
trees around the perimeter with a dense forest in the west end of the property. The 
property at 8807 is also generally flat with a few remnant trees scattered in the eastern 
one-half of the property. 

The forest in the western half of 8819 is a typical mixed age and mixed species second 
growth lowland Puget Sound forest. Tree species are predominately Douglas Fir, 
Western Red Cedar, and Big Leaf Maple. There are a few ornamental trees around the 
two house sites. The forest underbrush consists primarily of Salal, Sword Fern, and 
Oregon Grape. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

~~-p--~~ 

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

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

Sincerely, 

International Society of Arboriculture Certified Arborist - PN-0260 
American Society of Consulting Arborists, Registered Consulting Arborist - RCA--418 
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ATTACHMENT 1 - SITE PLAN 





ATTACHMENTZ: SITE: THE ClTY CHURCH / Dates 01 Inspection: Januaq 30. Fabruaq 2.2W6 
TREE INL'ENTORY/CONDITION SPREADSHEET 8819 and8807 f3ZND AVENUE NE. KIRKLAND, WA 98033 

Ead BahBeeUe Inlsrtasoo. Significant Sbm 
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ATTACHMENT C 
TREEINMNTDRYICOND~ION SPREADSHEEl 

SITE: THE CITY CHURCH 
8879 and 8807 f3ZND AVENUE NE, KIRKLAND, WA 98033 

Dates of Inspeclion: January 30. February 2.2W6 

infertabon, wood nailed to trunk at Wand 1 0  

418 WRCKp 18.3" 5 20.0 70% Min, Asym. Average Utility Punad SliaQht bare fohat 29, topped under uliiity pdes Fair / Pat~ntial Keeper 
Paitially 

419 WRCIrp 17.4' 4 18.0' 75% Min. A8vm. Averaae Utility P ~ n e d  Straight mossd i- Fslr Poteotial Keeper 
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AlTACHMENTI: 
TREE INVENTORYICONDITION SPREADSHEET 

SITE: THE CITY CHURCH 
8819 and 8807 f3ZND AVENUE NE, KIRKLAND, WA 98033 

Dales of hrpsdon: January 30. Fernery 2.2WB 
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SITE: THE CITY CHURCH 
8819 and 8807 132ND AVENUE NE, KIRKLAND, WA 98033 

Oaten of Inspection: Januaiy 30, February 2,2006 

.. 

1 

folk at2.5 feet, included b a h t a  base. !me lori 

Epimmio Possible 
474 DFPm 19.2" NIA 55% Mio. A~ym. Growth, Aversgs bowed west Base Rot .- ground flawer northsasl side bass up 2 feet Pw( no"-s~niflranl 
475 I B L W h  I 7.W i / NIA 1 45% I Min. ASym. I min I Supprsssed I CentsrRot I Bare Rot / '- I 1 Pmr I Non-sipniflcant 





ATTACHMENT I: SITE: THE CITY CHURCH Date3 d Inspection: Januaiy 30, Febiuary 2,ZWS 
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ATTACHMENT 3 - GLOSSARY 

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

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

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

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

The most representative area of the trunk near 4.5 feet is then measured and 
noted on the spreadsheet. For instance, a tree that forks at 4.5 feet can have an 
unusually large swelling at that point. The measurement is taken below the 
swelling and noted as, '28 4" at 36"'. 

ii) Trees with multiple stems are listed as a "clump of q" with x being the 
number of tntnks in the clump. Measurements may be given as an average of 
all the trunks, or individual measurements for each trunk may be listed 

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

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

i) (Lot size in square feet) / 43,560 X 30 =Required Minimum Tree Density. 
5) Drip Line: The diameter from the hrthest branch tips across the tree canopy 
6 )  % LCR-Percentage of Live Crown Ratio. The relative proportion of green crown 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. ~ . , .  
a) Excellent, Good, Average, or Short Shoot Elongation. These 
are abbreviated in the spreadsh?%iESXSE, GSE, ASE, OR SSE. 

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

(1) me--extremely thick foliage, an indication of healthy vigorous 
growth, 

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

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

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

(5) w e - f e w  leaves or needles on the twigs, an indication that the tree 
is under extreme stress and could indicate the future death of the tree 

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

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

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

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

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

(1) Healthv Crown+xceptional growth for the species. 
(2) Avera~e Crown-typical for the species. 
(3) Weak Crown-thin spindly growth with thin or sparse needles. 
(4) Flagging Crowndescribes a tree crown that is weak and unable to 

grow straight up. 
(5) Dving Crowndescribes obvious decline that is nearing death. 
(6) Dead Crown-the crown has died due to pathological or physical 

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

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

(8) Regenerated or Regenerating-formerly broken out crowns that are 
now growing back, Regenerating crowns may appear healthy, average, 
or weak andindicate current health of the tree. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

~ vii) GROUND FLOWER-an area of deformed bark near the base of a tree trunk 
~ - .. . 

that indicates long-term root rot. 
11) ROOT COLLAR-This is the area where the trunk enters the soil and the buttress 

roots flare out away from the trunk into the soil. It is here that signs of rot, decay, 
insect. infestation, hngal or bacterial infection are noted. NAD stands for No 
Apparent Defects. 

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

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

14) CURRENT HEALTH ASSESSMENT-A description of the Wee's general health 
rating from dead, poor, suppressed, fair, good, to excellent. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Tree Protection Fences need to be clearly marked with the following 01 

similar text in four inch or larger letters: 

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

WITBIN THE PROTECTION AREA 

Any questions, cafl Brian K. Gilles at Gilles Consulting 
@ 425-417-0850" 

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

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

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

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

o The Certified Arborist should then excavate around the tree root by 
hand/shovel and cleanly cut the tree root. 

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

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

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

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

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

Install as shown on plans a 
minimum of 5 feet outside 
dripline of tree($ 

--- 
I. Six-foot high temporary chainlink fence shall be placed as shown on plans. 

Fence shall completely encircle tree(@. Install fence posts using pier blocks 
only. Avoid driving posts or stakes into major roots. 

2. Make a clean straight cut to remove damaged portion of root forall roots over 1" 
in diameter damaged during construction. All exposed roots shall be 
temporarily covered with damp burlap and covered with soils the same day, if 

I i 
possible, to prevent drying. If not possible, burlap must be kept moist at all 
times. 

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

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

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