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Tony Leavitt

From: Carol Walton <cwalton@kndservices.net>
Sent: Friday, August 24, 2012 4:24 PM
To: Tony Leavitt
Subject: ZON12-00659

Good morning Tony, 
  
My husband and I have raised our family and lived next door to the Kirkland children's school for the past 20 
years. We have enjoyed building a positive relationship with the school over the many years we have been close 
neighbors to the north, sharing a fence with them. 
  
We are concerned about the following: 
  
1.The proposed new lighting for the new parking lot, and how it may impact the privacy of our home. 
  
2. The proposed new parking stalls and the impact those might have on the environment ( additional black top) 
along with the additional traffic it will add to the already seriously congested 108th ave Ne. 
  
3. The proposed new building sites will mean that the children will then use the area along the fence line we 
share for their outside time, and we are concerned about increased noise level due to both the close proximity to 
our home and yard as well as the increased number of children that the school will then be able to hold. 
  
  
  
Our address is:  
  
Brooks and Carol Walton 
5403 108th Ave NE 
Kirkland Wa. 
98033 
  
We would like to receive a layout of the proposed plan for development on the site. We also want to be notified 
in a ten day advance of any  and all hearings that will take place regarding the proposal. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Carol 
 
 
  
  
  
K & D Services Inc. Confidentiality Notice:  
This email message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. 
If you are not the intended recipient, please contact sender by e-mail and destroy all copies of the original 
message. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587-3225 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Eric R. Shields, AICP, Planning Director 
 
From:  Tony Leavitt, Associate Planner 
 
Date:  September 6, 2012 
 
File:  SEP12-00660 
 
Subject: ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION FOR KIRKLAND CHILDREN’S 

SCHOOL MASTER PLAN, PCD FIL NO. ZON12-00659 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
Steve Lee of Studio Meng Strazarra, the applicant, is requesting approval of a Master Plan zoning 
permit to allow the construction of a new 3,400 square foot building on the existing Kirkland 
Children’s School site located at 5311 108th Avenue NE (see Enclosures 1 and 2). The building will 
house 3 new classrooms (totaling 2,750 square feet) for the preschool/daycare environmental 
education program, restroom facilities, and storage areas. The project also includes other site 
improvements including the addition of 9 parking stalls, a rain garden, parking lot lighting and 
landscaping. The existing buildings and parking lots on the property will remain. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
 
I have had an opportunity to visit the site and review the environmental checklist (Enclosure 3), the 
Traffic Impact Analysis (Enclosure 4) and the Traffic Impact Analysis Review Memo (Enclosure 5). 
Based a review of these materials, the main environmental issue related to the project is potential 
traffic impacts.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
During the initial comment period for the SEPA Determination and zoning permit application, the 
City received a total of 28 emails and postcards from interested parties (see Enclosure 6). Most of 
the comments were in support of the facility. Two emails bought up concerns about lighting, 
parking, playground noise and impact to an adjacent alley. These concerns will be addressed as part 
of the master plan zoning permit review by Staff.  
 
TRAFFIC IMPACTS 
 
Public Works Staff concludes that the proposed project will not create significant traffic impacts.  
Staff recommends approval with the following conditions: 

1. Pay Road Impact Fee. 
2. Provide 32 parking stalls 

 
The applicant’s proposed plans comply with the parking requirement condition. The applicant will 
be required to pay road impact fees as part of the building permit. 
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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 master plan 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 
 
Based on my review of the submitted information, I have not identified any significant adverse 
environmental impacts.  Therefore, I recommend that a Determination of Non-Significance be issued 
for this proposed action. 

 

SEPA ENCLOSURES 
 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Site Plan 
3. Environmental Checklist 
4. Traffic Impact Analysis 
5. Traffic Impact Analysis Review Memo 
6. Public Comments 
 

 
Review by Responsible Official: 
 

I concur  � 
 

I do not concur � 
 
 
Comments:  
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
     ___________________________________________________ 
     Eric R. Shields, AICP 
     Planning Director 
 
     ___________________________________________________ 
       Date 

                                                 
1ESHB 1724, adopted April 23, 1995 55
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE  KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189  (425) 587-3000 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
MEMORANDUM 

 
 
To: Tony Leavitt, Planner 
 
 
From: Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer 
 
 
Date: July 13, 2012  
  
 
Subject: Kirkland Children’s School Expansion, TRANS12-00620 
 
This memo summarizes Public Works review of the traffic impact analysis report for the 
proposed Kirkland Children School expansion. 
 
Project Description 
The current school is 7,000 square feet and the applicant is proposing to add 2,750 gross square 
feet for two additional classrooms and other ancillary use.   
 
Trip Generation 
The expansion is calculated to generate 35 AM peak hour, 19 PM peak hour and 218 daily peak 
trips. 
 
Traffic Concurrency 
All developments subject to SEPA review are required to pass traffic concurrency.  The 
proposed project passed traffic concurrency.  A traffic concurrency test notice was issued 
December 23, 2011 and will expire December 23, 2012 unless a building permit is issued or a 
traffic concurrency test extension is requested prior to December 23, 2012 and it is approved by 
the City. 
 
Traffic Impacts 
Project traffic distribution and assignment was estimated using the City’s BKR Traffic Model.  
 
The City ‘s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines (TIAG) requires a Level of Service (LOS) 
Analysis using the Highway Capacity Manual Operational Method for intersections that have 
proportionate share greater than 1%.   Based on the proportionate share calculation the 
intersection of 108th Avenue NE/NE 53rd Street met the 1% proportionate share threshold for PM 
peak hour; thus, requiring safety and level of service analyses.  In addition, the immediate 
intersection to the north of the site 108th Avenue NE/NE 55th Street was also analyzed for LOS 
and safety. 
 
The City requires developers to mitigate traffic impacts when one of the following two 
conditions is met: 
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1. An intersection level of service is at E and the project traffic is more than 15% of the 

intersection traffic volumes. 
2. An intersection level of service is at F and the project traffic is more than 5% of the 

intersection traffic volumes. 
 
The intersection of 108th Avenue NE/NE 53rd Street and 108th Avenue NE/NE 55th Street were 
calculated to operate at LOS-C or better during the PM peak hour.  The resulting level of service 
is acceptable therefore; off-site traffic mitigation is not warranted.   
 
