
 

 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3225 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
Date:  June 19, 2015 
 
To:  Planning Commission 
    
From:  Jeremy McMahan, Planning Manager 
  Paul Stewart, Deputy Director, AICP 
  Eric Shields, Director, AICP 
 
RE:  PUBLIC HEARING ON NELSON/CRUIKSHANK CITIZEN AMENDMENT REQUEST 
  FILE NO. CAM13-00465, #5 and #14 
 
I. RECOMMENDATION 
 

 Hold a public hearing and take public comments on the proposal to change the Comprehensive 
Plan designation and zoning for Planned Area 6C (PLA 6C).  The proposal is to change from the 
current PLA 6C land use designation of low density residential at nine dwelling units per acre to 
Planned Area 6A (PLA 6A), which is high density residential at 24 units per acre.  
 

 Following the hearing, the Planning Commission continues the hearing to July 9, 2015, for 
deliberation and recommendation to the City Council. The Commission could choose to close the 
hearing for oral comments but could accept written correspondence. 

 
II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON CAR STUDY AREA 

 
 Tom Cruikshank and France and Jason Nelson submitted applications for Citizen Amendments 

for their adjoining properties located in the Moss Bay Neighborhood (see Attachment 1).  The 
Cruikshank request is for a change from low density single family to high density zoning and 
the Nelsons simply request multifamily zoning.  The Cruikshanks own two properties in the 
area, one with four apartment units and the other with a single family home.  The Nelsons 
also own two properties, both with single family homes.  As part of the scoping process, the 
Planning Commission and City Council expanded the scope to include the entire PLA 6C zone, 
rather than just the four properties owned by the applicants. 

 
 A. Existing Land Use Context:  The study area is located in a Planned Area with a 

Comprehensive Plan and Zoning designation of Planned Area 6C (PLA 6C).  This 
designation allows low density single family development.  PLA 6C is a pocket of single 
family zoning surrounded by more intensive multifamily and mixed use zoning (see 
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Attachment 2).  The following table provides a comparison of the PLA 6C zoning with 
the surrounding area and outlines the applicable policy direction from the Moss Bay 
Neighborhood Plan. 

 
Zone Max Density Max 

Hgt. 

Setbacks 

front/side/r

ear 

Lot 

Cvrg 

Affor

d. 

Hsg. 
Req. 

Moss Bay Plan Policy Direction 

PLA 6C 

(existing) 

Single family, 

5,000 s.f. min. 
lot size (9 

units/acre) 

25’ 20’/5’min, 15’ 

total/10’ 

50% No …contains a pocket of single-family 

homes which should be maintained as 
low-density residential. This will help 

preserve the housing stock of dwelling 
units close to the Downtown for low- 

and fixed-income people. (XV.D-26) 

PLA 6B 
(to south 

and east) 

1 unit per 
3,600 s.f. 

(12 units/acre) 

30’* 20’/5’min, 15’ 
total/10’ 

70% Yes Much of this land is already developed 
with office uses making future office 

development also appropriate. 
Multifamily development should also 

be allowed due to its compatibility with 

offices and adjacent residential uses. 
Such multifamily development should 

occur at a density of 12 dwelling units 
per acre. (XV.D-25) 

PLA 6A 

(to west) 

1 unit per 

1,800 s.f. 
(24 units/acre) 

30’* 20’/5’min, 15’ 

total/10’ 

60% Yes This land is designated for high-density 

development due to its nearness to the 
Downtown and adjacency to Lake 

Street. (XV.D-25) 

CBD 3 
(to north-

east) 

None 41’** 20’/0’/0’ 80% No This area is suitable for retail, office, 
and office/multifamily mixed-use 

projects. (XV.D-8) 

CBD 4 
(to north-

west) 

None 54’*** 10’/0’/0’ 100% No Same as above 

* 25’ for where adjoining PLA 6C 

** 25’ within 100’ of south side of 2nd Ave S 

*** 35’ within 100’ of south side of 2nd Ave S, 41’ within 40’ of 1st Ave S. 

 
B. Existing Development in Study Area:  There are 21 parcels in the study area.  Nineteen 

of these are developed with single family homes and one is developed with a 
nonconforming four-unit apartment building (see Attachment 2).  Most of the existing 
housing was built between 1938 and 1962.  There have been three tear down/rebuild 
projects since then, with one new home built in 2006 and two new homes built in 
2014.  Parcels range in size from 3,200 to 8,200 square feet.  Parcels within the study 
area contain approximately 131,641 square feet. 

