
CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3225 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
ADVISORY REPORT 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
To: Kirkland Hearing Examiner 
 
 
From: Jon Regala, Senior Planner 
 Eric Shields, AICP, Planning Director 
 
 
Date: May 8, 2012 
 
 
File: ZON11-00026 – TOTEM STATION MIXED USE PROJECT 
 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) 
 
Hearing Date and Place: May 17, 2012 

 6:30 p.m. (or as soon thereafter as possible) 
 City Hall Council Chamber 
 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland 

 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 
Section Page 
I. INTRODUCTION............................................................................................................................... 2 

A. APPLICATION ............................................................................................................................ 2 
B. RECOMMENDATIONS ................................................................................................................. 2 

II. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS ............................................................................................ 3 
A. SITE DESCRIPTION .................................................................................................................... 3 
B. HISTORY ................................................................................................................................... 5 
C. PUBLIC COMMENT ..................................................................................................................... 5 
D. STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA) .............................................................................. 7 
E. CONCURRENCY .......................................................................................................................... 7 
F. APPROVAL CRITERIA .................................................................................................................. 7 
G. DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS .................................................................................................. 13 
H. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ............................................................................................................ 17 
I. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS ..................................................................................................... 18 

III. SUBSEQUENT MODIFICATIONS ....................................................................................................... 18 
IV. CHALLENGES AND JUDICIAL REVIEW .............................................................................................. 18 

A. CHALLENGE ............................................................................................................................. 18 
B. JUDICIAL REVIEW .................................................................................................................... 18 

V. LAPSE OF APPROVAL ...................................................................................................................... 18 
VI. APPENDICES ................................................................................................................................. 19 
VII. PARTIES OF RECORD ..................................................................................................................... 19 
 

1



Totem Station PUD 
File No. ZON11-00026 

Page 2 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. APPLICATION 

1. Applicant:  CamWest Development LLC represented by Aaron Hollingbery 

2. Site Location:  11515 124th Avenue NE (see Enclosure 1) 

3. Request:  The applicant is proposing to construct a new 4 to 5-story mixed use 
project.  The majority of the project will be 4-stories.  Lofts for three apartment 
units situated at building corners results in a 5-story building at those locations.  
The project also includes approximately 10,200 square feet of commercial/retail 
space, 108 one-unit/studio apartment units, and a total of 128 parking stalls (see 
Enclosure 2).  An urban forest and dog park is proposed at the southwest corner 
of the site. 

The applicant is requesting approval of a preliminary and final Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) in order to place residential parking spaces on the ground 
floor of the building and to modify floor-to-floor heights.  The Kirkland Zoning 
Code (KZC) currently does not allow for stacked dwelling units and associated 
residential parking on the ground floor of a building in a development located in 
the NRH 1A zone.  Residential parking is allowed outside of the building at the 
ground level.  Eighty-four of the parking stalls are located on the ground floor of 
the building.  Twenty-eight stalls are located on-site at ground level outside of 
the building. 

The applicant is also proposing a shared parking approach between the different 
uses on the subject property and requesting a parking modification to allow 16 
on-street parking stalls to count towards the parking requirement for the 
development.   

4. Review Process:  Process IIB, Hearing Examiner conducts public hearing and 
makes recommendation, City Council makes final decision. 

5. Summary of Key Issues:  The Department of Planning and Community 
Development recommends approval of the proposed PUD and parking 
modification request with conditions (see Section I.B).  The key issues for this 
project include compliance with the PUD criteria (see Section II.F.2) and parking 
modification criteria (see Section II.G.2).   

B. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on Statements of Fact and Conclusions (Section II), and Enclosures in this 
report, we recommend approval of this application subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. This application is subject to the applicable requirements contained in the 
Kirkland Municipal Code, Zoning Code, and Building and Fire Code.  It is the 
responsibility of the applicant to ensure compliance with the various provisions 
contained in these ordinances.  Enclosure 3, Development Standards, is provided 
in this report to familiarize the applicant with some of the additional development 
regulations.  This Enclosure does not include all of the additional regulations.  
When a condition of approval conflicts with a development regulation in 
Enclosure 3, the condition of approval shall be followed (see Conclusion II.I.2). 

2. As part of the application for a Building Permit and/or Grading Permit the 
applicant shall submit: 
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a. Detailed plans for staff review that are consistent with Design Review 
Board approval file DRC11-00002 (see Conclusion II.B.2, II.C.2, and 
II.F.2.d.2). 

b. A Tree Retention Plan that includes specific information on how to 
minimize construction impacts to the two trees to be retained (see 
Conclusion II.G.4.b). 

c. Plans consistent with the public improvements in Enclosure 2 (see 
Conclusion II.F.2.d.2).  

d. Permit drawings consistent with the parking layout in Enclosure 2 and 
parking information which includes the following (see Conclusion 
II.G.2.b): 

 A parking management plan, to be reviewed and approved by the City 
that would allow for successful shared parking.  The parking 
management plan should address the following: 

o Signing on-site parking spaces as reserved for commercial use 
during specified hours Monday through Friday. 

o Installing signs visible from the driveway directing customers to 
commercial parking available in the parking garage. 

 A signed parking agreement which would prohibit medical office, 
sport-type uses such as spinning classes, yoga, and pilates studios 
unless a parking study is provided for City review and approval 
pursuant to the regulations in KZC Chapter 105.  Any other change in 
use shall comply with the NRH 1A zone parking requirements. 

 A draft Transportation/Shared Parking Management Program as 
proposed by the applicant to be reviewed and approved by staff.  

3. Prior to final inspection, the applicant shall: 

a. Replace any existing public improvements damaged during construction 
consistent with Public Works Preapproved Road Construction Plans (see 
Conclusion II.C.2). 

b. Install the shared parking requirements in subsection 2.d above (see 
Conclusion II.G.2.b). 

c. Submit a public access easement to allow for future construction and 
connection of the urban forest pedestrian pathway to the west (see 
Conclusion II.G.3.b). 

II. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 

A. SITE DESCRIPTION 

1. Site Development and Zoning: 

a. Facts: 

1) Size:  86,331 square feet or 1.98 acres 

2) Land Use:  The subject property is currently vacant and bounded by 
public right-of-way on three sides:  124th Ave NE on the east; NE 116th 
Street on the north; and NE 115th Place/Slater Avenue NE on the south. 

3) Zoning:  NRH 1A 
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4) Terrain and Vegetation:  The subject property is currently undeveloped 
except for remnants of the old Slater Road, which has been vacated.  The 
site contains a large number of trees which include the following species: 

 Big Leaf Maple 
 Western Red Cedar 
 Douglas Fir 
 Black Cottonwood 
 Red Alder 
 Bitter Cherry 
 Cascara 

The subject property slopes down from the southeast to northwest.  
From the intersection of NE 115th Place and 124th Avenue NE, the ground 
elevation drops approximately 11 feet over a distance of approximately 
255 feet to the northwest property line.  From the intersection of Slater 
Avenue NE and NE 115th Place, the ground elevation drops approximately 
19 feet over a distance of approximately 186 feet to the north property 
line.  The eastern portion of the site has a more gradual slope while the 
western portion of the site has steeper topography.  The intersection of 
NE 116th Street and 124th Avenue NE is approximately 8 feet lower than 
the intersection of NE 115th Place and 124th Avenue NE.   

b. Conclusion:  Tree retention and protection during construction are factors in 
the review of the proposed development (see Section II.G.6). 

2. Neighboring Development and Zoning: 

a. Facts:  The following are the existing uses, allowed heights, and zoning of 
the properties adjacent to the subject property: 

 North: The site is bounded on the north by NE 116th Street.  
Across NE 116th Street is the TL 5 Zone.  Maximum 
building height in the TL 5 Zone is 35 feet above average 
building elevation and may be increased to 55 feet or more 
above average building elevation in certain circumstances.  
Fronting on 124th Avenue NE is a retail complex 
containing a 7-11 store at the corner.  Fronting on NE 
116th Street is an auto body shop. 

 East: The site is bounded on the east by 124th Ave NE.  Across 
124th Ave NE are NRH 1B and NRH 3 zones.  In the NRH 
1B zone, the potential maximum height is 58 feet.  
Properties to the east contain a retail complex with a Jack-
in-the-Box fast food restaurant and the NE 116th Street 
retail plaza.  In the NRH 3 zone, the potential maximum 
height is 30 feet above average building elevation.  The 
property to the east, located in the NRH 3 zone, contains a 
single family residence.   

 South: NRH 3 Zone.  Potential maximum height is 30 feet above 
average building elevation.  Properties to the south contain 
the Totem Square Office Park.   

 NRH 1A Zone.  Also to the south, the subject property 
adjoins the Luna Sol mixed-use project which was 
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completed in 2010.  Luna Sol is a 5-story mixed use 
building with a 3-story below grade parking structure. 

 West: The site is bounded on the west by a private access tract 
and the NRH 1A Zone.  Potential maximum height is 58 
feet measured above the abutting right-of-way.  Properties 
to the west contain a 76 gas station as well as the Brown 
Bag Café, Shari’s restaurant, and the Best Western Hotel.   

b. Conclusion:  Since the subject property will contain a mix of residential and 
office, retail, and restaurant uses, compliance with their respective 
development standards are required.  In the instance where a PUD is being 
requested in order to deviate from a development standard, the applicable 
PUD criteria must be met.  See Sections II.F (analysis of PUD approval 
criteria) and II.G (analysis of Development Regulations) below for further 
discussion on these requirements.   

B. HISTORY 

1. Facts:  The following is a brief summary of prior approvals for the subject 
property. 

 File BLD01-00059.  Building permit for development of a two-story office 
building.  Permit expired September 2003. 

 Mastro Development – Mixed-use building with 54 condominium units. 

o File VAC06-00002.  Street vacation of portion of Slater Avenue 
that extends into the subject property.  Street vacation completed 
in April 2007. 

o File DRC06-00003.  Design Response Conference.  Approved April 
2007. 

o File BLD07-01017.  Building Permit.  Permit expired April 2010. 

 Totem Station Development (current proposal) - Mixed-use building with 
108 apartment units. 

o DRC11-00002.  Design Response Conference.  Approved August 
2011. 

o ZON11-00026.  PUD application currently in review.  The site 
layout and building design submitted with the PUD application is 
based on the Design Review Board (DRB) approval for file DRC11-
00002. 

2. Conclusion:  Building permits and the design review approval associated with 
previous projects no longer apply to the subject property.  However, the building 
and grading permit applications for this project (Totem Station) must comply 
with the DRB’s approval in file DRC11-00002.  If changes are proposed which are 
inconsistent with the DRB’s decision, such changes must be reviewed again by 
the DRB and decided upon pursuant to KZC Section 142.50 – [Design Review] 
Modifications. 

C. PUBLIC COMMENT 

1. Facts:  The City provided notice for public comment on the applicant’s PUD 
proposal.  The public comment period for this application was from June 30, 
2011 through July 18, 2011.  A total of seven emails and/or letters were 
submitted to the City during this period (see Enclosure 4).   
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Most of the concerns raised by the public were related to the increase in traffic 
and lack of traffic calming and transportation improvements.  Traffic issues were 
addressed during the SEPA review of the project and SEPA has not been 
appealed.  The City’s Traffic Impact Analysis, which includes responses to these 
traffic concerns, can be found in Enclosure 5.  Although transportation mitigation 
was not required with SEPA, the applicant is proposing a traffic island and 
associated striping south of the NE 112th Place and Slater Avenue intersection to 
narrow the travel lane and promote slower vehicle speeds (see Enclosure 13).  
The applicant is proposing these improvements as a PUD public benefit (see 
Section II.F.2).  The Slater Avenue Task Force supports the proposed traffic 
calming improvements (see Enclosure 14).   

Below are other concerns that were brought up in the public comment 
emails/letters received and are appropriate to be addressed as part of the zoning 
permit review.  Each comment is followed by staff’s response. 

a. Parking 

1) Comment:  The proposal does not have enough parking spaces and may 
impact street parking. 

2) Staff Response:  The applicant has proposed a shared parking approach 
as described in KZC Section 105.45. Shared parking between uses is 
allowed if the number of parking spaces provided is equal to the greatest 
number of required spaces for the uses operating at the same time.     

The applicant is also proposing 16 parking stalls to be located within the 
City right-of-way along NE 115th Place and 124th Avenue NE.  Because 
this is not normally required, the applicant must receive approval of a 
parking modification pursuant to KZC Section 105.103.3.d.   

See Section II.G.2 for staff’s analysis on shared parking and the parking 
modification to allow for street parking. 

b. Rose Hill Neighborhood signage 

1) Comment:  The applicant agreed to post a North Rose Hill neighborhood 
sign on the property at the NE 116th Street and 124th Avenue NE 
intersection. 

2) Staff Response:  Comprehensive Plan policy NRH37.1 states:  Use public 
and private efforts to establish gateway features at the locations 
identified in Figure NRH-10.  Comprehensive Plan Figure NRH-10: North 
Rose Hill Urban Design identifies a gateway along NE 116th Street near 
the 124th Avenue NE intersection (see Enclosure 6).  During the design 
review process, the DRB decided against requiring the standard 
neighborhood gateway signage and approved a gateway design which 
incorporates a small plaza and rose garden along NE 116th Street into the 
frontage improvements.  A second rose garden was added between the 
building and sidewalk along 124th Avenue NE near the intersection to 
continue the rose garden theme around the corner.  Enclosure 2 contains 
the landscape/gateway plan as approved by the DRB.   

c. Damaged Improvements 

1) Comment:  Concern that the developer may damage improvements 
associated with the NE 116th Street improvements associated with the I-
405 WSDOT NE 116th Street interchange project.   
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2) Staff Response:  Public Works preapproved plans require that any 
damaged public improvements be repaired prior to final inspection for the 
project. 

2. Conclusions:  As determined during SEPA review, additional traffic improvements 
or traffic calming mitigation are not required due to the project falling below 
Level of Service thresholds and since significant traffic safety impacts on Slater 
Avenue NE are not anticipated.  See Section II.F.2 for additional discussion on 
this topic. 

The gateway design must be consistent with the DRB’s approval in file DRC11-
00002.  

Any damaged WSDOT frontage improvements caused by the developer along NE 
116th Street should be repaired by the applicant. 

D. STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA) 

1. Facts:  A Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS) was issued for the 
proposal on March 21, 2012.  The City required that the applicant submit a 
performance bond to cover the cost of installing a c-curb within the 124th Avenue 
NE right-of-way. The purpose of the c-curb is to prevent left turns from 115th 
Place NE and the need for the c-curb installation will be determined by the City 
based on traffic safety at this intersection for a period of 3 years after occupancy 
of the project.  The SEPA Determination is included as Enclosure 7.  The MDNS 
was not appealed.  However, a comment letter was submitted during the 
comment and appeal period.  The City’s response can be found in Enclosure 8. 

2. Conclusion:  The applicant and City have satisfied SEPA requirements. 

E. CONCURRENCY 

1. Fact:  The Public Works Department has reviewed the application for traffic 
concurrency.  A concurrency test was passed for water, sewer and traffic on April 
13, 2011.  A Notice of Concurrency was distributed, published, and posted on the 
subject property on March 22, 2012. 

2. Conclusion:  The applicant and City have satisfied concurrency requirements. 

F. APPROVAL CRITERIA 

1. Process IIB 

a. Facts:  Zoning Code section 152.70.3 states that a Process IIB application 
may be approved if: 

1) It is consistent with all applicable development regulations and, to the 
extent there is no applicable development regulation, the Comprehensive 
Plan; and 

2) It is consistent with the public health, safety, and welfare. 

b. Conclusion:   

The proposal complies with the criteria in KZC Section 152.70.3.  It is 
consistent with all applicable development regulations (see Section II.G) and 
the Comprehensive Plan (see Section II.H).  In addition, the proposal is 
consistent with the public health, safety, and welfare because the project will 
provide the community with housing and retail and/or office opportunities 
consistent with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan for this neighborhood. 

2. Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
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a. KZC Chapter 125 Requirements 

1) Fact:  A PUD is intended to allow developments which benefit the City 
more than would a development which complies with the specific 
requirements of the Kirkland Zoning Code.  KZC Section 125.35 
establishes three decisional criteria with which a PUD request must 
comply in order to be granted.  The applicant’s response to these criteria 
can be found in Enclosure 9. 

Sections II.F.2.b through II.F.2.d contains the staff’s findings of fact and 
conclusions based on these three criteria. 

2) Conclusions:  Based on the analysis in the following sections, the 
application meets the established criteria for a PUD. 

b. PUD Criterion 1:  The proposed PUD meets the requirements of 
Zoning Code Chapter 125. 

1) Facts: 

a. KZC Chapter 125 sets forth procedures by which a PUD is to be 
reviewed, the criteria for PUD approval, the Zoning Code provisions 
that may be modified through a PUD, and the PUD bonus density 
provisions.   

b. The proposal is being reviewed through the process established by 
KZC Chapter 125. 

c. The requested code modifications requested by the applicant are 
allowed through the PUD process.  

2) Conclusion:  The proposed PUD is consistent with the requirements of 
KZC Chapter 125. 

c. PUD Criterion 2:  Any adverse impacts or undesirable effects of the 
proposed PUD are clearly outweighed by specifically identified 
benefits to the residents of the City. 

1) Facts: 

a) The subject property is zoned NRH 1A which allows a variety of uses 
including stacked dwelling units (see Enclosure 10). 

b) NRH 1A Zoning 

i. Special Regulation 1 for a ‘stacked dwelling unit’ use prohibits 
residential uses from being located on the ground floor of a 
structure (see Enclosure 10).  Parking associated with the 
residential units is considered a part of the ‘stacked dwelling 
unit’ use.  Therefore, the prohibition in Special Regulation 1 
applies to parking stalls located within the structure that is 
associated with the residential use. 

ii. General Regulation 2 outlines how building height is determined 
(see Enclosure 10).  The maximum building height of a structure 
is determined by taking the sum of the floor heights allowed per 
story (based on use) which is then limited by the maximum 
number of stories allowed.  The maximum number of stories 
allowed for a mixed-use residential development is 5 stories. 

c) The applicant is proposing to build a mixed-use project that contains 
approximately 10,200 square feet of ground floor retail, office, and/or 
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restaurant space and 3 to 4 stories of stacked dwelling units located 
above the ground floor.  The applicant has requested approval, 
through the PUD process to (see Enclosure 9): 

 Place parking for the residential use in a parking garage located 
on the ground floor of the building; and 

 Modify floor-to-floor heights described in NRH 1A – General 
Regulation 2. 

d) Staff has reviewed the preliminary plans and determined that the 
proposed project complies with the height regulations for the NRH 1A 
zone.  Therefore, the applicant’s PUD request to modify the floor-to-
floor heights is not needed.  See Section II.G.1 for staff’s analysis of 
the NRH 1A’s height regulation as it applies to the applicant’s 
proposal. 

e) The potential adverse impact or undesirable effect identified by staff 
as a result of allowing residential ground floor parking would be that 
ground floor retail/commercial and office building area is reduced.  
However, the negative effects that may result from allowing parking 
on the ground floor of the structure are not easily apparent (as 
compared to reductions to setback yards or increases in height, which 
are more visible). 

f) The applicant has provided an alternative project design example that 
eliminates residential parking from the parking garage in order to 
comply with ground floor residential use restriction (see Enclosure 9, 
Exhibit A).  The illustration shows parking for the residential uses 
relocated to a surface lot behind the building.  As a result, 42 
residential units would be lost due to the elimination of the parking 
structure supporting the upper story units.  The amount of 
retail/commercial space remains the same.  The applicant states that 
below grade structured parking is not economically viable.   

g) The applicant has proposed a number of benefits to outweigh any 
adverse or undesirable effects as a result of locating residential 
parking on the ground floor of the building (see Enclosure 9).  Staff 
has identified the following benefits proposed by the applicant as 
being applicable to this PUD criterion: 

 A new south facing pedestrian oriented plaza along NE 115th 
Place 

 Superior urban streetscape along NE 115th Place and 124th Avenue 
NE to include wider sidewalks and 16 on-street parking stalls 

 Traffic calming island and associated striping south of NE 112th 
Street within Slater Avenue. 

