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January 5, 2021

Subject: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the
Kirkland NE 85t St Station Area Plan, Form-Based Code, and Planned Action

Dear Reader:

The City of Kirkland is proposing to develop a Station Area Plan (SAP) in the area surrounding the future
WSDOT/Sound Transit 1-405/NE 85th Street Interchange and Inline Stride Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Station. The
BRT station, developed by Sound Transit, has been designed to connect Kirkland to the Link Light Rail at
Bellevue and the Lynnwood Transit Center. The SAP will look atf land use, urban design, open space,
fransportation, stormwater and ufilities, and sustainability in the area approximately one-half mile from the
BRT station. The SAP would be implemented with a form-based code (which focuses on physical form rather
than separation of uses) to ensure quality design. In addition, the City infends to designate a Planned Action
consistent with RCW 43.21C.440 and SEPA rules in WAC 197-11 to facilitate future growth by streamlining the
environmental review process for development consistent with the SAP. See details at

www . kirklandwa.gov/stationareaplan.

The Draft SEIS includes the following topics:

— Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas

— Surface Water and Stormwater

— Land Use Patterns and Socioeconomics
— Plans and Policies

— Aesthetics

— Transportation

— Public Services

— Utilities

The Draft SEIS evaluates the proposal and alternatives for each topic area. Alternatives include the SEPA-
required No Action Alternative 1, a moderate intensity mixed use fransit village in Action Alternative 2, and a
high intensity mixed use transit hub in Action Alternative 3.

Key issues facing decision makers include the type of land use and level of growth supporting tfransit
oriented development and the urban center; investments needed in transportation, parks, schools and
other facilities; stormwater and environmental quality; affordable housing demand; socioeconomics and
displacement; and demand for public services and ufilities.
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The NE 85th St Station Area Planned Action SEIS supplements the City of Kirkland 2015 Comprehensive Plan
Update and Totem Lake Planned Action Final Environmental Impact Statement (November 2015), which is
adopted per WAC 197-11-630. The City has identified and adopted this document as being appropriate for
this proposal after independent review, and it will accompany the proposal to the decision makers. The SEIS
builds on this document and meefts the City's environmental review needs for the current proposal.

Agencies, affected fribes, and members of the public are invited to comment on the Draft SEIS. A 30-day
comment period is established for the Draft SEIS, concluding at 5:00 pm on February 5, 2021. Written comments
may be submitted fo:

Allison Zike, Senior Planner

City of Kirkland Planning Department
123 5th Ave, Kirkland, WA 98033
azike@kirklandwa.gov | (425) 587-3259

Submittal of comments by emaiil is preferred. Please include in the subject line “NE 85th St Station Area Plan
Draft SEIS Comments.”

Written comments submitted by email must be received by 5:00 pm on the deadline date. Comments
submitted by postal mail must be postmarked before the end of the comment period.

An online public open house and workshop to review alternatives, the Station Area Plan, and Draft SEIS is
scheduled for 6:00-8:00 pm on January 7, 2021. Registration is required in advance. See the project website:
https://www kirklandwa.gov/stationareaplan.

The Draft SEIS is available at the City's website at: hitps://www .kirklandwa.gov/stafionareaplan. This Draft
Supplemental EIS is available for review, by appointment, at Kirkland City Hall: 123 5th Avenue, Kirkland, WA
98033. Contact Allison Zike, Senior Planner, for more information.

Please contact Allison Zike, Senior Planner, for questions at azike @kirklandwa.gov. Thank you for your interest
in the NE 85™ Street Station Area Plan.

Sincerely

({/ J// /t/' “—)

Adam Weinstein, AICP, Planning & Building Director, SEPA Responsible Official
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mailto:azike@kirklandwa.gov

Fact Sheet

Project Title

Kirkland NE 85th St Station Area Plan, Form-Based Code, and Planned Action

Proposed Action and Alternatives

The City of Kirkland is proposing a Station Area Plan (SAP) in the area surrounding
the future WSDOT/Sound Transit I-405/NE 85th Street Inferchange and Inline Stride
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Station. The Stride BRT statfion, developed by Sound Transit
and Inferchange developed by WSDOT, is designed to connect Kirkland to the
Link Light Rail at the Bellevue and Lynnwood Transit Centers.

The purpose of the SAP is to advance the 2035 Comprehensive Plan vision and
support a vibrant, equitable, and sustainable Transit-Oriented Community
adjacent to this major regional transit investment and as part of the continued
growth expected in Downtown Kirkland and the 85th Corridor. The SAP will:

— Address land use, urban design, open space, transportation, stormwater and
ufilities, and sustainability in the area approximately one-half mile from the BRT
station.

— Study mobility and fransportation connections within the station area as well
as effective last-mile connections, making it easier to walk and bike to the
station from the city’'s neighborhoods and destinations.

— Study various types of potential future development supportive of high
capacity tfransit including a mix of jobs, housing, and community uses.

— Examine opportunities o maximize public benefit from potential future
development, including affordable housing, open space, and desired job
types.

The SAP is anficipated to include area-specific policies and will consider changes
fo zoning and other regulations in support of a Transit-Oriented Community, and it
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will study policies and development incentives to support diverse housing choices
for a range of income levels. The SAP will address a horizon year of 2044, a new
planning period consistent with the City's next periodic update beyond the
current Comprehensive Plan horizon year of 2035.

In addition, the City infends to designate a Planned Action consistent with RCW
43.21C.440 and SEPA rules in WAC 197-11 to facilitate future growth by streamlining
the environmental review process for development consistent with the SAP and
mitigation identified in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).

This Draft SEIS considers a range of alternatives that illustrate different options for
how to implement the community’s vision for a vibrant, equitable, and
sustainable Transit-Oriented Community:

— Alternative 1 No Action: This alternative would reflect existing zoning and
current plans. It would continue current anticipated growth to the year 2035
up to 2,782 households and 10,859 jobs.

— Alternative 2: This alternative would create a Station Area Plan and Form-
Based Code allowing for added housing and commercial/retail activity in
buildings up fo 150 feet in height closest to the station and along maijor street
corridors and 25-85 feet elsewhere. Alternative 2 would allow for moderate
growth throughout the district, primarily focused on existing commercial areas
such as Rose Hill. For the year 2044, the anficipated total growth levels would
be up to 8,509 households and 28,688 jobs. Non-motorized improvements
would be implemented, and incentives would include moderate
implementation of green streets, and enhanced stormwater freatment, and
development of green buildings. A Planned Action Ordinance would be
prepared to facilitate growth consistent with the plan vision, regulations, and
environmental mitigation measures.

— Alternative 3: This alternative would also create a Station Area Plan and Form-
Based Code, and would allow for further intensified development close to the
station offering jobs and housing in buildings up to 150-300 feet in height,
transitioning to mid-rise and low rise development of 25 to 85 feet further from
the statfion. For the year 2044, the anticipated total growth levels would be up
to 10,909 households and 34,988 jobs. Alternative 3 includes investment in
additional bike / pedestrian routes, more intensive green streets, and a green-
blue street including stormwater infrastructure within rights of way, as well as
green building design. Similar to Alternative 2, a Planned Action Ordinance
would be implemented under Alternative 3 to incentivize development that
meets environmental performance standards as well as the plan vision and
other local regulations.
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Proponent and Lead Agency

City of Kirkland

Location

The Study Area includes the area within approximately a half mile area centered
on the future NE 85th Street/I-405 BRT “Stride” station location. At the maximum
extents, the Study Area is bounded approximately by 12th Avenue and NE 100th
Street to the north, 128th Avenue NE to the east, NE 75th and 5th Avenue S to the
south, and éth Street to the west. The Study Area includes portions of the North
Rose Hill, South Rose Hill, Everest, Moss Bay, Norkirk, and Highlands neighborhoods.

Tentative Date of Implementation

Spring 2021 for SAP, Form Based Code, and Planned Action Ordinance
implementation

Responsible Official

Adam Weinstein, AICP

Planning & Building Director

City of Kirkland

123 5th Avenue

Kirkland, WA 98033

(425) 587-3227 | aweinstein@kirklandwa.gov

Contact Person

Allison Zike, AICP

Senior Planner

City of Kirkland

123 5th Avenue

Kirkland, WA 98033

(425) 587-3259 | azike@kirklandwa.gov

Licenses or Permits Required

The Statfion Area Plan and Planned Action SEIS require a 60-day review by the
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State of Washington Department of Commerce and other state agencies.
Locally, the SAP, Form-Based Code, and Planned Action Ordinance will be
considered by the Planning Commission and their recommendations forwarded
to the City Council who will deliberate and determine approval.

Authors and Principal Contributors to the SEIS

Under the direction of the Kirkland Planning and Building Department, the
consultant team prepared the SEIS as follows:

— Mithun: Station Area Plan Lead, Alternatives Development Lead

— BERK Consulfing: SEPA and Planned Action Lead, Alternatives Development,
Land Use Patterns and Policies, Aesthetics, Public Services

— ECONorthwest: Economic Analysis and Development Strategy in support of
Alternatives

— Fehr & Peers: Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Transportation

— Hererra: Surface Water and Stormwater, Utilities

Date of Draft SEIS Issuance

January 5, 2021

Draft SEIS Comments

Comment Period

The City of Kirkland is requesting comments from members of the public,
agencies, tribes, and all interested parties on the Draft SEIS from January 5, 2021
to February 5, 2021. Comments are due by 5:00 PM, February 5, 2021.

All written comments should be directed to:

Allison Zike, AICP

Senior Planner

City of Kirkland

123 5th Avenue

Kirkland, WA 98033

(425) 587-3259 | azike@kirklandwa.gov

Submittal of comments by email is preferred. Please include in the subject line
“NE 85th St Station Area Plan Draft SEIS Comments.”

Fact Sheet
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Public Meeting

An online public open house and workshop to review alternatives, the Station
Area Plan, and Draft SEIS is scheduled for 6:00-8:00 pm on January 7, 2021.
Regisiration is required in advance. See the project website:

https://www kirklandwa.gov/stationareaplan.

Date of Final Action

Spring 2021

Documents Supplemented and Adopted

The NE 85t St Station Area Planned Action SEIS supplements the City of Kirkland
2015 Comprehensive Plan Update and Totem Lake Planned Action Final
Environmental Impact Statement (November 2015), which is adopted per WAC
197-11-630. The City has identified and adopted this document as being
appropriate for this proposal after independent review, and it will accompany
the proposal to the decision maker. The SEIS builds on this document and meets
the City's environmental review needs for the current proposal.

Location of Background Data

You may review the City of Kirkland's website for more information at
hitps://www kirklandwa.gov/stationareaplan. If you desire clarification or have
questions please contact Allison Zike at (425) 587-3259 or by
azike@kirklandwa.gov.

Purchase/Availability of Draft SEIS

The Draft Supplemental EIS is posted on the City of Kirkland's welbsite at
hitps://www kirklandwa.gov/stationareaplan. Compact disks or thumb drives are
available for purchase at cost; see the Contact Person. This Draft Supplemental
EIS is available for review, by appointment, at Kirkland City Hall: 123 5th Avenue,
Kirkland, WA 98033; see the Contact Person.
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Distribution List

Federal and Tribal Agencies

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

State and Regional Agencies

Washington State Department of Commerce — Growth Management Division

Washington State Department of Ecology - Environmental Review

Washington State Department of Archaeology & Historic Preservation
Department of Fish and Wildlife

Washington State Department of Natural Resources — SEPA Center (For sites with a
large number of significant trees (Forest Practices Permit) or when structures
extend beyond inner harbor line in Lake Washington)

Washington State Department of Transportation — Local and Development
Services Manager

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency

Puget Sound Partnership

Puget Sound Regional Council - SEPA Review

WRIA8 Lake Washington - Cedar- Sammamish Watershed

A Regional Coalition for Housing (ARCH)

Adjacent Jurisdictions

City of Bellevue
City of Redmond
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Services, Utilities, and Transit

Cascade Water Alliance - Director of Planning

Evergreen Health - Director of Construction and Administrative Director,
Government & Community Affairs Department

King County Depft. of Transportation - Employer Transportation Representative

King County Wastewater Treatment Division — SEPA Lead and Property Agent

Lake Washington School District No. 414: Budget Manager and Director of
Support Services

Puget Sound Energy

Seattle & King County Public Health - SEPA Coordinator

Seafttle City Light - Department of Finance and Administratfion

Community Organizations and Individuals

Eastside Audubon Society

Houghton Community Council

Interested Citizens

Parties of Record

South Rose Hill/North Rose Hill/Highlands/Everest/Moss Bay/Norkirk Neighborhood
Association

Media
Kirklaond Patch

Kirkland Reporter
Seattle Times
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1 Summary

1.1 Purpose

Sound Transit's ST3 Regional Transit System Plan is bringing a once-in-a-generation
fransit investment to Kirkland with a new Stride Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) station at
85th and 1-405, currently scheduled to open by 2025." The City of Kirkland is
developing a Station Area Plan (SAP) to guide how development, open space,
and mobility connections in neighborhoods near the station can leverage this
regional investment to create the most value and quality of life for Kirkland, and
provide the community with an opportunity to envision the future for this area.
The City is proposing a Station Area Plan, Form-Based Code, and Planned Action
Ordinance to guide the area within a half-mile of the station. This Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) addresses Kirkland NE 85t
St Station Area Plan, Form-Based Code, and Planned Action. The SEIS
supplements the City of Kirkland 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update and Totem
Lake Planned Action Final Environmental Impact Statement (November 2015).

The Draft SEIS is organized as follows:

— Chapter 1 Summary

— Chapter 2 Proposal and Alternatives

— Chapter 3 Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation
— Chapter 4 Acronyms and References

— Appendices

1 Sound Transit and WSDOT are conducting their own SEPA review of the statfion, and the station itself is
not addressed in this SEIS.

1
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1.2 Study Area

The Study Area includes the area within approximately a half mile area centered
on the future NE 85th Street/I-405 BRT “Stride” stafion location. At the maximum
extents, the Study Area is bounded approximately by 12th Avenue and NE 100th
Street to the north, 128th Avenue NE to the east, NE 75th and 5th Avenue S to the
south, and éth Street to the west. See Exhibit 1-1.

Exhibit 1-1. NE 85th Street Station Area Plan Study Area
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The Study Area includes portions of the North Rose Hill, South Rose Hill, Everest,
Moss Bay, Norkirk, and Highlands neighborhoods. See Exhibit 1-2.

Exhibit 1-2. Neighborhoods
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1.3 Planning Process and Public Comment
Opportunities

Kirkland is engaging the community and developing plan proposals through four
phases:

— Phase 1: Opportunities and Challenges - collect information about existing
conditions, land use opportunities, and challenges to better understand
project possibilities and inform Phase 2.

— Phase 2: Concepts and Alternatives - gather ideas to form alternatives;
consider environmental, community, and equity impacts; and review draft
alternatives. This phase integrates requirements under the State Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA) including scoping and issuance of a Draft SEIS.

> Scoping: The City established a 21-day comment period fo solicit
comments on the scope of the SEIS and alternatives. In addition to a
standard written comment period, the City posted a story map and
survey and held a community workshop. See Appendix A.

> Draft SEIS Comment Period: This includes a multi-week comment period as
described in the Fact Sheet.

— Phase 3: Draft Plan - respond to input in Phase 2 by developing a preferred
alternative and preparing a draft Station Area Plan. The draft Station Area
Plan will be supported by proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan,
Kirkland Zoning Code, and a Final SEIS that responds fo public comments and
a proposed planned action. A planned action is an ordinance that simplifies
future environmental review requirements for major projects with
development consistent with the adopted Station Area Plan.

— Phase 4: Final Plan - Planning Commission to confirm and City Council to
adopt the final plan through formal public hearings and legislative meetings.

Each phase has included public and stakeholder engagement through
intferviews, surveys, or public meetings. Phases are illustrated in the flow chart in
Exhibit 1-3.

Exhibit 1-3. NE 85th Street Station Area Planning Phases

Opportunities and Concepts and

Challenges Alternatives Draft Plan Final Plan

Winter/Spring Spring through
2020 Fall 2020

Winter 2021 Spring 2021

Source: BERK, 2020.
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1.4 Objectives and Alternatives

Objectives

SEPA requires the statement of objectives describing the purpose and need for
the proposals. The following objectives have been established for the Kirkland NE
85th St Station Area Plan:

Leverage the WSDOT/Sound Transit I-405 and NE 85th St Interchange and Inline
Stride BRT station regional transit investment to maximize transit-oriented
development and create the most:

— opportunity for an inclusive, diverse, and welcoming community,

— value for the City of Kirkland,

— community benefits including affordable housing,

— and quality of life for people who live, work, and visit Kirkland.

The objectives also serve as criteria by which the alternatives can be evaluated.

Alternatives

This Draft SEIS considers a range of alternatives that illustrate different options for
how to implement the community’s vision for a vibrant, equitable, and
sustainable fransit-oriented community:

— Alternative 1 No Action: This alternative would reflect existing zoning and
current plans. It would continue current anticipated growth to the year 2035
up to 2,782 households and 10,859 jobs.

— Alternative 2: This alternative would create a Station Area Plan and Form-
Based Code allowing for added housing and commercial/retail activity in
buildings up to 150 feet in height closest to the station and along major street
corridors and 25-85 feet elsewhere. Alternative 2 would allow for moderate
growth throughout the district, primarily focused on existing commercial areas
such as Rose Hill. For the year 2044, the anticipated fotal growth levels would
be up to 8,509 households and 28,688 jobs. Non-moftorized improvements
would be implemented, and incentives would include moderate
implementation of green streets, and enhanced stormwater freatment, and
development of green buildings. A Planned Action Ordinance would be
prepared to facilitate growth consistent with the plan vision, regulations, and
environmental mitigation measures.

— Alternative 3: This alternatfive would also create a Station Area Plan and Form-
Based Code, and would allow for further intensified development close to the
station offering jolbbs and housing in buildings up tfo 150-300 feet in height,

Ch.1 = Summary
Objectives and Alternatives
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transitioning to mid-rise and low rise development of 25 to 85 feet further from
the station. For the year 2044, the anticipated total growth levels would be up
fo 10,909 households and 34,988 jobs. Alternative 3 includes investment in
additional bike / pedestrian routes, more intensive green streets, and a green-
blue street including stormwater infrastructure within rights of way, as well as
green building design. Similar to Alternative 2, a Planned Action Ordinance
would be implemented under Alternative 3 to incentivize development that
meets environmental performance standards as well as the plan vision and
other local regulations.

Land Use Patterns and Building Height

Alternative 1 No Action

Alternative 1 No Action is SEPA-required, and would retain the existing
Comprehensive Plan policies, future land use designations and zoning districts,
while aligning with goals of transit-oriented development, community benefits,
and quality of life.

There is a predominance of Commercial/Mixed Use zoning east of the freeway
(Rose Hill Commercial) and Medium and Low Density Residential to the west.
There are additional areas of Cenfral Business District and Industrial zoning too.
See Exhibit 1-4.

Ch.1 = Summary
Objectives and Alternatives
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Exhibit 1-4. Zoning Map, Study Area

Ch.1 = Summary

Objectives and Alternatives

-6 (
——RSX'7.2
RHISCIRS 7.2
RH|5A
6 RM 1.8

| Y
; -~
1
i
i
i
- I/ Rm 36
\ ! Il T
1/
RS 8.5 i PLA 17
; : B/
H 54 ;
sl ]
i1 g l_g /i
RS 7.2 PLA 17A
/) | RHiB
/ //
RS7.2 E i RM 3
' i RH1B
] i LT
RM 5.0 LT J L/, /’ /’
RH 1A
Bepesmeerin e R i
i RHE RH%
: i
\ PLA 5C a
P\t O PO | ' RH|2A PR'3'6
PLA'5D. | PR3l i RM 3.6_b.RM 3.
PLASA RM! 3{9 RS'7.:2 ‘ RH 2B
PLA 5B DN i
i I/ fRu2c
PLA 5E P, i RS7.2
B RM 3.6 R 3le f/ / / PR 3% em3e
{ AN RS 5.0 /) N 0 8}
RS 8.5 RM5.0 /
LT : RS 7.2
L] RS 5. RS 8.5 RM5:0
RM 570 1/
RM{3% ] 230
/ RSX 7.2
1 Rs85| P /// RS7.2
r il =
i ] [/

. Commercial

[ office

KIRKLAND ZONING
@ . High Density Residential
D Medium Density Residential
D Low Density Residential

E 85th St. Station Location

D Study Area

Parcels

:-_-j King County-Designated

Urban Center

. Industrial Hydrography
D Park/Open Space
0 0.225 0.45
| I 1 Miles

1 1

Source: City of Kirkland, 2020; BERK, 2020.

Action Alternatives 2 and 3

»
»
Map Date: December 2020

The Action Alternatives are both based on a concept intended to align with the
SAP objectives and goals of maximizing transit-oriented development, community
benefits including affordable housing, and quality of life. The concept establishes
a land use pattern that would focus Office Mixed Use zoning abutting the

X1



Kirkland NE 85th St Station Area Plan and Planned Action
January 2021 = Draft SEIS

inferchange to the northeast and southeast, and to a lesser extent to the
southwest quadrant.

Flex Office and Small Business uses, including light industrial, would be located in
Norkirk west of the Cross Kirkland Corridor. Mixed Use Residential uses would be
located to the east of the higher intensity office uses along NE 85th Street, and to
the west abutting Kirkland Urban. See Exhibit 1-5.

Exhibit 1-5. Growth Concept for Action Alternatives
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Land use concept typologies are defined in Exhibit 1-6 and apply to both Action
Alternatives unless otherwise stated.
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Exhibit 1-6. Development Typology Descriptions

Development Type

Office High Intensity

Office Mid Intensity

Office Low Intensity

Office Mixed Use High Intensity
Office Mixed Use Mid Intensity
Residential High Intensity
Residential Mid Intensity
Residential Mixed High Intensity
Residential Mixed Mid Intensity

Incremental Infill (Residential
Infill in Alternative 3)

Other Infill per existing zoning

Industrial/Tech

Description

Primarily office/commercial uses consisting of towers and mid-rise buildings.
Primarily office/commercial uses consisting of mid-rise buildings.

Primarily office/commercial uses consisting of low-rise buildings.

Mix of office/commercial and retail uses consisting of towers and mid-rise buildings.
Mix of office/commercial and retail uses consisting of mid-rise buildings.

Primarily residential uses consisting of fowers and mid-rise buildings.

Primarily residential uses consisting of mid-rise buildings.

Mix of residential and retail uses consisting of tfowers mid-rise buildings.

Mix of residential and retail uses consisting of towers mid-rise buildings.

Primarily residential uses consisting of low-rise buildings, including duplexes, triplexes,
tfownhouses, and small apartment buildings

Where applied in conjunction with low density residential zoning infill would be
consistent zoning allowances include KZC Chapter 113, Cottage, Carriage and
Two/Three-Unit Homes.

Where applied with medium density residential could include a variety of detached
and aftached residential units depending on underlying zone.

Where overlying employment zones, there could be office and retail development
or light industrial development consistent with underlying zoning.

Non-residential uses compatible with a light industrial/manufacturing district in a
walkable, urban setting. Example uses would include light manufacturing, office,
and storefront retail.

Note: For the purposes of these development types, low-rise includes structures up to 3 stories, mid-rise includes structures 4-12 stories
and high-rise/towers includes structures above 12 stories.

Action Alternative 2

The proposed Alternative 2 land use plan illustrated in Exhibit 1-7 includes:

— Rose Hill NE 85th Corridor and Station Area: Mid-rise office/residential mixed
use (up to 10 stories and 150 feet)

— Rose Hill/Moss Bay/Norkirk/Everest/ Highlands: Infill development in other areas
in accordance with zoning (see Exhibit 1-4)

1-9
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Exhibit 1-7. Alternative 2 Land Use Change Areas
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Building heights would be about 10 stories or 150 feet closest to the station east of
[-405, transitioning to 85 feet, 65 feet, and 45 feet as distance increases from the
freeway eastward along NE 85th Street. To allow for capacity increases and
effective use of current sites, the alternative considers adding a story in height at
the Lake Washington High School. See Exhibit 1-8.
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Exhibit 1-8. Alternative 2 Building Heights
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Action Alternative 3

As illustrated in Exhibit 1-9 and Exhibit 1-10, the major elements of the Alternative 3
land use plan include:

Rose Hill NE 85th Corridor and Station Area: Taller buildings (up to 20 stories,
150-300 feet) with mid-rise office/residential mixed use (85-150 feet)

Moss Bay/Norkirk/Everest/ Highlands: Mid-rise office residential mixed use (85-
150 feet), Industrial/Tech in Norkirk

School Capacity: To allow for capacity increases and effective use of current
sites, Alternative 3 considers adding two more stories height above current
zoning atf the Lake Washington High School. Under this alternative, the City
could also work with the Lake Washington School District and major
employers on how to accommodate school capacity in urban formats or
allow for specialty instruction for students.