Driveway Operation 
All the project driveways are calculated to operate at an acceptable LOS-B or better and the 
project driveway meets the City of Kirkland minimum requirements for safe sight distance.  
Thus, no mitigation is warranted. 
 
Parking 
A parking demand analysis was completed by the traffic consultant and the peak parking demand 
at any one 5-minute is 20 spaces with an 85th percentile of 19 spaces.  Based on the additional 
expanded space, the parking demand was computed to be 26 spaces.  The applicant is proposing 
a total of 32 spaces.  It appears that the proposed supply will accommodate the growth and 
demand. 
 
On-site Circulation 
On-site circulation was reviewed and it is anticipated that the school expansion and increase 
enrollment will not cause traffic to queue onto 108th Avenue NE.   
 
Road Impact Fees 
Per City’s Ordinance 3685, Road Impact Fees per Impact Fee Schedule in effect September 1, 
2010 are required for all developments.  Road impact fees are used to construct transportation 
improvements throughout the City.  The road impact rate Day Care Center is $21.39 per gross 
square foot.  With 2,750 additional square feet, the calculated transportation impact fee is 
$58,822.50 ($21.39 x 2,750).  Thus, the impact fee assessed for the proposed project will be 
$58,822.50.  Final impact fee shall be determined at building permit acceptance. 
 
Staff Recommendations 
Public Works Staff concludes that the proposed project will not create significant traffic impacts 
that would require specific off-site traffic mitigation.  Staff recommends approval of the 
proposed project with the following conditions: 
 

• Pay Road Impact Fee. 
• Provide 32 parking spaces 

 
If you have any questions, call me at (425) 587-3869. 
 
cc:  EnerGov Filing  
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TO: Donna Caditz, Executive Director, Kirkland Children’s School 

JOB SITE: 5311 108th Avenue Northeast, Kirkland Washington 

SUBJECT: Tree Inventory and Arborist Report for Kirkland Children’s School 

DATE: June 19, 2012 

PREPARED BY: Sean Dugan 
 ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #457 

ISA Board Certified Master Arborist #PN-5459B 
PNW-ISA Certified Tree Risk Assessor #149 

 

 
Contents 

 Summary 
 Assignment & Scope of Report 
 Methods 
 Observations 
 Discussion 
 Recommendations 
 Glossary 
 References 
 Appendix A - Assumptions & Limiting Conditions 
 Appendix B – Tree Risk Assessor Method 
 Appendix C - Tree Protection Specification 
 Attachments: 
  Table of Trees 
  Site Survey with Tree Locations 
   
  

Summary 

Forty-three (43) significant trees on the subject property were included in this inventory.  Eight 
significant trees will need to be removed due to being within the building envelope or having a 
significant portion of the tree’s root system that will be negatively impacted by the proposed 
construction.  Two significant trees will be removed for health/structural reasons.  Thirty-three 
(33) significant trees, or 77 percent, can be retained based on the proposed development plans 
and tree viability.  All of the remaining trees are viable and unlikely to be negatively impacted 
by construction or adjacent tree removal.  No significant trees on adjacent properties will be 
negatively impacted. 
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Assignment & Scope of Report 
This report outlines the site inspection by Sean Dugan and Scott Selby of Tree Solutions Inc. 
made on June 5, 2012.  We were asked to visit the site and collect the data needed to provide a 
tree inventory and retention plan as required by the city of Kirkland as stated in the Zoning 
Code 95.30.   Included in this arborist report are observations, discussion, and 
recommendations needed to address the City’s requirements. Donna Caditz, Executive Director 
of the Kirkland Children’s School, requested these services to acquire information for project 
planning and to be in accord with City code. 

 
Limits of Assignment 
 
Unless stated otherwise: 1) information contained in this report covers only those trees that 
were examined and reflects the condition of those trees at the time of inspection; and 2) the 
inspection is limited to visual examination of the subject trees without dissection, excavation, 
probing, climbing, or coring unless explicitly specified.  There is no warranty or guarantee, 
expressed or implied, that problems or deficiencies of the subject trees may not arise in the 
future.   
 
The International Society of Arboriculture’s Standard of Care defines “Hazard Tree” as “a tree 
that has been assessed as having characteristics that make it an unacceptable risk for continued 
retention.  A hazard tree, or a hazardous component, exists when the sum of the risk factors 
equals or exceeds a predetermined threshold of risk.” The predetermined threshold for risk and 
the actions required to reduce the risk below that threshold is established by the risk manager. 
 
As a Certified Tree Risk Assessor, my job is to provide the risk manager, in this case the property 
owners, with technical information required to make informed decisions.  The risk manager 
must make the decision about how to implement the actions required to reduce risk levels to 
acceptable levels.   
 
Additional Assumptions and Limiting Conditions can be found in Appendix A. 

 
Methods 
I evaluated tree health and structure utilizing visual tree assessment (VTA) methods.  The basis 
behind VTA is the identification of symptoms, which the tree produces in reaction to a weak 
spot or area of mechanical stress.  A tree reacts to mechanical and physiological stresses by 
growing more vigorously to re-enforce weak areas, while depriving less stressed parts.  
(Mattheck & Breloer 1994)  An understanding of the uniform stress allows one to make 
informed judgments about the condition of a tree.  
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Using the Pacific Northwest International Society of Arboriculture (PNWISA) Tree Risk 
Assessment method, I assigned a risk potential rating to each tree. This method is adapted from 
the United States Forest Service risk assessment approach and is considered the present 
Standard of Care.  This method provides assessors a structured process, based on good science 
and arboriculture, to assign recommended thresholds for action for the purpose of informing 
risk managers.  The PNWISA Tree Risk Assessment method requires assessor certification.  
Additional information regarding this method can be found in Appendix B. 

The diameter of each tree was measured at the diameter at standard height (DSH), 54 inches 
above grade.  All trees with a DSH of six inches or greater were included in the report. The 
species, DSH, health and structural condition, risk potential rating, limits of disturbance, 
management options, notes, and tree status for each tree can be found in the attached Table of 
Trees.  A marked up Site Survey with Tree Locations has also been attached to this report.   

Each significant tree was previously tagged and the numbers are shown on the site survey.  
These numbers are referred to in the attached Table of Trees.  Significant trees that were not 
tagged have been included into the attached Site Survey.  Several trees  on adjacent properties 
with canopies that overhang the subject property were labeled with a Letter identifier on the 
site survey. 