 Superior building design. 

h) The Comprehensive Plan supports a mix of commercial and residential 
uses in the NRH 1A zone.  See Section II.H for additional discussion 
regarding consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. 

i) The subject property is situated just south of the Totem Lake 
Neighborhood boundary at NE 116th Street.  In November 2011, the 
Urban Land Institute (ULI) Seattle, released the following document:  
ULI Technical Assistance Panel City of Kirkland - Totem Lake (see 
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Enclosure 11).  At the request of the City of Kirkland, the ULI studied 
current policies for Totem Lake and provided suggestions to aid in 
economic development in Totem Lake.  One of the study areas 
includes zoning district TL 5 which contains the Totem Square 
Development and is located north of the subject property.  The 
following are key points found in the ULI analysis that relate to the 
applicant’s PUD proposal. 

 Retail demand is market-driven, and the City should not insist on 
ground-floor retail. As an interim measure, the City may be well 
advised to require that ground floor space be built with higher 
ceilings and other infrastructure to accommodate future 
conversion to retail. 

 The typical rents for these sectors [medium box retailers], which 
currently hover at a net effective rent of around $12 per square 
foot, are simply not high enough to support new construction. 
Rents are unlikely to support new development in the foreseeable 
future, especially with structured parking. 

 The residential market is very cost-sensitive in the foreseeable 
future. The Totem Lake area competes primarily on price, as it 
lacks the amenities of town centers such as Bellevue and 
Redmond. 

j) The City is currently in the process of reviewing existing commercial 
zoning standards and may relax requirements which prohibit 
residential uses (including residential parking) on the ground floor in 
the NRH 1A zone as part of a future project phase.   

k) The applicant’s proposal does not entirely eliminate ground floor 
commercial area.  The applicant is proposing approximately 10,200 
square feet of ground floor liner retail, office, and restaurant spaces 
along 124th Avenue NE and NE 115th Place.  The majority of the 
parking garage will be hidden behind the liner commercial space and 
will not be visible when viewed from the adjoining streets. 

2) Conclusions:   

a) Since the proposal complies with the NRH 1A height regulations, a 
PUD is not needed regarding this topic (see Section II.G.1).   

b) Staff does not anticipate any adverse impacts with the PUD 
request for the proposed ground floor use since the ULI study 
recommends relaxing requiring ground floor retail in the Totem 
Lake area and the City is currently in the process of potentially 
reducing or removing related zoning requirements. 

The proposal includes liner commercial space and a high-density 
residential component (54 units/acre) consistent with the land use 
goals for this area.  The project would not present a significant 
impact to the long term economic development goals for the City 
given the mixed-use nature of the site.  By placing parking for the 
residential uses behind the liner commercial spaces fronting NE 
115th Place and 124th Avenue NE, the proposal screens the parking 
from the adjoining streets and properties.   

c) Since any adverse impacts or undesirable effects of the proposed 
PUD are minimal to none, the following public benefits proposed 
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by the applicant clearly outweigh any impacts created by the 
proposal:  a pedestrian plaza, superior urban streetscape, super 
building design, and traffic calming along Slater Avenue.  See the 
following section (Section II.F.2.d) below for additional discussion 
on the proposed public benefits.   

d. PUD Criterion 3:  The applicant is providing one or more of the 
following benefits to the City as part of the proposed PUD: 

 The applicant is providing public facilities that could not be required 
by the City for development of the subject property without a PUD. 

 The proposed PUD will preserve, enhance or rehabilitate natural 
features of the subject property such as significant woodlands, wildlife 
habitats or streams that the City could not require the applicant to 
preserve, enhance or rehabilitate through development of the subject 
property without a PUD. 

 The design of the PUD incorporates active or passive solar energy 
systems. 

 The design of the proposed PUD is superior in one or more of the 
following ways to the design that would result from development of 
the subject property without a PUD: 

 Increased provision of open space or recreational facilities. 

 Superior circulation patterns or location or screening of 
parking facilities. 

 Superior landscaping, buffering, or screening in or around the 
proposed PUD. 

 Superior architectural design, placement, relationship 
orientation of structure. 

 Minimum use of impervious surfacing materials. 

1) Facts:  The applicant has proposed a number of public benefits that could 
not have been required unless considered as part of a PUD (see 
Enclosure 9).  Staff has identified the following benefits as being 
applicable to this PUD criterion. 

a. Providing public facilities that could not be required by the City for 
development of the subject property without a PUD  
1. Slater Traffic Calming.  In 2006, neighbors along Slater Avenue 

established a Slater Avenue Traffic Calming Task Force consisting 
of nine residents that worked with the City’s Neighborhood Traffic 
Control Program (NTCP) Coordinator to develop the Slater Avenue 
Traffic Calming Plan.  The construction of traffic calming 
improvements within that Plan was to be completed as funding 
became available.  In 2008, the Slater Avenue Traffic Calming 
Plan was approved by the neighborhood (see Enclosure 12).  At 
that time funding was available to the neighborhood for the NTCP 
traffic improvements.  In 2009 the City constructed curb bulbs 
and crosswalks at the intersection of NE 100th Street and Slater 
Avenue NE through the NTCP budget.   

Currently, funding for the NTCP program is no longer available 
due to City budget cuts.  To help implement the traffic calming 
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plan, the applicant is proposing to install the traffic island south of 
NE 112th Place (see Enclosure 13).  The Slater Avenue Task Force 
supports the proposed traffic calming improvements (see 
Enclosure 14).  In lieu of curb bulbs, the applicant will use striping 
to achieve the effect of narrowing the driving lanes.  The curb 
bulbs would be installed when City budget allows.   

2. Frontage Improvements.  The City has an unfunded project to 
improve 124th Avenue by installing a second northbound left-turn 
lane (Public Works CIP Project No. TR-0092).  With the Totem 
Station project, the City is requiring that the existing sidewalk be 
moved 6’ west from its current location in order to accommodate 
the planned improvements.  The applicant is proposing, as a 
public benefit, to also move the existing curb and storm water 
utilities.  Therefore, this portion of the project would not have to 
be completed by the City with the future 124th Avenue NE 
intersection project. 

Along NE 115th Place, the applicant is proposing, as a public 
benefit, a wider sidewalk.  The City requires a 5’ wide sidewalk.  
The applicant is proposing an 8’ wide sidewalk along NE 115th 
Place to connect to the required 8’ wide sidewalk along 124th 
Avenue NE.   

b. Superior architectural design, placement, relationship or orientation of 
structure 
1. Scale and massing.  Although the project required design review 

and therefore consistency with design guidelines, the project 
provides a design superior than what would be required and in 
this case what was previously approved.  To help illustrate this, 
the applicant has provided a comparison of the Totem Station 
project and the previously approved Mastro project (see Enclosure 
9). 

The Totem Station would be considered superior in several ways: 

 Architectural Scale – The building is primarily a four story 
building with a 5th story located at key corners of the site.  A 
combination of peaked and flat roof forms also help moderate 
the scale of the building.  The building massing is further 
mitigated by creating two distinct building areas separated by 
a 2nd story terrace area approximately 7,200 square feet in 
size.   

 Gateway – The retaining walls and ramps which were 
proposed with the previous project impacted the gateway area 
proposal.  These features were removed with the Totem 
Station project.  The ground floor retail level was brought 
down to the sidewalk grade to create a more inviting 
pedestrian plaza and greater retail presence.  A rose garden 
was incorporated into the gateway design to subtly identity 
the North Rose Hill neighborhood. 

In addition, the building corner was designed as a tower 
element to create visual interest to the pedestrian and provide 
a sense of human proportion and scale.  The use of colors, 
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materials, and different roof treatment reinforced the building 
corner as an important design element of the project.   

 Context – The project size results in an effective transition 
from the commercial area north of the subject property to the 
office and residential neighborhood to the south.   

 Modulation – Horizontal modulation is achieved by the varying 
the colors, materials, and architecture at the top, middle, and 
bottom of the building.  Vertical modulation was achieved by 
creating multi-story building areas that vary in height, roof 
forms, color, and materials.   

2. Pedestrian Plaza.  An approximately 2,200 square foot plaza is 
proposed along NE 115th Place where it has a southern exposure.  
The plaza is surrounded on the north, east, and west sides by the 
project which help define the plaza and provide a sense of 
protection and comfort.  The surrounding tenant spaces also 
provide an opportunity for activating the plaza with outdoor dining 
and seating areas to further create pedestrian interest.  The 
relatively lower traffic volumes on NE 115th Place also make the 
plaza location more enjoyable with low traffic and noise impacts.   

2) Conclusions:  The proposed PUD provides four public benefits instead of 
the code minimum requirement of one:  traffic calming improvements on 
Slater Avenue NE, a wider sidewalk along NE 115th Place, relocation of 
the curb and stormwater facilities along 124th Avenue NE, and superior 
building design.   

The proposed PUD meets the criteria of KZC Section 125.35if the 
following are incorporated into the project: 

a. The DRB’s approval in file DRC11-00002.  If changes are proposed 
that conflict with the DRB’s decision, such changes should be 
reviewed and decided upon pursuant to KZC Section 142.50 – [Design 
Review] Modifications. 

b. The Slater traffic calming improvement in Enclosure 13. 

c. The public improvements shown in Enclosure 2. 

G. DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS    

1. Building Height 

a. Facts:   

1) The applicant has proposed a ground floor height of 14’ as measured 
above NE 115th Place to accommodate both retail and office uses.  
Because the subject property slopes down towards NE 116th Street, the 
ground floor height along NE 116th Street is taller (approximately 22’ 
above the sidewalk).   

2) Based on the applicant’s interpretation of the NRH 1A height regulations, 
the applicant has requested that the floor heights be modified through 
the PUD process (see Enclosure 9).   

3) KZC Section 54.04, General Regulation 2 describes how the maximum 
building height is calculated (see Enclosure 10).  The maximum building 
height of a structure is determined by taking the sum of the floor heights 
allowed per story (based on use) which is then limited by the maximum 
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2) Shared Parking.  Shared parking between uses is allowed if the number 
of parking spaces provided is equal to the greatest number of required 
spaces for the uses operating at the same time.  The applicant has 
proposed a shared parking approach as described in KZC Section 105.45.  
In addition, to allow for successful shared parking, the applicant has 
proposed incentives such as installing a transportation kiosk, transit 
passes, and flex-bicycles (see Enclosure 16).  Staff is referring to this as a 
Transportation/Shared Parking Management Program.  The City 
Transportation Engineer reviewed the applicant’s parking study as part of 
his Traffic Impact Analysis and recommended approval of the shared 
parking approach with the following conditions (see Enclosure 5). 

Parking information should be submitted with the permit for the project 
which includes the following: 

 A parking management plan, to be reviewed and approved by the City 
that would allow for successful shared parking.  The parking 
management plan should address the following: 

o Signing on-site parking spaces as reserved for commercial use 
during specified hours Monday through Friday. 

o Installing signs visible from the driveway directing customers to 
commercial parking available in the parking garage. 

 A signed parking agreement which would prohibit medical office, 
sport-type uses such as spinning classes, yoga, and pilates studios 
unless a parking study is provided for City review and approval 
pursuant to the regulations in KZC Chapter 105.  Any other change in 
use shall comply with the NRH 1A zone parking requirements. 

 A draft Transportation/Shared Parking Management Program as 
proposed by the applicant to be reviewed and approved by staff. 

3) Parking Modification for Off-site Parking.  Code required parking must be 
provided on the subject property.  The applicant is proposing a total of 16 
parking stalls along the subject property frontage within the NE 115th 
Place and 124th Avenue NE right-of-way.  Construction of these stalls is 
not required by Code.  The applicant will widen both streets over what is 
required by Code and construct additional frontage improvements in 
order to accommodate these parking stalls.  Since these parking stalls are 
being constructed off-site, the applicant must receive approval of a 
parking modification pursuant to the approval criteria in KZC Section 
105.103.3.d in order for these stalls to be counted towards the number of 
required parking stalls for the project.  The criteria are listed below 
followed by staff response: 

 The proposed parking area will have no adverse impacts on 
adjacent properties 
Staff Response:  The applicant’s request for shared parking and 
an accompanying parking study was reviewed by the City 
Transportation Engineer.  With the recommended conditions, the 
proposal contains enough parking to meet the project’s peak 
parking demand.  The 16 new street parking stalls will be in 
addition to the existing street parking located near the project.  In 
addition, street parking will better serve the commercial spaces 
which face the adjacent sidewalks than parking located on-site. 
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The City Transportation Engineer also found that the location of 
the street parking would not impact traffic.  No adverse impacts 
are anticipated with the proposed street parking. 

 It is reasonable to expect that the proposed parking will be used 
by the subject use 
Staff Response:  The proposed street parking is immediately 
adjacent to the subject property and is anticipated to be used 
primarily by the customers of the ground floor commercial spaces 
lining the sidewalk.   

 A safe pedestrian and/or shuttle connection exists, or will be 
created, between the subject use and the proposed parking area. 
Staff Response:  A safe pedestrian connection will be created with 
the project in the form of a new sidewalk between the proposed 
street parking and building. 

b. Conclusions:   

1) Locating the 11 parking stalls between the building and street should be 
allowed since it was determined through the design review process that 
no better alternative exists based on KZC Section 105.58.2.   

2) In order to approve the shared parking approach requested by the 
applicant, the conditions in Section II.G.2.a.2 above should be required 
with the building permit application and finalized prior to building 
occupancy.   

3) The parking modification request to place required parking stalls within 
the NE 115th Place and 124th Avenue NE right-of-way should be approved 
since the proposal complies with the criteria in KZC Section 105.103.3.d.   

3. Pedestrian Connections 

a. Facts:  KZC Section 54.04.4 requires that a pedestrian connection be 
developed to link Slater Avenue NE with NE 116th Street.  As part of the 
design review process, the DRB approved the improved sidewalk design 
along NE 115th Place and 124th Avenue NE as the primary link to connect 
Slater Avenue NE with NE 116th Street.   

A secondary pedestrian connection, which begins at the intersection of NE 
115th Place and Slater Avenue NE, was approved to continue through the 
proposed urban forest and eventually connect to the property to the west 
(see Enclosure 2).  The improved portion of the pedestrian connection stops 
short of the west property line due to the topography and location of an 
existing off-site rockery.  The applicant will be providing a public access 
easement for the entire pathway to the west property line.  The easement 
will allow for future construction and connection of the pathway when the 
property to the west develops.  

b. Conclusion:  The proposal meets the pedestrian connection requirement in 
KZC Section 54.04.4 by providing two options for a pedestrian link to NE 
116th Street from Slater Avenue NE.   

4. Tree Retention 

a. Facts:  The applicant has submitted a Tree Retention Plan prepared by a 
certified arborist dated May 5, 2011 and incorporates comments from the 
City’s Urban Forester (see Enclosure 17).  In the report, the arborist 
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identified a total of 119 trees of which 115 are considered significant trees by 
the KZC.  Of the significant trees, the arborist identified 64 trees that are 
viable.  The applicant is proposing to retain two large Douglas Fir trees 
(approximately 40-inches DBH) located at the southwest corner of the 
property (see Enclosure 2).  These trees will remain and be incorporated into 
the proposed ‘urban forest’ at this location.   

The City’s Urban Forester has reviewed and approved the tree retention plan 
with the condition that subsequent permit drawings contain specific 
information on how to minimize impacts to the two trees to be retained given 
that a pedestrian path or sidewalk is located within the limits of disturbance 
for the trees (see Enclosure 18). 

No specimen trees were identified on the subject property.  The applicant is 
proposing to plant a variety of evergreen and deciduous trees with the 
project including specimen trees in the proposed southern courtyard (see 
Enclosure 2).   

b. Conclusions:  The applicant should retain all trees identified for retention and 
comply with the specific recommendations of the City’s arborist. 

H. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

1. Fact:  The subject property is located within the North Rose Hill neighborhood.  
Comprehensive Plan map Figure NRH-4 on page XV.F-11 shows the subject 
property as being located within the North Rose Hill Business District subarea 1A 
(NRH 1A) with a commercial land use designation (see Enclosure 19).  The 
following policies for NRH 1A support and encourage a high-density residential 
mixed use development: 

 Policy NRH 8.2:  Locate new commercial development in the business 
districts at the north and south boundaries of the North Rose Hill 
neighborhood in order to prevent commercial encroachment. 

 Policy NRH 19.1:  Designate the following subareas to address site specific 
development standards.  Use the NRH (North Rose Hill) Business District 
prefix to identify the subareas. 

NRH 1A 

o West of 124th Avenue NE is a mixed-use retail commercial/residential 
designation. 

o Increased building heights should be allowed in order to provide sufficient 
incentive to develop a range of housing choices in conjunction with 
commercial development.  

 Policy LU-5.2: Maintain and strengthen existing commercial areas by focusing 
economic development within them and establishing development guidelines. 

 Policy LU-5.6: Encourage increased residential capacity in the North Rose Hill 
Business District (NRHBD) to help meet housing needs. 

o Encourage mixed-use commercial/residential development. 

o Promote a broad range of uses as an extension of the Totem Lake Urban 
Center. 

o Provide a transition to the residential core in the North Rose Hill 
neighborhood. 
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2. Conclusion:  The proposal is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan NRH 1A 
designation for a mixed-use development. 

I. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

1. Fact:  Additional comments and requirements placed on the project are found on 
the Development Standards, Enclosure 3. 

2. Conclusion:  The applicant should follow the requirements set forth in Enclosure 
3. 

III. SUBSEQUENT MODIFICATIONS 

Modifications to the approval may be requested and reviewed pursuant to the applicable 
modification procedures and criteria in effect at the time of the requested modification. 

IV. CHALLENGES AND JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The following is a summary of the deadlines and procedures for challenges and appeals.  
Any person wishing to file or respond to a challenge or appeal should contact the 
Planning Department for further procedural information. 

A. CHALLENGE 

Section 152.85 of the Zoning Code allows the Hearing Examiner's recommendation 
to be challenged by the applicant or any person who submitted written or oral 
comments or testimony to the Hearing Examiner.  A party who signed a petition may 
not challenge unless such party also submitted independent written comments or 
information.  The challenge must be in writing and must be delivered, along with 
any fees set by ordinance, to the Planning Department by 5:00 p.m., 
_____________________________, seven (7) calendar days following distribution 
of the Hearing Examiner's written recommendation on the application.  Within this 
same time period, the person making the challenge must also mail or personally 
deliver to the applicant and all other people who submitted comments or testimony 
to the Hearing Examiner, a copy of the challenge together with notice of the 
deadline and procedures for responding to the challenge. 

Any response to the challenge must be delivered to the Planning Department within 
seven (7) calendar days after the challenge letter was filed with the Planning 
Department.  Within the same time period, the person making the response must 
deliver a copy of the response to the applicant and all other people who submitted 
comments or testimony to the Hearing Examiner. 

Proof of such mail or personal delivery must be made by affidavit, available from the 
Planning Department.  The affidavit must be attached to the challenge and response 
letters, and delivered to the Planning Department.  The challenge will be considered 
by the City Council at the time it acts upon the recommendation of the Hearing 
Examiner. 

B. JUDICIAL REVIEW 

Section 152.110 of the Zoning Code allows the action of the City in granting or 
denying this zoning permit to be reviewed in King County Superior Court.  The 
petition for review must be filed within twenty-one (21) calendar days of the 
issuance of the final land use decision by the City. 

V. LAPSE OF APPROVAL 

The applicant must submit to the City a complete building permit application approved 
under KZC Chapter 125 within four (4) years after approval of the Final PUD, or the 
lapse provisions of Section 152.115 will apply.  Furthermore, the applicant must 

18



Totem Station PUD 
File No. ZON11-00026 

Page 19 

substantially complete construction approved under Chapter 125 and complete the 
applicable conditions listed on the Notice of Approval within six (6) years after approval 
of the Final PUD, or the decision becomes void. 

