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I. OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
 

The 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update included a strong and on-going public engagement process.  

This process included the following components: 

 Meetings with community groups, interested parties, County Commissions, the Planning Directors 

groups, and others in multiple stages of the update process. 

 King County Planning Directors (2/26) –  

30  attendees 

 Four Creeks/Tiger Mountain CSA Open 

House (5/12) – 40 attendees 

 Greater Maple Valley UAC (3/1) –  

10 attendees 

 Maple Valley CSA Open House (5/19) – 

70 attendees 

 Skyway-West Hill Technical Advisory 

Committee (3/13) – 15 attendees 

 West Hill/Skyway CSA Open House 

(5/21) – 35 attendees 

 Four Creeks/Tiger Mountain CSA (3/18) –  

10 attendees 

 SE King County/Green Valley CSA Open 

House (6/2) – 85 attendees 

 Bear Creek / Sammamish CSA Open 

House (4/13) – 16 attendees 

 Rural Forest Commission (7/9) –  

15 attendees 

 Snoqualmie Valley/NE King County CSA 

Open House (4/21) – 52 attendees 

 Greater Maple Valley UAC (8/24) –  

8 attendees 

 North Highline/White Center CSA Open 

House (April 23) – 25 attendees 

 Agricultural Commission (9/17) –  

20 attendees 

 Vashon-Maury Island CSA Open House 

(4/28) – 32 attendees 

 King County Planning Directors (10/22) – 

30 attendees 

 Fairwood/Renton CSA Open House (5/5) –  

55 attendees 

 Rural Forest Commission (11/12) –  

15 attendees 

Approximately 560 residents and stakeholders attended these meetings. 

 Stakeholders were informed that comments would be accepted throughout the process, rather 

than solely during public comment period.  That led to a significant amount of early public 

comments which allowed some issues to be resolved and included in the Public Review Draft. 

 Updates to the Comprehensive Plan website to make commenting and joining an e-mail list 

easier; the email list grew to almost 600 contacts. 

 Distributed a series of "eNewsletters" that helped those on the e-mail list remained informed of 

milestones in the update process.  This included every group listed in the Adopting Scope of 

Work Motion 14351, all the email contacts from the 2012 Comprehensive Plan update list, 

contacts for community weekly newspapers, contacts provided by the Office of Equity and Social 

Justice in the Executive's Office, and others. 
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 Placed advertisements in community papers advertising Community Meetings; six community 

meetings were held and were attended by almost 300 participants.  Meetings were held as 

follows: 

Vashon-Maury Island (Nov. 9) – Ten 

attendees 

Snoqualmie Valley – Bear Creek – Sammamish 

Area (Dec. 2) – One-hundred ten attendees 

Four Creeks – Maple Valley (Nov. 17) – 

Fifteen attendees 

Vashon-Maury Island (follow-up Meeting on Dec. 

14) – Forty attendees 

West Hill / North Highline/ Urban Annexation 

Areas (Nov. 19) – Thirty-five attendees 

East Cougar Mountain Potential Annexation Area 

(Jan. 28) – Seventy attendee 

 Attended and presented at all of the Community Service Area Open Houses; these meetings 

allowed the Comprehensive Plan to be presented at high-level to a much wider audience.  At 

these meetings, names were added to the email list. 

 Provided a 2-month public comment period between November 6, 2015 and January 6, 2016.  

This comment period was extended to solicit public comment on an Area Zoning and Land Study 

that began later in the process, and this comment period went from January 27 to February 3, 

2016.  During these, nearly 90 comment letters/emails/comment cards were submitted, 

containing hundreds of individual comments that were used in the development of the draft Plan.  

 

These techniques, some of which are shown in Section V of this report, allowed for an ongoing dialogue 

with community members. 
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II. COMMENTS BEFORE RELEASE OF PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT 

A 

B 

MAX BEERS – POLICY E-497 (RURAL GROUNDWATER PROTECTION AND MONITORING) 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Max Beers [mailto:maxbeers@hotmail.com], Rural Water System Protection Committee, Green Valley/Lake Holm 

Association 

Sent: November 5, 2015 

 

Thanks so much for making this significant change.  This should be a great step forward to assist in 

protecting our rural water supplies.  Your rewording of E-497 goes a long way to address our basic 

concerns as we have expressed to you. 

 

Please let us know what we can do further to help ensure these proposed changes are included in the 

2016 King County Comprehensive Plan update. 

 

 

We appreciate the 

acknowledgement and the 

Association's early comments to 

help us craft this policy. Water and 

Lands Resource Division staff 

worked collaboratively with Mr. 

Beers and members of the Green 

Valley/Lake Holm Association to 

arrive at the language in Policy E-

497. 
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C 

TOM CARPENTER – TRANSPORTATION CONCURRENCY METHODOLOGY  

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Tom [mailto:TDCarp@comcast.net]  

Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 10:57 PM 

 

INITIAL COMMENT 

I’d like to make it clear that my comments on seams between jurisdictions that included a concurrency 

example were not critical of the county’s TC program.  I was a charter member of the TCERP, and served 

at a time when Roads implemented the Travel Shed approach. 

 

I’ve looked at a few jurisdictions, with a close look at Renton, analyzing their TC programs.  Renton is of 

particular importance because it’s PAA on the plateau east of the city is within Travel Shed 12, which is 

appropriately failing concurrency.  Unfortunately, Renton has a TC program that looks at the city 

holistically; unless the entire city fails, none of it fails.  I our opinion, this is very weak, and we’ve 

challenged the city on a number of occasions about how permitting in the area is highly problematic. 

 

Just want [King County] to know that we have far, far, less concern with the county’s approach to TC than 

we do Renton. 

 

There was, however, a proposal that went to the Council TREE Committee, ruled to be significant enough 

of a change to TC to defer to the comp plan update. 

 

The proposal had two parts: 1) was to use urban LOS in unincorporated urban areas, and 2) to move 

those areas into a separate travel shed.  This is one of the topics I’m looking for in the detail of the comp 

plan PRD. 

 

Using an urban LOS in an unincorporated urban area makes sense.  However, separating the area into a 

unique travel shed makes no sense, and actually moves the county away from the travel shed concept.  

We’ve been lobbying that the travel sheds be recognized across jurisdictional boundaries. 

 

On the Plateau, this would mean that both Renton and the county would recognize the boundary of TS 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted.  King County 

appreciates the time you spent 

working on the TCERP. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

After review, these proposals are not 

included in the Comprehensive Plan 

update. 

 

 

 

 

A policy has been included 

committing to re-examine the 

County’s transportation concurrency 

methodology. 
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TOM CARPENTER – TRANSPORTATION CONCURRENCY METHODOLOGY  

COMMENT RESPONSES 

12, which very appropriately extends to SR 169. 

 

FOLLOW-UP COMMENT 

I’m not sure I see the complicated issues and constraints that [King County] does, but, then I don’t have 

to do the work. 

 

For what it’s worth, “systems” have capabilities.  Capabilities can be measured and managed.  Our 

transportation is a system and therefore has measurable capabilities. Capability maturity models are a 

common approach to that measurement and management. Almost all CMMs have two key parts: one is 

focused on management/organizational support and the other is on pervasiveness. Pervasiveness has 

three levels: unit, integrated, and cross-functional.  Unit is simply the number of units (in a business) 

participating at a quality level.  Integrated is focused on the handoffs between units.  And cross-functional 

is end-to-end outcome. If we use music as an analogy, unit is [King County staff] all mastering our 

individual instruments.  Integrated means we tune them to each other.  Cross-functional is we play the 

same music. When an organization (or orchestra) moves from unit to integrated, or from integrated to 

cross-functional, there is a radical shift in the value produced by the capabilities of the system.  We get 

harmony when integrated.  We get music when cross-functional. 

 

The seams between jurisdictions, certainly including concurrency, are major inhibitors to a regions ability 

to manage the capability of systems that cross jurisdictional boundaries. 

 

It’s a frustrating tragedy (in my experience) to see the potential but hear about issues and constraints.  

KC Roads can’t cause integration and/or harmony (cross-functional) across jurisdictions. 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The jurisdictions in the County have 

not expressed a desire to work 

together on concurrency integration 

and King County’s authority for 

concurrency management is limited to 

the unincorporated area. 
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D 

E 

F 

G 

GREATER MAPLE VALLEY UNINCORPORATED AREA COUNCIL – COMMENTS ON DOCKET SUBMITTALS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Peter Rimbos [mailto:primbos@comcast.net]  

Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2015 8:19 AM 

 

Please accept this as our formal submittal of COMMENTs related to the 2016 KCCP Update’s Docket 

Items. 

 

Docket Item #15 — “Eliminate KCCP policy T-224 which allows the purchase of Transfer of Development 

Rights to satisfy Transportation Concurrency requirements in the Rural Area.” 

 

This is in complete agreement with RECOMMENDATIONS the GMVUAC previously submitted on 

Transportation Policy T-224. At our August 24 Special Meeting we stated to Ivan we fully support 

Tom Carpenter’s submittal. 

 

Docket Item #16 — “Extend public sewer service into the rural unincorporated area adjacent to the urban 

growth area to prevent waste water runoff into farmable land and to enable local niche business 

development.” 

 

The GMVUAC strongly opposes this request. Such extension is in direct conflict with the 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This request is not reflected in the 

2016 Comprehensive Plan.  King 

County believes the current 

approach, which reduces overall 

development potential in rural areas 

by extinguishing development rights 

through TDR.  Edits to the text are 

included in the 2016 plan to clarify the 

rationale for this policy. 

 

 

 

This Docket Request was denied for 
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GREATER MAPLE VALLEY UNINCORPORATED AREA COUNCIL – COMMENTS ON DOCKET SUBMITTALS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

following State, Regional, and County policies: 

 

State Growth Management Act (GMA): RCW 36.70A.070, etc. 

Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC’s) VISION 2040 (pp. 46, 89, 91, etc.)  

County-Wide Planning Policies (CPP’s): DP-51, PF-12, etc. 

 

King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) Policies: R-326, R-327, R-403, R-508, R-655, F-255, F-264, 

etc. 

 

The request provides no supporting rationale and no background information. This request should be 

summarily rejected. 

 

Thank you. 

 

GMVUAC 

 

some of the reasons noted in these 

comments. 
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GREATER MAPLE VALLEY UNINCORPORATED AREA COUNCIL – MAPLE VALLEY AREA STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Peter Rimbos [mailto:primbos@comcast.net]  

Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 9:57 AM 

 
SITUATION 

 
 The May 11 KC Council-approved “Scope of Work” for the 2016 KCCP Update included an additional 
item on the Area Zoning and Land-Use Proposals list directing the KC Executive to look at the Cedar 
Hills/Maple Valley area in conjunction with long-term planning for the Cedar Hills Landfill (GMVUAC 
emphases): 
 

Cedar Hills/Maple Valley: 
a. Initiate a subarea plan for the "Cedar Hills/Maple Valley" area. 
b. Review land use designations and implementing zoning on parcels 2823069009, 

2923069019, 2923069080, 2923069082, 2923069083, 2923069084, 3223069001, 
3223069003, 3223069068, 3323069027, 3323069030, and 3323069042 and the surrounding 
area, which has long-standing industrial and resource material processing uses. 

c. Study and make recommendations on the potential long-term land uses for this area, 
including coordination with the County's planning on future closure of the adjacent Cedar Hills 
landfill. 

d. Evaluate options for land uses other than mining, including residential uses, non-residential 
uses, and whether a four-to-one proposal is appropriate for this area.  