Limits of disturbance (LOD) is indicated throughout the report as radial feet extending out from 
the face of the trunk. The LOD was determined on a case-by-case basis for individual trees.  
Trees with good tolerance to root zone disturbance or that are not in an area near proposed 
construction can be protected to drip line, if necessary.  Trees with high preservation value 
should be protected to the greater of the drip line or the critical root zone (CRZ). 

I contacted Tony Leavipt, Associate Planner with the city of Kirkland working on the Kirkland 
Children’s School project, to determine what information the City would require.  Mr. Leavipt 
advised me that the Tree Retention Plan for Multifamily, Commercial, and Non-Residential 
properties would be needed. 
 
Observations 
The Site  
 
The property is in a residential/commercial district and is currently being used as the Kirkland 
Children’s School.  The property had previously been farm land.  Soils on the site are compacted 
at the surface but are looser further below grade.  I was able to easily insert a steel probe 42 
inches deep.  The soil texture has a high sand component.  The topography of the site is 
generally flat. 
 
The site has several existing buildings and surrounding infrastructure, including parking area, 
walkways, covered patios, and playground areas.  The site receives consistent use throughout 
the daytime hours.  There is less use of the playground areas in the evening.   
A new building and parking area is being proposed for the site north of the existing structures. 
(see attached Site Survey with Tree Locations) 
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The Trees 
 
Information specific to each tree can be found in the attached Table of Trees.  Tree species that 
were observed on site include Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), Western Red cedar (Thuja 
plicata), Red alder (Alnus rubra), Flowering cherry (Prunus sp.), Pear (Pyrus sp.), Leyland cypress 
(Cupressus x leylandii), Blue ash (Fraxinus excelsior), Little leaf linden (Tilia cordata), and 
Japanese styrax (Styrax japonica).  Additional species observed on adjacent properties include 
Beaked hazelnut (Corylus cornuta) and Quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides).  
 
Discussion 
Forty-three (43) significant-size trees were observed on the subject property.  Thirty-three (33) 
significant trees, or 77 percent, can be retained, based on the proposed development plans and 
tree viability.  
 
Eight significant trees, numbers 124 thru 130 and tree 132, will need to be removed due to 
being within the building envelope or having a significant portion of the tree’s root system that 
will be negatively impacted by the proposed construction.   
 
Two significant trees, numbers 123 and 134, will be removed for health/structural reasons.  
Tree 123 is a Douglas-fir located in a play area utilized by young children for extended periods 
throughout the day.  The tree’s trunk leans to the northeast and has a defect at the base, which 
has resulted in 20 percent of the circumference exuding significant amounts of resin.   The 
moderate diameter-size parts in the upper canopy have previously failed into the play area 
below.  The risk managers would like to significantly reduce the risk of falling parts and remove 
the risk potential presented from the trunk.  Tree removal is the only option to accomplish 
these goals.  If the City does not believe the issues with the tree are serious enough to warrant 
removal, the tree will be one of the two trees allowed for removal from the site with a tree 
removal permit. 
 
Tree 134 is a small ash tree that was planted voluntarily.  The tree was injured, creating a 
wound over 30 percent of the trunk’s circumference.  The tree is not in imminent risk of failure, 
but will likely have long term decay issues that will ultimately lead to the tree’s removal.  The 
risk managers of the property would like to eliminate the risk from this tree while it is still small. 
 
Based on the location of the eight trees proposed for removal in relation to the adjacent trees, 
it does not appear that there will be any negative impact to retained trees on the subject 
property or adjacent properties. 
 
Two additional significant trees, numbers 192 and 193, should be considered for removal in the 
future, as these Red alders are not suitable trees to be located along  a roadway and sidewalk. 
These trees currently have a Retain status. 
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Six (6) trees below significant size were also observed. One of these, tree D,  will need to be 
removed for the construction of a walkway. Seven (7) significant trees on adjacent properties 
with canopies overhanging the subject property were observed.  All of these will be retained. 
  
A row of healthy Leyland cypress trees are located along the north property line adjacent to the 
existing parking lot.  The trees have spread beyond the limits of the planting bed and are now 
encroaching into the parking lot and residential property to the north.  The trees have also 
grown to a height where they are blocking the solar access to the residential property.  In my 
opinion they may be an inappropriate plant for the limited space. 
 
Leyland cypress has the potential to get over 80 feet tall and have a canopy spread greater than 
30 feet across.  The row of trees approaching this size will reduce the ability to use critically 
needed parking space in the lot and will completely block the sun to the neighboring site.  The 
Children’s School would like to manage these trees before they overwhelm the space.  
 
The options the School has that would allow for the management of these trees includes 
beginning to create a hedge by pruning the spread of the trees back to the edge of the parking 
lot and reducing the height by approximately 15 feet.  Hedging of the trees will require ongoing 
maintenance and operational costs but will achieve the goals of the School and the site to the 
north.  Otherwise, the trees should be removed and replaced with a tree species that is more 
appropriate to the limited planting area.  Trees to consider are: 

• Hinoki cypress 
• English yew 
• Japanese yew 
• Callery pear 
• Maidenhair tree 
• Paperbark maple 

 
 
Tree Protection 
 
The Tree Protection Specification found in Appendix C should be applied to all trees that will be 
preserved and that are near proposed construction.  This shall occur prior to the 
commencement of site work. 
 
The trees with the greatest potential to be negatively impacted by site development is 131.   
Tree protection fencing should be established around the tree.  When excavating within the 
CRZ care should be made not to remove or damage roots that can be retained and still 
complete the adjacent trenching.  All roots that need to be removed should be cut with a 
pruning tool and not by ripping out with a back hoe.   
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All of the significant Leyland cypress can be preserved by placing a tree protection barrier at the 
edge of the tree’s drip line.  This will prevent the canopy from being damaged by any passing 
vehicles.  This tree species is tolerant to contractor pressures and is unlikely to be negatively 
impacted during site development.   
 
None of the trees located to the west and south of the existing structures will have any 
construction-related activity within the tree’s CRZ or below the canopy.  These trees are 
unlikely to be negatively impacted by site development activities.  It is my opinion that tree 
protection measures are not necessary to be placed around these trees. 
 
