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127 Biirddvenue,  Suite 302 
XirkCand Wmliingtun 98033-6177 

January 3,2008 

Attention: Design Review Board Chair Jeff Bates, Vice Chair Stephen Cox, and 
members Carter Bagg, Bri$t! Berg, Todd Wburn, Kevin Oremus, and Phyllis Warman. 

Re: Meetings on December 17,2007 and January 7,2008 

When we recently attended the December meeting, a number of concerns surfaced. We 
came away with some very serious questions about the Board's interpretation of the zoning 
codes, their degree of impartiality, and the Design Review Board's apparent insensitivity to 
the citizen's vision of our core downtown area. We want to emphasize these six points: 

1. The Design Review Board is operating in a substantial vacuum with little to no citizen 
input or lay perspective; 

2. The Design Review Board does not appear to challenge or even examine the logic, 

.. - aesthetic appeal, height, scale, and size issues that are a constant part of Kirkland's 
citizen (and visitor) dialogue; 

3. The Design Review Board appears to be operating with an overwhelming bias coming 
from the professional backgrounds whose assumptions seem dominant - that of 
careers in one or another of the fields involved in development; 

4. The Design Review Board has the appearance of presuming that high density 
development of the downtown core area is a necessary and or a given; and that 
exemptions and exceptions upon exemptions and exceptions are 'nonnaP and not to 
be challenged; 

5. The Design Review Board is not sensitive to the long-term implications from the 
cumulative 'creeping' impact as  they grant exceptions and exemptions creating a 
situation that quickly and permanently dismantles and even destroys the character 
and charm that the citizens of Kirkland (and its visitors) have so long cherished. 

6. And, we are very dismayed that the Design Review Board has recently ignored over five 
dozen letters from involved, caring citizens, and continuing to isolate themselves while 
they guarantee that they are alienating citizens who care; 

Kindly confirm the date and time of the receipt of this letter. Thank you. 

Diane W. DeWitt 
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January 25,2008 

Design Review Board 
City of I<irkland 
123 - 5"' Avenue 
Kirliland, WA 98033 

Re: I'ark I'lace Privatc Ameiidlnent Recjuest 
12ile No. ZON07-000 16 

You arc being asked to provide recommendations to the Planning Commission on some very 
lntjor changes to the Comprehensive Plan. 'l'lle Comprehensive I'lan for tlie Ilowntown was crafted 
tlirougli a long public process which involved Inany hearings and worltshops. It was modified in 
2001 through anolher lengthy process which garnered input from residents, the busi~iess community, 
consultants retained by the City and propcrty owners. I participated in the many stages of 
dcvclop~ncnt of thc Downtown Comprcl~ensive Plan and alii confident that it reflects the vision and 
consensus of this community about the principles which should guide Suturc redevelopment of the 
l>owntown. Nothing put forth by the new owners of Park l'lace provides any reason for abandoning 
those principles and vision. 'They offer no public benefit for the considerable compromises they 
request in the Cotiiprehensive I'lan and zoning code. Therefore, we request that you recomlnend to 
the Planning Commission that their Private Amelidnlent request be denied. 

'To carry out the project they have described, the new owners of I'arli I'lace must reccivc 
approval of changes in the Comprehensive I'lan and zoning code to: ( I )  increase building heights to 
8 stories, (2) eli~ninate all setbaclcs fro111 I'eter ICirli Park and Central Way, (3) waive or modify 
parlting requirements and (4) measure building height fro111 tlle highest point on the property. In 
addition, the current design guidelines in tlie Comprehensive I'laii for thc I>owntown must be 
completely re-written. 

The following design principles in the Comprehensive I'lan are inconsistent with the I'ark 
Place proposal and would havc to be eliiiiinated or re-written: 

1. I'ubIic Open Spaces and 'The Sense of Openness. 'flic Comprehensive I'lan states 
that public ope11 spaces "arc an iliiportant coiiiponeiit of tlie pedestrian environment" and calls for thc 
promotion of public spaces. ?'he Comprehensive I'lan notcs in particular the sense of openness in 
Ilesign District 5 (CI3D-5 in the zoning code) and states: 

Placement, size anci orier~/uiion of new s~ruciures in /his disirici .should he car~fully 
considered fo preserve //?is sense flf'openness. 
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' f l~cse principles are reflected in the zoning code which iniposes an 80% lot covcragc litnltation and 
20-hot front y a ~ d  requirenients in CI3D-5. 

'The proposed project contains no sense of openness. There is minirnuni separation between 
buildings to allow for roads and sidewallts. Indeed, the pedestrian path between the two buildings in 
the northeast comer of the property is not open, but covered and may even be fi~lly enclosed. The 
only public space is a small plaza, which, as one of you pointed out, simply appears to be a space lcft 
over after all the buildings wcrc sited. Moreover, it is surrounded by roads and tall buildings. Will it 
even get any sunligl~t? 