 
 This boils down to: Prepare a Subarea Plan that evaluates and recommends potential long-term 
land uses, which could include a 4:1 scenario. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
 Subarea planning is governed by KC Code Title 20.08 -- PLANNING (our emphases): 
 

Title 20.08.060 -- Subarea plan. "Subarea plan" means detailed local land use plan which 
implements and is an element of the comprehensive plan containing specific policies, guidelines and 
criteria adopted by the council to guide development and capital improvement decisions within 
specific subareas of the county.  The subareas of the county shall consist of distinct communities, 
specific geographic areas or other types of districts having unified interests or similar characteristics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This study has been included in the 

Community Service Area Planning 

Scheduled (noted in Chapter 11) for 

review in the future.  These 

comments should be shared again as 

part of that future planning process. 
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GREATER MAPLE VALLEY UNINCORPORATED AREA COUNCIL – MAPLE VALLEY AREA STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

within the county. Subarea plans may include: community plans, which have been prepared for large 
unincorporated areas; potential annexation area plans, which have been prepared for urban areas 
that are designated for future annexation to a city; neighborhood plans, which have been prepared for 
small unincorporated areas; and plans addressing multiple areas having common interests.  The 
relationship between the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan and subarea plans is established by 
K.C.C. 20.12.015.(Ord. 13147 § 5, 1998:  Ord. 11653 § 3, 1995: Ord. 3669 § 2, 1978:  Ord. 263 Art. 1 
(part), 1969). 

 
 We assume the Subarea Plan contemplated falls under the item: “neighborhood plans, which have 
been prepared for small unincorporated areas.” 
 
 

INTERESTS 
 
 The Subarea Plan contemplated here is of great interest to us for several reasons: 
 

1. DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 
 We have not found any “Demonstration Projects,” “Pilot Projects,” or “Project Overlays” that make 
sense in light of King County policies for the Rural Area (e.g., KCCP Chapter 1--REGIONAL 
PLANNING: “...to preserve the Rural Area, conserve the natural environment and designate resource 
lands for long-term agriculture and forest production;” “Protect Rural, Resource and ecologically 
fragile areas for future generations by maintaining low residential densities in the Rural Area and in 
areas containing regionally and nationally important ecosystems for fish and wildlife and by 
recognizing that resource lands, such as farms and forests, provide economic, social and 
environmental benefits;” “RP-101 -- King County shall strive to provide a high quality of life for all of its 
residents by working with cities, special purpose districts and residents to develop attractive, safe and 
accessible urban communities, retain rural character and rural neighborhoods, support economic 
development, maintain resource lands preserve the natural environment, and to protect significant 
cultural and historic resources;” etc.).  “Demonstration Projects” appear to be a way of 
circumventing all the rules (some good, some bad) King County imposes on everybody else. 
 
2. REGIONAL VIEW 
 We consider this issue “Regional,” and, thus, of importance to all UACs. There is very little 
infrastructure in the area surrounding and including the Cedar Hills Landfill, Cedar Grove Compost, 
and Stoneway operation to support a “Demonstration Project.” Consequently, “if you can do it here, 
you can do it anywhere.” 
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GREATER MAPLE VALLEY UNINCORPORATED AREA COUNCIL – MAPLE VALLEY AREA STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

 Should King County seek a way to maximize the potential return on its property, it will 
undoubtedly include rezoning surrounding industrial properties. However, several problems arise as 
the new uses that might be contemplated would require infrastructure, which is currently near non-
existent in the area, and the current population density is too low to support some potential uses 
envisioned to make it attract investors/developers. 
 
3. PROXIMITY 
 The area to be subject to Subarea Planning is directly adjacent to our GMVUAC territory and, 
thus, will directly and indirectly affect our constituents. 

 
 

CONCERNS 
 
 We consider this issue to be multifaceted: 
 

1. It’s a Growth Management issue due to potential rezoning changes and land-use 
designation changes. 

2. It’s a Transportation issue, because quite a bit of transportation infrastructure would need to 
be added to make any Commercial/Residential plan palatable.  

3. It’s an Environmental issue due to all the cleanup that would first have to be done due to the 
long-term dumping and use of toxic chemicals, solvents, oil, etc. at multiple sites including the 
Queen City Farms Superfund site. 

4. It’s an Economic issue as a commercial component possibly is contemplated. 
 
 With the King County Unincorporated Area tax base slowly disappearing due to annexations and the 
structure of the State’s tax system (an ongoing, and apparently long term trend), we are concerned King 
County has substantial incentive to cooperate with resource extractors in both the mining and forestry 
sectors to convert "under-taxed" properties into potentially higher tax categories. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 We recommend the Subarea Planning exercise to be described in the KCCP Update Public Review 
Draft (PRD) strictly adhere to the State’s Growth Management Act, Countywide Planning Policies, and 
Comprehensive Plan itself. When it comes to proposing “Demonstration Projects,” from the Rural Area 
citizens’ perspective, we expect the County to adhere to these laws and policies, as well as its own Code 
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GREATER MAPLE VALLEY UNINCORPORATED AREA COUNCIL – MAPLE VALLEY AREA STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

as stipulated under Title 21A.55 -- DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS: 
 

Title 21A.55.010  Purpose. Purpose.  The purpose of this section is to provide for "demonstration 
projects" as a mechanism to test and evaluate alternative development standards and processes 
prior to amending King County policies and regulations.  Alternative development standards might 
include standards affecting building and/or site design requirements.  Alternative processes might 
include permit review prioritization, alternative review and revision scheduling, or staff and peer 
review practices.  All demonstration projects shall have broad public benefit through the testing of 
new development regulations and shall not be used solely to benefit individual property owners 
seeking relief from King County development standards.  A demonstration project shall be designated 
by the Metropolitan King County Council.  Designation of each new demonstration project shall occur 
through an ordinance which amends this code and shall include provisions that prescribe the 
purpose(s) and location(s) of the demonstration project.  Demonstration projects shall be located in 
urban and/or rural areas which are deemed most suitable for the testing of the proposed alternative 
development regulations.  Within such areas development proposals may be undertaken to test the 
efficacy of alternative regulations that are proposed to facilitate increased quality of development 
and/or increased efficiency in the development review processes.  (Ord. 12627 § 1, 1997). 

 
 While the given purpose of “Demonstration Projects” in the above is to: “evaluate alternative 
development standards and processes prior to amending King County policies and regulations” 
and “test the efficacy of alternative regulations that are proposed to facilitate increased quality of 
development and/or increased efficiency in the development review processes;” such projects 
still must adhere to: 
 

Title 21A.55.030  Demonstration project - general provisions. .... B.  Demonstration projects must 
be consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan.  Designation of a demonstration project and 
its provisions to waive or modify development standards must not require nor result in amendment of 
the comprehensive plan nor the comprehensive land use map. 

 
 We expect the PRD to adhere to these stipulations in framing the contours of the Subarea Plan 
contemplated. 
 

 

 



 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 18 

GREATER MAPLE VALLEY UNINCORPORATED AREA COUNCIL – MULTIPLE TOPICS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Peter Rimbos [mailto:primbos@comcast.net]  

Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 9:57 AM 

 

CHAPTER 2 

 

Urban Separators and the Four-to-One Program 

U-185 Through the Four-to-One Program, King County shall actively pursue 

dedication of open space along the original Urban Growth Area line adopted in 

the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan.  Through this program, one acre of 

Rural Area land may be added to the Urban Growth Area in exchange for a 

dedication to King County of four acres of permanent open space.  Land added 

to the Urban Growth Area for naturally appearing drainage facilities in support 

of its development does not require dedication of permanent open space. 

QUESTIONS: 

1. Besides the Open Space gain, why allow Rural Area acreage to be 

annexed into the UGA when it is not part of a recognized Potential 

Annexation Area (PAA)? 

2. Please explain the rationale for the last sentence regarding “naturally 

appearing drainage facilities” and what the definition is thereof? 

U-189 Land added to the Urban Growth Area under the Four-to-One Program shall 

have a minimum density of four dwellings per acre and shall be physically 

contiguous to the original Urban Growth Area, unless there are limitations due 

to the presence of critical areas, and shall be able to be served by sewers and 

other efficient urban services and facilities; provided that such sewer and other 

urban services and facilities shall be provided directly from the urban area and 

shall not cross the open space or rural area.  Drainage facilities to support the 

urban development shall be located within the urban portion of the 

development.  In some cases, lands must meet affordable housing 

requirements under this program.  The total area added to the Urban Growth 

Area as a result of this policy shall not exceed 4,000 acres. 

QUESTION: 4,000-ac is a large amount of land to be annexed from the Rural 

Area into the UGA--is it a total or an annual limitation? 

King County appreciates the time and effort the 

Greater Maple Valley UAC has put into working on 

the Comprehensive Plan in this and previous 

cycles.  The early input in the 2016 cycle was very 

helpful in developing the Public Review Draft.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The origin of this provision is unclear, but the 

rational may have been that Stormwater facilities 

such as ponds, engineered wetlands, or LID 

facilities take up significant area but provide water 

quality, flow control, or habitat benefits and thus 

should not count toward the 4/1 calculation.  The 

language has also been clarified in the 2016 

update. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There is not an annual limit.  Based on analysis by 

Council staff, just over 1000 total acres have been 

added. 
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II.  Potential Annexation Areas 

U-207 King County shall work with cities to develop pre-annexation agreements to 

address the transition of services from the county to the annexing cities.  The 

development of such agreements should include a public outreach process to 

include but not be limited to residents and property owners in the PAAs, as well 

as residents and property owners in the surrounding areas.  Pre-annexation 

agreements may address a range of considerations, including but not limited to: 

e. Establishing a financing partnership between the county, city and other 

service providers to address needed infrastructure; 

Bonded Debt: State law (RCWs 35.13.110; 35.13.270, and 35A.14.801) is rigid 
here. 
RECOMMENDATION: Revisit State law (RCWs 35.13.110; 35.13.270, and 
35A.14.801) so that Counties and Cities have the opportunity to “negotiate” 
any transfer of bonded debt incurred within the annexed area. Approval of 
County bonded debt could be similar to how cities do so upon annexation by 
offering a vote to the annexing residents and allow the county to require a 
disapproval of the annexation should residents vote against the bonded debt 
continuance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted; see the Workplan section of 

Chapter 12.  It includes a workplan to revisit the 

Annexation Areas Map and Countywide Planning 

Policies.  This type of analysis may be an important 

part of this future work. 

 

CHAPTER 3 

 

A. Rural Legacy and Communities 

R-101 King County will continue to preserve and sustain its rural legacy and 

communities through programs and partnerships that support, preserve, and 

sustain its historic, cultural, ecological, agricultural, forestry, and mining 

heritage through collaboration with local and regional preservation and heritage 

programs, and other interested stakeholders. 