VI. ENCLOSURES 

Enclosures 1 through 19 are attached. 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Applicant Proposal 
3. Development Standards 
4. Public Comment Email/Letters 
5. SEPA Traffic Impact Analysis Memo 
6. Comprehensive Plan Figure NRH-10 
7. SEPA Determination 
8. SEPA Comment Response 
9. Applicant Response to Criteria 
10. NRH 1A Zoning Chart 
11. ULI Technical Assistance Panel City of Kirkland – Totem Lake 
12. Slater Avenue Traffic Calming Plan Map 
13. Totem Station Traffic Calming Proposal 
14. Slater Task Force Letter 
15. Applicant Response to Staff Comments 
16. Applicant Proposed Transportation/Shared Parking Management Program 
17. Tree Retention Plan 
18. Urban Forester Memo 
19. Comprehensive Plan Map Figure NRH-4 

 
 

VII. PARTIES OF RECORD 

Applicant: Aaron Hollingbery with Camwest Development 
Citizens on Parties of Record List 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
Department of Public Works 
Department of Building and Fire Services 
 
 
A written recommendation will be issued by the Hearing Examiner within eight calendar 
days of the date of the open record hearing. 
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City of Kirkland
Department of Planning and

Community Development
123 5th Avenue

Kirkland, WA 98033
425-587-3225

Development Standards

ZON11-00026

Planning Dept.
PCD 1. REVISED SITE PLAN - Any proposed changes to the approved site plan must be submitted as a revision
to the building permit for review and approval prior to implementation.
PCD 2. TREE INSTALLATION - All supplemental trees required to be planted shall conform to the Kirkland Plant
List.  All installation and maintenance standards shall conform to Kirkland Zoning Code Sections 95.45 and 95.50.
PCD 3. LOT COVERAGE - Any proposed increase in the total impervious surfaces on the site must be submitted
for review as a revision to this building permit prior to the addition of impervious area.
PCD 4. ALL - HOURS OF CONSTRUCTION - All development activity and heavy equipment operation is restricte
to 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Saturday.  Other restrictions on
Saturday include:  no working in the right-of-way, no work requiring inspection, and no trucking into or out of the
site; however, light grading work on-site on Saturday is allowed.  NO development activity or heavy equipment
operation may occur on Sundays or the following holidays: New Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day,
Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day.
PCD 5. MAXIMUM NOISE LEVELS - All mechanical units shall comply with the maximum environmental noise
levels established pursuant to the Noise Control Act of 1974, Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 70.107. See
Chapter 173-60 Washington Administrative Code (WAC).  A link to the WAC and RCW is available at
www.kirklandpermits.net.

PCD 6. ALL - PROHIBITED VEGETATION - Plants listed as prohibited in the Kirkland Plant List (available from th
Planning Department) shall not be planted in the City.  These plants include Blackberry, Fragrant water lily, Ivy,
Herb Robert, Knotweed, Old man's beard, Poison hemlock, Reed canary grass, Scotch broom, Spurge laurel,
Yellow archangel, and Yellow flag iris.  Other plants, while not prohibited, are discouraged, including Butterfly bush
English holly, and English laurel.
PCD 7. ROCKERIES & RETAINING WALLS - Rockeries and retaining walls may be a maximum of 4 feet high in a
required yard, unless certain criteria in Zoning Code Section 115.115.3.g are met.  Please contact the Planning
Department at 425-587-3235 for more information on the modification criteria.
PCD 8. FENCES & ROCKERIES - The combined height of fences and retaining walls within 5' of each other in a
required yard is limited to 6 feet, unless certain criteria in Zoning Code Section 115.115.3.g are met.  Please
contact the Planning Department at 425-587-3235 for more information on the modification criteria.
PCD 9. UTILITY STRUCTURES IN SETBACKS - Utility structures which extend more than 4-inches above finishe
grade may be constructed within a required setback yard provided no other location within the public right-of-way 
feasible and prior approval of the City (Planning and Public Works Departments) is obtained.  Any franchise
agreement between the City and a utility company may supercede this requirement.

PCD 10. COMM/MF-HEIGHT VERIFICATION - Prior to installation of roofing material, the applicant shall provid
verification that building height is in compliance with permit conditions to the Building Official.
PCD 11. COMM - TREE PROTECTION - The applicant shall install temporary but immovable construction
fencing around the drip line of all significant trees to be retained after the pre-construction meeting but prior to any
grading or site construction.  The Planning Department MUST inspect and approve all tree fencing prior to the star
of any other site work.  Please call 425-587-3225 to request inspection.  ADVANCE NOTICE OF ONE WORKING
DAY REQUIRED FOR INSPECTION.
PCD 12. COMM/MF-TREE PROTECTION - The applicant shall install temporary but immovable construction
fencing around the drip line of all significant trees to be retained after the pre-construction meeting but prior to any
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grading or site construction.  The Public Works Department MUST inspect and approve all tree fencing prior to the
start of any other site work.  Please call 425-587-3805 to request inspection.  ADVANCE NOTICE OF ONE
WORKING DAY REQUIRED FOR INSPECTION.
PCD 13. COMM/MF-SIGNS - A sign permit must be obtained from the Building Department prior to installation
of any new or additional signs.  Call the Planning Department at 425-587-3225 for information on sign allowances
PCD 14. COMM/MF-ASPHALT PARKING AREA - All parking areas and driving lanes must be of asphalt or
superior material.
PCD 15. COMM/MF-STRIPED PARKING AREA - All parking areas and driving lanes must be striped and
surrounded by 6-inch vertical concrete curb.
PCD 16. COMM/MF-ROOFTOP APPURTENANCES - All rooftop appurtenances must be screened in
accordance with Zoning Code Section 115.120.
PCD 17. COMM/MF-ROOFTOP SCREENING REQ - Prior Final Inspection, all rooftop screening must be
installed.
PCD 18. COMM/MF-LANDSCAPE PRIOR TO CO - Prior to final inspection by the Planning Department all
landscaping and other required improvements must be installed.
PCD 19. COMM/MF-DRIVEWAYS AND PAVING - Prior to final inspection by the Planning Department, all
driveways, parking areas, and curbing must be installed.
PCD 20. COMM/MF-LANDSCAPE SECURITY - Prior to final inspection by the Planning Department, an as-bu
landscape plan and landscape maintenance agreement must be submitted to the Planning Department.
PCD 21. PAVED PARKING - All parking areas and driving lanes must be of asphalt or superior materials  and
be striped and surrounded by 6" vertical concrete curb.
PCD 22. COMM/MF-ROOFTOP SCREENING REQ - Prior Final Inspection, all rooftop screening must be
installed.
PCD 23. COMM/MF-ROOFTOP APPURTENANCES - All rooftop appurtenances must be screened in
accordance with Zoning Code  Section 115.120.
PCD 24. UTILITY STRUCTURES IN SETBACKS - Utility structures which extend more than 4-inches above
finished grade may be constructed within a required setback yard provided no other location within the public
right-of-way is feasible and prior approval of the City (Planning and Public Works Departments) is obtained.  Any
franchise agreement between the City and a utility company may supersede this requirement.
PCD 25. MECHANICAL IN SETBACKS - HVAC and similar types of mechanical equipment may be placed no
closer than five feet to a side or rear property line, and shall not be located within a required front yard; provided,
that such equipment may be located in a storage shed approved pursuant to KZC 115.115(3)(m) or a garage
approved pursuant to KZC 115.115(3)(o)(2).

All HVAC and similar types of mechanical equipment shall be baffled, shielded, enclosed, or placed on the propert
in a manner that will ensure compliance with the noise provisions of KZC 115.95.
PCD 26. PROHIBITED DEVICES - Applicant is advised to review Zoning Code Section 100.85 which specifies
prohibited types of signs and other advertising devices, including banners, flashing lights, and balloons. These
devices are not approved as part of this permit application.  Copies of Section 100.85 are available from the
Kirkland Planning Department.
PCD 27. CHANGING MESSAGE CENTERS - Changing message centers may display only public service time
and temperature information.
PCD 28. WIRING - No overhead wiring to freestanding signs allowed.  Wiring must be placed underground.
PCD 29. LANDSCAPING REQUIRED - Prior to final inspection, an area around the base of each pedestal and
monument sign equal to the sign area must be landscaped.

1.  ***FIRE DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS***

2.  Fire sprinkler system is required.

3.  A vertical standpipe is required

4.  A fire alarm system is required.
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5.  Fire extinguishers required.

6.  A key box is required for fire department access.

7.  Fire flow requirement will be determined at time of building permit application.  It appears that the flow to the
south would need to be improved for a project of this size.

8.  Hydrants and fire flow shall meet the requirements of Kirkland Operating Policy 4.

Additional hydrants will be required.  Although fire flow to the east and north is adequate, fire flow will need to be
improved on the south side of the property to meet requirements for a project of this size.

9.  You can review your permit status and conditions at www.kirklandpermits.net

PUBLIC WORKS CONDITIONS

Permit #:  ZON11-00026
Project Name: Totem Station - Camwest PUD
Project Address: 11515 124th Ave. NE
Date: June 20, 2011

Public Works Staff Contacts
Land Use and Pre-Submittal Process:
Rob Jammerman, Development Engineering Manager
Phone: 425-587-3845   Fax: 425-587-3807
E-mail: rjammer@ci.kirkland.wa.us

Building and Land Surface Modification (Grading) Permit Process:
John Burkhalter, Development Engineer Supervisor
Phone: 425-587-3846 Fax: 425-587-3807
E-mail:   jburkhalter@ci.kirkland.wa.us

General Conditions:

1. All public improvements associated with this project including street and utility improvements, must meet the
City of Kirkland Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and Policies Manual.  A Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and
Policies manual can be purchased from the Public Works Department, or it may be retrieved from the Public
Works Department's page at the City of Kirkland's web site at www.ci.kirkland.wa.us.

2. This project will be subject to Public Works Permit and Connection Fees.  It is the applicant's responsibility to
contact the Public Works Department by phone or in person to determine the fees.  The fees can also be review
the City of Kirkland web site at www.ci.kirkland.wa.us.  The applicant should anticipate the following fees:
o Water and Sewer connection Fees (paid with the issuance of a Building Permit)
o Side Sewer Inspection Fee (paid with the issuance of a Building Permit)
o Water Meter Fees (paid with the issuance of a Building Permit)
o Right-of-way Fees (for each ROW)
o Review and Inspection Fee (for utilities and street improvements).
o Traffic, Park and School Impact Fee (paid with the issuance of Building Permit). For additional information, see
notes below.

3. This project has applied for and received a Concurrency Test Notice.
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4. Building Permits associated with this proposed project will be subject to the traffic, park, and school impact
fees per Chapter 27 of the Kirkland Municipal Code.  The impact fees shall be paid prior to issuance of the Buildin
Permit(s).

5. All civil engineering plans which are submitted in conjunction with a building, grading, or right-of-way permit
must conform to the Public Works Policy titled ENGINEERING PLAN REQUIREMENTS.  This policy is contained
in the Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and Policies manual.

6. All street improvements and underground utility improvements (storm, sewer, and water) must be designed by
a Washington State Licensed Engineer; all drawings shall bear the engineers stamp.

7. All plans submitted in conjunction with a building, grading or right-of-way permit must have elevations which a
based on the King County datum only (NAVD 88).

8. A completeness check meeting is required prior to submittal of any Building Permit applications.

9. The required tree plan shall include any significant tree in the public right-of-way along the property frontage.

10. Prior to issuance of any commercial or multifamily Building Permit, the applicant shall provide a plan for
garbage storage and pickup.  The plan shall be approved by Waste Management and the City.

Sanitary Sewer Conditions:

1. The existing sanitary sewer main within NE 116th St and 124th Ave NE are both adequate.  Both mains are n
the opposite sides of the street (north and east respectively).  Use a 6-inch side sewer connected to a public sewe
manhole to serve the project unless the plumbing code dictates and 8-inch waste line, in which case, the side
sewer shall be 8-inch minimum.  There is also a public 8-inch sewer main that runs along the west side of the site.
The project may be able to connect to this sewer main, but easements from the adjacent property owner may be
necessary.

Water System Conditions:

1. The existing water mains in the public rights-of-way along the front of the subject property are adequate to
serve this proposed development.

2. All water services shall be sized per the Uniform Plumbing Code.  Provide 1" minimum water service from the
water main to each meter.

3. In mixed-use projects each use shall have a separate water meter, i.e., the retail use shall have a separate
water meter from residential use.

4. A separate irrigation meter shall be installed.

5. A water latecomer's agreement has been assessed against the property.  Fee shall be paid at permit
issuance.

6. Provide fire hydrants per the Fire Department's requirements.

Surface Water Conditions:

2009 KCSWDM

1. Provide temporary and permanent storm water control per the 2009 King County Surface Water Design Manu
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and the Kirkland Addendum.  See Policies D-2 and D-3 in the PW Pre-Approved Plans for drainage review
information, or contact city of Kirkland Surface Water staff at (425) 587-3800 for help in determining drainage revie
requirements.  Summarized below are the levels of drainage review based on site and project characteristics:

" Full Drainage Review
" A full drainage review is required for any proposed project, new or redevelopment, that will:
" Add or replaces 5,000ft2 or more of new impervious surface area,
" Propose 7,000ft2 or more of land disturbing activity, or,
" Be a redevelopment project on a single or multiple parcel site in which the total of new plus replaced
impervious surface area is 5,000ft2 or more and whose valuation of proposed improvements (including interior
improvements but excluding required mitigation and frontage improvements) exceeds 50% of the assessed value 
the existing site improvements.

2. Provide verification that this site can discharge drainage into the private storm drainage system to west.

3. Evaluate the feasibility and applicability of dispersion, infiltration, and other stormwater low impact developmen
facilities on-site (per section 5.2 in the 2009 King County Surface Water Design Manual).  If feasible, stormwater
low impact development facilities are required.  See PW Pre-Approved Plan Policy L-1 for more information on this
requirement.

4. Because this project site is one acre or greater, the following conditions apply:
" Amended soil requirements (per Ecology BMP T5.13) must be used in all landscaped areas.
" If the project meets minimum criteria for water quality treatment (5,000ft2 pollution generating impervious
surface area), the enhanced level of treatment is required if the project is multi-family residential, commercial, or
industrial.  Enhanced treatment targets the removal of metals such as copper and zinc.
" The applicant is responsible to apply for a Construction Stormwater General Permit from Washington State
Department of Ecology.  Provide the City with a copy of the Notice of Intent for the permit.  Permit Information can
be found at the following website:   http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/
o Among other requirements, this permit requires the applicant to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) and identify a Certified Erosion and Sediment Control Lead (CESCL) prior to the start of
construction.  The CESCL shall attend the City of Kirkland PW Dept. pre-construction meeting with a completed
SWPPP.
" Turbidity monitoring by the developer/contractor is required if a project contains a lake, stream, or wetland.
" A Stormwater Pollution Prevention and Spill (SWPPS) Plan must be kept on site during all phases of
construction and shall address construction-related pollution generating activities.  Follow the guidelines in the
2009 King County Surface Water Design Manual for plan preparation.

5. If a storm water detention system is required, it shall be designed to Level II standards.  Historic (forested)
conditions shall be used as the pre-developed modeling condition.

6. Storm detention calculations for the entire site are required.

7. It doesn't appear that any work within an existing ditch will be required, however the developer has been given
notice that the Army Corps of Engineers (COE) has asserted jurisdiction over upland ditches draining to streams.
Either an existing Nationwide COE permit or an Individual COE permit may be necessary for work within ditches,
depending on the project activities.
Applicants should obtain the applicable COE permit; information about COE permits can be found at: U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Seattle District Regulatory Branch http://www.nws.usace.army.mil/PublicMenu/Menu.cfm?
sitename=REG&pagename=mainpage_NWPs

Specific questions can be directed to: Seattle District, Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Branch, CENWS-OD-RG,
Post Office Box 3755, Seattle, WA 98124-3755, Phone: (206) 764-3495
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8. Provide an erosion control report and plan with Building or Land Surface Modification Permit application.  The
plan shall be in accordance with the 2009 King County Surface Water Design Manual.

9. Construction drainage control shall be maintained by the developer and will be subject to periodic inspections
During the period from May 1 and September 30, all denuded soils must be covered within 7 days; between
October 1 and April 30, all denuded soils must be covered within 12 hours.  Additional erosion control measures
may be required based on site and weather conditions.  Exposed soils shall be stabilized at the end of the workda
prior to a weekend, holiday, or predicted rain event.

10. Provide collection and conveyance of right-of-way storm drainage

Street and Pedestrian Improvement Conditions:

1. The subject property abuts NE 116th Street, an arterial type street, 124th Ave. NE, an arterial type street, and
NE 115th Place, a collector type street.  Zoning Code sections 110.10 and 110.25 require the applicant to make
half-street improvements in rights-of-way abutting the subject property.  Section 110.30-110.50 establishes that th
street must be improved with the following:

NE 116th Street
A. Widen the street to 66 feet from the face of curb on the north side of the street to the new face of curb along
the subject property street frontage (note - plans depict 33.5 ft from centerline of ROW to face of new curb but doe
not show total width of street;  the said 66 ft width shall be verified).  The street section for NE 116th St will consist
of 4 eleven foot lanes, 1 twelve foot center turn lane, and 2 five foot bike lanes.
B. Install storm drainage, curb and gutter, an 8 foot wide sidewalk with street trees and tree grates 30 foot
on-center along the property frontage.  Design shall include the City standard pedestrian lights 60 foot on-center
per the North Rosehill Design Standard (one or two lights likely on NE 116th St frontage).
C. City code designates this corner as a gateway to the North Rosehill Neighborhood and shall be required to
incorporate design features as such.  Since the City will be rebuilding this corner in the near future to
accommodate the double turn lanes on 124th Ave NE all the required design features should be located outside o
the future curb alignment and sidewalk at that corner.  In general, any structures located in the right-of-way shall b
maintained by the property owner and a Maintenance Agreement will need to be developed.
D. Install No-parking anytime signs if deemed necessary by the reviewing Development Engineer.

124th Ave. NE
E. Widen the street to 43 ft from center line to face of curb in areas where no parking is provided and 49 ft from
centerline to face of curb where on-street parking is provided (as depicted on the plans)
F. Install an 8 ft wide sidewalk with street trees in tree grates 30 ft. on-center and pedestrian lighting 60 ft
on-center.
G. Dedicate a public sidewalk easement as necessary to encompass the said improvements.

NE 115th Place
H. Widen the street to 22.5  ft from center line to face of curb in areas where no parking is provided (44 ft
minimum from existing curb on the south) and 28.5 ft from centerline to face of curb where on-street parking is
provided (as depicted on the plans)
I. Install an 8 ft wide sidewalk with street trees in tree grates 30 ft. on-center
J. The proposed sidewalk and landscape strip along the front of the plaza as depicted on the plans is approved b
Public Works; street trees shall be installed in planters at least 30 ft on-center or equal number of trees.
K. Dedicate a public sidewalk easement as necessary to encompass the said improvements.

2. A 2-inch asphalt street overlay will be required where three or more utility trench crossings occur within 150
lineal ft. of street length or where utility trenches parallel the street centerline. Grinding of the existing asphalt to
blend in the overlay will be required along all match lines.
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3. All street and driveway intersections shall not have any visual obstructions within the sight distance triangle.
See Public Works Pre-approved Policy R.13 for the sight distance criteria and specifications.

4. It shall be the responsibility of the applicant to relocate any above-ground or below-ground utilities which
conflict with the project associated street or utility improvements.

5. Underground all new and existing on-site and frontage overhead transmission lines and/or existing utility poles
This undergrounding work will require lines to be undergrounded to the north side of NE 116th St and possibly to
the east side on 124th Ave. NE depending on the Franchise Utility design.