 
C. Existing Zoning and Development Adjoining Study Area: 

 
 North:  CBD 3 to the northeast and CBD 4 to the northwest.  The CBD 3 area is 

developed with St. John’s Church and associated parking.  The CBD 4 area 
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immediately north is developed with five older single family homes.  To the 
northwest are the Portsmith Condos (+92 units/acre). 

 West:  PLA 6A, developed with Sunset East Condos (+52 units/acre), Marina Point 
Condos (+20 units/acre), and Harbour House Condos (+16 units/acre). 

 East:  PLA 6B, developed with Kirkland Commons Condos (+12 units/acre, 2 bonus 
units for affordable housing increase to +13 units/acre) and Northlake Unitarian 
Church. 

 South:  PLA 6B, the property is currently being redeveloped with a 27 unit 
multifamily project (+12 units/acre, 4 bonus units for affordable housing increase 
to +15 units/acre). 

 
 D. Transit Service:  The study area is well 

served by multiple bus routes due to its 
location approximately ¼ mile from the 
Downtown Transit Center.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
III. ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS   
 
A. Overview  
 
  The public notice for the hearing includes consideration of rezoning the study area to 

a density of 1 unit per 1,800 square feet of land (24 units/acre) and consideration of 
related changes to the CBD development standards for properties on the north side 
of 2nd Ave S.  The Commission can consider lower density alternatives  as the Planning 
Commission conducts its deliberations to formulate a recommendation to City Council.  
Those options are outlined below. 

 
  The following table shows the development potential of the PLA 6C zone under various 

density scenarios.  For comparison purposes, there are currently 25 dwelling units in 
the study area.  The yellow highlighted cells in this table indicate which parcels have 
additional development potential under each density scenario (density in multifamily 
zones is rounded up if the fraction is greater than .5).  Note that this parcel-by-parcel 
analysis does not account for potential aggregation of properties for redevelopment.  
Also, the numbers do not account for potential affordable housing incentives allowed 
by KZC 112.20 (10% affordable on development over 4 units, 2 bonus units for each 
affordable unit required, number of bonus units not to exceed 25% of allowed base 
density). 
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Note: pursuant to KZC 115.125, fractions of dwelling units above 0.50 are rounded up  

 
B. Option 1:  Rezone to PLA 6A and allow multifamily at 24 units/acre.  Given 

the size of existing parcels, all properties in the subarea would be large enough to 
accommodate two or more units.  At this density, aggregation of parcels becomes 
more likely and actual redevelopment of the subarea is more likely.  The density 
designation would be higher than the actual built density of most properties to the 
west, east, and south. 

 
C. Option 2:  Allow multifamily at 18 units/acre (comparable to RM 2.4 zone).  

Given the size of existing parcels, only two properties in the subarea would not be 
large enough to accommodate two or more units.  Fifteen of the parcels would be 
large enough to accommodate three units. 

 
D. Option 3:  Allow multifamily at 12 units/acre (comparable to PLA 6B zoning to 

south and east).  Given the size of existing properties, the likely result of  this density 
would be duplex and/or small lot single family unless property aggregation occurs.  
Five of the parcels are not large enough to support more than one unit and the 
remaining 16 are large enough for only two units.  This option would allow limited 
additional density close to the Downtown.  Aggregation of multiple parcels would be 
necessary for development of more than two units.  Because affordable housing 

Lot sizes

Units/parcel @ 1,800 

(24 units/acre)

Units/parcel @ 2,400 

(18 units/acre)

Units/parcel @ 3,600 

(12 units/acre)

