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ATTACHMENT 5

July 21, 2015

Sean LeRoy

City of Kirkland, Planning Department
123 Fifth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98033

Re: Devon Lane Wetland Review Letter
The Watershed Company Reference Number: 140622.15

Dear Sean:

On July 15, 2015, I visited the Devon Lane (Terra Firma) property located just north of
the terminus of 9™ Avenue S. in Kirkland (Parcel #0120000120). The purpose of the visit
was to conduct a review of the recently relocated wetland boundary on the property and
to reassess the wetland classification. This letter summarizes the results of my
inspection.

The following attachment is included:

e City of Kirkland Wetland Field Data Form

Project History

The wetland was previously delineated by The Jay Group in November 2005, and the
boundary and wetland classification were confirmed by The Watershed Company
shortly thereafter. Recently, the previously-delineated wetland boundary was relocated
and flagged by surveyors based on the original wetland boundary survey. The wetland
boundary was not re-delineated by a wetland biologist, nor was it reclassified per the
City of Kirkland Wetland Field Data Form (Rating System).

Results

The wetland area crosses the center of the property diagonally, leaving non-wetland
areas in the northwest and southeast portions of the lot. The southeast wetland
boundary (flags A1-A6) was confirmed as accurate. However, portions of the
northwestern wetland boundary are incorrect. In its current configuration and based on
the current wetland delineation manual (Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers
Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region Version 2.0), the
wetland is slightly smaller than as delineated in 2005. Specifically, flags AA12 and
AA13 appear to be entirely within non-wetland areas that are dominated by a non-
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Devon Lane Wetland Review
Sean LeRoy, City of Kirkland
July 21, 2015
Page 2

hydrophytic plant community composed of osoberry, beaked hazelnut, Himalayan
blackberry, and Pacific dewberry. Based on the relative plant assemblages, it appears
that flags AA12 and AA13 can be removed. Additionally, flags AA15 and AA16 appear
to be located farther west than the actual wetland boundary. Similar to above, an area
dominated by non-hydrophytic plants, including osoberry, Pacific dewberry, and sword
fern, appears to have been included inside the delineated wetland boundary. These
locations are particularly relevant, since they are proposed to be partially filled per the
“Impact Areas” figure dated March 4, 2008. We recommend that the applicant have the
northwestern boundary re-delineated by a qualified wetland biologist. A more accurate
boundary will reduce the proposed wetland impacts.

The wetland was re-classified per the Kirkland Rating System. The wetland does not
satisfy any of the criteria for Type 1 wetlands. Therefore, the wetland, including off-site
areas, was scored based on the functions it provides. The wetland received a total of 32
points, which qualifies it as a Type 2 wetland. While minor scoring discrepancies are
noted between our current classification and the previous classification (30 points), the
overall wetland category is unchanged.

The wetland was not rated per the current state/federal classification system (2014
Ecology Wetland Rating System), but it is likely to be considered a Category II or III
wetland, based on the overall structure and landscape positioning. This rating system
will need to be completed in preparation for state and federal permits needed to
authorize any wetland impacts under a development scenario. While there is some
wetland enhancement potential on-site, it is not likely to be sufficient to satisfy wetland
mitigation requirements at the state or federal level, according to current guidance.
Therefore, the applicant will likely need to explore off-site mitigation options, including
the potential use of the King County Mitigation Reserves Program.

Please call if you have any questions or if we can provide you with any additional
information.

Sincerely,

Ryan Kahlo, PWS
Ecologist

Enclosures
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WETLAND FIELD DATA FORM — Devon Lane/Terra Firma
property located at Parcel #0120000120 Kirkland, WA 98033.

Rating done on July 15, 2015 by The Watershed Company.

oF MR
A (11
s
d O
d’"’ WETLAND FIELD DATA FORM

BEGIN BY CHECKING ANY OF THE FOLLOWING (a. — e.) THAT APPLY:

a. The wetland is contiguous to Lake Washington;

b. The wetland contains at least 1/4 acre of organic soils, such as peat bogs or mucky
soils;

c. The wetland is equal to or greater than 10 acres in size and having three or more
wetland classes, as defined by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (Cowardin et al.,
1979), one of which is open water;

d. The wetland has significant habitat value to state or federally listed threatened or
endangered wildlife species; or

e. The wetland contains state or federally listed threatened or endangered plant species.

IF ANY OF THE CRITERIA LISTED ABOVE ARE MET, THEN THE WETLAND IS
CONSIDERED TO BE TYPE 1. IF THAT IS THE CASE, PLEASE CONTINUE TO
COMPLETE THE ENTIRE FORM, BUT DO NOT ASSIGN POINTS.

IF THE WETLAND DOES NOT MEET THE CRITERIA LISTED ABOVE FOR TYPE 1,
COMPLETE THE ENTIRE FORM, USING THE ASSIGNED POINTS TO DETERMINE IF
ITISATYPE 2 OR TYPE 3 WETLAND.

Type 2 wetlands typically have at least two wetland vegetation classes, are at least
partially surrounded by buffers of native vegetation, connected by surface water flow
(perennial or intermittent) to other wetlands or streams, and contain or are associated with
forested habitat.

1. Total wetland area

Estimate wetland area and score from choices Acres Point Value _Points
>20.00 = 6
10-19.99 = 5
5-9.99 = 4
[1—4.99 = 3 ] 3
0.1-099 = 2
<0.1 = 1
(3 points)

ATTACHMENT 5
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2. Wetland classes: Determine the number of wetland classes that qualify, and

score according to the table.

ATTACHMENT 5

|[wetland ar

# of .
Classes Points
Open Water: if the area of open water is >1/3 acre or >10% of the total 1 1
wetland area
Aquatic Beds: if the area of aquatic beds is >10% of the open water 5 3
area or >1/2 acre ]
Emergent: if the area of emergent class is >1/2 acre or >10% of the 3 5
total wetland area
Scrub-Shrub:)if the area of scrub-shrub class is >1/2 acre or >10% of 4 7
the total wetland area
(|Forested: Jathe area of forested class is >1/2 acre or >10% of the total 5 10

(3 points)

3. Plant species diversity.

For all wetland classes which qualified in 2 above, count the number of different plant

species and score according to the table below. You do not have to name them.

e.g., if a wetland has an aquatic bed class with 3 species, and emergent class with 4
species and a scrub-shrub class with 2 species, you would circle 2, 2, and 1 in the

second column (below).

Class # of Species Point Value Class # of Species Point Value
Aquatic Bed 1-2 =1 Scrub-Shrub 1-2 =

3 =2 3-4 =

>3 =3 (>4 =3 |
Emergent 1-2 =1 Forested 1-2 =

3-4 =2 3-4 =

>4 =3 [>4 =3 ]
(6 points)

4. Structural diversity.

If the wetland has a forested class, add 1 point for each of the following attributes

present:
Trees >50' tall =1
Trees 20’ to 49’ tall =1
shrubs =1

Herbaceous ground cover = 1

(4 points)
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o

Intersperesion between wetland classes.

Decide from the diagrams below whether interspection between wetland classes is
high, moderate, low or none

= High
= Moderate
= Low
= None

(@2 I \S RS

moderate moderate

(1 points)
6. Habitat features
Add points associated with each habitat feature listed:

Is there evidence of current use by beavers? =

Is a heron rookery located within 300'? =

Are raptor nest(s) located within 300'? =
[ Are there at least 2 standing dead trees (snags) per acre? = l]

Are there any other perches (wires, poles, or posts)? =
[Are there at least 3 downed logs per acre? =1 ]

(2 points)

7. Connection to streams

Is the wetland connected at any time of the year via surface water? (score one
answer only)

Is the wetland connected at any time of the year via surface

water?

To a perennial stream or a seasonal stream with fish =5 ]
To a seasonal stream without fish =3

Is not connected to any stream =0
(5 points)
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8. Buffers
Step 1: Estimate (to the nearest 5%) the percentage of each buffer or land-use type
(below) that adjoins the wetland boundary. Then multiply these percentages by the
factor(s) below and enter result in the column to the right.

% of Step1l Width Step 2
Buffer Factor

Roads, buildings or parking lots 30 % X0= = 0

Lawn, grazed pasture, vineyards or annual % X1= =

crops

Ungrazed grassland or orchards % X2= =

Open water or native grasslands % X3= =

Forest or shrub 70 % X4 =280 3= 840

Add buffer total: 840

Step 2: Multiply result(s) of step 1:
By 1 if buffer width is 25-50’
By 2 if buffer width is 50-100’
By 3 if buffer width is >100'

Enter results and add subscores

Step 3: Score points according to the following table:

Buffer Total

900-1200 =4

300-599 =2

100-299 =1
(3 points)

9. Connection to other habitat areas:

Is there a riparian corridor to other wetlands within 0.25 of a mile, or a corridor >100’ wide =5
with
good forest or shrub cover to any other habitat area?

Is there a narrow corridor <100' wide with good cover or a wide corridor >100’ wide with =3
low cover

to any other habitat area?

Is there a narrow corridor <100' wide with low cover or a significant habitat area within =1
0.25 mile

but no corridor?

Is the wetland and buffer completely isolated by development and/or cultivated agricultural = 0
land?

(5 points).

10. Scoring
Add the scores to get a total: 32

Question: Is the total greater than or equal to 22 points?

Answer:

No = Type 3
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Sean LeRoy

From: Susan Busch <s_busch@frontier.com>
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2016 8:24 AM
To: Sean LeRoy

Subject: SAR16-01828

Hi Sean,

| tried to look up this permit on My BuildingPermit and it doesn't come up. Is there another way to access the
documents on line?

We use the path that runs past this property. | assume it's on a city right of way? We're wondering how access to the lot
works regarding this through path and what the ROW improvements will be if any.

Thanks, Susan Busch

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Frost, Chris [mailto:chris.frost@zgf.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2016 9:10 PM

To: Sean LeRoy

Subject: Schlau reasonable use

Please make a condition that the pedestrian access along the Slater Street S continuation public ROW be
kept open during construction and permanently. The pedestrian/bike path is an important community
connector.

Thank-you,

Chris Frost
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Sean LeRoy

From: leighful@comcast.net

Sent: Tuesday, August 09, 2016 1:16 PM

To: Sean LeRoy

Subject: SCHLAU Reasonable Use Permit, Case No. SAR16-01828

Dear Mr. LeRoy,

| am interested in this permit application because | live on property that abuts the wetland surrounding
it. Much of the wetland, particularly on this Schlau property end, is not particularly "high quality,"
meaning that it has been taken over in some places by invasive non-native species, including ivy and
blackberries. That said, over the past few years | have counted 21 species of birds in this area
(including one large owl of unidentified species), as well as bats, bees and dragonfly. The area
provides a good noise and visual buffer to the west of the freeway, as well as performing the usual
functions of natural wetland and greenbelt. The subject property will remove a noticeable chunk of

it. | therefore write to ask that as a condition of the applied-for permit that you require some measure
of restoration to the immediately surrounding area, as a mitigating compensation for loss of the
wetland and habitat. Some clearing of non-native species and replanting with native ones, to support
the wildlife and water-containing function of the area, would go a long way toward replacing the value
lost to development.