2. Moduli~tion of Building Heights. 'l'he Comprehensive Plan envisions that the 
buildings in Design Ilistrict 5 will step back from the I'ark and from thc major pcdcstrian corr~dors 
to add to the sense of openness and the pedestrian experience. It statcs: 

Williin /lie di.slricl, nzn.s.sing siiould gerieralij be loiver foil~crrd /he periineier 
crriu' .slep up I O M J U ~ ~  rhe center. /<kcodes ,fixing C:enlrul Wuy. Kirklmd Wuy 
uiid I'eter Kirk Park shoztld be liiiziled ro belii~eeii li.i1o and lhree slorie.~, 14iilh 
roller poilions qflhe bztildiing .siep~~etl buck significnn~ly. Bztildit?g.s oiler lhree 
.slorie.r in heighl should generally reduce bztilding iiiuss above /he lhird slory. 

.. , I he proposal contains live 8-story buildings and one 6-story building, none of which contain any 
modulation. Only one 8-story building offers any modulation. 

3. Public Views. One of the urban design assets the Comprehensive l'lan identifies is 
the city's visual Iancimarlts and public views, which should bc preserved. liclcvant to l'i~rlt I'lace, it 
states: 

Oiie qf /he i ~ i e i ~ ~ s  nzosl ($en associaled wilh Doi~~i i lo~in  Kirklttnd ix,fioili /he 
enslern guleMJqi ~ ~ k e i ~ e  Cenlrul Wuy iizee/.s 6'" S~reei. I;i-oii? rhis vunrage 
poinl, ilie hills iior/li and soz/lh of ' lhe core areo,foriiz u ,fi.tmie ,fbr a sn~eeping 
view of lxrke Wrr~hiiiglon it? the di.s/ance trnd the Olyni~~ic tizounlnin rrtnge 
beyond 

'l'hc lack of front yards 011 Central Way and ~nodulation of bullding liciglits in the p~oposcd project. 
as well as the 8-story l~eiglits, will significantly rcducc this public view. 

4. Gateways. The Comprehensive I'lan notes the importance of gateways into the 
downtown and identifies Central Way as one of the three major gateways into the downtown and one 
with particular visual appeal. The Central Way gateway undcr this proposal would be a wall of 8- 



story office buildings built to the edge of the right-of-way, which is quite different than a gateway 
built under currcnt setback and design criteria. 

5. The I'edestrian Experience, The Comprehcnsivc Plan describes at length the 
iiiiportance of the pedestrian experience in tlie downtown, and states: 

Tlie size and sccrle of Ilon~ntolvri Kirklund 17zake walkirig a convenienl ~ i n d  
~rtlrnclive uctii~ily, An exlen.sii~e nehijork of'pedesiriun ~ ~ a l h ~ ~ a y . s  co1)er.s the 
I lo t i~n to~~n  rrrecr, l i nk i~g  residential, recreirtional and coiiii~iercicrl oreus. 
Don:ntown Kirklarid is a pedestrinr? precinct unlike virlziolly any ollier in /he 
regiori. 11 is ~rlniosl I<uropeclr? in its sc~rle criid yunlil~z 

The Coinprchensive Plan calls for Cuturc developments to enhance tlie pedestrian pathways by 
"improving the directness aiid ease of pcdcstrian routes." It gives pedestrian routes equal priority to 
vehicular routes in the Downtown. '1'11~ pcdcstriaii routes are intended to intcrconnect tlie entire 
Downtown. It stresscs tlie importance of the pedestrian routes in planning future dcvclopinent by 
stating: 

The e.s/ablishnienl ~ m d  irn]~roi~emeril oj"l~ede.slrian palliwuy.s h e l ~ ~ e e n  aclivily 
cenler.s sliould he a 11igh priority l~olicy objective. Mujor 11ede.strian routes 
ioilhiri the Ilor1nto~j11 area are idenlified iri 1;igure C-4. Mujor ptrthways 
iiiclude /he ex~ensii~e ease-wesl " s ~ i n e "  or "Park IVcrlk IProiizenrrde, " which /b linlcs [he lnke i41ilh poirils east of 6 Slreel and /he shoreline access ircril. 