3,200 1.78 1.33 0.89

3,200 1.78 1.33 0.89

4,940 2.74 2.06 1.37

5,130 2.85 2.14 1.43

5,130 2.85 2.14 1.43

5,416 3.01 2.26 1.50

6,024 3.35 2.51 1.67

6,150 3.42 2.56 1.71

6,150 3.42 2.56 1.71

6,150 3.42 2.56 1.71

6,581 3.66 2.74 1.83

6,800 3.78 2.83 1.89

6,800 3.78 2.83 1.89

6,880 3.82 2.87 1.91

6,970 3.87 2.90 1.94

7,120 3.96 2.97 1.98

7,600 4.22 3.17 2.11

7,600 4.22 3.17 2.11

7,600 4.22 3.17 2.11

8,000 4.44 3.33 2.22

8,200 4.56 3.42 2.28

Total 131,641

Max Yield 73 units @ 1800 55 units @ 2400 37 units  @ 3600
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requirements are only triggered with more than four units, new affordable housing 
could occur with property aggregation but would be unlikely. 

 
E  Option 4:  No Action, Retain Existing Zoning.  The study area is at a critical 

turning point in its development.  Given the age of the housing stock and the land 
value of the properties, the recent trend to redevelop with newer and larger single 
family homes is likely to continue.  Over time, the likely result of no action is newer, 
larger, more expensive single family homes for the subarea.   

 
  The existing low density land use designation has outlived its stated purpose of 

preserving affordable housing stock close to the downtown.  Redevelopment with new 
single family homes has more than doubled the assessed value of the redeveloped 
properties.  In March of 2014, a 5,100 square foot parcel with an 1,100 square foot 
home built in 1952 sold for over $700,000.  If this option is selected, the text of the 
neighborhood plan should amended to reflect that this area will not remain affordable.  

 
F. Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends Option 3 – rezone to multifamily 

at 12 units per acre.  This density is consistent with the most recent redevelopment 
in the vicinity of the study area, including: 

 Kirkland Commons at 2nd Ave. S. and State St. 
 Nettleton Commons at 4th Ave. S. and State St. 
 Tosti Project (under construction) located immediately south of the study area. 

This moderate change would allow a small number of additional units in a walkable 
location close to shops, services and transit.  As a moderate change, it would not 
likely not result in any dramatic wholesale change to the character of the study area. 
 
As outlined above, the Planning Commission has a number of options available for 
deliberation.  It should be noted that the Commission could also discuss a hybrid 
option where the study area is divided into two zones.  For example, properties to 
the north and closer to the CBD might receive a higher density than properties fronting 
on 3rd Ave. S. if preserving the single family character of that street were deemed a 
significant factor.  The downside of a hybrid option is that it takes creates an even 
smaller zoning district that may be out of character with its surroundings in the future.  

 
  The following table is provided to assist with potential concerns over traffic impacts:  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
G. Related Changes to CBD 3 & 4 
 

 Portions of the CBD 3 and CBD 4 zones are located to the north of PLA 6C and have certain 
restrictions imposed due to the proximity of the PLA 6C low density single family zoning.  If 
PLA 6C is rezoned to any of the multifamily options outlined above, staff recommends the 

  Trip Generation   

  PM peak Daily 

Single family 1 per unit 10 per unit 

multi family 0.62 per unit 6.65 per unit 
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following corresponding adjustments to the following development regulations these CBD 
zones.  An adjoining property owner in CBD 4 has corresponded with specific requests (see 
Attachment 3). 

 
 CBD 3:  Amend KZC Section 50.25, General Regulation 3 to change the height restriction 

within 100’ of the PLA 6C zone from 25’ to 30’, consistent with the 30’ height allowance 
associated with potential multifamily zoning for PLA 6C. 

 
CBD 4:  Amend KZC Section 50.32 to retain base land use buffer requirements but delete 
Special Regulations imposing a higher Landscape Category if development is adjacent to 
PLA 6C. 

 
IV. REVIEW PROCESS FOR CITIZEN AMENDMENT REQUESTS  

 
Initially, the Planning Commission considered over 30 CAR applications on July 10, 2014 
and made a recommendation to City Council on which applications should move forward 
for additional study.  In July, the City Council considered the recommendation and 
approved the final list, which included the Nelson/Cruikshank CARs. In September, the 
Planning Commission scoped the study areas for the CARs and those study areas define 
the analysis contained in this memo.  
 