Other: Residential infill, including small-scale redevelopment, could result in
more housing variety with low rise townhouses, small apartments, and other
similar housing forms. Significant investment in open space and community
gathering spaces.

Ch.1 = Summary
Objectives and Alternatives
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Exhibit 1-9. Alternative 3 Land Use Change Areas
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Exhibit 1-10. Alternative 3 Building Heights
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Growth

The City of Kirkland plans for growth in its Comprehensive Plan consistent with the
Growth Management Act (GMA). Currently, the City plans for a 2035 horizon and
takes its fair share of growth based on growth target set in the Countywide
Planning Policies. Regarding housing, the City reported that in 2013, Kirkland had
36,866 housing units, capacity for an additional 13,664 to 23,817 new units, and a
2035 Growth Target of 8,361 units. In 2013, the City had about 37,981 jobs, and
capacity for 22,984 to 57,155 new jobs above a growth target of 22,435 new jobs.
(Table LU-3) Totem Lake Urban Center has the greatest share of growth capacity.
King County designated Greater Downtown Kirkland as an Urban Center in the
King County Countywide Planning Policies in 2019. The City has proposed it as a
Regional Growth Center with the Puget Sound Regional Council.

Exhibit 1-11 compares housing and jobs across alternatives in the Station Area
Study Area boundaries. Based on proposed land use:

— Alternative 1 allows for the least housing and job growth of each alternative. It
conftributes to the adopted Comprehensive Plan capacity and would contain
about 2,782 dwellings and 10,859 jobs, slightly higher than the 2019 estimates
of 1,909 households and 4,988 jobs.

— Alfernative 3 allows for the most housing and job growth. Alternative 3 would
add capacity for 9,000 new housing units and 30,000 jobs, a substantial
addition to the city’s capacity. For the year 2044, the anticipated total growth
levels would be up to 10,909 households and 34,988 jobs.

— Alternative 2 allows for growth well above Alternative 1 but less than
Alternative 3. Alternative 2 would provide for 6,600 new dwellings, and 23,700
new jobs. For the year 2044, the anticipated total growth levels would be up
to 8,509 households and 28,688 jobs.

Action Alternatives would create capacity for the City to advance ifs
Comprehensive Plan beyond the current 2035 planning horizon, looking ahead to
the next 2044 planning horizon and associated regional growth projections. By
2024 the City would conduct a periodic review of its Comprehensive Plan
consistent with GMA for the 2044 horizon.

Ch.1 = Summary
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Exhibit 1-11. Alternative Housing and Job Comparisons

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

- 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000

Existing

No Action ® Estimated Households

H Estimated Jobs

I

Source: Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.

Transportation Investments

Transportation System Improvements: All alternatives reflect the same
fransportation network assumptions pertaining to traffic operations, as shown in
Exhibit 1-12. These include:

Transit queue jumps and an additional westbound left turn lane at NE 85th
Street & 6th Street

An additional southbound fravel lane between NE 85th Street and 4th
Avenue

A roundabout at NE 85th Street & Kirkland Way/114th Avenue NE
Redesigned |-405 inferchange on NE 85th Street

An additional eastbound fravel lane on NE 85th Street between 120th Avenue
NE and 122nd Avenue NE

An additional eastbound left turn lane on NE 85th Street between 122nd
Avenue NE and 124th Avenue NE (implemented in 2020)

An additional southbound left turn lane on 132nd Avenue NE at NE 85th Street

A four-way stop (all-way stop) at 114th Avenue NE & NE 87th Street
(implemented in 2020)

There are different transportation network assumptions for the future year
alternatives related to bicycles, pedestrians, and parking, as shown in Exhibit 1-13,
Exhibit 1-14, and Exhibit 1-15.

1-16
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Exhibit 1-12. Traffic Operations Transportation Network Assumptions, Alternatives 1-3
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Exhibit 1-13. Multimodal Transportation Network Assumptions, Alternative 1 No Action

Pater ik
Emencary Sahan

Bus Rapid Transit

Priority Pedastrian Route
New Pedestrian Connections
[ P R I P Exisling Bicycle Lane

= New Bicycle Infrastructure

Source: Mithun, 2020; Fehr & Peers, 2020.
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Exhibit 1-14. Transportation Network Assumptions, Alternative 2

Pater ik
Emencary Sahan

Bus Rapid Transit

Priority Pedastrian Route
New Pedestrian Connections
[ P R I P Exisling Bicycle Lane

= New Bicycle Infrastructure

Source: Mithun, 2020; Fehr & Peers, 2020.



Kirkland NE 85th St Station Area Plan and Planned Action

Ch.1 = Summary
January 2021 = Draft SEIS Objectives and Alternatives

Exhibit 1-15. Transportation Network Assumptions, Alternative 3
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Parking: As the Study Area will benefit from proximity fo planned high capacity
transit and regional bike trail access, there may be a lessened need for onsite

parking. The Action Alternatives manage tfransportation demand through parking
ratios and system facilities and management:

Ratios: The GMA was also amended in 2020 to limit how high parking ratios
can be for housing in a quarter mile of a fransit stop with frequent service,
applicable to accessory dwelling units and affordable, senior/disabled, and

market rate housing. (RCW 36.70A.620 and 698) Thus, the Action Alternatives
test alternative parking ratios.

District parking facility (Alternative 3 only): A district parking facility is
conceptually located within Rose Hill commercial area that provides shared

access to parking for commercial area users, visitors and residents in mixed
use areas but would not be available for commuters.

Mitigation measures in Section 3.6 Transportation explore transportation demand
management which could include shared parking, parking management,
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unbundled parking, paid parking, or monitoring.

Parks, Open Space, and Environment

Key environmental elements under both Action Alternatives include:

— Minimize development near Forbes Lake; retain existing environmental and
land use regulations.

— Stormwater improvements included as part of the WSDOT 1 -405 Interchange
project and individual site/project development or redevelopment.

— Districtwide green building standards / incentives.

— Major increase of on-site free canopy through green street midblock
connections in Rose Hill and potentially within proposed open spaces.

— For Alternative 3 only, “Blue Street” reconstruction and streetscape
improvements for 120th Ave NE to provide stormwater conveyance,
attenuation (detention), and water quality tfreatment.

These green features are described further in Chapter 2.

The Action Alternatives would promote policies and regulations that could add
parks and open space and support the natural environment and aesthetics,
including:

— Neighborhood Parks and Pea Patches: There may be opportunities for park
acquisition, or implementation of public or private pea patches in new
developments (e.g. Pike Place Urban Garden).

— Neighborhood Linear Parks: As part of new streets or through block
connections, linear parks and enhanced landscaping could confribute to the
greenness of the area.

— Site Scale: At a site level the Form-Based Code would create standards for a
pedestrian oriented public realm, and buildings could be required to meet a
green factor (e.qg. like Seattle or Denver). There could be requirements for
public plazas and publicly accessible open space along with new mixed use
and office developments.

These concepts are explored more in Section 3.7 Public Services.

Affordable Housing

With the increase in growth capacity, Action Alternatives would enhance
affordable housing policies, incenfives, and requirements fo implement the
Kirkland Housing Strategy Plan (City of Kirkland, 2018) and to address the
increased demand for housing. Actions could include increased inclusionary

Ch.1 = Summary
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housing requirements, increased bonus densities, establishing commercial linkage
fees, and participating in regional efforts to establish funding mechanisms to
support affordable housing development including infrastructure and amenities.
Under Alternative 2 the level of density bonuses, incentives, or inclusion
requirements would be less than for Alternative 3 since it would be scaled to
capacity or value increases. The range of policy and regulation options are
reviewed in Section 3.3 Land Use Patfterns and Socioeconomics and mitigation
measures.

1.5 Key Issues and Options

The key issues facing decision makers include:

— Approval of a Station Area Plan including a vision, goals and policies, land
use concept including changes to map designations and infrastructure
investments as well as consistency edits to the Comprehensive Plan;

— Approval of a Planned Action Ordinance to help incentivize growth while
mitigating impacts.

— Approval of a Form-Based Code to provide for improvements to the public
realm, relationship of buildings, and quality materials, emphasizing design
over use.

— ldentifying the desired land use pattern and growth levels to respond to and
integrate the Stride BRT Station and provide for housing and job opportunities.

— ldentifying the mix of infrastructure and fransportation demand management
investments to ensure multimodal transportation options and levels of service.

— Consideration of alternative open space and park investments suited to a
fransit-oriented urban neighborhood.

— Accommodating school facilities in an urban environment.

— Creating a mix of incentives and requirements to address equity and support
large and small households and large and small businesses.

Ch.1 = Summary
Key Issues and Options
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1.6 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

1.6.1 Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions

How did we analyze Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas
Emissions?

For this evaluation, the King County SEPA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions
Worksheet was used to estimate the GHG emissions associated with embodied
and energy emissions. Using the existing land use in the Study Area, the fotal
vehicle miles fraveled (VMT) was calculated using Fehr & Peers’” MXD+ trip
generation tool.

What impacts did we identify?

Under all studied alternatives embodied emissions associated with redevelopment
and the energy emissions generated would increase compared to existing
condifions due to the intensified land use. Vehicle emission rates are expected to
be lower in 2035 as vehicles become more fuel efficient due to more stringent
regulations; therefore, each VMT will contribute fewer GHG emissions to the
environment. However, the transportation emissions are expected to increase
under each studied alternative.

What is different between the alternatives?

The alternatives would be considered fo result in significant GHG emission impacts
under the following conditions:

— Alternative 1 No Action if it increased per capita emissions compared to
existing conditions.

— Alternatives 2 and 3 if they increased per capita emissions compared to
Alternative 1 No Action.

Under the analysis, Alternative 1 does not increase per capita emissions above
existing conditions; it would be reduced on a per capita basis. Alternatives 2 and
3 would reduce per capita emissions compared to Alternative 1 No Action.
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Exhibit 1-16. Lifetime GHG Emissions of the Study Area Studied Alternatives

Emissions (MTCO2e) Existing Conditions Alternative 1 No Action Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Embodied Emissions 227,100 371,800 778,300 922,900
Energy Emissions 4,032,700 7,967,300 13,687,000 15,111,400
Transportation Emissions 2,401,900 3,737,000 6,325,500 6,783,400
Total Emissions 6,661,700 12,076,100 20,790,800 22,817,700
Population + Jobs 9,175 16,640 45,010 55,710
Emissions per Capita 726 725.5 460 410

Sources: King County SEPA GHG Emissions Worksheet, 2019; Fehr & Peers, 2020.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

Based on the evaluation above and in Section 3.1 Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas
no significant impacts are expected under the studied alternatives. However,
given the greater growth anticipated and to be consistent with City's
Comprehensive Plan, Climate Protection Action Plan, Sustainability Master Plan,
and SEIS scoping input, the following are offered as mitigation measures.

Dense landscaping along roadways can reduce air pollutants and green
infrastructure is a source of potential air emission mitigation at a microscale.
The Action Alternatives would include green streets with optimal
implementation of landscaping.

— Alternatives 2 and 3 propose growth near 1-405 that is office-focused with
residential and mixed uses buffered by office uses to reduce the potential for
localized air quality effects on vulnerable populations and improve land use
compatibility adjacent to the freeway.

— The City's Comprehensive Plan Environment Chapter cites promotion of
cleaner fuels, a reduction in vehicle miles of fravel, and more reliance on
renewable energy as three key fransportation related actions to meet the
City’'s GHG reduction targets.

— Kirkland’s Climate Protection Action Plan (CPAP) 2013 and 2018 Gas Emission
Report promote reduction in GHG.

— Inthe Form-Based Code, the City could include site by site green building
standards or implement districtwide green building standards / incentives,
credentialing programs (e.g. Living Building Challenge, LEED, Passivhaus, Built
Green, etc.), and district energy.
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With mitigation, what is the uvltimate outcome?

Based on the evaluation above and in Section 3.1 Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas,
there are no significant unavoidable adverse impacts expected under the
studied alternatives.

1.6.2 Surface Water and Stormwater

How did we analyze Surface Water and Stormwater?

The 2015 Comprehensive Plan Final EIS addressed current conditions, impacts,
and mitigation measures on constructed drainage facilities and natural surface
water bodies. The 2015 evaluation was reviewed and synthesized to include
consideration of free canopy, which was not explicitly addressed in the prior EIS.
Impacts would be considered to rise to the level of significance when:

— Stormwater. Projects result in at least one of the following:

»  Create impervious surfaces without stormwater management that
increase the rate and volume of stormwater entering the City’s separated
storm sewer system, exceeding its conveyance capacity and causing
local flooding or degrading habitat in downstream receiving waters due
to sfreambank erosion or changes in wetlands hydroperiod.

}  Release unfreated stormwater from pollution generating hard surfaces
that leads to a decrease in water quality in local receiving waters.

) Release stormwater contaminated with silt or other pollutants during
construction.

— Surface Waters (including streams and wetlands). If streams would receive
substantial changes in flow volumes and velocities that affect water quality
and habitat and cannot be mitigated. Surface water impacts are also of
significance if wetlands or wetland buffers are filled or substantially reduced in
function and these losses cannot be mitigated.

— Tree Canopy. If the project would cause a net loss in the City’s overall current
38% tree canopy coverage.

What impacts did we identify?

Stormwater

Additional growth and development would likely increase the total amount of
impervious surface in some parts of the Study Area under all alternatives, creating
additional stormwater runoff that would require management and tfreatment.

Ch.1 = Summary
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Existing development regulations would require this new development, however,
to implement stormwater flow control and water quality treatment thus mitigating
its impacts.

Redevelopment within the Study Area at higher densities would likely result in
improved water quality and a reduction in peak run-off rates as older
developments with outdated stormwater controls are replaced by new
developments with modern stormwater controls. Low Impact Development (LID)
practices are expected to improve water quality and the hydrologic regime of the
run-off, in particular for the peak flows and durations from smaller storm events.

Wetlands and Streams

Development allowed under each alternative could result in impacts fo Forbes
Creek and the unnamed stream located in Moss Bay Basin, as well as wetlands
along the eastern portion of the Study Area. Under all alternatives, the increase in
impervious surfaces and decrease in free canopy cover associated with
development would increase the flow volume and velocity during storm events
and reduce baseflow during drier periods. The required implementation of LID
practices would mitigate for this impact to flow and minimize the impact to
associated stream and wetland habitat. Redevelopment would improve stream
and wetland habitat by implementing current stormwater conftrols including LID
practices, requiring appropriate buffer widths, and retaining existing native
vegetation.

Tree Canopy

Tree canopy will also confinue to be analyzed under the current 8-year tree
canopy study cycle under all alternatives.

What is different between the alternatives?

Stormwater

While all alternatives would implement LID practices, the Action Alternatives
promotfe a multifunctional green street as a location for green infrastructure as
private development occurs. Alternative 3 also promotes a blue-green street
concepft for 120t Avenue NE that could include a “complete street” with
vegetated green stormwater infrastructure, fraffic calming, bike/pedestrian
mobility, and/or place making design elements. Under Alternatives 2 and 3,
private green streets would be identified in the Station Area Plan and Form-Based
Code regulating plan to enhance tree canopy and green infrastructure.
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Wetlands and Streams

Changes to stream and wetland habitat would be minimal under the No Action
Alternative and less than either Action Alternative due to reduced development
activity. Development activities under the No Action Alternative would be
consistent with current land-use planning and environmental regulations and
would not further encroach on stream or wetland buffers — fewer legacy
stformwater systems would be upgraded to current standards, however, so water
quality may improve more slowly under the No Action Alternative. Similarly, with
less development activity there may be fewer opportunities to enhance habitat
through mitigation projects.

Under the Action Alternatives, the area west of 120th Avenue NE and north of NE
90t Street would allow mid-rise office buildings near the FORBES 17 wetland buffer
and the buffer for Forbes Creek, mainly within the footprint of the existing
development. Development adjacent to stream and wetland buffers has the
potential to reduce buffer functions by increasing the amount of stormwater
flowing into the buffer, thereby decreasing water quality functions and increasing
disturbance, which can reduce habitat quality. The use of stormwater quality and
flow control practices (including LID practices) during development would
ameliorate some of these adverse effects to water quality. If development resulted
in femporary impacts to buffers during construction, habitat would be enhanced
by planting native species and removing invasive species in restored areas.

Tree Canopy

Infill and development activities under the No Action Alternative would likely result
in a relatively slow rate of both tfree removal and subsequent planting. Canopy loss
would be limited in scope but could be relatively drawn out as small numbers of
frees are occasionally removed, replanted, and gradually reach maturity.

Greater and more rapid development under the Action Alternatives would likely
result in more abrupt loss of canopy. For example, tree canopy may be lost
through infill development in residential areas and redevelopment of existing
commercial areas and large parking lofs with free cover into mixed-use areas.
Building height and proximity to potential planting areas in public rights of way
(ROW) could also impact existing trees or restrict the choice of free species for
future plantings to those with a smaller or more columnar structure, potentially
limiting tree canopy coverage.

The Action Alternatives estimate a maximum tree canopy loss of 67-68 acres within
parcels identified for development and adjacent public ROW (the potential free
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canopy impact areas).2 However, development would be subject to free retention
codes and street tree requirements, and replanting would occur more rapidly
under the Action Alternatives. Public ROW would generally be used as a planting
opportunity to offset canopy lost through development — any street trees removed
because of adjacent property development would be replanted in the ROW 1o
the full extent possible or in suitable locations in the city outside the Study Area. An
estimated 25 acres of the maximum loss in free canopy coverage under the Action
Alternatives could be replanted in the Study Area, and incrementally more
planting area could be added if new green streets are developed.?

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

Existing City plans, policies, and development regulatfions address mitigation of
impacts to stormwater, critical areas, and tree canopy:

— The City regulates surface water management in KMC Chapter 15.52 and
provides standards for LID principles in KZC Chapter 114.

— The City regulates wetlands and requires buffers in accordance KZC Chapter
90.55.1, and uses the Washington State water typing system to categorize
sfreams and other water bodies based on fish habitat and seasonal flows.
Modifications to wetlands, streams, and associated buffers are prohibited
except under certain circumstances (KZC Chapter 90.60 and 90.70).

— Policy E-2.1 of the Comprehensive Plan establishes an objective to achieve a
healthy, resilient urban forest with citywide 40% tree canopy coverage.

— The 2013 Urban Forestry Strategic Management Plan outlines long-range
management strategies tfowards a healthy, sustainable urban forest.

— A Tree Retention Plan for individual development projects must be developed
under all alternatives, including inventory and survey of significant trees that
may be impacted by the proposal (KZC Chapter 95). A forest management
plan may be required for significantly wooded sites greater than 35,000
square feet. New tree canopy would be added with new street free
plantings, installation of required landscaping, and general project
landscaping. The City is in the process of updating KZC 95 regulations, with
adoption slated for mid-2021.

Under both Action Alternatives, the City would require projects to implement

2 The potential impact area of Alternative 3 could affect slightly more trees and acres of canopy than
the other alternatives. There are an estimated 1,032 trees and 67.36 acres of tfree canopy cover in the
potential impact area of Alternative 2, and an estimated 1,039 trees and 68.03 acres of canopy
across all property ownership types in the potential impact area of Alternative 3.

3 Although 25 acres are available to be planted, the trees planted in these areas will at maturity
extend beyond the planting limits and result in canopy coverage greater than the planting area.
Coverage area would depend upon the species planted and planting conditions.
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enhanced stormwater freatment for all hard surfaces, requiring treatment within
the Forbes Creek watershed above existing stormwater code requirements. All
projects that drain to Forbes Lake within a designated Sensitive Lake WQ
Treatment Area that trigger water quality freatment would apply area-specific
water quality freatment requirements from Section 1.2.8.1 of the King County
Surface Water Design Manual. Both Action Alternatives may also implement
measures from the Water & Sustainability Options Matrix to provide additional
mitigation (see Appendix B).

Tree loss should be minimized where possible through the development of a Tree
Protection Plan that is required under existing regulations, with an emphasis to
retain and protect high-value, significant frees.

Other potential mitigation measures could include:

— It may be necessary to replace some lost free canopy coverage outside of
the Study Area. Recommended locations for free plantings outside the Study
Area include residential neighborhoods, public open space, parks, and
sformwater retention facilities.

— The City could use unconventional potential planting opportunities within
impervious surfaces using suspended pavement systems (Silva cell) to
maximize replanting within the Study Area.

— Where replanting within the Study Area is not possible, an in-lieu-fee option
may provide flexibility to fund and support best management practices
outlined in the City of Kirkland Urban Forestry Strategic Management Plan.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are expected to stormwater and
surface water.

There may be indirect impacts to sfream and wetland buffers due to increased
development adjacent to buffers. No additional impacts to streams or wetlands
are anficipated in any alternatives.

Based on Citywide data from historic canopy assessments, the Study Area would
see near-term canopy loss under all alternatives as larger frees are removed to
make way for redevelopment. The rate of near-term canopy loss likely
accelerates based on the intensity of allowed development. The tree canopy
would be restored over time as replacement trees reach maturity; however, all
alternatives may result in significant unavoidable impact to city-wide tree canopy
coverage temporarily over the next 10-20 years.
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1.6.3 Land Use Patterns and Socioeconomics

How did we analyze Land Use Patterns and
Socioeconomics?

The evaluation of land use includes a review of current land use and planned
land use spatial data, as well as demographic data from regional, state, and
federal sources.

What impacts did we identify?

Land use and socioeconomic impacts would be considered to rise to a

significant level if there are:

— Differences in activity levels af boundaries of uses of different intensities likely
to result in incompatibilities.

— Intensities of expected growth likely to have an impact on direct
displacement of a marginalized population (low-income people, people of
color).

— Inadequate physical capacity to accommodate growth and displaced
residents and businesses.

Developments at intensities that would not support fransit investments.

Land Use Growth and Activity Levels: The studied alternatives allow for mixed use
growth that is more intense than the largely low rise development that exists
today. All alternatives allow a range of housing types in low, medium, and high
density districts. All alternatives allow for commercial office, retail, and industrial
development.

Capacity for Growth and Displacement: Under all altfernatives most of the change
in land use and growth would occur in Census Tract 53033022604, the Rose Hill
area east of 1-405. This Census Tract has a low opportunity index, and a quarter of
the current residents are persons of color. There is a relatively low potential for
displacement of small and ethnic businesses. All alternatives provide capacity for
growth; to the extent there are limited displacements, there is capacity under all
alternatives to contain space to accommodate households and businesses of
different sizes.

What is different between the alternatives?

Growth and Change in Intensity: All alternatives allow for increased growth in the
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Study Areaq, with No Action the least and Alternative 3 the most. All Alternatives
would maintain a pattern of greater mixed use or employment intensity near NE
85th Street and I-405, though Alternatives 2 and 3 create a more disfinct
difference in intensity of uses in the northeast and southeast quadrants of the
inferchange where there are more abrupt changes in intensity from these uses to
medium and lower density residential.

Employment Uses along 1-405 and Air Quality Buffer: At a programmatic level, the
Action Alternatives consider business oriented and residential mixed uses similar to
allowances found foday in the No Action Alternative along NE 85th Street.
Compared to the No Action Alternative, Action Alternatives provide a transition
or buffer of greater employment uses along I-405 in the northeast and southeast;
residential uses would be located beyond these office-focused areas further from
I-405. This would help avoid residential uses along the freeway with exposure to air
quality emissions.

Support of Transit Investments: All alternatives would increase activity units in the
station area with Alternatives 2 and 3 exceeding the activity unit density required,
though the Station Area is only a portion of a larger proposed Regional Growth
Center.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

The mitigation measures include existing and expanded policies and regulations
addressing compatible land uses, affordable housing, and displacement:

— Apply zoning and design guidelines.

— Implement the Kirkland Housing Strategy to establish a TOD district with
amenities and range of housing styles.

— Expand Inclusionary housing.

— Creating density bonuses that prioritize affordable housing.

— Establish Commercial Linkage Fees.

— Establishing minimum requirements for family-size units, so a range of
households can live in the Study Area.

— Requirements that development provide a minimum number of activity units
fo achieve its desired transit oriented development, as well as establish an
expected amount of affordable housing.

— Commercial space standards for both small and large businesses in new
developments to retain area businesses in new urban formats. Building flexible
tenant spaces that can accommodate small businesses can make the
spaces more affordable.
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With mitigation, what is the uvltimate outcome?

Under all alternatives, additional growth would occur in the Study Area, leading
fo a generalized increase in building height and bulk and development intensity
over time, as well as the gradual conversion of low-intensity uses to higher-
intensity development patterns. This fransition would be unavoidable, but it is not
significant and adverse since this is an expected characteristic of a designated
Urban Center in the Countywide Planning Policies.

In addition, future growth is likely to create localized land use compatibility issues
as development occurs. The potential impacts related to these changes may
differ in intensity and location in each of the alternatives. However, with the
combination of existing and new development regulations, zoning requirements,
and design guidelines, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts are
anticipated.