Thank you for your consideration.

Leigh Fulwood
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Scott and Christine Heinrich
856 9" Ave S

Kirkland, WA 98033
Scottheinrich@yahoo.com

August 16, 2016

Sean LeRoy & Hearing Examiner
City of Kirkland

Planning and Building Department
123 5™ Ave

Kirkland, WA 98033

Dear Sean LeRoy & Hearing Examiner:

This letter pertains to the Schlau reasonable use request, Case NO. SAR16-01828, for Parcel No. 0120000120.

The lot at issue for this permit and new home construction is a natural wetland. It is incomprehensible to
understand how the invasive process associated with new home construction won’t forever impact this
sensitive area including but not limited to the natural plant and animal life. While we have been assured the
lot will be kept as natural as possible and the wetland “recharged”, it seems unlikely considering the quantity
of trees and shrubs that will be disturbed in order to construct a driveway across the property, along with the
dwelling itself.

Our residence was built as a part of a 1987 development by a prior owner of the subject property (Terra
Firma). Despite the continued increasing value of Kirkland property, it is noteworthy that this particular lot
has remained untouched due to its Wetland status. From talking with City of Kirkland planners in 2001 during
the purchase of our own property (which is adjacent and shares a property line) we were led to believe this
particular lot was specifically set aside as protected Wetland in conjunction with the Terra Firma
development in 1987. But now, with real estate prices skyrocketing in the city of Kirkland, we are not
surprised but disappointed to see that the city of Kirkland is somehow entertaining approval to develop this
environmentally sensitive and wildlife-abundant property.

The Schlau request for Reasonable Use exception approval does not comply with Kirkland code. The City of
Kirkland Code 90.140 clearly states “which does not exceed a total of 3,000 square feet of site disturbance,
and does not encroach into the sensitive area.” (Full text included in Enclosure 1). The proposed
development site encroaches on the sensitive areas located both on the subject lot and required for access to
the lot. Furthermore, the site disturbance is 3000 sqft on the lot and requires another approximately 2954
sqft of disturbance as part of the access road construction which does not comply with Kirkland exception
code. | have found no indication that an exception to the reasonable use exception requirements (exception
to the exception) is allowed by Kirkland code. The reasonable use clause allows only for 3000 sqft
disturbance of the buffer. These facts alone should be enough to bar further development of this property.
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Also, the Schlau proposal for Reasonable Use Exception does not comply with federal and state approval
requirements. Development that encroaches on sensitive areas and buffers must be reviewed and approved
by federal and state authorities including the Washington State Department of Ecology.

The reasonable use exception code 90.140 states its purpose to “provide the City with a mechanism to
approve limited use and disturbance of a sensitive area and sensitive area buffer when strict application of
this chapter would deny all economically viable use of the property.” To bring this into perspective, the
property owner has been paying taxes on a $13,000 property value. This valuation is a clear indication of the
economic value of the property and should be used in determining economically viable options. The property
owner is now attempting to sell this Wetland property for $600,000+ pending approval by the City of
Kirkland. There are likely other economically viable options including compensation from the city of Kirkland,
the Everest Park neighborhood association, or neighboring land owners — especially when considering the
$13,000 taxable property value.

There are no other developments in the immediate vicinity of the subject property. King County reasonable
use exception approval requirements state criteria including “The proposal is compatible in design, scale and
use with other development or potential development in the immediate vicinity of the subject property in the
same zone and with similar site constraints” .

To further emphasize the fact that this property is class 2 Wetlands, a map of the subject property is included
in the enclosure to clearly show the overlay on the subject property in both Enclosures 2 and 3. The map in
Enclosure 3 was copied from document “SAR15-01225_Sensitive Areas Determination for Devon Lane” which
was contained in City of Kirkland’s file for this proposal. This property is clearly Wetlands and several maps
including those provided by City of Kirkland show this property within a Wetland area.

We are concerned for the environment and understand this may be our only opportunity to voice our
concern. We have had the immense pleasure to enjoy all kinds of birds and creatures over the years and are
concerned the removal of and disturbance of their habitat will negatively impact their ability to thrive or
survive at all. There are numerous hawks, blue jays, hummingbirds, woodpeckers, finches, doves, owls,
starlings, crows and many more. We are concerned the features of this wetland will be dramatically changed,
and the sounds and visual aspects of the property will be changed forever. We have observed aggressive
construction in our neighborhood in the last year and know once the damage is done, it is done, and
attempts to remediate will be challenging if even possible at all.

In conclusion, this proposal does not comply with specified requirements for Reasonable Use Exception. The
proposal has not been approved by state and federal departments which will be legally required for Wetland
development. We also ask that the City of Kirkland consider the impacts to wildlife habitat, neighborhood
recreation trails, and natural buffers for both sight and sound that would be destroyed through approval of
this proposal. This is not a case where someone paid $600,000 for property and now can only sell it for
$13,000 without approval of this permit. It is quite the opposite and motivated by profit. The Wetland
status would have been obvious at purchase. We hope the City of Kirkland will do the right thing in support
of its citizens rather than supporting the extreme profits that will be reaped from outside developers who
would develop every Wetland if given the chance.
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We appreciate your consideration.

Sincerely,

Ut g

Scott & Christine Heinrich

Enclosures 1, 2, 3

ATTACHMENT 6
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Sean LeRoy & Hearing Examiner
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Enclosure 1

90.140 Reasonable Use Exception

1. Purpose of the Reasonable Use Exception — The purpose of the reasonable use exception is to:

a. Provide the City with a mechanism to approve limited use and disturbance of a sensitive
area and sensitive area buffer when strict application of this chapter would deny all

economically viable use of the property;

b. Establish guidelines and standards for the exercise of this authority adjusted to the

specific conditions of each site; and

c. Protect public health, welfare and safety of the citizens of Kirkland.

2. “Reasonable Use” —is a legal concept that has been articulated by federal and state courts in regulatory
takings cases. In a takings case, the decision-maker must balance the public benefit against the owner’s
interests by considering the nature of the harm the regulation is intended to prevent, the availability and
effectiveness of alternative measures, and the economic loss borne by the owner. Public benefit factors
include the seriousness of the harm to be prevented, the extent to which the land involved contributes to the

harm, the degree to which the regulation solves the problem, and the feasibility of less oppressive solutions.

3. Reasonable Use Process — If the strict application of this chapter would preclude all reasonable use of a
site, an owner of real property may apply for a reasonable use exception to this chapter. The application shall
be considered under Process IIA of Chapter 150 KZC; provided, that for a single-family development proposal
which does not exceed a total of 3,000 square feet of site disturbance, and does not encroach into the
sensitive area, but only the associated buffer, the application shall be considered pursuant to subsection (7)

of this section, Reasonable Use Process: Administrative Alternative.

4. Submittal Requirements — As part of the reasonable use request, in addition to submitting an application,
the applicant shall submit a report prepared by a qualified professional and fund a review of this report by

the City’s qualified professional. The report shall include the following:
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a. A determination and delineation of the sensitive area and sensitive area buffer containing
all the information specified in KZC 90.40(3) for a wetland or based on the definitions

contained in this chapter for a stream;

b. An analysis of whether any other reasonable use with less impact on the sensitive area

and sensitive area buffer is possible;

c. Sensitive site design and construction staging of the proposal so that the development will

have the least practicable impact on the sensitive area and sensitive area buffer;

d. A description of the area of the site which is within the sensitive area or within the

setbacks or buffers required by this chapter;

e. Adescription of protective measures that will be undertaken such as siltation curtains, hay
bales and other siltation prevention measures, and scheduling the construction activity to

avoid interference with wildlife and fisheries rearing, nesting or spawning activities;

f.  An analysis of the impact that the amount of development proposed would have on the

sensitive area and the sensitive area buffer;

g. How the proposal minimizes to the greatest extent possible net loss of sensitive area

functions;

h. Whether the improvement is located away from the sensitive area and the sensitive area

buffer to the greatest extent possible; and

i. Such other information or studies as the Planning Official may reasonably require.

5. Decisional Criteria — The City shall grant applications for reasonable use exceptions only if all of the

following criteria are met:

a. That no permitted type of land use for the property with less impact on the sensitive area
and associated buffer is feasible and reasonable, which in a residential zone shall be one (1)

single-family dwelling and in a commercial or industrial zone shall be an office use;
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b. That there is no feasible on-site alternative to the proposed activities, including reduction
in size, density or intensity, phasing of project implementation, change in timing of activities,
revision of road and lot layout, and/or related site planning considerations, that would allow a

reasonable economic use with less adverse impacts to the sensitive area and buffer;

c. Unless the applicant can demonstrate unique circumstances related to the subject
property, the amount of site area that will be disturbed by structure placement or other land
alteration, including but not limited to grading, utility installation, decks, driveways, paving,

and landscaping, shall not exceed the following limits:

i. If the subject property contains 6,000 square feet of area or less, no more than 50

percent of the site may be disturbed.

ii. If the subject property contains more than 6,000 square feet but less than 30,000

square feet, no more than 3,000 square feet may be disturbed.

iii. For properties containing 30,000 square feet or more, the maximum allowable site
disturbance shall be between 3,000 square feet and 10 percent of the lot area, to be

determined by the City on a case-by-case basis.

iv. The amount of allowable disturbance shall be that which will have the least
practicable impact on the sensitive area and the sensitive area buffer given the

characteristics and context of the subject property, sensitive area, and buffer.

The applicant shall pay for a qualified professional to help with the City’s determination

of the appropriate limit for disturbance;

d. The proposal is compatible in design, scale and use with other legally established
development in the immediate vicinity of the subject property in the same zone and with

similar site constraints;

e. The proposal utilizes to the maximum extent possible innovative construction, design, and
development techniques, including pervious surfaces, which minimize to the greatest extent

possible net loss of sensitive area functions and values;
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f. The proposed development does not pose an unacceptable threat to the public health,

safety, or welfare on or off the property;

g. The proposal meets the mitigation, maintenance, and monitoring requirements of this

chapter;

h. The inability to derive reasonable use is not the result of actions by the applicant after the

effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter or its predecessor; and

i. The granting of the exception will not confer on the applicant any special privilege that is

denied by this chapter to other lands, buildings, or structures under similar circumstances.

6. Modifications and Conditions — The City may approve reduction in required yards or buffer setbacks and
may allow the maximum height of structures to be increased up to five (5) feet to reduce the impact on the
sensitive area and sensitive area buffer. The City shall include in the written decision any conditions and
restrictions that the City determines are necessary to eliminate or minimize any undesirable effects of

approving the exception.