On January 8, 2015, the Planning Commission studied staff’s analysis of the options for 
the Nelson/Cruikshank CARs.  The Planning Commission’s preliminary recommendation 
is to support the request and rezone the PLA 6C area to multifamily.  For purposes of 
the public hearing, the density being considered is 24 units per acre, which would involve 
a rezone to PLA 6A. The Commission agreed that scoping the hearing at the high range 
of density options would provide latitude to ultimately recommend that density or a 
lesser density if appropriate. 
 
After the public hearing the Planning Commission will deliberate and forward a 
recommendation to the City Council, which will make the final decision on each CAR. 
Parallel to the Planning Commission review, an Environmental Impact Statement is being 
prepared for the Comprehensive Plan Update that will include an analysis of any probable 
significant impacts relating to each of the CARs. 

 
V. CRITERIA FOR AMENDING THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND LEGISLATIVE REZONES 

 
The Zoning Code (KZC 140) contains criteria for amending the Comprehensive Plan (including 
Neighborhood Plans) as described below.  

 
1. The amendment must be consistent with the Growth Management Act. 
2. The amendment must be consistent with the countywide planning policies. 
3. The amendment must not be in conflict with other goals, policies, and provisions of the 

Kirkland Comprehensive Plan. 
4. The amendment will result in long-term benefits to the community as a whole, and is in 

the best interest of the community. 
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5. When applicable, the proposed amendment must be consistent with the Shoreline 
Management Act and the City’s adopted shoreline master program. 

 
The Zoning Code (KZC 130) contains three criteria for considering legislative rezones as part of 
the Comprehensive Plan amendment and Zoning Code or Map. The list of criteria is provided 
below: 

1. Conditions have substantially changed since the property was given its present zoning or the 
proposal implements the policies of the Comprehensive Plan; and 

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

Staff evaluation of criteria 

In its analysis, staff concludes that a rezone of subarea from single family to multifamily 
should be supported.  Conditions have changed since the properties were given their current 
low density single family zoning.  Significant redevelopment has occurred in the CBD to the 
north and in the medium density zones to the east.  In addition, the property bounding the 
subarea to the south is currently being redeveloped with a medium density multifamily 
project.  Rezoning would be consistent with the surrounding zoning to the south, east, and 
west and would still be lesser than allowance for CBD zones to the north.  The market values 
for properties in the subarea also appears to have changed since the zone was established.  
As previously discussed in this analysis, recent property sales in the subarea do not support 
the existing policies related to preserving housing stock for low and fixed incomes.   
 
The rezone would implement the following specific policies in the Land Use Element: 
 
Policy LU-2.1: Support a range of development densities in Kirkland, recognizing environmental 
constraints and community character.  
 
Policy LU-2.2: Use land efficiently, facilitate infill development or redevelopment, and, where 
appropriate, preserve options for future development. 
 
Policy LU-4.2: Locate the most dense residential areas close to shops and services and 
transportation hubs. 
 
The rezone is in consistent with the public welfare and is in the best interests of the 
community because it is consistent with established City policies established in the 
Comprehensive Plan, GMA, and Countywide Planning Policies supporting compact growth in 
areas close to shops, services, and transportation choices.   

 
VI. PUBLIC NOTICE & OPPORTUNITIES FOR PUBLIC COMMENT  

 
Public notice has been provided for study of the Citizen Amendment Requests. The City issued 
a Special Comprehensive Plan Update Edition of the City Update newsletter in October 2014, 
including a section on the CARs with a map showing the location of the CARs and a link to the 
CAR web page where meeting dates would be posted.  In early November 2014, property owners 
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and residents within the study areas and property owners within 300 feet of the study areas 
were notified by mail of the CAR study and directed to the City’s web page for meetings dates 
once they were scheduled. In late November, CAR applicants were notified by email of the 
meeting dates that had since been scheduled. Email notice was also provided to the 
neighborhood associations and the Kirkland 2035 listserv.  In January, email notice of the 
meeting date was sent to the CAR applicants, and letters containing information about the 
process and copies of the notice mailed in November were sent to property owners within the 
study areas. A City Update newsletter was mailed to all residents and businesses in Kirkland 
describing the citizen amendment requests and public hearing schedule.  