As the area develops, there may be displacement of existing jobs as most of the
areas of intensification are in commercial or mixed use areas; however, there is
sufficient employment space under any alternative to relocate the businesses
and thus no significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated.

All alternatives could see some risk of displacement of existing residents or
businesses; this risk would be higher under Alternatives 2 and 3 but so would the
capacity for relocation in new housing units. Alternatives 2 and 3 would increase
substantially the capacity for housing that could better meet demand. Increasing
affordable housing programs and incentives for providing units affordable to
diverse income groups and to investment in affordable housing development
could offset affordability pressures. Measures to encourage small businesses in the
Form-Based Code would also help avoid displacement and create a more
vibrant urban hub. The capacity of alternatives together with mitigation measures
encouraging and requiring affordable housing and a variety of employment
space should avoid significant adverse impacts.

1.6.4 Plans and Policies

How did we analyze plans and policies?

This SEIS analyzes perfinent plans, policies, and regulations that guide or inform
the proposal. These include the GMA, Vision 2050, the County Countywide
Planning Policies (CPPs), and the City’s Comprehensive Plan, including
applicable neighborhood plans. The alternatives were reviewed for consistency
with each of these plans and policies. A finding of inconsistency or contradiction
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with plans and policies would be considered to result in a significant adverse
impact.

What impacts did we identify?

All alternatives are generally consistent with plans and policies. In a few cases,
policies in the Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan speak to considerations that have not
been fully addressed in the Station Area Planning process. Future development of
the SAP, development regulations, and design guidelines should include review
of these selected policies, as noted in the mitigation measures, to determine
applicability and potential need for comprehensive plan amendments.

What is different between the alternatives?

The plans and policies analysis found that the proposal considered in Alternatives
2 and 3 would be consistent with the guidance and requirements of the GMA,
PSRC Vision 2050, King County CPPs, and Kirkland Comprehensive Plan. In
general, the Action Alternatives would result in greater capacity, amenities, and
services to support the future station area compared to the No Action
Alternative.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?
The following mitigation measures address potential policy inconsistencies:

Incorporated Plan Features

— All alfernatives would accommodate the City's 2015-2035 growth targets for
housing and employment identified in the Comprehensive Plan, as well as
general guidance supporting transit-oriented development in the vicinity of
the new BRT stafion atf the 1-405/NE 85th St inferchange.

Regulations and Commitments

— Asrequired by GMA, the City must submit proposed Comprehensive Plan
amendments and updated regulations for review and comment by the State
prior to final adoption.

Other Proposed Mitigation Measures
— The relationship of the SAP to neighborhood plans should be specifically
arficulated in the Comprehensive Plan.

— Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan policies RH-24, RH-27, RH-29, and RH-30 should be
reviewed to defermine the need for amendments to the Comprehensive Plan
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or potential inclusion in future development regulations/design standards.

— The City will consider the need for design standards and other measures to
ensure that residential character is retained as infill development occurs.

With mitigation, what is the uvltimate outcome?

With mitigation the proposal would be consistent with state, regional, and local
policy guidance, and requirements.

1.6.5 Aesthetics

How did we analyze Aesthetics?

This SEIS evaluates the scale and visual quality of development that would
potentially occur under each of the alternatives, including the effects of
proposed building height increases on community character, views, and shading
condifions. The SEIS documents existing conditions in the Study Area, including
current development typologies, allowed building heights, and overall visual and
architectural character. The alternatives were reviewed for potential effects on
the visual environment associated with future development.

The aesthetics analysis assess impact related o visual character, views, shading
conditions, and light and glare.

What impacts did we identify?

Under all alternatives, construction of regional fransit infrastructure in Kirkland
would continue, including the NE 85th Street BRT Statfion, and additional
population and employment growth would occur in the Study Area, primarily
focused in the existing Rose Hill Business District. Additional growth in the Study
Area would gradually increase development intensity over time, which would
result in a transition to a more urban visual character with taller, more massive
buildings that have the potential to affect views and shading conditions in the
Study Area. Additional development and associated vehicular fraffic would also
increase the level of light and glare in the Study Area.

What is different between the alternatives?

The Action Alternatives would allow substantially more development and taller
building heights than existing conditions or the No Action Alternative, increasing
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the intensity of development and creating a more urban visual environment.
These larger buildings would also potentially increase ground-level shading
condifions and alter the pedestrian experience. In general, Alternative 3 would
have greater potential for adverse impacts than Alternative 2 because it would
allow taller buildings heights and an overall greater level of development in the
Study Area.

None of the alternatives are anficipated to have significant adverse effects on
protected public views.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

Adverse effects could be minimized through application of design standards
included in the proposed Form-Based Code, and the Action Alternatives would
also include plans for the construction of additional streetscape improvements
and bicycle/pedestrian connections.

In addition to the City’s existing design standards and development regulations,
recommended design standards include the following:

— Addifional ground-level setback, upper-story stepback, or building height
fransition standards for sites abutting low-density residential properties;

— Limits on the size and footprint of fower-style development including
regulating the relationship of building massing o site open space;

— Limits on building site coverage;

— Transitional bulk, height, orientation, or landscaping standards at boundaries
of higher and lower intensity typologies;

— Privacy standards to control window placement and require addifional
setbacks where mixed-use or commercial development faces lower-density
residential uses; and

— Use of mid-block connections to break up building massing and improve the
pedestrian environment.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

Under all Alternatives, additional growth and infill development would occur in
the station area, gradually increasing the level of development intensity and
altering the existing architectural and visual character. These changes would
occur under all alternatives, though the changes would be most pronounced
under Alternative 3. With implementation of the mitigation measures described
above and in Section 3.5, Aesthetics, including adopftion of the proposed Form-
Based Code, the visual character of the station may experience positive effects,
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and no significant unavoidable adverse aesthetic impacts are anficipated.
1.6.6 Transportation

How did we analyze Transportation?

The Bellevue-Kirkland-Redmond (BKR) travel demand model was used to develop
2035 traffic volume forecasts for Alternative 1 No Action; they are based on the
land use forecast and transportation infrastructures adopted in the 2035
Comprehensive Plan. These forecasts account for the current zoning of the Study
Area and the background growth assumed for the rest of the city and region,
consistent with adopted local and regional plans. MXD+, a trip generation tool
that accounts for the variation in land use type and density, was applied to
estimate the venhicle trips that would occur under Alternatives 2 and 3.
Alternatives 2 and 3 are tested on a regional 2035 transportation network (since
the fravel demand model only exists out to 2035 Comprehensive Plan date) while
the land use and transportation network in the Study Area reflects growth that
could occur through the 2044 horizon year, making it a conservative
fransportation analysis for the subarea because it compresses growth trends into
a shorter timeframe than anticipated.

The following conditions would be considered to result significant impacts for the
two Acftion Alternatives:

Auto and Freight:

— Vehicle level of service (LOS) operates at LOS E or below at a study
intersection that operated acceptably under Alternative 1 No Action or has a
substantial increase in delay at a study intersection already expected to
operate at or below LOS E under Alternative 1 No Action.4

— Queues from a downstream intersection expected to spill back to a study
infersection that would not experience queues under Alternative 1 No Action
or long queues not anticipated under Alternative 1 No Action that would
require waiting at an infersection for several cycles before proceeding.

Transit:

— Projected transit ridership would result in passenger loads exceeding King

4 Per the City's TIA Guidelines, which are intended for individual developments, intersections operating
at LOS E or F may be defined as impacts depending on the project’s proportional share of traffic.
Because the scale of the action alternatives is much larger than an individual development, as shown
in Exhibit 3-21, the action alternatives would exceed the 5% and 15% proportional share thresholds
found in the TIA Guidelines. Therefore, the applicable threshold for significance for this EIS is LOS E.
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County Mefro/Sound Transit guidelines on a route serving the Study Area that
would operate acceptably under Alternative 1 No Action or increases the
passenger load by at least 5% on a route that already exceeds the guidelines.

— Action Alternatives would preclude the fransit upgrades identified in the
Transit Implementation Plan.

Bike/Pedestrian:

— Add bicycle or pedestrian demand to locations that lack facilities meeting
City standards beyond the level anticipated under Alternative 1 No Action.

Parking:
— Result in on-street parking demand exceeding supply beyond the level
anticipated under Alternative 1 No Action.

Safety:

— Increases the collision rate at a study intersection compared to Alternative 1
No Action.

What impacts did we identify? What is different between
the alternatives?

Under all alternatives, PM Peak Hour trips would increase, though greatest under
the Action Alternatives. See Exhibit 1-17.

Exhibit 1-17. PM Peak Hour Vehicle Trips Generated, All Alternatives

Net Change in Trip

Generation Compared to

Alternative PM Peak Hour Vehicle Trips No Action Alternative
Existing 4,559 -

No Action (2035 land use) 10,315 -
Alternative 2 (2044 land use) 17,601 7,286
Alternative 3 (2044 land use) 19,473 9,158

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020.

A summary of modal impacts is presented in Exhibit 1-18. Based on the expected
growth in trips, there would be added queues and congestion on area roadways
and intersections affecting auto modes and safety with the greatest impacts
under Alternative 3 and the least under Alternative 1. Alternative 2 affects nearly
the same number of intersections as Alternative 3 though delay would often be
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less under Alternative 2 than for Alternative 3 (see results under Mitigation
Measures). There would be greater need for transit to accommodate increased
passenger loads. The alternatives provide for new bicycle and pedestrian
connections with the greatest improvements anticipated under Alternative 3.
Because future development is expected to facilitate additional demand and
meet the City design standards related to bicycle and pedestrian facility
accommodations, no significant adverse impacts to pedestrian or bicycle fravel
are identified.

Exhibit 1-18. Summary of Impacts: All Alternatives

Type of Impact Alternative 1 No Action Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Avuto and Freight LOS impacts at 2 intersections LOS impacts at 7 intersections LOS impacts at 8 intersections
and queuing impacts and queuing impacts and queuing impacts

Transit Study Area Impact for I-405  Study Area Impact for Route  Study Area Impact for Route

BRT North 250 and 1-405 BRT North 250 and 1-405 BRT North

Pedestrian & Bicycle None None None

Parking None Study Area Impact Study Area Impact

Safety Study Area Impact Study Area Impact Study Area Impact

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

Incorporated Plan Features

Managing demand for auto fravel is an important part of mitigating the traffic
congestion impacts identified in this SEIS. The City of Kirkland currently
incorporates a number of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs
and strategies to encourage reduced vehicle travel by carpooling, vanpooling,
transit, walking, biking, and teleworking. Policy T-3.4 and Policy T-3.5 in Kirkland’s
Comprehensive Plan outline specifics on the City's Commute Trip Reduction
program and Transportation Management Plan requirements for developers and
property owners. These strategies are discussed further under “Regulations and
Commitments.” The City has also utilized the following TDM strategies and
programs: fransit subsidies requirement for developers/property owners, Orca
business passport program, vehicle ownership limitations through parking
agreements and management for multifamily development, and guaranteed
ride home. These strategies could be utilized more holistically with fransit-oriented
development in the Station Area.

Also, the NE 85th Street SAP assumes a few changes that would encourage
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reduced vehicle fravel in the Study Areq, including:

— Improvements fo the bicycle and pedestrian networks through new and/or
wider sidewalks, bike lanes, cycle tracks, trails, and street connections.

— Revised parking code that reduces the amount of parking new
developments must provide and requires parking monitoring.

Intersection Specific Improvements

Another potential approach to reduce the auto and freight intersection impacts
is fo make capital improvements to increase the capacity of the intersections
and roadways in the Study Area. This section describes potential improvements to
the study intersections that are operating at or below LOS E under Alternatives 2
and 3:

— Add an additional eastbound through lane on NE 85th Street east of 122nd
Avenue NE.

— Adjust signal settings by optimizing cycle lengths and/or splits and using
protected left turns at locations with high volumes.

— Extend the length of turn pockets where feasible to help reduce spillback into
the through lanes.

— At NE 90th Street & 120th Avenue NE (intersection 4), add a traffic signal and
a westbound left furn lane.

— At NE 80th Street & 120th Avenue NE (intersection 6), add a southbound left
turn lane.

— At NE 90th Street & 124th Avenue NE (intersection 8), add a northbound and
southbound lane on 124th Avenue NE, restripe the eastbound lanes to be an
eastbound through/left lane and a right turn pocket, and change the signal
setftings to a split phase.

— At NE 85th Street & 124th Avenue NE (intersection 9), add a southbound left
turn lane.

Exhibit 1-19 shows how much these improvements help to reduce delay under
Alternatives 2 and 3. However, these intersections would still have substantially
more delay than Alternative 1 No Action, so other programmatic or policy
measures would be required to fully mitigate the impacts. The improvements
were tested from a traffic operations perspective, but additional analysis would
be necessary to refine the details of these improvements, including design
feasibility and necessary right-of-way.

Another measure the City could consider implementing is additional intelligent
transportation systems (ITS) elements into the corridor beyond the currently
inferconnected signal system that functions based on a fraffic responsive timing
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pattern. Additional freatments could include implementing performance
monitoring software and a more advanced adaptive traffic signal timing system.

Addifionally, it is worth noting that the analysis in the SEIS provides a conservative
estimate of the growth in traffic volumes within the Study Area. Due to the
forecasted increase in delay and queuing along NE 85th Street, it is likely that
drivers who are not stopping within the Study Area would choose alternate
routes. This could include trips within the City of Kirkland or frips for fravelers from
other areas that are entering and exiting 1-405 via the NE 85th Street interchange.

The lack of east-west travel routes across 1-405 also causes vehicle trips to be
concentrated along NE 85th Street. This means that local trips within the City of
Kirkland mix with a significant amount of regional fraffic that is accessing 1-405.
Creating additional east-west vehicle connections across the freeway (not
proposed or recommended) and increasing the network density would spread
out the trips and reduce the congestion along NE 85th Street.

Exhibit 1-19. Alternative 2 and 3: 2044 PM Peak Hour LOS and Delay, With and Without Mitigations

Alternative 2 Alternative 3
LOS/Delay in secondsA LOS/Delay in secondsA
Alternative 1 No With Intersection No With Intersection

Intersection Traffic Control No Action Mitigation  Improvements  Mitigation  Improvements

1 NE 85th St & 6th St Signal F/ 86* F/119A n/a F/ 138A n/a

2 NE87th St & 114th Ave NE All-way stop C/16A Cc/18 n/a Cc/18 n/a

3 NE 85th St & Kirkland Way / Roundabout* B/ 12A B/ 15* n/a D/ 38* n/a
114th Ave NE

4 NE 90th St & 120th Ave NE All-way stop D /30 F / >150 F/122 F/>150 F/>150

5 NE 85th St & 120th Ave NE Signal D/ 46 F/114 n/a F/>150 n/a

6 NE 80th St & 120th Ave NE Signal B/14 C/32 C /2] F/95 € /&8

7 NE 85th St & 122nd Ave NE Signal A [ 6AN E/ 61 n/a F/ 102 n/a

8 NE 90th St & 124th Ave NE Signal E/ 58 F/>150 F/83 F/>150 E/73

9  NE 85th St & 124th Ave NE Signal D/ 42 F/>150 F/>150 F/>150 F/>150

10 NE 85th St & 132nd Ave NE Signal C /31 F/127 E/ 65 F/>150 F/ 150

n/a no intersection improvements

A Delays greater than 150 seconds (two and a half minutes) are not shown, as drivers are likely to seek out alternate routes instead of

waiting at an intersection with extremely long delays.

* Roundabout analysis completed in SIDRA. WSDOT does not recommend the use of LOS as a comparative tool for SIDRA roundabout
analysis. Three of the four approaches exceed WSDOT volume-to-capacity ratio threshold of 0.85 and two of these are overcapacity

(v/c>1).

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020.
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Regulations and Commitments

The City of Kirkland has requirements on TDM programs and strategies:

— Washington State Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) law focuses on employers
with 100 or more employees whose shifts begin during the typical AM
commute. This law requires employers to develop commute trip reduction
plans and work foward meeting their mode share targets through internal
programs and monitoring. As more businesses subject to CTR locate in the
Study Areaq, it is expected that decreases in single-occupancy vehicle (SOV)
commute rates would result.

— Transportation Management Plans (TMPs) are required for property owners of
newly constructed commercial buildings at the direction of the City. TMPs are
designed to encourage new developments to reduce automobile trips and
their traffic impacts on city facilities. TMP programs are generally geared
toward large housing and commercial development; however, they could
apply to smaller developments as well. However, the TMP program is
underfunded and needs an ongoing funding mechanism to be able to
effectively manage future TMPs.

The TDM programs discussed here would be implemented regardless of which
land use alternative is selected and can have a substantial effect on fravel
behavior—something which is not fully captured by the travel demand modeling
process. With a robust TDM program in place, it is expected that actual trip
generation in the Study Area would be lower than that analyzed in the impacts
section of this SEIS.

Additional Transportation Demand Management and Parking Strategies

Research by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA),
which is composed of air quality management districts in that state, has shown
that implementation of TDM programs can substantially reduce vehicle trip
generation, which in turn reduces congestion for tfransit, freight, and autos. The
specific measures described below are all potential projects that the City could
consider modifying or expand current strategies:

— Unbundle parking to separate parking costs from total property cost, allowing
buyers or fenants to forgo buying or leasing parking spaces if they do not park
acar.

— Revise parking code to reduce the amount of parking new developments
must provide, or implement parking maximums to further reduce the amount
of parking supply in the Study Area beyond what is assumed under
Alternatives 2 and 3. This would limit the number of parking spaces which can
be built with new development.
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— Implement managed on-street parking strategies (e.g. designate special use
zone for activities such as loading/unloading or emergencies, implement time
restricted parking, and charge for parking).

— Provide shared off-street parking with new developments.
— Charge for parking off-street.

— Implement requirements for robust monitoring and management of parking
and the TDM measures in the Study Area to ensure that people are not
parking in the surrounding neighborhood to avoid these parking
management measures.

— Provide private shuttle service as a first mile/last mile solution to make the 85th
Street Station more accessible from Downtown Kirkland, the Google campus,
Kirkland Urban, and other destinations, and to provide an attractive
fransportation alternative for locations that are less served by fixed-route
fransit. Two shuttle routes should be explored — one to Downtown Kirkland and
Kirkland Urban using NE 87th Street/7th Avenue and 5th Street, and one that
goes to the Google Campus and shopping center at 108th Avenue NE & NE
68th Street using the Cross Kirkland Corridor. This could start as a pilot program
in partnership with Uber or Lyft to provide subsidized rides to gauge demand
for a shuttle.

— Encourage orrequire transit pass subsidies from developers/property owners.

— Encourage or require transit pass provision programs for residents— King
County Metro has a Passport program for multifamily housing that is similar to
its employer-based Passport program. The program discounts fransit passes
purchased in bulk for residences of multifamily propertfies.

— Expand upon Kirkland's Green Trip program to utilize commute marketing
programs to advertise different commuting options and encourage walking,
biking, fransit use, carpooling, vanpooling, or other means of travel.

— Utilize an Emergency Ride Home program to provide a taxi voucher or other
way for employees to fravel home if an emergency or unexpected late work
makes them miss their normal transit, carpool, or bike ride home.

— Partner with Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) such as Uber or Lyft to
provide pooled ridesharing options, ideally as a last-mile connection to transit
or as an aspect of an Emergency Ride Home program.

— Accommodate bicyclists by providing secure, covered and convenient
bicycle parking at office and residential buildings; showers and lockers at
offices; and public repair stations.

— Launch a bikeshare or other micromobility system in Kirkland.

— Utilize a Ridematch Program to assist potential carpoolers in finding other

individuals with similar travel routes. These may be open or closed systems, but
generally a larger population will have more potential matches.
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Implementing the TDM strategies described above in addition to the intersection-
specific improvements would help further reduce trips, as shown in Exhibit 1-20, but
a separate LOS standard for the Study Area would likely still be necessary to fully
mitigate the impacts at all the study intersections.

Exhibit 1-20. Trip Reduction from Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies

TDM Strategy Office Residential Retail
Parking

= Parking pricing 6-11% 6-11% 6-11%
= Unbundled parking -—- Up to 8% -

= Reduced supply Up to 9% Up to 9% Up to 9%
Transit

= Transit subsidies for employees and residents Up to 5% Up to 5% -

= Last mile private shuttles 1-7% Up to 9% Upto 1%
Commute

= Marketing campaigns 2-16% 3-21% Up to 3%
= Emergency Ride Home Program Upto 1% — —

= TNC partnerships Up to 3% - Upto 1%
Bike/Walk Upto 1% Upto 1% Upto 1%

= Secure parking

= Showers & lockers

= Public repair stations
= Bikeshare system

Rideshare Up to 6% Up to 6% Up to 6%
= Ridematch Program
Total of all Measures 14 - 21%* 19 - 23%* 11 -17%*

* Total trip reduction is not a simple sum of all the strategies since many of the strategies are
complementary.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020.

Level of Service Policy

The City could approach mitigation through revision of its LOS policy—in
particular, creating a separate LOS standard that would apply at designated
intfersections in the Study Area (and potentially other areas of the City outside the
Study Area) to be consistent with the transportation characteristics of urban
areas. Multiple citfies in the Puget Sound designate varying LOS standards based
on neighborhood or corridor context.

Transit Improvements

Significant impacts to tfransit were identified in the Study Area for Route 250 and
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the 1-405 Stride BRT North under both Alternatives 2 and 3. These impacts are due
to forecasted ridership exceeding load factors established by King County Metro
and Sound Transit. To address this impact, the City of Kirkland could coordinate
with King County Metro and Sound Transit to adjust their service levels through
their regular service revisions as fransit demand increases in the Study Area.

The City of Kirkland could also require that all new transit stops are designed to
minimize delay and maximize comfort by providing convenient loading and
access at all bus doors and necessary sidewalk width to accommodate future
sfop amenities such as benches, fransit shelters and frash receptacles.

Safety Improvements

Significant impacts to safety were identified in the Study Area due fo higher
vehicle volumes and the resulting queueing throughout the Study Area and on
the |-405 off ramps. The Intersection-Specific Improvements and TDM strategies
described above will help reduce delays, which would help improve safety.

— Provide continuous pedestrian scale streetlighting along corridors within
fransit-oriented development areas.

— Design streets to promote slower vehicle fravel speeds and awareness for the
most vulnerable users of the street system, pedestrians, and cyclists, during all
times of the day by implementing freatments, such as those identified in the
NACTO Urban Street Design Guide.

— Ensure all new uncontrolled crosswalks are constructed with freatments that
bring awareness to drivers regarding yielding to cross pedestrians, including
applying the USDOT FHWA Guide for Improving Pedestrian Safety at
Uncontrolled Crossing Locations.

The City should also monitor safety through its crash reporting system and Vision Zero
program and consider additional improvements at the study intersections as needed.

Land Use Mix and Amount

The City could create a Preferred Alternative with a different amount and mix of
the studied office, retail, and residential land uses. In combination with TDM and
capital improvements, an alternative land use mix and level could help realize
City transportation LOS standards. For example, the City could start with
Alternative 2 but reduce office growth levels and consider its desired balance
with residential and retail uses. Bringing office growth lower and closer in balance
with residential uses could increase the internal capture of trips and reduce the
net increase in frips on the system.
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With mitigation, what is the uvltimate outcome?

This section identifies significant adverse impacts for auto and freight, transit,
parking, and safety under both Action Alternatives.

The auto, freight, and safety impacts are anticipated to be reduced by
implementing a range of possible mitigatfion strategies such as those above. In
addition to geometric transportation capacity improvements, the City could
manage demand using policies, programs, and investments aimed at shiffing
fravel fo non-SOV modes. However, even with some combination of these
potential mitigation measures, queueing would likely sfill be an issue throughout
the Study Area and on the [-405 off ramps, which would also influence safety.
Therefore, significant unavoidable adverse impacts are expected for auto,
freight, and safety.

With some combination of the potential mitigation measures outlined in the
previous chapter, the magnitude of the tfransit impacts could be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level. Therefore, no significant and unavoidable adverse
impacts to transit are expected.

The parking impacts are anticipated to be brought to a less-than-significant level
by implementing a range of possible mitigation strategies such as those discussed
above. While there may be short-term impacts as fravelers initially rely
predominantly on auto travel (causing on-street parking demand to exceed
supply), it is expected that over the long term with these mitigation strategies and
confinued expansion of non-auto travel options, fravel behavior would change
such that the on-street parking situation would reach a new equilibrium.
Therefore, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts to parking are expected.

1.6.7 Public Services

How did we analyze Public Services?

To analyze public services this SEIS compared existing conditions with projected
growth to identify future needs for public services (police, fire and emergency
services, schools, and parks) associated with each of the proposed alternatives.

Current effective levels of service for police as well as fire and emergency
services were used to project future need for additional police officers and
firefighters due to growth. The analysis also considered the proximity of police and
fire protection facilities/apparatuses to the Study Area.