None of the trees on the adjacent properties with canopies overhang the subject property will 
be close  to any of the site development activities and they are all unlikely to be negatively 
impacted from construction.   
 
 
Recommendations 
 
Tree specific recommendations can be found in the attached Table of Trees. 

• All tree protection measures should be installed prior to the commencement of site 
work. 

• No trees should be removed before attaining City permission. 
• Trees located on adjacent properties and new significant trees found on site are shown 

in the attached Site Survey and should be included into the primary survey in the plan 
set to be submitted to the City. 

• The CRZ and tree protection measures should be shown on the survey for all trees that 
will be preserved. 

• The Site Survey should show the LOD for all trees. 
• A preservation and maintenance agreement will need to be obtained with the City for 

all remaining trees on the property. 
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Glossary 
absorbing roots:   common term describing the fine, non-woody, short-lived roots that absorb water 
and mineral nutrients and that are often infected with beneficial organisms (Matheny et al. 1998) 
cabling:   installation of hardware in a tree to help support weak branches or crotches (Lilly 2001) 
cracks:   defects in trees that, if severe, may pose a risk of tree or branch failure (Lilly 2001) 
crown:   the aboveground portions of a tree (Lilly 2001) 
crown cleaning:  selective pruning to remove one or more of the following parts: dead, diseased, 

and/or broken branches (ANSI A300) 
DBH or DSH:   diameter at breast or standard height; the diameter of the trunk measured 54 inches 

(4.5 feet) above grade (Matheny et al. 1998) 
ISA: International Society of Arboriculture 
included bark:   bark that becomes embedded in a crotch between branch and trunk or between 

codominant stems and causes a weak structure (Lilly 2001) 
lateral:   secondary or subordinate branch (Lilly 2001) 
Limits of Disturbance: The boundary between the protected area around a tree and the allowable 

site disturbance as determined by a qualified professional measured in feet from trunk. (KZC) 
mitigation:   process of reducing damages or risk (Lilly 2001) 
monitoring:   keeping a close watch; performing regular checks or inspections (Lilly 2001) 
phototropic growth:  growth toward light source or stimulant ( Harris et al.1999) 
PNWISA: Pacific Northwest Chapter of ISA 
significant size:    a tree measuring 6” DSH or greater (KZC) 
soil structure:   the arrangement of soil particles (Lilly 2001) 
structural defects:   flaws, decay, or other faults in the trunk, branches, or root collar of a tree, 

which may lead to failure (Lilly 2001) 
target:   person, object, or structure that could be injured or damaged in the event of tree or branch 

failure (Lilly 2001) 
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Appendix A - Assumptions & Limiting Conditions 
 

1. Consultant assumes that any legal description provided to Consultant is correct and that title to 
property is good and marketable.  Consultant assumes no responsibility for legal matters.  
Consultant assumes all property appraised or evaluated is free and clear, and is under responsible 
ownership and competent management. 

2. Consultant assumes that the property and its use do not violate applicable codes, ordinances, 
statutes or regulations. 

3. Although Consultant has taken care to obtain all information from reliable sources and to verify 
the data insofar as possible, Consultant does not guarantee and is not responsible for the accuracy 
of information provided by others. 

4. Client may not require Consultant to testify or attend court by reason of any report unless 
mutually satisfactory contractual arrangements are made, including payment of an additional fee 
for such Services as described in the Consulting Arborist Agreement. 

5. Unless otherwise required by law, possession of this report does not imply right of publication or 
use for any purpose by any person other than the person to whom it is addressed, without the 
prior express written consent of the Consultant. 

6. Unless otherwise required by law, no part of this report shall be conveyed by any person, 
including the Client, the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales or other media 
without the Consultant‘s prior express written consent. 

7. This report and any values expressed herein represent the opinion of the Consultant, and the 
Consultant’s fee is in no way contingent upon the reporting of a specific value, a stipulated result, 
the occurrence of a subsequent event or upon any finding to be reported. 

8. Sketches, drawings and photographs in this report, being intended as visual aids, are not 
necessarily to scale and should not be construed as engineering or architectural reports or 
surveys.  The reproduction of any information generated by architects, engineers or other 
consultants and any sketches, drawings or photographs is for the express purpose of coordination 
and ease of reference only.  Inclusion of such information on any drawings or other documents 
does not constitute a representation by Consultant as to the sufficiency or accuracy of the 
information. 

9. Unless otherwise agreed, (1) information contained in this report covers only the items examined 
and reflects the condition of the those items at the time of inspection; and (2) the inspection is 
limited to visual examination of accessible items without dissection, excavation, probing, climbing, 
or coring.  Consultant makes no warranty or guarantee, express or implied, that the problems or 
deficiencies of the plans or property in question may not arise in the future. 

10. Loss or alteration of any part of this Agreement invalidates the entire report. 
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Appendix B - Tree Risk Assessor Method 
 The Pacific Northwest International Society of Arboriculture (PNWISA) Tree Risk Assessment method is 

adapted from the United States Forest Service risk assessment approach and is considered the present Standard of 
Care.  This method provides assessors a structured process, based on good science and arboriculture, to assign 
recommended thresholds for action for the purpose of informing risk managers.  The PNWISA Tree Risk 
Assessment method requires assessor certification. 

The method uses a 12 point system, divided into three categories, to rate the potential risk from a tree 
and its parts.  

P  Probability of Failure is rated at 1-5 points based on the judgment of the assessor. 

1 point = Low risk – The defect is not likely to lead to imminent failure and no further action is required. In 
many cases these defects might not even be recorded. 

2 points = Moderate risk – One or more defects that are well established but would typically not lead to 
failure for several years. Corrective action might be useful to prevent future problems but only if time and money 
are available. Not the highest priority for action, these are the “retain and monitor” situations that can be used to 
inform budget and work schedules for subsequent years. 

3 points = Moderately High risk – One or more defects areas well established but not yet deemed to be a 
high priority issue. Additional testing may be required or, the assessor may feel the problems are not serious 
enough to warrant immediate action, but do warrant placing the tree on a list of trees to be inspected more 
regularly. These are Retain and Monitor trees. 

4 points = High risk – The defect is serious and imminent failure is likely and corrective action is required 
immediately. These cases require treatment within the next few days or weeks. 

5 points = Extreme - The tree or component part is already failing. An emergency situation where 
treatment is required today. 