RECOMMENDATION: Add the following to the end of the last sentence: 

“--unincorporated area councils, community organizations, rural 

residents, and rural business owners, including forest and farm owners, 

and rural communities, towns, and cities” 

II. Rural Designation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Language added to policy. 
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A. Rural Area Designation Criteria 

R-201 It is a fundamental objective of the King County Comprehensive Plan to 

maintain the character of its designated Rural Area.  The GMA specifies the 

rural element of comprehensive plans include measures that apply to rural 

development and protect the rural character of the area (RCW 36.70A.070(5)).  

The GMA defines rural character as it relates to land use and development 

patterns (RCW 36.70A.030(15)).  This definition can be found in the Glossary of 

this Plan.  Rural development can consist of a variety of uses that are 

consistent with the preservation of rural character and the requirements of the 

rural element.  In order to implement GMA, it is necessary to define the 

development patterns that are considered rural, historical or traditional and do 

not encourage urban growth or create pressure for urban facilities and service.  

Therefore, King County’s land use regulations and development standards shall 

protect and enhance the following components of the Rural Area: 

a. The natural environment, particularly as evidenced by the health of 

wildlife and fisheries (especially salmon and trout), aquifers used for 

potable water, surface water bodies including Puget Sound and natural 

drainage systems and their riparian corridors; 

b. Commercial and noncommercial farming, forestry, fisheries, mining and 

cottage industries; 

c. Historic resources, historical character and continuity, including 

archaeological and cultural sites important to tribes; 

RECOMMENDATION: Replace from “Therefore, King County...” through 

“...important to tribes” with: 

“Therefore, King County's land use regulations and development 

standards shall be designed, intended and applied to appropriately 

protect and enhance family farms, forestry, fisheries, mining, home 

occupations, and cottage industries suitable for the Rural Area; and in so 

doing, State water quality standards for both surface water and ground 

water, including environmentally sensitive areas ordinances, will be 

observed and reasonably enforced to protect and enhance the natural 

environment, wildlife, fisheries, and aquifers used for potable water. 

Furthermore, land use regulations and development standards will 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy revised. 
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protect and enhance archaeological and cultural sites important to tribes, 

as well as historic resources, historical character and continuity 

important to neighborhood groups. Land use regulations and 

development standards will not be designed, intended or applied to deny 

residents of the Rural Area, or in any manner or way diminish, the 

attributes and enjoyment associated with a rural lifestyle.” 

d. Community small-town atmosphere, safety, and locally owned small 

businesses; 

e. Economically and fiscally healthy Rural Towns and Rural Neighborhood 

Commercial Centers with clearly defined identities compatible with 

adjacent rural, agricultural, forestry and mining uses; 

f. Regionally significant parks, trails and open space; 

g. A variety of low-density housing choices compatible with adjacent 

farming, forestry and mining and not needing urban facilities and 

services; and 

h. Traditional rural land uses of a size and scale that blend with historic rural 

development. 

CONCERN: Siting of Urban facilities in the Rural Area: Policies must be 

strengthened to forbid siting and approval of urban or largely urban-serving 

facilities in Unincorporated or Rural Areas. As an example, the following King 

County Code should be amended: 

KCC 21A.08.060 A. Government/business services land uses. under 

“Specific Land Use” – “Utility Facility” by adding Note #38 as a 

Development Condition to all Zoning Designations. 

Note #38: Utility Facilities consisting of regional surface water flow 

control and water quality facilities that are proposed to be wholly 

located within a Resource or Rural-designated area and associated in 

whole or in part with an existing or new proposed private residential 

development that is located wholly within an Urban-designated area 

are prohibited. Where such conditions are proposed for a new facility 

or where substantial facility or service area modifications to an 

existing regional surface water flow control and water quality facility 

are proposed, the requirements under Note #8 shall apply to Utility 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This policy has been revised to address this issue. 
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Facilities. 

RECOMMENDATION: Add item “i” to R-201 as follows: 

“i. Rural uses not including urban or largely urban-serving facilities.” 

III.  Rural Densities and Development 

B. Residential Densities 

R-304 Rural area residential densities shall be applied in accordance with R-305 – R-

309.  Individual zone reclassifications are discouraged and should not be 

allowed in the Rural Area. Property owners seeking individual zone 

reclassifications should demonstrate compliance with R-305 – R-309. 

QUESTION: What is an “individual zone reclassification”? 

R-309 The RA-2.5 zone has generally been applied to rural areas with an existing 

pattern of lots below five acres in size that were created prior to the adoption of 

the 1994 Comprehensive Plan.  These smaller lots may still be developed 

individually or combined, provided that applicable standards for sewage 

disposal, environmental protection, water supply, roads and rural fire protection 

can be met.  A subdivision at a density of one home per 2.5 acres shall only be 

permitted through the transfer of development rights from property in the 

designated Rural Forest Focus Areas.  The site receiving the density must be 

approved as a Transfer of Development Rights receiving site in accordance 

with the King County Code.  Properties on Vashon-Maury Islands shall not be 

eligible as receiving sites. 

In order to make it perfectly clear that R-309 pertains only to RA-2.5-zoned 

properties, the following should be added to the beginning of the third 

sentence: “In the RA-2.5 zone…” 

QUESTION ASKED OF KAREN WOLF (3/31/15): 

1. Why is KC approving new RA-2.5 subdivision zoning in the Rural 

Area and why are such “subdivisions” allowed RA-2.5 zoning through 

a 5:1 TDR agreement from the “Rural Forest Focus Areas” (KCCP 

definition: “Rural Forest Focus Areas are identified geographic areas 

where special efforts are necessary and feasible to maintain forest 

cover and the practice of sustainable forestry. King County shall 

target funding, when available, new economic incentive programs, 

regulatory actions, and additional technical assistance to the 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This refers to a rezoning of an individual property. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The text preceding this policy has been revised to 

address this issue. 
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identified Rural Forest Focus Areas. Strategies specific to each Rural 

Forest Focus Area shall be developed, employing the combination of 

incentive and technical assistance programs best suited to each 

focus area.”)? 

ANSWER FROM KAREN WOLF (4/1/15): 

1. “Long, long history to this policy. This has evolved over many 
years. The Rural Area originally had two zones: RA-5 & RA-10. But, 
since the Rural Area was created after much platting had been done, 
there were lots smaller than 5 acres. Consequently, you could have a 
subdivision with some 2.5 acre lots and 5 acre lots mixed together. In 
order to allow the 5-acre lots to be split similar to the neighboring lots, 
the Council created the RA-2.5 zone. At first, subdividing down to 2.5 
acre lots was only allowed if the lot was surrounded on 3 sides by lots 
of 2.5 acres or smaller. As you can imagine, this difficult to implement 
and became known as the “3-sided” provision. Over the years, us 
planners on the Executive side have tried to eliminate the 2.5 acre 
zone altogether. This had proven to be extremely difficult, as you can 
imagine. We were finally to get a tightening up of the 2.5 acre zone 
either in the 2008 or 2012 plan (can’t quite remember which one.) Now, 
you can only subdivide down to 2.5 acre lots if and only if TDRs are 
purchased from a Rural Forest Focus Area.” 

CONCERNS: We still have two major concerns: 

1. Allowing such 2.5 zoning perpetuates existing traffic flow issues, 

consequently, identifying a viable plan to address the traffic issue should 

be part of any subdivision adjustment, not just TDR agreements. To 

address Transportation Concurrency we recommend the language be 

changed to require all the TDRs to not only be purchased from the Rural 

Area, but also from the same Travel Shed. To do this, we recommend the 

following be added to the end of the third sentence: “...within the same 

Travel Shed.” 

2. That said, Rural Area properties should not serve as receiving sites for 

any TDRs. 

RECOMMENDATION: The third sentence in R-309 should be modified as 

follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

According to staff at the Department of Permitting 

and Environmental Review, no new RA-2.5 zoning 

has been created since their initial establishment in 

1994. 
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“In the RA-2.5 zone aA subdivision at a density of one home per 2.5 acres 

shall only be permitted through the transfer of development rights from 

property in the designated Rural Forest Focus Areas within the same 

Travel Shed.” 

C. Transfer of Development Rights Program 

R-315 To promote transfers of development rights, King County shall: 

a. Facilitate transfers from private property owners with sending sites to 

property owners with receiving sites; 

b. Operate the King County TDR Bank to facilitate the TDR market and 

bridge the time gap between willing sellers and buyers of TDRs through 

buying, holding, and selling transferable development rights; 

The County should provide the Public with access to maps showing all TDR-

banked properties--both sending and receiving sites. 

RECOMMENDATION: Add a second sentence to R-314 b. as follows: 

“Maps showing all TDR-banked properties--both sending and receiving 

sites--shall be updated semiannually and made available to the Public.” 

c. Work with cities to develop interlocal agreements that encourage 

transfers of development rights from Rural and Resource lands into cities;  

d. Work with cities regarding annexation areas where TDRs are likely to be 

used; 

e. Work with communities and seek funding and other means to provide 

public amenities to enhance the livability of incorporated and 

unincorporated area neighborhoods accepting increased densities 

through TDR; and 

f. Work with the Washington State Department of Commerce, PSRC, and 

King County cities to implement Washington State Regional TDR 

legislation. 

1. Sending and Receiving Sites 

R-317 For transfer of development rights purposes only, qualified sending sites are 

allocated development rights as follows: 

a. Sending sites with Rural Area or Agricultural zoning shall be allocated 

one TDR for every five acres of gross land area; 

b. Sending sites with Forest zoning shall be allocated one TDR for every 

 

 

See comment above.  The portion of the policy 

related to “within the same travel shed” has not 

been included as it would preclude the use of this 

tool on the existing, legal lots. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Department of Natural Resources and Parks 

tracks all sending and receiving sites for TDR 

credits.  Maps are updated continuously, and are 

available to the public through DNRP’s website.  

King County does not believe that this language is 

necessary. 
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eighty acres of gross land area; 

c. Sending sites with Urban Separator land use designation shall be 

allocated four TDRs for every one acre of gross land area; 

d. If a sending site has an existing dwelling or retains one or more 

development rights for future use, the gross acreage shall be reduced in 

accordance with the site’s zoning base density for the purposes of TDR 

allocation; and 

e. King County shall provide bonus TDRs to sending sites in the Rural Area 

as follows: 

1. The sending site is a vacant RA zoned property and is no larger 

than one-half the size requirement of the base density for the zone; 

and 

2. The sending site is a RA zoned property and is located on a 

shoreline of the state and has a shoreline designation of 

conservancy or natural. 

QUESTIONS: 

1. How is R-317 consistent with R-309 above? 

2. What about Rural Area receiving sites--there is no mention? 

3. What about Rural Forest Focus Areas--there is no mention--how many 

TDRs are required? 

2. Rural and Resource Land Preservation TDR Program 

R-323 The Rural and Resource Land Preservation TDR Program shall include, but is 

not limited to, the following: 

a. In addition to the density that is allowed on a receiving site in the urban 

growth area from the purchase of TDRs, the county shall evaluate the 

climate change benefits achieved by reducing transportation related 

greenhouse gas emissions that result from the transfer of development 

rights from the sending site, provided that such consideration is not 

precluded by administrative rules promulgated by the state; 

b. In order to satisfy transportation concurrency requirements in the Rural 

Area in a transportation concurrency travel shed that is non-concurrent, a 

development proposal for a short subdivision creating up to four lots may 

purchase TDRs from other Rural Area properties in the same travel shed, 

 

 

 

 

 

As noted previously, no new RA-2.5 zoning has 

been created since 1994 so the reference to R-309 

is moot. 