1-45



Kirkland NE 85th St Station Area Plan and Planned Action

Demand for school services were analyzed in terms of the schools within or
surrounding the Study Area that would likely receive additional school age
children generated by growth in the Study Area. Demand for parks and
recreation facilities were analyzed by the projected future need for additional
park investment dollars due to growth based on the City's adopted parks and
recreation LOS standard. The analysis also looked at the accessibility of parks in or
near the Study Area.

Impacts on public services and utilities would be considered to result in significant

impacts under one or more of the following conditions:

— Negatively affect the response times for police and/or fire and emergency
medical services.

— Increase demand for special emergency services beyond current operational
capabilities of service providers.

— Reduce access to park and open space facilities.
— Resultinincreases in students and lack of facilities.

What impacts did we identify?

Under all alternatives, additional population and employment growth would generate
a need for additional police, fire and emergency, school, and park services.

Growth in the Study Area will generate more calls for police services as well as fire
and emergency services. To maintain the City’s current effective LOS under all
alternatives, KPD would need to hire more police officers and KFD would need to
hire more firefighters over the planning period.

Growth in the Study Area will also generate more school age children within the Study
Area. Based on Lake Washington School District’s adopted student generation rates,
projected population growth within the Study Area will include between 215 to 1,251
students through the planning period, depending on the alternative.

As mentioned above, the City’s parks and recreation LOS standard is based on an
investment per capita standard ($4,094 per resident). To adequately serve future
growth, the City would need to invest between approximately $6.5 million to
approximately $67.4 million through the planning period, depending on the
alternative.

What is different between the alternatives?

The Action Alternatives would allow for significantly more population and
employment growth than existing conditions or the No Action Alternative. As the

Ch.1 = Summary
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City’s current or policy-based LOS standards are based on population, demand
for public services will be highest under Alternative 3 and will be lowest under the
No Action Alternative.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

For all services, the SAP could promote public/private partnerships to provide
facilities in the station area and address potential service needs created by new
development.

Safety and Emergency Services: Planning for future growth is a way to mitigate
the impacts generated by the projected population and employment growth.
KPD and KFD could hire additional staff to prepare for the additional growth. KPD
and KFD could also adopt formal, population-based LOS standards for police or
fire and emergency services to help identify project-specific demand.

Parks: The 2015 Park PROS Plan identified a potential park acquisition area within
the Study Area, which would improve access to neighborhood parkland to Study
Area residents. The City collects park impact fees on new development, which
are used to build or acquire new park facilities. The Station Area Plan could
advance parks and open space at a neighborhood scale and at a site scale.

Schools: Future capital planning for the Lake Washington School District beyond
the year 2025 is currently underway. The District’s Facility Advisory Committee has
proposed recommendations for future capital facility planning including addifions
to schools within and abutting the Study Area. The alternatives also raise heights at
the Lake Washington High School to allow for additional school capacity in the
future. As well the Form-Based Code could offer incentives for developments to
incorporate space for schools in new developments. The City collects school
impact fees on new development to partially offset impacts to schools.

It is important to note that population and employment growth will occur
incrementally over the planning period. The City and School District can evaluate
levels of service and funding sources to balance with expected growth; if funding
falls short, there may need to be an adjustment to levels of service or growth as
part of regular planning under the GMA. With implementation of mifigation
measures and regular periodic review of plans, no significant unavoidable
adverse impacts to public services are anficipated.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

Under all Alternatives, additional growth and infill development would occurin
the station area, gradually increasing the level of development intensity and
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altering the existing architectural and visual character. These changes would
occur under all alternatives, though the changes would be most pronounced
under Alternative 3. With implementation of the mitigation measures described
above, including adoption of the proposed Form-Based Code, the visual
character of the station may experience positive effects, and no significant
unavoidable adverse aesthetic impacts are anticipated.

1.6.8 Utilities

How did we analyze Utilities?

Current city utility plans for sewer and water were reviewed. Based on the City’s
levels of service, the demand for sewer and water per capita were identified.
Water and sewer impacts would be considered to rise to the level of significance
when the project’s water or sewer demand exceed the capacity of the ufility to
supply and the LOS is decreased.

Sewer

Sewer service in the Study Area is provided by the City of Kirkland Wastewater
Division. All the City's wastewater discharges to the King County Department of
Natfural Resources and Parks, Wastewater Treatment Division (KCWTD). The
following rates from the 2018 General Sewer Plan were used to estimate
increased sanitary sewer flows:

— 76 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) for each new resident.

— 20 gpcd for each new employee.

Water

Potable water in the Study Area is provided by the City of Kirkland Water Utility
supplied by Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) through the Cascade Water Alliance
(Cascade). The City of Kirkland Water Utility also provides the water storage and
conveyance capacity to meet the needs for fire flow. The following rates were
used to estimate increased water demand:

— 103 gpcd for each new resident (per the 2015 Comprehensive Plan EIS).

— 36.7 gpcd for each new employee.>

5 There is no value provided for the water demand for each new employee within the City of Kirkland water utility in either the 2015
Comprehensive Plan EIS or the City's Comprehensive Water System Plan. A portion of the City is served by the Northshore Ufility District,
which reports an Average Daily Consumption per employee of 36.7 gpcd in its 2009 Water System Plan.
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What impacts did we identify?

Sewer

Population and employment growth under all alternatives would add to sewer
flows and increase demand for sewer service (Exhibit 1-21).

Exhibit 1-21. Estimated Sewer Flows and Water Demand in Gallons per Day (gpd) by Alternative

Existing No Action Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Sewer Flow 423,000 gpd 662,000 gpd 1,815,000 gpd 2,274,000 gpd
Water Demand 620,800 gpd 1,001,000 gpd 2,735,000 gpd 3,418,200 gpd

Note: Assumes 1.83 persons per household in multi-family units and 2.73 per persons per household in single family units per the 2015
Comprehensive Plan EIS. Existing residential units in the Study Area are assumed to be 56% mulfi-family (apartment and condominium)
and 44% single family homes based on parcel records and transportation model baseline information.

Sources: Comprehensive Water System Plan, 2014; General Sewer Plan, 2018; Herrera, 2020.

Sewer system improvements to meet future growth identified in the Generall
Sewer Plan must be provided under all alternatives — the majority of proposed
sanitary pipeline replacement projects listed in the Plan are located within the
Kirkland basin (the basin to the west of the 1-405 Interchange). The project list is
based on the City's assessment of existing deficiencies, safety concerns,
maintenance requirements, and capacity requirements. Under all alternatives
these deficiencies will be exacerbated.

Water

Population and employment growth under all alternatives would increase
demand for water service thus decreasing supply capacity (Exhibit 1-21). Water
distribution improvements for system deficiencies identified in the Comprehensive
Water System Plan must be provided and fire flow requirements must be met by
the City under all alternatives. Within the Study Area, the 510 pressure zone
experiences high water velocities due to the undersized water main and
represents a vulnerability due to decreased available fire flow. Operating the
system at high velocities is more likely to damage the system with high pressure
surges. The City has identified replacement of the undersized main serving the 510
pressure zone as a recommended capital improvement project.

Some areas of the City's system are over 40 years old, and water mains are
expected to have a life expectancy of only 50 years. Portions of the system may
need to be replaced within the next ten years. Under all alternatives these
deficiencies will be exacerbated.
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What is different between the alternatives?

The level of population and employment growth is highest under the Action
Alternatives and lowest under the No Action Alternative.¢ Demand for added
wastewater treatment or water supply is accordingly variable (Exhibit 1-21).

Increased demand under the No Action Alternative is consistent with ufility
planning described in the City's General Sewer Plan and Comprehensive Water
Plan and would be mitigated by implementation of the planned capital facility
upgrades. Estimated demand under the Action Alternatives exceeds the overall
20-year planned sewer and water system capacity described in each plan. The
sewer and water system plans would thus need to be updated, and capital
facilities planned to mitigate the impacts and meet new demand for sewer
service, domestic water, and fire flows.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

The City's adopted regulations, policies, and plans and state laws help address
potential impacts to sewer service and water demand:

— RCW 19.27.097 provides that an applicant for a building permit must provide
evidence of an adequate supply of potable water. The authority o make this
determination is the local agency that issues building permits, (i.e., the City of
Kirkland).

— Adequate connection requirements for sewer and water service installation
are codified in KMC Chapter 15.12 and 15.14, respectively.

— Utilities can be extended to address area-specific needs and potentially
distribute costs using local improvement districts (KMC Chapter 18.08), sewer
extension charges (KMC Chapter 15.38.030), and/or latecomer agreements
(RCW 35.91).

Other potential mitigation measures could include:

— Update the General Sewer Plan and Comprehensive Water Plan including the
capital facilities plan.

— Finance and build necessary capital facilities o meet new demand for sewer
service, domestic water, and fire flows, which may result in appropriate
general facility charges for new development.

— A downstream analysis of the wastewater system and hydraulic model
analysis would need to be undertaken to estimate the costs associate with
proposed changes. Until such time as the study is completed, the City could

¢ New residential growth under all alternatives is assumed to be multi-family.
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condifion individual developments to provide analysis of their contribution to
projected flows that are anficipated and require development to provide
infrastructure fo remedy increased demand or rectify deficiencies.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

Under all the alternatives the population served by the ufilities will increase. This
will result in increased consumption of water from the regional supply and
increased sewage production requiring freatment and discharge into local
waters. With the mitigation identified, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts
are expected for water or sewer.
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2 Proposal and
Alternatives

2.1 Introduction and Purpose

This Chapter describes the proposals and alternatives examined in this Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).

2.1.1 Proposals

Sound Transit's ST3 Regional Transit System Plan is bringing a once-in-a-generation
transit investment to Kirkland with a new Stride Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) station at
85th and 1-405, currently scheduled to open by 2025.7 The City of Kirkland is
developing a Station Area Plan to guide how development, open space, and
mobility connections in neighborhoods near the station can leverage this regional
investment to create the most value and quality of life for Kirkland, and provide
the community with an opportunity to envision the future for this area. The City is
proposing a Stafion Area Plan, Form-Based Code, and Planned Action Ordinance
to guide the area within a half-mile of the stafion.

The Station Area Plan (SAP) will encourage an equitable and sustainable transit-
oriented community as part of the significant growth expected in Greater
Downtown Kirkland over the long-term through 2044.8 It will build on recent efforts
such as the Kirkland 2035 Comprehensive Plan, the Greater Downtown Kirkland
Urban Center, and other city-wide initiatives addressing housing, mobility, and
sustainability.

The concepfts in the SAP will be supported with a Form-Based Code meant to
emphasize physical form more than traditional land use zoning. While fraditional

7 Sound Transit and WSDOT are conducting their own SEPA review of the station, and the station itself is
not addressed in this SEIS.

8 The SAP will address a horizon year of 2044, a new planning period consistent with the City’s next
periodic update beyond the current Comprehensive Plan horizon year of 2035.
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zoning uses the separation of land uses as an organizing principle, a Form-Based
Code focuses on building form as it relates to streetscapes and adjacent uses,
and relies on design guidelines to foster and protect community character. The
Form-Based Code would address: the physical relationship between buildings
and streets; ground floor pedestrian character; building heights, stories, and roofs;
parking location and form; and public realm areas including common space,
landscaping, and site amenities.

The Planned Action Ordinance will facilitate growth that is consistent with the SAP
and Form-Based Code by completing the environmental review upfront and
establishing environmental performance standards that each development
would meet. Planned actions consistent with the ordinance requirements would
not require a new threshold determination and could rely on the Planned Action
SEIS and streamline their permit review.

2.1.2 Alternatives

This Draft SEIS considers the proposals and alternatives that can create a
gateway and mixed use district that is livable, equitable, and sustainable as it
expands housing and job opportunities. The alternatives include:

— Alternative 1 No Action: This alternative would reflect existing zoning and
current plans. It would continue current anticipated growth to the year 2035
up to 2,782 households and 10,859 jobs.

— Alternative 2: This alternative would create a Station Area Plan and Form-
Based Code allowing for added housing and commercial/retail activity in
buildings up fo 150 feet in height closest to the station and along maijor street
corridors and 25-85 feet elsewhere. Alternative 2 would allow for moderate
growth throughout the district, primarily focused on existing commercial areas
such as Rose Hill. For the year 2044, the anficipated total growth levels would
be up to 8,509 households and 28,688 jobs. Non-motorized improvements
would be implemented, and incentives would enhance stormwater
treatment and attract the development of green buildings. A Planned Action
Ordinance would be prepared to facilitate growth consistent with the plan
vision, regulations, and environmental mitigation measures.

— Alternative 3: This alternative would also create a Station Area Plan and Form-
Based Code, and would allow for further intensified development close to the
station offering jolbbs and housing in buildings up fo 150-300 feet in height,
fransitioning to mid-rise and low rise development of 25 to 85 feet further from
the station. For the year 2044, the anticipated total growth levels would be up
fo 10,909 households and 34,988 jobs. Alternative 3 includes investment in
additional bike / pedestrian routes and more intensive green stormwater
infrastructure within rights of way. Similar to Alternative 2, a Planned Action

Infroduction and Purpose
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Ordinance would be implemented under Alternative 3 to incentivize
development that meets environmental performance standards as well as
the plan vision and other local regulations.

2.2 Description of the Study Area

The Study Area includes the area within approximately a half mile area centered
on the future NE 85th Street/I-405 BRT “Stride” station location. At the maximum
extents, the Study Area is bounded approximately by 12th Avenue and NE 100th
Street to the north, 128th Avenue NE to the east, NE 75th and 5th Avenue S to the
south, and éth Street to the west. See Exhibit 2-1. The Study Area includes portions
of the North Rose Hill, South Rose Hill, Everett, Moss Bay, Norkirk, and Highlands
neighborhoods. See Exhibit 2-2.
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Exhibit 2-1. NE 85th Street Station Area Plan Study Area
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Exhibit 2-2. Neighborhoods

Source: City of Kirkland, BERK, 2020.
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2.3 Planning Process

Kirkland is engaging the community and developing plan proposals through four
phases:

Phase 1: Opportunities and Challenges - collect information about existing
conditions, land use opportunities, and challenges to better understand
project possibilities and inform Phase 2.

Phase 2: Concepts and Alternatives - gather ideas to form alternatives;
consider environmental, community, and equity impacts; and review draft
alternatives. This phase integrates requirements under the State Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA) including scoping and issuance of a Draft SEIS.

> Scoping: The City established a 21-day comment period fo solicit
comments on the scope of the SEIS and alternatives. In addition to a
standard written comment period, the City posted a story map and
survey and held a community workshop. See Appendix A.

> Draft SEIS Comment Period: This includes a multi-week comment period as
described in the Fact Sheet.

Phase 3: Draft Plan - respond to input in Phase 2 by developing a preferred
alternative and preparing a draft Station Area Plan. The draft Station Area
Plan will be supported by proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan,
Kirkland Zoning Code, and a Final SEIS that responds to public comments and
a proposed planned action. A planned action is an ordinance that simplifies
future environmental review requirements for major projects with
development consistent with the adopted Station Area Plan.

Phase 4: Final Plan - Planning Commission to confirm and City Council to
adopt the final plan through formal public hearings and legislative meetings.

Each phase has included public and stakeholder engagement through
inferviews, surveys, or public meetings. Phases are illustrated in the flow chart in
Exhibit 2-3.

Exhibit 2-3. NE 85th Street Station Area Planning Phases

Opportunities and Concepts and

Challenges Alternatives Draft Plan

Winter/Spring Spring through Winter 2021

2020 Fall 2020

Source: BERK, 2020.

Ch. 2 = Proposal and Alternatives
Planning Process

Final Plan
Spring 2021
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2.4 Objectives

SEPA requires the statement of objectives describing the purpose and need for
the proposals. The following objectives have been established for the Kirkland NE
85th St Station Area Plan:

Leverage the WSDOT/Sound Transit I-405 and NE 85th St Interchange and Inline
Stride BRT station regional fransit investment to maximize transit-oriented
development and create the most:

— opportunity for an inclusive, diverse, and welcoming community
— value for the City of Kirkland,
— community benefits including affordable housing,

— and quality of life for people who live, work, and visit Kirkland.

The objectives also serve as criteria by which the alternatives can be evaluated.

2.5 Alternatives

2.5.1 Alternative 1 No Action

Summary: The No Action Alternative is consistent with existing plans, would allow
for limited residential development throughout the district, and in Rose Hill it would
allow for substantial retail employment and modest office development up 1o 6
stories. Mobility changes beyond Sound Transit's planned BRT station and
WSDOT's planned inferchange would be limited, and environmental strategies
would primarily consist of minor streetscape improvements as part of existing
design guidelines.

Plans and Land Use: Alternative 1 No Action is SEPA-required, and would retain
the existing Comprehensive Plan policies, future land use designations and zoning
districts, while aligning with the goals of transit-oriented development, community
benefits, and quality of life.

There is a predominance of Commercial/Mixed Use zoning east of the freeway
(Rose Hill Commercial) and Medium and Low Density Residential fo the west.
There are additional areas of Cenftral Business District and Industrial zoning too.
See Exhibit 2-4 and Exhibit 2-5.

Objectives
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Exhibit 2-4. Zoning Map, Study Area.
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Exhibit 2-5. Zoning Chart Study Area

Zone Category Individual Zones in Study Area

Commercial RH 5C

RH 5B

RH 3

RH 1A

RH 1B

RH 2A; RH 2B; RH 2C

CBD 5A

CBD 5

CBD 6
Low Density Residential RS 5.0; RS 7.2; RS 8.5; RS 12.5; RSX 5.0; RSX 7.2;
Medium Density Residential RM 3.6; RM 5.0; PLA 17
High Density Residential RM 1.8; RM 2.4; PLA 5A; PLA 5D; PLA 5E
Industrial LIT
Office PLA 17A; PR 3.6; PLA 5B; PO; PLA 5C
Office RH 4
Park/Open Space P

Source: City of Kirkland, 2020.

Growth: Based on current plans and zoning, the Study Area is anticipated to grow
from nearly 2,000 households in 2019 to 2,800 households in 2035. Jobs would
increase from about 5,000 jobs fo 11,000 jobs between 2019 and 2035.

Land Use:

— Rose Hill Business District: Primarily retail development with limited
office/residential above

— Rose Hill/Moss Bay/Norkirk/Everest/Highlands: Infill housing and jobs based on
adopted land use/zoning

Mobility and Transportation elements would include:

— Transit: WSDOT/ST I-405 and NE 85th St Inferchange and Stride BRT Station
project which integrates with local transit on NE 85th Street

— Bike/Pedestrian: Minor streetscape improvements associated with
development frontages and planned projects

— Parking: Current requirements for new development

Key mobility elements under the No Action Alternative are illustrated below.

Alternatives
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Exhibit 2-6. No Action Alternative 1 Mobility Improvements

.........................
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peter ik Park

Bus Rapid Transit
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New Pedestrian Connections

Existing Bicycle Lane

Sere0

= New Bicycle Infrastructure

Source: Mithun, 2020; Fehr & Peers, 2020.

Environmental elements would include the following:

— Minimize development near Forbes Lake by retaining existing environmental
and land use regulations

— Stormwater improvements included as part of the WSDOT 1-405 Interchange
project and individual site/project development or redevelopment per the
Stormwater Manual, KZC Chapter 15.52, Surface Water Management

— Compliance with KZC Chapter 95, Tree Management and Required
Landscaping

2.5.2 Action Alternatives

The Action Alternatives are both based on a concept intended to align with the
SAP objectives and goals of maximizing transit-oriented development, community
benefits including affordable housing, and quality of life. The concept establishes
a land use pattern that would focus Office Mixed Use zoning abutting the

Alternatives
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inferchange to the northeast and southeast, and to a lesser extent to the
southwest quadrant.

Flex Office and Small Business uses, including light industrial, would be located in
Norkirk west of the Cross Kirkland Corridor. Mixed Use Residential uses would be
located to the east of the higher intensity office uses along NE 85th Street, and to
the west abutting Kirkland Urban. See Exhibit 2-7 .

Exhibit 2-7. Growth Concept

LOW DENSITY 7
RESIDENTIAL
RESIDENTIAL EDGE

y 777 B
INCREMENTALINFILL ‘ %

INCREMENTAUINFILL

LOW DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL

LOW DENSITY i
RESIDENTIAL !
'

......

..........

Source: Mithun, 2020.

The building types that could locate in the growth concepts include a range of
building stories and intensities. See Exhibit 2-8. A table describing the typologies is
shown in Exhibit 2-9.

2-11



Kirkland NE 85th St Station Area Plan and Planned Action

January 2021 = Draft SEIS

Exhibit 2-8. Development Typologies — Action Alternatives

Office High Intensity*

Office Mle Use High Hensity*
| &Q i S'

T

Source: MIthun, 2020.

Office Low Intensity

Office Mixed Use Mid Intensity*
L j i s

= N,

g vig”

Residential Mixed Use Mid Intensity*

*studied with conventional and lower parking ratios

Exhibit 2-9. Development Typology Descriptions

Development Type Description

Office High Intensity

Office Mid Intensity

Office Low Intensity

Office Mixed Use High Intensity
Office Mixed Use Mid Intensity
Residential High Intensity
Residential Mid Intensity
Residential Mixed High Intensity
Residential Mixed Mid Intensity

Incremental Infill (Residential
Infill in Alternative 3)

Alternatives

Primarily office/commercial uses consisting of fowers and mid-rise buildings.

Primarily office/commercial uses consisting of mid-rise buildings.

Primarily office/commercial uses consisting of low-rise buildings.

Mix of office/commercial and retail uses consisting of fowers and mid-rise buildings.

Mix of office/commercial and retail uses consisting of mid-rise buildings.

Primarily residential uses consisting of fowers and mid-rise buildings.

Primarily residential uses consisting of mid-rise buildings.

Mix of residential and retail uses consisting of towers mid-rise buildings.

Mix of residential and retail uses consisting of towers mid-rise buildings.

Primarily residential uses consisting of low-rise buildings, including duplexes, triplexes,

townhouses, and small apartment buildings
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Development Type Description

Other Infill per existing zoning Where applied in conjunction with low density residential zoning infill would be
consistent zoning allowances include KZC Chapter 113, Cottage, Carriage and
Two/Three-Unit Homes.

Where applied with medium density residential could include a variety of detached
and atftached residential units depending on underlying zone.

Where overlying employment zones, there could be office and retail development
or light industrial development consistent with underlying zoning.

Industrial/Tech Non-residential uses compatible with a light industrial/manufacturing district in a
walkable, urban sefting. Example uses would include light manufacturing, office,
and storefront retail.

Note: For the purposes of these development types, low-rise includes structures up to 3 stories, mid-rise includes structures 4-12 stories
and high-rise/towers includes structures above 12 stories.

Affordable Housing Policies and Regulations: With the increase in growth
capacity, Action Alternatives would enhance affordable housing policies,
incentives, and requirements to implement the Kirkland Housing Strategy Plan
(City of Kirkland, 2018) and to address the increased demand for housing. Actions
could include increased inclusionary housing requirements, increased bonus
denisities, establishing commercial linkage fees, and participating in regional
efforts to establish funding mechanisms to support affordable housing
development including infrastructure and amenities. Under Alternative 2 the level
of density bonuses, incentives, or inclusion requirements would be less than for
Alternative 3 since it would be scaled to capacity or value increases. The range
of policy and regulation options are reviewed in Section 3.3 Land Use Patterns
and Socioeconomics and mitigation measures.

Transportation: The Action Alternatives would both include the planned Sound
Transit BRT station served by a network of fransit lines and improved bicycle and
pedestrian facilities, as well as the planned WSDOT interchange improvements.
Each alternative varies the non-motorized improvements and mobility is discussed
below.

Parking Ratios: As the Study Area will benefit from proximity to planned high
capacity fransit and regional bike trail access, there may be a lessened need for
onsite parking. the GMA was also amended in 2020 to limit how high parking
rafios can be for housing in a quarter mile of a fransit stop with frequent service,
applicable to accessory dwelling units and affordable, senior/disabled, and
market rate housing. (RCW 36.70A.620 and 698) Thus, the Action Alternatives test
alternative parking ratios. See Exhibit 2-10.
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Exhibit 2-10. Parking Rates by Alternative

Existing Zoning/No Action Action
Parking Ratio Alternative Alternatives
Medium and High Density Residential Varies by bedrooms 1.2-1.8 1-per studio and 1-bedroom
per bedroom 1.6 per 2-bedroom and 1.8 per

3-bedroom (current rate)

Office parking ratio (per 1,000 sf) 3.33 2-5*
Retail parking ratio (per 1,000 sf) 333 2-3
Restaurant parking ratio (per 1,000 sf) 10 4-10

Traditional Industrial parking ratio (per 1,000 sf) 1 1
Flex and Urban Industrial parking ratio (per 1,000 sf) 1 1

Wholesale parking ratio (per 1,000 sf) 1 1

*Tech Campus: 5/1000 square feet per lease.

