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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

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
NOTICE OF SEPA DETERMINATION AND 

ROAD CONCURRENCY TEST

The City of Kirkland has conducted an environmental review and road concurrency review  of the following 
project: 

Permit No.:  ZON10-00022/SEP10-00011 
Proponent:  Larry Ho 
Address or Location of proposal:  12630 NE 59th Street 
Description of project:  Proposal to add a 31,739 square foot single story building to an existing tennis club 
development. A new 103 stall parking lot will be built to replace the existing lot and the existing entrance will 
be closed, and a new entrance used along NE 60th Street. 

Notice is hereby given that on January 5, 2011 the City of Kirkland issued a Determination of 
Nonsignificance (DNS) in accordance with the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and Chapter 197-11 
of the Washington Administrative Code. 

SEPA Comments:  Comments must be submitted by 5 PM on January 19, 2011 to the City of Kirkland, 
Department of Planning and Community Development, 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033.  Contact Planer 
Susan Lauinger for further information at (425) 587-3252. 

Procedures to Appeal SEPA:  You may contact Susan Lauinger at (425) 587-3252 to ask about the 
procedures for SEPA appeals): 
1.  A written appeal must be filed with the Environmental Coordinator by 5 PM on January 19, 2011 at the 
above address. 
2.  The appeal must contain a brief and concise statement of the matter being appealed, the specific 
components or aspects that are being appealed, the appellant’s basic rationale or contentions on appeal, and a 
statement demonstrating standing to appeal.  The following have standing to appeal:  a) the applicant; b) any 
agency with jurisdiction; c) any individual or other entity who is specifically and directly affected by the 
proposed action.  The appeal may also contain whatever supplemental information the appellant wishes to 
include.
3.  Pay the $207.00 fee to file an appeal. 
This project requires a public hearing by the Hearing Examiner.  Many issues are most appropriately 
considered during the hearing process rather than through the SEPA process.  However some issues, such as 
traffic, are usually considered only through SEPA and may only be contested or appealed by filing an appeal of 
the DNS.  There may be no other opportunity to appeal these issues.  Call Susan Lauinger at (425) 
587-3252 if you have questions about what issues are addressed in this DNS. 

Notice is hereby given that the proposed project passed the road concurrency review and the City of Kirkland 
issued a road concurrency test notice in accordance with the Kirkland Municipal Code (KMC) Title 25. 

Procedures to Appeal Road Concurrency:
1.  Refer to KMC Chapter 25.23 for what decisions may not be appealed. 
2.  A written appeal must be filed with the Public Works Official, Thang Nguyen, by 5pm on January 19, 2011 
at the above address. 
3.  A concurrency appeal will follow the same process as a SEPA appeal.  See No. 2 and 3 above under SEPA 
appeals for procedures.  A separate appeal fee of $195.00 is required. 
There is no other opportunity to appeal road concurrency issues.  Call Thang Nguyen at (425) 587-
3869 if you have questions about what is addressed in concurrency review. 

More information is available at www.kirklandpermits.net.

Publishing Date:  January 10, 2011 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Content of legal notice approved by:  ______________________________________ 
     (Susan Lauinger) 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.828.1257 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Eric R. Shields, AICP, SEPA Responsible Official 
 
From: Susan Greene, Project Planner 
 
Date: January 5th, 2011 
 
File: SEP10-00011; ZON10-00022 
 
Subject: ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION FOR THE CENTRAL PARK TENNIS CLUB PROPOSAL TO 

BUILD A NEW 4 INDOOR TENNIS COURT BUILDING AND A NEW PARKING LOT WITH NEW 
ACCESS POINT; ADDRESS IS 12630 NE 59TH STREET; (SEE VICINITY MAP ENCLOSURE 1). 

 
Proposal 
The Central Park Tennis Club has submitted a proposal to add a structure housing 4 new indoor tennis courts, 
replace their existing parking lot with the creation of a new 103 stall parking lot, and change the entrance to the 
tennis club from NE 59th Street to NE 60th Street via an existing easement not previously utilized by the tennis club 
(see Enclosure 2).  The proposed new tennis building would contain 31,739 square feet to house 4 indoor tennis 
courts. The tennis facility is an existing membership club with an existing total of 14 courts (2 buildings with 4 
courts each inside and 6 outdoor courts). The existing facility also has a clubhouse and outdoor pool and provides 
services such as tennis lessons, a workout room for weight lifting/training, classes such as yoga and Pilates, a 
meeting room, child care, swim lessons, and a café. The club hosts annual tennis tournaments and has other 
social activities including  bridge and a book club.  
 