 

R-317 discusses potential sending areas and R-

309 discusses RA 2.5 zoned areas as potential 

receiving areas. In some cases an RA zoned 

property could qualify either as a sending site or 

receiving site. Rural Area TDR receiving sites are 

discussed further in the answer below. 

 

There are very few cases in which rural zoned 

properties can be TDR receiving areas since the 

overarching policy intent is to steer new growth 

away from rural areas and into urban areas. 

Allowed uses of TDRs at Rural Area receiving sites 

include: 

To realize 1 du/2.5 ac in RA 2.5 zones (TDRs have 

been used this way twice); 

To increase the size of an allowed Accessory 

Dwelling Unit from 1000sf to 1500sf. (TDRs have 

been used this way four times);  

To allow a detached ADU (rather than only and 

attached ADU) on certain size RA-5 properties; and 

To satisfy traffic concurrency requirements for 

subdivisions in rural zones of failing travelsheds. 

(TDRs have never been used for this 

purpose.)uses of  The inclusion of Rural TDR  
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or from the TDR Bank from credits from Rural Area properties in the 

same travel shed.  The transfer shall not result in an increase in allowable 

density on the receiving site.  A short subdivision creating two lots where 

the property has been owned by the applicant for five or more years and 

where the property has not been subdivided in the last ten years shall 

satisfy the transportation concurrency requirements without having to 

purchase TDRs; 

QUESTION: Why is such a “short subdivision.” which will generate more 

traffic, not required to purchase TDRs to satisfy transportation concurrency 

requirements? 

c. King County shall provide an added density bonus of up to a 100% 

increase above the base density allowed in K.C. Code 21A.12.030, when 

TDRs are used for projects within any designated commercial center or 

activity center within the Urban Growth Area that provides enhanced 

walkability design and incorporates transit oriented development; 

QUESTION: This “added density bonus” does not any affect on the TDR Bank 

and, thus no affect on the sending site? 

d. King County may allow accessory dwelling units in the Rural Area that 

are greater than one thousand square feet, but less than 1,500 square 

feet, if the property owner purchases one TDR from the Rural Area; and 

e. King County may allow a detached accessory dwelling unit on a RA-5 

zoned lot that is two and one-half acres or greater and less than three 

and three-quarters acres if the property owner purchases one TDR from 

the Rural Area. 

D. Nonresidential Uses 

R-326 Except as provided in R-327: 

a. New schools and institutions primarily serving rural residents shall be 

located in neighboring cities and rural towns;  

b. New schools, institutions, and other community facilities primarily serving 

urban residents shall be located within the UGA; and 

c. New community facilities and services that primarily serve rural residents 

shall be located in neighboring cities and rural towns, with limited 

exceptions when their use is dependent on a rural location and their size 

 

How many TDRs result from a particular sending 

site is sometimes called the “allocation ratio.” The 

allocation ratio for RFFA sending sites is the same 

as allocation ratios for other RA zones (1 TDR per 

5 ac in RA-5 or RA-10 zones or 1 TDR/2.5 ac in the 

RA-2.5 zone). 

 

As for how TDRs originating from the RFFA can be 

used...for RA-2.5 zoned properties to realize 

density of one dwelling unit per 2.5ac (base density 

is 1du/5ac), one TDR must be purchased from an 

RFFA sending site for each new lot created in a 

subdivision in the RA-2.5 zone. 

 

 

The removal of this provision (transportation 

concurrency and TDRs) is not reflected in the 2016 

Comprehensive Plan.  King County believes the 

current approach, which reduces overall 

development potential in rural areas by 

extinguishing development rights through TDR.  

Edits to the text are included in the 2016 plan to 

clarify the rationale for this policy. 

 

Correct. Once TDRs are transferred away from a 

sending site, they are effectively “decoupled” from 

that sending site and how they are used or how 

much bonus density results does not affect the 

sending site from which they originated. How many 

units or square feet of additional density a TDR 

translates to at a receiving site sometimes referred 

to as the “transfer ratio.” This ratio is establish 
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and scale supports rural character. 

CONCERN: See comments under R-201. 

RECOMMENDATION: Add item “d” to R-326 as follows: 

“d. New stormwater facilities primarily serving urban needs shall be 

located within the UGA.” 

E. Character/Development Standards 

R-334 To maintain traditional rural development patterns and assure continued 

opportunities for resource activities in the Rural Area, large lot development is 

preferred in the Rural Area.  Clustering of lots is permitted when: 

a. The development provides equal or greater protection of the natural 

environment, natural resource lands, historic resources or archaeological 

sites; 

b. Clusters are limited in size to be compatible with surrounding large lots or 

nearby agricultural and forestry uses; 

c. The clustered development is offset with a permanent resource land tract 

preserved for forestry or agriculture, as designated by the owner at time 

of subdivision or short subdivision, or a permanent open space tract.  

Under no circumstances shall the tract be reserved for future 

development; and 

d. The development can be served by rural facility and service levels (such 

as on-site sewage disposal and rural fire protection). 

RECOMMENDATION: Add to the parenthetical expression in item “d” the 

following: 

“private well(s) for on-site water supply” 

R-336 King County shall continue to support the rural development standards that 

have been established to protect the natural environment by addressing 

seasonal and maximum clearing limits, impervious surface limits, surface water 

management standards that emphasize preservation of natural drainage 

systems and water quality, groundwater protection, and resource-based 

practices.  These standards should be designed to provide appropriate 

exceptions for lands that are to be developed for kindergarten through twelfth 

grade public schools and school facilities, provided that the school project shall 

comply at a minimum with the requirements of the King County Surface Water 

based on policy goals, as in the case above where 

the transfer ratio can be increased to further 

incentivize projects in highly urbanized areas with 

walkable design and easy access to transit. 

How many TDRs result from a particular sending 

site is sometimes called the “allocation ratio,” which 

can also be adjusted based on conservation policy 

goals (e.g. to offer greater incentive for enrolling 

certain types of conservation land), but are not 

typically adjusted based on the amount or nature of 

development at receiving sites.  

 

This policy (R-326) reflects extensive work by the 

School Siting Task Force and no edits are 

proposed in the 2016 plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The 2016 Plan has been revised to include this 

language. 
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Design Manual. 

Rural Area design standards (e.g., KCC Title 21A.16--DEVELOPMENT 

STANDARDS - LANDSCAPING AND WATER USE) could be cited here, as well 

as any specific design standard manuals, etc. 

RECOMMENDATION: Add specific King County Code Title cites, as 

appropriate. 

V. Rural Commercial Centers 

C. Cities in the Rural Area 

R-510 The cities in the rural area and their Potential Annexation Areas are part of the 

overall Urban Growth Area for purposes of planning land uses and facility 

needs.  King County should work with cities in the rural area to encourage the 

provision of affordable housing, to minimize the impacts of new development on 

the surrounding rural land and to plan for growth consistent with long-term 

protection of significant historic resources, the surrounding Rural Area and 

Resource Lands. 

CONCERN: King County has little to no power to influence development in 

Cities located within the Rural Area or substantially surrounded by the Rural 

Area (case in point: Black Diamond). Because of this, how does the County 

intend to “minimize the impacts of new development on the surrounding rural 

land...”? 

D. Non-Resource Industrial Uses and Development Standards in the Rural Area 

R-512 The creation of new Industrial-zoned lands in the Rural Area shall be limited to 

those that have long been used for industrial purposes, do not have potential 

for conversion to residential use due to a historic designation and that may be 

accessed directly from SR-169. 

QUESTION: How is this consistent with the proposed “Demonstration 

Project” at Pacific Raceways? If the land is in the Rural Area and not zoned 

“Industrial,” then this policy should preclude consideration of such a 

“Demonstration Project.” 

R-514 Development regulations for new industrial development in the Rural Area shall 

require the following: 

a. Greater setbacks, and reduced building height, floor/lot ratios, and 

maximum impervious surface percentage standards in comparison to 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted; some additional cross-referencing 

and citations are added in the 2016 Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This policy describes intent. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted. The County Council has 

determined that marijuana processing facilities are 

appropriate in industrial areas.  The permit for this 

particular site is legal, vested and complies with the 

King County Code as adopted by the Council. 
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standards for urban industrial development; 

b. Maximum protection of sensitive natural features, especially salmonid 

habitat and water quality; 

c. Building and landscape design that respects the aesthetic qualities and 

character of the Rural Area, and provides substantial buffering from the 

adjoining uses and scenic vistas; 

d. Building colors and materials that are muted, signs that are not internally 

illuminated, and site and building lighting that is held to the minimum 

necessary for safety; 

e. Heavier industrial uses, new industrial uses producing substantial waste 

byproducts or wastewater discharge, or new paper, chemical and allied 

products manufacturing uses in the urban industrial zone shall be 

prohibited; and 

f. Industrial uses requiring substantial investments in infrastructure such as 

water, sewers or transportation facilities shall be scaled to avoid the need 

for public funding of the infrastructure. 

CONCERN: Industrial uses that include newly generated heavy-gross-weight 

truck traffic should require specific mitigation for road repairs. Although such 

vehicles pay taxes on a gross weight basis, most, if not all, of that tax money 

goes to the State and then only a small portion finds its way back to the 

County, thus there are many County roads that suffer undue heavy-gross-

weight truck damage that cannot be repaired (if at all) in a timely matter. 

 

VI. Resource Lands 

CONCERN: This section does not address resource-based businesses in 

unincorporated areas, such as Marijuana production, processing and retail uses. 

Policies should preclude siting of Marijuana production, processing, and retail uses 

in residential areas in the Rural Area. SEPA reviews should ensure the particular 

issues associated with such businesses, such as Public Safety, are included and 

fully addressed. An excellent example in the Rural Area is the proposed Marijuana 

Processing Facility at the end of 200th Ave SE, a narrow (18 ft at its worst), 

unshouldered one-lane country road that is bordered by residences on both sides. 

The Commercial Site Development Permit Application already was found complete by 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy revised to address this issue. 
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KC DPER and the KC PAO has provided an opinion that all future permit applications 

are fully vested. The GMVUAC discussed this issue with Deputy KC Executive Fred 

Jarrett at its May 19 CSA Meeting and he requested full documentation, which the 

GMVUAC provided to Mr. Jarrett, DPER Director John Starbard, and the KC 

Ombudsman Office. 

B. Resource Conservation Strategy 

R-607 Land uses, utilities and transportation facilities adjacent to Designated 

Agricultural and Forest Production Districts and Designated Mineral Resource 

Sites, shall be sited and designed to ensure compatibility with resource 

management. 

CONCERN: Such “compatibility” is nigh impossible when such designated 

Districts or Sites are adjacent or in near proximity to Cities. Case in point: the 

Green Valley Agricultural Production District adjacent to the soon-to-

quintuple-in-population City of Black Diamond. 