In order to achieve the lower end of the proposed parking range under Action
Alternatives, policy or code changes would require individual development
projects include features such as: shared parking, parking management,
unbundled parking, paid parking, or monitoring.

Transportation Demand Management Mitigation: Other potential mitigation
measures are explored in Section 3.6 Transportation such as:

— Shuttle providing first -mile/last- mile access for surrounding neighborhoods
and Downtown.

— Managed on-street parking strategies.

— Partner with Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) to provide pooled
ridesharing options.

Parks and Open Space: The Action Alternatives would promote policies and
regulations that could add parks and open space, including:

— Neighborhood Parks and Pea Patches: There may be opportunities for park
acquisition, or implementation of public or private pea patches in new
developments (e.g. Pike Place Urban Garden).

— Neighborhood Linear Parks: As part of new streets or through block
connections, linear parks and enhanced landscaping could confribute to the
greenness of the area.

— Site Scale: At a site level the Form-Based Code would create standards for a
pedestrian oriented public realm, and buildings could be required to meet a
green factor (e.q. like Seattle or Denver). There could be requirements for
public plazas and publicly accessible open space along with new mixed use
and office developments.
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These concepts are explored more in Section 3.7 Public Services.

Details of Alternatives 2 and 3 are described below.

Alternative 2

Summary: In support of the SAP objectives and goals to maximizing fransit-
oriented development, community benefits including affordable housing, and
quality of life, this alternative would allow for moderate growth throughout the
district, primarily focused on existing commercial areas such as Rose Hill. This
growth would allow for a range of mid-rise, mixed use office/residential with
incremental infill in established residential neighborhoods. Mobility and
environmental strategies would focus on enhancing existing City plans, including
additional bike lanes, sidewalks, and minor green infrastructure investments.

Station Area Plan (SAP) and Form-Based Regulations: This alternative would
create a SAP and Form-Based Code allowing for added housing and
commercial/retail activity in buildings up to 10 stories in height (150 feet) closest
to the station and along designated street corridors and low and midrise heights
(25 to 85 feet) elsewhere.

Planned Action Ordinance: A Planned Action Ordinance would be prepared to
facilitate growth consistent with the plan vision, regulations, and environmental
mitigation measures.

Land Use Plan: The proposed land use plan illustrated in Exhibit 2-11 includes:

— Rose Hill NE 85th Corridor and Station Area: Mid-rise office/residential mixed
use (up to 10 stories and 150 feet)

— Rose Hill/Moss Bay/Norkirk/Everest/ Highlands: Infill development in other areas

in accordance with zoning (see also Exhibit 2-9)

Building heights would be about 10 stories or 150 feet closest to the station east of

[-405, transitioning to 85 feet, 65 feet, and 45 feet as distance increases from the
freeway eastward along NE 85th Street. To allow for capacity increases and
effective use of current sites, the alternative considers adding a story in height at
the Lake Washington High School. See Exhibit 2-12.

Alternatives
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Exhibit 2-11. Alternative 2 Land Use Change Areas
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Source: Mithun, BERK, 2020.
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Exhibit 2-12. Alternative 2 Building Heights

124th Ave NE
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Source: Mithun, 2020.

Growth: Alternative 2 would allow for housing fo grow up to about 8,500 by 2035,
which is 6,600 above existing homes. Alternative 2 would also allow for jobs to
grow up to 28,700 by 2035, about 23,700 more than the existing number of jobs.

Mobility /Transportation: Mobility elements include but are not limited to:

—  Transit: WSDOT/ST 1-405 and NE 85th St, Interchange and In-line BRT planned

projects
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Bike/Pedestrian: Incremental green streets midblock connections policy in
Rose Hill, Enhanced bike/pedestrian lane/new sidewalks) on 120th Ave NE
and other key streets. Green streets include both non-vehicular and vehicular
streets that provide public access through large sites; green streets enhance
aesthetics and water quality as well as mobility. It includes vegetated green
stormwater infrastructure, traffic calming, non-motorized mobility, and place
making design elements. These streets may be private or publicly owned.

Parking: Reduced parking ratios for mixed use development (see Exhibit 2-8)

Mobility concepts for Alternative 2 are illustrated in Exhibit 2-13 below.

Exhibit 2-13. Alternative 2 Mobility Concepts

i
S

Bus Rapid Transit
Priarity Pedestrian Routo
Mev Pedeslrian Conneclions

Existing Bicycle Lane

Eee

- Mew Bicycle Infrastructure

Source: Mithun, 2020.

Environment: Key environmental elements include:

Minimize development near Forbes Lake; retain current land use and
environmental regulations

Stormwater improvements included as part of the WSDOT 1-405 project and
individual site/project development or redevelopment

Minor increase of tree canopy, which could include: Tree retention,
replacement, and new free planting requirements for the subarea that

Alternatives
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support the City's free canopy goals.
— Streetscape-based stormwater improvements along 120th Ave NE

— Moderate/incremental green building standards

Alternative 3

Summary: In support of the SAP objectives and goals to maximizing fransit-
oriented development, community benefits including affordable housing, and
quality of life, this alternative would allow for the most growth throughout the
district. This growth would include mixed use residential and office buildings up to
20 stories (150 to 300 feet) in select commercial areas, midrise residential mixed
use along NE 85th and adjacent to the office mixed use areas, and smaller scale
infill in low-density residential areas. Mobility strategies would involve substantial
investments in multimodal strategies to accommodate growth through transit,
biking, and walking, as well as a district - wide parking strategy and facility.
Environmental strategies would be coordinated at the district scale to maximize
environmental performance through green infrastructure and a signatfure "blue
street" on NE 120th Street that would integrate a new shopping street-focused
sfreetscape with stormwater management improvements.

Station Area Plan (SAP) and Form-Based Regulations: This alternative would also
create a SAP and Form-Based Code, and would allow for further intensified
development close to the station offering jobs and housing in buildings up to 20
stories (150-300 feet) in height, tfransitioning to mid-rise and low rise development
further from the station. As described under 2.5.2 Action Alternatives elements of
the SAP and Form-Based Code could include added affordable housing policies,
incentives or regulations, and parks and open space strategies and code
requirements.

Planned Action Ordinance: Similar to Alternative 2, a Planned Action Ordinance
would be implemented under Alternative 3 to incentivize development that
meets environmental performance standards as well as the plan vision and other
local regulations.

Land Use Plan: The major elements of the land use plan include:

— Rose Hill NE 85th Corridor and Station Area: Taller buildings (up to 20 stories,
150-300 feet) with mid-rise office/residential mixed use (85-150 feet)

— Moss Bay/Norkirk/Everest/ Highlands: Mid-rise office residential mixed use (85-
150 feet), Industrial/Tech in Norkirk

— School Capacity: To allow for capacity increases and effective use of current

sites, Alternative 3 considers adding two more stories height above current
zoning at the Lake Washington High School. Under this alternative, the City

Alternatives
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could also work with the Lake Washington School District and major
employers on how to accommodate school capacity in urban formats or
allow for specialty instruction for students.

— Ofther: Residential infill, including small-scale redevelopment, could result in
more housing variety with low rise townhouses, small apartments, and other
similar housing forms. Significant investment in open space and community
gathering spaces as noted under 2.5.2 Action Alternatives.
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Exhibit 2-14. Alternative 3 Land Use Change Areas

w
Z
o
>
<
£
T
~

Cemetery,
-]

* NE 80#h st

-

l'ake]Washington!
High Sch'ool

" DEVELOPMENT TYPOLOGIES - ALTERNATIVE 3
Industrial /Tech " Office Mid Intensity - Reduced Parking ) S Infill per Zoning
' Office Mixed Use High Intensity - Reduced Parking Residential Mid Intensity
‘ Office High Intensity - Reduced Parking - Residential Mixed Use Mid Intensity E 85th St. Station Location
ﬂ Residential Mixed Use High Intensity - Reduced Parking " Residential Mixed Use Mid Intensity - Reduced Parking D Study Area

. Office Mid Intensity Park/Open Space {L:_“ King County-Designated
" Urban Center

/2 =il BERK

Miles Map Date: December 2020

“4 Residential Infill

Source: Mithun, 2020.
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Exhibit 2-15. Alternative 3 Building Heights
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= Proposal and Alternatives

==:: King County-Designated

Map Date: December 2020

Growth: Alternative

3 would allow for total housing fo reach up to about 10,900

by 2035, which is 9,000 above the existing number of homes. With a focus near
the statfion, Alternative 3 would also allow jobs to grow up to nearly 35,000 by

2035, about 30,000 above the existing number of jobs.

Mobility/Transportation: Mobility elements include but are not limited to:

— Transit: WSDOT/ST 1-405 and NE 85th St Inferchange and Stride BRT Station
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project which integrates with local transit on NE 85th St.

— Bike/Ped: Required green streets midblock connections policy in in Rose Hill,
substantial bike/ped improvements (cycle track? network, retail supportive
streetscape) on 120th Ave NE and other key streets. Green streets include
both non-vehicular and vehicular streets that provide public access through
large sites; green streets enhance aesthetics and water quality as well as
mobility. It includes vegetated green stormwater infrastructure, traffic
calming, non-motorized mobility, and place making design elements. These
streets may be private or publicly owned. The City would define a green
street standard, and require it to be implemented as redevelopment occurs.

— Parking: District parking facility, located within Rose Hill commercial area that
provides shared access to parking for commercial area users, visitors and
residents in mixed use areas but would not be available for commuters, lower
end parking ratios in Rose Hill (see Exhibit 2-8) paired with demand reduction
and parking efficiency features such as: shared parking, parking
management, unbundled parking, paid parking, or monitoring. Managed on-
street parking.

The mobility concepts under Alternative 3 are illustrated below.

? A cycle track is a bike lane that is physically separated from motor traffic and distinct from the
sidewalk. (National Assocation of City Transportation Officials, 2020)
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Exhibit 2-16. Alternative 3 Mobility Concepts
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Source: Mithun, 2020.

Environment: Key environmental elements include:

Minimize development near Forbes Lake; retain existing environmental and
land use regulations

Stormwater improvements included as part of the WSDOT 1-405 Interchange
project and individual site/project development or redevelopment

Maijor increase of on-site free canopy through green street midblock
connections in Rose Hill and potentially within proposed open spaces. Green
streets and open spaces may be private or publicly owned. Beyond 120th
Avenue NE Green Streeft, other green streets would be planned by the City
but built by the developers according to design standards provided by the
City. Other changes could include: Tree retention, replacement, and new

free planting requirements for the subarea that support the City's tree canopy
goals.

“Blue Street” reconstruction and streetscape improvements for 120th Ave NE
to provide stormwater conveyance, attenuation (detention), and water
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quality treatment. The “blue street” concept would include vegetated
stormwater infrastructure element in the median of the street which has
flowing water on the surface. The corridor may also be integrated with
bike/pedestrian/transit infrastructure and community gathering spaces. See
also “green streets” under Mobility/Transportation above.

— Districtwide green building standards / incentives

2.5.3 Growth Comparisons

The City plans for growth in its Comprehensive Plan consistent with GMA.
Currently, the City plans for a 2035 horizon and takes its fair share of growth based
on growth target set in the Countywide Planning Policies. Regarding housing, City
reported that in 2013, Kirkland had 36,866 housing units, capacity for an
additional 13,664 to 23,817 new units, and a 2035 Growth Target of 8,361 unifs. In
2013, the City had about 37,981 jobs, and capacity for 22,984 to 57,155 new jobs
above a growth target of 22,435 new jobs. (Table LU-3) Totem Lake Urban Center
has the greatest share of growth capacity. King County designated Greater
Downtown Kirkland as an Urban. Center in the King County Countywide Planning
Policies in 2019. The City has proposed it as a Regional Growth Center with the
Puget Sound Regional Council.

Exhibit 2-17 compares housing and jobs across alternatives in the Station Area
Study Area boundaries. Based on proposed land use:

— Alternative 1 allows for the least housing and job growth of each alternative. It
contributes to the adopted Comprehensive Plan capacity and would contain
about 2,782 dwellings and 10,859 jobs, slightly higher than the 2019 estimates
of 1,909 dwellings and 4,988 jobs.

— Alternative 3 allows for the most housing and job growth. Alternative 3 would
add capacity for 9,000 new housing units and 30,000 jobs, a substantial
addition fo the city's capacity. For the year 2044, the anticipated total growth
levels would be up to 10,909 households and 34,988 jobs.

— Alfernative 2 allows for growth well above Alternative 1 but less than
Alternative 3. Alternative 2 would provide for 6,600 new dwellings, and 23,700
new jobs. For the year 2044, the anticipated total growth levels would be up
to 8,509 households and 28,688 jobs.

Action Alternatives would create capacity for the City to advance ifs
Comprehensive Plan beyond the current 2035 planning horizon, looking ahead to
the next 2044 planning horizon and associated regional growth projections. See
Exhibit 2-17.

Alternatives
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Exhibit 2-17. Alternative Housing and Job Comparisons
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Source: Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.

A comparison of the growth curves for housing and jobs are shown below in
Exhibit 2-18 and Exhibit 2-19, respectively.

Exhibit 2-18. Total Households 2019-2044
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Source: Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.
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Exhibit 2-19. Total Jobs 2019-2044
40,000

34,988
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28,688
30,000
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15,000 10,859
10,000
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2019 2035 2044
wmmmNO Action === Alternative 2 === Alternative 3
Source: Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.
Alternatives 2 and 3 allow growth to different levels but would place more growth
in the northeast and southeast parts of the stafion area compared to the
northwest and southwest parts. All alternatives plan for less growth in the

northwest part of the Study Area. See Exhibit 2-20 and Exhibit 2-22 for allowed
housing totals by location around the interchange.

Exhibit 2-20. Alternative Total Housing by Location surrounding 1-405 Interchange
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1'1
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Source: Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.

Approximate housing levels are compared by alternative and location in Exhibif
2-21.

Ch. 2 = Proposal and Alternatives
Alternatives
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Exhibit 2-21. Total Housing by Alternative: Detail

Location Existing No Action Alternative 2 Alternative 3
NW 484 515 533 537

NE 453 957 3,196 4,559

SE 305 600 3,636 4,112

SW 667 710 1,144 1,701
Total 1,909 2,782 8,509 10,909

Sources: Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.

Similarly, allowed employment levels by Action Alternative show most growth in
the NE and SE parts of the Study Area and relatively less in the NE and NW. In all
alternatives, the least growth is planned in the NW. See Exhibit 2-22.

Exhibit 2-22. Alternative Employment Growth by Location
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Sources: Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.

The details of each alternative’s allowed growth by location is presented in Exhibit
2-23.

Exhibit 2-23. Total Employment by Alternative: Detail

Location Existing No Action Alternative 2 Alternative 3
NW 898 1,164 1,358 1,145
NE 906 3,252 19,698 23,761
SE 913 2,657 4,969 6,794
SW 2,270 3,787 2,663 3,288
Total 4,988 10,859 28,688 34,988

Sources: Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.

Ch. 2 = Proposal and Alternatives

Alternatives
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2.5.4 Key Elements by Alternative

Key elements described by alternative above are compared in Exhibit 2-24.

Exhibit 2-24. Comparison of Alternatives Key Elements

Alternatives

Ch. 2 = Proposal and Alternatives
Alternatives

No Action Alternative 1

Reflects principles of
comprehensive plan, recent
frends and current zoning

Action Alternative 2

Reflects principles of
comprehensive plan, with
some rezoning and
additional growth

Action Alternative 3

Reflects principles of
comprehensive plan, with
substantial rezoning and
additional growth

Summary

SEIS Topics Studied

This alternative would reflect existing zoning and current
city plans. It would include limited residential
development throughout the district, and in Rose Hill it
would include substantial retail employment and modest
office development up to 6 stories. Mobility changes
would be limited, and environmental strategies would
primarily consist of minor streetscape improvements as
part of existing design guidelines.

This alternative would allow for moderate growth
throughout the district, primarily focused on existing
commercial areas such as Rose Hill. This growth would
allow for a range of mid-rise mixed use residential and
office buildings up fo 10 stories (150 feet) with limited infill
in established neighborhoods. Mobility and
environmental strategies would focus on enhancing
existing plans, including additional bike lanes, sidewalks,
and minor green infrastructure investments.

This alternative would allow for the most growth
throughout the district. This growth would include mixed
use residential and office buildings up to 20 stories (300
feet) in select commercial areas, substantial smaller scale
infill in established neighborhoods, and limited changes
to residential areas such as Highlands and South Rose Hill.
Mobility strategies would involve substantial investments
in multimodal strategies fo accommodate growth
through fransit, biking, and walking, as well as a district
parking structure for businesses/residents/ customers (not
commuters). Environmental strategies would be
coordinated at the district scale to maximize
environmental performance through green infrastructure
and a signature “blue street” for addressing stormwater.

Development

Land Use, Aesthetics, Public Services, Greenhouse
Gases, Open Space, Housing, Economic Activity

Rose Hill: Primarily retail development with limited

office/residential above

Moss Bay/Norkirk/Everest/Highlands: No change

Other: Infill per zoning

Rose Hill: Mid-rise office/residential mixed use (up

to 10 stories)

Moss Bay/Norkirk/Everest/Highlands: Smaller
scale residential/office/industrial infill

Other: Infill per zoning, Neighborhood scale

pocket parks, onsite open space, and linear parks

or pea patches see mitigation in Section 3.7

Rose Hill: Towers (up to 20 stories) with mid-rise

office/residential mixed use

Moss Bay/Norkirk/Everest/Highlands: Mid-rise
office residential mixed use, Flex office/industrial in

Norkirk

Other: Infill per zoning, and added residential infill
in northeast extent, including low rise attached

housing (townhouses, small apartments),
Significant investment in open space and

community gathering spaces, e.g. parks, onsite
open space, and linear parks or pea patches see

mitigation in Section 3.7.

Mobility

Transportation, Greenhouse Gases

Transit: WSDOT/ST 1-405 and NE 85th St
Interchange and Inline BRT project
Bike/Ped: Minor streetscape
improvements associated with
development frontages and planned
projects

Parking: Current requirements for new
development

Transit: WSDOT/ST I-405 and NE 85th St
Interchange and Inline BRT project
Bike/Ped: Incremental green streets
midblock connections policy in Rose Hill,
Enhanced bike/ped improvements (bike
lane/new sidewalks) on 120th Ave NE and
other key streets

Parking: Reduced parking requirements;
see TDM discussion in Section 3.6 for other
mitigation

Transit: WSDOT/ST I-405 and NE 85th St
Inferchange and Inline BRT project

Bike/Ped: Required green streets midblock
connections policy in Rose Hill, Substantial
bike/ped improvements (cycle frack
network, retail supportive streefscape) on
120th Ave NE and other key streets

Parking: District parking facility reduce
parking requirements ; see TDM discussion
in Section 3.6 for other mitigation.

Environmental Sirategies

Surface & Stormwater, Utilities,
Greenhouse Gases, Open Space

Minimize development near Forbes Lake

Stormwater improvements included as
part of the WSDOT |-405 Interchange
project

Minimize development near Forbes Lake

Stormwater improvements included as
part of the WSDOT I-405 Interchange
project

Minor on-site stormwater and tree
canopy increase

Streetscape-based stormwater
improvements along 120th Ave NE

Moderate / incremental green building
standards

Minimize development near Forbes Lake
Stormwater improvements included as
part of the WSDOT 1-405 Interchange
project

Maijor on-site tree canopy increase
through green street midblock
connections in Rose Hill Street
reconstruction for 120th Ave NE fo
reduce on-site demands for stormwater
improvements

District sustainability strategies such as
districtwide green building standards

Relationship to Equity & Inclusive District

Public Services, Greenhouse Gases, Open Space, Housing,
Economic Activity, Transportation

Unlikely to produce substantial affordable housing
Likely to maintain current transit, walking, and biking

Unlikely to improve health equity factors such as access to
open space, healthy food, and air quality

Likely preserves existing retail jobs
Unlikely to support additional education opportunities

Unlikely to create new opportunities for community benefits
through development linkages

Unlikely to reduce the district's carbon footprint

Possibly would produce some affordable housing and
increase housing diversity

Likely to encourage transit, walking, and biking

Possible to improve health equity factors such as access to
open space, healthy food, and air quality

Likely fo create new employment opportunities across office,
retail, and other sectors.

Possibly would support additional education opportunities

Possibly would create new opportunities for community
benefits through development linkages

Likely to somewhat lower the district's carbon footprint

Likely to produce significant affordable housing and increase
housing diversity

Likely fo encourage transit, walking, and biking Likely to
improve health equity factors such as access to open space,
food, and air quality

Likely fo create new employment opportunities across office,
retail, and other sectors.

Likely to support additional education opportunities
Likely to create new opportunities for community benefits
through development linkages

Likely fo significantly lower the district's carbon footprint
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2.6 Benefits and Disadvantages of Delaying
the Proposed Action

Delay of the proposed action would continue present trends of low-rise
commercial and residential development with substantial area dedicated to
surface parking and auto infrastructure, and incremental mixed use and infill
development. While the Stride BRT station could be built under any of the studied
alternatives including No Action, mixed use growth would not realize a transit
oriented development pattern to the same degree if there were a delay of the
SAP, Form-Based Code, and Planned Action and associated development.
Residential development frends would continue producing homes that tend to
be unaffordable to workforce households and would not support Kirkland's equity
goalls or project objectives. There would likely not be as many new opportunities
for jobs in proximity to transit and housing, and thus commute fimes and resulting
greenhouse gas emissions per capita would likely be higher under No Action than
under the Action Alternatives. Delay of the proposal would reduce overall jobs
and housing growth and related potential for additional fraffic frips and utility and
service demands and costs, but would preclude achievement of land use
efficiencies associated with more compact development (such as reduced
vehicle miles traveled per capita, improved commutes, reduced regional traffic).

The disadvantages of delaying the proposed action include a lack of economic
development, tax base increase, and housing variety, contrary to City long-range
plans and project objectives. There would also be a less compact, mixed use
development pattern that would provide less support for reducing single
occupancy vehicles trips and increase fransit ridership. Delaying the proposed
action and associated redevelopment would also delay the improvement of
stormwater quality and associated natural systems, and delay the addition of
non-motorized improvements designed to connect the surrounding community to
fransit.

If the station itself is delayed, it is likely the level of investment and intensity of
development would not reach the maximum levels proposed under each Action
Alternative. Concurrency and other requirements would remain in place to
ensure proposed services and infrastructure fit the City’s levels of service. Thus,
growth may be phased unftil the investment in transit is made, and the urban form
becomes more compact and provides the range of amenities proposed under
the Action Alternafives.
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3 Environment, Impacts,
and Mitigation

This chapter describes the affected environment, potential impacts, and
mitigation measures for the following topics:

— Section 3.1 Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas

— Section 3.2 Surface Water and Stormwater
— Section 3.3 Land Use Patterns and Policies
— Section 3.4 Plans and Policies

— Section 3.5 Aesthetics

— Section 3.6 Transportation

— Section 3.7 Public Services

— Section 3.8 Utilities

Following a description of current conditions (affected environment), the analysis
compares and contrasts the alternatives and provides mitigation measures for
identified impacts. It also summarizes whether there are significant unavoidable
adverse impacts.
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3.1  Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Climate change and greenhouse gas emissions are addressed as air elements of
the environment under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) analyses.
Transportation and land use changes can contribute to climate change due to
increases in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Land use changes can result in
GHG emissions through the construction process; utilities used during operations,
such as electricity, natural gas, and water; and waste production. Land use also
generates vehicle trips. Travel completed using gasoline and diesel-fueled
passenger, commercial, or fransit vehicles can emit carbon dioxide, methane,
and nitrous oxide. The accumulation of GHG in the atmosphere contributes to
climate change.

3.1.1 Affected Environment

Current Conditions

City of Kirkland

The City of Kirkland is committed to achieving reductions in GHG for both the
Kirkland community and government operations, as outlined in the City of
Kirkland 2018 Greenhouse Gas Emission Report.101n 2017, 640,900 metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent greenhouse gases (MTCO2e) were emitted by the
Kirkland community primarily from stationary combustion (emissions from natural
gas used for heat and other gas appliances), electricity, and mobile combustion
(emissions from vehicles traveling in and through Kirkland (gas and diesel)). As
highlighted in the report, overall community emissions have been trending
downward since 2005 despite population growth.

Regional and County

In 2018, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) published greenhouse gas
emissions information representing 2015 conditions in the four-county region of
King, Pierce, Snohomish, and Kitsap counties.!’ The inventory follows the GHG
accounting protocols and datasets outlined in the U.S. Community Profocol for
Accounting and Reporting Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Emissions are broken out
at the county level and quantified using the Meftric Ton Carbon Dioxide
Equivalent (MTCO2e) unit, which equates to 2204.62 pounds of CO2. As shown in
Exhibit 3-1, the built environment accounts for more than half of King County

10 City of Kirkland, 2018.
" Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, 2018.
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emissions, and transportation and other mobile sources account for an additional
36%. The remaining 3% is made up of emissions generated by generation and
disposal of solid waste, water and wastewater process emissions, agriculture, and
supplementary emission sectors.

