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DILL/TY o Introduced by: Gary Grant
T9-315

MOTION NO. | 42’71

A MOTION denying the application for
reclaskilication from SR to RM 1800
petitioned by GLORGE C. PALLIS and
desipnated Building and Land Development File
No. 195-78-R. ‘ '

WI“H(EAS,1 the Report and Recommendation of LhQ Deputy Zoning
‘ ‘ : ,

and Subdivision LExaminer hutcd January 31, 1979, has recommended
that reclassification of a portion of the sﬁbjch property from
SR Lo dM lHUU%wiLh the balance Sk, upon thu,upp]iﬁution of GEORGE
C. PALQIS, deéignutod Building and Land Dévolopment IFile No.
195-78%“, be #pproved, and

VWQEREAS,?Lhc Deputy Examiner's. recommendation has béén
appeul@d by the applicant, by property ownufs in the ufcu, and by
the Cils'k)f Kirkl:nnl, and )

WH%J-;!{I-ZA.‘S,;‘ the King County Council has reviewed Lhe x‘oqor(l and
wriLLvniund oral appceal arguments in this muLLur,‘und

WH@HHAS, the Council does hereby udopt‘und“incorporate

| .

herein hs itsiown findings nnd.concluSions the findings and
conulusﬁmns uQnLuingd in the report of the Zoning and Subdivision
Exumgncg dﬂLvd January Slj 1979, with the additions and
modification contained herein, and

WHLHHAS,‘Lhc Council finds the shoreline and wetlands area
lying b%twcon?thé Kirkland Golf Course and Juanita Business Area,
'purticuhurly ﬂhn@ area west of 98Lh Avcnué Northeast relocated is

a fragile and valuable natural area. for plant and wildlife

relutod?to Lake Washington, Forbes Creek and. the Juanita Slough,

and

WHEHHAS,fthofCouncil finds that a reclassification of a
portioniof subjcct propcrty from SR to RM 1800 usv#ecommended by
the Depgty Zouingiand Subdiyision Examiner, would not be | ‘
U(H]Hi&iLéHfL \vithx the best ix\Lostsi  of Lthe community and King
'CounLy,jnnd

Wil EIEAS , jl.lx(~ Council concl udes that Lhe Deput y Zoning and

Subdivision Examiner's decision recommending such
[ N "\
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policies and ohjuulivvs ol King Counly.
| \ .
5. The unplicnnL has not demonstrated thb circulmstances
' \

aflecting the SUDJCLL property have UndOIVLnC 51gn1flcant and

\
matorial chunge‘suflmcmcnt to warrant a change 1in zone
| l
!

classification. | : \

| I (. |
PASSED Lhis{~3}<& day of 27/, , 1977,

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING UJiy , WASILINGTON

/YZ&/

! airman ‘

ATTEST : '

) % |

e L, ‘ |
_-~_‘u._,llL_;L,_. 2 (; . :

Deputy ,(:)L‘IJ\ of L@1<> ¢ Council '
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lrdc]ussjfjcuhion was based on an error in judgment,

x“iu"}‘.’ 'I‘HJ-;l‘i}';l-‘UH‘I-;, Bl I'l' MOVED by the Council of =I§ing Cc\)unt:y:

Th¢ upplﬁcution for réclassificution from SR fo RM 1800
peLiLioncd by‘GHURGE C. PALLIS, Building and Land Development
File No; 195J78-ujis deniced.

UH?JT FURTHHR MOVLED, that the following udditipns and
modi[ic@LionS are made to the IFindings and Conclusi@ns set fortf
in tho Rvporg hndknccommondution Lo the Kiﬁg County Council dat:!
Jnnuurijl, 1979, on Lhe applicnﬁion {for roclassificntjun of
GEORGE d,'PALLﬁS, designated Building and Land Development File

-

No. 195ﬁ7s-n$

CONCLUS IONS
On page 12 of the subject report dé]oto cohclusions 1

through 7 and replace as follows:

Compliance wilh the State bnvironmental Policy Act of 1971--

RCW 43.21C.