S   Size of the Defective Part(s) is rated 1-3 with 1 point for branches or stems up to 10cm (4 inches) in 
diameter, 2 points for branches or stems between 10-50cm (4-20 inches) in diameter and, 3 points for branches or 
stems over 50cm (20 inches) in diameter.  

T   Target Area is rated 1-4 based on the following target descriptions. 

1= Low – Sites rated at one point are very rarely used for any long period of time, and people passing 
through the area (regardless of how they travel) do not spend a lot of time within the striking range of the tree 
within any one day. There are no valuable buildings or other facilities within striking range.   

2= Moderate – Valuable buildings are at the edge of striking distance, so they would not be seriously 
damaged even if the tree did fall down. The site has people within striking range occasionally, meaning less than 
50% of the time span in any one day, week , or month, and do not stay within striking range for very long.  

3= Moderately High – The site has valuable buildings within striking range. People are within striking 
range more than 50% of the time span in any one day, week, or month, and their exposure time can be more than 
just passing by.  

4= High – The highest rated targets have a building within striking range frequently used by people, often 
for longer periods of time, or high volumes of people coming and going within striking range 
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The Overall Risk Rating and Action Thresholds 

Risk 
Rating 

Risk Category Interpretation & Implications 

3 Low 1 Insignificant- no concern at all. 

4 Low 2 Insignificant – very minor issues 

5 Low 3 Insignificant – minor issues not of concern for many years yet 

6 Moderate 1 Some issues but nothing that is likely to cause any problems for another 10 years or more 

7 Moderate 2 Well defined issues – retain and monitor. Not expected to be a problem for at least another 5 – 
10 years 

8 Moderate 3 Well-defined issues – retain and monitor. Not expected to be a problem for at least another 1 – 5 
years. 

9 High 1 The assessed issues have now become very clear. The tree can still reasonable be retained as it is 
not likely to fall apart right away, but it must now be monitored annually.  

10 High 2 The assessed issues have now become very clear. The probability of failure is now getting serious, 
or the target rating and/or site context have changed such that mitigation measures should now 
be on a schedule with a clearly defined timeline for action. 

11 High 3 The tree, or a part of it has reached a stage where it could fail at any time. Action to mitigate the 
risk is required within weeks rather than months. 

12 Extreme This tree, or part of it, is in the process of failing. Immediate action is required. All other less 
significant tree work should be suspended, and roads or work areas should be closed off until the 
risk issues have been mitigated. 

 
Options for Mitigation of Risk Trees include: 

Remove the risk altogether if possible by cutting off one or more branches, removing dead wood, or 
possibly removing the entire tree. Extreme risk situations should be closed off until the risk is abated. 

Modify the risk of failure probability.  In some cases it may be possible to reduce the probability of failure 
by adding mechanical support in the form of cables braces or props. 

Modify the risk rating by moving the target. Risk ratings can sometimes be lowered by moving the target 
so that there is a much lower probability of the defective part striking anything. Moving the target should generally 
be seen as an interim measure.  

Retain and monitor.   This approach is used where some defects have been noted but they are not yet 
serious and the present risk level is only moderate.  

 

Reference:   
Dunster & Associates Environmental Consultants Ltd. Assessing Trees in Urban Areas and the Urban-Rural 
Interface, US Release 1.0. Silverton: Pacific Northwest Chapter ISA, 2006 
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Appendix C -  Tree Protection Specifications 

1. This specification must be followed for all trees that are in close proximity to any clearing and 
grading limits. 

2. Educate all workers on site about tree protection techniques and requirements during 
preconstruction meetings and by sharing and posting this Tree Protection Specification. 

3. After the site has been surveyed and clearing and grading stakes are in place, the project 
arborist should visit the site to determine the actual placement of tree protection measures based on 
the potential impact to tree root systems.  Final adjustment of clearing limits by the arborist will be 
made on site prior to construction. 

4. Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) fencing or other barriers shall be installed along all clearing limits to 
protect the Critical Root Zones (CRZ) of trees that are to be preserved.  Optimal CRZ areas should be the 
greater of the drip line or calculated at 1-foot radius for every 1-inch of tree diameter.  Actual limits of 
disturbance can be found in the attached Table of Trees.  TPZ fencing shall be a minimum of a 4-foot tall 
orange plastic fencing anchored with steel stakes or a 6-foot tall chain link fence, depending on the 
project needs.  Alternative barriers may be approved with consent of the project arborist.  One entry 
point into the TPZ to gain access to the tree shall be provided for all trees, especially those surrounded 
by a chain link fence.  Damaged barriers shall be re-established or replaced. 

5. The project arborist may require chain link fencing or plywood boxing around trees in certain 
high traffic areas.  The arborist will meet on site with the contractor to determine the specific types of 
fencing and placement, and the specific clearing instructions for areas near preserved trees.  Adjustment 
of the initial TPZ lay out may be required as construction progresses and should be approved by the 
project arborist. 

6. Post appropriate signage to the fencing to help convey the importance of the CRZ to workers. 

7. TPZ fencing shall not be moved without authorization from the project arborist or the site 
supervisor.  All fencing is to be left in place until the completion of the project.  Tree protection signage 
shall be attached to fencing only. 

8. A 4 to 6-inch deep layer of coarse arborist woodchips or hog fuel mulch shall be layered over the 
top of the soil surface.  The mulch shall be kept 12-inches away from the base of any tree.  Alternative 
mulch may be used with the prior approval of the project arborist. 

9. Work required for removal of unwanted vegetation within the CRZ areas will be hand work only. 
NO HEAVY EQUIPMENT SHALL BE USED IN THE TPZ.   

10. Within the TPZ areas, no parking, materials storage, dumping, or burning is allowed. 

11. Do not attach anything to trees using nails, screws, and/or spikes. 

12. Any trees adjacent to high traffic areas or building envelopes shall be pruned to attain proper 
safety and clearance prior to the construction.  The project arborist will provide a recommendation 
using American national Standards Institute ANSI A300 Standard Practices for Pruning.  Use of an 
International Society of Arboriculture Certified Arborist to perform the recommended work is strongly 
recommended.   

13. When removing trees outside of the TPZ determined to be unacceptable for retention, use 
methods such as directional felling to avoid damage to trees and other valuable vegetation that is being 
retained.  Small trees and other native vegetation in these areas should be carefully preserved. 
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14. Tree stumps that are within a TPZ or immediately adjacent to the CRZ of a preserved tree or 
other vegetation shall be removed by grinding. 