Exhibit 3-1. King County GHG Emissions - 2015

Emissions (MTCO2e) King County Total Emissions - 2015 King County Emissions per Capita
Built Environment 12,602,600 6.1
Transportation and Other Mobile Sources 7,318,300 3.6
Solid Waste 225,600 0.1
Water and Wastewater 73,300 <0.1
Agriculture 145,500 <0.1
Supplementary Emission Sectors 58,800 <0.1
Total 20,424,100 9.9

Source: Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, 2018.

Of the transportation and mobile sources emissions, 87% were caused by on-road
vehicle emissions; the remainder is caused by marine and off-road transportation.
Exhibit 3-2 summarizes the daily vehicle miles traveled in King County by type of
vehicle, as well as per capita.

Exhibit 3-2. King County Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled - 2015
King County Total Daily Vehicle = King County Daily Vehicle Miles

Vehicle Miles Traveled Mile Traveled - 2015 Traveled per Capita
Single Occupant Vehicle 29,644,700 14.4

High Occupancy Vehicle - 2 passengers 7,589,900 3.7

High Occupancy Vehicle - 3 or more passengers 3,641,500 1.8
Medium Truck 2,265,900 1.1

Heavy Truck 1,151,400 0.6

Total 44,293,400 21.6

Source: Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, 2018.

Kirkland NE 85th Street Station Study Area

A more detailed evaluation of GHG emissions generated by the Study Area was
also conducted. The BKR travel demand model, which encompasses Bellevue,
Kirkland and Redmond, was used to determine the following existing land use
data for the Study Area:

— 840 single family homes;
— 1,069 multi-family units;
— 2,508 office jobs;

— 1,410 retail jobs; and

— 1,070 industrial jobs.
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This land use data forms the basis of the GHG evaluation described below.

King County has specific GHG analysis requirements as part of its SEPA process for

development projects and is among the first jurisdictions to develop policies that

consider the impacts of GHG emissions, ufilizing a spreadsheet tool to support this

process. The SEPA GHG Emissions Worksheet is a comprehensive tool that

estimates all GHG emissions that would be created over the lifespan of a project:

— Embodied Emissions: the extraction, processing, fransportation, construction,
and disposal of materials and landscape disturbance;

— Energy Emissions: energy demands created by the development after it is
completed; and

— Transportation Emissions: fransportation demands created by the
development after it is completed.

For this evaluation, the SEPA GHG Emissions Worksheet was used to estimate the
GHG emissions associated with embodied and energy emissions. While the
spreadsheet tool encompasses a variety of emissions categories, it is designed for
high-level planning. To provide a location- specific estimate of the transportation-
related GHG emissions of the Study Area, a more detailed evaluation was prepared.

Using the existing land use in the Study Areaq, the total vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) was calculated using Fehr & Peers’ MXD+ frip generation tool. Average
running emissions rates per mile fraveled were extracted from the California
Environmental Protection Agency Air Resources Board EMFAC2017 web
database’?; this model is the most recently approved version by the Federal
Environmental Protection Agency. To develop “lifetime” GHG emissions estimates
that are comparable to those produced by the King County SEPA GHG Emissions
worksheet, the average building lifespan defined in the King County tool was
used to factor up the annual GHG emissions estimates.

Exhibit 3-3 summarizes the GHG emissions estimates from the existing Study Area
developments. Based on this evaluation, the Study Area currently generates
roughly 6,661,700 MTCO2e GHG emissions over the lifespan of its development,
with fransportation accounting for approximately a third of the total emissions.
This equates to approximately 726 MTCOqe per current resident and employee in
the Study Area.

Exhibit 3-3. Lifetime GHG Emissions of the Study Area, Existing Conditions

Emissions (MTCO2e) Study Area - Existing Conditions

Embodied Emissions 227,100
Energy Emissions 4,032,700

12 See: hitps://arb.ca.gov/emfac/2017
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Emissions (MTCO2e) Study Area - Existing Conditions
Transportation Emissions 2,401,900

Total Emissions 6,661,700
Population + Jobs 9,175

Emissions per Capita 726

Sources: King County SEPA GHG Emissions Worksheet, 2019; Fehr & Peers, 2020.

3.1.2 Impacts

This section describes the planning scenarios that are evaluated as well as the
methodology and assumptions used to analyze the alternatives. Three
alternatives are evaluated under future year conditions: Alternative 1 No Action
and the Action Alternatives — Alternative 2 and Alternative 3. Alternative 1T No
Action maintains the Study Area’s current zoning and includes only projects
identified in the City’s adopted plans. Both Action Alternatives would allow for
growth throughout the district, primarily focused on existing commercial areas
such as Rose Hill. However more growth is anficipated for Alternative 3. A full
description of the land use assumptions may be found in Chapter 2.

GHG emissions under future annual conditions were estimated for the three
alternatives using a similar approach as described for existing conditions. The tfotal
vehicle miles fraveled (VMI) for each alternative were estimated using Fehr &
Peers’ MXD+ tool. Average running emissions rates per mile fraveled were
extracted from the California Environmental Protection Agency Air Resources
Board EMFAC2017 web database. Because vehicle emissions requirements will
become more stringent in the future, the average emissions rates per mile in the
horizon year would be lower than those for existing conditions. The SEPA GHG
Emissions Worksheet was used to estimate the GHG emissions associated with
embodied and energy emissions.

Thresholds of Significance

The alternatives would be considered fo result in significant GHG emission impacts

under the following conditions:

— Alternative 1 No Action if it increased per capita emissions compared to
existing conditions.

— Alternatives 2 and 3 if they increased per capita emissions compared to
Alternative 1 No Action.

The scale of climate change is so large that a project’s GHG impacts should be
considered on a cumulative scale and in relation to the service population
(residents and employees) of the area.
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Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Impacts are discussed separately for each alternative below.

No Action Alternative 1

This section summarizes analysis results and environmental impacts of Alternative
1 No Action. Exhibit 3-4 summarizes the GHG emissions estimates from the existing
Study Area and for Alternative 1 No Action. Based on this evaluation, the Study
Area is expected to generate roughly 12,076,100 MTCO2e GHG emissions under
Alternative 1T No Action over the lifespan of its development. On a per capita
(population and jobs) basis, Alternative 1 No Action is expected to generate
725.5 MTCOqze per resident and employee within the Study Area.

Exhibit 3-4. Lifetime GHG Emissions of the Study Areaq, Alternative 1 No Action

Emissions (MTCO2e) Existing Conditions Alternative 1 No Action
Embodied Emissions 227,100 371,800

Energy Emissions 4,032,700 7,967,300
Transportation Emissions 2,401,900 3,737,000

Total Emissions 6,661,700 12,076,100
Population + Jobs 9,175 16,640
Emissions per Capita 726 725.5

Sources: King County SEPA GHG Emissions Worksheet, 2019; Fehr & Peers, 2020.

Both the embodied emissions associated with redevelopment and the energy
emissions generated would increase compared to existing conditions due to the
intensified land use. Vehicle emission rates are expected to be lower in 2035 as
vehicles become more fuel efficient due to more stringent regulations; therefore,
each vehicle mile traveled will contribute fewer GHG emissions to the
environment. However, the transportation emissions are expected to increase by
roughly 80%. The main driver for this increase is VMT. The estimated VMT under the
existing conditions is 327,000 and is expected to more than double to 751,100
under Alternative 1 No Action.

Although total emissions would increase, no significant impact is identified under
this alternative as it is expected to generate fewer per capita emissions
compared o existing conditions.

Alternative 2

Exhibit 3-5 summarizes the GHG emissions estimates for the Study Area under
Alternative 2. The Study Area is expected to generate roughly 20,790,800 MTCO»e

3-6



Kirkland NE 85th St Station Area Plan and Planned Action Ch. 3 - Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation
January 2021 = Draft SEIS Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions

GHG emissions under Alternative 2 over the lifespan of its development. This
equates to an increase of approximately 70% compared to Alternative 1 No
Action as the higher residential and employment uses will increase embodied,
energy, and transportation emissions. The population and jobs in the Study Area
under this Alternative are expected to be approximately three times that of
Alternative 1 No Action. Consequently, the VMT and trips generated by
Alternative 2 are also expected to be higher. However, the increase in GHG
emissions is less than the overall growth in population and jobs because most of
the land use growth under this Alternative is for office use, which is characterized
by a low trip generation rate and there would be higher trip internalization (i.e.
non-vehicle frips occurring within the Study Area between complementary land
uses). As shown in Exhibit 3-5, fransportation emissions generated by the Study
Area are expected to be roughly 70% higher under Alternative 2 compared to
Alternative 1 No Action Alternative. Moreover, the emissions per capita are
expected to be less under Alternative 2 than under Alternative 1 No Action.

Exhibit 3-5. Lifetime GHG Emissions of the Study Areaq, Alternative 2

Emissions (MTCO2e) Alternative 1 No Action Alternative 2
Embodied Emissions 371,800 778,300
Energy Emissions 7,967,300 13,687,000
Transportation Emissions 3,737,000 6,325,500
Total Emissions 12,076,100 20,790,800
Population + Jobs 16,640 45,010
Emissions per Capita 725.5 460

Sources: King County SEPA GHG Emissions Worksheet, 2019; Fehr & Peers, 2020.

The scale of climate change is so large that a project’s impacts should be
considered on a cumulatfive scale and in relation to the service population
(residents and employees) of the area. Alternative 2's emissions are likely to be
less than similar development located elsewhere in the county given the Study
Area’s proximity to transit. Therefore, no significant emissions impacts are
expected under Alternative 2.

Alternative 3

Exhibit 3-6 summarizes the GHG emissions estimates for the Study Area under
Alternative 3. The Study Area is expected to generate roughly 22,817,700 MTCO2e
GHG emissions under Alternative 3 over the lifespan of its development. This is
almost 90% higher than under Alternative 1 No Action and 10% higher than under
Alternative 2. The population and jobs in the Study Area under this Alternative are
expected to be more than three times that of Alternative 1 No Action. As a result,
VMT and generated frips are expected to be highest under this Alternative.
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Again, the growth in VMT and frips generated is expected to be less than the
relative increase in population and jobs due to office land use growth and trip
internalization. As shown in Exhibit 3-6, emissions per capita for this alternative are
substantially less than those for the Alternative 1 No Action and Alternative 2.

Exhibit 3-6. Lifetime GHG Emissions of the Study Areaq, Alternative 3

Emissions (MTCO2e) Alternative 1 No Action  Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Embodied Emissions 371,800 778,300 922,900
Energy Emissions 7,967,300 13,687,000 15,111,400
Transportation Emissions 3,737,000 6,325,500 6,783,400
Total Emissions 12,076,100 20,790,800 22,817,700
Population + Jobs 16,640 45,010 55,710
Emissions per Capita 725.5 460 410

Sources: King County SEPA GHG Emissions Worksheet, 2019; Fehr & Peers, 2020.

The scale of climate change is so large that a project’s impacts should be
considered on a cumulative scale and in relation to the service population
(residents and employees) of the area. Alternative 3's emissions are likely to be
less than similar development located elsewhere in the county given the Study
Area’s proximity fo transit. Moreover, the emissions per capita are expected to be
less under Alternative 3 than under Alternative 1 No Action as shown in Exhibit 3-6.
Therefore, no significant emissions impacts are expected under Alternative 3.

3.1.3 Mitigation Measures

Based on the evaluation in the preceding sections, no significant impacts are
expected under the Study Area Alternatives. However, given the greater growth
anticipated and to be consistent with City's Comprehensive Plan, Climate
Protection Action Plan, Sustainability Master Plan, and SEIS scoping input, the
following are offered as mitigation measures.

Incorporated Plan Features

— Dense landscaping along roadways can reduce air pollutants by up tfo 50%
(Deshmukh, 2019). Green infrastructure is a source of potential air emission
mitigation at a microscale (Tiwari, 2019). As part of the Station Area Plan and
Code associated with the Action Alternatives, the City is proposing green
streets with optfimal implementation of landscaping to contribute towards
meeting the citywide tree canopy goal.

— The Washington Environmental Health Disparities Map 13 shows that

13 See: hitps://www.doh.wa.gov/DataandStatisticalReports/WashingtonTracking
NetworkWTN/Informationbylocation/WashingtonEnvironmentalHealthDisparitiesMap
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populafions in the Study Area are at high risk for environmental exposures
(scoring 7 or 8 out of 10 on the risk factor scale, depending on the location.)
Alternatives 2 and 3 propose growth near 1-405 that is office-focused with
residential and mixed uses buffered beyond office uses to reduce the
potential for localized air quality effects on vulnerable populations and
improve land use compatibility adjacent to the freeway.

Applicable Regulations and Commitments

— The City's Comprehensive Plan Environment Chapter cites promotion of
cleaner fuels, a reduction in vehicle miles of fravel, and more reliance on
renewable energy as three key fransportation related actions o meet the
City’'s GHG reduction targets.

— Kirkland's Climate Protection Action Plan (CPAP) 2013 and 2018 Gas Emission
Report promote reduction in GHG.

— The Kirkland Sustainability Master Plan approved December 2020 includes key
recommendations to reduce GHG, including but not limited to:

Y Incentivize construction of high-performing, low energy use zero-emission
structures.

Y Reftrofit existing buildings to reduce energy use.

y  Employ Smart Growth principles in all City planning practices and codes.

) Reduce the average amount each person drives by 20% by 2030 and 50%
by 2050.

y  Ensure that people of all ages and abilities can comfortably get around
by walking or bicycling.

y  Grow the annual number of weekday transit riders by 10% each year.

»  Manage Kirkland’s urban forest resource for optfimal health, climate
resiliency and social equity.

»  Develop a diversified, equitable and resilient local green economy.

Mitigation Measures Related to Embodied and Energy
Emissions

— Inthe Form-Based Code, the City could include site by site green building
standards or implement districtwide green building standards / incentives,
credentialing programs (e.g. Living Building Challenge, LEED, Passivhaus, Built
Green, etc.), and district energy.

3.1.4 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Based on the evaluation in the preceding sections, there are no significant
unavoidable adverse impacts expected under the studied alternatives.
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3.2 Surface Water and Stormwater

This section addresses current conditions, impacts, and mitigation measures on
constructed drainage facilities such as ditches, culverts, enclosed drainage
system, detention ponds, and infiltration facilities; and on natural surface water
bodies such as creeks, lakes, and wetlands. These elements were addressed in
the November 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update Final Environmental Impact
Statement (2015 Comprehensive Plan EIS). This section also includes consideration
of free canopy, which was not explicitly addressed in the prior EIS.

3.2.1 Affected Environment

Existing Regulatory Requirements

Stormwater

The regulatory context for stormwater is similar to that identified in the 2015
Comprehensive Plan EIS. Since that time however an updated National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase Il Municipal Separated Storm Sewer
System (MS4) Permit (Permit) became effective August 1, 2019.This permit is
effective until July 31, 2024. To regulate new development, the City adopted the
2016 King County Surface Water Design Manual (KCSWDM) effective January 1,
2017, along with associated published policies and plans.

Wetlands

The City regulates wetlands and requires buffers in accordance with Kirkland
Zoning Code (KZC) 90.55.1. Wetland buffer width standards are listed in Table
90.55.1. and are based on the wetland category and overall habitat score. Per
KCZ 90.55.1, an official wetland determination and critical area report is needed
to evaluate the wetland’s category and buffer width.

Streams

The City of Kirkland uses the Washington State water typing system to categorize
streams and other water bodies based on fish habitat and seasonal flows.
Streams are classified as Type F (Fish bearing), Np (Perennial non-fish bearing), or
Ns (Seasonal non-fish bearing) (KCZ 90.65). The City requires buffers from the
ordinary high water mark of streams to protect stream functions. Buffer width
standards are listed in KCZ Table 90.65.1 and assigned according to stream fype.
Results of stream typing are presented below, including identification of the Type
F Forbes Creek.
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Shorelines

Per KCZ 83.510.1c¢, shoreline provisions do not apply to Forbes Lake. The Final
Shoreline Analysis Report for the City's Lake Washington Shoreline states that
because Forbes Lake is smaller than 20 acres, it is not subject to regulation under
the Shoreline Management Act (The Watershed Company 2006). Per KCZ 83, the
Study Area is not within shoreline jurisdiction. Therefore, shorelines will not be
discussed further in this SEIS.

Tree Canopy

Kirkland Zoning Code (Chapter 95 — Tree Management and Required
Landscaping) requires development to follow sustainable practices including
approval of a tree retention plan in conjunction with development permits for
activities resulting in site disturbance and potential impact of frees on developed
sites. KZC 95.20 allows exemptions for emergency removal, utility maintenance
and commercial nurseries or tfree farms. Code provisions include meeting free
density standards for infill in residential lots, on-site tree protection, supplemental
plantings for parking areas and driveways, and minimum land use buffer
requirements. Code also provisions that street trees that are removed be
replaced at a one-for-one tree replacement in a suitable location. The City is in
the process of updating KZC 95 regulations, with adoption slated for mid-2021.

Stormwater Conditions

The Storm and Surface Water Division of Kirkland Public Works is responsible for
managing the City’s stormwater system. Within the SAP Study Area, a large
portion of the stormwater conveyance is owned by WSDOT along I-405. The Study
Area for stormwater is coincident with SAP boundary, which includes a portion of
both the Forbes Creek and Moss Bay drainage basins; see Exhibit 3-7.

The Forbes Creek basin is an 1,837-acre basin that is over 60% developed for
single family residential use. Compared fo other drainage basins in the City, the
Forbes Creek basin has one of the lowest levels of impervious surface coverage,
with more wetland coverage than any other basin and 40% forested land use.
However, impervious coverage has increased over the past 20 years due to
development. Soils are typically classified as Type C (sandy clay loam), which
indicates low potential for infiliration as a stormwater management strategy in
this basin. There are 14.2 miles of stream channel in the Forbes Creek basin,
including 2.9 miles of piped channel. Forbes Creek flows out of Forbes Lake, is
crossed by I-405, and then flows west and enters Lake Washington near Juanita
Bay. Forbes Creek is on the EPA 303(d) list for temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH,
ammonia nitrogen, mercury, and bacteria (City of Kirkland 2015a). Forbes Lake is
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listed as a Category 5 water body for phosphorus. All projects that drain to Forbes
Lake that trigger water quality freatment shall be assumed to be located within a
designated Sensitive Lake WQ Treatment Area for the purposes of applying area-
specific water quality treatment requirement in Section 1.2.8.1 of the King County
Surface Water Design Manual.

The Study Area is 720 acres of which 375 are impervious surface. The Moss Bay Basin
is a 487-acre basin with over 46% impervious coverage, which is more developed
than any other Kirkland basin. Most of the development occurred prior to current
stormwater regulatfions and therefore do not comply with the existing requirements
under the NPDES permit for water quality and stormwater infiltration; due to limited
space, redevelopment and refrofit opportunities would provide the main
opportunity to reduce stormwater impacts in this basin. Soils are primarily fine with
poor infilfration potential and like the Forbes Creek basin may limit infiliration as a
stormwater management strategy in this basin. Approximately 15% of the basin
area has mapped slide areas. In the Moss Bay Basin, there are 9.3 miles of an
unnamed stream, including 4.5 miles of piped channel. The open channel
segments are primarily manipulated or straightened. The unnamed stream is on the
EPA 303(d) list for bacteria and sediment bioassay (City of Kirkland 2020a).
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Exhibit 3-7. Stormwater Features
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Wetlands

City of Kirkland GIS data (2020) document several wetlands in the Study Area
(Exhibit 3-8). Per Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC) 90.75, the majority, if not the entirety,
of the perimeter of Forbes Lake meet the definition of wetlands. The wetlands
associated with Forbes Lake are mapped as priority habitats by Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW 2020b). Priority habitats are habitats or
elements that provide unique or significant value to a diverse range of species.

Forbes Creek has four large wetlands that total 127.63 acres (City of Kirkland
2015a). Of those, wetland FORBES 17 around Forbes Lake (approximately 26.22
acres) is in the Study Area. The Moss Bay basin has approximately 20.24 acres of
total wetland, of which only a small portion near the Neal-Landguth Wetland Park
is in the Study Area. Additional wetlands in Rose Hill Meadows are also in the
eastern portion of the Study Area. These wetlands provide important ecological
functions, such as water quality improvements, flow attenuation, and wildlife
habitat. Many of these wetlands face development pressure as the surrounding
properties are developed, limiting habitat connectivity and species diversity.

Buffer widths within the Study Area vary based on wetland category and habitat
points. Wetlands associated with Forbes Lake are rated as Category | wetlands and
require a minimum 190-foot and maximum 225-foot buffer, depending on habitat
score. Category 2 wetlands require a minimum 75-foot buffer and a maximum 225-
foot buffer, depending on habitat score. Category 3 wetlands require a 60-foot to
225-foot buffer, and Category 4 wetlands require a buffer of 40 feet.

Streams

Herrera biologists classified streams within the Study Area, which include Forbes
Creek and an unnamed stream in the Moss Bay Basin, using the City of Kirkland
stfream rating system (KCZ 90.65; Exhibit 3-8). Forbes Creek is a Type F stream north
of Forbes Lake. WDFW and City GIS data document the presence of resident
coastal cutthroat frout (Oncorhynchus clarki)in Forbes Creek where it flows
through the Study Area (WDFW 2020a; City of Kirkland 2020). Per KCZ 90.65.1, Type
F streams require a 100-foot buffer. The unnamed stream flows info the Study Area
west of the Cross Kirkland Corridor Trail between 15t Avenue and 17t Avenue.
This stream is also a Type F stream and requires a 100-foot buffer.

Although King County does not currently operate any gauges on Forbes Creek
(King County 2016), flood and stormwater conveyance was idenftified as one of
the primary ecological functions of the Forbes Creek basin in Kirkland's Streams,
Wetlands and Wildlife Study report (The Watershed Company 1998). In a review of
drainage complaints between 2000 and 2012, most complaints occurred in the
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Juanita Creek, Moss Bay and Forbes Creek basins(City of Kirkland 2015a). Most
calls were about drainage and water quality issues, followed by flooding and
erosion (City of Kirkland 2015a). The regional detention facilities in the Forbes
Creek and Juanita Creek basins are the only flood reduction projects identified
on capital projects list for the City of Kirkland (City of Kirkland 2015a).

Exhibit 3-8. Surface Water
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Tree Canopy

The City recognizes that urban forests provide many benefits to the public,
including improved air quality (as noted in section 3.1.3) and water quality,
human health, safety, community character, and economic stability. Policy E-2.1
of the Comprehensive Plan establishes an objective to achieve a healthy, resilient
urban forest with citywide 40% tree canopy coverage. In 2013, the City adopted
an Urban Forestry Strategic Management Plan (UFSMP) that outlines long-range
management strategies towards a healthy, sustainable urban forest, such as:
inventory public frees, increase tree planting efforts, provide adequate public
free maintenance and conduct ongoing public outreach. A comprehensive city-
wide Tree Canopy Analysis in 2017 showed that the City had an overall free
canopy coverage of 38%, a loss of canopy from the prior 8-year tree canopy
analysis cycle (Plan-It Geo 2018). The tfree canopy coverage in the Study Area is
30%. The potential impact on total free canopy coverage is the primary urban-
forestry metric that differentfiate the No Action option from Alternatives 2 and 3 in
this section.

Trees within the urban landscape, partficularly those with well-established
canopies and root systems, are important in maximizing the benefits that urban
forests provide, particularly those linked to human health outcomes. This includes
noise and pollution attenuation, air quality, urban heat effects and reducing
stormwater runoff. Urban frees reduce stormwater runoff by intercepting rainfall
with their canopy, increasing evaporation and reducing the impact energy of
water droplets on bare soil. Root growth and decomposition increase the
stormwater infiltration rate and capacity of soil to reduce the flow and volume of
stormwater runoff, reducing erosion and preventing sediment and other
pollutants from entering streams, rivers, and lakes. The Study Areq, including
WSDOT ROW, is currently estimated by Herrera to have 30% or 216.85 acres of free
canopy coverage (see Exhibit 33), and represents approximately 4.79% of the
total tree canopy in the City.



Kirkland NE 85th St Station Area Plan and Planned Action Ch. 3 - Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation
January 2021 = Draft SEIS Surface Water and Stormwater

Exhibit 3-9. Tree Canopy
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3.2.2 Impacts

Thresholds of Significance

Stormwater impacts would be considered to rise to the level of significance when
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projects 1) create impervious surfaces without stormwater management that
increase the rate and volume of stormwater entering the City’s separated storm
sewer system exceeding its conveyance capacity and causing local flooding or
degrading habitat in downstream receiving waters due to streambank erosion or
changes in wetlands hydroperiod, 2) release untreated stormwater from pollution
generating hard surfaces that leads to a decrease in water quality in local
receiving waters, or 3) release stormwater contaminated with silt or other
pollutants during construction.