R-611 King County should develop and employ effective means to inform affected 

property owners about nearby resource management activities.  This may 

include, but not be limited to: 

a. Notice on title for properties within five hundred feet of designated 

agriculture, forestry, and mineral resource lands; 

CONCERN: “Five hundred feet” is wholly inadequate for resource 

management activities--case in point: the Quality Aggregates operation near 

Lake Francis. A square 5-ac parcel is less than 500 ft on a side, such that the 

parcel adjacent to it on the other side could receive no notification at all. In all 

such cases KC Code 20.20.060(H): “Mailed notice for a proposal shall be sent 

by the department within fourteen days after the department’s determination 

of completeness: 1. By first class mail to owners of record of property in an 

area within five hundred feet of the site.  The area shall be expanded when the 

department determines it is necessary to send mailed notices to at least 

twenty different property owners.”  (underlined added.) We believe even 

twenty is insufficient in many regions of the Rural Area. 

RECOMMENDATION: Modify Policy R-611a. to read: “Notice on title for 

properties within one thousandfive hundred feet of designated agriculture, 

forestry, and mineral resource lands or the surrounding fifty (50) distinct 

Comment noted. The County Council has 

determined that marijuana processing facilities are 

appropriate in industrial areas.  The permit for this 

particular site is legal, vested and complies with the 

King County Code as adopted by the Council. 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted.  This policy describes intent in 

how the County will manage its own practices and 

how it will approach working with cities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This policy has been revised to include the current 

code standard; note that this requires that a 

minimum of 20 property owners are notified. 
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property owners, whichever is greater;” 

b. Signage; and 

c. Community meetings and other public notification tools. 

2. Promoting Forest Management 

QUESTION: Why is there no discussion of “Rural Forest Focus Areas”? 

D. Agriculture 

1. Protecting Agricultural Lands 

R-652 King County commits to preserve APD parcels in or near the Urban Growth 

Area because of their high production capabilities, their proximity to markets, 

and their value as open space.  King County should work with cities adjacent to 

or near APDs to minimize the operational and environmental impacts of urban 

development on farming, and to promote activities and infrastructure, such as 

farmers’ markets and agriculture processing businesses, that benefit both the 

cities and the farms by improving access to locally grown agricultural products. 

QUESTION: What “local services” does King County contract for with cities? 

R-655 Public services and utilities within and adjacent to APDs shall be designed to 

minimize significant adverse impacts on agriculture and to maintain total 

farmland acreage and the area’s historic agricultural character: 

a. Whenever feasible, water lines, sewer lines and other public facilities 

should avoid crossing APDs.  Installation should be timed to minimize 

negative impacts on seasonal agricultural practices;  

b. Road projects planned for the APDs, including additional roads or the 

widening of roads, should be limited to those that are needed for safety or 

infrastructure preservation and that benefit agricultural uses.  Where 

possible, arterials should be routed around the APDs.  Roads that cross 

APDs should be aligned, designed, signed and maintained to minimize 

negative impacts on agriculture, and to support farm traffic; and 

CONCERN: The approved 6,050-home Master-Planned Developments in the 

City of Black Diamond will render Green Valley Road a parking lot during 

peak commuting hours and adversely affect the Upper Green Valley APD and 

threaten Public safety. 

c. In cases when public or privately owned facilities meeting regional needs 

must intrude into APDs, they should be built and located to minimize 

 

 

 

 

Rural Forest Focus Areas are addressed in other 

sections of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This policy addresses preservation of APD parcels 

and to work with cities to minimize urban impacts 

which can harm them. It does not discuss “local 

services.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted. 
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disruption of agricultural activity. 

E. Mineral Resources 

CONCERN: “Demonstration Projects” must not be used to convert resource-

based lands into housing subdivisions, as has been proposed in the past 

(e.g., Reserve Silica site in Ravensdale). King County Code Title 21A.55 -- 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS (.010 and .030) should be strictly adhered to. 

The Code states the purpose of “Demonstration Projects” as to: “...evaluate 

alternative development standards and processes prior to amending King 

County policies and regulations” and “test the efficacy of alternative 

regulations that are proposed to facilitate increased quality of development 

and/or increased efficiency in the development review processes;...” 

R-687 King County should prevent or minimize conflicts with mining when planning 

land uses adjacent to Designated and Potential Mineral Resource Sites.  

Subarea plans may indicate areas where mining is an inappropriate land use.  

Designated and Potential Mineral Resource Sites and nonconforming sites 

should be shown on Mineral Resources Map and subarea plan maps in order to 

notify nearby property owners and residents of existing and prospective mining 

activities. 

CONCERN: Policies should include abandoned mine shaft identification and 

mapping, not just “existing and prospective mining” areas. 

RECOMMENDATION: Add a 4th sentence to Policy R-687 to read: “Mapping 

also should identify abandoned mine-shafts to ensure safety for subsequent 

land uses.” 

Technical Appendix D -- Growth Targets & The Urban Growth Area 

QUESTIONS: 

1. Why doesn’t Technical Appendix D reflect the 6,050 housing units for 

the two Master-Planned Developments approved in 2010 & 2011 by the 

City of Black Diamond--it only shows 1,900? 

2. When will the 2013 version be updated? 

 

 

 

A code amendment to delete the “Reserve Silica” 

demonstration project is part of the proposed Comp 

Plan implementing ordinance.  The point of 

demonstration projects is to test new ways of 

regulating development; if they don’t work or don’t 

achieve the desired results, they are then not 

included in the King County Code. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mapping of these properties is conducted by state 

and federal agencies; this would not be an activity 

undertaken by the County.  

 

The Appendix reflects the adopted growth targets;  

this is the framework for planning for growth under 

the Growth Management Act which establishes 

growth targets as a floor, not a ceiling. Growth 

targets will be updated in approximately 2019. 

CHAPTER 5 

I. Natural Environment and Regulatory Context 

A. Integrated Approach 
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QUESTION: With respect to Critical Areas, does KC (DNRP, DPER, etc.) 
maintain sufficient information, such that, when new permit applications are 
reviewed, approved, or rejected, a continuously updated publicly available 
Critical Areas database is maintained? 
QUESTION: What selection process is used to identify and score potential 
Critical Area sites (e.g., for the Mitigation Reserves Program), whether it may 
relate to wetlands, streams, etc., or geological concerns such as abandoned 
coal mines, scarps, faults, etc., and how are these features periodically 
inspected and status updated? 
CONCERN: We understand the need for protection of critical areas for all of 
us. However, we also recognize the need for citizens to be treated fairly and 
equally. We do not support special breaks for large developers, who are 
allowed to mitigate buffer zones with the use of “in-lieu fees” or simply pay 
minor (to them) fines. These hurt all of us in the long run, especially the 
regular citizen who has some land he or she lives on and protects. We see 
education, assistance, and incentives as the best way to engage regular 
citizens in preserving and perpetuating our critical areas. 

E-106 The protection of lands where development would pose hazards to health, 

property, important ecological functions or environmental quality shall be 

achieved through acquisition, enhancement, incentive programs and 

appropriate regulations.  The following critical areas are particularly susceptible 

and shall be protected: 

a. Floodways of 100-year floodplains; 

b. Slopes with a grade of 40 percent or more or landslide hazards that 

cannot be mitigated; 

c. Wetlands and their protective buffers; 

CONCERN: As Wetland buffers must be protected, we remain concerned with 
the use of “in-lieu fees” in wetland buffer mitigation policies, because major 
developers, who typically can have a large impact on the nearby environment, 
shouldn’t be able to “buy their way” out of important and necessary 
environmental requirements. 
RECOMMENDATION: "In-lieu fees" shall not be a mitigation method. 

d. Aquatic areas, including streams, lakes, marine shorelines and their 

protective buffers; 

e. Channel migration hazard areas; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The experience of the staff operating the Mitigation 

Reserve Program has been that when the County 

aggregates the resources of multiple permit 

applicants and applies the funds collected through 

in-lieu fees we are able to undertake far more 

ambitious and significant habitat restoration 

projects. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See comment above. 
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f. Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas; 

g. Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas; and 

h. Volcanic hazard areas. 

E-107 Regulations to prevent unmitigated significant adverse environmental impacts 
should be based on the importance and sensitivity of the resource. 

QUESTION: What methodology/measures are used to determine the 
“importance and sensitivity of the resource”? 

E-109 King County should promote efficient provision of utilities and public services by 

exempting minor activities from its critical areas regulations, if the agency has 

an approved best management practice plan approved by King County, and the 

plan ensures that proposed projects that may affect habitat of listed species be 

carried out in a manner that protects the resource or mitigates adverse impacts. 

QUESTION: Define “Minor activities”? 
B. Policy and Regulatory Context 

5. Puget Sound Partnership 

E-114 King County should collaborate with other watershed forum partners to ensure 

that recommendations of watershed-based salmon recovery plans for King 

County are integrated with the Puget Sound Partnership recommendations. 

QUESTION: Who are the "watershed forum partners”? 

II. Climate Change 

QUESTION: Why is there no mention of the King County Strategic Climate 
Action Plan and how the policies in this section tie into it? 
QUESTION: Will the recently (August 3) announced Federal EPA regulations 
on greenhouse gas emissions from power-generating facilities affect the 
policies in this section? 

E-203 King County should collaborate with other local governments regionally, 

nationally and internationally to set transparent standards to account for the net 

energy and greenhouse gas emissions impacts of government actions such as 

constructing transportation infrastructure and providing services such as 

recycling and transit and should assess and publicallypublicly report these 

impacts as practicable. 

B. Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Countywide 

E-212 King County will work with its cities and other partners to establish a 

 

 

 

 

 

This is based on analysis by County staff. 

 

 

 

The County Code does not include a definition of 

“minor activities” in Title 21A.  Using the dictionary, 

they are activities of a lesser or smaller amount, 

size or importance.  

 

 

 

Watershed Forum Partners are the member 

jurisdictions that comprise each of the Water 

Resource Inventory Areas statewide.  

 

The King County Strategic Climate Action Plan is 

mentioned in the Climate Change Section of the 

Environment chapter and recommendations from 

the SCAP are embedded throughout this chapter. 

 

 

Thank you for noting this error. 

 

 

The SCAP is now represents the operational plan 

for King County, and policy decisions relative to the 

County's approach to addressing GHG reductions 

in detail will be reflected there.  The 
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greenhouse gas emissions inventory and measurement framework for use by 

all King County jurisdictions to efficiently and effectively measure progress 

toward countywide targets. 

QUESTION: Has this started and what has been done so far? 

New Development 

E-215 King County shall evaluate proposed actions subject to the State Environmental 

Policy Act (SEPA) for their greenhouse gas emissions.  King County may 

exercise its substantive authority under SEPA to condition or deny proposed 

actions in order to mitigate associated individual or cumulative impacts to global 

warming.  In exercising its authority under this policy, King County should 

consider project types that are presumed to be not significant in generating 

greenhouse gas emissions and do not require review for their greenhouse gas 

emissions.  Any standards related to consideration of greenhouse gas 

emissions through the SEPA process shall be subject to council review and 

adoption by ordinance. 

QUESTION: Has the County Council passed any such Ordinances? 
C. Adaptation 

CONCERN: “Adaptation” simply is a backup to not taking significant actions 
to reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions to help stem Climate Change. 

D. Collaboration with Others 

E-227 King County should support appropriate comprehensive approaches to 

reducing greenhouse gas emissions, such as market-based emissions 

reduction programs and products, renewable energy standards for electricity 

production, and vehicle efficiency performance standards. 

QUESTION: Does the County have the authority to establish Carbon Trading 
or Carbon Taxes, so as to truly price the true cost of Carbon emissions? 