 
Prior to the public hearing, notices of the hearing date have been mailed to property owners and 
residents within the study area and 300’ feet surrounding the area. Public notices signs have 
been installed surrounding the study area.  

 
VII. PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED  
 
 The Planning Commission has received written public comments pertaining to the 

Nelson/Cruikshank CARs directly.  All comments received to date are also enclosed in 
Attachment 3.  Comments in support and in opposition to the proposal have been received.  
Supporters note the proximity to downtown and the changed conditions in the vicinity since 
this single family zone was established.  Opponents note the validity of maintaining the single 
family character of the area, detrimental impacts of new development on existing homes, and 
traffic concerns.  In addition, a property owner to the north in the CBD 4 zone outlines 
requested changes to CBD 4 zoning that he would like to accompany any rezone of PLA 6C 
from single  family to multifamily. 

 
Attachments: 
 
1. CAR Requests 
2. Map of Study Area and Surroundings 
3. Correspondence 
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Jeremy McMahan

From: Eric Shields
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 4:46 PM
To: Jeremy McMahan
Subject: FW: 213 state st s kirkland zoning

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

 
 
Eric  
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: lea smith [mailto:firehorse918@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 4:45 PM 
To: Planning Commissioners 
Subject: 213 state st s kirkland zoning 
 
This is Lei Ding, the owner for 213 State St S, Kirkland WA 
> 98033 
>  
> I am for changing the residential zoning for my house to commercial  
> and multi‐family housing. Downtown Kirkland needs more commercial  
> development. 
>  
> You can reach me at: firehorse918@yahoo.com or tel: 206‐427‐5179 if  
> you have any questions. 
>  
> Sincerely, 
>  
> Lei Ding (aka:lea ding smith) 
>  

Attachment 3
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Jeremy McMahan

From: Eric Shields
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2015 8:29 AM
To: Jeremy McMahan
Subject: FW: proposed zone change

FYI 
 
Eric  
 

From: mlpederson@comcast.net [mailto:mlpederson@comcast.net]  
Sent: Saturday, May 30, 2015 8:44 AM 
To: Planning Commissioners 
Subject: proposed zone change 

 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
  
I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed zone change for my neighborhood 
(Cruikshank/Nelson request). I have lived here for 53 years and my parents before that. This is a 
small area; however I believe that making the change from single family housing to multi-units would 
have a significant impact not only to the neighborhood but to downtown and the surrounding areas as 
well. The impact to traffic alone should cause the city planners pause. I have always considered this a 
nice buffer from the high density areas to the downtown area. It makes the city less claustrophobic. I 
understand how some might believe that it would bring more revenue to the local businesses. But I do 
not believe that would be the case as most of our business are specialized and do not meet the 
everyday needs of shoppers. Yes, we have wonderful restaurants and boutiques, but we only have 
one grocery store within walking distance. For the most part, we need to get in our cars and drive 
somewhere else for our more practical shopping needs. This brings me to traffic. I also work in 
Kirkland (Bridle trails area) if I don’t get home before 4:30 forget the 10 minute travel time. It can take 
more than 30 minutes. State Street and the other side street cannot handle the addition vehicles this 
proposed change would add. And let’s not forget about parking. It is unrealistic to believe that those 
who would live in these new units would not have cars. As it is, employees from the downtown 
businesses park in our neighborhood as well as visitor of the surrounding condominiums. However, 
we have one multi-unit building on my street and over the years we have had to deal with drug 
dealers, residents being intoxicated with weapons in plain view and parking issues. There is also the 
issue that this will increase our property taxes and could be a hardship for some. I find it terribly sad 
that individuals who do not live here, can have such an impact on the standard of living for those who 
reside in this neighborhood. For the most part we live quietly together, giving that helping neighborly 
hand when needed. 
Before you make this very important decision, please take into account all aspect that this change 
could have on everyone involved. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michele Pederson 
mlpederson@comcast.net 

Attachment 3
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208 3rd St. So.  
Kirkland WA, 98033 
206-498-8060 

Attachment 3
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     Poorandokt  Hajesmaeil 
     309 2nd Ave S.  
     Kirkland, WA 98033 
     425-610-5974 
 
May 24,2015 
 
City of Kirkland  
Planning and community development department 
1213 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
 
Attention:  Planning drpartment 
 
Re:  PROPOSED LAND USE FOR NELSON AND CRUIKSHANK REQUEST. 
 