Environmental Issues: 
There are no sensitive areas on the site. The existing facility has numerous mature conifer trees within its existing 
parking lot and surrounding the perimeter of the facility. Tree retention will be addressed within the analysis of the 
zoning permit. Additionally, a geotechnical report has been submitted for the site and includes recommendations 
for the proposed structure, raingarden, pervious parking lot, storm water detention, soil excavations and 
additional geotechnical evaluations (see Enclosure 3). A traffic report, trip generation study (concurrency) and 
parking evaluation were submitted by the applicant and evaluated by the City’s Transportation Engineer (see 
below for enclosure list).  
 
I have had an opportunity to visit the site and review the following documents: 
 

� Enclosure 3:  Geotechnical Report by GEO Group NW, Inc. dated July 8th, 2010 
� Enclosure 4:  Environmental checklist.   
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� Enclosure 5:  Trip Generation study for Concurrency review prepared by Transportation 
Engineering Northwest dated August 4th, 2010. Note: The purpose of traffic concurrency is to 
ensure that the City roadway network is built concurrent with land use growth. 

� Enclosure 6: Traffic Impact Analysis by Transportation Engineering NW dated October 4th, 2010.  
� Enclosure 7:  Concurrency notice from Thang Nguyen, City of Kirkland Transportation Engineer 

dated September 19th, 2010. 
� Enclosure 8: Parking demand study by Transportation Engineering NW dated August 18th, 2010. 
� Enclosure 9: Memo from Thang Nguyen dated November 16th, 2010 concerning traffic impacts 

and parking. 
 

Public Comments on Traffic: 
As a result of the public notice for the zoning permit, ten comment letters have been received, all from residents 
of The Hunt Club, an equestrian facility with homes surrounding it. The Hunt Club is located south and slightly 
east of the tennis club property and is accessed via a private drive that is owned by the tennis club, but is also 
utilized by the Hunt Club homeowners and equestrian center. Most of the comments are associated with the 
change in access point for the tennis club and the new parking lot, and traffic safety with the close proximity of 
the elementary school that is directly across the street (Ben Franklin Elementary). A summary of the public 
comment letters are below and are paraphrased, and not a full listing of every concern—see Enclosures 10 
through 19 for comment letters). Staff responses are in italics:  
 
Issues taken from comment letters  
Access change: Changing the access for the tennis club from its current access point at NE 59th Street to 125th 
Lane NE will be detrimental to the owners of the homes in the Hunt Club and dangerous for the school children of 
Ben Franklin Elementary across the street from 125th Lane NE. Adding to this danger is the issue that the café 
within the tennis club serves alcohol and that the tennis club members exceed traffic speed limits. With the café, 
tennis club and Hunt Club, three businesses will be accessing from NE 125th Lane.  There is a spring under 125th 
Lane NE and it is in disrepair and can’t handle additional traffic. 
 
Staff Response:  
Use of 125th Lane: The easement is shown to be owned by the Central Park Tennis Club and The Hunt Club is 
allowed to use this access according to the plat language on The Hunt Club Plat. The City can not prohibit the use 
of this easement for the tennis club. The easement use is a private matter between the tennis club and the Hunt 
Club residents. As part of the zoning permit conditions required by the City’s Public Works Department, the tennis 
club is required to remove and replace failed portions of the brick road, and install a 5 foot sidewalk along the 
eastside of the road that extends from the new parking lot to NE 60th Street. This sidewalk will be a public 
sidewalk even though 125th Lane NE is a private lane. 
Behavior of tennis club members:  There would be numerous instances of places that serve alcoholic 
beverages that are near to schools. This is not a SEPA-related or traffic-related issue as it deals with an 
individual’s decision to drink alcohol and then drive. Additionally, it is unclear how it could be known that it is 
tennis club members that exceed speed limits if Hunt Club residents have observed speeding vehicles.  
Safety of the School Children of Ben Franklin Elementary:  
The school district has been notified of the change of access to 125th Lane NE. They did not submit a comment. 
The transportation engineers for the City and the applicant have not identified a hazardous condition for school 
children based on their analysis of the school bell times and the additional traffic volumes that would occur for the 
tennis club (see Enclosure 20).  
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Issues taken from comment letters 
Traffic Volumes:  The traffic volumes on 125th Lane NE and NE 60th Street will be too high if the tennis club 
accesses from this easement. The time of year that the traffic volumes were studied (August) is not peak time for 
the tennis club and is therefore not a sufficient traffic report.  Shrubbery and signage at this intersection will 
dramatically increase car and pedestrian accidents.  
 