15. Where the project arborist has determined that roots of a preserved tree may be encountered 
during excavation or grading, a Certified Arborist shall be on site to supervise any root pruning and to 
assess the potential impact of such pruning.   

16. Excavation equipment shall have flat front buckets to be used when lower the grade that may 
contact roots of a preserved tree.   

17. Excavation should occur at perpendicular angles that will reduce the potential to tear and break 
roots further back towards the tree.   

18. Any root greater than 1-inches in diameter that is encountered shall be carefully cut with a 
sharp tool and not torn with a backhoe.  Avoid, when feasible, cutting any root greater than 4 inches in 
diameter.  Roots cut shall be immediately covered with soil or mulch and kept moist.  When roots must 
be exposed around concrete forms before back-filling can occur, cover the roots with wet burlap and a 
white plastic sheeting. 

19. Where access for machinery or any vehicle is required within the CRZ or TPZ of any preserved 
tree, the soil should be protected from compaction.  Acceptable methods include an 18 inch deep layer 
of wood chips or hog fuel, 1 inch thick plywood, Alturna Mats, or steel sheets be placed over the soil 
surface. 

20. Do not trench for utilities installation or repair, or for irrigation system installation within the 
TPZ without consent of the project arborist.  Alter routes of underground infrastructure or use alternate 
methods such as pipe boring, air excavation, or HVAC to work around roots.    

21. Landscaping specified within the TPZ areas shall be designed to limit disturbance of surface soils 
and preserved vegetation.  No root pruning is permitted.  New plants added in these areas should be of 
the smallest size possible to minimize disturbance. 

22. Do not change grade by cutting or filling within the TPZ without consent of the project arborist. 

23. Where backfill is required within a CRZ or TPZ area, the project arborist shall determine the 
amount and type of fill material to be used.  

24. Supplemental irrigation for all protected trees is required during the summer months or 
prolonged periods of dry weather.  In the absence of adequate rainfall, apply at least 1 inch of water per 
week by deep soaking methods. THIS IS MOST IMPORTANT FOR SUCESSFUL TREE RETENTION. 

25. Fertilize trees as necessary with phosphorus, potassium, calcium, magnesium, and other macro- 
and micro-nutrients as indicated by a soil nutrient analysis test, but wait at least 1 year to apply any 
nitrogen. Nitrogen shall only be applied according to the American National Standards Institute A300 
(part 2) Standard Practices for Fertilization (ANSI A300 Part 2, 2004) or the International Society of 
Arboriculture’s Best Management Practice for Fertilization. 

26. Monitoring of all trees, especially those exposed to new environmental conditions such as 
exposure to wind, sun, or deep shade, should be monitored during construction and annually for several 
seasons following construction to check for adverse changes to the tree health or stability. 

 
Attachments: Table of Trees, Site Survey with Tree Locations 
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Tree # Scientific Name
Common 

Name

DSH 

(inches)

Drip 

Line Condition Prob Size Target

Risk 

Potential LOD Management Options Notes Tree Status

101

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 24.8 16.0 Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Crown clean as time and money 

allows

Bark crack with sap flow; tag missing; 

self-corrected lean; branch failure most 

probable Retain

102

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 7.8 5 Fair 1 1 3 5 Drip line Phototropic lean Retain

103

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 7 5 Fair 1 1 4 6 Drip line Topped Retain

104

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 6.7 5 Fair 1 1 4 6 Drip line Topped; trunk sweep Retain

105

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 12.5 5 Good 1 1 4 6 Drip line Phototropic lean Retain

109

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 22.9 15 Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Crown clean as time and money 

allows Retain

111

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 25.2 15 Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Crown clean as time and money 

allows; consider subordinating 

smaller lead to reduce the 

potential for part failure

8" subordinate lead at 8' with sap flow 

from union with main stem; not a 

significant risk Retain

112

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 17 10 Good 2 1 4 7 Drip line

Crown clean as time and money 

allows Tag removed Retain

113 Thuja plicata
Western 

redcedar 25 12 Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line Retain

114

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 16.8 8 Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Crown clean as time and money 

allows Tag removed Retain

115

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 32.8 25 Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Crown clean as time and money 

allows Tag removed Retain

116

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 24.8 16 Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Crown clean as time and money 

allows Tag removed; self-corrected lean Retain

117

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 30.3 20 Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Crown clean as time and money 

allows

Protect CRZ; deadwood, remove 

hangers, reduce longer scaffold limbs Retain

118

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 40 30 Good 2 3 4 9 Drip line

Retain, test, and monitor; 

crown clean as time and money 

allows

Basal swelling; recommend advanced 

testing to assess if defect present; tag 

missing Retain
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119

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 19.7 10 Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Excavate root flare to assess for 

possible girdling roots.  Crown 

clean as time and money allows Buried root crown Retain

120

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 16.3 10 Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Excavate root flare to assess for 

possible girdling roots.  Crown 

clean as time and money allows Buried root crown Retain

121

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 24.4 18 Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Excavate root flare to assess for 

possible girdling roots.  Crown 

clean as time and money allows Buried root crown Retain

122

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 24.6 15 (S) Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Excavate root flare to assess for 

possible girdling roots.  Crown 

clean as time and money allows

Buried root crown; bark crack with sap 

flow Retain

123

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 41.9 35 Fair 3 3 4 10 Drip line

Retain, test, crown clean, 

reduce scaffold branch length, 

and monitor; or remove

Basal swelling, sap flow 20% around 

trunk; corrected lean; advanced decay 

test for extent of internal issues Remove health

124

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 33 14 Fair 2 1 4 7 NA Restricted trunk due to gazebo Remove for construction

125

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 13.7 12 Fair 2 2 4 8 NA

Remaining trunk long-term decay 

issues Remove for construction

126 Thuja plicata
Western 

redcedar 29 13 Fair 3 3 4 10 NA

Internal decay seam - both sides; bird 

holes; poor choice for retention Remove for construction

127

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 33.2 15 Good 2 1 4 7 NA Remove for construction