6. Zoning Code Section 110.60.9 establishes the requirement that existing utility and transmission (power,
telephone, etc.) lines on-site and in rights-of-way adjacent to the site must be underground.  The Public Works
Director may determine if undergrounding transmission lines in the adjacent right-of-way is not feasible and defer
the undergrounding by signing an agreement to participate in an undergrounding project, if one is ever proposed.  
this case, the Public Works Director has determined that undergrounding of existing overhead utility on the north
side of NE 116th Street  and the east side of 124th Ave. NE is not feasible at this time and the undergrounding of
off-site/frontage transmission lines should be deferred with a Local Improvement District (LID) No Protest
Agreement.

7. New street lights may be required per Puget Power design and Public Works approval.  Contact the INTO Ligh
Division at PSE for a lighting analysis.  If lighting is necessary, design must be submitted prior to issuance of a
grading or building permit.

8. Provide a DRB and Planning approved pedestrian path from NE 115th St to NE 116th St.  The path shall be
encompassed in a Public Pedestrian Easement.

10.  ***BUILDING DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS***

11.  Bldg. has concerns about the separation between the retail/parking and the Rs. Expect to see a podium but
the retail is listed as 5A. The accessible route is not completely shown. The sidewalk needs to be accessible, i.e.
44 ".
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July 12, 2011
 
Dear City Planner Regala,
   
I am writing after consideration of the proposed permits for the Totem Station development 
located in North Rose Hill near the corners of NE 116th/124th Ave NE and Slater Ave NE.  I am 
a resident and homeowner on Slater Ave.
 
The proposed development is a large development consisting of over 100 apartment units and 
some commercial space.  Its access is going to be on “the backside” which is NE 115th/Slater 
Ave off of 124th Ave NE.  Parking is proposed to be surface level and street parking.  I have 
made myself aware of the traffic study for this complex.
 
I am writing with concern for the safety of the many residents of North Rose Hill, North Kirkland, 
and Totem Lake  who regularly travel on Slater Ave as pedestrians and bicyclists.  Slater is a 
much safer alternative for bicyclists and pedestrians than 124th Ave NE as neither street has 
continuous sidewalk, but Slater is less busy.
 
Although Slater Ave is a 35mph street officially by the city (which is technically the same as 
124th Ave), this speed reflects the historical speed of Slater more than the safe speed for 
Slater.  Several years ago, the neighborhood formed the Slater Ave Traffic Calming Task Force 
which worked with the city to develop a plan that would be implemented over a few years (and 
as money was available through the city and/or development) due to serious accidents between 
bicyclists and speeding motorists.  In 2008, after extensively working with the city and the fire 
chief and department, the residents around Slater Ave voted on and approved a Traffic Calming 
plan for Slater Ave.  One improvement that was part of phase I which was completed by the 
city was the installation of a traffic island just south of 100th Ave on Slater and the extension of 
the sidewalk and curbing at 100th Ave to shorten the distance of the crosswalk across Slater.  
These two improvements have greatly improved the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists coming 
across the pedestrian and emergency access bridge on 100th Ave.  
 
Another part of the neighborhood approved plan was the addition of a similar island just south 
of the intersection of Slater with 112th PL NE including a pair of curb bulbs.  With the impending 
development of the north end of Slater (in 2008), that improvement was promised by the city 
along with crosswalk improvements on 112th Pl and near the Boys and Girls club on Slater.  
Some development did not proceed, although the Luna Sol mixed use complex did proceed.  
While the painted lines for island and curb bulb placement still can be seen on Slater Ave, the 
devices were not installed.
 
I believe, for the safety of the residents of Slater Ave, as well as the residents of Kirkland 
who frequently use Slater as an alternative N-S street for exercise and alternative commuting 
(bicyclists), that center traffic island with curb bulb needs to be installed and probably should be 
done as a condition of the zoning changes for the Totem Station development.  
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As more cars are introduced to the alternative of Slater Ave to 124th (many people don’t 
realize it is back here), and especially with development being at the north end of Slater with 
very difficult access to 124th, it has been my observation that more and more cars are using 
Slater Ave as a quicker alternative route south.  And, just as it was meant to do, the island at 
100th is encouraging them to cut over to 124th finally at 100th Ave, eventhough they could 
do so at 112th Pl, 109th Pl, or 105th St.  Once traveling in a southern direction from the north, 
the cars just continue south--Slater is a wide road with long center sight lines (and obscured 
twists and driveways).  Sometimes they come very, very fast--endangering the children in the 
neighborhood, those on bicycles, dogs and owners out for a stroll, etc.  
 
Adding the center traffic island south of 112th on Slater would encourage those south-traveling 
cars from the northern developments to go out to 124th at 112th, preserving the residential 
street that Slater is meant to be, and ensuring greater safety for pedestrians and bicyclists on it.
 
In addition, the Slater Traffic Calming Plan included, as already mentioned, crosswalk 
enhancements on 112th to protect the connection of the north and south communities of the 
Aspen Creek Apartment Complex, as well as on Slater Ave on the backside of the Boys and 
Girls club (where the school bus drops several kids daily on their way to the Boys and Girls 
club).  I believe these should also be pursued as enhancements to the safety of the northern 
Slater residential area of Rose Hill with the request for a zoning change.
 
I was also very disappointed when I read the traffic study in that the traffic volume traveling on 
Slater south of 112th was not studied at all.  I think this was a HUGE oversight on the part of 
the city, as we have data from 2008 and before from the Slater Calming Task force work which 
could have been compared to substantiate traffic volumes in the neighborhood versus those 
going out to 124th via 112th as assumed by the traffic engineer.  To ignore this outlet to the 
northern Slater developments, the city was, frankly, a little negligent in my mind.   This should 
be done.  Period.
 
Ideally, the city should also consider how they will get cars off of 112th and onto northbound 
124th.  The original plan in 2008 included traffic signal installation at 112th/124th.  I understand 
that is costly, and the traffic study does not support it (see my previous paragraph).  But, I would 
like to point out that this will be a requirement in a few short years as the North Rose Hill area 
continues to grow and I-405 becomes more congested.   Additionally, neglecting to do this will 
continue to force cars who wish to travel northbound to drive down to 100th where there IS a 
traffic signal, furthering the increase in traffic on Slater Ave through the neighborhood.  The city 
must have a plan.  When Luna Sol was developed, there was a requirement for a “late-comers” 
fee for the proposed signal and roadway improvements.  I would like to suggest that both 
developments, as well as any future development in the area be required to pay some sort of 
fee into escrow for the future installation of a traffic signal at 112th/124th Ave because, although 
not a single one of these developments is supposed to impact traffic more than the required %, 
collectively they certainly do, and with a SIGNIFICANT % in comparison to the current and 
future single-family residences of Slater Ave.
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Thank you for thoroughly reading my lengthy letter regarding this development.  I look forward 
to what CamWest and the Totem Station development have to offer--just not the traffic that an 
unmitigated intersection at 112th would bring to the entire neighborhood of Slater Ave in North 
Rose Hill.
 
Sincerely,
Dayna Hall
homeowner and resident 
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Jon Regala

From: Dayna Hall [dayna@shanehall.net]
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2011 10:06 AM
To: Jon Regala
Subject: Re: totemstation comment (zon11-00026) (JRegala@kirklandwa.gov)

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Thank you Jon. 
  I think my one comment that is perhaps for the Design Review (but maybe not?) is my long-standing concern 
that there are not enough parking spaces and that I am concerned with the idea of having parking along 124th. 
 Street parking along 124th at that location, even with road widening, is concerning to me for the safety of the 
many bicyclists that commute on 124th/Slater.  Adding another "thing" along the road there (parking lane/ pull 
in parking, or other, with the confusion of the wider road narrowing to a one lane road, and cars turning, or u-
turning (which happens at 115th--cars uturn around the solid curb barrier that extends down the center of 124th 
until 115th), etc.)  just seems like adding another thing for bicyclists to pay attention to for their safety and is 
asking for trouble.  Especially when you consider those parking spots are likely to be used since there doesn't 
seem to be enough parking at the north end of Slater as is (and with the proposed plan parking will be at a 
premium). 
Thanks for including this comment for the design/parking review. 
Dayna Hall 
 

On Mon, Jul 18, 2011 at 9:48 AM, Jon Regala <JRegala@kirklandwa.gov> wrote: 

Thanks Dayna for your comments.  I’ll include your comments as part of file ZON11-00026 since they address traffic and 
traffic calming items.  The design review portion of the project deals with the site and building design. 

  

-Jon 

  

  

From: dayna@shanehall.net [mailto:dayna@shanehall.net]  
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 10:32 PM 
To: Jon Regala 
Subject: totemstation comment (zon11-00026) (JRegala@kirklandwa.gov) 

  

Right-click here t
pictures.  To help
privacy, Outlook
auto matic downlo
picture from the 

 

Attached: totemstation 

Message from dayna@shanehall.net:  

Dear City Planner Regala, 
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  Please see the attached pdf letter and consider it public comment for the Totem Station 
and Totem Apartments to be built at 124th Ave NE/SlaterAve(115th).  I understand the 
zoning permit to be ZON11-00026, but please consider this letter as comment for all 
permits pertaining to this property and development, as I am not certain which aspects of 
public comment apply to the individual permits. 
  Thank you very much for your consideration of all my comments. 
Dayna Hall 

 
Google Docs makes it easy to create, store and share online documents, spreadsheets and presentations.  

Right-click here t
pictures.  To help
privacy, Outlook
auto matic downlo
picture from the 
Logo fo r Go ogle 

Note: My new email address is JRegala@kirklandwa.gov and you can now find 
the City of Kirkland online at www.kirklandwa.gov. 
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Jon Regala

From: Hannah W [mzweber@live.com]
Sent: Friday, July 15, 2011 4:38 PM
To: Angela Mason; Jon Regala
Subject: New building on 124th Avenue near 116th St.

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Angela Mason, John Rigala and any other person in charge of the new building/road changes in Kirkland, 
  
I live at Aspen Creek Apartments and am writing on behalf of myself and quite a few residents who live here. 
  
As I understand, you are planning to allow a new complex to be built down the road from us. This would disrupt traffic, 
our walking areas and cause a very huge inconvenience to many of my friends who do not have cars. 
One of my neighbors is wheel chair bound and her only way of getting to the drug store down the street is to use the 
sidewalk. She doesn't have anyone to take her to the store during the week and that is her only way of trave. She doesn't 
have an alternative as there isn't a sidewalk across the street and not even a crosswalk that would allow her to do so. We 
were discussing this and she broke down in tears. Her way of life will be changed dramatically. 
Another resident who has to walk to get around will not be able to walk anymore. She is livid and I am writing on behalf 
of her. 
  
I don't know if you happen to drive around the area at night time, but the parking on Slater is attrocious. You have no 
parking solution other than to add parking on 124th. That is insane. You are asking for accidents to happen. Where on 
124th is there parking on the road... no where! You have zero solutions to multiple problems that are arising. 
  
If you don't add a light, cross walks, parking solutions and a safe environment for all ages, you should stop this madness 
immediately. 
  
Respectfuly, 
  
Hannah Weber, Jary Ward, Kerry Lowther, Susan Hill, Holly Vaughn, Karen Joyce and quite a few more. 
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Jon Regala

From: Karen Whittle [whittlekaren@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 15, 2011 6:37 PM
To: Jon Regala; Angela Mason
Cc: jonerik@live.com; Dayna Hall
Subject: Regarding Application #ZON11-00026?
Attachments: To Whom It May Concern.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Jon Regala and Angela Mason, 
  
I wrote the attached letter as a resident of Aspen Creek Apartments and as a member of the North Rose Hill 
Neighborhood Association Traffic Advisory Committee.  However since writing the letter, some additional information has 
come to my attention that I would like to share with you. 
  
There is a resident of Aspen Creek who depends on a motorized wheel chair to get around, and travels via wheel chair 
between Aspen Creek and Rite Aid to pick up her prescriptions, as well as Fred Meyer to get food for herself.  The 
planned changes to the area between 115th Place and 116th along 124th Ave, will most definitely be detrimental to her 
quality of life and personal safety, as I presume the sidewalk will be closed for an indefinite period of time.  Since there is 
no side walk on the opposite side of the street, she will have to literally risk her life riding across the street with the flow 
of traffic.  This is not to mention that the lack of a traffic signal at 112th Pl and 124th Ave will absolutely add to the 
amount of traffic frequenting the area of 112th Pl between Slater Ave and 124th Ave., making it that much more difficult 
for her to successfully and safely utilize the cross walk that runs between the two sides of Aspen Creek. 
  
Therefore, I would like to reiterate that it is imperative that a traffic study be conducted that includes the intersection of 
112th Pl. and Slater Ave.  As I believe a study was conducted at this intersection prior to the construction of Luna Sol, 
this will show how there is already an increase in the amount of traffic that utilizes this intersection, and will allow the 
Planning Commission to get a better idea of the absolute need for a new traffic signal at 112th Pl and 124th Ave. 
  
In addition, as we already experienced construction traffic parking on sidewalks and at time blocking Slater Ave. during 
the construction of Luna Sol, I urge you to make sure that the neighborhood is respected and the sidewalks be allowed to 
remain open for the use of North Rose Hill neighbors, as well as making sure that construction traffic is not allowed to 
block 115th Pl, or the corner of 115th Pl and Slater Ave, or to block both sides of 115th Pl. 
  
Thank you for your time, and if you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 425-739-4552 
 

Karen Whittle 
Right-click here to download 
pictures.  To help protect your  
privacy, Outlook prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.
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Jon Regala

From: Margaret Carnegie [carnegiema@frontier.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2011 5:50 PM
To: Jon Regala
Subject: Totem Station

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Margaret Carnegie 
11259 126th Ave. N.E. 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
 
June 30, 2011 
 
 
Jon Regala, Project Manager, Planning Department, City Council Members 
 
 
Mr. Regala, this letter contains comments/opinions regarding the Totem Station Apartments proposal.  I’m assuming you 
will get copies to the Planning Department and City Council members.    
 
Jeff Bates, Development Consultant for Cam West, originally contacted me with an invitation for me and other North Rose 
Hill Neighborhood Association Board members to meet with him to discuss the planned Totem Station development.  
Because the notification came only the day before the meeting date and was scheduled for day (work) time for most 
people, I was the only one able to attend.  During our meeting Mr. Bates requested a meeting with our Board, but never 
showed up for the scheduled meeting.  Mr. Bates seemed open to the suggestions/requests I provided and expressed the 
desire for more input, including the type of businesses that we thought would be useful and whether more sidewalks could 
create more customers for businesses in the complex.  Following are issues I raised with Mr. Bates, plus an additional 
one that seems important with more time for thought, and which I hope you will seriously consider.   
 
I was glad to hear the building was only going to be 4 stories and that “low income housing” would be included. 
 
Mr. Bates said underground parking would not be needed as residents were expected to be mostly using public 
transportation, but if that doesn’t prove to be the case, street parking could pose a serious problem.   
 
I expressed the opinion that the formerly planned (Mastro Development) traffic light at N.E. 112th Pl. & 124th Ave. N.E. will 
still be needed to move traffic in this already congested area.   
 
Mr. Bates said the formerly planned pedestrian trail from Slater to N.E. 116th would still be included. 
 
One of the planned Slater traffic calming improvements that will be very important with this development is the traffic circle 
at the intersection of Slater & N.E. 112th. 
 
Mr. Bates agreed to post a North Rose Hill neighborhood sign on the property at the N.E.116th St. & 124th Ave. N.E. 
intersection. 
 
Another issue I didn’t raise, but think needs to be considered is the extra danger to children entering/exiting the Boys & 
Girls Club facility, off Slater Ave., due to even more traffic with the Totem Station development.  (Traffic bulbs were to be 
constructed there under the Slater Traffic Calming plan, but never got put in place.) 
 
Thank you, in advance, for your work to make this project fit in as well as possible, with safety for all a prime concern.       
 
Sincerely, 
 
Margaret Carnegie 
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Jon Regala

From: Coleman, Mike [ColemaM@wsdot.wa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2011 11:02 AM
To: Don Anderson
Cc: Trinh, Hien; Standahl, Dave; Storer, Michelle; Jon Regala
Subject: COK Totem Station Apartments Permit No. ZON11-00026

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Don:  Yesterday on our I‐405 116th I/C project I read a Notice of Application sign board that there is a building permit in 
the application process for the parcel next to the Union 76 station on NE 116th and 124th ave NE.  I am concerned that 
the developer will tear up our landscaping while installing utilities or other work during the plant establishment period.  
This area is inside the COK Turnback agreement.  Can the City write a condition into ZON11‐00026 requiring restoration 
of any landscaping or other improvements made during the 116th I/C project that is damaged during their construction 
process? 
 
Thanks 
Mike Coleman  
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Jon Regala

From: Sharon Plotkin [sharonp@frontier.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2011 2:35 PM
To: Jon Regala
Subject: Totem Station Apartments, File No. ZON11-00026

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

The proposed site for these apartments is kind of a tricky spot for traffic – especially during rush hour.  Does this 
development accommodate possible future plans to widen 116th?  Also, please make sure that the development does not 
obscure visibility for drivers turning onto 124th from 116th. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Sharon Plotkin 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE  KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189  (425) 587-3000 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
MEMORANDUM 

 
To: Jon Regala, Senior Planner 
 
From: Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer 
 
Date: March 5, 2012  
 
Subject: Totem Station Mixed-Use Development Traffic Impact Analysis Review 
 
This memo is a Public Works summary review of the traffic impact analysis for the proposed Totem Station 
Mixed-Use development. 
 
Project Description 
The applicant is proposing to develop a vacant parcel to include 108 apartment units, 5,083 square feet 
(sf) commercial retail, 3,050 square feet of general office, and a 2,033 sf high-turnover restaurant with 
128 parking spaces (112 on site and 16 on-street adjacent to the site).  One driveway is proposed off NE 
115th Place. 
 
Trip Generation 
The proposed project is calculated to generate approximately 1,290 daily trips, 89 AM peak hour trips and 
124 PM peak hour trips (74 entering, 50 exiting). 
 
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 20, 2011 and will 
expire December 20, 2012 unless a building permit is issued or a traffic concurrency test extension is 
requested prior to December 20, 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%.  Five intersections and the project driveway were analyzed for level of service in the PM peak hour. 
 
The City requires developers to mitigate traffic impacts when one of the following two conditions is met: 
 
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. 
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Memorandum to Jon Regala 
March 5, 2012 
Page 2 of 8 

Five off-site intersections were required to be review for level of service and safety.  Those intersections are: 
 

• NE 124th Street/124th Avenue NE 
• NE 116th Street/120th Avenue NE 
• NE 116th Street/I-405 Northbound off-ramp/I-405 Southbound on-ramp 
• NE 116th Street/124th Avenue NE 
• NE 115th  Place/124th Avenue NE 

 
All off-site intersections required to be analyzed for level of service in the PM peak hour are forecasted to 
operate at LOS-D or better with the proposed project traffic.  Thus, no off-site traffic mitigation for those 
intersections is warranted. 
 
Traffic patterns were observed at the driveways between NE 112th Place and NE 115th Place to confirm the 
project trip assignment.  Approximately 85% of the traffic observed accesses 124th Avenue NE via NE 115th 
Place rather than from the south.  This pattern may change in the future as more traffic may use NE 115th 
Place due to delay increases and traffic growth at the NE 115th Place/124th Avenue NE intersection.   
However, any shift of the project traffic to NE 112th Place will not trigger significant impacts to warrant 
SEPA mitigation.   
 
The traffic impact analysis report shows that the intersection of NE 115th Place/124th Avenue NE operates 
independently from NE 116th Street/124th Avenue NE with a LOS-D with the proposed project traffic.  The 
traffic report also indicates that on average (50%-tile traffic queue) queuing on 124th Avenue NE would not 
block NE 115th Place.  Staff believes this is an underestimated condition for the peak commute periods 
because the signalized intersection of NE 116th Street/124th Avenue NE is close to NE 115th Place and its 
northbound queue does block the NE 115th Place during peak commute periods.   
 