7. Reasonable Use Process: Administrative Alternative — If, in order to provide reasonable use of a site, the
standards of this chapter need to be modified and the proposed improvement does not exceed a total of
3,000 square feet of site impact, including but not limited to structures, paved areas, landscaping, decks,
driveways, utility installation, and grading, the Planning Director is authorized to approve a reasonable use
exception subject to subsections (4) and (5) of this section and considered under Process | of Chapter 145

KZC. Administrative approval shall also be subject to the following limitations:

a. Therequired front yard may be reduced by up to 50 percent where the applicant
demonstrates that the development cannot meet the City’s code requirements without

encroaching into the sensitive area buffer.

b. The encroachment of the proposed development shall only be into the sensitive area

buffer, not the sensitive area.

8. Lapse of Approval
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a. The reasonable use exception approval expires and is void if the applicant fails to file a
complete building permit application within one (1) year of the final decision granting or
approving the exception, unless the applicant has received an extension for the exception
from the decision-maker 30 days prior to expiration. “Final decision” means the final decision

of the Planning Director or City Council.

b. The applicant may apply for a one-time extension of up to one (1) year. The application
must be submitted by letter to the Planning Official and, along with any other supplemental
documentation, must demonstrate that the applicant is making substantial progress toward
developing the subject property consistent with the approval and that circumstances beyond

his/her control prevent compliance with the time limit under this section.

c. The lapse of approval period provided in this section is shorter than the lapse of approval
period in KZC 150.135 generally applicable to Process IIA approvals and this shorter period

shall control for reasonable use exception approvals.

Enclosure 2 — Kirkland Map with Wetland Overlay referenced on August 16, 2016
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Enclosure 3: Sensitive Areas Determination — November 11, 2005 by The Jay Group (Included in the City of
Kirkland’s file related to this proposal)
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From: Linda Lambert [mailto:chipandlinda@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 31, 2016 6:51 PM

To: Sean LeRoy

Subject: Parcel No. 0120000120

Hi Sean,

Thank you for your notice regarding a reasonable use permit for a single family home in the Everest
Neighborhood. | live in the cul-de-sac on 8th Avenue South.

We have water issues in our backyard during the fall/winter months when it has been raining. Our back
yard is swampy.

Hopefully, you will keep the impacts to the neighbors in the near vicinity when it comes to cutting down
trees in that parcel. The trees help keep the water in-check so our back yard does not become a swamp.

Thank you,

Linda Lambert

825 - 8th Avenue South
Kirkland, WA 98033

(425) 827-3882
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Sean LeRoy

From: Scott Reber <scott@sqlsite.com>

Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 7:26 PM

To: Sean LeRoy

Subject: Permit #SAR16-01828 comment due 8/15/2016

Dear Sean, (425) 587-3260

Thank you for notifying us about the new house development on the undeveloped
portion of Slater Ave in the woods just off the end of 9th Ave., South in
Houghton. Parcel #0120000120

It appears the new house driveway will impact the "Slater Avenue Trail" that leads
to and from Everest Park.

Do you know if we will still have trail access to the park? I know the city maintains
the trail with annual weed mowing, gravel placement, and they even built two
bridges with culverts near the wetlands before the park tee.

We live at 11230 NE 68th St for 30 years and frequently use the trail along with
dozens of other condo owners and dog walkers.

Please help and share the hearing date.
Thank you kindly!

Scott & Joan Reber
(425) 822-8741
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Sean LeRoy

From: Roger Townsend <rogertownsend44@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2016 7:12 AM

To: Sean LeRoy

Subject: Re permit number SAR16-01828

Dear Mr. LeRoy,

I am GR Townsend, residing at 521 Alexander Ave Kirkland WA 98033, my phone number is 2064992611.

| have examined the proposed permit graphics and while | have no objection to the construction of the dwelling on the
site, | must object in the strongest possible terms to the proposed driveway configuration. It would impact use of a
common pathway which has been in use for generations and runs from the foot of Slater Street to the north, through
the proposed driveway to intersect the roadway. The proposed project would also be in close proximity to numerous
springs and the wetlands through which the city has previously denied or prohibited construction. If this project is
approved, | must object if the city also proposes to vacate any public land for any purpose in aid of this project.
Sincerely,

George R Townsend

Address indicated above

Sent from my iPhone
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ATTACHMENT 7

¢ KIRp
2%, % CITY OF KIRKLAND
§ 2= zu Planning and Building Department
4 2 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033
?@H‘NG«‘O www.kirklandwa.gov ~ 425.587.3600

DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE (DNS)
Case No.: SEP16-01580 DATE ISSUED:
Project Name: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR SCHLAU REASONABLE USE EXCEPTION
Project Location: VACANT; PARCEL NO. 0120000120

Project Description: REASONABLE USE EXCEPTION FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF ONE
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE

Proponent: JAY SCHALU
Project Planner: Sean LeRoy
Lead Agency: City of Kirkland

The lead agency for this proposal has determined that it does not have a probable significant
adverse impact on the environment. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not required
under RCW 43.21.030 (2)(c). This decision was made after review of a completed environmental
checklist and other information on file with the lead agency. This information is available to the
public upon request.

X This DNS is issued under WAC 197-11-340(2); the lead agency will not act on this proposal
for 14 days from the date issued. Comments must be submitted to Sean LeRoy, project
planner at sleroy@kirklandwa.gov by 5:00 PM on @ (date). Please reference case
number SEP16-01580.

Z’ V%ﬁ March 30, 2017
> EEn

Eric R. Shields, AICP, Director Date
City of Kirkland

Planning & Building Department

123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 - (425) 587-3225

Responsible official:

X You may appeal this determination to the Planning & Building Department at City of
Kirkland, 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 no later than 5:00 PM on @ (date, 14
days from date issued) by a Written Notice of Appeal. You should be prepared to make
specific factual objections and reference case number SEP16-01580. Contact Sean LeRoy,
project planner in the Planning & Building Department at 425.587.3260 to ask about the
procedures for SEPA appeals. See also KMC 24.02.230 Administrative Appeals.

Publish in The Seattle Timeson: @
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Distribute this notice with a copy of the Environmental Checklist to:
AGENCIES WITH JURISDICTION, AFFECTED AGENCIES, AND/OR INTERESTED PARTIES

Department of Ecology - Environmental Review Department of Fish and Wildlife — Olympia
Department of Natural Resources — SEPA Center

Finn Hill Neighborhood Association

Muckleshoot Tribal Council - Environmental Division, Fisheries Division Habitat Program
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Seattle District

cc: Applicant

Distributed by:

Date
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ATTACHMENT 8

June 24, 2016
AOA-4811

Jay Schlau
jayschlau@gmail.com

SUBJECT: Devon Lane — Parcel 012000-0120, Kirkland, WA
Reasonable Use and Wetland/Buffer Mitigation Report

Dear Jay:

The purpose of this report is to identify impacts to the wetland and buffer from the
proposed single-family residence and to describe the measures that will be
implemented to mitigate these impacts. This report has been revised to reflect the
comments in the February 16, 2016 memo from Ryan Kahlo with The Watershed
Company (TWC), peer review consultants for the City of Kirkland. This report has
also been revised to include the Reasonable Use Exception submittal requirements
and decision criteria outlined in KZC 90.140.4 and 5.

It is my understanding that the wetland boundary as depicted on the updated
wetland survey has been approved by TWC. In addition, TWC has confirmed that
the wetland on the property is a Type 2 wetland located in a secondary basin and
would therefore require a standard 50-foot buffer plus 10-foot structure setback per
KZC 90.45. This wetland and buffer encumbers nearly the entire parcel.

1.0 PROJECT IMPACTS

The proposed project consists of the development of a single-family residence. Since
there is no realistic developable area located outside of the buffer, the project will
require a Reasonable Use Exception per KZC 90.140. As part of the reasonable use
process, no more than 3,000 s.f. of site disturbance is allowed.

The proposed project would directly impact 137 s.f. of Type 2 wetland for the driveway
to the residence. The project also requires the clearing of 2,851 s.f. of buffer area and
12 s.f. of non-buffer area for a total of 3,000 s.f. of site disturbance. In addition, 2,954
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s.f. of off-site buffer would be impacted within the 10" St. S. right-of-way as part of the
proposed access drive.

Wetland Functions and Values

Wetlands, in general, provide many valuable ecological and social functions,
including stormwater storage, water quality protection, groundwater recharge
and discharge, and wildlife habitat. The wetland on the project site appears
to generally have a moderate value for most wetland functions.

Although gently sloped, the on-site wetland does provide a small stormwater
storage area that helps reduce downstream flooding and traps sediments.
The trapping of sediments and other pollutants within the wetland maintains
water quality in downstream areas. The overall wetland may also provide
some further benefit to down gradient areas by releasing water slowly during
the drier months, thereby contributing to the base flow of streams located
within the wetland complex off-site to the north.

In addition to its hydrologic functions, the wetland also provides biological functions.
As a component of a remnant isolated forested area, the on-site wetland provides
habitat for a variety of wildlife species typical of similar habitats within suburban
areas of western Washington.

Although privately owned, the on-site wetland does provide some cultural
wetland functions as part of the overall open space associated with the
wetland complex. The wetland contains some limited passive recreational
opportunities such as wildlife viewing.

2.0 WETLAND AND BUFFER MITIGATION

Mitigation for the 137 s.f. of wetland impact includes the creation of 103 s.f. of new
wetland and the enhancement of the remaining degraded wetlands on the property.
KZC 90.55.4 requires a 1.5:1 mitigation ratio for direct impacts to Type 2 wetlands in
a secondary basin. Of the total mitigation area no more than %2 of the mitigation
requirement may consist of enhancement (137 x 1.5 divided by 2 = 103).

Enhancement calculations were conducted utilizing the assumption that
approximately 20% of the areas deemed suitable for enhancement contain native
vegetation that would be preserved. Even with this assumption, enhancement for
buffer impacts would be well over a 1:1 impact to mitigation ratio for buffer impacts
(see Figures 1 through 5).

The proposed mitigation plan should increase the habitat functions of the wetland
and buffer over current conditions. Under this plan, invasive species would be
removed and degraded buffer areas would be planted with a variety of native trees
and shrubs to increase the plant species and structural diversity of the wetland and
buffer. These plantings would also provide increased physical and visual screening
to the wetland from the proposed development.
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2.1 Goal, Objectives, and Performance Standards for Mitigation Area

The primary goal of the mitigation plan is to increase the habitat functions of the
wetland and buffer on the site. To meet this goal, the following objectives and
performance standards have been incorporated into the design of the plan:

Objective A: Increase the structural and plant species diversity within the mitigation
area.