Impacts to surface waters, including streams and wetlands, would be considered
to rise to the level of significance if streams would receive substantial changes in
flow volumes and velocities that affect water quality and habitat and cannot be
mitigated. Surface water impacts are also of significance if wetlands or wetland
buffers are filled or substantially reduced in function and these losses cannot be
mitigated.

For free canopy, impacts would be considered to rise to the level of significance
when the project would cause a net loss in the City’s overall current 38% tree
canopy coverage.

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Stormwater

Under all alternatives, additional growth and development would likely increase
the total amount of impervious surface in some areas of the Study Area, creating
additional stormwater runoff that would require management and treatment.
However, this new development would be required by existing development
regulations to implement stormwater flow control and water quality freatment,
mitigating its impacts. Additionally, All projects that drain to Forbes Lake that
trigger water quality freatment shall be assumed to be located within a
designated Sensitive Lake WQ Treatment Area for the purposes of applying area-
specific water quality treatment requirement in Section 1.2.8.1 of the King County
Surface Water Design Manual because Forbes Lake is listed as a Category 5
water body for phosphorus.

Redevelopment within the Study Area at higher densities would likely result in
improved water quality and a reduction in peak run-off rates as older
developments with outdated stormwater controls are replaced by new
developments with modern stormwater conftrols. For example, the conversion of
a large surface parking lot to high density mixed-use development would result in
increased infensity and quantity of development (for housing and employment
growth), but may result in an overall decrease in impervious surfaces and the
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implementation of stormwater confrols designed under the current KCSWDM. Low
Impact Development (LID) practices are expected to improve water quality and
the hydrologic regime of the run-off, in parficular for the peak flows and durations
from smaller storm events.

Wetlands and Streams

Development allowed under each alternative could result in impacts to Forbes
Creek and the unnamed stream located in Moss Bay Basin, as well as wetlands
along the eastern portion of the Study Area. Under all alternatives, the increase in
impervious surfaces and decrease in free canopy cover associated with
development would increase the flow volume and velocity during storm events
and reduce baseflow during drier periods. The required implementation of LID
practices would mitigate for this impact to flow and minimize the impact to
associated stfream and wetland habitat.

Similar to impacts described for stormwater, redevelopment , including new
roads, would improve stfream and wetland habitat by implementing current
stormwater controls including LID practices, requiring appropriate buffer widths,
and retaining existing native vegetation. The buffer width and vegetative cover
atftenuate and retain stormwater so flow rate and volume during storm events
decreases. The gradual change in flow during storm events reduces impacts to
habitat, decreasing the rate of erosion and improving water quality over existing
conditions for resident fish species. During drier periods, the improved buffer
widths and vegetation would maintain healthy baseflow, necessary for fish
species that reside in Forbes Creek and the unnamed creek in the Moss Bay
basin. Enhanced vegetation cover improves water quality by decreasing
temperature and pollutant loads.

No Action Alternative 1

Stormwater

Stormwater impacts for the No Action Alternative are the same as those
described under Impacts Common to All Alternatives, above.

Wetlands and Streams

Changes to stream and wetland habitat would be minimal under the No Action
Alternative and less than either Action Alternative due to reduced development
activity. Development activities under the no action would be consistent with
current land-use planning and environmental regulations and would not further
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encroach on stream or wetland buffers. With less development activity fewer
legacy stormwater systems would be upgraded to current standards and
therefore water quality may improve more slowly under the no Acfion Alternative.
Similarly, with less development activity there may be fewer opportunities to
enhance habitat through mitigation projects.

Tree Canopy

Under the No Action Alternative, changes to free canopy in the Study Area
would likely be minimal because they would be related to gradual infill and
development activities consistent with current land-use and free retention code.
The loss of canopy coverage though infill development, combined with an
increase in coverage due to future street free planting and minor streetscape
improvements account for the minimal overall change. Infill and development
activities under the No Action Alternative would result in a relatively slow rate of
both tfree removal and subsequent planting. Canopy loss would be limited in
scope but could be relatively drawn out as small numbers of trees are
occasionally removed, replanted, and gradually reach maturity.

Alternative 2

Stormwater

Stormwater impacts for Alternative 2 are the same as those described under
Impacts Common to All Alternatives, above. While all alternatives would
implement LID practices, Alternative 2 provides a form of LID measures that
promote a multifunctional green street. For example, a public green street for
120th Avenue NE could include: a complete street with vegetated green
stormwater infrastructure, traffic calming, bike/pedestrian mobility, and place
making design elements. Private green streets could be identified in the Station
Area Plan and Form-Based Code regulating plan, e.g. as mid-block crossings or
new mixed use complete streets. When built by the developers, there could be
enhanced free canopy and green infrastructure.

Wetlands and Streams

Alternative 2 would result in more development in the vicinity of sfream and
wetland buffers than the No Action Alternative, and the same impact as
Alternative 3. The area west of 120t Avenue NE and north of NE 90th Street would
allow mid-rise office buildings near the FORBES 17 wetland buffer and the buffer
for Forbes Creek, mainly within the foofprint of the existing development.
Development adjacent to stream and wetland buffers has the potential to
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reduce buffer functions by increasing the amount of stormwater flowing intfo the
buffer, thereby decreasing water quality functions, and increasing disturbance,
which can reduce habitat quality. The use of stormwater quality and flow control
practices (including LID practices) during development would ameliorate some
of these adverse effects to water quality. If development resulted in temporary
impacts to buffers during construction, habitat would be enhanced by planting
nafive species and removing invasive species in restored areas.

Tree Canopy

Alternative 2 would result in more significant growth and urban development
than the No Action Alternative. Building heights would increase to about 150 feet
in areas closest to the fransit station east of I-405, stepping down to 45 feet as
distance increases from the freeway. Building height and proximity to potential
planting areas in public rights of way in this alternative could affect existing frees
or restrict the choice of tree species for some future plantings to those with a
smaller or more columnar structure, potentially limiting tree canopy coverage.
The potential impact area for Alternative 2 includes parcels identified for
development as well as adjacent public rights of way. There is no comprehensive
survey data available on the numbers of frees on private property. However,
canopy coverage was assessed using remote sensing and is available across all
property ownership types. There are an estimated 1,032 frees and 67.36 acres of
free canopy cover in the potential impact area for Alternative 2. The more
intensive development activities proposed in Alternative 2 would likely result in
more canopy loss than the No Action Alternative; it is antficipated that about 25
acres of the potential maximum loss of 67 acres could be replanted in the Study
Area in available space; if new green streets are added as there could be
incrementally more planting area beyond 25 acres. Although 25 acres are
available to be planted, the trees planted in these areas will at maturity extend
beyond the planting limits and result in canopy coverage greater than the
planting area. This coverage area would depend upon the species planted and
planting conditions. Under Alternative 2, loss of free canopy would be due to
redevelopment of existing commercial areas and large parking lots with tree
cover info mixed-use development, as well as infill development in residential
areas. Some existing street trees may need to be removed due to adjacent
property development, but generally the public ROW would be used as a
planting opportunity to offset canopy lost through development. Trees would be
replanted in the ROW fo the full extent possible, but some frees may need to be
planted in suitable locations outside the project area but within the city limits.
There may be opportunities to preserve particular areas of canopy, but it will not
be known how likely that will be until final design. Development activities under
Alternative 2 would be rapid in comparison to the No Action Alternative and
would result in a more abrupt loss of canopy. However, development would be
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subject to free retention codes and street tfree requirements and replanting
would occur more rapidly. Under all alternatives, tfree canopy will continue to be
analyzed under the current 8-year tree canopy study cycle.

Alternative 3

Stormwater

Stormwater impacts for Alternative 3 are expected to be about the same as
those described under Impacts Common to All Alternatives, above. Like for
Alternative?2, Alternative 3 would provide green streets as a location for green
infrastructure as private development occurs, as well as a blue-green street
concept for 120th Avenue NE. This street improvement could involve a vegetated
stormwater infrastructure element in the median of the street which has flowing
water on the surface. It would provide stormwater conveyance, attenuation
(detention), and water quality freatment. The design may incorporate grey
infrastructure elements below grade. The corridor may also be integrated with
multimodal infrastructure and community gathering spaces.

Wetlands and Streams

Alternative 3 would have greater impact on stfream and wetland habitat than
the No Action Alternative and the same level of impact as Alternative 2. Like
Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would allow a mid-rise office building near the FORBES
17 wetland buffer and the Forbes Creek buffer, mainly within the footprint of the
existing development. Increased development adjacent to buffers could reduce
water quality and habitat functions provided by buffers.. The use of LID practices
during development would ameliorate some of these adverse effects. If
development resulted in tfemporary impacts to buffers during construction,
habitat could be enhanced with planting native species and removing invasive
species within restored areas.

Tree Canopy

Alternative 3 would result in more significant growth and urban development than
both the No Alternative option and Alternative 2. In general, the maximum building
height for Alternative 3 is greater than for Alternative 2, especially closer to the
proposed |-405 fransit center. However, taller buildings in these locations would
have littfle impact on potfential free canopy coverage compared to Alternative 2
because proposed building heights and proximity to potential planting areas in
both alternatives would be tall and close enough fo limit the choice of free species
to those that are smaller or with a narrower columnar structure. Alternative 3 would
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also result in a similar loss of canopy through development of freed parking lots. The
potential impact area for Alternative 3 includes parcels identified for development
and adjacent public rights of way. The potential impact area of Alternative 3 could
affect slightly more trees and acres of canopy than the other alternatives. There
are an estimated 1,039 trees and 68.03 acres of canopy across all property
ownership types in the potential impact area for alternative 3. Development under
Alternatives 2 and 3 would be subject to the same street free and tree retention
codes. Alternative 3 would add new street trees in the public ROW and would
include additional green-street midblock connections that could be built in city
rights of way or easements on private property. When these additional tree
planting opportunities are considered, net loss of free canopy under Alternative 3
would likely be similar to the net loss of canopy under Alternative 2. Like Alternative
2, Development activities under Alternative 3 would be rapid in comparison to the
No Action Alternative and would be subject to tree retention codes and street tree
requirements. Approximately 25 acres of the affected development area could be
replanted, and there may need to be planting in other parts of the City on public
parks or in residential areas. Although 25 acres are available to be planted, the
frees planted in these areas will at maturity extend beyond the planting limits and
result in canopy coverage greater than the planting area. This coverage area
would depend upon the species planted and planting conditions.

3.2.3 Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features
Both Action Alternatives may implement measures from the Water & Sustainability

Options Matrix to provide additional mitigation. (See Appendix B).

Regulations and Commitments

Stormwater

Under both Action Alternatives the City would require projects to implement
enhanced stormwater tfreatment for all hard surfaces requiring treatment within
the Forbes Creek watershed in addition to the existing stormwater code
requirements. Additionally, the final plan may incorporate elements from the
Water Mitigation matrix in Appendix B.

Wetlands and Streams

While under the No Action Alternative there would be less development than
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under the Action Alternatives, and fewer direct impacts on wetlands and stream:s,
there would therefore be fewer opportunities to perform mitigation. The Action
Alternatives would have more impacts on wetlands and streams than the no
action alternative, but required mitigation would be triggered and this would
create opportunities to improve wetland and stream conditions. Per KZC 90.60 and
90.70, modifications to wetlands, streams, and associated buffers are prohibited
except under certain circumstances. Activities may be permitted in critical areas
provided they meet the following standards (among others): general mitigation
requirements, including mitigation sequencing; requirements for compensatory
mitigation; are protective of fish or wildlife habitat conservation areas; have no
adverse impact on water quality or conveyance or degradation of critical area
functions and values; minimize the removal of significant frees; and restore
temporarily disturbed areas o pre-project conditions or better.

Tree Canopy

Per KZC 95, a Tree Retention Plan would be developed under all alternatives,
including inventory and survey of significant trees that may be impacted by the
proposal. Tree canopy loss would be minimized through the retention of high
value street frees and on-site tfrees to the maximum extent possible, and
moderate value frees where feasible. Additionally, a forest management plan
may be required for significantly wooded sites greater than 35,000 square feet.
New free canopy would be added with new sfreet tree plantings, installation of
required landscaping, and general project landscaping.

Other Proposed Mitigation Measures

Tree Canopy

Tree loss should be minimized where possible through the development of a Tree
Profection Plan in accordance with City requirements, with an emphasis fo retain
and protect high-value, significant trees. Large trees are the most difficult to
replace and can be considered for relocation/franslating. It is unlikely that all frees
and free canopy identified within the potential impact areas for Alternatives 2 and
3 would be removed. However, because the maximum impact to free canopy
under these alternatives is approximately 67-68 acres respectively, and there are
only roughly 25 acres of potential planting area within the Study Area, it may be
necessary to replace some outside of the Study Area in suitable locations.
Recommended locations for tree plantings outside the Study Area include
residential neighborhoods, public open space, parks, and stormwater retention
facilities. In order to maximize replanting within the Study Area, unconventional
potential planting opportunities within impervious surfaces using suspended
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pavement systems (Silva cell) could be implemented. Where replanting within the
Study Area is not possible, an in-lieu-fee option may provide flexibility to fund and
support best management practices outlined in the City of Kirkland Urban Forestry
Strategic Management Plan.

3.2.4 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are expected to stormwater and
surface water.

There may be indirect impacts to stream and wetland buffers due to increased
development adjacent to buffers. No additional impacts to streams or wetlands
are anficipated in any alternatives.

Based on Citywide data from historic canopy assessments, the Study Area would
see near-term canopy loss under all alternatives as larger tfrees are removed to
make way for redevelopment. The rate of near-term canopy loss likely
accelerates based on the intensity of allowed development. The tfree canopy
would be restored over time as replacement trees reach maturity; however, all
alternatives may result in significant unavoidable impact to city-wide tree canopy
coverage temporarily over the next 10-20 years.
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3.3 Land Use Patterns and Socioeconomics

This section evaluates land use patterns, housing, jobs, and growth today and in
the future. This section describes potential impacts of the No Action and Action
Alternatives on land use, growth, and displacement of vulnerable populations as
development occurs. The data considered for this section include demographic
data collected pre-COVID 19 from state and federal sources.

3.3.1 Affected Environment

Current Land Use

Today, most of the Study Area consists of residential areas with the primary type
being single-family, followed by multifamily and retail uses. See Exhibit 3-10.

Exhibit 3-10. Existing Land Use by Type and Acres

Existing Land Use Parcel Acres Percent
Single Family Residential 211.4 41%
Multifamily Residential 65.0 13%
Manufactured Housing 0.8 0%
Commercial Services 17.9 4%
Education 33.7 7%
Government 3.4 1%
Industrial 26.8 5%
Institutionall 6.7 1%
Office 21.8 4%
Parking 6.6 1%
Public 21.8 4%
Retail 45.1 9%
Vacant Land 44.7 9%
No Data 5.0 1%
Grand Total 510.9 100%

Sources: King County Assessor, 2020; BERK, 2020.

The district shows most land is used for low density residential and industrial
purposes on the northwest quadrant, big box retail and residential fo the
northeast and southeast, and office, residential, and industrial to the southwest.
See Exhibit 3-11.
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Exhibit 3-11. Existing Station Area District Character
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Planned Land Use and Growth

Future land use in the Comprehensive Plan is similar o the pattern of land use today,
with a greater share of residential designations and a focus of commercial uses
along NE 85th Street and Industrial uses west of the Cross Kirkland Corridor.
Residential areas abut the more intense jolb and commercial areas. See Exhibit 3-12.
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Zoning districts implement the Comprehensive Plan. A high level map of zoning
categories appears in Exhibit 3-13.
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Exhibit 3-13. Zoning Districts in Station Area
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The City has zoned areas more finely block by block. The list of detailed zones is
shown in Exhibit 3-14.
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Exhibit 3-14. Zoning District Detail

Commercial 69.22
Rose Hill (RH) RH 1A 17.14
RH 1B 4.54
RH 2A 3.21
RH 2B 2.12
RH 2C 4.09
RH 3 7.50
RH 5A 21.75
RH 5B 4.60
RH 5C 0.83
RH7 3.43

High Density Residential 18.00
PLA 5A 6.09
PLA 5D 8.32
PLA 5E 1.89
RM 1.8 1.70

Industrial 52.69
LIT 52.69

Low Density Residential 225.43
RS 5.0 6.46
RS 7.2 57.97
RS 8.5 86.35
RSX 7.2 74.65

Medium Density Residential 87.50
PLA 17 30.26
RM 3.6 50.10
RM 5.0 7.13

Office 2.72
PO 2.72

Office/Multi-Family 21.72
PLA 17A 6.03
PLA 5B 3.50
PLA 5C 8.75
PR 3.6 3.01
RH 4 0.43

Park/Open Space 33.64
P 33.64

Grand Total 510.90

Sources: City of Kirkland, 2020; BERK, 2020.

Population, Housing, and Jobs

Ch. 3 - Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation
Land Use Patterns and Socioeconomics

Currently there are about 1,900 households, 4,200 residents, and 5,500 jobs in the
Study Area. It has about 5% of the City’s population and housing and 11% of the

City’s jobs.
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Exhibit 3-15. Population, Housing, and Jobs in Station Area, 2019

Geography Population Housing Units Covered Employment
Station Area 4,187 2,056* 4,998-5,503**

City of Kirkland 88,940 39.312 50,754

Study Area Share 5% 5% 1%

* Occupied households are approximately 1,907. Based on distributing housing units and households
by parcel, elsewhere the household number is reported as 1,909.

**Study area estimates using the BKR traffic model and commercial zoning is 4,498 whereas the higher
figure is based on PSRC/ESD Covered job estimates.

Sources: Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC), 2019; OFM, 2019.

The City's growth targets assume about 8,400 new housing units and 22,500 new
jobs. Most of the City's capacity for housing and jobs is in the Totem Lake Urban
Center. See Exhibit 3-16.

Exhibit 3-16. Kirkland Comprehensive Plan Targets and Capacity, 2035

2013 Existing’ 2035 Growth Targets? Available Capacity!
Housing Units 36,866 45,277 46,111 to 54,156
(8,361 new housing units) (13,664 to 23,817 new housing units)
Employment 37,981 60,416 58,797 to 85,094
(22,435 new jobs) (22,984 to 57,155 new jobs)

Sources:

1. City Estimates (as of 2015). Upper range of available capacity reflects alternative methodology for Totem Lake Urban Center.

2. Targets for housing unit and employment growth between 2006 and 2031 were assigned by the King County Countywide Planning
Policies. The City adjusted the numbers for housing units and employment by the amount of actual new development between 2006
and 2012 and by extending the target date to 2035 using the average growth rate needed to meet targefs.

The City will be planning for new 2044 growth targets in its next periodic update
due in 2024. The region is anficipated fo see continued strong growth as identified
in growth forecasts by the State Office of Financial Management and the Puget
Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) VISION 2050.

Under current plans and zoning, and associated regional fraffic modeling, about
873 new housing units were anticipated by 2035 in the Station Area, a fraction of
the City’s target and capacity. As of 2020, there are 1,145 units anficipated in two
proposed mixed use developments (“pipeline development”) on properties in the
Study Area, exceeding the planned housing by 2035.

There would be another nearly estimated 190 jobs proposed with the two
proposed mixed use (or “pipeline development”) projects, though that is a
fraction of the anticipated 5,900 new jobs planned by the year 2035 in the Study
Area. See Exhibit 3-17.
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Exhibit 3-17. 2035 Growth Targets and Capacity: City and Station Area

Housing Jobs

Citywide Growth Target: 2012-2035 8,361 22,435

Citywide Growth Capacity: 2016* 13,664 to 23,817 22,984 to 57,155
Totem Lake Urban Center Capacity 25%-55% 30%-70%
Share of Citywide Capacity

Station Area Planned Growth 2019-2035 873 5,871

Station Area Pipeline Development: 2020 1,145 193 (est)

* Higher end uses alfernative approach to estimating capacity in Totem Lake where development is
added if a parcel development less than 25% of the maximum permitted development.
Sources: King County, 2014; City of Kirkland, 2016; OFM, 2019.

Demographics

In the Study Areq, 27% of residents are children and young adults 0-24 years old,
31% are 25-44 years old, 28% are 45-64 years old, and 14% are 65 years and older.
See Exhibit 3-18. This is similar to the City of Kirkland as a whole showing 13.7%
above 65 years old.

The Study Area has about 72% white residents and 28% persons of color. See
Exhibit 3-19. This is a lower share of white residents than in 2010 when the share
was 79%. The Study Area share of white residents in 2020 is similar to the City as a
whole at 70%.

Exhibit 3-18. Station Area Residents Age Range, 2020

AGE

0-14 m15-24 m25-44 m45-64 W65 and over

City of Kirkland 65+ 2019: 13.7%
Source: ESRI Business Analyst, 2020.
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Exhibit 3-19. Study Area Race, 2020

RACE

30 6%

B White Alone

0
17% Black Alone

M American Indicn Alone
0%
2%

B Asian Alone
B Pacific Islender Alone
Some Other Race Alone

B Two or More Races

City of Kirkland White Alone 2019: 70.0%
Source: ESRI Business Analyst, 2020.

Populations Lacking Opportunities

The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) has developed
an Opportunity Index identifying whether people living in a
census tract have more or less access to opportunities for
education, employment, housing, mobility, and
health/environment.

Exhibit 3-20 and Exhibit 3-21 identifies Census Tracts in the
vicinity of the station area. The area east of I-405 and along
NE 85th Street is considered to have a Low Opportunity
Index score, based on Very Low Health and Environmental
quality (likely due to less access to parks/open space or
location near I-405), and Low Housing quality due to
housing conditions or other factors. Other Census Tracts are
rated as having Moderate or High Opportunity. Elements of
the area also scored lower for Health and Housing.

Ch. 3 - Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation
Land Use Patterns and Socioeconomics

Opportunity Index Factors — Puget
Sound Regional Council July 2019

Education

Reading test scores, math test scores,
student poverty, teacher qualifications,
graduation rates.

Economic Health

Access to living wage jobs, job growth,
unemployment rates.

Housing and Neighborhood Quality

Housing vacancy rates, housing stock
condition, crime index.

Mobility and Transportation

Drive commute cost, access to transit,
transit fare cost, walkability (% walk to work).

Health and Environment

Proximity to park/open space, access to
healthy food, proximity to foxic site release.
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Exhibit 3-20. PSRC Opportunity Index Map — Census Tracks Overlapping Station Area
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Exhibit 3-21. Opportunity Index and Factors by Census Tract (CT)

Rose Hill Area East of Forbes Lake Area + Downtown/
1-405: Northeast: West of 1-405: CT Waterfront Area:
CT 53033022604 CT 53033022603 53033022500 CT 53033022400
Opportuntyindex  lew  HWgh  Hgh  Moderale |
Economics High Low Very High Very High
Education High High Very High Very High
Health Very Low High Very Low Very Low
Housing Low Low High Low
Transportation High High High High
% Persons of Color 2016 24% 30% 18% 15%

Source: PSRC, 2019.
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Potential for Displacement

PSRC has published a Displacement Risk study and map considering socio-
demographics, transportation qualities, neighborhood characteristics, housing,
and civic engagement factors. See Exhibit 3-22. Displacement of existing
residents or businesses refers fo when housing or neighborhood conditions force
residents or businesses to move: “Displacement can be physical, when building
condifions deteriorate or are taken off the market for renovation or demolition, or
economic, as costsrise.” (Puget Sound Regional Council, 2019) Based on the
regional study, areas at higher risk of displacement are concenfrated in south
King County, Tacoma, and along the I-5 corridor in Snohomish County. By Census
Tract, the level of displacement risk is considered low in the Study Area.

Exhibit 3-22. Displacement Risk in Census Tracts including Study Area
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While on the whole the Study Area is not at high risk of displacement, amongst
larger chain grocery stores, restaurants, and auto sales and services, there are
smaller businesses, some of which are ethnic restaurants or personal service shops.
As well, there are relatively higher percentages of people of color in the Census
Tracts containing the Study Area and room to improve housing quality; see Exhibit
3-21.

Affordable Housing

Generally, affordable housing is designed so that households pay no more than
30% of their income on rent. Households that spend more than 30% of their
income on housing and earn less than 80% of the King County median household
income for ownership housing are considered cost burdened. Those spending
more than 50% on rent and earning 80% or less of the county median household
income are considered severely cost burdened.

The City’s Housing Strategy Plan (City of Kirkland, 2018) reports for the city:

— Only 16% of the low- and very low-income renters in Kirkland live in housing
where they can pay less than 30% of their gross incomes. Almost ftwo-thirds
(62%) pay more than half theirincomes for housing—known as “severe cost
burden.”

— The median wage paid in Kirkland is comparable to other Eastside cifies, but
54% of those jobs pay less than $50,000 per year.

— Traffic congestion in Kirkland--and the cost of vehicular infrastructure built to
accommodate it--can be attributed to workers commuting intfo and out of
Kirkland for their jobs, as well as on auto-dependent residential growth in
Kirkland.