As the attaclied maps froiii the Comprehensive I'laii sliow, two major pedestrian pathways arc 
planned through Design District 5 ,  which will allow pedestrians from within the I>istrict and east of 
tlie District access to the "I'arlt Walk I'roiiienade" and the rest of the Downtown. One of thcsc 
pathways was constructed as a requirement of development of other properties in C13D-5, which 
includes sidewallts on 2"d Avenue and on public easements through tlie Continental I'laza and 
Emerald Building properties. The redevelopnient proposal would run that pedestrian pathway into 
the back of an 8-story building and then along a service road. Indeed, the pedestrian experience in tlie 
proposal would siiii]~lp be street-side sidewallts next to tall buildings and pathways in the 25 to 50 
h o t  gaps between 8-story buildings. Such is not the Bul.opcan quality pedestrian experience 
contemplatcd in the currcnt Comprehensive I'lan. 

6 .  Human Scale and Hometown Setting. The Comprehensive I'lan acknowledges 
importance of human scale aiid the conimuiiity identity of the Downtown. Indeed, its Vision 
Statement states: 

I;'zi/zrre grow/h emu' dei~elo~~mer?t.v oflhe Dowrilo~~n mzisl recognize ils unique 
idenlily, coi~~pler?zenl ongoing civic crctivilie.s, clur@& lloii~iiloii~ii!s ncrlzircrl 



11hy.sicrrl .setling, enhance /lie open .space n e l ~ ~ o r k  and nu'd per/eslrirm 
unienities. Tliese qualilies qu ill he encourrtged by allmcfir~g econonzic 
developmenl rhcrr e ~ ~ ~ l ~ h u s i z e s  diversily and qurrlil)~ wilhin a i ,, 7 

of, [/i.riil~hn,vi.s crddedj 

The six 8-story buildings and one 6-story building in the Park Place proposal are paclted 
closely together in a corporate campus coiifiguratioti and most certainly does not represent a 
"developtnent that empliasizes diversity aiid quality within a hometown setting of human scale." 

If these design principles arc abandoned for tlie 11 acres owned by the 'l'ouchstone group, 
why should they not be abandoned for tlie rest of the l>owntown? The Downtown Plan is an 
integrated plan for all parts of tlie Dow~itown. All parts are interrelated. l h e  principles governing 
the develop~nent of one property should not be changed without considering its impact 011 all 
properties and the overall dcvelopinent of the 1)owntown. 

Fortunately, it is not necessary to change these design principles or any other provisions of 
tlie Comprehensive I'lan to acconnnodatc a redcvclopment of I'ark I'lace and substantial cconoinic 
development. 'l'lie City has deterinincd for purposes of the eiivironii~cntal iinpact slateirient for the 
proposed changes to the Comprehensive Plaii that 838,700 square feet of office and retail space can 
be developed 011 the site under current zoning as the "110 ilction alternative" to tlie I'rivatc 
Aniendinent request. I11 othcr words, I'ark I'lace could be developed with nearly 600,000 square feet 
of additional office space without any change in tlie Coinprehensive I'lan. 'fo put that in 
perspective, the 24-story Sliyline 'Sower in Bellevue contains 400,000 square feet. I<irkland could 
add 1.5 times the office space in Skyline ?‘ewer in a Park Place redevelopment under the current 
code. Such a projcct would increase the general ofiice inventory in I<irklaiid by nearly 50%. It 
would be a very large project and significant addition to the I<irltland economy. We could support 
such a project, if done well. 

Eiowcvcr, the current prol>osal seelts to build a 1.8 million square foot project -- 1 million 
square feet more than current zoni~ig allows. I t  wo~lld require enormous coinproinises in tlie design 
principles and vision for the downtown and impose large negative iiilpacts on trafic and parltiiig 
throughout the downtown -- all without any offsetting benefit to the public. As design professionals, 
you call 110 doubt see through the pretty pictures and eupliemisiiis and recognize that this proposal is 
for a corporate caiiipus-style office park, which inaxiinizes rentable square feet, but which does not 
relate to the rest of the 1)owntown or the vision Kirkland residents have for their community. 

'l'lie Coiiiprehensive I'lan scts forth the long term vision for the City of Icirkland and in this 
case for its Downtown and should not be brushed aside just because a particular laiidowiier or 
developer lias soiiie other vision for his property. Our zo~iing code at Section 140.30 requires that 
any aniendinent to the Comprehensive Plan niust not conflict with other provisions of tlie Plan and 
mi~st "result in lo~ig term benefits to the coiii~iiuiiity as a whole." 'fouchstone's requested 
aiiiendn~ent would conflict with design principles in the Comprehensive Plan, as discussed above, 
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and would create traffic and parking problems, not benefits, for the community. Simply put, the 
changes requested by Park Place do not meet the standards for a Comprehensive Plan amendment. 

We call on you to recommend to the Planning Commission that the Park Place private 
amendment request be denied. 
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Figure C-6: Design Districts 5 and 6 - Circulation and Gateways 



Figure C-4: Downtown Master Plan 