Currently during the peak commute period the northbound left-turn queue at the intersection of NE 116th 
Street/124th Avenue NE often extend far south of NE 115th Place.  The queue blocks movement into and 
out of NE 115th Place.  The City has plans to improve the intersection of NE 116th Street/124th Avenue NE 
and provide an additional northbound left-turn lane to accommodate the demand.  The improvement is 
expected to shorten the northbound left-turn queue and reduce the blocking of NE 115th Place.  However, 
the improvement project is currently unfunded in the current 2011-2016 Capital Improvement Program.   
 
There was one left-turn accident at the intersection of NE 115th Place/124th Avenue NE in 2008.  There 
may be more potential traffic conflict with more traffic from the proposed development making a left-turn in 
and out of NE 115th Place in the future.  If the left-turn accident increases at NE 115th Place/124th Avenue 
NE with the proposed project then it may necessary to prohibit left-turns out of NE 115th Place by installing 
a median c-curb.  Staff recommends monitoring traffic accidents at the intersection of NE 115th Place/124th 
Avenue NE for three years after the final certificate of occupancy.  If left-turn accident occurs then the 
developer shall install a median c-curb to restrict left-turn out of NE 115th Place.  The c-curb will be required 
to be in place within three-months from the time that the City provides notice to the applicant that a 
median c-curb is required.   
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Driveway Operation 
The driveway is calculated to operate at an acceptable LOS-A and the project driveway meets the City of 
Kirkland minimum requirements for safe sight distance.  
 
Parking 
The applicant is proposing to provide parking 112 on-site parking spaces and 16 on-street parking spaces 
along the project frontage for a total of 128 parking spaces.  The applicant is requesting for approval for 
shared parking between the residential and commercial uses since their peak parking demands do not 
occur at the same time and a parking modification in order to provide on-street parking for the project use 
utilizing City right-of-way.  The City allows applicants to request for a shared parking arrangement if the 
parking provided is equal to the greatest number of required spaces for two or more uses operating at the 
same time (KZC 105.45).   
 
The residential parking demand is 108 parking spaces or one space per bedroom.  The demand for the 
residential visitor is 11 spaces.  The demand for the 5,083 square feet of retail is one space per 300 
square feet. The demand for 3,050 square feet of general office is 1 per 300 square feet.  The demand for 
restaurant is one space per 100 square feet.  Table 1 summarizes the parking demand. 
 

Table 1.  Parking Summary 
Land Use Parking rate Size Parking Peak 

Demand 
Time of Peak 

Demand 
     
Residents 1 per bedroom 108 bedroom 108 9 P.M. 
Resident visitors 0.1 per bedroom 108 bedroom 11 9 P.M. 
Retail 1 per 300 sq. ft 5,083 sq. ft 17 1 P.M. to 3 P.M. 
General Office 1 per 300 sq. ft 3,050 sq. ft. 11 11 A.M. 
Fast-food 
Restaurant 

1 per 100 sq. ft 2,033 sq. ft. 21 12 P.M. - 1 P.M. 

Total   168  
Parking Supply   128  
     
 
Based on Table 1, if we add the peak demand for each use the site would require 168 parking spaces 
assuming that all uses have the same peak.  However, the residential use peak is at a time when the 
commercial parking demand is lowest and the peak for the commercial occurs when the parking demand 
for the residential use is lowest.  Thus, it is important to look at the hourly demands of all uses 
cumulatively to determine the hourly high peaks in a mixed-use development that have complimentary uses 
that are able to provide and manage shared parking.   
 
Based on the cumulative hourly distribution of parking demand for all uses, peak demand for the weekday 
is estimated to occur at 11 P.M. when the residents are at home.  During the weekend, the highest peak 
also occurs at 11 P.M. and the highest peak during the day occurs at 8 A.M.  Table 2 summarizes the 
cumulative peak parking demand.   As shown in Table 2, the shared parking supply will accommodate the 
peak demand of the development.  It is most likely that commercial patron will use on street curb-side 
parking because the commercial units will have their entrance to the sidewalk.   

Table 2.  Cumulative Peak Parking Demand 
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 AM Peak 
during 

Business 
Hours 

PM Peak On-site 
Parking 
Supply 

On-street 
New Parking 

Supply 

Total Parking 
Supply 

Weekday 109 121 112 16 128 
Weekend 121 124 112 16 128 
      
 
Although the development will construct frontage improvement to allow for on-street parking, the on-street 
parking is public use and could potentially be used by the general public.  Secondly, the on-site parking 
supply is less than the demand for the residential demand.  In order for the shared parking management to 
work at this site and to minimize any parking impacts to neighboring properties, on-site parking shall be 
encourage.  Thus, on-site parking shall not be gated nor assigned.   
 
In addition, the applicant must meet the following criteria for a parking modification if parking is proposed 
on property other than the subject property: 

1) The proposed parking area will have no adverse impacts on adjacent properties; 

2) It is reasonable to expect that the proposed parking area will be used by the subject use; and 

3) A safe pedestrian and/or shuttle connection exists, or will be created, between the subject use 
and the proposed parking area. 

 
Medical office uses and sport uses such as Spin class, Yoga or Pilate studios has a high parking demand 
compared to general office use.  Such uses should not be allowed unless the applicant can demonstrate 
that parking for those uses can be accommodated on site. 
 
The City support sustainable mixed-use development and car/trip reduction through parking management 
and the use of alternative transportation modes.  The success of trip reduction and thus reduced parking 
depends on the continual management of parking and promotion of multi-modal transportation.   
 
To ensure the sustainability of the parking demand and minimizing parking and vehicle impacts, the site 
would be manage through a Transportation Management Plan (TMP).  A TMP will be required for the 
project site.  The applicant shall work with the City and its agent, King County METRO, to draft a TMP  
 
At the minimum, the TMP shall include the following: 
 

• Transit pass preloaded with $50 credit for new tenants. 
• Transportation Kiosk within the common area highly visible to tenants and employees providing 

information, brochure on alternative commute options. 
• Sheltered bike racks for 11 bikes for employees and customers accessible at all times 
• Five lockers for bicyclist. 
• Provide a minimum of seven preferred parking close to the building entrance for carpools, 

vanpools and alternative fuel vehicles. 
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• A parking management plan that would allow for successful shared parking to be approved by the 
City. 

• The property owner may restrict and signed up to 34 parking spaces on-site for commercial use 
between the hours of 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. 

• The TMP shall be recorded with the property. 
• Provide sign(s) visible from the driveway to direct commercial customers to the garage parking lot 
• Submit a security bond for constructing c-curb at the intersection of 124th Avenue NE/NE 115th 

Place, if left-turn accidents occurs within three years of the project occupancy and there is a 
pattern of left-turn accidents/conflicts then a c-curb will be constructed to preclude left-turns to NE 
115th Place at the discretion of the City. 

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 development will be assessed road impact fees as summarized in Table 1.  Final 
traffic fee will be determined at time of building permit issuance. 
 

Table 1.  Road Impact Fee Estimate 
Uses Fee Rate Units Impact Fees 

Apartments $2,242 per unit 108 $242,136.00 
General Office $7.40 per sq. ft.  3,050 sq. ft. $22,570.00 

Shopping Center $4.48 per sq. ft. 5,083 sq. ft $22,771.84 
Restaurant $22.04 per sq. ft. 2.033 sq. ft $44,807.32 

Net Fee   $332,285.16 
Public Comments 
Responding to Sharon Plotkin comments on widening of NE 116th Street and visibility at the 
intersection of NE 116th Street/124th Avenue NE. 
The proposed development will be constructed with the consideration of the NE 116th Street improvements 
and improvements to the intersection of NE 116th Street/124th Avenue NE.  The development will be 
setback from the street to maintain safe sight distance. 
 
Responding to Mike Coleman comments on restoration of landscaping on adjacent 
properties.   
Any utility work for this development that impacts adjacent properties shall be mitigated by the developer.  
The developer will be required to restore any existing landscaping that it impacts. 
 
Responding to Margaret Carnegie comments regarding a traffic signal at NE 112th 
Place/124th Avenue NE, traffic circle at the intersection of NE 112th Place/124th Avenue NE 
and traffic calming along Slater Avenue NE. 
The former Mastro Development planned for the site was larger and generated more traffic than the 
current proposal.  The Mastro Development traffic impact to the intersection of NE 112th Place/124th 
Avenue NE was large enough that traffic mitigation was warranted based on the City’s Level of Service 
criteria.  A traffic signal was proposed by the development to off-set its traffic impact to the intersection.  
The current Totem Station development traffic impact does not have the same impact even with most of 
their trips distributed to the intersection of NE 112th Place/124th Avenue NE.  The development impact does 
not warrant off-site traffic mitigation as required by the City’s Level of Service criteria.  Under SEPA 
regulation, the City cannot require developer to provide mitigation when its impact is not warranted under 
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the City’s established guideline for traffic mitigation.  However, the developer has the option to voluntarily 
construct transportation improvements as a public benefit. 
 
Traffic speeds and safety have been raised by residents along Slater Avenue NE.  In 2002 a traffic plan for 
two traffic circles on Slater Avenue NE missed the 70% neighborhood approval requirement.  In 2006 the 
need for a traffic calming plan was given priority as a result of a collision between a 12-year old cyclists 
and a motor vehicle at the intersection of NE 100th Street/Slater Avenue NE approximately one mile south 
of the project site.  Neighbors along Slater Avenue established a Slater Avenue Traffic Calming Task Force 
(STCTF) consisting of nine residents that worked with the City’s Neighborhood Traffic Control Program 
(NTCP) Coordinator to develop the Slater Avenue Traffic Calming Plan (STCP).  The construction of traffic 
calming improvements within that Plan was to be completed as funding became available.  At that time 
funding was available to neighborhood for NTCP type of traffic improvements.  In 2009 the City 
constructed curb bulbs and crosswalks at the intersection of NE 100th Street and Slater Avenue NE through 
the NTCP budget.  Funding for the NTCP program is no longer available due to budget cuts.   
 
The Slater Avenue Traffic Calming Plan also identified a traffic island and bulb-out at the intersection of NE 
112th Place/Slater Avenue NE.  This project as well as other traffic calming projects is to be done as 
prioritized and when budget is available.  The former Mastro Development was not required by the City to 
construct the traffic island and bulb-out at the intersection of NE 112th Place/Slater Avenue NE as part of 
their SEPA approval.  However, the Mastro developer voluntarily agreed, as part of their SEPA approval, to 
construct the traffic calming device at the intersection of NE 112th Place/Slater Avenue NE as a public 
benefit.  Based on the Mastro development commitment to construct the project, the NE 112th Place/Slater 
Avenue NE improvement was identified in the Slater Avenue Traffic Calming Plan as a developer funded 
project.  Since there is no longer a Mastro development, the project is unfunded.  Similar to the Mastro 
development, the Totem Station development with less traffic impact is not required to provide traffic 
calming at the same intersection.  However, the Totem Station developer could volunteer to provide the 
same improvement or similar improvement as outlined in the Slater Avenue Traffic Calming Plan as a 
public benefit. 
 
According the traffic accident data, there has not been any traffic accidents along Slater Avenue NE 
between NE 112th Place and NE 100th Avenue since 2008. 
 
Responding to Karen Whittle comments regarding sidewalk along 124th Avenue NE between 
NE 115th Place. 
The sidewalk along 124th Avenue NE along the frontage of the site will be closed for construction as 
necessary.  An accessible pedestrian access route should be maintained throughout the duration of the 
project.   
  
The intersection of NE 112th Place/Slater Avenue NE is operating at a good level of service, LOS-A, with 
very low volume.  There is no sight distance problem at this intersection.  Accident record indicates there is 
no traffic accident at this intersection in the past nine years.  There is no indication that this intersection is 
unsafe. 
 
There is no sight distance problem at the intersection of NE 112th Place/124th Avenue NE.  Accident record 
indicates there is no traffic accident at this intersection in the past nine years.  There is no indication that 
this intersection is unsafe for pedestrians. 
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The Public Works development engineer will work with the construction manager to minimize construction 
impacts.  Only when closing a traffic lane is absolutely necessary, a traffic plan will be required during the 
construction of the project if it impacts the street circulation.  The traffic plan will be in place to clearly 
divert traffic and to ensure safe traffic circulation around the construction area.  Parking on the sidewalk 
will not be allowed.  The developer will be required to provide construction parking on site or at another lot.   
 
Responding to Hannah W. comments regarding parking on Slater Avenue NE and pedestrian. 
Regarding pedestrian access, please see response to Karen Whittle above. 
Regarding parking on Slater Avenue NE, staff has observed parking on Slater Avenue NE at night many 
times during the weekday as well as the weekend.  There is abundance of parking along Slater Avenue NE.     
 
Responding to Dayna Hall comments regarding project traffic using Slater Avenue NE as a 
by-pass, traffic signal at NE 112th Place/124th Avenue NE, Slater Avenue NE traffic calming, 
and on-street parking on 124th Avenue NE. 
 
Regarding project traffic using Slater Avenue as a by-pass.  Staff conducted traffic count in the vicinity of 
the proposed development to determined traffic pattern in the area.  From the observation, at least 80% of 
the trips from Luna Sol, Kindercare and the existing office building across from Luna Sol (Totem Square 
Office Park) access 124th Avenue NE via NE 115th Place instead of NE 112th Place.  The majority of traffic 
that heads south on Slater Avenue NE south of NE 112th Place are traffic from residents or businesses that 
resides along Slater Avenue NE to the south.  There is no indication that traffic from any of the businesses 
north of NE 112th Place is using Slater Avenue NE as a by-pass.  The Slater Avenue Traffic Calming Task 
Force study in 2007 did not substantiate a pass-through traffic problem.  Traffic from these developments 
that head south could easily make a right turn onto 124th Avenue NE via NE 115th Place or NE 112th Place. 
 
The Slater Avenue Traffic Calming Task Force study in 2007 did show that traffic speed on Slater Avenue 
NE between NE 112th Place and NE 100th Street is higher than 35 mph.  Speeding is a police issue and 
citizens are encouraged to contact the Police Department.    
 
On the topic of a traffic signal at NE 112th Place/124th Avenue NE and Slater Avenue NE traffic calming, 
please see staff response to Margaret Carnegie comments on page 5 and 6 above. 
 
Regarding on-street parking on 124th Avenue NE and bicyclist safety, a dedicated 5-foot bike lane will be 
constructed along the project frontage to provide a safe bike route.  Bicycle law requires cyclists to follow 
the same safety rule as a motor vehicle.    
  
Traffic Calming on Slater Avenue NE 
Due to speeding and a pedestrian accident on Slater Avenue NE, a Slater Avenue Traffic Calming Task 
Force was created to develop a traffic calming plan for Slater Avenue NE.   The Rose Hill neighborhood 
expressed concerned about additional project traffic impacting Slater Avenue NE south of NE 112th Place.  
In response to the neighborhood concerns, the applicant has voluntary, as a public benefit, proposed to 
install a traffic circle at Slater Avenue NE and NE 105th Street to help slow traffic on Slater Avenue NE.  The 
proposed improvement was ranked as Priority 2 of Phase I of Slater Avenue Traffic Calming Plan.  This 
proposed traffic improvement is not warranted under SEPA review of the traffic impact from the proposed 
development.   
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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 supports the applicant proposal to install a traffic circle at 
Slater Avenue NE/NE 105th Street as described in the Slater Avenue Traffic Calming Plan as a volunteered 
public benefit. 
 
Staff recommends approval of the proposed project with the following conditions: 
 

• Pay Road Impact Fee. 
• Provide 112 parking stalls on-site and 16 stalls on-street along the property frontage to 124th 

Avenue NE and NE 115th Place. 
• Draft and record a Transportation Management Program (TMP) for staff approval 

o Property owner shall provide to all new commercial and residential tenants a $50 transit 
pass or one $50 vanpool subsidy. 

o Transportation Kiosk within the common area highly visible to tenants and employees 
providing information, brochure on alternative commute options. 

o Sheltered bike racks for eleven bikes for employees and customers accessible at all times 
o Five lockers for bicyclist 
o Provide a minimum of five preferred parking close to the building entrance for carpools, 

vanpools and alternative fuel vehicles 
• A parking management plan that would allow for successful shared parking to be approved by the 

City. 
• The property owner may restrict and signed up to 34 parking spaces on-site for commercial use 

between the hours of 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. during the weekdays. 
• The TMP shall be recorded with the property. 
• Provide sign(s) visible from the driveway to direct commercial customers to the garage parking lot 
• Medical office use and sport uses such as Spin class, Yoga or Pilate studio should not be allowed 

unless a parking study is provided for City review and approval. 
• The City will monitor traffic accidents at the intersection of NE 115th Place/124th Avenue NE for 

three years after the final certificate of occupancy.  If left-turn accident occurs then the developer 
shall install a median c-curb or other effective measures to restrict left-turn out of NE 115th Place.  
The c-curb will be required to be in place within three-months from the time the City provide notice 
to the applicant that a median c-curb is required.  A bond to cover the cost for installing the c-curb 
shall be submitted to the City prior to building occupancy. 

 
Any uses other than what is reviewed in this memo proposed to occupy the proposed building may require 
an updated traffic concurrency test, traffic impact analysis, parking analysis and additional road impact fee.  
If you have any questions, call me at (425) 587-3869. 
 
cc:  Advantage 
 File 
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CHAPTER 54 – NRH BUSINESS DISTRICT (NRHBD) ZONES

54.02 User Guide.

The charts in KZC 54.06 contain the basic zoning regulations that apply in the NRHBD 1A zone 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 54.04
Section 54.04 – 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.    In cases where the height of a structure is specified in number of stories, the following applies:
a.    Height measured at the midpoint of the frontage of the subject property on the abutting right-of-way. If the site abuts 

more than one right-of-way, the applicant may select the right-of-way from which to measure.
b.    The following heights per story are allowed:

i.    Ground floor retail; ground floor restaurant and tavern; ground floor entertainment/cultural and/or recreational facility 
shall be a minimum of 13 feet in height and a maximum of 15 feet.

ii.    Office; private club or lodge; church; school; day-care center; public utility, government facility, or community facility; 
public park, ground floor hotel or motel; retail above the ground floor shall be a maximum of 13 feet.

iii.    Residential; hotel or motel above the ground floor shall be a maximum of 10 feet.
c.    To determine the allowed height of a structure, determine the number of stories allowed in the use zone charts and 

apply the allowed height per story specified in subsection (2)(b) of this section. For example, if three stories are allowed 
and the proposed use is ground floor retail with two stories of residential above, the allowed height would be 35 feet.

d.    Height shall be measured above the point of measurement (e.g., above average building elevation, or above right-of-
way) as specified in the particular use zone charts. For purposes of measuring building height above the abutting right
(s)-of-way, alleys shall be excluded.

e.    In addition to the height exceptions established by KZC 115.60, the following exceptions to height regulations in 
NRHBD zones are established:
i.    Decorative parapets may exceed the height limit by a maximum of four feet; provided, that the average height of the 

parapet around the perimeter of the structure shall not exceed two feet.
ii.    For structures with a peaked roof, the peak may extend eight feet above the height limit if the slope of the roof is 

equal or greater than four feet vertical to 12 feet horizontal.

3.    The minimum required front yard is 10 feet, unless otherwise prescribed in the use zone chart. Ground floor canopies and 
similar entry features may encroach into the front yard; provided, the total horizontal dimension of such elements may not 
exceed 25 percent of the length of the structure. No parking may encroach into the required 10-foot front yard.

4.    A pedestrian connection should be developed to link Slater Avenue NE with NE 116th Street.

link to Section 54.06 table

This page of the Kirkland Zoning Code is current through Ordinance 4345, passed January 
17, 2012.
Disclaimer: The City Clerk's Office has the official version of the Kirkland Zoning Code. Users should
contact the City Clerk's Office for ordinances passed subsequent to the ordinance cited above. 