E-229 King County shall work with the business community to support efforts that 

reduce energy use and greenhouse gas emissions, and to promote King 

County and the Puget Sound region as a center for green manufacturing.  The 

county shall also work with community groups, consumers, and the retail sector 

to promote the consumption of green-manufactured products. 

RECOMMENDATION: Add the following Policy as E-230 (or whatever): “The 
County should actively seek and share lessons learned with other 

Comprehensive Plan will provide high-level policy 

direction to inform and drive those policies. 

 

Through the King County-Cities Climate 

Collaboration (K4C), King County and K4C partners 

are developing a “Scope 5” online reporting system, 

which is focused on implementing a web-based 

greenhouse gas emissions measurement platform 

for K4C partners that is transparent, current, and 

provides consistency across agencies. This City of 

Bellevue is in a leadership role for this project. So 

far, project partners have been identifying relevant 

reporting criteria and collecting performance 

information to be reported through the collaborative 

effort. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

At this time the County does not have the authority 

to establish Carbon Trading or Carbon taxes. 
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jurisdictions around the country and throughout the world.” 
III. Air Quality 

B. Ozone, Fine Particulate, Toxics 

CONCERN: Large “slash burns” in the Rural Area produce fine-particle 
pollution that is a threat to Public health--County Code should address this 
issue. 

 

IV. Land and Water Resources 

3. Biodiversity Conservation Approaches 

a. Landscape Context 

E-408 King County should carry out conservation planning efforts in close 

collaboration with other local governments, tribes, state and federal 

governments, land owners, and other conservation planning stakeholders. 

RECOMMENDATION: Add “community groups” to the list of those with which 
KC will collaborate. 

E-409 King County should develop a countywide landscape characterization system 

based on ecoregions as a key tool for assessing, protecting, and recovering 

biodiversity. 

QUESTION: What are a "countywide landscape characterization system” and 
"ecoregions"? 

d. Decisions in the Face of Uncertainty 

E-417 King County should take precautionary action informed by best available 

science where there is a significant risk of damage to the environment.  

Precautionary action should be coupled with monitoring and adaptive 

management. 

QUESTION: “Precautionary action” is part of good policy, but how do the 
other Policies herein tie into such action? 

f. Integrated Land and Water Management and Planning 

E-422 King County’s land use planning, regulatory, and operational functions related 

to environmental protection, public safety, and equity should be closely 

coordinated across departments and with other applicable agencies and 

organizations to achieve an ecosystem-based approach. 

QUESTION: What is the definition of “equity” in this context? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This policy has been revised. 

 

 

These terms reflect the state of the practice among 

ecologists and scientists focused on habitat 

restoration.  The Washington State Department of 

Ecology has developed a statewide landscape 

characterization, and groups such as the Nature 

Conservancy use the term “ecoregions.” 

 

 

Generally County environmental and health 

regulations are based on the precautionary 

principle - that policies and regulations should be 

based on the best available science and avoid 

adverse environmental impacts. 

 

 

Equity in this context refers to the County's 

commitment to Equity and Social Justice. 
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CONCERN: Successful implementation depends on thorough commitment, 
follow-through, and monitoring. While we see some such inter-departmental 
coordination, it must become part of the culture of operation--as departments 
should not, and cannot, operate at cross purposes. 

g. Habitat and Development 

E-425 Stream and wetland buffer requirements may be increased to protect King 

County species of Local Importance and their habitats, as appropriate.  

Whenever possible, density transfers, clustering and buffer averaging should be 

allowed. 

CONCERN: Buffers and control of development along waterways are required 
to reduce sedimentation in water, but this requires both consistency in 
permitting and subsequent enforcement. 
CONCERN: Compensation to private property owners should be considered. 
RECOMMENDATION: Add the following to Policy E-425 at the end of the first 
sentence: “but should be applied in such a way as to protect adjacent 
wetlands and not degrade aquatic habitat.” 

h. Non-Native Species 

E-429 King County should provide incentives for private landowners who are seeking 

to remove invasive plants and noxious weeds and replace them with native 

plants. 

RECOMMENDATION: Add the following to Policy E-429 as a second sentence: 
“Incentives should include the County providing the native plants.” 

4. Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas 

b. Species and Habitats of Local Importance 

E-442 King County should conserve and restore salmonid habitats by ensuring that 

land use and facility plans (transportation, water, sewer, electricity, gas) include 

riparian and stream habitat conservation measures developed by the county, 

cities, tribes, service providers, and state and federal agencies.  Project review 

of development proposals within basins that contain hatcheries and other 

artificial propagation facilities that are managed to protect the abundance, 

productivity, genetic diversity, and spatial distribution of native salmon and 

provide harvest opportunities should consider significant adverse impacts to 

those facilities. 

CONCERN: It was not apparent this was done in late 2013 / early 2014 when 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your comment - this language was 

added to the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your comment - this language was 

added to the Comprehensive Plan. 
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King County and Yarrow Bay negotiated and signed a Development 
Agreement for the 77-unit Reserves at Woodland upland from the 
Muckleshoot hatchery west of the City of Black Diamond. 

B. Stormwater Quality 

E-445 Stormwater runoff shall be managed through a variety of methods, with the 

goal of protecting surface water quality, in-stream flows, and aquatic habitat; 

promoting groundwater recharge while protecting groundwater quality; reducing 

the risk of flooding; protecting public safety and properties; and enhancing the 

viability of agricultural lands. 

CONCERN: Why is there no stated coordination with KCDOT/RSD (see 
Policies T-307 and T-326)? 

C. Upland Areas 

1. Forest Cover 

E-449 The county shall promote retention of forest cover and significant trees using a 

mix of regulations, incentives, and technical assistance. 

CONCERN: It appears the County through its “mix of regulations, incentives, 
and technical assistance” must provide consistent direction to protect upland 
forest cover to help prevent downslope disaster. 

2. Soils and Organics 

E-460 King County shall promote livestock waste management that keeps waste out 

of stormwater runoff and from infiltration to groundwater, and enhances soil 

health by methods such as combining livestock waste with other plant and 

animal waste material for incorporation into crop soils. 

CONCERN: King County should provide an incentive program here. 
D. Aquatic Resources 

E-462 Development shall occur in a manner that supports continued ecological and 

hydrologic functioning of water resources and should not have a significant 

adverse impact on water quality or water quantity, or sediment transport, and 

should maintain base flows, natural water level fluctuations, unpolluted 

groundwater recharge in Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas and fish and wildlife 

habitat. 

1. Watersheds 

QUESTION: How does the planning mentioned herein all tie together? 
2. Wetlands 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

King County coordinates with Washington DOT on 

a regular basis. 

 

 

 

King County provides technical assistance to 

livestock farmers through the County's agricultural 

program and the Water Quality Cost Share 

program.  Additionally, King County farmers also 

receive significant assistance from the King 

Conservation District in developing Farm Plans for 

best management practices and technical 

assistance in a number of areas including water 

quality and nutrient management. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DNRP has multiple programs and staff work to 

coordinate among them. 
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E-481 Alterations to wetlands may be allowed to: 

a. Accomplish a public agency or utility development; 

b. Provide necessary crossings for utilities, stormwater tightlines and roads; 

or 

c. Allow constitutionally mandated “reasonable use” of the property, 

provided all wetland functions are evaluated, the least harmful and 

reasonable alternatives are pursued, affected significant functions are 

appropriately mitigated, and mitigation sites are adequately monitored. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: Rewrite Policy E-481 as follows: 
E-481 “Provided that all wetland functions are evaluated, the least harmful and 

reasonable alternatives are pursued, affected significant functions are 
appropriately mitigated, and mitigation sites are adequately monitored--
alterations to wetlands may be allowed to: 
a. Accomplish a public agency or utility development; 
b. Provide necessary crossings for utilities, stormwater tightlines and 

roads; or 

c. Allow constitutionally mandated “reasonable use” of the property.” 

E-488 King County should be a regional service provider of compensatory mitigation 

through the Mitigation Reserves Program by working with local cities, other 

counties, and state agencies to establish partnerships for implementation of 

inter-jurisdictional in-lieu fee mitigation. 

CONCERN: (See CONCERN under E-106) Wetland buffers must be protected 
and we remain concerned with the use of “in-lieu fees” in wetland buffer 
mitigation policies, because major developers, who typically have a large 
impact on the environment, shouldn’t be able to “buy their way” out of 
important and necessary environmental requirements. 

3. Lakes 

E-492 Swimming beaches on lakes should be monitored for bacterial contamination 

and algal toxins.  When data shows public health to be at risk, Public Health -- 

Seattle & King County should take appropriate action to address public health 

risks. 

RECOMMENDATION: Add the following Policy (somewhat similar to Policy E-
499i):“King County should work with landowners, the state Department of 
Health, and Public Health -- Seattle & King County to develop more cost-

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your comment - this policy was 

revised. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See previous comments regarding mitigation 

banking and in-lieu fees. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This policy is implemented through the Stormwater 

Code and Land Use Development Code.King 

County is working with 10 other coastal counties to 

create a robustly funded low interest loan program 
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effective strategies and additional resources for addressing failing septic 
systems in constrained shoreline environments.” 

4. Groundwater Resources 

E-497 King County should protect groundwater in the Rural Area by: 

QUESTION: How is this Policy implemented? 
a. Preferring land uses that retain a high ratio of permeable to impermeable 

surface area, and that maintain and/or augment the natural soil’s 

infiltration capacity and treatment capability for groundwater; and 

b. Requiring standards for maximum vegetation clearing limits, impervious 

surface limits, and, where appropriate, infiltration of surface water.   

5. Rivers and Streams 

E-499a When King County places large wood in rivers and streams for habitat 
restoration or enhancement, it should do so in a manner that minimizes danger 
to the public. 

RECOMMENDATION: Add “and assume liability” after “...danger to the 
public.” 

E-499c The designation of buffers for aquatic areas, including rivers and streams, 

should take into account watershed-scale actions to mitigate the impacts of 

upland development on flooding, erosion, and habitat. 

CONCERN: (See comments under E-425) Buffers and control of development 
along waterways are required to reduce sedimentation in water, but this 
requires both consistency in permitting and subsequent enforcement. 
RECOMMENDATION: Add the following as a second sentence to Policy E-
499c: “Buffers should be applied in such a way as protect adjacent wetlands 
and not degrade aquatic habitat.” 

6. Puget Sound 

E-499i King County should work with landowners, the state Department of Health, 

sewer districts, and the Puget Sound Partnership to develop more effective 

strategies and additional resources for addressing failing septic systems in 

constrained shoreline environments. 

CONCERN: This could be cost prohibitive. 

V. Geologically Hazardous Areas 

A. Erosion Hazard Areas 

E-503 Slopes with a grade of 40 percent or more shall not be developed unless the 

to address failing systems. The program’s 

repayment structure is scaled dependent on 

income. For property owners in the low income 

bracket, there is an option to repay the loan at time 

of sale.  We anticipate the program will be available 

in King County by early 2017.  

 

 

 

 

 

This request is not included in the 2016 Plan.  

County practices already reflect liability issues. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The language as proposed in the Public Review 

Draft reflects the County's commitment to 

undertake habitat restoration work, while 

minimizing danger to the public. 