Performance Standard: There will be 100% survival of all woody planted species
throughout the mitigation area at the end of the first year of planting. Following Year
1, success will be based on an 80% survival rate. In addition, areal cover of planted
or recolonized native species within the mitigation area will be a minimum of 15%
after Year 1, 20% after Year 2, 30% after Year 3, and 50% after Year 5

Objective B: Limit the amount of invasive and exotic species within the mitigation
area.

Performance Standard: After construction and following every monitoring event for a
period of at least five years, exotic and invasive plant species will be maintained at
levels below 10% total cover in all planted areas. These species include, but are not
limited to, Himalayan and evergreen blackberry, reed canarygrass, Scot’s broom,
morning glory, Japanese knotweed, English ivy, thistle, and creeping nightshade.

Objective C: Provide wetland hydrology within the proposed wetland creation area.
Performance Standard: After construction and following every monitoring event for a
period of at least five years, the proposed wetland creation area will meet the
hydrology requirements for wetlands as outlined in the May 2010 Regional
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western
Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (Version 2.0).

2.2 Construction Management

Prior to commencement of any work in the mitigation area, the clearing limits will be
staked and all existing vegetation to be saved will be clearly marked. A pre-
construction meeting will be held at the site to review and discuss all aspects of the
project with the landscape contractor and the owner.

A consultant will supervise plan implementation during construction to ensure that
objectives and specifications of the mitigation plan are met. Any necessary
significant modifications to the design that occur as a result of unforeseen site
conditions will be jointly approved by the City of Kirkland and the consultant prior to
their implementation.

2.3 Monitoring Methodology

The vegetation monitoring program will be conducted twice a year for a period of five
years, with annual reports submitted to the City of Kirkland. Three permanent 50
foot long by 10 foot wide vegetation sampling transects will be established during the
baseline monitoring assessment. Two in the southern portion of the site and one in
the northeast portion of the site. During monitoring events, woody vegetation will be
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evaluated through the use of the point-intercept sampling methodology within each
of these sampling locations. Herbaceous cover will be visually estimated.

Photo-points will be established from which photographs will be taken throughout the
monitoring period. These photographs will document general appearance and
progress in plant community establishment in the mitigation area. Review of the
photos over time will provide a visual representation of success of the plan.

A shallow groundwater monitoring well will be installed within the 103 s.f. wetland
creation area. Hydrology within the created wetland will be monitored at least twice
a year during the spring. Site visits will be conducted early in the growing season
with a follow up visit conducted in mid-spring. Since the adjacent wetland contains a
seasonally high groundwater table with little ponding, wetland hydrology will be
achieved if soil saturation is observed within 10 inches of the surface for a period of
at least one month during the growing season.

3.0 MAINTENANCE PLAN

Maintenance will be conducted on a routine, year round basis. Additional
maintenance needs will be identified and addressed following a twice-yearly
maintenance review. Contingency measures and remedial action on the site shall be
implemented on an as-needed basis at the direction of the consultant or the owner.

3.1 Weed Control

Routine removal and control of non-native and other invasive plants (e.g., reed
canarygrass, Himalayan and evergreen blackberry, Japanese knotweed, Scot's
broom, English ivy, morning glory, thistle and creeping nightshade) shall be
performed by manual means whenever possible. Chemical means (Rodeo or
Roundup) will only be used if necessary. Undesirable and weedy exotic plant
species shall be maintained at levels below 10% total cover within any given stratum
at any time during the three-year monitoring period.

3.2 General Maintenance ltems

Routine maintenance of planted trees shall be performed. Measures include resetting
plants to proper grades and upright positions. Weed control should be performed by;

hand removal whenever possible. If weed-whacking is performed, great care shall be
taken to prevent damage to desired native species either planted or re-colonized.

4.0 CONTINGENCY PLAN

All dead plants will be replaced with the same species or an approved substitute
species that meets the goal of the mitigation plan. Plant material shall meet the
same specifications as originally-installed material. Replanting will not occur until
after reason for failure has been identified (e.g., moisture regime, poor plant stock,
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disease, shade/sun conditions, wildlife damage, etc.). Replanting shall be
completed under the direction of the consultant, City of Kirkland, or the owner.

5.0 AS-BUILT PLAN

Following completion of construction activities, an as-built plan for the mitigation area
will be provided to the City of Kirkland. The plan will identify and describe any
changes in relation to the original approved plan.

6.0 REASONABLE USE EXCEPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS
Projects requesting a reasonable use in the City of Kirkland must include the following
submittal requirements:

a. A determination and delineation of the sensitive area and sensitive area
buffer containing all the information specified in KZC (3) for a wetland
or based on the definitions contained in this chapter for a stream;

The wetland on the property has been delineated and surveyed. The surveyed
boundary has been approved by the City’s peer review consultant.

b. An analysis of whether any other reasonable use with less impact on the
sensitive area and sensitive area buffer is possible;

The project site is located within a single-family residential neighborhood and this is
the intended use for the property. There is no other use for this property that would
have less impact on the wetland and buffer and still meet the goal of the property
owner for a reasonable use of the site. Impacts have been minimized to the extent
feasible and only one relatively small structure would be constructed.

c. Sensitive site design and construction staging of the proposal so that the
development will have the least practicable impact on the sensitive area
and sensitive area buffer;

Due to the wetland and buffer constraints it is not possible to develop the property
without impacting sensitive areas to some degree. However, the proposed
residence would be constructed within the largest area of available upland on the
site and the project has been designed to impact the smallest amount of buffer
possible. In addition, the required driveway crossing to the residence would be
located in the narrowest portion of the wetland to minimize the wetland impact.

d. A description of the area of the site which is within the sensitive area or
within the setbacks or buffers required by this chapter;

Nearly the entire property is encumbered by Wetland A and its associated buffer.
Wetland A on the site is primarily forested and included black cottonwood (Populus
trichocarpa) western red cedar (Thuja plicata), red alder (Alnus rubra), salmonberry
(Rubus spectabilis), vine maple (Acer circinatum), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus
armeniacus), lady fern (Athyrium filix-femina), and horsetail (Equisetum sp.).
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Hydrologic support to the wetland appears to be primarily from a seasonally high
groundwater table and there is typically little inundation within the wetland.

The plant community within the buffer is similar to the wetland but transitionally
includes more mesic species such as hazelnut (Corylus cornuta), Indian plum
(Oemleria cerasiformis), sword fern (Polystichum munitum), and trailing blackberry
(Rubus ursinus).

e. A description of protective measures that will be undertaken such as
siltation curtains, hay bales and other siltation prevention measures, and
scheduling the construction activity to avoid interference with wildlife and
fisheries rearing, nesting or spawning activities;

To minimize impacts to the wetland and buffer to the extent feasible, a six-foot high
construction-phase chain link fence with silt screen fabric shall be installed at the
clearing limits per City of Kirkland standards during construction. The chain link
construction fence shall be removed and replaced with a split-rail fence after
construction of the house is complete.

f. An analysis of the impact that the amount of development proposed would
have on the sensitive area and the sensitive area buffer;

The proposed project would directly impact 137 s.f. of Type 2 wetland for the
driveway to the residence. The project also requires the clearing of 2,851 s.f. of
buffer area and 12 s.f. of non-buffer area for a total of 3,000 s.f. of site disturbance.
In addition, 2,954 s.f. of off-site buffer would be impacted within the 10™" St. S. right-
of-way as part of the proposed access drive.

g. How the proposal minimizes to the greatest extent possible net loss of
sensitive area functions;

The proposed residence has been designed to minimize impacts to the wetland and
associated buffer to the greatest extent feasible. The house would be constructed in
the largest available upland and the length of the access driveway has been
minimized to be as short as possible. Impacts to sensitive areas are unavoidable
but the overall project has been designed to limit impacts to the buffer rather than
the wetland to maintain as much wetland function as possible.

h. Whether the improvement is located away from the sensitive area and the
sensitive area buffer to the greatest extent possible; and

As previously stated, the project has been designed to minimize impacts to the
wetland and buffer to the extent feasible by: 1) placing the house in the largest
available upland possible, 2) minimizing the length of the driveway, and 3) crossing
the wetland at its narrowest point.

i. Such other information or studies as the Planning Official may reasonably
require.
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No other studies appear to be required.

7.0 REASONABL USE DECISION CRITERIA
The City of Kirkland shall grant applications for reasonable use exceptions only if all
of the following criteria per KZC 90.140.5 are met:

a. That no permitted type of land use for the property with less impact on the
sensitive area and associated buffer is feasible and reasonable, which in a
residential zone shall be one (1) single-family dwelling and in a commercial
or industrial zone shall be an office use;

Only one single-family residence is proposed.

b. That there is no feasible on-site alternative to the proposed activities,
including reduction in size, density or intensity, phasing of project
implementation, change in timing of activities, revision of road and lot
layout, and/or related site planning considerations, that would allow a
reasonable economic use with less adverse impacts to the sensitive area
and buffer;

As discussed above, the proposed residence and associated driveway have been
minimized to the extent feasible and there is no other alternative that would allow a
reasonable economic use of the property and would have less adverse impact on
the wetland and its buffer.

c. Unless the applicant can demonstrate unique circumstances related to the
subject property, the amount of site area that will be disturbed by structure
placement or other land alteration, including but not limited to grading, utility
installation, decks, driveways, paving, and landscaping, shall not exceed
the following limits:

i. If the subject property contains 6,000 square feet of area or less, no
more than 50 percent of the site may be disturbed.

Property is greater than 6,000 s.f. so does not apply.

ii. If the subject property contains more than 6,000 square feet but less
than 30,000 square feet, no more than 3,000 square feet may be
disturbed.

Since the parcel is 25,501 s.f. in size, this section applies. As part of the proposal,
only 3,000 s.f. of total on-site disturbance is proposed.

iii. For properties containing 30,000 square feet or more, the maximum
allowable site disturbance shall be between 3,000 square feet and 10
percent of the lot area, to be determined by the City on a case-by-case
basis.
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Does not apply.

iv. The amount of allowable disturbance shall be that which will have the
least practicable impact on the sensitive area and the sensitive area buffer
given the characteristics and context of the subject property, sensitive
area, and buffer.

As described above the 3,000 s.f. of maximum on-site disturbance has been located
to minimize impacts to the wetland and buffer to the extent feasible.