Staff Response:  
Traffic volumes: 
The traffic study by Transportation Engineers NW indicates that the additional volume of traffic created by 4 tennis 
courts can be accommodated as well as the existing traffic volumes for the tennis club. Additionally, the City’s 
Transportation Engineer, Thang Nguyen agrees with this study as indicated in his review of the traffic study. The 
traffic report that shows the parking and traffic study were done in August and, as explained in the report, the 
club was operating “at capacity” during the time the study occurred (see page 11 of Enclosure 6). Although 
school was not in session for Ben Franklin Elementary School at that time, Transportation Engineers NW have 
satisfactorily addressed that issue (see Enclosure 20).  
Sight distance analysis:  
Sight distances at the project driveway were measured by the applicant’s traffic engineer and it was found that 
the project driveway at 125th Lane NE meets the City’s sight distance requirements when no vehicles are parked 
along the south side of NE 60th Street. The City’s Transportation Engineer, Thang Nguyen did not observe any 
potential conflict with vehicles leaving the project proposed driveway. To minimize any conflicts when the parking 
lot of the tennis club is full, or during events, the city will require with the zoning permit that the tennis club 
instruct their members not to park on NE 60th Street.  
 
Issues taken from comment letters 
Equestrian related conflicts and parking lot safety: The horses that are loaded in the parking lot of the 
Hunt Club may become afraid due to the parking lot of the tennis club being relocated. This could create danger 
for horses and people at the Hunt Club. Additionally, the relocation of the parking lot next to the Hunt Club 
parking lot will create vandalism for the Hunt Club neighborhood.  
 
Staff Response:  
Parking lot: 
The tennis club does have the ability to change the location of their parking lot. The applicant has submitted 
comments (see Enclosure 20) that includes the plan to put security cameras in the new parking lot.  
Equestrian safety: 
The tennis club and Hunt Club have existed together for many years. The Hunt Club should have a safe place on 
their site to load and unload horses, but the City cannot enforce this as a SEPA related issue upon the tennis 
club. 
 
The applicant has reviewed the public comment letters and has submitted a letter to address the issues raised in 
the letters (See Enclosure 21).  The neighbor’s concerns regarding project traffic impacts have been reviewed by 
the City’s Transportation Engineer (see below), who found no significant impacts.  Additional neighborhood 
concerns not related to traffic regarding the project will be addressed through the zoning permit process. 
 
Summary of Public Works Staff Analysis of Traffic Impacts: 
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The applicant’s traffic impact analysis, concurrency report, and parking demand study were prepared by 
Transportation Engineering NW (See Enclosure list for reports). Each of these documents was reviewed by Thang 
Nguyen, Transportation Engineer for the City’s Public Works Department. The Public Works Department 
concluded the following, which can be found in two memos from Thang Nguyen as Enclosures 7 and 9: 
 

� The trip generation for the proposal results in approximately 155 daily net new trips per day with 13 PM 
peak hour net new trips daily. 

� The proposed project was tested for concurrency on September 19, 2010 and passed. The project is 
allowed to proceed through the development process and must obtain a building or development permit 
prior to September 19th, 2011 in order to maintain a valid concurrency status. 

� Based on the traffic assignment presented in the traffic report by Transportation Engineers NW, no off-site 
intersection has a proportionate share impact greater than 1%, thus no off-site intersection besides the 
project driveway was analyzed for traffic impact.  

� Staff does not anticipate significant school related pedestrian and traffic impacts with the expansion of 
the tennis club because the peak parking demand at the tennis club does not occur at the peak drop off 
and pick up times for the school. Additionally, there are crossing guards during school release times and 
children use the sidewalk on the north side of NE 60th Street.   

� Sight distances at the project driveway were measured and the project driveway meets the City’s sight 
distance requirements when no vehicles are parked along the south side of NE 60th Street. Staff did not 
observe any potential conflict with vehicles leaving the project proposed driveway as drivers are 
particularly careful driving through the school zone. 

�  Based on the applicant’s parking analysis, the expansion of the tennis club is forecasted to have a 
demand of 99 parking stalls and they are proposing 103 stalls, plus overflow parking on their vacant lot 
for events.  

� To minimize impacts and maintain sight distance during special events or when the parking lot is full, the 
tennis facility should put out signs to instruct attendees not to park on-street, but use the vacant lot 
instead.  

� Employees should be required to park on site.   
� Road impact fees shall be paid. 
 