 
Dear  Jeremy 
 
This letter is in response to your notice of application for a possible zoning change in our neighboring.  
 
I have been residing in downtown Kirkland for many years. Kirkland is a beautiful town and very 
peaceful whit what it has to offer. 
 
Kirkland is growing as years are passing by. Downtown Kirkland has the most unique area such as 
beautiful lakefronts, shops, new businesses, and restaurants that every citizen in our community should 
have access to and enjoy. 
 
I believe “we” as a citizen should share this beautiful City with other people.  
 
By preventing city’s gross we will literally keep ourselves from the best of the world.  There is a nice 
proverb stating that “sharing is caring”. 
 
I believe the city approach by lowering the land density or a BC zone change of this area can bring more 
people to our beautiful little town and allow more people to live or visit Kirkland. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Poorandokt Hajesmail   
 
 

Attachment 3
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Jeremy McMahan

From: Fred Romano <fredromano10@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 4:17 PM
To: Jeremy McMahan
Subject: Considerations for CBD 4 as part of Cruickshank/Nelson CAR

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Jeremy, 
 
These are my thoughts related to the CAR request for multifamily rezone. I would like to see the set back to 
CBD 4 eliminated.  I believe current parking landscape plan requires 10 foot setback for properties adjacent to 
residential, although that may be reduced to 5 feet if adjacent to medium density residential.  Again, I would 
like to see that requirement eliminated to be in alignment with zero setback typical in the CBD.   Height is 
currently restricted to 35 feet while all adjacent properties in the CBD are 50+ feet.  I would like to see 
accommodation to at least 40 feet to allow for roof decks and solar panels.  And of course if the CAR process 
will address parking issues, I would like to see the parking requirement reduced to 2 stalls maximum per 2 
bedroom or larger unit in a townhome configuration; lesser for 1 bedroom units.  
 
I had related conversations with City Council members individually and Erik about the limitations of my 
property around visitor parking requirements and setbacks.  I received positive response from most 
members.  Mayor Walen asked Erik how we may fix it.  He was looking into how two stalls per unit maximum 
(including visitor) would be accommodated and perhaps eliminating the setback requirements.  I think he is also 
addressing the need to have dedicated onsite parking.   
 
Summarizing what I think CBD 4 changes relating to my property would help:   
Setbacks:  0 feet 
Landscape setback:  0 
Height:  40 feet with accommodation for roof top appurtenances 
Parking:  no visitor tied to a unit; 2 maximum for 2 bedroom or larger units 
 
Thanks for initiating this conversation.  Please let me know if I can clarify or if in your mind I have missed 
anything.   
 
Fred 
 
 
--  
 
Fred Romano   
206.579.6069 
fredromano10@gmail.com 

Attachment 3
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Jeremy McMahan

From: Eric Shields
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 8:33 AM
To: Jay Arnold; Paul Stewart
Cc: Jeremy McMahan
Subject: RE: Nelson & Cruikshank rezoning request issue

Will do.  
 

From: Jay Arnold  
Sent: Monday, February 16, 2015 10:47 PM 
To: Eric Shields; Paul Stewart 
Subject: FW: Nelson & Cruikshank rezoning request issue 

 
Could you please make sure the Planning Commission has the below feedback (if they haven’t already) for their 
consideration with the Nelson/Cruikshank CAR? 
 