The applicant shall pay for a qualified professional to help with the City’s
determination of the appropriate limit for disturbance;

Understood.

d. The proposal is compatible in design, scale and use with other legally
established development in the immediate vicinity of the subject property in
the same zone and with similar site constraints;

The project site has more constraints than the adjacent developed properties and as
such the scale of the proposed residence and impact area is less than on
surrounding properties.

e. The proposal utilizes to the maximum extent possible innovative
construction, design, and development techniques, including pervious
surfaces, which minimize to the greatest extent possible net loss of
sensitive area functions and values;

It is my understanding that the project will be developed using best management
practices and the most recent innovative construction techniques possible.

f. The proposed development does not pose an unacceptable threat to the
public health, safety, or welfare on or off the property;

The proposed residence does not pose an unacceptable threat to the public health,
safety, or welfare on or off the property.

g. The proposal meets the mitigation, maintenance, and monitoring
requirements of this chapter;

A mitigation, maintenance, and monitoring plan that meets City requirements has
been developed for all impacts to sensitive areas.

h. The inability to derive reasonable use is not the result of actions by the

applicant after the effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter or
its predecessor; and

92



ATTACHMENT 8
Jay Schlau
June 24, 2016
Page 9 of 10

The applicant has not created the wetland or buffer that require the reasonable use
provisions nor has the applicant created the legal lot that is now the subject of the
reasonable use provisions.

i. The granting of the exception will not confer on the applicant any special
privilege that is denied by this chapter to other lands, buildings, or
structures under similar circumstances.

The reasonable use exception requested is not a special privilege and would apply
to any other property with similar circumstances.

8.0 REQUEST FOR STRUCTURE HEIGHT MODIFICATION

The City of Kirkland may approve the reduction in required yards or buffer setbacks
and may allow the maximum height of structures to be increased up to five (5) feet to
reduce the impact on the sensitive area and sensitive area buffer per KZC 90.140.6.

As part of the project, the applicant is proposing to increase the height of the
residence by 5 feet using this provision. It was determined by the project civil
engineer and architect that constructing an underground basement level on this site
would require excavating the building area down approximately 12-14 feet below the
existing grades. This type of excavation typically requires temporary excavation cut
slopes as steep as 1:1 in inclination that would create a 12-15 foot horizontal
footprint around the perimeter of the building pad. Therefore creating a basement
rather than increasing the building height would significantly increase the impact to
surrounding wetland, buffer, and trees on the site. In addition, excavating a
basement would draw groundwater from the surrounding area into the basement
drainage system, thereby potentially de-watering the wetland.

Due to the required driveway turn around, the building footprint is limited to about
1200 s.f. This house size is inconsistent with typical new construction in the same
zone and vicinity. It is my understanding that increasing the residence by 5 feet
would allow for a 3-story structure that would increase the living area to be more
consistent with new construction homes in the same zone and vicinity. It is also my
understanding that no views of any kind would be affected by granting an additional
5 feet of building height for this lot.
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If you have any questions, please give me a call.

Sincerely,
ALTMANN OLIVER ASSOCIATES, LLC
John Altmann

Ecologist

Attachment

ATTACHMENT 8
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SPECIFICATIONS

UEN

&

1O.

13.

14.

15.

CONTRACTOR INFORMATION. WHEN IT 1S AVAILABLE, CONTACT INFORMATION SHALL BE PROVIDED TO THE CITY OF KIRKLAND THAT
INCLUDES NAMES, ADDRESSES AND PHONE NUMBERS OF PERSONS/FIRMS THAT WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR INSTALLING REQUIRED
PLANTS AND PERFORMING REQUIRED MAINTENANCE.

CONTRACTOR'S QUALIFICATIONS. ALL WORK SHALL BE PERFORMED BY A LICENSED LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR REGISTERED IN THE
STATE OF WASHINGTON. CONTRACTOR MUST BE EXPERIENCED IN MITIGATION AND RESTORATION WORK. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
PROVIDE THAT THERE IS ONE PERSON ON THE SITE AT ALL TIMES DURING WORK AND INSTALLATION WHO 1S THOROUGHLY FAMILIAR
WITH THE TYPE OF MATERIALS BEING INSTALLED AND THE BEST METHODS FOR THEIR INSTALLATION, AND IWHO SHALL DIRECT ALL
WORK BEING PERFORMED UNDER THESE SPECIFICATIONS. THIS PERSON SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM OF FIVE (5) YEARS EXPERIENCE
INSTALLING NATIVE PLANT MATERIALS FOR WETLAND MITIGATION OR RESTORATION PROJECTS, UNLESS OTHERWISE ALLOWED BY THE
LANDSCAPE DESIGNER, WETLAND BIOLOGIST AND/OR THE CITY OF KIRKLAND.

IN THE WETLAND CREATION AREA, REMOVE AND STOCKPILE TOPSOIL, EXCAVATE ~3-9" TO BE AT SAME ELEVATION AS ADJACENT
WETLAND. REPLACE TOPSOIL AND PLANT. AOA TO REVIEW WETLAND CREATION PRIOR TO TOPSOIL REFPLACEMENT.

ALL PLANTS SHOULD BE INSTALLED BETWEEN DECEMBER ST AND MARCH [5TH.

INTERMEDIATE INSPECTIONS. ALL PLANTS SHALL BE INSPECTED AND APPROVED BY THE LANDSCAPE DESIGNER AND/OR WETLAND
BIOLOGIST PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. CONDITION OF ROOTS OF A RANDOM SAMPLE OF PLANTS WILL BE INSPECTED, AS WELL AS ALL
ABOVEGROUND GROWTH ON ALL PLANTS. ROOTS OF ANY BARE ROOT PLANTS, IF PERMITTED FOR USE, WILL BE INSPECTED. PLANT
MATERIAL MAY BE APPROVED AT THE SOURCE, AT THE DISCRETION OF THE LANDSCAPE DESIGNER AND THE WETLAND BIOLOGIST,
BUT ALL MATERIAL MUST BE RE-INSPECTED AND APPROVED ON THE SITE PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. PLANT LOCATIONS SHALL ALSO
BE INSPECTED AND APPROVED PRIOR TO PLANTING.

PRIOR TO INSTALLATION OF PLANT MATERIAL ALL HIMALAYAN BLACKBERRY, ENGLISH VY, ENGLISH HOLLY, CHERRY LAUREL, REED
CANARTYGRASS, HEDGE BINDWEED, THISTLE, POISON HEMLOCK, CREEPING NIGHTSHADE, SCOT'S BROOM, KNOTWEED, ANY NON-ORGANIC
DEBRIS AND ANY OTHER INVASIVE PLANT SPECIES LOCATED IN THE PLANTING AREAS WILL BE REMOVED BY HAND GRUBBING ALL
ROOTS AND EXPORTED OFFSITE. CARE SHALL BE TAKEN TO AVOID DISTURBANCE TO NATIVE WOODY VEGETATION LOCATION
AMONGST NON-NATIVE VEGETATION. ALL NON-ORGANIC DEBRIS SHALL BE REMOVED FROM THE ENHANCEMENT AREAS AND
EXPORTED FROM THE SITE. IN INVASIVE GRUBBING AREAS, DEJIONG'S FERTIL-MULCH SHALL BE PLACED TO PRE-CLEARING GRADES.
AOA TO REVIEW DEBRIS REMOVAL, INVASIVE PLANT REMOVAL, SOIL PLACEMENT AND PLANT LAYOUT PRIOR TO PLANTING.

A SPLIT-RAIL FENCE SHALL BE INSTALLED ALONG THE BUFFER BOUNDARY PER DETAIL 4 ON FIGURE 3 PRIOR TO PLANTING. FENCE
SHALL INCLUDE 4 - 4' WIDE OPENINGS FOR ACCESS DURING MAINTENANCE.

ALL PLANTS SHALL BE PIT-PLANTED IN PLANTING PITS EXCAVATED 2X THE DIAMETER OF THE PLANT. PITS SHALL BE BACKFILLED
WITH A 30/70 MIX OF STEERCO TO NATIVE SOIL. PLANTS SHALL BE INSTALLED 2" HIGH AND SURFACED MULCHED TO A DEPTH OF 2"
WITH MEDIUM-COURSE BARK MULCH PLACED CONTINUOUSLY THROUGHOUT THE PLANTING BED.

ALL PLANTS SHALL BE NURSERY GROWN (IN WESTERN WA OR OR) FOR AT LEAST | YEAR FROM PURCHASE DATE, FREE FROM
DISEASE OR PESTS, WELL-ROOTED, BUT NOT ROOT-BOUND AND TRUE TO SPECIES.

PLANT LAYOUT SHALL BE APPROVED BY AOA PRIOR TO INSTALLATION AND APPROVED UPON COMPLETION OF PLANTING.

UPON COMPLETION OF PLANTING, ALL PLANTS SHALL BE THOROUGHLY WATERED.

UPON APPROVAL OF PLANTING INSTALLATION BY AOA, THE CITY OF KIRKLAND WILL BE NOTIFIED TO CONDUCT A SITE REVIEW FOR
FINAL APPROVAL OF CONSTRUCTION.

MAINTENANCE SHALL BE REQUIRED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITY OF KIRKLAND SENSITIVE AREAS MITIGATION GUIDELINES AND
APPROVED PLANS.

THE IRRIGATION STYSTEM FOR THE NEW HOME SHALL HAVE A SEPARATE ZONE FOR THE MITIGATION PLANTING AREAS. THE
IRRIGATION STYSTEM SHALL BE DESIGN/BUILT BY THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR.

IRRIGATION FOR THE MITIGATION PLANTING AREAS SHALL BE SET TO PROVIDE /2" OF FLOW 2 TIMES WEEKLY FROM JUNE |5 —
OCTOBER 15 THE FIRST YEAR AFTER PLANTING. FLOW SHALL REDUCE TO | TIME WEEKLY FROM JULY | - SEPTEMBER 30 THE SECOND
YEAR AFTER PLANTING AND ONCE WEEKLY THE THIRD YEAR, IF DEEMED NECESSARY. NO FURTHER IRRIGATION |S NECESSARY
AFTER THE THIRD YEAR AND THE SYSTEM SHALL BE REMOVED.

MAINTENANCE SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED ON A REGULAR BASIS ACCORDING TO THE SCHEDULE BELOW.

ANNUAL MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE

MAINTENANCE ITEM N F M A M J J A S o N D
WEED CONTROL | | | I

GENERAL MAINT. | | | |

WATERING - YEAR | 4 & 5} &

WATERING - TEAR 2 4 2] 5] 2] 4

WATERING - TEARS 3-5 4 4 4 4

I-& = NUMBER OF TIMES TASK SHALL BE PERFORMED PER MONTH.

PROJECT

|4<6H

DRAWN
SO
SCALE

AS NOTED)

REVISED

O03-04-16

FIGURE 4: SPECIFICATIONS
BUFFER MITIGATION PLAN
PARCEL OI12000-0120

KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON

Altmann Oliver Associates, LLC ‘AOA

f

4811-MIT-03-04-16.dwg
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ATTACHMENT 9

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date: February 16, 2016

To: Sean LeRoy, City of Kirkland
From: Ryan Kahlo, PWS

Project 140622.15

Number:

Project Name:

Kirkland Devon Lane (Schlau Property)

Subject: Wetland and Buffer Mitigation Plan Review

Findings

This memorandum presents our review of the proposed mitigation plan and
accompanying mitigation report (Devon Lane Reasonable Use — Parcel 012000-0120,
Kirkland, WA Wetland/Buffer Mitigation Report. Altman Oliver Associates, LLC,
December 15, 2015) for the above-reference project. In combination, the plan and
report contain most of the information and requirements specified in Chapter 90
of the Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC); however, a few omissions and
inconsistencies are described below:

1.