 
Conclusions 
 
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 as part of the review of the 
zoning and building permit.  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. Traffic volumes and safety 
have been analyzed and it was found that the project proposal is adequate.  The City has the authority through 
the Zoning Code to require the applicant to utilize the vacant lot for overflow parking and the authority to require 
that all employees park on site. Therefore no mitigations are required for SEPA review and these issues will be 
addressed with the analysis of the zoning permit and I recommend that a Determination of Non-significance be 
issued for this project.  
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SEPA ENCLOSURES  
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Applicant plans 
3. Geotechnical Report by GEO Group NW, Inc. dated July 8th, 2010 
4. Environmental checklist 
5. Trip Generation study for Concurrency review prepared by Transportation Engineering Northwest dated 

August 4th, 2010. Note: The purpose of traffic concurrency is to ensure that the City roadway network is 
built concurrent with land use growth 

6. Traffic Impact Analysis by Transportation Engineering NW dated October 4th, 2010 
7. Concurrency notice from Thang Nguyen, City of Kirkland Transportation Engineer dated September 19th, 

2010 
8. Parking demand study by Transportation Engineering NW dated August 18th, 2010 
9. Memo from Thang Nguyen dated November 16th, 2010 concerning traffic impacts and parking. 
10. through 19.  : Public Comment Letters from Hunt Club residents 
20. Email correspondence from Chris Forester of Transportation Engineering NW dated October 28th, 2010 
21. Reply to comment letters from applicant of Central Park Tennis Club 

 
 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
Review by Responsible Official: 
 

__________ I concur __________ I do not concur 
 

Comments:   
    
    
 
 
     ___________________________________________ 
     Eric R. Shields, Planning Director                      Date 
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January 5, 2011 
 
Larry Ho 
Freiheit and Ho Architects 
10230 NE Points Drive Ste 300 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
 
Dear Mr. Ho, 
 
Subject: Environmental Determination, File No SEP10-00011 for ZON10-00022; Central Park Tennis 

Club 
 
The City has completed its environmental review of your application and has issued a Determination of Non 
Significance for the proposed project (attached).  In accordance with local ordinance, the determination will 
be published in the Seattle Times on Monday, 1/10/11.  
 
Should you wish to appeal the SEPA and road concurrency determination, a written appeal must be 
submitted to the City by January 19th, 2011.  The appeal should include a concise statement of the matter 
being appealed, the specific components or aspects being appealed, the rationale for contention on appeal, 
and a statement of standing to appeal.  The fee for appealing the Environmental Determination is $207.00. 
 
Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (425)587-3252, and refer to File 
No SEP10-00011 and ZON10-00022. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
 
Susan Lauinger (formerly Greene) 
Planner 
 
Attachment:  Environmental Determination 
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CENTRAL�PARK�TENNIS�CLUB�4�COURT�BUILDING
ZONING�CODE�COMPLIANCE�WORKSHEET

ISSUES CODE�REQUIREMENT PROPOSAL

Use Allows�Commerical�Recreation�Area�and�Use Indoor�tennis�court�(4�courts�in�one�building)
(Use�may�include�activities�such�as:�indoor
and�outdoor�tennis�courts,�club�house,�
swimming�pool,�other�sport�court�games�and
ancillary�commercial�recreation�activities.)

Lot�Size 1�acre�min. 2.75�acres

Front�Yard 20'�min. 27'�3�3/4"

Side�Yard 20'�min. 40'�on�south�and�88'�2�3/4"�on�north

Rear�Yard 20'�min. 30'

Lot�Coverage 80%�max. 65%

Height�of�Structure 38'�above�average�building�elevation. 33.7'
(Structures�exceeding�25'�above�average Proposed�building�is�placed�below�existing�grade�as�seen�from
building�elevation�must�have�the�ground the�north,�south�and�west.��The�building�is�screened�from�the�
floor�placed�below�existing�grade�to�the� east�side�by�a�row�of�existing�matured�evergreen�trees.��Decidious
extent�possible�and�screened�by�a�vegetative trees�and�shrubs�are�added�to�augment�the�existing�trees.�
earthen�berm.��Structures�can�be�placed�at� Vegetative�screens�are�proposed�on�the�west�and�south�side�of�the
the�existing�grade�if�the�structures�are builidng.
located�on�lower�ground�than�adjacent
properties�and�if�the�adjacent�properties
are�developed�and�do�not�contain
residential�use.)

Landscape Category�C 15'�min.�landscaping�and�6'�solid�fence�adjacent�to�low�density�use.
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