1. ke 20.44.050 requires that the threshold determination

@udo by the Building and Land Development Division_be given

subsL%nLiul'wéﬁghL in subsequcht Council review. It is clear

howcvor,?thuL{Lhc’Zoning uhd Subdivision Exhhiner and the King

County Céuncii”urc respbnSible for a review of the determination,

and the Counc@l must satisfy itself that the requifémbnts of the
! L ‘ ﬁ

State EnOironMchui Policy Act have been complied wiph.

Mofbovcr; Lhu*pﬁoporLy in question is localed in LhQ‘JuuhiLu~

Slough wcLlunJ-hnd adjacent to the Forbes Creck outlet to Lake

. l :
Washington, and particular scrutiny in the review of the

i B
application for potential significant ¢nvironmental impactl is

warranted. !
i [

2. The City of Kirkland has raised questions of procedural

compliance regarding the manner in which the negative threshold

‘ |
doterminat ion was made, and substantive questions rdégavding the

adoequacy ol explanations to 'yes' and 'maybe' answers to the
‘ .

X | ) . ‘
Environmental Checklist as completed by the applicant. Because
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of the close proximity of the Cily's boundariecs on three sides of

the subject property, and in order to allow for consideration of

the regional welfarce and environmental impacts on the entire’

communjty'potontinlly affected by the proposed reclassification

(per the State Supreme Court decision in S.A.V.E. v. The City of
' |

Bothell, File No. 44505) the Council withdraws thp declaration of

nonsiunificuﬁce adopted by the Manager of the Building and Land
Development Division with regard to the subject property. Lo

Application of the Shorelince Management Master Program.
3. KCCi 25.04.050 prohibits the County frombissuing any ;

! \ - i
poermit prjorfto approval pursuant to that title, and from taking
any ucthon c;nLrury to the goals, policies, objcctives, and 7
rcgulutéons bf the King County Shoroliha Mnnugémoﬁt Master
me>g1%un:\ViLl)‘LX}gzxr(l to zone reclassifications fol‘iplwapgn'ty'tnldtrr
Lthe ,j\u‘ii.‘#dict.‘ ion of Lhe Sh(.n‘(:]in(; M:mngonan Act.

~1.j The stated jﬁt(nlt_tnulgr KCC 25.24.010 [ox{ the
Conservancy Lovironment is to "maintain the oﬁisti@g character"
of Lhe area. The designation "Conservancey Environmﬁnt” is.
dcsjgpnd Lo ﬁproLucL, conserve, and manage oxisLing1nuLural
resourc¢s and valuable historic and cultural areas. " Multifdmily
developmcnt is prohibited withinvthe conscrvancy cn&ironment.

The chServan@y environment cOmpriscs.Lhe western and the greater
, _ ‘ . .
portioniof Lﬁe subject proporty.

5. Information proSentcd by the soils consultant retained
by the wpplicﬁnt and by the City of Kirklund~fyom the State
Depurtmeht.of‘ﬁcology differ with regard-to the eastern boundary
of the cpnsur&uncy environment on Lhé SUDjuct propérty.
Therefore, the amount of land between the castern boundary of the
conscrvuﬁcy cﬁvironmont and the éastorn boundary of the property,
which \V(\él Id 1 =<~ w i (.l)i n the urban environment , «and which would be

suitableslfor muttilamily development is in question.

G. jijcli that Lhe preponderance of Chc property ‘lies within

the Conscrvdnqy Environment and given the prohibition against
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multifamily dévelopment within the Conservancy arca, the approval

\
of a rvone rv(;ans111<a(10n which would rosult in an increase in
l \
L | ‘ '
density and a|change in development type such as proposed by the

. I . ‘
n}n)1.1c1u1t \'ULxld be premature ulltll. such time as the boundary of

\
the (onsoxvtngy Environment is conclusively det vmenod and

would bc; cc)nL‘x“:U'y Lo Lhe provisions of KCC 25.04.050 and KCC
25(24.010. ‘\

|

Appropri ﬁlh,(‘ll(‘>€§§ ol Lhe Requested Reclasgsifieation.