On Sheet 1/4 of the proposed mitigation plan, an area of wetland buffer
directly east of the proposed structure is depicted as part of the wetland
enhancement area. This area should be marked as wetland buffer
enhancement, and the area calculations and ratios for wetland and
wetland buffer mitigation be should be revised, as necessary.

On Page 3 of 5 in the mitigation report, objectives and performance
standards are provided along with a brief mention of monitoring
methods (Section 2.3). The objectives and performance standards are
appropriate for the site. However, the monitoring methodology
summary does not include descriptions of how data will be collected.
Vegetation establishment should be measured along permanent
monitoring transects or monitoring plots. The number, length/size, and
general location of the monitoring transects/plots should be provided
along with a description of how data will be measured. Similarly,
shallow groundwater monitoring wells should be installed in the
proposed wetland creation area, and the monitoring methodology for
determining if wetland hydrology is achieved should be summarized.
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The Watershed Company
Wetland and Buffer Mitigation Plan Review
February 16, 2016

Page 2

The monitoring methodology, along with the goals and performance
standards should be included in the proposed mitigation plan, rather
than just in the mitigation report.

KZC 90.50 requires a “6-foot-high construction-phase chain link fence or
equivalent fence, as approved by the Planning Official along the upland
boundary of the entire wetland buffer with silt screen fabric installed per City
standard” for the duration of construction activities. KZC 90.50 also
requires a “permanent 3- to 4-foot-tall split rail fence” around all wetland
buffers upon completion of construction activities. A description of the
fencing to be installed should be included, and the proposed location of
the permanent, split-rail fence should be depicted on the proposed plan.

An area of non-wetland, non-buffer is located behind the proposed
structure in the northwest corner of the site. Repositioning the structure
to be farther into this non-buffer area would not substantially reduce
buffer impacts, as this would require additional driveway through the
buffer. However, this area does provide functions to the wetland. Since
this proposal is a reasonable use exception, which requires maximum use
of available non-buffer areas, this area should be converted to wetland
buffer to prevent future development in that location.

The clearing limits for the primary structure are within 2-3 feet of the
proposed enhancement areas, meaning the initial construction and future
building maintenance/repair would encroach into the mitigation site. The
mitigation report/plan should verify if the area of disturbance (clearing
limits) includes the required ten-foot building setback.

KZC 90.140.3 limits the area of impact for a Reasonable Use Exception
(RUE) to 3,000 square feet. The on-site disturbance area is exactly 3,000
square feet. However, an additional 2,954 square feet of off-site wetland
buffer impacts are proposed as part of the access road construction. The
City will make the final determination as to whether the additional
impacts are allowed under the exception for “unique circumstances.”

Please call (425) 822-5242 if you have any questions or if we can provide you
with any additional information.
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ATTACHMENT 9

| think | can work with email...that’s fine.
Thanks,

Sean LeRoy
PLANNER

From: Ryan Kahlo [mailto:rkahlo@watershedco.com]
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2016 2:47 PM

To: Sean LeRoy

Subject: RE: Reply to watershed letter. Fwd: Devon Lane

Hi Sean,

The applicant has sufficiently addressed the items in our mitigation review letter. The proposed project
and mitigation is in compliance with KZC Chapter 90. Do you need confirmation in letter, form or will
the email suffice?

Thanks,

Ryan

From: Sean LeRoy [mailto:SLeRoy@kirklandwa.gov]
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2016 10:12 AM

To: Ryan Kahlo <rkahlo@watershedco.com>
Subject: FW: Reply to watershed letter. Fwd: Devon Lane

Hi Ryan,
Here's the revised mitigation report. Please let me know if you see anything else that needs attention.
Thanks!

Sean LeRoy
PLANNER
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ATTACHMENT 10

KIR,
of ""(

A2

Shnct

REASONABLE USE COVENANT

o Ciry
[+
N grd

)

File Number{(s):

Building Permit
Number(s):

Project Name:

Project Address:

Declarants Insert Names hereby declares and agrees as follows:

1. Declarant is the owner of the real property described below in the legal description, which
is referred to as the “Property” in this Covenant.

2. The total approved site disturbance area for the above-referenced project (“Project”) is
3,000 square feet. The total approved site disturbance area may not be increased and site
disturbances in areas not approved by the Project are prohibited.

3. The footprint of the residence associated with the Project may not be enlarged.

4. Structures and improvements shall not encroach into the 5 foot building setbacks from the
approved site disturbance area along the east and south sides of the residence, with the
exception of eaves.

5. This Covenant is binding on all owners of the Property described below and their heirs,
successors and assigns. This Covenant shall run with the land described as follows:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
Exhibit A (“the Properties”)

Document8[04/02/2012 da Page of Official City Document
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(Sign in blue ink)
(Individuals Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY (INCLUDING SPOUSE)

(Individuals Only)

STATE OF WASHING;I'ON )
SS.
County of King )

On this day of before me, the

undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washlngton

duly commissioned and sworn, personally appear%d

an

to me known to

be the individual(s) described herein and who executed the

Reasonable Use Covenant and acknowledged that

signed the same as free and voluntary act and deed, for

the uses and purposes therein mentioned.

WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and

year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:

ATTACHMENT 10

Page of Official City Document

106



Document8|04/02/2012 da

(Partnerships Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY

(Name of Partnership or Joint Venture)

By General Partner

By General Partner

By General Partner

(Partnerships Only)

STATE OF WASHING;I’ON )
SS.
County of King )

On this day of before me, the

undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washlngton

duly commissioned and sworn, personally appear%d
an

to me, known

to be general partners of
the partnership that executed the Reasonable Use Covenant and
acknowledged the said instrument to be the free and voluntary
act and deed of each personally and of said partnership, for the
uses and purposes therein set forth, and on oath stated that they
were authorized to sign said instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and
year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:

ATTACHMENT 10
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(Corporations Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY

(Name of Corporation)

By President

By Secretary

(Corporations Only)

STATE OF WASHINGTON g
SS.
County of King )

On this day of before me, the
undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washlngton
duly commissioned and sworn, personally appea(rjed
an
to me, known
to be the President and Secretary, respectively, of
, the corporation
that executed the Reasonable Use Covenant and acknowledged
the said instrument to be the free and voluntary act and deed of
said corporation, for the uses and purposes therein set forth, and
on oath stated that they were authorized to sign said instrument
and that the seal affixed is the corporate seal of said corporation.

WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and
year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:

ATTACHMENT 10
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ATTACHMENT 11

NATURAL GREENBELT PROTECTIVE EASEMENT

Grantor: , owner of the hereinafter described real property, hereby grants to

Grantee: The City of Kirkland, a municipal corporation.

A natural greenbelt protective easement over and across the following described real property
to wit ("Easement Area™):

No tree trimming, tree topping, tree cutting, tree removal, shrub or brush-cutting or removal of
native vegetation, application of pesticides, herbicides, or fertilizers; construction; clearing; or
alteration activities shall occur within the Easement Area without prior written approval from the
City of Kirkland. Application for such written approval to be made to the Kirkland Department
of Planning and Community Development who may require inspection of the premises before
issuance of the written approval and following completion of the activities. Any person
conducting or authorizing such activity in violation of this paragraph or the terms of any written
approval issued pursuant hereto, shall be subject to the enforcement provisions of Chapter 170,
Ordinance 3719, the Kirkland Zoning Code. In such event, the Kirkland Department of Planning
and Community Development may also require within the immediate vicinity of any damaged
or fallen vegetation, restoration of the affected area by planting replacement trees and other
vegetation as required in applicable sections of the Kirkland Zoning Code. The Department also
may require that the damaged or fallen vegetation be removed.

It is the responsibility of the property owner to maintain critical areas and their buffers by
removing non-native, invasive, and noxious plants in a manner that will not harm critical areas
or their buffers and in accordance with Kirkland Zoning Code requirements for trees and other
vegetation within critical areas and critical area buffers.

The City shall have a license to enter the Easement Area (and the property if necessary for
access to the Easement Area) for the purpose of monitoring compliance with the terms of this
easement.

Development outside of this Natural Greenbelt Protective Easement may be limited by codified
standards, permit conditions, or movement of the critical area.

Document6\06-14-07\PT:th Page of Official City Document
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Each of the undersigned owners agree to defend, pay, and save harmless the City of Kirkland,
its officers, agents, and employees from any and all claims of every nature whatsoever, real or
imaginary, which may be made against the City, its officers, agents, or employees for any
damage to property or injury to any person arising out of the existence of said Natural Greenbelt
Protective Easement over said owner's property or the actions of the undersigned owners in
carrying out the responsibilities under this agreement, including all costs and expenses, and
recover attorney's fees as may be incurred by the City of Kirkland in defense thereof; excepting
therefrom only such claims as may arise solely out of the negligence of the City of Kirkland, its
officers, agents, or employees.

This easement is given to satisfy a condition of the development permit approved by the City of
Kirkland under Kirkland File/Permit No. , for construction of upon the following
described real property:

This easement shall be binding upon the parties hereto, their successors and assigns, and
shall run with the land.

DATED at Kirkland, Washington, this day of

Document6\06-14-07\PT:th Page of Official City Document
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(Sign in blue ink)
(Individuals Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY (INCLUDING SPOUSE)

(Individuals Only)

STATE OF WASHING;I’(gSN )
County of King ' )

On this day of before me, the
undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washlngton
duly commissioned and sworn, personally appear%d
an
to me known to
be the individual(s) described herein and who executed the
Natural Greenbelt Protective Easement and acknowledged that
signed the same as free and voluntary act and
deed, for the uses and purposes therein mentioned.
WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and
year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:

ATTACHMENT 11
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(Partnerships Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY

(Name of Partnership or Joint Venture)

By General Partner

By General Partner

By General Partner

(Partnerships Only)

STATE OF WASHING;I'(S)SN )
County of King ' )

On this day of before me, the

undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washlngton

duly commissioned and sworn, personally appear%d
an

to me, known

to be general partners of
the partnership that executed the Natural Greenbelt Protective
Easement and acknowledged the said instrument to be the free
and voluntary act and deed of each personally and of said
partnership, for the uses and purposes therein set forth, and on
oath stated that they were authorized to sign said instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and
year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:

ATTACHMENT 11
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(Corporations Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY

(Name of Corporation)

By President

By Secretary

(Corporations Only)

STATE OF WASHINGTON g -

County of King ) '

On this day of before me, the

undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washlngton
duly commissioned and sworn, personally appeaged
an
to me, known
to be the President and Secretary, respectively, of
, the corporation
that executed the Natural Greenbelt Protective Easement and
acknowledged the said instrument to be the free and voluntary
act and deed of said corporation, for the uses and purposes
therein set forth, and on oath stated that they were authorized to
sign said instrument and that the seal affixed is the corporate seal
of said corporation.

WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and
year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:

ATTACHMENT 11
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ATTACHMENT 12

K
F ""r%

A
5% & SAVE HARMLESS AGREEMENT - WETLAND
e

The undersigned, being all of the owners of the hereinafter described real property, hereby
agree to indemnify, defend, and save harmless the City of Kirkland, its officers and employees
from any claim, real or imaginary, filed against the City of Kirkland, its officers, or employees,
alleging damage or injury caused by fault on the part of the undersigned, their employees or
agents, and/or the City of Kirkland, its officers, or employees and arising out of maintenance,
flooding, damming or enlargement of the wetland existing on the hereinafter described real
property; provided, however, this agreement shall not include damage resulting from the sole
fault of the City of Kirkland, its officers, or employees. Fault as herein used shall have the same
meaning as set forth in RCW 4.22.01. This Agreement shall also include all reasonable cost and
expense, including attorney's fees, incurred by the City of Kirkland in investigation and/or
defense of any such claim.

This Agreement shall be binding upon the heirs, successors, and assigns of the parties hereto
and shall run with the land.

The real property subject to this Agreement is situated in Kirkland, King County, Washington,
and described as follows:

DATED at Kirkland, Washington, this day of
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(Sign in blue ink)
(Individuals Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY (INCLUDING SPOUSE)

(Individuals Only)

STATE OF WASHING;I’(gSN )
County of King ' )

On this day of before me, the
undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washlngton
duly commissioned and sworn, personally appear%d
an
to me known to
be the individual(s) described herein and who executed the Save
Harmless Agreement for a Wetland and acknowledged that
signed the same as free and voluntary act and
deed, for the uses and purposes therein mentioned.
WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and
year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:
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(Partnerships Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY

(Name of Partnership or Joint Venture)

By General Partner

By General Partner

By General Partner

(Partnerships Only)

STATE OF WASHING;I'(S)SN )
County of King ' )

On this day of before me, the

undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washlngton

duly commissioned and sworn, personally appear%d
an

to me, known

to be general partners of
the partnership that executed the Save Harmless Agreement for
a Wetland and acknowledged the said instrument to be the free
and voluntary act and deed of each personally and of said
partnership, for the uses and purposes therein set forth, and on
oath stated that they were authorized to sign said instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and
year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:
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(Corporations Only)
OWNER(S) OF REAL PROPERTY

(Name of Corporation)

By President

By Secretary

(Corporations Only)

STATE OF WASHINGTON g -

County of King ) '

On this day of before me, the

undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the State of Washlngton
duly commissioned and sworn, personally appeaged
an
to me, known
to be the President and Secretary, respectively, of
, the corporation
that executed the Save Harmless Agreement for a Wetland and
acknowledged the said instrument to be the free and voluntary
act and deed of said corporation, for the uses and purposes
therein set forth, and on oath stated that they were authorized to
sign said instrument and that the seal affixed is the corporate seal
of said corporation.

WITNESS my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and
year first above written.

Notary's Signature

Print Notary's Name
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington,
Residing at:
My commission expires:
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ATTACHMENT 13
Schlau Residence December 10, 2016
856 9™ Avenue South (Parcel #0120000120) Project #16061
Kirkland, Washington

Subsurface Exploration, Geologic Hazards,
and Design Recommendations

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to gain subsurface information to be utilized in the design and
construction of a new single-family residence on the subject property. The proposed
construction will consist of clearing and grading, foundation subgrade preparation, utility
installation, building construction, driveway construction, and associated landscaping.
Authorization to proceed with this study was provided by Mr. Jay Schlau. This report was
prepared for Mr. Schlau and his agents for specific use in support of this project. The location
of the subject property is shown in the attached Vicinity Map and the locations of the
subsurface explorations completed for this study are shown in the attached Site and
Exploration Plan.

Site Conditions

The subject property was located at 856 9t" Avenue South (Parcel # 0120000120) in Kirkland,
Washington. The subject property was rectangular and was approximately 233 feet in the
north-south direction and 109 feet in the east-west direction. Based on a review of the King
County Department of Assessments records, the property was 0.59 acres (25,501 square feet)
in size. The property was flat to very gently sloping, and based on review of the site survey
there the total relief on the property was on the order of 5 to 6 feet. The property was
bordered to the west and south by other single-family residences, and to the north and east by
undeveloped land. There was a public trail adjacent to the subject property along the east
property line.

The subject property had not been developed, but we presume that it had been previously
logged. Vegetation on site consisted of typical Pacific Northwest second growth forest and
ground cover vegetation; Western Red Cedar, Douglas Fir, alder, and maple trees were present
as well as ground cover consisting of ferns, blackberry vines, and others. During our site
reconnaissance, we did not observe evidence of soil settlement or soil movement.

Subsurface Conditions

Subsurface conditions on the property were inferred from a visual reconnaissance of the property,
a review of the referenced geologic map (Minard, 1983), referenced online resources, and 3 hand
auger boring explorations. The hand auger borings were advanced using a shovel and a hand auger
to produce disturbed but representative samples of the soil. Observations of the in-situ relative
density of the soil were made as the borings were advanced. The hand auger borings were logged
by the undersigned licensed engineering geologist and immediately backfilled. The locations of the

SOUTH FORK GEOSCIENCES, PLLC Page 1
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Schlau Residence December 10, 2016
856 9™ Avenue South (Parcel #0120000120) Project #16061
Kirkland, Washington

subsurface explorations are shown in the Site and Exploration Plan and the hand auger boring logs
are attached to this report. We interpret the native, near surface sediments as Vashon lodgement
till sediments, and our interpretation is in agreement with the referenced geologic map.

Stratigraphy

Vashon Lodgement Till

Soils we interpret to be Vashon lodgement till sediments were encountered in all the
explorations performed for this study. The lodgement till sediments generally consisted of
medium dense, moist to saturated, light brown-gray to gray, fine to medium SAND with gravel
and varying amounts of silt (SP, SP-SM & SM)). Lodgement till is a dense, poorly sorted mixture
of clay, silt, sand, and gravel that was deposited at the sole of the Vashon glacial ice. Vashon
lodgement till sediments, due to their glacially consolidated nature, are relatively dense in
place, have low permeability, and are moderately to highly resistant to erosion.

Hydrology

We did not observe ponded water at the ground surface during our site reconnaissance.
Groundwater seepage was observed in all the hand auger borings performed for this study. The
subject property is significantly encumbered by Type 2 Secondary Basin wetlands (classified by
others) and the proposed project will require a reasonable use exception for the wetlands present.
However, it is our opinion that the wetlands and groundwater conditions will not significantly
impact the proposed construction and the wetlands and shallow groundwater can be mitigated by
following the subsequent design and drainage recommendations in this report.

Geologic Hazards

The following discussion of potential geologic hazards is based on the visual reconnaissance of the
site, the subsurface explorations, reviews of aerial photographs and regional topographic and
geologic maps of the area, review of the King County iMap Sensitive Area maps, review of the City
of Kirkland geologic hazard mapping overlays, review of the Kirkland Municipal Code (KMC) and
Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC), and review of other applicable maps available online.

Erosion Hazard Area/Erosion Concerns

Due to the generally flat topography of the site, there are no slopes in excess of 15 percent. As
such, the subject property does not fulfill the criteria for an erosion hazard area, as defined in KZC
Chapter 85.13(2).

Though special mitigations are not necessary, a temporary erosion and sediment control (TESC)
plan should be created and implemented during site construction. With the limited earthwork
associated with this project, it is our opinion that implementation of a relatively basic erosion

SOUTH FORK GEOSCIENCES, PLLC Page 2
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Schlau Residence December 10, 2016
856 9™ Avenue South (Parcel #0120000120) Project #16061
Kirkland, Washington

control plan will prevent off site sediment transport. The following is a partial list of BMPs that
should be implemented:

e Perimeter controls, as appropriate

e Keeping exposed soils and stockpiles covered when not actively worked

e Stabilize soils upon completion of earthwork

e Sweep any sediment track-out, as required

Implementation of a TESC plan will likely be a requirement of the clearing and grading or building

permit. TESC inspections during construction to verify compliance with the TESC plan and permit

conditions may be required by the City of Kirkland during construction. South Fork Geosciences is
available to assist with the TESC plan design and to provide recommendations during construction
for maintenance and enhancement of the TESC measures to aid in compliance, if needed.

Landslide Hazard Areas

Due to the generally flat topography of the subject property, and lack of steep slopes adjacent to
the subject property (greater than 300 feet away), there are no steep slope or landslide hazards
associated with the subject property and therefore no mitigation is required.

Seismic Hazards

Upon review of the geology overlays on the City of Kirkland Public GIS, the northern portion of the
property is mapped as a seismic hazard area. We could not find the GIS metadata on the City of
Kirkland website, but we presume that this mapping is due to the presence of wetlands and the
presumption that the soils are saturated and is prone to liquefaction. Based on the observed
density (medium dense) of the native soils, it is our opinion that the geologic conditions do not
constitute a seismic hazard area, and we are unaware of any other site specific geologic conditions
that would constitute a seismic hazard. Though it is our opinion that there are not any seismic
hazards that require special mitigation, this report will address general seismic hazards and risks
associated with a seismic event with respect to project design.

Generally, there are four types of potential geologic hazards associated with large seismic events:
1) ground rupture; 2) seismically induced landslides; 3) liquefaction; and 4) ground motion. The
potential for each of these to impact the site is discussed below.

Ground Rupture

Most large earthquakes in the Puget Sound area are sub-crustal events with epicenters ranging
from 50 to 70 kilometers in depth. To our knowledge, there are no signs of past ground rupture or
a known fault in the immediate vicinity of the subject property. Based on the stratigraphy present
and the nature of the regional seismicity, it is our opinion that the probability of surface rupture
impacting the subject property is low, and no mitigations are necessary.
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Seismically Induced Landslides

Due the topography and absence of steep slopes on the subject property, it is our opinion that
there is no potential for seismically induced slope failures on the site. Since nearby steep slopes
are over 300 feet away from the subject property and are on the order of 50 feet in vertical height,
it is our opinion that the risk of seismically induced landslides from adjacent properties affecting
the subject property is extremely low and no special mitigation is required.

Liquefaction

Liquefaction is a condition where loose, saturated, fine sandy soils lose their shear strength due
to rapid pore pressure build-up when subjected to high intensity cyclic loads, such as occur
during earthquakes. Though the shallow soils are saturated, due to the medium dense, native
soils encountered in the subsurface explorations, the liquefaction potential of this site is low,
and no mitigations are necessary.