City Website: http://www.kirklandwa.gov/ (http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/) 
City Telephone: (425) 587-3190

Code Publishing Company (http://www.codepublishing.com/) 

Page 1 of 1CHAPTER 54 – NRH BUSINESS DISTRICT (NRHBD) ZONES

5/7/2012http://kirklandcode.ecitygov.net/KirklandZC_html/kzc54/kzc5402-5406.html
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ULI Seattle Technical Assistance Panel Recommendations
City of Kirkland - Totem Lake

ULI Seattle
The Urban Land Institute provides leadership in the 
responsible use of land and in creating and sustaining 
thriving communities worldwide.  ULI Seattle, a district 
council of the Urban Land Institute, carries forth that 
mission as the preeminent real estate forum in the Puget 
Sound region, facilitating the open exchange of ideas, 
information and experiences among local, national and 
international industry leaders and policy makers.

Our mission is to:

 Build a regional vision of the Puget Sound area that 
embraces and acts upon quality growth principles.

 Encourage the collaboration among all domains – public 
and private – of the real estate industry.

influence land use, transportation, environmental, and 
economic development policies.  

ULI Seattle
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 6100
Seattle, WA  98104

tel:  206.224.4500
fax: 206.224.4501
email: seattle@uli.org
www.seattle.uli.org

Contact us:

2

City of Kirkland
The City of Kirkland is located on the eastern shore of Lake 
Washington approximately ten miles northeast of downtown 
Seattle. Kirkland was the first town site in the fast growing 
area now known as the Eastside, incorporating in 1905 
with a population of approximately 530.   Today, Kirkland 
is the twelfth largest city in the State of Washington with a 
population of over 80,000 and several prosperous business 
districts with more than 35,000 employees.

Located in the geographic center of Kirkland, the Totem 
Lake business district is the largest district in the City and 
home to Evergreen Hospital, the City’s largest employer, and 
the Lake Washington Institute of Technology. Totem Lake 
also is the principal producer of sales tax in the city, with its 
extensive retail offerings and auto dealerships.  Overall, this 
commercial area is currently characterized by a relatively low 
density and automobile orientation. 

However, City and regional plans identify Totem Lake as an 
Urban Center with expectations for significant population 
and employment growth, transforming into a high density 
pedestrian oriented district served by high capacity transit.    
To understand how best to catalyze redevelopment in 
Totem Lake, the City of Kirkland asked the Urban Land 
Institute (ULI) to study its current policies and determine 
whether they supported the vision for Totem Lake, and also 
to make suggestions on what the City might do to incent 
development. 
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ULI Technical Assistance Panel Recommendations
City of Kirkland - Totem Lake

The City of Kirkland has embarked upon a commitment to transform the busi-

ness district and neighborhood of Totem Lake into a vital urban center, attracting 

a substantial number of new residents and jobs. A strong and viable vision, coupled 

with strategic investments in infrastructure and amenities, will position the business 

district for investment and growth in the post-recession future. The recommenda-

tions of the ULI Technical Assistance Panel can be summarized in four points:

Keep a long-term perspective 

The City of Kirkland’s current vision for long-term development in Totem Lake is 

very appropriate, if coupled with strategic investment in improved transit capac-

ity and access. Connectivity to major employment bases through transit is critical, 

as well as local pedestrian and bicycle networks, trails and open space.  The office 

market has minimal development opportunities in the short run, while downtown 

Bellevue continues to have excess capacity. Current economic conditions mean that 

new residential development depends on competitive pricing and capitalizing on 

Totem Lake’s access to a large employment center.

Leverage open space assets and trail potential

Current plans to purchase and redevelop the railroad corridor, which runs through 

the business district, deserve top priority. The corridor could become a key asset for 

attracting development to Totem Lake. The program for redevelopment, which will 

likely accommodate future light rail in addition to pedestrians and bicyclists, might 

well extend to small electric vehicles. As an amenity, it can connect office employees 

and other workers to retailers and recreational areas. Coupled with the redeveloped 

corridor, an enhanced green space around the natural area of Totem Lake could 

attain placemaking status for the developing neighborhood and become a stopping 

point and oasis along the railroad corridor.

Think big picture, small steps 

In the southeast quadrant of Totem Lake, extending 123rd Avenue Northeast north 

into a renewing neighborhood to the west of 124th Avenue Northeast promises to 

be transformative. Bounded by the railroad corridor along the northwest side and 

Northeast 124th Street on the north, this subarea will accommodate a large percent-

age of new housing units over the long term. In the meantime, the City would do 

well to focus planning and resources on an even smaller scale, a “quadrant within a 

EXECUTIVE  
SUMMARY
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The Totem Lake neighborhood, annexed to the City of Kirkland in 1974, has a 

significant concentration of commercial activity within its boundaries, and is prepar-

ing for a sustainable future with a mix of housing and job opportunities. However, 

it is sharply divided, east from west, by I-405, and the decline of its namesake retail 

mall, which has long relied on connections with I-405 and the regional network of 

highways, was followed by setbacks and delays in mall redevelopment. 

Now the City of Kirkland has made the neighborhood of Totem Lake a focus of 

intense and thoughtful planning for future growth. The neighborhood was identified 

as an urban center by the King County Growth Management Planning Council in 

2003, and the City of Kirkland has planned for Totem Lake to accommodate more 

than 4,000 new residents and 17,000 new jobs by 2031. 

Study Areas
The ULI Totem Lake Case Study area includes two selected sections of Totem Lake 

where planning and investment can make a great deal of difference in the future of 

the urban center. 

The first is the Totem Lake natural area and the commercial areas directly to the 

north and west of it along Northeast Totem Lake Way and to the south along 

Northeast 124th Street. The natural area is dominated by wetland habitat, which has 

been made partially accessible with a system of boardwalks and platforms crossing 

it.  Public access to the park and wetlands is very restricted and hard to find, with 

shared parking behind a pawnshop.  Privately 

owned parcels around the natural area present 

potential for redevelopment.  

The second is a commercial area in the south-

east quadrant of Totem Lake, to the west of 

124th Avenue Northeast and east of I-405, 

known as Totem Square or TL5 and filled 

with primarily one-story uses from warehouses 

to offices and flex-space. It is bounded on the 

northwest by the railroad corridor, and meets Northeast 124th Street at the north. 

The western portion of the site is situated at an elevation somewhat lower than 

the freeway. There has been some conceptual planning here, and the current vi-

sion would break up the superblock with new streets and pathways that encourage 

6

STUDY AREA 
AND  
BACKGROUND 

“The freeway is like a raging river.  People tend not to go  
across the freeway to get groceries.”  
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redevelopment as a mixed-use, pedestrian neighborhood connected with the rail-

road corridor. Extending 123rd Avenue Northeast northward from Northeast 116th 

Street would serve as an internal circulation spine for the neighborhood, and a 

crossing over the railroad corridor would connect this district to the northeast quad-

rant of the business district. The planned changes involve more dense development 

next to the railroad corridor and I-405, along with the following improvements: a 

network of sidewalks; plantings; a small park and gateway elements; strategically lo-

cated parking and parking structures; and a more intensive pedestrian environment 

along 124th Avenue Northeast.

Economic Assets
Several major assets will play an important role in the future of the City.

Railroad corridor: The City is now exploring acquisition of the abandoned railroad 

corridor itself, which runs northeast to southwest through the Totem Lake Urban 

Center, and between the two sectors of the study area.

Totem Lake Mall: The 26-acre Totem 

Lake Mall, originally built in 1973, 

has been seen as a key redevelopment 

opportunity. A master plan for redevelopment, approved through design review in 

2005, has not yet been implemented due to a protracted lawsuit between the mall’s 

two private owners. The approved development made use of new zoning regulations 

adopted in 2002 that would increase the height limits for the site to 75 feet and 135 

feet in order to accommodate ground floor retail in addition to upper story office 

and residential space. With a $15 million commitment from the City of Kirkland, 

the approved plan would break the highway strip-style character of the mall by 

adding a new east-west boulevard through the center, together with other road 

improvements. 

Evergreen Hospital: Evergreen Hospital is the City’s largest employer, with more 

than 3,000 workers.  The City has adopted a master plan for the hospital, raising the 

height limit from 75 to 150 feet concurrent with the commitment to accommodate 

a transit center on site.  A 9-story building, emergency center, medical office build-

ing and transit center have already been developed, and there are plans to nearly 

7

“With a trail going right 
through Totem Lake—people 
will get it right away.” 

115



ULI Seattle Technical Assistance Panel Recommendations
City of Kirkland - Totem Lake

double the current square footage for a total of 2.25 million square feet. 

Transit Center:  The transit center on Northeast 128th Street, which is important to 

Urban Center status as defined by the Puget Sound Regional Council, is collocated 

with two office buildings and below-grade parking, has six bus bays and attractive, 

sheltered passenger waiting areas, plus layover space.  It is within walking distance 

of a park-and-ride lot, and close to the street overpass and freeway station with 

direct access to and from high-occupancy vehicle lanes on I-405.  Street improve-

ments along 128th Street provide a pedestrian connection between the hospital and 

transit center and the freeway station. The freeway station is served by Sound Tran-

sit Express and Metro buses. There are also pedestrian links to nearby Kingsgate 

Park-and-Ride.

Businesses and Institutions: Totem Lake is home to numerous businesses, includ-

ing: medical practices associated with the hospital; advanced manufacturing and 

light assembly plants; and auto dealers, an important source of sales tax revenue for 

the City.  Also near the plan area to the southeast is another major institution, Lake 

Washington Institute of Technology, now expanded with a newly opened allied 

health building. 

Consistent with the urban center designation, current zoning allows high-intensity 

development, subject to stipulations that it is designed to an urban form and is sup-

ported by an urban level of infrastructure. However, urban density is a long-term 

vision. Redevelopment opportunities in the near term may fall short of desired den-

sities but do not preclude the creation of 

an attractive, pedestrian environment—

and more dense development when the 

local market matures.

Density and Timing
The current vision for long-term development is appropriate, but only when coupled 

with transit capacity improvements. Investments must be prioritized by corridor, 

and access improved along with the pedestrian environment. 

8

PLANNING AND  
SCALE OF DEVELOPMENT

“Anybody can build an empty 
building. Don’t do too much  

too early.”
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But the current economic environment has stalled 

the desired transformation of suburban hubs into 

higher-density forms of development.  Current 

rents will not support heightened density in most 

suburban markets. In the study area, it is hard to 

envision mixed-use construction in heights of 

more than two to three stories. It was possible 

to envision taller buildings in recent history, but 

it would be risky and unrealistic to expect con-

struction of this intensity in the foreseeable future 

in Totem Lake. Residential development might be more likely to include low-rise 

“garden style” projects with courtyards, rather than mid-to-high-rise developments.

Timing for short and long-term development is important.  In the near term, the 

mall and the hospital are critical for the success of the entire district. City resources 

should be devoted to making Totem Lake Mall work, because mall development is 

the most transformational center of private development in the district. The City 

should also continue to support the growth of the hospital and associated uses, 

including medical office and assisted living uses, because this is the best sector for 

living wage jobs and long-term stability.   

TL5 Strategies
Outside the mall and the hospital area, smaller-scale development—especially in the 

TL5 area—will serve as a catalyst for future development. This area, west of 124th 

Avenue Northeast, is a special case, where the City has a vision for creating a pe-

destrian environment and attracting investment in 

mixed-use development from the private sector.

The City’s street grid concept is a desirable urban 

design approach for the district and appropriate for 

the long term, but economically difficult to achieve. 

Even in the mid-term, it is hard to envision mixed-

use construction in heights of more than two or 

three stories. Today’s rents do not support struc-

tured parking.

9

“Put first dollars into one of the nodes.  Invest money in individual 
quadrants to lift them up.  Create a ‘there’.” 

Redmond Town Center
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The City would do well to focus planning and resources on an even smaller scale of 

development within TL5, a “quadrant within a quadrant.”

Retail demand is market-driven, and the City should not insist on ground-floor 

retail.  As an interim measure, the City may be well advised to require that ground 

floor space be built with higher ceilings and other infrastructure to accommodate 

future conversion to retail.

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) limits are a serious inhibition to development, but not in 

today’s flat market.  When the market improves, the City will need a higher FAR.  

However, zoning is not the best mechanism to reach the City’s goals in today’s mar-

ket.  In the near term, the City might choose to facilitate a negotiated development 

proposal that serves some of the goals for a pedestrian environment while providing 

flexibility on FAR, street grid or retail requirements for the private developer. 

The City should work with property owners to identify near-term opportunities and 

focus resources there. At the same time, it will be in a position to leverage ameni-

ties in transformational projects such as the trail corridor, a Totem Lake natural area 

revitalization plan, and various types of connectivity with amenities and transit. 

The City is contemplating potential invest-

ments in three areas in particular: transporta-

tion, Totem Lake natural area and the railroad 

corridor.

Transportation
The study area is bisected by arterial streets carrying high traffic volumes and creat-

ing large blocks. Plans call for a limited number of traffic capacity improvements, 

however actual capacity appears sufficient. Wayfinding improvements may be a bet-

ter use of resources. 

Plans also call for improving street connections and breaking up blocks with inter-

nal street grids, possibly with private developer partners.  The City should consider 

10

MAJOR  
INVESTMENTS

“Big projects are harder to finance.  
Allow something smaller to happen.”  

 “First, do no harm.  I sense a 
little bit of desperation.   

Take it easy.” 
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acting on this decision unilaterally, removing a potential barrier to future develop-

ment, or investing in concert with an adopted plan, as with the City’s agreement on 

the Totem Lake Mall. This approach should be coupled with patience for the slow 

return of the market. 

Connectivity to employment 

bases is critical.  A potential 

“flyer” stop (a pullover addition 

to I-405, similar to Montlake 

Station on SR-520), to connect 

with busses from the express-

way on Northeast 116th Street, 

may be considered. 

The barrier of the freeway 

bisects Totem Lake in ways that 

cannot be surmounted.  There 

is a clear need to connect the 

north and south quadrants on the 

east side of I-405, and the plan to extend 123rd Avenue Northeast with a bridge 

over the railroad corridor is a good start. 

The purchase and redevelopment of the railroad corridor itself has the potential to 

connect three of the four quadrants.  This is by far the most practical of the connect-

ing strategies and deserving of top priority, as it also yields multiple benefits as an 

amenity for all new development. 

The Lake 
The lake itself can become the heart 

of a redeveloping neighborhood and a 

place with which Totem Lake residents, 

existing and new, can truly identify. 

The water surface of the lake is insignificant compared with its presence as a wet-

land and green open space, and its iconic, namesake value. The lake and park are in a 

position to attain placemaking status for the neighborhood, and become a stopping 

point and oasis along the railroad corridor.  A strong design vision and concept is 

essential.

11

Totem Square - Future Internal Road
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There are few places in the community to overlook the park and lake area, and sur-

rounding properties are subject to strict environmental regulations.  But there are 

clearly re-developable parcels adjacent to the natural area. The City may explore 

acquisition of key parcels in the future. 

Totem Lake’s current lack of recreational 

amenities limits its appeal for residential 

uses. The lake’s presence can be realized 

and its value leveraged by creating active, 

upland park amenities that serve the City 

at large. It would be reasonable to invest 

in study, design and master planning for the park area, with the strategic objective of 

garnering support among businesses and the public at large for construction of up-

land, active areas. A new entry area, walking corridors, playfields, and even off-leash 

areas might be part of the mix, given appropriate protections for wetlands. Studies 

might include investigation of the possibilities for expansion of the lake as a storm 

water detention area. An ambitious 

storm water retention and filtra-

tion plan might be leveraged to gain 

support for strategic land acquisition 

and upland landscape design and 

construction.

Water exiting the west side of the 

lake is currently piped to the west 

side of I-405, where it becomes 

a tributary of Juanita Creek. The potential of daylighting or openly exposing the 

stream, and making it an amenity as well as part of a flood control strategy, has be-

come a question for planners and local leaders.  

Because the course seems to run along I-405, daylighting is unlikely to have a major 

bearing on development, and could be a political and regulatory quagmire. There are 

lessons to be learned from Northgate’s Thornton Creek. If it helps the City to day-

light it as part of a flood control strategy, it would be an independent consideration.

 

The expansion of the Totem Lake natural area into a more active, park-like open 

space may be financially overwhelming, and constraints must be recognized. How-

Marina Park, offering upland park amenities

 “Go big or go home.” 
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Private investment in the Totem Lake neighborhood will follow shifting opportuni-

ties in three different market sectors—retail, residential and office.  Each of these 

will provide support for the others, and contribute to a livable pedestrian environ-

ment. 

Retail
Despite its decline and stalled redevelopment, the mall retains the best potential 

for retail development and jobs.  But its success may depend upon the targeting of 

particular types of retail franchises.  

This is not a market for fashion tenants 

(H&M, J. Crew, American Eagle). Devel-

opment capital in this sector is focused in 

competing urban areas. A more realistic 

niche would include “medium box” stores 

(e.g. Best Buy, Designer Shoe Warehouse), and value anchors (e.g. Target, Kohl’s, 

J.C. Penney). But timing is not good for these businesses at present.  The typical 

rents for these sectors, which currently hover at a net effective rent of around $12 

per square foot, are simply not high enough to support new construction. Rents 

are unlikely to support new development in the foreseeable future, especially with 

structured parking. 

On the restaurant side, there seems to be plenty of potential for lunch spots, but sit-

down restaurants require a cinema or some other evening attraction to survive.

Residential 
The residential market is very cost-sensitive in the foreseeable future. The Totem 

Lake area competes primarily on price, as it lacks the amenities of town centers such 

as Bellevue and Redmond. Higher-density residential development is now focused 

almost exclusively on “core” centers like these, and Totem Lake must capitalize on 

access to larger employment centers and transit to Bellevue.  

Amenities such as trails and open space are critical, and the southeast quadrant 

offers particularly exciting potential for residential development due to trail access 

through the railroad corridor.  A growing employment base and stronger retail ame-

nities will also enhance Totem Lake’s competitive position in the future.

14

“Totem Lake could become the backyard for all those Bellevue uses 
as [Bellevue] becomes more dense.” 

“ You are not going to get 
quality dining unless there  

is a theater.”

MARKETS
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OVERVIEW AND 
CONCLUSION

Office
Given the soft market conditions prevailing in Bellevue and throughout the East-

side in general, there is little potential for office development in the near term, with 

the possible exception of medical office.  Strong freeway access, proximity to execu-

tive housing along Lake Washington and a growing labor base to the north help 

to put Totem Lake in a good position for future office development, which may 

be warranted once the Bellevue market tightens.  Stronger retail amenities would 

strengthen Totem Lake’s competitive position.

The proximity of executive housing along 

Lake Washington helps to put Totem Lake 

in a good position for office development in 

the future.  

When development does resume, it will 

probably demand surface parking.  This 

would likely be pegged at 4.0/1,000-square-

foot ratio, or “commodity office.”

Totem Lake will benefit from intense planning efforts now underway, which are 

laying the groundwork for appropriate private development and public investment. 

But its potential as a thriving urban center, an attractive place to live and a generator 

of future jobs is inhibited by two significant factors: I-405 and the present economic 

slump.  

The most basic of these is the presence of the interstate, which physically divides 

Totem Lake east from west, presenting a formidable barrier to bicyclists and pedes-

trians, as well as local motorists. More subtle but perhaps just as important are the 

legacies of auto-dependent development and the regional association of the name 

“Totem Lake” with a mall along the freeway. 

  

15

“Headquarters of small, 
regional firms love Totem 

Lake.  The executives live down 
the lake and they don’t want to 

drive to Bothell.”  
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Because of the recession, efforts to shape private development through zoning and 

recapture a share of the retail market are unlikely to bear fruit in the foreseeable 

future.  These challenges are balanced by the 

advantage of a large institution and major 

employer, Evergreen Hospital, within the 

planned urban center. Another thriving 

institution, Lake Washington Institute of 

Technology, will generate jobs and attract 

residents. Employers in the emerging high-

tech centers of Kirkland can be expected to 

consider investing in Totem Lake.

 

To encourage this process, the City can claim the enormous advantage of Totem 

Lake Park and the potential for opening and redeveloping the railroad corridor. The 

significance of the Totem Lake namesake natural area, which includes the wetlands 

and small lake, far exceeds its physical size and current visibility. Tapping its poten-

tial, which would mean substantial commitment and investment, involves protecting 

and enhancing its natural function while making it more accessible and linking it 

with other open space resources, trails and 

developing pedestrian infrastructure. 