— The median price of a Kirkland home more than doubled in just the last five years.

— Kirkland has housing affordable to moderate income households, but has
significant deficits in housing affordable to low- very low-income households
(30% of the area median income; earning $26,000 for a family of 3).

The City requires the inclusion of affordable housing in most new multifamily
development and also offers incentives, including:
— Either low-, moderate-, or middle-income housing is required as a portion of
new multifamily developments in many neighborhoods.
)y Atleast 10% of the units provided in new residential developments of four
units or greater shall be affordable housing units.
> Height and density bonuses may be granted in exchange for affordable
housing units provided on site.
— Multi-family property tax exemptions (MFTE) are offered in all areas where
affordable housing is required.
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— MFTE is offered as an added incentive where affordable housing is not
required, such as the CBD.

— Partialimpact fee and permit fee waivers are allowed, as well as dimensional
standard modifications, for affordable housing.

— Contribution are made to the ARCH Housing Trust Fund.

The City's results through 2016 are identified below:

— ARCH Trust Fund Supported Units 1993-2016 in Kirkland: 382 units (142 general,
97 senior, 11 homeless, 28 special needs)

—  MFTE through 2016: 176 units (83 rental, 23 senior, 31 owner, 6 special needs)

— Feein Lieu/Fee Waiver Value Collected 1999-2016: $1,296,915 (City of
Kirkland, 2017)

Recently, the City required that a developer associated with Kirkland Urbban
should pay the difference in affordable housing units expected when the master
plan was amended to replace planned dwellings units with additional office
space, resulting in the loss of the 10% affordable units expected (Kirkland
Ordinance 0-4711). The plan had authorized 367 dwelling units, reduced to 185
units with the master plan amendment. The City identified that there would be
only 19 affordable units instead of the planned 37 units. The City required the
developer to pay $148,385.00 per affordable unit foregone by the amendment.

The more recent Washington Joint Legislative Audit and Review Committee Study
of MFTE units between 2007-2019 identified 328 market rate units and 81
affordable units built in Kirkland using the MFTE program. (Washington Joint
Legislative Audit and Review Committee, 2019) At best this is about 3.7% of total
units built in the city:

— Citywide unit increase: 2012-2019: 2,177 (to include major annexation area
not part of Kirkland from 2007-2011)

— Share of new units MFTE market rate: 15.1%
— Share new units MFTE affordable: 3.7%

3.3.2 Impacts

Thresholds of Significance

Land use and socioeconomic impacts would be considered to rise to a

significant level if there are:

— Differences in activity levels at boundaries of uses of different intensities likely
fo result in incompatibilities.

— Intensities of expected growth likely to have an impact on direct displacement
of a marginalized population (low-income people, people of color).
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— Inadequate physical capacity to accommodate growth and displaced
residents and businesses.

— Developments at intensities that would not support transit investments.

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Land Use Patterns

The No Action Alternative has a similar acreage of Low Density Residential
compared to Infill residential in the Action Alternatives, though more small scale
aftached housing (e.g. fownhomes) could be added in the Infill Residential areas
of Alternative 3.

Action Alternatives propose similar medium and high density residential,
commercial, and industrial land use patterns as the No Action Alternative but
emphasize mixed use residential/commercial, and mixed use office
development. The transition from one type of land use to another is addressed
under each alternafive.

Exhibit 3-23. Zoning Comparison

No Action Zoning Acres Action Typologies Alt. 2 Acres Alt. 3 Acres
Commercial: 69.22 Residential Mixed Use High Intensity 12.81
Rose Hill Business District Residential Mixed Use Mid Intensity 38.17 2536
High Density Residential 18.00 Residential High Intensity* 0.00 0.00
Medium Density Residential 87.50 Residential Mid Intensity* 26.00 33.49
Office and Office/Multi-family 24.43 Infill per zoning (Office) 18.58 18.58
Office Low Infensity 6.23
Office Mid Intensity 34.24 23.08
Office High Intensity 22.50
Office Mixed Use High Infensity 20.31
Office Mixed Use Mid Intensity 20.31
Industrial 52.69 Industrial/Tech 12.15 12.15
Infill per zoning (Industrial) 34.58 34.58
Low Density Residential 225.43 Infill with Residential (Alt 3) 0 38.82
Infill Per Zoning (Residential) 310.91 272.09
Parks and Open Space 33.64 Parks and Open Space 30.57 30.57
Total 510.90 510.9 510.9

* Residential Mid- and Residential High- Intensity are intended for single-purpose residential uses at different densities.
Sources: City of Kirkland, 2020; Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.
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Compatibility

Land Use Transitions

All Alternatives would maintain a patftern of greater mixed use or employment
intensity near NE 85th Street and 1-405, though Alternatives 2 and 3 create a more
distinct difference in infensity of uses in the northeast and southeast quadrants of
the interchange where there are more abrupt changes in intensity from these
uses fo medium and lower density residential. This is addressed to a greater
degree in the Aesthetics analysis.

Air Quality

At a programmatic level, the Action Alternatives consider business oriented and
residential mixed uses similar to allowances found tfoday in the No Action
Alternative along NE 85th Street. Compared to the No Action Alternative, Action
Alternatives provide a transition or buffer of greater employment uses along 1-405
in the northeast and southeast quadrants of the interchange; residential uses
would be located beyond these office-focused areas further from 1-405.

Dense landscaping along roadways can reduce air pollutants by up to 50%
(Deshmukh, 2019)<ei Green infrastructure is another source of mitigation for

landscaping and green infrastructure such as with green streets. The Action
Alternatives also include a Form-Based Code that can address orientation and
location of residential uses in mixed use developments to reduce potential
exposure to adverse air quality and improve land use compatibility.

Activity Levels

All alternatives allow for increased growth in the Study Area, with No Action the
least and Alternative 3 the most.

Exhibit 3-24. Households and Jobs by Alternative

% Increase % Increase % Increase % Increase
Alternative Households Above Existing Above No Action Above Existing Above No Action
Existing 1,909 4,988
No Action 2,782 46% 10,859 118%
Alternative 2 8,509 346% 206% 28,688 475% 164%
Alternative 3 10,909 471% 292% 34,988 601% 222%

Sources: Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.
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See Exhibit 3-25 for allowed housing and Exhibit 3-26 for jobs by quadrant. The

Northeast and Southeast quadrants are planned to incorporate the most growth.

Exhibit 3-25. Housing Levels by Quadrant by Alternative
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Sources: Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.

Exhibit 3-26. Jobs by Quadrant by Alternative
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Sources: Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.

Increases in growth activity levels could increase ambient noise such as at the
interface of commercial or industrial and residential uses with delivery bays or
other equipment. The City has adopted maximum permissible noise levels
between land use classes of different types consistent with state rules (WAC 173-
60). Noise levels may increase temporally during construction, and City rules also
address appropriate daytime hours.
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The change in activity levels at the boundary of the Study Area is further
addressed under each alternative.

Potential Displacement, Growth Capacity, Equity

All alternatives provide capacity for growth as seen in Exhibit 3-25 and Exhibit
3-26. Some of the areas most likely to change abut I-405 on the northeast and
southeast portions of the inferchange along the station and along NE 85th Street.

Under all alternatives, there would be more intensive office mixed use or residential
mixed use buildings replacing single-story big box retail and parking lots along NE
85th Street, though the degree and character differs among alternatives.

New typologies would generally abut lower density and medium density
residential areas but not replace them See discussions of each alternative for
more detail on changes in typologies in some locations.

Most of the change would occur in Census Tract 53033022604, the Rose Hill area
east of I-405. This Census Tract has a low opportunity index, and a quarter of the
current residents are persons of color. There is a relatively low potential for
displacement of small and ethnic businesses as indicated in Exhibit 3-22; to the
extent there are limited displacements, there is capacity under all alternatives to
contain space to accommodate them. Likewise, there may be lower income
households in the Study Area that could be displaced in limited instances
according to Exhibit 3-22, but there is substantial capacity to add new housing
including affordable housing (see below).

Affordable Housing

If the City confinues the current affordable housing program of both its
inclusionary housing program and its voluntary MFTE program, the lowest number
of affordable units would be added under Alternative 1 and the most under
Alternative 3. If the City improved these programs (e.g., make MFTE for affordable
housing more likely to be used) or increased its inclusionary housing program in
association with the increase in heights and densities allowed, more affordable
housing could be achieved. See Exhibit 3-27.

Exhibit 3-27. Affordable Housing Increases by Alternative

Net Increase in Households 10% Inclusionary 3.7% MFTE Total Potential
Alternative Above Existing Affordable Units Affordable units Affordable Units
No Action Alternative 1 873 87 32 119
Alternative 2 6,600 660 244 904
Alternative 3 9.000 900 BeE 1,233

Sources: Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.
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It should be noted that the balance of jobs and housing is not 1:1 in any
alternative, and there is a greater share of jobs to future population under each
alternative. Those working in the Study Area in the future may create demand for
housing both in the Study Area and city or region. Though under the Action
Alternatives, anficipated jobs would largely include fechnology and professional
service office jobs, a share would also be in retail or services as found today.
Typically retail and service workers would earn lesser incomes and rely on
availability of affordable housing.

Transit Supportive Land Use

The PSRC requires that designated Regional Growth Centers allow 45 activity units
(population and/or jobs) per acre to help ensure that land use supports
transportation investments. The Station Area is within a proposed Regional Growth
Center.

All alternatives would increase activity units in the station area with Alternatives 2
and 3 exceeding the activity unit density required, though the Station Area is only
a portion of a larger proposed Regional Growth Center, and density should be
confirmed within the appropriate boundary. See Exhibit 3-28.

Exhibit 3-28. Activity Units — Station Area

Existing No Action Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Study Area
Total Study Area Population * 4,192 5,791 18,687 23,957
Total Jobs (estimated) 4,988 10,859 28,688 34,988
Population and Jobs Activity Units — Study Area 9,200 16,650 44,300 55,000
Gross Acres — Study Area 719.40 719.40 719.40 719.40
Activity Unit/Gross Ac 12.8 23.1 61.6 76.5

Core Area - Regional Growth Center

To be determined by PSRC for Preferred Alternative

*Existing and No Action assume the Study Area household size of 2.2 derived from PSRC household and population estimates; this higher
household size reflects a nearly even mix of single family and multifamily households. Action Alternatives assume a household size of
1.83, the multifamily household size estimated in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan EIS and used in the City's recent Regional Growth Center
application. The share of multifamily units will be much higher in these alternatives.

Sources: Mithun, 2020; BERK, 2020.

No Action Alternative 1

The No Action retains the current Comprehensive Plan and zoning and
anficipates the least amount of growth, though based on pipeline development
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nearly all the housing growth anticipated by 2035 would happen sooner. Jobs are
anficipated to increase by more than 100% over existing jobs.

The No Action Alternative would result in 2,782 total dwelling units in the Study
Area, a 46% increase over existing units; the potential dwellings could be higher
than projected by the current Comprehensive Plan growth target estimates since
pipeline development already consumes what was estimated for the area. The
residential units are part of mixed use developments primarily along the NE 85t
Street Corridor in the Commercial area. If 10% of the new units are affordable,
about 87 affordable units would be created or funded. If another 3.7% are
developed under MFTE as affordable that would mean 32 affordable units.

Higher activity levels and differences in types and scale of development exist

where Industrial abuts Low Density Residential and Medium Density Residential
west of the Cross Kirkland Corridor or along 122nd Avenue NE, or Commerciall

and Office near Low and Medium Density Residential along NE 85th Street.

There is capacity in the alternative to accommodate commercial or residential
uses that may be displaced by new development.

When the entire station area is taken into consideration, there is not sufficient
capacity for jobs and population to achieve the PSRC-desired activity units in
proximity to the fransit investments to meet the Regional Growth Center criterion
of 45 activity units per acre (the City’'s nomination before PSRC includes the
station area and the Moss Bay neighborhood).

Action Alternative 2

Under Action Alternative 2, housing would increase by over 200% above the No
Action Alternative, and there would be nearly a 164% increase in jobs. The
location of general development typologies and relative intensity of
development are in similar places as the No Action Alternative — along the
boundary of Industrial/Tech and Residential Mixed Use Intensity.

Areas of change in land use patterns from current zoning include:

— East of I-405 near the fransit station, there is more emphasis on Office Mid
Intensity and Office Mixed Use Mid Intensity instead of Commercial. This could
mean replacement of existing businesses for residential or mixed use purposes.

— NE 122nd Avenue NE north of NE 85th Street: There is more area of Residential
Mid Intensity instead of Commercial and Industrial Zoning. The planned uses are
more similar to existing abutting uses but could replace existing businesses.

— The taller, more intfense Residential Mixed Use Mid Intensity would place more
growth along abutting Low and Medium Density Residential areas identified
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for Incremental Infill. Form-based code design guidelines could establish
upper story stepbacks and other techniques at the ground floor to help
ensure compatible growth.

Alternative 2 has the potential capacity to accommodate not only 2035 growth
targets but more growth beyond to 2044. Its capacity would be in the range of
housing and jobs assumed for the Totem Lake Urban Center. While displacement
risk has been identified as low by PSRC per Exhibit 3-22, should there be potential
displacement of homes or businesses Alternative 2 would provide space that
could accommodate them; it is possible that those who may be displaced could
relocate outside the Study Area. There is more opportunity for inclusionary
housing and MFTE affordable units under Alternative 2 compared o the No
Action Alternative. Together these could total over 200 under the City's existing
regulations and potentially more if additional programs or incentives are
implemented as described under Mitigation Measures.

Action Alternative 2 exceeds the level of activity units in proximity to the transit
investments and would support the Regional Growth Center criterion.

Action Alternative 3

Action Alternative 3 proposes more building intensity related to greater height,
particularly near the new station, and has slightly more fransitional densities than
Action Alternative 2 south of NE 85th Street. Its potential for land use pattern
fransitional impacts, accommodating potential displacement, and activity level
change locations are similar to Action Alternative 2, though the level of growth
and activity is higher. There are 292% more housing units compared to the No
Action Alternative and 222% more jobs. This alternative would achieve more than
1,200 affordable units and potentially more if additional programs or incentives
are implemented as described under Mitigation Measures.

There would be much greater capacity than the 2035 growth targets though the
City will be planning for 2044 targets soon, and the growth in this area will assist
the City in anticipating future households and jobs. Under Action Alternative 3 the
number of dwellings and jobs would be at the upper end of the range of housing
and jobs anticipated for the Totem Lake Urban Center.

Action Alternative 3 exceeds the level of activity units in proximity to the transit
investments to meet the Regional Growth Center criterion for the Study Area
though only a portion of the proposed Cenfter.
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3.3.3 Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

Alternatives 2 and 3 would have a higher number of housing units and jobs to
support fransit, and a likely higher number of affordable units produced
through MFTE or inclusionary housing programs.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would include a Form-Based Code infended to implement
design standards to ensure compatible development and transitions. This could
include fransitional development standards with upper story stepbacks and
landscaping.

Alternatives 2 and 3 promote office closer to 1-405 and housing at a further
distance, which could reduce exposure of residents in new mixed use
developments to emissions and freeway noise impacts. Carefully-selected
landscaping along rights of way and other locations can mitigate air quality
affected by emissions. (See also these topics in Section 3.1, Air Quality/GHG).

Regulations and Commitments

Kirkland Zoning Code regulates land use, landscaping, parking, and other
aspects of development to ensure development meets the City’s long-term
vision. Design guidelines, adopted by Section 3.30.040 of the Kirkland
Municipal Code establish urban design policies o be used in development
design review. See also Section 3.5 Aesthetics.

Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter 112 addresses affordable housing incentives.

RCW 36.70A.540 authorizes affordable housing incentive programs applicable
to residential, commercial, and mixed-use development.

Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter 113 addresses opportunities for “Missing Middle
Housing” types of development in low-density residential zones

The City regulates noise under Chapter 115.95 of the Kirkland Zoning Code.
Noise related to construction activities is regulated under Chapter 115.25 of
the Kirkland Zoning Code.

Other Proposed Mitigation Measures

Housing Strategy Plan Implementation

The Kirkland Housing Strategy Plan, April 2018, includes strategies the City could
implement to improve its support for affordable housing. Strategies include, but
are noft limited to:

Infrastructure for walkability and open spaces/pocket parks.

Ch. 3 - Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation
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— All-inclusive neighborhoods with nodes of commercial and gathering places.
— Infill housing including alterative housing types.

— Increase overall housing and choices in Transit Oriented Development (TOD)
and other centers.

— Mandate and incentivize the inclusion of residential uses in mixed-use
developments. Examples of incentfives include additional height, reduced
setbacks, reduced parking, and tax breaks.

Commercial Space Linkage Fees

Action Alternatives 2 and 3 increase the capacity for jobs by 475%-600% above
existing levels, and 164% to 222% above the No Action Alternative, respectively. This
capacity is realized by creating new form-based zoning and allowing heights of up
fo 150-300 feet closest to the station and 25-85 feet elsewhere. Action Alternatives 2
and 3 also increase housing above existing levels by 345%-470% above existing units
or 206% to 292% above the No Action Alternative, respectively.

Most of the jobs are expected to be office (e.g. 80-90%) given the development
typologies planned next to the transit center with mixed use office fowers. Retail
jobs would also be created to support new households and employees. Industrial
jobs would also occur as infill in existing zoned areas. The Study Area would allow
for living and working in the same area, although provision of affordable housing
choices would be key to ensuring that the employees of the area have a choice
to live there. The housing in the Study Area could also help meet the City's
affordable housing gaps in the City as a whole, as identified in the Kirkland
Housing Strategy Plan. Such gaps included but were not limited to:

— Alow proportion of workers in the City actually live in the City, while many
who live in the City go elsewhere to work.

— Available housing for lower income (up to $45,000) and moderate income
(up to $75,000) households, especially lower income seniors and individuals
and more moderate-income families including single parents. (City of
Kirkland, 2018)

A Kirkland strategy to help fill gaps is to “Increase overall housing and choices in
Transit Oriented Development (TOD) and other centers.” (City of Kirkland, 2018)

A means to address the impacts of new job growth on the Kirkland area housing
market is to identify a commercial linkage fee applicable to new commercial
square footage, described more specifically below:

Commercial linkage fees are a form of impact fee assessed on new
commercial developments or major employers based on the need
for workforce housing generated by new and expanding businesses.
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Revenues generated by the fee are then used to help fund the
development of affordable housing within accessible commuting
distance to the employment center. Commercial linkage fees help to
better tie economic growth with housing growth. (Puget Sound
Regional Council, 2020)

Commercial linkage fees help cities address the problem of a “jobs-housing fit,”
where the range of housing affordability choices need to fit the range of worker
incomes in the community. A commercial linkage fee is a per-square foot fee
assessed to new, non-residential construction uses, such as hotel, office, retail and
restaurant, to address the affordable housing demand from new workers
necessary to run these uses. To establish the commercial linkage fee, the City
must first develop a “nexus” study that demonstrates and quantifies the
relationship between new development of commercial space and the demand
for affordable housing units; in other words, a study to demonstrate that the
increased demand for affordable housing in the City is a direct result of new non-
residential development in the City. Such a study could be developed in
coordination with A Regional Coalition for Housing (“ARCH").

An example of this type of nexus study was completed for the City of Seattle. After
the nexus study, and in reliance on the nexus study, Seattle eventually adopted the
Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) Program. (City of Seattle, 2014) Seattle
modeled the share of unifs that could be funded with the program. (City of Seattle,
2016) The City also funded an economic analysis of the MHA program. (CAl
Community Attributes, 2016) Other commercial linkage fee programs have been
established in California, Virginia, Massachusetts and elsewhere. Regionally, other
communities are considering commercial linkage fee programs, including the City
of Bothell for the Canyon Park Regional Growth Center.

Regional Participation to Leverage Funding

The City could leverage regional partnerships such as with ARCH to add
affordable housing opportunities in the Study Area. New regional efforts may also
arise over fime. For example, there is draft “Housing Benefit Districts” legislation
(HB2898 and SB 6618) that would allow for an opt in incremental taxing district
and ability for cities to acquire, assemble, landbank land to be developed into
affordable / mixed income housing through partnering with the development
community and supporting infrastructure. It has been tested in the Cities of
Renton, Everett, and Tacoma.

Other Development Code Concepts

The Form-Based Code could include companion amendments meant to address
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affordable housing such as:
— Expanded inclusionary housing requirements above the present 10%.
— Creating density bonuses that prioritize affordable housing.

— Establishing minimum requirements for family-size units, so a range of
households can live in the Study Area.

— Reqguirements that development provide a minimum number of activity units
to achieve its desired transit oriented development, as well as establish an
expected amount of affordable housing.

— Theregion is experiencing displacement of general commercial uses and
small, affordable spaces from more urban areas as redevelopment occurs.
The Form-Based Code could create commercial space standards for both
small and large businesses in new developments to retain area businesses in
new urban formats. Building flexible tenant spaces that can accommodate
small businesses can make the spaces more affordable.

— The City could provide incentives for development that retain space for
existing businesses or households (e.g. right of first refusal). The City could also
require relocation assistance for those displaced.

3.3.4 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Under all alternatives, addifional growth would occur in the Study Area, leading
to a generalized increase in building height and bulk and development intensity
over time, as well as the gradual conversion of low-intensity uses to higher-
intensity development patterns. This transition would be unavoidable but it is not
significant and adverse since this is an expected characteristic of a designated
Urban Center in the Countywide Planning Policies.

In addition, future growth is likely to create localized land use compatibility issues as
development occurs. The potential impacts related to these changes may differ in
intensity and location in each of the alternatives. However, with the combination of
existing and new development regulations, zoning requirements, and design
guidelines, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated.

As the area develops, there may be displacement of existing jolbs as most of the
areas of intensification are in commercial or mixed use areas; however, there is
sufficient employment space under any alternative o relocate the businesses
and thus no significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated.

All alternatives could see some risk of displacement of existing residents or
businesses; this risk would be higher under Alternatives 2 and 3 but so would the
capacity for relocation in new housing units. Alternatives 2 and 3 would increase
substantially the capacity for housing that could better meet demand. Increasing
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affordable housing programs and incentives for providing units affordable to
diverse income groups and to investment in affordable housing development
could offset affordability pressures. Measures to encourage small businesses in the
Form-Based Code would also help avoid displacement and create a more
vibrant urban hub. The capacity of alternatives together with mitigation measures
encouraging and requiring affordable housing and a variety of employment
space should avoid significant adverse impacts.
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3.4 Plans and Policies

This section of the Draft SEIS describes pertinent plans, policies, and regulations
that guide or inform the proposal. Plans and policies evaluated in this section
include the Growth Management Act (GMA), Puget Sound Regional Council’s
(PSRC) VISION 2050, and the King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs),
each establishing a regulatory or policy framework with which comprehensive
plans must be consistent. In addition, policy guidance established by the City’
current Comprehensive Plan provides a basis for evaluating change and
potential impacts associated with the proposal.

For the purpose of this analysis, the general direction of anticipated policy
changes o the City's Comprehensive Plan are noted. The Final SEIS will further
evaluate any specific policy or regulatory proposals that emerge from the City's
planning process, after a draft of the Station Area Plan (SAP) is published. For this
Draft SEIS analysis, the most significant components of the proposal and
alternatives identified af this time include:

— Support for GMA urban growth, housing, economic development, and
multimodal transportation goals,

— Relationship of the proposal to the PSRC VISION 2050 regional growth strategy
and the adopted Urban Center designation in the Countywide Planning Policies
and

— Relationship of the Study Area to the City's 2035 Comprehensive Plan and its
current growth strategy.

3.4.1 Affected Environment

Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA)

The Washington State GMA was adopted in 1990 in response to concerns over
uncoordinated growth and its impacts on communities and the environment. The
GMA includes 13 planning goals to help guide its implementation. These goals
address the following: 1) encouraging growth in urban areas, 2) reducing sprawl,
3) encouraging multimodal transportation systems, 4) encouraging a variety of
housing types, including affordable housing, 5) encouraging economic
development, é) recognizing property rights, 7) ensuring fimely and fair permitting
processes, 8) protecting agricultural, forest and mineral lands, 9) retaining and
enhancing open space and supporting recreation opportunities, 10) protecting
the environment, 11) encouraging citizen involvement in planning processes, 12)
ensuring adequate public facilities and services, and 13) encouraging historic
preservation. A fourteenth goal was added to the GMA to reference the use

Ch. 3 - Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation
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preferences of the Shoreline Management Act.

Comprehensive plans are mandated by the GMA to include specific chapters,
referred to as elements. Required elements include land use, housing, capital
facilities, utilities, transportation, economic development, and parks and
recreation. The GMA and other state and regional policies provide specific
guidance for the contents of these elements. Cities are also allowed to include
opfional elements in their comprehensive plans such as subarea plans like the
pending NE 85th Street SAP.

The entire comprehensive plan, including the required and opfional elements,
must be internally and externally consistent. Internal consistency means that all