 

 

 

 

 

See response above re: E-492. 
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risks and adverse impacts associated with such development can be reduced 

to a nonsignificant level.  No-disturbance zones shall be designated where 

basin plans identify the need to prevent erosion damages in areas that are 

extremely sensitive to erosion impacts.  Properly designed stormwater tightlines 

may be allowed within designated no-disturbance zones. 

QUESTION: What is a “stormwater tightline”? 
E. Coal Mine Hazard Areas 

E-513 King County shall allow development within coal mine hazard areas if the 

proposal includes appropriate mitigation for identified, mine-related hazards 

using best available engineering practices and if the development is in 

compliance with all other local, state and federal requirements. 

QUESTION: Why? 

VI. Monitoring and Adaptive Management 

D. Effectiveness of Critical Areas Regulations 

E-608 King County should develop and implement a framework for effectiveness 

monitoring of critical areas regulations, and use monitoring data to inform the 

future review and updates of its critical areas policies and regulations. 

QUESTION: How is this data collected and published? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A Stormwater Tightline is a continuous length of 

pipe used to convey flows down a steep or 

sensitive slop. 

 

 

 

 

 

This allows for a reasonable use of private 

property. 

 

CHAPTER 6 - PARKS, OPEN SPACE AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

QUESTION: Why are there no Policies that address the included Regional Trails 
Needs Report (P-120 is the only policy that even mentions it). 
 

I. Parks, Recreation and Open Space 

 

A. The Regional Open Space System of Parks, Trails, Natural Areas and Working 

Resource Lands 

CONCERN: We have had concerned citizens voice problems they have 
repeatedly encountered including: multiple users of combined or adjacent 
facilities, inadequate parking, little to no rule enforcement, and Public safety. 

B. Components of the Regional Open Space System 

1. Regional Recreation Sites, Multiuse Sites and Trails 

P-108 King County will continue to provide and manage a backcountry trail system on 

 

Many of the policies reflect the findings of the 

Regional Trails Needs, while not referencing it 

explicitly.  The report forms the foundation of many 

of the County's policies and operational practices. 

 

 

 

King County Parks is currently working to expand 

the parking lot located on county-owned land off of 

276th Ave SE. We do work with Seattle Public 

Utilities on supporting public access on trails in the 

208th area. However, Seattle Public Utilities as the 

landowner of the 208th/Watershed Gate lands 

ultimately determines access to their properties.  
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its lands in collaboration with other public and private landholders. 

CONCERN: King County owns, operates, and maintains the Taylor Mountain 
Park. Many people use this facility for trail hiking and horseback riding. One 
historical access to this Park and its many miles of trails has been an 
entrance on SE 208th St--owned by the City of Seattle (Seattle Public Utility 
Department) as part of its Cedar River Watershed. This entrance provides 
access to several major trails and roads that in turn access the many trails in 
the Park. The County has been trying to buy up all private land ownerships 
since it acquired the Park from Manke Lumber Co back in the 1990s. Recently, 
the last remaining landowner sold his property to the County following the 
settlement of a lawsuit. Although this particular dispute was settled, the 
larger concern still looms; namely, closure of this access will deny 
individuals access to the County Park from this point. The lawsuit and 
settlement agreement did not address nor resolve several issues. 
QUESTION: Will King County Parks work with the City of Seattle Public Utility 
Department to ensure the SE 208th St access to Taylor Mountain Park via the 
Seattle Watershed will remain open to the Public for hiking and horseback 
riding? There also is a large off-road parking area at stake here, again, all on 
the Seattle Watershed property. 

4. Working Resource Lands 

Forestland 

P-118 Forest land owned by King County shall provide a balance between sustainable 

timber production, conservation and restoration of resources, and appropriate 

public use. 

QUESTIONS: How is this “balance” achieved? How is progress towards that 

balance measured? 

5. Other Open Spaces 

C. Achieving the Open Space System 

Priorities 

CONCERN: Policies should not allow siting and approval of urban or largely 

urban-serving facilities in Unincorporated or Rural Areas as a tradeoff to 

secure additional Open Space and/or Trail Connections, as was partly done 

through the Development Agreement between the County and Yarrow Bay 

concerning the Reserves at Woodlands just west of the City of Black 

 

King County works with staff from Water and Land 

Resource and Parks to manage forest land, and 

ensure that our forests remain healthy, while 

providing habitat and public recreation benefits.  

Management within DNRP is responsible for 

striking the correct balance between those three 

policy objectives. 
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Diamond in early 2014. In this case the “urban-serving facility” was a massive 

Stormwater Retention “Lake” (~20-ac  in size with a 40-ac footprint) to serve 

(and help enable) the adjacent Yarrow Bay Master-Planned Developments 

wholly contained with the City of Black Diamond. 

Managing the System 

 RECOMMENDATION: The update to the 2012 King County’s Open Space 

System Map should include Parks, Farmland Preservation properties, and 

Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs) easements. 

 
II. Cultural Resources 

QUESTIONS: While the Policies herein comprise laudable goals, what means 

does the County use to follow-through in identifying and preserving such 

cultural resources? 

P-202 King County shall consider equity and social and environmental justice in its 

promotion and protection of cultural resources. 

QUESTIONS: How does KC define “equity and social and environmental 

justice”? What resources/references (e.g., Strategic Plans, etc.) can we review 

to better understand such definitions? 

 

 

 

 

The Open Space Map does not provide the level of 

detail suggested in this comment.  However, maps 

showing FPP and TDR properties are available 

from the County. 

 

The County has a Historic Preservation Program 

housed within the Department of Natural 

Resources and Parks 

(http://www.kingcounty.gov/property/historic-

preservation.aspx).  Among the resources available 

is the County's Strategic Plan for Historic 

Preservation and the Landmarks Commission. 

 

Through adoption of the King County Strategic Plan 

2010-2014: Working Together for One King County, 

King County has transformed its work on equity and 

social justice from an initiative to an integrated 

effort that applies the countywide strategic plan's 

principle of "fair and just" intentionally in all the 

county does in order to achieve equitable 

opportunities for all people and communities.   To 

read more about the County's ESJ Program go to 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/elected/executive/equity-

social-justice.aspx 

CHAPTER 7 -- TRANSPORTATION 

Several of the comments below have been provided to KCDOT Director 

Taniguchi both in-person (9/16/14 Transportation Forum) and in writing 

(detailed Issue/Solutions Papers). The aforementioned Forum, organized by 

the three Rural Area UACs plus the new GV/LHA organization, specifically 

addressed Unincorporated and Rural Area transportation issues and 
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solutions. The Forum included KC Council people and staff, KCDOT Director 

and staff, PSRC, and State Legislators including the Chairwoman of the 

House Transportation Committee, Judy Clibborn. 

 

E. General Policy Guidance 

T-102 As a transportation provider and participant in regional transportation planning, 
King County should support, plan, design, and implement an integrated, 
coordinated and balanced multimodal transportation system that serves the 
growing travel needs of the county safely, effectively and efficiently and 
promotes a decrease in the share of trips made by single occupant vehicles. 

CONCERN: Regional policies should explore the establishment of County 
road “networks,” which know no jurisdictional boundaries (similar to State 
roads), funded by all County taxpayers. 
RECOMMENDATION: A second sentence should be added to T-102: “King 
County should explore establishing county-wide “road networks,” which 
know no jurisdictional boundaries, or a Transportation Benefit District, both 
funded by all County taxpayers.” 

 

II. Providing Services and Infrastructure that Support the County Land Use Vision 

D. Road System 

T-208 King County shall not add any new arterial capacity in the Rural Area or natural 
resource lands, except for segments of rural regional corridors that pass 
through rural or resource lands to accommodate levels of traffic between urban 
areas. Rural regional corridors shall be identified in the Transportation Needs 
Report (Appendix C) and shall meet all of the following criteria: 
a. Connects one urban area to another, or to a highway of statewide 

significance that provides such connection, by traversing the Rural Area; 

b. Classified as a principal arterial; 

c. Carries high traffic volumes (at least 15,000 ADT); and 

d. At least half of P.M. peak trips on the corridor are traveling to cities or 

other counties. 

CONCERN: Such “rural regional corridors,” so designated “to accommodate 
levels of traffic between urban areas,” cannot be sustainably funded simply 
by Rural Area property taxes. T-208 simply provides a means of identifying 
such “corridors,” but provides no solutions. 

 

 

 

 

See Comprehensive Plan Chapter 8, section B. 

Road Related Funding Capabilities, for information 

related to the Bridges and Roads Task Force 

recommendations on road funding.  

 

Please note that county-wide road networks are not 

one of the recommendations of Task Force.  

 

A Transportation Benefit District is just one of many 

funding options that are being explored by the 

county. 

 

 

 

 

See Chapter 8, section B. Road Related Funding 

Capabilities, for additional information related to the 

Bridges and Roads Task Force recommendations 

on road funding. County-wide road networks were 

not one of the recommendations of Task Force. A 

Transportation Benefit District is just one of many 

funding options that are being explored by the 

county. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: Besides RECOMMENDATIONS given under T-102 
above, to begin to address the Rural road usage/funding imbalance problem 
State laws (RCWs 36.78, 46.68,120-124, & 84.52) could be reviewed for 
opportunities to enable a more transportation-sustainable allocation of gas 
tax monies and provide more flexibility in revenues used. Working with the 
State, some mechanism should be developed, along with incentives, for cities 
to share revenues with Counties, possibly tied to growth that occurs in the 
absence of job opportunities.  
 
Policies should explore the Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC’s) 
Transportation 2040 user-pays model by providing authority for usage 
charges, such as tolling key roads and methods to implement such 
strategies. 

T-209 King County shall avoid construction of major roads and capacity expansion on 

existing roads in rural and resource areas.  Where increased roadway capacity 

is warranted to support safe and efficient travel through rural areas, appropriate 

rural development regulations and strong commitments to access management 

should be in place prior to authorizing such capacity expansion in order to 

prevent unplanned growth in rural areas. 

CONCERN: Unfortunately, where “increased roadway capacity is warranted” 
is on County rural roads that bridge urban areas and are primarily used 
during peak hours by urban commuters (defined as “rural regional corridors” 
in T-208). Consequently, should any “increased roadway capacity” be 
contemplated, it should be paid proportionally by those Urban residents, not 
primarily fall on the backs of Rural Area property taxpayers (see CONCERNS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS under R-208). 
 

H. Concurrency 

CONCERN: Concurrency must have an enforcement mechanism and be 

linked to a public dialog.  

 

Infrastructure needs should be identified as early and accurately as possible, 

with implementation of identified improvements truly concurrent, otherwise 

the development approval must be delayed or denied. 

T-224 In the Rural Area, the concurrency test may include a provision that allows the 

 

 

 

 

T-403 and T-407 address this issue.  

 

 

 

Comments noted. State law changes are outside 

the scope of the Comprehensive Plan update. 

 

 

 

Tolling and usage fee concepts are addressed 

under congestion pricing in T-250, 251, 252. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

T-403 and T-407 address this issue. 
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purchase of Transferable Development Rights in order to satisfy transportation 

concurrency requirements. 

CONCERN: Within a failing Travel Shed purchasing TDRs should not allow 

granting of a Concurrency certificate, since traffic is still being added to a 

failing area. 