Ground Motion

Seismic hazards that will affect the structure would likely be due to the intensity and duration
of the ground shaking. The structural design of the project should be consistent with 2012
International Building Code (2012 IBC) guidelines (Section 1613). Based on the results of our
subsurface explorations and our estimation of soil properties at depth utilizing available
geologic data, Site Class “C” may be used for the design of the project, as defined by ASCE 7
“Minimum Design Loads for Buildings and Other Structures”, Chapter 20.

Design Recommendations

Our study indicates that the subject property is suitable for the proposed development,
provided the risks discussed are accepted and the recommendations contained herein are
properly followed. The near-surface, medium dense Vashon lodgement till sediments will can
provide support for the proposed single-family home. Conventional spread footings to bear on
medium dense natural sediments, or on approved structural fill soil, may be utilized to provide
foundation support. To aid in the design of the project, the following general
recommendations for site development are provided. South Fork Geosciences is available for
further consultation with respect to specific design items, if needed.

Site Preparation and Site Grading

It is likely that structural fill soils will be required to establish grades for the project. Any fill soil
placed beneath a foundation, retaining wall, or driveway/parking area must be constructed as a
structural fill. Any existing fill soils or loose soils should be removed and replaced with
structural fill as described below.

Structural fill is defined as non-organic soil, placed in horizontal loose lifts, with each lift being
compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum dry density, using the modified Proctor test
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(ASTM: D1557) as the standard. Prior to placing any structural fill, the exposed soils must
either be undisturbed or be compacted to a dense, non-yielding condition and be approved for
structural fill placement. In the case of utility trench filling, the backfill should be placed and
compacted in accordance with the applicable municipal or utility company standards.

Fill soils should be predominantly free of organics and other deleterious material and should be
appropriately moisture conditioned when placed and compacted. Placement and compaction
of the structural fill should be monitored by a competent field technician. Construction
observations and in-situ density testing should be performed during fill placement to verify
proper compaction of the fill soil. A sample of the planned structural fill soil will need to be
available at least 48 hours prior to fill placement for laboratory analysis.

Temporary cut slopes may be necessary to allow the installation of the foundations and for
utility installation. Temporary cut slopes should be limited to 1H:1V (Horizontal:Vertical) in the
Vashon lodgement till sediments. Stability of the cut slopes is the responsibility of the on-site
contractor and a safe work environment should be maintained at all times. A trench shield or
trench box should be used to install all utilities over 4 feet in depth or the sides of the trench
should be suitably sloped back per OSHA/WISHA standards.

Foundations

Spread footings may be used for building support when founded on medium dense native soils
or approved structural fill soils. Due to the saturated soils, we recommend that an allowable
bearing pressure of 1,500 pounds per square foot (psf) be utilized for design purposes,
including both dead and live loads. An increase of one-third may be used for short-term wind
or seismic loading. Perimeter footings should be buried at least 18 inches into the surrounding
soil for frost protection; interior footings require only 12 inches burial. All footings must be
constructed on the prescribed bearing stratum, and no footing should be founded in or above
loose, organic, or existing fill soils.

Anticipated settlements of footings founded on medium dense native soils should be less than 1
inch. Loose or disturbed surface soils, excessive moisture present or poor foundation subgrade
preparation could result in larger settlements. South Fork Geosciences should perform a
foundation bearing evaluation prior to concrete placement to verify that the design bearing
capacity of the soil has been attained. Foundation bearing evaluation will likely be required by the
City of Kirkland as a condition of the building permit.

Lateral loads can be resisted by friction between the foundation and the supporting soils, and/or by
passive earth pressure acting on the buried portions of the foundations. The spread footings must
be backfilled with structural fill compacted to a dense, non-yielding condition to achieve the
passive resistance provided below. The structural fill must extend horizontally outward from the
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embedded portion of the foundation a distance equal to at least three times the embedment depth
over which the passive resistance is applied. We recommend the following design parameters:

e Passive equivalent fluid = 250 pcf

e Coefficient of friction = 0.30
The above values are allowable and include a factor of safety of at least 1.5.

Differing Site Conditions/Potential Soft Soils

Hand auger borings were chosen as the method of subsurface exploration rather than
excavation or drilling because we were confident that the soils were mapped correctly based on
previous nearby experience and we did not want to adversely impact the wetlands during our
study. Though we are confident in our assessment of the subsurface conditions, hand auger
borings provide a very limited view of the subsurface conditions. Once exposed through
grading and excavation, differing conditions may be present. In the event that soft soils or
other adverse subsurface conditions are encountered during construction, additional
recommendations or alternative foundation design may be required. We presume that South
Fork Geosciences will be onsite during construction and will be available for further
consultation if required.

Retaining Walls

Based on the relatively flat topography of the site, we do not anticipate the need for significant
retaining walls to be used for grade separation on the project. South Fork Geosciences should be
contacted to review any retaining walls that are in excess of 4 feet in height.

Floor Support

We anticipate that the new home will utilize a combination of slab-on-grade floors and
structural/crawl space-type floors. Slab-on-grade concrete floors should be cast atop a
prepared subgrade of structural fill soil compacted to a minimum of 90 percent of the modified
Proctor maximum dry density or be firm, non-yielding native sediments. A capillary break
should be placed atop the prepared subgrade consisting of pea gravel, %” washed drain rock, or
clean crushed rock with less than 5 percent fines (material passing the No.200 sieve). The
capillary break will reduce the potential for moisture wicking through the floor slab. A 10-mil
thick plastic vapor barrier should also be placed atop the capillary break material. All concrete
placement should follow the guidelines set forth by the American Concrete Institute (ACl). In
areas that structural/crawl space-type floors are used the soil surface should be covered with a
minimum 10-mil thick moisture barrier.

Drainage Considerations

Foundation Drainage

Due to the proximity of the proposed home to the wetlands, it is our opinion that typical
foundation drainage such as perimeter foundation drains will not have gravity fall to a point of
discharge. As such, perimeter foundation drains do not need to be installed. Since perimeter
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foundation drainage is not possible, we recommend that the interior soil backfill in crawlspaces
should be at least 6 above the exterior final grades. Concrete stem walls may need to be taller
than typical construction to facilitate this. As a standard of practice, exterior final grades
should slope slightly away from the foundation stem walls. We also recommend that the
electrical design for the home should include a dedicated circuit in the crawlspace for a sump
pump, in the event a sump pump is needed after the home is constructed.

Stormwater Drainage

We presume that any stormwater generated from new impervious surfaces will be dispersed
into the adjacent wetlands. Dispersion of stormwater into the wetlands is consistent with the
existing hydrogeologic setting. We presume that downspout splash blocks may be utilized and
a dispersion strip along the driveway will be utilized in the final design. South Fork Geosciences
can provide additional consulting with respect to stormwater drainage upon request.

Closure

Our findings and recommendations provided in this report were prepared in accordance with
generally accepted principles of engineering geology as practiced in the Puget Sound area at the
time this report was submitted. We make no other warranty, either expressed or implied. Our
observations, findings, and opinions are a means to identify and reduce the inherent risks to the
owner.

We are available to provide additional design recommendations and consultation throughout the
development of this project. We should be contacted to review architectural and civil engineering
plans and to provide additional design team support for the planned development. We are also
available to provide construction monitoring services during the development of the project for
earthwork quality control and to help insure that the recommendations in this report are properly
implemented.
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We have enjoyed working with you and we are confident that this report will aid in the design of
your project. If there are any questions, please feel free to contact us.

Sincerely,

72-70-2076

Andrew L. Glandon, LEG, CPESC
Engineering Geologist / Owner
South Fork Geosciences, PLLC

Attachments: Vicinity Map
Site and Exploration Plan
Hand Auger Boring Logs
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Kirkland, Washington
Date: 5-27-2016

Number: HB-1

Forest Duff/Topsoil (0-4")

Vashon Lodgement Till
loose, moist, gray-brown silty fine to medium
SAND (SM)
medium dense, moist, light brown-gray fine to
medium SAND with gravel and silt (SP-SM)

medium dense, moist to wet, orange-brown
fine to medium SAND, trace silt (SP)
- wet below 4ft

medium dense, wet gray fine to medium
SAND, trace silt (SP)

saturated, medium dense, gray silty fine to
medium SAND with gravel (SM)

Total Depth = 7 ft (Refusal)
Groundwater at 4ft bgs after excavation
No caving observed

ATTACHMENT 13

Hand Auger
Boring Log

The subsurface conditions shown on this field log represent our observations at the time and location of excavation, modified by geologic interpretation and

judgment, and where noted, by engineering analysis and laboratory testing. The conditions shown may not be representative of conditions at other times. South

Fork Geosciences will not be responsible for use or interpretation by others of information presented on these logs.
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Kirkland, Washington
Date: 5-27-2016

Number: HB-2

Forest Duff/Wood Debris (0-4")

Vashon Lodgement Till
loose, moist, brown fine to medium SAND with
silt (SP-SM)
medium dense, moist, light brown fine to
medium SAND with silt, some brown mottling
(SP-SM)

- becomes wet and brown-gray, no mottling

medium dense, wet, gray silty fine SAND, trace
gravel (SM)

Total Depth = 5.75 ft (Refusal)
Groundwater at 5ft bgs after excavation
No caving observed

ATTACHMENT 13

Hand Auger
Boring Log

The subsurface conditions shown on this field log represent our observations at the time and location of excavation, modified by geologic interpretation and
judgment, and where noted, by engineering analysis and laboratory testing. The conditions shown may not be representative of conditions at other times. South
Fork Geosciences will not be responsible for use or interpretation by others of information presented on these logs.
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Schlau Residence Hand Auger
Kirkland, Washington Boring Log
Date: 5-27-2016

Number: HB-3

Forest Duff/Topsoil (0-4")
Vashon Lodgement Till

loose, moist, gray-brown silty fine to medium
SAND (SM)

medium dense, moist, light brown-gray fine to
medium SAND with gravel and silt (SP-SM)

- minor seepage at 2.5ft
- some clasts of silty fine SAND present

medium dense, wet to saturated, gray fine to
medium SAND, trace gravel, trace silt (SP)
- some orange-brown oxidation from 4 to 5ft

medium dense, wet, gray silty fine SAND, trace
gravel (SM)

Total Depth = 6.5 ft (Refusal)
Groundwater at 3.5 ft bgs after excavation
No caving observed

The subsurface conditions shown on this field log represent our observations at the time and location of excavation, modified by geologic interpretation and
judgment, and where noted, by engineering analysis and laboratory testing. The conditions shown may not be representative of conditions at other times. South
Fork Geosciences will not be responsible for use or interpretation by others of information presented on these logs.
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