128

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 33.2 15 Fair 2 1 4 7 NA

small twig dieback; flat trunk on 

parking area side Remove for construction

129

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 28.5 24 Good 2 2 4 8

15' to 

east Reduce length of longer laterals

previously "wind-sailing" limits ability 

to prune; shallow roots; trunk with 

kink Remove for construction
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130 Thuja plicata
Western 

redcedar 29.7 12 Fair 2 2 4 8

15' to 

south

Monitor junction for resin flow 

after severe weather events; or 

cable

Forked trunk at 40' w/narrow union; 

old nurse log tree, shows no sign of 

movement, upper canopy sparse; top 

soil layer compacted Remove for construction

131 Pyrus calleryana
Flowering 

pear

14, 13.5, 

13.3 20 Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Reduce limb endweight & raise 

canopy, selective thinning, can 

install a dynamic catch cable to 

further reduce risk potential, 

high preservation value

SW leaning trunk; monitor union 

between 2 south trunks for seperation 

or sap flow especially after heavy snow 

or ice load. Retain

132

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 31 14 Good 2 1 4 7 NA Branch failure Remove for construction

133 Tilia cordata Linden 10.4 15 Good 1 1 4 6 Drip line Protect CRZ; sap sucker holes Retain

134 Fraxinus excelsior Ash (blue) 9.2 14 Fair 2 2 4 8 NA

Retain & monitor trunk for 

continued defect or remove

Significant trunk wound - long-term 

decay issuel; trunk leaning west Rmove

135

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir 36.5 20 Good 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Crown clean as time and money 

allows, reduce length of longest 

scaffold branches

Protect CRZ; deadwood, remove 

hangers, reduce longer scaffold limbs Retain

173

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 6.2 4 Good 1 1 1 3 Drip line Protect to dripline Retain

174

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 6.4 3 Fair 1 1 3 5 Drip line Topped; phototropic lean; our tag Retain

175

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 6.2 4 Fair 1 1 3 5 Drip line Phototropic lean; our tag Retain

176

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 12.8 8 Good 1 1 3 5 Drip line Root obstruction - curb Retain

187

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 12 8 Good 1 1 3 5 Drip line Root obstruction - curb Retain
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188

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 11 8 Fair 2 2 3 7 Drip line

Long-term risk issue possible; forked 

trunk & narrow angle of attachment, 

crack, included bark, enveloped wire; 

root obstruction - curb Retain

189

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 14 8 Good 1 1 3 5 Drip line

Self-corrected lean; sprinkler at base; 

root obstruction - curb Retain

190

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 14 8 Good 1 1 3 5 Drip line Root obstruction - curb Retain

191

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 8.5 7 Good 1 1 3 5 Drip line Root obstruction - curb Retain

192 Alnus rubra Red Alder 10 12 Fair 2 2 4 8 Drip line

Consider for removal due to 

unsuitable species for location

This tree is a poor choice for the 

location.  The species has weak wood 

and often fail quickly, short life span. 

Ice/snow load possible issue; monitor 

lean correcting; trunk leans east; small 

twig dieback; touching utility line Retain

193 Alnus rubra Red Alder 16.2 13 Fair 2 1 4 7 Drip line

Consider for removal due to 

unsuitable species for location

Girdling root; top dieback; branch 

failure; maintain clearance on 

walk/road/parking Retain

196

Cupressocyparis 
leylandii

Leyland 

cypress 8 6 Good 1 1 3 5 Drip line In CRZ of 117, 135 Retain

A Malus Crabapple 4 1 1 3 5 Drip line Retain

B Malus Crabapple 5 1 1 3 5 Drip line Retain

C Malus Crabapple 5 8 Good 1 1 1 3 Drip line Retain

D Malus Crabapple 5 8 Good 1 1 1 3 NA Remove construction

E Malus Crabapple 5.6 8 Good 1 1 1 3 Drip line Retain

F Tilia cordata Linden 8.3 10 Good 1 1 1 3 Drip line Retain
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H Styrax
Japanese 

snowbell 5.6 10 Good 1 1 1 3 Drip line Retain

I Acer circinatum Vine maple 6+ 8 Good 1 1 1 3 Drip line N of tree 129 Retain

J Acer circinatum Vine maple 6+ 8 Fair 1 1 1 3 Drip line

N of #131 on adjacent site; fair 

condition; some canopy dieback Retain

K

Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Douglas fir ~24 18 Good 2 1 3 3 Drip line

NW corner on adjacent site; 18' 

dripline, app. 24" DSH; good condition; Retain

L Corylus cornuta
Beaked 

hazelnut 6+ 12 Good 1 1 1 3 Drip line Retain

M Thuja plicata
Western 

redcedar 22 16 Good 1 1 4 6 Drip line

Located on adjacent property next to 

fence with 8' overhang; behind #123 Retain

N Populus sp Aspen 22 12 Good 1 1 3 5 Drip line

On adjacent lot south of "L", 12' 

dripline radius, 8' from property line, Retain
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033  
425.587-3225 - www.kirklandwa.gov  

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Tony Leavitt, Associate Planner 
 
From: Tina Cohen, Consulting Urban Forester 
 
Date: September 26, 2012 
 
Subject: Urban Forester Review, ZON12-00659 
 
 
The City’s objective is to retain as many viable trees as possible on a development site 
while still allowing the development proposal to move forward in a timely manner. In 
order to make better decisions about tree retention, an approved tree retention plan 
that establishes the priorities of tree retention is required for zoning permit applications. 
Tree retention values are assessed based on the site, the location of trees and the 
information provided by the applicant’s arborist. 
 
The following tree retention values, based on Kirkland Zoning Code definitions, for the 
project are listed below: 
 

• The High Retention Value trees on this site are Trees 101, 115, 116, 117, 135, 
175, 176, 187, and 190 and G (10 total). Per the requirements in KZC 95.30, the 
applicant is required to retain and protect High Retention Value trees to the 
maximum extent possible. High Retention value trees are significant viable trees 
that are located within required yards or landscape buffers and fit the criteria 
defined in KZC 95.10. 
 

• The Moderate Retention Value trees are Trees 102 thru 105, 109, 111 thru 114, 
118 thru 122, 131, 133, 173, 189, 191, 192, 193, H (22 total). Moderate 
Retention Value trees are viable trees that are to be retained if feasible. 
 

• The Low Retention Value trees are Trees 123 thru 130, 132, 134, 188, and A 
thru F (17 total). These are typed as Low Retention Value trees based on their 
current condition or are located in an area where removal is unavoidable due to 
the anticipated development activity. 