Northshore Communitics Plan

7 iOrdih*nco 3747 (KCC 20.24.165) establishes that yntil

area zonling buéud on the community plan is adopted, the community

plan governs Lhe review of reclassification applications with

|
. ' . . Ty .
regard Lo density and use designations where conllicls exist

between the udmmuniLy plan and the King County Comprehensive
" : i

Plan., ‘ ‘\
. : |
D

8. lln Lh@& case the community plan is itself inconsistent,
and 1t iQ not Lluup in the plan LhuL.high density mulLifnmily
development js‘}ntundud for the subject properly. ‘Two separate
uleMungs Qf th plan rprur to Lhe subjcct propertiy: |

|
; . P . ‘ .
a. The pl% map of the Juanita Community designates the

extrome eastvxn
! \

portion of the property as "AM-24 units per acre"
‘ . . . o
while the balance is indicated as "one home per acre!.
! 1 '
|

by. Juunitu Plan Proposal Policy 42 states: "The areca east

of 97th Avenuce NFthcusL (Cchnded) and west of 100Lh Avenue

Northeast ‘and sobth of Northeast 11G6th which is d051gnatcd
i |
I ‘ \

Conscrvancy by LTC Shorelines Management Master Plun-is»rcgulated

by the p10v1s1on§ of the Conservancy Environment zone. . Those
|

p“OpOlthb Whlbh are outside of the Conservangy Env1ronment zone

o
may e devclopeq as shown by the Juanita Plup. .Those propertics

classifiod SR and not within the Conservancy cone may be
du\'clnp('(l al the RS 7,.-0() donsily.

There is therefore a difference regarding the portion of the

subject property; ‘(‘)usz.de the Conservancy Environment.

Vo

S i

e S S it e
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Shorellines,

RYANYARY

\ e Yoaml

fu i" o

! ‘ : . . ‘ .
9, Furthermore, the. Legal and Admlnjstx‘ulec‘lr;\mcwurkI

: |
established for
"It is thc
propertics comg
, b

| o
adjustor for su
other permits,
! . |
comprehensive |

guidelines. "

|
This polic

|
over the plan n
: !
roclassificatio
reasonable inte
|

o ol
Communitiecs Plu
|

10. . The N

\ ;
esltablished to
plan maps and It
‘ !

arci, has addre
‘.‘.‘iil.
area was ouce of
clarifi:&tionfb
The Commit
which encompuass
and/or zoning ¢
be presented Lo
considcrqtion ﬁ

A decision

the Plan on page 3 states that:
i |
intent of the Council ‘that when specific

before it, the hearing examiner or zoning

bdivision, reclassification or application for

the policy portion of ‘the King Counpy

lan and community plan shall provide the primary

)
y would infer that the.policy statement
, 200 development density would Luke’preccdqpce

ap. Approval of the applicant's request for

n to’RM 1800 would nog be a consisteht or
. |

IW)rcL}ltion ol the inL(hlt ol the Northshore

n with respect to the 'subject property.

orthshore Communitics Plan Revision Committee,

clarify problems and inconsistencies within the

ext, and to rcecommend areia zsoning for the plan
ssed the issue of the Juanita Business Area
hin which the subject property falls. This issue

the original issues proposed for review and
y the Lxecutive and Council.
| .
tee has recommended two alternatives for the area
1 :

¢s the subject property which may result in plan

1inges for the properly. These alternatives will

the community for additional rcview and

rior to recommendation to the Council for action.

Lo approve the reclassification prior to Council

action with reg

. . < e
Revision Commit
comprehoensive r

range ol issues

ard

to the report of the Northshore Community Plan

‘Lee
|

addressing the issue, would not allow for a
wiow providing for a consideration of the full -

which relate Lo the use ol the .L;ul),j(;L;L propoertiy,

and would not be in the best  interests of the community.

-
s




10,
11
12
13
14
15

 16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

D/207 479

King Coun

LN A TRV

ty Comprehensive Plan

\
11.

|
incorporated Ip
cities."