With strategic design, investments and 

marketing, the lake represents a unique opportunity to actually rebrand the com-

munity without changing its name. Totem Lake will be associated with a natural 

feature and desirable place to live and work.  This shift will ultimately benefit a new 

generation of retail in Totem Lake, both inside and outside the mall.  

Transit connections to major job centers will help to consolidate demand for hous-

ing in the neighborhood. Realistic expectations for retail partners will encourage 

redevelopment of the mall, coupled with the adopted plan for tying it in with the 

surrounding street grid and the evolving pedestrian environment. 

The City of Kirkland has embarked on a series of strategies that, with patience, will 

help to transform Totem Lake from a declining business district to a true urban 

center with new jobs and attractive, affordable neighborhood for living as well as 

16

“This is a good time for 
patience.” 

“Go back ten years in Bellevue. Ten years ago,  
Bellevue was nowhere.” 
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Al Levine, Seattle Housing Authority, Panel Chair   As Deputy Executive Director of the Seattle Housing Authority 
(SHA), Al Levine oversees SHA’s Development, Construction and Asset Management programs.  Under his leadership, 
the agency has undertaken five HOPE VI redevelopment projects including High Point, which received the 2007 ULI 
Global Award for Excellence, and NewHolly, recipient of the HUD-CNU Award for Changing the Face of America’s 
Public Housing. Al received his B.A. from Hunter College of the City University of New York, and his Masters in Urban 
Planning from the University of Washington.  Al currently serves on the Advisory Board of ULI Seattle, serves as adjunct 
faculty for the College of Built Environments at the University of Washington, and is a member of the College’s Depart-
ment of Planning and Urban Design Professional’s Council.  He has also served on the Pike Place Market Historical 
Commission and the Boards of Directors for Common Ground and the Housing Development Consortium of Seattle-
King County. 

Chris Bitter, University of Washington College of Built Environments, Panelist   Christopher Bitter is an Assistant 
Professor with the University of Washington’s Runstad Center for Real Estate Studies, where he teaches graduate courses 
in Urban Land Economics, Real Estate Market Analysis, and Real Estate Valuation.  Chris earned his doctorate from the 
Department of Geography and Regional Development at the University of Arizona and served as a faculty member in 
the same department.  Prior to pursuing an academic career, he worked for ten years in the private sector as a real estate 
and urban economist, most recently with RREEF, a leading institutional real estate investment advisor.  Chris’ s research 
focuses on urban economics, real estate market analysis and strategy, and sustainable urban development.  He is currently 
studying the implications of demographic change for cities and real estate markets and analyzing the market context for 
compact development. 

Chris Cole, Sher Partners, Panelist  Chris Cole is the President of Sher Partners in Bellevue.  Sher Partners’ develop-
ment arm, Metrovation, is a nationally recognized retail development company.  Known regionally for its repositioning of 
Crossroads Shopping Center in Bellevue, the company is also redeveloping several key downtown blocks in Bremerton. 
Nationally, the company’s current projects include the redevelopment of Five Points Plaza, a well-positioned lifestyle 
center in Huntington Beach, CA, and numerous projects in New Jersey including the development of a 50,000 sf office 
building, development and repositioning of a 140,000 of shopping center, and redevelopment of a 92-unit mixed-use 
multifamily project. Chris holds a B.A. in Business from Babson University and a Masters degree in Real Estate and 
Construction Management from the University of Denver. 

Grace Crunican, Crunican Consulting, Panelist    Grace Crunican is a transportation consultant living in Seattle.  
For the past eight years she was the Director of the Department of Transportation for the City of Seattle.  Her previous 
posts include serving as Director of the Oregon Department of Transportation, Deputy Administrator for the Federal 
Transportation Administration, director of the Surface Transportation Policy project, and Deputy Director of the City of 
Portland, Office of Transportation.   

Susie Detmer, Cushman & Wakefield, Panelist  As Senior Director of retail brokerage for Cushman & Wakefield, 
Commerce Real Estate Solutions of Washington, Susie Detmer brings more than 30 years of retail experience to her 
clients. Having served in executive positions with national and regional retailers, Susie has first-hand knowledge of the 
way retail tenants approach the market. Her retailing background includes the management of real estate leasing and 
sales, site acquisition and disposition, operations, financial and strategic planning, merchandising, marketing and advertis-
ing departments. Susie is a member of Cushman & Wakefield’s International Executive Retail Services Committee, and 
the governing and strategic planning arm of retail brokerage for Cushman & Wakefield, Inc. Prior to joining Cushman & 
Wakefield, Susie was a Vice President with CB Richard Ellis in Seattle.
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Kerry Nicholson, ULI Seattle Chair, Legacy Partners, Panelist   Since 1999, Kerry Nicholson has led Legacy Partners’ 
emergence as a leading developer, builder and manager of award-winning residential mixed-use projects in the Pacific 
Northwest.  Prior to that, he had two decades of senior executive experience leading real estate construction lending 
teams at Wells Fargo, Bank of America, and GE Capital, including four years managing Special Credits and Bank REO 
teams for Bank of America.  In 2010, Legacy teamed with KBS Capital Advisors to form a non-traded REIT called KBS 
Legacy Partners Apartment REIT.  The company is in the process of attracting funds to invest in the acquisition and 
development of apartment communities across the United States. 

Pete Stone, Trinity Real Estate, Panelist   Pete Stone is a seasoned real estate professional with more than 20 years of 
investment, development, asset management and consulting experience in all commercial real estate sectors, including 
office, industrial, apartment, hotel and retail. Pete is currently a Principal at Trinity Real Estate, a Seattle based real estate 
investment and advisory firm where Pete is focused primarily on acquiring under-performing assets as well as establishing 
and maintaining relationships with institutional capital partners.  Prior to joining Trinity, Pete spent more than 11 years 
working at ING Clarion Partners, an institutional real estate investment management firm, where he closed over $2 bil-
lion worth of investments. Pete has negotiated complex and creative investment structures, including joint ventures, mez-
zanine debt and preferred equity. Prior to ING, Pete spent several years with the US real estate subsidiary of Sumitomo 
Life, where he was in charge of a number of complex workouts and redevelopments for both hotel and office assets.  Pete 
is a graduate of Cornell University (B.A.) and New York University (M.B.A.). 

Chris Fiori, Heartland, Panelist    For the past six years Chris Fiori has worked with clients on predevelopment finan-
cial analysis, property acquisition and disposition strategy, land use policy, and the structuring of public/private develop-
ment agreements.  Chris holds Masters degrees in Urban Planning and Public Administration from the University of 
Washington, with a concentration in Real Estate through the Runstad Center for Real Estate Studies. Prior to enrolling 
in graduate studies, Chris worked for the Corporate Executive Board in Washington, DC, where he was a senior associ-
ate within the firm’s wealth management consulting practice. Chris recently served as a member of the Seattle Planning 
Commission. Chris holds a Bachelor of Arts, Honors degree in Political Science from Gonzaga University. 

Scott Matthews, Vulcan, Inc., Panelist    With more than 26 years of development and asset management experience, 
Scott Matthews leads Vulcan’s West Coast acquisition effort for Vulcan Real Estate. Scott’s experience spans multiple 
product types and markets with a concentration in high-density urban mixed-used projects.  Before joining Vulcan, Scott 
was the Vice President and Area Partner with JPI in Seattle, and he worked for 8 years with Trammell Crow Residential 
in Portland and Seattle.  He has a B.S. from the University of Missouri at Columbia.
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April 16th, 2012
 
To:  Jon Regala
Re:  Totem Station development, voluntary traffic improvements on Slater by CamWest

 
The Slater Traffic Calming Task Force Members have  been consulted by the city of Kirkland.  
We are in agreement to accept a plan that includes the installation of a traffic island with 
pavement striping  just south of the intersection of NE 112th Pl with Slater Ave NE to narrow 
the travel lanes and promote slower speeds through the residential areas of Slater. 

 
 The island should be constructed in a manner and location so that in the future, if and when 
funding becomes available to the city or from further development, that curb bulbs can be 
installed per the original Slater Task Force design (from the Mastro Development project), 
and that the full project is not being constructed at this time due only to budget constraints.

 
We also hope that the city will install a small sign on the island with some reference 
to “entering residential area” to hopefully encourage people to keep their speed in check, or 
even turn out to 124th Ave NE  via  NE 112th Pl.

 
Signed by Members of the Slater Traffic Calming Task Force, 
Dayna Hall
JonErik Johnson
Karen Whittle
Margaret Carnegie, NRH neighborhood association
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ASSIGNMENT 
Kim Faust of CamWest Development, LLC contacted Gilles Consulting to discuss 
comments received from the City of Kirkland Planning Department about the design of 
the new structure and the impacts on the trees.  She asked me to review the design and 
respond to the two questions in the correspondence from the City. 
 
 
DESIGN OBSERVATIONS 
The property is located in the corner of inside NE 116th Avenue, 124th Avenue NE, and 
NE 115th at Slater Road in Kirkland, Washington.  The property is bisected by the old 
Slater Road.  The area between Slater Road and 124th Avenue NE is relatively flat.  There 
is a sharp drop in elevation from the vacated Slater Road to the west where the 76 gas 
station/store are located on flat ground.  There is a retaining wall along the west property 
line. 
 
The proposed design has a structure, parking lots, sidewalks, landscape areas filling the 
majority of the property east of the old Slater Road and extending to the west property 
line in the south while leaving the northwest quarter of the property, (approximately) 
unaltered. 
 
 
CITY’S REQUEST 
Jon Regala, Senior Planner for the City of Kirkland asked the following questions:  
“Also, the report did not address the criteria in KZC 95.30.4.c in regards to: 

1. Significant trees potentially impacted by proposed development activity as 
determined by the Planning Official (basically trees that could be affected by 
building and construction activities-Jon) 

2. Proposed removal of trees with a high retention value in required landscape 
areas)” 

 
Responses 
When my original report was complete, dated February 10, 2011, the design for the 
building and associated infrastructure improvements had not yet been completed.   On 
Thursday, March 31, 2011 I met with Ms. Faust at the CamWest offices in Kirkland to 
review the plan.  We discussed the layout of the design and how the trees will or will not 
be impacted.  My responses are as follows: 
 
Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter 95.30.4.c is quoted as follows: 

c.    An arborist report containing the following: 

1)    A complete description of each tree’s health, condition, and viability; 
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• This is included in Attachment 2, Tree Inventory / Condition 
Spreadsheet of the original report and is included below for the 
trees in question. 

2)    A description of the method(s) used to determine the limits of disturbance 
(i.e., critical root zone, root plate diameter, or a case-by-case basis 
description for individual trees); 

• This was done on a tree by tree basis depending upon the 
location of the tree in relation to existing site improvements, the 
size and species of the tree, and the topography of the site. 

3)    Any special instructions specifically outlining any work proposed within 
the limits of the disturbance protection area (i.e., hand-digging, tunneling, 
root pruning, any grade changes, clearing, monitoring, and aftercare); 

• These are included in the original report in Attachment 4, Tree 
Protection Measures, Section 5 of Page 27 of 30 of the February 
10, 2011 report.  Specific excavation instructions are repeated 
here: 

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

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

• The Certified Arborist should be outfitted 
with a shovel, hand pruners, a pair of 
loppers, a handsaw, and a power saw (a 
“sawsall” is recommended). 

• The hoe must be placed to “comb” the material 
directly away from the trunk as opposed to cutting 
across the roots.   

• Combing is the gradual excavation of the 
ground cover plants and soil in depths that 
only extend as deep as the tines of the hoe. 

• When any roots of one inch diameter or greater, of 
the tree to be retained, is struck by the equipment, 
the Certified Arborist should stop the equipment 
operator. 

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

• The Certified Arborist should then instruct 
the equipment operator to continue.  
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• CamWest is proposing to retain the 2 remaining conifers in the 
southwest property corner.  They are #’s 934, and 938. 

• # 934 is a 39.8-inch Douglas Fir in Very Good condition.   
It should be able to be retained with all of the Tree 
Protection Measures in the February 10, 2011 report. 

• # 938 is a 39.9-inch Douglas Fir right up along Slater 
Road.  It is in Fair condition.   

• The base of the tree is very near the edge of the 
gravel shoulder.  The construction of the parking 
lot will be within the dripline of the tree but only 
by a few feet. 

• If the Tree Protection Measures are followed the 
tree should tolerate the incursion fine and suffer 
no long-term problems. 

• Specific tree protection measures that must be 
followed include: 

1. Tree protection fencing place prior to any 
construction work commencing. 

2. Cover the area within the tree protection 
fence with 10 to 12 inches of wood chips. 

3. Follow the section 5 excavation 
techniques listed above and on Page 27 
of 30 of the February 10, 2011 report and 
repeated above. 

4)    For trees not viable for retention, a description of the reason(s) for 
removal based on poor health, high risk of failure due to structure, 
defects, unavoidable isolation (wind firmness), or unsuitability of species, 
etc., and for which no reasonable alternative action is possible must be 
given (pruning, cabling, etc.); 

• This is included in Attachment 2, Tree Inventory / Condition 
Spreadsheet of the original report and copied below. 

• Note, all trees that are rated as either Dead, Dying, or Poor 
Condition are subsequently rated as Non-Viable.  More detail is 
given also in the February 10, 2011 report Attachment 3, 
Glossary.  The glossary explains the arboricultural terms used in 
Attachment 2, Tree Inventory / Condition Spreadsheet and 
explains why trees are rated as being Non-Viable.  It is repeated 
below for convenience. 
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5)    Describe the impact of necessary tree removal to the remaining trees, 
including those in a grove or on adjacent properties; 

• There are two landscape areas where CamWest is proposing to 
remove trees.  They are the landscape zone along 124th Avenue 
NE between the back of the sidewalk and the side of the building; 
and the landscape area along the west property line between the 
west property line and the western edge of the parking lot. 

• Trees Along 124th Avenue NE: 

o The trees in this area include #’s 865, 870, 883, 885, and 
886. 

o #’S 865, 870, 883, and 885 are Big Leaf Maples and 
Bitter Cherry trees that are in Poor Condition.  They are 
Non-Viable. 

§ They should be removed for safety. 

o # 866 is a 31.6-inch Black Cottonwood.  It is in Good 
Condition but will not tolerate the loss of roots required 
for the construction—it would not be wind firm if retained.  
In addition, it is reaching an age where it will start 
dropping large limbs naturally. 

§ The tree should be removed for safety. 

• Trees Along the West Property Line 

o Trees include #’s 910, 911, 912, and 927.  All four are in 
Fair Condition. 

o However, the topography of the area will require the 
installation of some sort of retaining wall.  These four 
trees will not survive long-term from the impacts of the 
construction of the retaining wall and parking lot. 

• Trees on Adjacent Properties: 

o There is a row of street trees west of the west property 
line.   

o They are located below a retaining wall and behind the 
curb of the drive lane used to access The Brown Bag 
Café, Sheri’s Restaurant, and the motel. 

o Given the topography it is unlikely that this row of trees 
will be impacted.  As noted in the February 10, 2011 
report, the Tree Protection Fence and the Temporary 
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conditions can also cause a rapid deterioration of a tree’s health and stability.  Adverse 
weather conditions can dramatically affect the health and safety of a tree in a very short 
amount of time.  While I have used every reasonable means to examine these trees, this 
evaluation represents my opinion of the tree health at this point in time.  These findings 
do not guarantee future safety nor are they predictions of future events. 
 
The tree evaluation consists of an external visual inspection of an individual tree’s root 
flare, trunk, and canopy from the ground only unless otherwise specified.  The inspection 
may also consist of taking trunk or root soundings for sound comparisons to aid the 
evaluator in determining the possible extent of decay within a tree.  Soundings are only 
an aid to the evaluation process and do not replace the use of other more sophisticated 
diagnostic tools for determining the extent of decay within a tree. 
 
As conditions change, it is the responsibility of the property owners to schedule 
additional site visits by the necessary professionals to ensure that the long-term success 
of the project is ensured.  It is the responsibility of the property owner to obtain all 
required permits from city, county, state, or federal agencies.  It is the responsibility of 
the property owner to comply with all applicable laws, regulations, and permit 
conditions.  If there is a homeowners association, it is the responsibility of the property 
owner to comply with all Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&R’s) that apply to tree 
pruning and tree removal. 
 
This tree evaluation is to be used to inform and guide the client in the management of 
their trees.  This in no way implies that the evaluator is responsible for performing 
recommended actions or using other methods or tools to further determine the extent of 
internal tree problems without written authorization from the client.  Furthermore, the 
evaluator in no way holds that the opinions and recommendations are the only actions 
required to insure that the tree will not fail.  A second opinion is recommended.  The 
client shall hold the evaluator harmless for any and all injuries or damages incurred if the 
evaluator’s recommendations are not followed or for acts of nature beyond the 
evaluator’s reasonable expectations, such as severe winds, excessive rains, heavy snow 
loads, etc. 
 
This report and all attachments, enclosures, and references, are confidential and are for 
the use of the client concerned.  They may not be reproduced, used in any way, or 
disseminated in any form without the prior consent of the client concerned and Gilles 
Consulting. 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for calling Gilles Consulting for your arboricultural needs.   
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Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Brian K. Gilles, Consulting Arborist 
ISA Certified Arborist # PN-0260A 
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist # RCA-418 
PNW-ISA Certified Tree Risk Assessor #148 
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ATTACHMENT 2 - TREE INVENTORY/CONDITIONS SPREADSHEET 

 
 

#1 Property: Whether the tree is on or off the Subject Property, or a Right-of-Way tree. #8 Limits of Disturbance:   The boundary between the area of minimum protection around a tree and the allowable site disturbance.
#2 Tree #:   The unique tag number of each tree. #9 LCR:   Live Crown Ratio  - the amount of live canopy expressed as a % of the entire tree height
#3 #10 Symmetry:   General shape of canopy and weight distribution of the tree around the trunk.

BCh/Pe #11 Foliage:   General description of foliage density that indicates tree health and vigor.
BCw/Pt #12 Crown Condition:   The most important external indication of tree health and vigor.
BLM/Am #13 Trunk:   Description of trunk condition or abnormalities if any.
Ch/Psp. #14 Root Collar:   The base of the tree where the trunk flares into the roots--deformities or problems are noted here.
DF/Pm #15 Roots:   Root problems are noted here.

PDW/Cn #16 Comments:   Additional observations about the tree's condition.
#17 Significance:  A “significant” tree is at least 6” in diameter measured at 4.5’ above the average ground level.