 
No trees are approved for removal with the approval of a zoning permit. A new retention 
plan shall be required at each phase of the project as more information about the 
location of the proposed improvements is known, subject to the requirements in KZC 
95.30. 

ZON12-00659 Staff Report 
Attachment 12 
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XV.B-2 Ci ty  o f  K i r k land  Comprehen s i ve  P lan
(December 2004 Revision)

Figure CH-1:  Central Houghton Land Use

ZON12-00659 Staff Report 
Attachment 13 
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CHAPTER 15 - SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (RS) ZONES

15.05 User Guide.

The charts in KZC 15.10 contain the basic zoning regulations that apply in each RS 35, RS 12.5, RS 8.5, RS 7.2, RS 6.3 and RS 5.0 zones of the 
City. Use these charts by reading down the left hand column entitled Use. Once you locate the use in which you are interested, read across to find 
the regulations that apply to that use.

Section 15.08
Section 15.08 – GENERAL REGULATIONS
The following regulations apply to all uses in this zone unless otherwise noted:

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

2.    If any portion of a structure is adjoining a detached dwelling unit in a low density zone, then either:
a.    The height of that portion of the structure shall not exceed 15 feet above average building elevation, or
b.    The maximum horizontal facade shall not exceed 50 feet.

    See KZC 115.30, Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for further details.
    (Does not apply to Detached Dwelling Unit and Mini-School or Mini-Day-Care Center uses).

3.    May not use lands waterward of the ordinary high water mark to determine lot size or to calculate allowable density.

4.    May also be regulated under the Shoreline Master Program; refer to Chapter 83 KZC.

ZO
N

12-00659 Staff Report 
Attachm

ent 14 
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U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 15.10

(Revised 4/11) Kirkland Zoning Code
32

 Zone
 RS

.030 School or 
Day-Care 
Center

See Spec. 
Reg. 10.

As estab-
lished on 
the Zon-
ing Map. 
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 1.

If this use can accommo-
date 50 or more students 
or children, then:

70% 25′ above 
average 
building 
elevation.
See Spec. 
Reg. 12.

D B
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 
8.

See KZC 
105.25.

1. Minimum lot size is as follows:
a. In RS 35 zones, the minimum lot size is 35,000 square feet.
b. In RS 12.5 zones, the minimum lot size is 12,500 square feet.
c. In RS 8.5 zones, the minimum lot size is 8,500 square feet.
d. In RS 7.2 zones, the minimum lot size is 7,200 square feet.
e. In RS 6.3 zones, the minimum lot size is 6,300 square feet.
f. In RS 5.0 zones, the minimum lot size is 5,000 square feet.

2. May locate on the subject property only if:
a. It will not be materially detrimental to the character of the neighborhood in which 

it is located.
b. Site and building design minimizes adverse impacts on surrounding residential 

neighborhoods.
c. The property is served by a collector or arterial street (does not apply to existing 

school sites).
3. A six-foot-high fence along the side and rear property lines is required only along the 

property lines adjacent to the outside play areas.
4. Hours of operation and maximum number of attendees at one (1) time may be lim-

ited to reduce impacts on nearby residential uses.
5. Structured play areas must be setback from all property lines as follows:

a. 20 feet if this use can accommodate 50 or more students or children.
b. 10 feet if this use can accommodate 13 to 49 students or children.

6. An on-site passenger loading area must be provided. The City shall determine the 
appropriate size of the loading area on a case-by-case basis, depending on the 
number of attendees and the extent of the abutting right-of-way improvements. Car-
pooling, staggered loading/unloading time, right-of-way improvements or other 
means may be required to reduce traffic impacts on nearby residential uses.

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

8. Electrical signs shall not be permitted.
9. May include accessory living facilities for staff persons.
10.The required review process is as follows:

a. If the subject property, including all contiguous property owned by the applicant 
and held by others for future use by the applicant, is less than five acres, the 
required review process is Process IIA, Chapter 150 KZC; provided, however, 
that within the jurisdiction of the Houghton Municipal Corporation, the required 
review process is Process IIB, Chapter 152 KZC.

REGULATIONS CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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(Revised 1/07) Kirkland Zoning Code
33

U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 15.10  Zone
 RS

.030 School or 
Day-Care 
Center
(continued)

REGULATIONS CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE

b. If the subject property, including all contiguous property owned by the applicant and 
held by others for future use by the applicant, is five or more acres, a Master Plan, 
approved through Process IIB, Chapter 152 KZC, is required. The Master Plan 
must show building placement, building dimensions, roadways, utility locations, 
land uses within the Master Plan area, parking location, buffering, and landscaping.

11. These uses are subject to the requirements established by the Department of Social 
and Health Services (WAC Title 388).

12. For school use, structure height may be increased, up to 35 feet, if:
a. The school can accommodate 200 or more students; and
b. The required side and rear yards for the portions of the structure exceeding the 

basic maximum structure height are increased by one foot for each additional one 
foot of structure height; and

c. The increased height is not specifically inconsistent with the applicable neighbor-
hood plan provisions of the Comprehensive Plan.

d. The increased height will not result in a structure that is incompatible with surround-
ing uses or improvements.

This special regulation is not effective within the disapproval jurisdiction of the 
Houghton Community Council.

.040 Mini-School or 
Mini-Day-Care 
Center

Process I, 
Chapter 
145 KZC.

As estab-
lished on 
the Zon-
ing Map. 
See 
Special 
Regula-
tion 1.

20′ 5′ but 2 
side 
yards 
must 
equal
at least 
15′.

10′ 50% 25′ above 
average 
building 
elevation.

E B
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 
8.

See KZC 
105.25.

1. Minimum lot size is as follows:
a. In RS 35 zones, the minimum lot size is 35,000 square feet.
b. In RS 12.5 zones, the minimum lot size is 12,500 square feet.
c. In RS 8.5 zones, the minimum lot size is 8,500 square feet.
d. In RS 7.2 zones, the minimum lot size is 7,200 square feet.
e. In RS 6.3 zones, the minimum lot size is 6,300 square feet.
f. In RS 5.0 zones, the minimum lot size is 5,000 square feet.

2. May locate on the subject property if:
a. It will not be materially detrimental to the character of the neighborhood in which 

it is located.
b. Site design must minimize adverse impacts on surrounding residential neighbor-

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

areas.
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