The SSlll)‘h(}

Kirkland, wiﬂh

Polilcy

H—2 stales:

e

“ ‘ ‘ . P 0
“All zoning should be coordinated with the zonhing of

laces within the County and bordering counties and

ct proporty is nearly surrounded by the City of
! ‘ .
Kirkland City boundaries being adjacent to the

propoerty to th
, P
cast and appro

surrounding ar

predominantly,
Juunita]Slough

recommended 2
: |
arca in which

desipgnation is

chuructoristip
To approv

WO

! S
recommendat ton
! 3

designation

the zonc class

City and would

affchcd‘per¢

12. IHUQ

> west, and lying approximately 200 feet Lo the

ijutely 1600 feet to the south. Zoning for that
ca 1s RS 35,000; As the unincorporated area is
Wotinnds associated with Lake Wushiugton and the

and Forbes Creek, the City has since 1976

similar denSity desiunﬁtion for the unincorpofated
the subject lies. Thq‘purposc of Lhé recommended
to "conscerve the unique and fragile

s of the arca."

¢ a reclassification Lo high dunsiLy‘multiIamily

uld be inconsistent with the City pf Kirkland

for the subjuct'proporty, und,incoqsistent with

ificutions of nearby and udjucentfporiions of the

be unreasonably incompatible and detrimental to

rties and the general public.

| i
nsistency with Adjacent County Use and Density.

Property with b
|
property is 29

interscction «

established by
!
[

|
density single

o

is zonced RS 9,0600.
north lics pr&deinantly within
would therefore

exislbing use :uuil densitly designation

To allow a

‘ . ' ' . v
q King County to the south and eustl of the subject

1 : ‘
ch SR. Property to the northeast of the

f\Nothenst 112th Street and 98th Avenue Northeast

The RM 1800 zoning 'located immediately to the

the Conscervancy Environment, and

‘ulso be subject to the density limitations

Thevretfore, Lhe

the Shoreline Management Acl.

of surrounding arca is low

family.

reclassification to high'gvnsity multifamily
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‘(h-.ai;:‘n:tLi()“‘nvW()ul(l not be in keeping with the objectives of the

Urban Centers bevelopment Conceptl which assumes a transition
Lelween uses.  That objective is restated in the Northshore

Community Plan as Policy 17 for t(he Juanitn Plan Proposal as

follows: ”Dcnsity and development buffers should be provided

Cbetween apartment and single family residence development. ™

13. Other Comprehensive Plan Policies.  The Comprehensive
Plan states that multifamily residential arcas must be
interrelated with the circulation system and other land uses and

\
may only beallowed in locations meeting the criperiu'sgy out in

policices U12 Lthrough D14.

Tﬁo o[\Lhese policies, D12 and DlB; cxpress the ncecessity

. | . : : .

for 1<)¢;LLix)n functionally convenient Lo a myjor or sccondary
artoeorial hi@hwuy and the complementary natu-e of multifumily uses
Lo shopping hnd'scrvi¢cs centers.  Theseo poiicieg‘would normally
Suppnrﬂ'n rmglussjficntion request to mulLiYnmily:dcnsiLy due to
the prokimity of LhovJunniLu Beach Business arca Jnd the direct
access Lo UHLh Avenue Northeast (a4 major noth/soﬁph arterial).

The location, however, ol the subject property as predominantly
' . !
within the Shoreline Conservancy Environment and as adjacent to
\ .
the-mouth of Torbes Creek, recently rchabilitated for the purpose

I .
of restoring native salmon runs, nepates the application of the
‘ : -

policies. Morecover, the Northshore Communities Plin provides in
I . ‘ )

other. arcuas for substantial amounts of underutilized or vacant
v |
land zoned for multifamily development. E

AddiLioné]ly, potential problems regarding ing?ess and
cgress from Lﬁe subject property onto 98Lh Avenue ﬁqftheust have
been noted duc' to the traffic volumes and sight disﬁance on 98th

‘ t : .
Avenue Northeast and raise additional queSLions regarding the
upplicutibn of!Policy D12.

11. ' The fnqnvslvd reclassilication would not c¢arry out and
help Lo ipml(munlt the poials and .objectives of the Coﬁprchensive

! : |
Plan, the Nortlhshore Conmunity Plan, the 2Zoning Code and other