#4 2011 DBH:  Trunk diameter at 4.5' above the average ground level. #18 Current Health Rating:   A description of general health ranging from dead, dying, hazard, poor, suppressed, fair, good, very good, to excellent.
#5 2006 DBH:   Trunk diameter @ 4.5' above average ground level. #19 Viability :  A significant tree that is in good health with a low risk of failure due to structural defects, is relatively wind firm if isolated or 
#6 Tree Credit:   This is based upon Table 95.35.1, Page 12, Chapter 95 of the Kirkland Municipal Code. remains as part of a grove, and is a species that is suitable for its location.
#7 Drip Line:   The radius, the distance from the trunk to the furthest branch tips. #20 Recommendation:   This is an estimate of whether or not the tree is of sufficient health, vigor, and structure to consider retaining.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 18

PROPERTY TREE # SPECIES
DBH 
2011 DBH 2006

TREE 
CREDIT

DRIP 
LINE North South East West LCR SYMMETRY FOLIAGE

CROWN 
CONDITION TRUNK

ROOT 
COLLAR ROOTS COMMENTS

SIGNIFICANCE 
2011

CURRENT 
HEALTH 

RATING 2011
VIABILITY 

2011
RECOMMENDAT

ION
SIGNIFICAN

CE 2006
CURRENT HEALTH 

RATING 2006 VIABILITY 2006
East 

Landscape 
Area 865 BLM/Am

10.4", 
10.3", & 

10.2" 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 60% Min. Asym. Average Average Center Rot Base Rot - Stump sprouts Significant Poor Non-viable Remove Significant Poor Non-Viable
East 

Landscape 
Area 870 BLM/Am 8.2" 0.0 20 N/A N/A N/A N/A 30% Maj. Asym. Average Weak Serpentine

Possible 
base rot - 

Forked @ 16', Dead branches in canopy, Kinked 
@1' & 5' Significant Poor Non-viable Remove Significant Poor Non-Viable

East 
Landscape 

Area 871 BLM/Am
clump of 

5 0.0 30 N/A N/A N/A N/A 35% Min. Asym. Average Average
Typical, 

Center rot Base Rot - 
Stump sprouts, Dead branches in canopy, DBH:  

11.3", 11.2", 5.5", 11.2", 7.6" Significant Poor Non-viable Remove Significant Poor Non-Viable
East 

Landscape 
Area 872 BCh/Pe

10.1" & 
7.2" 0.0 30 N/A N/A N/A N/A 50% Min. Asym. Thin Weak

Leans East, 
Center rot Base Rot - Forked @ base.  Survey tag # 1070. Significant Poor Non-viable Remove Significant Poor Non-Viable

East 
Landscape 

Area 883 BCh/Pe 6.9" 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 40% Maj. Asym. Average Average
Leans SW, 
Serpentine NAD

fill on 
30% of 

CRZ dead branches in canopy, not wind firm Significant Poor Non-viable Remove Significant Fair Non-Viable
East 

Landscape 
Area 884 BCh/Pe 6.6" 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 40% Maj. Asym. Average Average leans west

partial 
failure

Fill on 
35% of 

root zone dead branches on canopy, not wind firm Significant Poor Non-viable Remove Significant Poor Non-Viable
East 

Landscape 
Area 885 BCw/Pt 30.1" 0.0 50.0' N/A N/A N/A N/A 90% Min. Asym. Average Average Straight exposed

Fill on 
35% of 

root zone dead branches in canopy, not wind firm Significant Poor Non-viable Remove Significant Good Non-Viable

East 
Landscape 

Area 886 BCw/Pt 31.6" 30.5" 11.0 50.0' 20.0' 20.0' 20.0' 20.0' 85% Gen. Sym. Average Average Straight exposed

Fill on 
35% of 

root zone sap sucker activity Significant Good Viable

Potential to 
retain with tree 

protection 
measures Significant Fair Viable

West 
Landscape 

Area 910 BLM/Am 12.0" 9.5", 4.6 1.0 N/A N/A

to 
property 

line N/A N/A 50% Maj. Asym. Average Average

Forked @ 
12", Leans 

East, Center 
rot Base Rot Restricted

2011 trunk diameters are 1.7 & 5.4 = single trunk of 
12.0 inches. Significant Fair Viable

Potential to 
retain with tree 

protection 
measures Significant Poor Non-Viable

West 
Landscape 

Area 911 BLM/Am 13.9" 16.0" 2.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 45% Maj. Asym. Thin Average

Forked @ 
18", Included 

bark down 
bark Base Rot Restricted

center rot, open wound east side from fork to base, 
2006 trunk diameters are: 6.8", 4.6", 6.1", & 6.2" = 
a tree of 16",   2011 trunk diameters are 7.3, 5.6, 
7.1, & 7.6 inches = single trunk of 13.9 inches. Significant Fair Viable

Potential to 
retain with tree 

protection 
measures Significant Poor Non-Viable

West 
Landscape 

Area 912 BCw/Pt 43.2" 40.0" 17.0 56.0' 24.0' 24.0' 24.0' 20.0' 45% Gen. Sym. Dense Healthy Typical NAD Restricted 20 feet east of parking lot curb Significant Fair Viable

Potential to 
retain with tree 

protection 
measures Significant Excellent Viable

West 
Landscape 927 DF/Pm 33.6" 38.0" 12.0 44.0' 20.0' 20.0' 20.0' to curb 25% Gen. Sym. Dense

Regenerating, 
Healthy Straight Ivy Restricted

growing 12 feet east of parking lot curb, early Bark 
Beetle infestation, Ivy up 85% of tree.  Survey tag # Significant Fair Viable

Potential to 
retain with tree Significant Fair Viable

SW prop 
corner 934 DF/Pm 39.8" 35.3" 15.0 46.0' 20.0' 20.0' 20.0' 

to top of 
retaining 

wall 90% Gen. Sym. Dense Healthy
Kinked @ 

34', Straight NAD Restricted
Ivy up 24 feet, growing 18 feet southeast of 4 foot 

rock retaining wall Significant Very Good Viable

Potential to 
retain with tree 

protection 
measures Significant Good Viable

SW prop 
corner 938 DF/Pm 39.9" 39.6" 15.0 40.0' 18.0' 

to prop 
line

to edge 
of road 18.0' 80% Min. Asym. Dense

Regenerating, 
Average Forked @ 60'Bowed at baseRestricted

open wound west side 2 feet to 5 feet with sap flow, 
ice storm damage, in gravel parking area near road, 

wire and metal embedded in base of trunk Significant Fair Viable

Potential to 
retain with tree 

protection 
measures Significant Fair Viable

ABBREVIATED LEGEND--SEE GLOSSARY IN REPORT ATTACHMENTS FOR GREATER DETAIL

Species:
Bitter Cherry, Prunus emarginata
Black Cottonwood, Populus trichocarpa
Big Leaf Maple, Acer macrophyllum
Cherry, Prunus sp.
Douglas Fir, Pseudotsuga menziezii
Pacific Dog Wood, Cornus nuttallii

8 -- LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE
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ATTACHMENT 3 - GLOSSARY 
  
Terms Used in This Report, on the Tree Condition / Inventory Spreadsheet, and 
Their Significance 
 
In an effort to clearly present the information for each tree in a manner that facilitates the 
reader’s ability to understand the conclusions I have drawn for each tree, I have collected 
the information in a spreadsheet format.  This spreadsheet was developed by Gilles 
Consulting based upon the Tree Risk Assessment in Urban Areas and the Urban/Rural 
Interface course manual and the Tree Risk Assessment Form, both sponsored by the 
Pacific Northwest Chapter of the International Society of Arboriculture, and the Hazard 
Tree Evaluation Form from the book, The Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas, 
by Matheny and Clarke.  The descriptions were left brief on the spreadsheet in an effort 
to include as much pertinent information as possible, to make the report manageable, and 
to avoid boring the reader with infinite levels of detail.  However, a review of these terms 
and descriptions will allow the reader to rapidly move through the report and understand 
the information.  
 
1) PROPERTY—Where the tree is on the Subject Property. 
2) TREE LOCATION—Relative placement of the tree. 
3) TREE #—the unique tag number of each tree. 
4) SPECIES—this describes the species of each tree with both most readily accepted 

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

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

The most representative area of the trunk near 4.5 feet is then measured and 
noted on the spreadsheet.  For instance, a tree that forks at 4.5 feet can have an 
unusually large swelling at that point.  The measurement is taken below the 
swelling and noted as, ‘28.4” at 36”’. 

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

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

6) TREE CREDIT—Tree Credit based on Trunk Diameter  
7) DRIP LINE— the radius, the distance from the trunk to the furthest branch tips. 
8) LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE— the boundary between the area of minimum 

protection around a tree and the allowable site disturbance as determined by a 
qualified professional. 

9) % LCR—Percentage of Live Crown Ratio.  The relative proportion of green crown 
to overall tree height.  This is an important indication of a tree’s health.  If a tree has a 
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high percentage of Live Crown Ratio, it is likely producing enough photosynthetic 
activity to support the tree.  If a tree has less than 30 to 40% LCR it can create a 
shortage of needed energy and can indicate poor health and vigor. 

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

i) Gen. Sym.—Generally Symmetrical.  The canopy/foliage is generally even on 
all sides with spacing of scaffold branches typical for the species, both 
vertically and radially. 

ii) Min. Asym.—Minor Asymmetry.   The canopy/foliage has a slightly irregular 
shape with more weight on one side but appears to be no problem for the tree. 

iii) Maj. Asym.—Major Asymmetry.  The canopy/foliage has a highly irregular 
shape for the species with the majority of the weight on one side of the tree.  
This can have a significant impact on the tree’s stability, health and hazard 
potential—especially if other defects are noted such as cracks, rot, root 
defects. 

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

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

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

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

a) Excellent, Good, Average, or Short Shoot Elongation.  These 
are abbreviated in the spreadsheet as ESE, GSE, ASE, OR SSE. 

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

(1) Dense—extremely thick foliage, an indication of healthy vigorous 
growth, 

(2) Good—thick foliage, thicker than average for the species, 
(3) Normal/Average—thick foliage, average for the species, an indication 

of healthy growth, 
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(4) Thin or Thinning—needles and leaves becoming less dense so that 
sunlight readily passes through; an indication that the tree is under 
serious stress that could impact the long-term survivability and safety 
of the tree, 

(5) Sparse—few leaves or needles on the twigs, an indication that the tree 
is under extreme stress and could indicate the future death of the tree 

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

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

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

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

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

(1) Healthy Crown—exceptional growth for the species. 
(2) Average Crown—typical for the species. 
(3) Weak Crown—thin spindly growth with thin or sparse needles. 
(4) Flagging Crown—describes a tree crown that is weak and unable to 

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

injury.  The tree is considered to have significant stress and/or 
weakness if the crown is dead.   

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

(8) Regenerated or Regenerating—formerly broken out crowns that are 
now growing back, Regenerating crowns may appear healthy, average, 
or weak and indicate current health of the tree. 
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(9) Suppressed—a term used to describe poor condition of an entire tree 
or just the crown.  Suppressed crowns are those that are entirely below 
the general level of the canopy of surrounding trees which receive no 
direct sunlight.  They are generally in poor health and vigor.  
Suppressed trees are generally trees that are smaller and growing in the 
shade of larger trees around them.  They generally have thin or sparse 
needles, weak or missing crowns, and are prone to insect attack as well 
as bacterial and fungal infections. 

13) TRUNK—this is the area to note any defects that can have an impact on the tree’s 
stability or hazard potential.  Typical things noted are: 

i) FORKED—bifurcation of branches or trunks that often occur at a narrow 
angle. 

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

iii) EPICORMIC GROWTH—this is generally seen as dense thick growth near 
the trunk of a tree.  Although this looks like a healthy condition, it is in fact 
the opposite.  Trees with Epicormic Growth have used their reserve stores of 
energy in a last ditch effort to produce enough additional photosynthetic 
surface area to produce more sugars, starches and carbohydrates to support the 
continued growth of the tree.  Generally speaking, when conifers in the Pacific 
Northwest exhibit heavy amounts of Epicormic Growth, they are not 
producing enough food to support their current mass and are already in serious 
decline.   

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

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

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

vii) GROUND FLOWER—an area of deformed bark near the base of a tree trunk 
that indicates long-term root rot. 

14) ROOT COLLAR—this is the area where the trunk enters the soil and the buttress 
roots flare out away from the trunk into the soil.  It is here that signs of rot, decay, 
insect infestation, or fungal or bacterial infection are noted.  NAD stands for No 
Apparent Defects. 
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15) ROOTS—any abnormalities such as girdling roots, roots that wrap around the tree 
itself that strangle the cambium layer and kill the tree, are noted here. 

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

17) SIGNIFICANCE—a “significant” tree is at least 6” in diameter measured at 4.5’ 
above the average ground level. 

18) CURRENT HEALTH RATING— a description of general health ranging from 
dead, dying, poor, senescent, suppressed, fair, good, very good, to excellent. 

19) VIABILITY— a significant tree that is in good health with a low risk of failure due 
to structural defects, is relatively wind firm if isolated or remains as part of a grove, 
and is a species that is suitable for its location. 

(1) Please note that many trees may be listed as “Non-Viable” due to poor 
health, poor structure, or the tree may be below the size threshold for a 
“Viable Tree.”  However, it is worth examining the Non-Viable Trees 
to determine if any or all of them can be left on the property.  They can 
add significant benefit to the landscape and contribute to wildlife 
habitat.   

20) RECOMMENDATION— this is an estimate of whether or not the tree is of 
sufficient health, vigor, and structure that it is worth retaining.  Specific 
recommendations for each tree are included in this column.  They may include 
anything from pruning dead wood, mulching, aerating, injecting tree-based fertilizer 
into the root system, shortening into a habitat tree or wildlife snag, or to completely 
removing the tree. 

i) Monitor:  “Monitor” is a specific recommendation that the tree be re-
evaluated on a routine basis to determine if there are any significant changes 
in health or structural stability.  “Monitor annually” (or bi-annually, tri-
annually, etc.)” means the tree should be looked at once every year (or every 2 
or 3 years, etc.)  This yearly monitoring can be a quick look at the trees to see 
if there are any significant changes.  Significant changes such as storm 
damage, loss of crown, partial failure of one or more roots, etc. require that a 
full evaluation be done of the tree at that time. 

ii) Potential to retain with tree protection measures:  means that the tree 
appears to have the internal resources, the health and vigor, structural stability, 
and the wind firmness to be able to withstand the stresses of construction if 
development requirements and construction requirements allow. 

iii) Habitat or Remove:  means that the tree has a high potential to fail and cause 
either personal injury or property damage—in other words the tree has been 
declared a hazard tree and should be dealt with prior to the next large storm.  
If it is at all possible the recommendation is to leave some of the trunk 
standing for wildlife habitat and some of the trunk on the ground as a nurse 
log. The height of the standing habitat tree depends upon the size of the tree, 
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the condition of the tree, and the distance to a probable target. It should be 
short enough so that when it does fail years in the future it will not cause 
personal injury or property damage. Nurse logs can be laid horizontally across 
the slope to aid with erosion control and to provide microenvironments for 
new plantings. The nurse logs meaning to be steak to prevent their movement 
and potential harm to people. If for some reason this is not possible that 
should be removed for safety. 

 
 
 
NOTE:  TREES WITH THE SAME DESCRIPTION AND DIFFERENT RATINGS: 
Two trees may have the same descriptions in the matrix boxes, one may be marked 
“Significant,” while another may be marked “Non-Significant.”  The difference is in the 
degree of the description—early necrosis versus advanced necrosis for instance.  Again, 
these descriptions were left brief in an effort to include as much pertinent information as 
possible, to make the report manageable, and, not to bore the reader with infinite levels of 
detail. 
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ATTACHMENT 4 - TREE PROTECTION MEASURES  
 
 
 
In order for trees to survive the stresses placed upon them in the construction process, 
tree protection must be planned in advance of equipment arrival on site.  If tree protection 
is not planned integral with the design and layout of the project, the trees will suffer 
needlessly and will possibly die.  With proper preparation, often costing little, or nothing 
extra to the project budget, trees can survive and thrive after construction.  This is critical 
for tree survival because damage prevention is the single most effective treatment for 
trees on construction sites.  Once trees are damaged, the treatment options available are 
limited. 
 
The following minimum Tree Protection Measures are included on three separate sheets 
so that they can be copied and introduced into all relevant documents such as site plans, 
permit applications and conditions of approval, and bid documents so that everyone 
involved is aware of the requirements.  These Tree Protection Measures are intended to 
be generic in nature.  They will need to be adjusted to the specific circumstances of your 
site that takes into account the location of improvements and the locations of the trees.  
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TREE PROTECTION MEASURES: 
 

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

a. Tree Protection Fences are to be placed according to the attached drawing 
and as noted in the attached Tree Inventory/Conditions Spreadsheet, 
Column 6 - Limits of Disturbance. 

b. Tree Protection Fences must be inspected prior to the beginning of any 
construction work/activities. 

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

 
2. Cement trucks must not be allowed to deposit waste or wash out materials from 

their trucks within the Tree Protection Fences. 
 

3. The Tree Protection Fences need to be clearly marked with the following or 
similar text in four inch or larger letters: 

 
TREE PROTECTION AREA, ENTRANCE PROHIBITED 

To report violations contact 
City Code Enforcement at  

425-587-3225 
 

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

 
5. When excavation occurs near trees that are scheduled for retention, the following 

procedure must be followed to protect the long term survivability of the tree: 
a. An International Society of Arboriculture, (ISA) Certified Arborist must 

be working with all equipment operators. 
i. The Certified Arborist should be outfitted with a shovel, hand 

pruners, a pair of loppers, a handsaw, and a power saw (a 
“sawsall” is recommended). 

b. The hoe must be placed to “comb” the material directly away from the 
trunk as opposed to cutting across the roots.   

i. Combing is the gradual excavation of the ground cover plants and 
soil in depths that only extend as deep as the tines of the hoe. 

c. When any roots of one inch diameter or greater, of the tree to be retained, 
is struck by the equipment, the Certified Arborist should stop the 
equipment operator. 
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d. The Certified Arborist should then excavate around the tree root by 
hand/shovel and cleanly cut the tree root. 

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

 
6. Putting Utilities Under the Root Zone: 

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

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

c. The contractor shall verify the vertical and horizontal location of existing 
utilities to avoid conflicts and maintain minimum clearances; adjustment 
shall be made to the grade of the new utility as required. 

 
7. Watering: 

a. The trees will require significant watering throughout the summer and 
early fall in order to survive long-term.  An easy and economical watering 
can be done using soaker hoses placed three feet from the trunk of the tree 
and spiraled around the tree.  One 75-foot soaker hose per tree is adequate.  
It is best to place the soakers using landscape staples, (available from HD 
Fowler in Bellevue for pennies apiece) then cover the area with two to 
three inches composed materials.  The composted material will act as a 
mulch to minimize evaporation and will also stimulate the microbial 
activity of the soil which is another benefit to the health of the tree. 

b. Water the tree to a depth of 18 to 20 inches.  I recommended leaving the 
water on the soaker hoses for six to eight hours and then digging down to 
determine how deep your water is penetrating.  Then adjust accordingly.  
It may take a good two days of watering to reach the proper depth. 

c. Once the water reaches the proper depth, turn off the hoses for four weeks 
and then water again.  Water more often when temperatures increase—
every three weeks when temperatures exceed 80 degrees and every two 
weeks when temperatures exceed 90 degrees.  This drying out of the soil 
in between watering is important to prevent soil pathogens from attacking 
the trees. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587-3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Jon Regala, Senior Planner  
 
From: Deb Powers, Urban Forester 
 
Date: July 12, 2011 
 
Subject: Urban Forester Review / ZON11-00026 
 
 
The Tree Retention Plan for ZON11-00026 has been reviewed and approved.  Per Kirkland 
Zoning Code (KZC) Chapter 95, Tree Retention Standards for commercial properties apply to 
significant trees potentially impacted by the proposed improvements.  For commercial 
properties, High Retention Value trees are assessed as those trees located within required 
landscape areas, setbacks and buffers.   
 
The majority of the site’s significant trees are located outside required landscape areas or within 
the footprint of proposed improvements, which precludes them from the City’s tree retention 
standards for commercial properties.  In addition, although the trees on this site have been 
functioning as wildlife habitat, most of the predominantly alder, cottonwood or bitter cherry 
trees are dead or declining and are not good candidates for retention.  Of the 68 viable 
significant trees related to the subject property, two trees have been identified for retention, 
Trees #934 and 938.  Tree #934 is a High Retention value tree, being windfirm and in good 
condition.  Tree #934, which is located in the right-of-way, is in fair condition, which is typically 
not a good candidate for retention considering the potential impacts of construction.  It is 
assessed as a Moderate retention value tree, to be retained if feasible. 
 
The applicant’s arborist has outlined adequate tree retention measures in the arborist report 
and the applicant is showing sufficient tree protection fence on the submitted plan set.  
However, the proposed grading shown on Sheet C3 indicates a grade cut of twelve inches 
within the limits of disturbance for Tree #934. Both trees are shown with a pedestrian path or 
sidewalk within their limits of disturbance in the Landscape Plan; therefore subsequent 
development permit applications shall include special instructions on the site plan specifying 
how to minimize these impacts on retained Trees #934 and 938.    
 
Public Works frontage improvements regarding street trees and landscaping requirements per 
KZC 95.40 will apply.  
 
Let me know if you have any questions regarding this review. 
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