Thanks, 
Jay 
 

From: Nicoleta Cristache [mailto:nicoleta_cristache@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, February 15, 2015 6:38 PM 
To: Jay Arnold 
Subject: Nelson & Cruikshank rezoning request issue 

 
 
To: Kirkland City Council Member 
 
From: Nicoleta & Frantz Cristache 
      211 State St. S 
      Kirkland, WA 98033 
 
Dear Jay, 
 
We were informed about the rezoning request of our neighborhood made by Nelson&Cruikshank and we 
would like to inform you that we are opposing this zoning request. 
We just completed building our home in December 2014 after considerable investment; our decision to 
pursue this investment was based on the single family zoning of our property. We built the house based on 
the single family zoning regulations. 
We are concerned that the change in zoning will negatively impact the livability of our neighborhood and 
create further issues on noise, traffic, air quality and privacy. The traffic and noise are already quite 
problematic in this area and a change like this will make it even worse. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
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Jeremy McMahan

From: Turner, Helen <helen.turner@pse.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 9:43 AM
To: Jeremy McMahan
Subject: FW: Moss Bay Neighborhood Rezoning - Nelson and Cruikshank request 

The e-mail below was sent to the Kirkland City Council members related to the Nelson and Cruikshank request. 
 
From: Mark Macdonald [mailto:mark@mindfulcraftsman.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 4:52 PM 
To: awalen@kirklandwa.gov; psweet@kirklandwa.gov; jarnold@kirklandwa.gov; skloba@kirklandwa.gov; 
tnixon@kirklandwa.gov; dasher@kirklandwa.gov; dmarchio@kirklandwa.gov 
Cc: Turner, Helen 
Subject: Moss Bay Neighborhood Rezoning 
 
Kirkland City Council Members, 
This letter is regarding the Nelson and Cruikshank zoning change request in Moss Bay neighborhood. I recently 
attended a planning commission meeting and spoke in opposing such a change to our already over‐developed 
neighborhood, on behalf of my wife and many of our neighbors who could not attend. In light of the planning 
commission’s proposal  to approve multi‐family zoning for our neighborhood, along with another separate 
decision reducing the required number of parking stalls for future developments (even though the parking in 
our neighborhood and downtown is completely inadequate), we can’t help but feel the planning commission 
is a rubber stamp process for absentee landlords and developers. 
  
We would appreciate some representation from the Kirkland City Council for those of us who actually reside in 
the neighborhood, unlike Nelson and Cruikshank, as it is we who would be impacted by the resulting over‐
development. Nelson and Cruikshank’s investment in the neighborhood is strictly based on expected 
monetary gains; whereas, for us and our neighbors it is based on our homes, our lively community, our futures 
and our quality of life in Kirkland. 
  
Moss Bay neighborhood has undergone considerable growth over the past several years. Within less than a 
two‐block radius of our home we witnessed the following developments: Marina Pt., The Shumway, Fifth Ave 
Condominiums, Kirkland Shores, 128 On State, The 101, 211 on Central, Portsmith, Merrill Gardens, The 
Heathman Hotel, over 40 new homes where formerly Greens Funeral Home and a church existed, and 
currently under construction less than a block from our residence is 401 State with an additional 27 
townhouse units. 
  
The morning and evening traffic on State Street is currently gridlocked, as well as Lake WA. Blvd and 75th St., 
with no end in sight. Based our experience, in summer the traffic on State Street is congested along its entire 
length from 4:00 P.M. until 7:00 P.M. On summer evenings there is no parking available in our neighborhood 
because there is not sufficient parking provided for downtown employees and visitors going to downtown 
locations. The proposed neighborhood zoning change would result in increased travel times, additional noise 
and poor air quality, which has not been addressed, in addition to reducing our neighborhood quality of life. 
  
If approved, this rezoning to multi‐family will cause encroachment into our unique historic neighborhood, 
which was constructed 73 years ago. This is truly some of the most affordable single‐family housing left in 
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Moss Bay neighborhood. If the zoning is changed, multi‐family units would be built just feet from our property 
lines and looming over our single‐story homes.  
  
We believe it beneficial to maintain our neighborhood in the existing single‐family status and maintain a 
needed buffer from surrounding multi‐family development.  
  
Mark MacDonald & Helen Turner 
206 ‐ 3rd Ave S 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
425‐638‐3286 
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