QUESTION: Do examples exist where T-224 was applied? 
KCDOT’s Ruth Harvey responded to our QUESTION above by saying the 
Policy has never been applied. Also, in collaboration with the FCUAC’s Tom 
Carpenter, we have communicated with KC DNRP’s Darren Greve regarding 
the TDR program. Consequently, we developed the following: 

RECOMMENDATION: Eliminate Policy T-224, as TDRs should not be used to 
satisfy Concurrency testing anywhere within the Rural Area. Concurrency is a 
tool used to ensure infrastructure keeps up with development. The use of 
TDRs to satisfy Concurrency testing does nothing to help reach that goal and, 
in fact, can hinder reaching that goal. 
RECOMMENDATION: Add a new Policy under Concurrency to address the 
item the KC Council added to “Scope of Work” as follows: 
 
 

T-xxx When conducting concurrency testing, King County shall collaborate with 
other jurisdictions to ensure infrastructure improvement strategies help 
prevent travel shed failure caused by unfunded city and state projects and 
traffic generated outside the unincorporated area. 

 

 

T-251 King County supports variable tolling strategies as a means to optimize 

transportation system performance, generate revenues and reduce vehicle 

miles traveled, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

(See CONCERNS and RECOMMENDATIONS under T-208) 
 

IV. Financing Services and Facilities that Meet Local and Regional Goals 

C. Funding priorities consistent with transit and road strategic plans 

T-403 The unincorporated county road system provides transportation connections for 

large numbers of users that travel through the Rural Area to reach adjoining 

cities, other counties or regional destinations. King County should seek and 

See comments above regarding Concurrency and 

TDRs. 

 

Comment noted. 

 

 

Edits make to this section, however, as noted 

above, the policy is not revised as requested.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted. The County has no authority, and 

little to no influence, over city/state infrastructure 

improvements or traffic generated in other 

jurisdictions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 47 

GREATER MAPLE VALLEY UNINCORPORATED AREA COUNCIL – MULTIPLE TOPICS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

support regional funding sources that could be used to repair and maintain the 

arterial system. 

(see CONCERNS and RECOMMENDATIONS under T-208) 

 

D. Revenue Shortfall 

T-409 King County shall maximize its efforts to obtain federal and state funding for its 

transportation services, infrastructure and facility improvements. 

(see CONCERNS and RECOMMENDATIONS under T-208) 
 

V. Coordination and Public Outreach 

A. Regional Coordination 

(see CONCERNS and RECOMMENDATIONS under T-208) 
 
Technical Appendix C -- Transportation & Transportation Needs Report 

CONCERNS: 
 The Growth Management Act (GMA) created a framework for the 
management of population growth within the State of Washington. Each 
County administers the GMA in concert with State and regional organizations, 
such as the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC).  
 One of the goals of the GMA is to ensure infrastructure requirements are 

identified early, are part of the Comprehensive Plan process, and are met in a 

timely fashion. Accurately assessing future transportation needs is key to 

viable and sustainable growth within the State and, in particular, within King 

County--one of the fastest growing counties in the country. 

 The GMA requires jurisdictions to establish growth targets: “A growth 

target is the minimum number of residents or jobs that a jurisdiction must 

accommodate and will strive to absorb in some future year. Growth targets 

reflect aspirational goals, but must be rooted in objective analysis....They are 

a primary input to developing a comprehensive plan, with the target 

impacting or guiding nearly every plan element, particularly the land use, 

housing, and transportation elements. This in turn guides the development 

regulations, as they are required to be consistent and implement the 

comprehensive plan policies.” (Ref. 3, p. 5.) 

 

 

 

 

 

Tolling and usage fee concepts are addressed 

under congestion pricing in T-250, 251, 252. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted. 

 

 

The concerns and recommendation raise important 

points.  However, state law changes are outside the 

scope of the Comprehensive Plan update.  That 

said, the County does participate in regional forums 

such as the Planning Directors, Interjurisdictional 

Team, Growth Management Planning Council, 

Puget Sound Regional Council, and others.  These 

issues are discussed in these forums. 
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 Currently, “No direction is given in the GMA as to the methodology for 

setting growth targets. Cities and counties have a duty to accommodate the 

targets, but are provided broad discretion on how they do so.” (Ref. 3, p. 11.) 

This can result in an opaque process through which cities utilize selective 

criteria to furnish information they deem relevant or advantageous. Further, 

jurisdictions can grossly exceed their growth targets. This was the case in 

2012, as a small city in Southeast King County, in one of the fastest growing 

and heavily congested areas in the State, with a growth target of 1,900 people, 

signed Development Agreements that would eventually bring an additional 

6,050 residences, or approximately 20,000 people, into the city. This scenario 

could easily repeat itself throughout the county and state as long as it 

remains to each county and its cities to determine what is relevant in 

developing such projections. 

 To compound the problem, another disconnect occurs when King County 

uses adopted growth targets for both the cities and the unincorporated areas 

to forecast future traffic loads, which then are used to identify road capacity 

needs on unincorporated area roads. 

 A great dichotomy exists between growth targets, which are not 

forecasts, and identifying and addressing transportation needs. Such a gap 

complicates planning efforts and, as more development occurs, could result 

in inadequate infrastructure to meet GMA Concurrency requirements. 

 It is desired forecasts, not allocated growth targets, be the primary 
information that supports Comprehensive Planning and the identification of 
infrastructure needs. 
RECOMMENDATIONS: Potential solution paths for discussion: State law 

could be revised to establish criteria to ensure forecasting, not growth 

targets, inform Comprehensive Planning and Transportation Needs Reports. 

The following RCWs could provide such opportunities: 

 RCW 43.62 -- DETERMINATION OF POPULATIONS -- STUDENT 

ENROLLMENTS 

  43.62.035 -- Determining population -- Projections 

 RCW 36.70A -- GROWTH MANAGEMENT -- PLANNING BY SELECTED 

COUNTIES & CITIES. 
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  36.70A.040 -- Who must plan -- Summary of requirements–

Development regulations must implement comprehensive plans [Requires 

cities and unincorporated areas to plan for future growth through formation 

of Comprehensive Plans. In King County, Comprehensive Plans are 

reviewed/revised every four years with the current target year of 2025. Many 

King County cities currently are updating their Comprehensive Plans to be 

completed by June 2015.] 

[References: 1. Vision 2040, PSRC, December 2009.; 2. Transportation 2040 

Plan Update, PSRC, May 29, 2014; 3.“Growth Management by the Numbers,” 

PSRC, July 2005; 4. "The First Round of Growth Targets Since VISION 2040 

Adoption,” PSRC, Presentation to the Growth Management Policy Board, 

March 2014.] 

 

CHAPTER 8 -- SERVICES, FACILITIES & UTILITIES 

II. Facilities and Services 

F. Financing Strategies 

F-224 King County shall work with the cities to create a financing partnership for areas 

of the Urban Growth Area that the cities will annex.  This includes determining 

county/regional and city/municipal facilities and services and then committing to 

a shared financing strategy to build or provide these infrastructure 

improvements or services. 

(Similar to comment provided on Ch. 2, Sec. II, U-207) Bonded Debt: State law 
(RCWs 35.13.110; 35.13.270, and 35A.14.801) is rigid here. 
RECOMMENDATION: Revisit State law (RCWs 35.13.110; 35.13.270, and 
35A.14.801) so that Counties and Cities have the opportunity to “negotiate” 
any transfer of bonded debt incurred within the annexed area. Approval of 
County bonded debt could be similar to how cities do so upon annexation by 
offering a vote to the annexing residents and allow the county to require a 
disapproval of the annexation should residents vote against the bonded debt 
continuance. 

 
G. Essential Public Facilities 

F-230 Siting analysis for proposed new or expansions to existing essential public 

facilities shall consist of the following: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted; see the Workplan section of 

Chapter 12.  It includes a workplan to revisit the 

Annexation Areas Map and Countywide Planning 

Policies.  This type of analysis may be an important 

part of this future work. 
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a. An inventory of similar existing essential public facilities in King County 

and neighboring counties, including their locations and capacities; 

b. A forecast of the future needs for the essential public facility; 

c. An analysis of the potential social and economic impacts and benefits to 

jurisdictions receiving or surrounding the facilities; 

d. An analysis of the proposal’s consistency with policies F-226 through F-

229; 

e. An analysis of alternatives to the facility, including decentralization, 

conservation, demand management and other strategies; 

f. An analysis of economic and environmental impacts, including mitigation, 

of any existing essential public facility, as well as of any new site(s) under 

consideration as an alternative to expansion of an existing facility; 

g. Extensive public involvement; and 

h. Consideration of any applicable prior review conducted by a public 

agency, local government, or citizen’s group. 

(Similar to comment provided on Ch. 3, Sec. II, Subsec A, R-201) Siting of 

Urban facilities in the Rural Area: Policies must be strengthened to forbid 

siting and approval of urban or largely urban-serving facilities in 

Unincorporated or Rural Areas. As an example, the following King County 

Code should be amended: 

KCC 21A.08.060 A. Government/business services land uses. under 

“Specific Land Use” – “Utility Facility” by adding Note #38 as a 

Development Condition to all Zoning Designations. 

Note #38: Utility Facilities consisting of regional surface water flow 

control and water quality facilities that are proposed to be wholly 

located within a Resource or Rural-designated area and associated in 

whole or in part with an existing or new proposed private residential 

development that is located wholly within an Urban-designated area 

are prohibited. Where such conditions are proposed for a new facility 

or where substantial facility or service area modifications to an 

existing regional surface water flow control and water quality facility 

are proposed, the requirements under Note #8 shall apply to Utility 

Facilities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

While revisions to policies have been included in 

multiple locations, this section of Code has not 

been deleted given the current and ongoing 

activities related to the stormwater detention issue 

near the master planned development. 
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RECOMMENDATION: Add item “i” to R-301 as follows: 

“i. Rural uses not including urban or largely urban-serving facilities.” 

 
II. Facilities and Services 

H. Water Supply 

5. Resource Management and Protection 

F-254 Groundwater-based public water supplies should be protected by preventing 

land uses that may adversely affect groundwater quality or quantity to the 

extent that the supply might be jeopardized.  The county shall protect the 

quality and quantity of groundwater used as water supplies through 

implementation of Policies E-493 through E-497 where applicable. 

QUESTION: How are Policy F-254, along with Policy E-497 (“King County 
should protect groundwater in the Rural Area....”) implemented? 

 

I. Public Sewers and On-Site Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems 

F-259 Sewer facilities such as pump stations, force mains and trunk lines that do not 

provide connections to the Rural Area may be located in the Rural Area only 

when they are identified in a King County-approved comprehensive sewage 

system plan and upon a finding by King County that it is technically necessary 

in providing service to the Urban Growth Area. 

QUESTIONS: Under what conditions would “a King County-approved 
comprehensive sewage system plan” find it necessary to locate such “sewer 
facilities” in the Rural Area? What criteria are used to determine “technical” 
necessity? 
 

F-261 King County should monitor onsite systems that have shown evidence of failure 

or potential for failure.  The data should be used to correct existing problems 

and prevent future problems.  King County should analyze public funding 

options for correcting on-site wastewater system failures which may include, 

where feasible and otherwise consistent with this plan, conversion to 

community sewage systems or installation of public sewers. 

CONCERN: This should only apply to the UGA, except where there is a 
documented threat to Public health. 

 

Please see response to earlier comment on R-301. 

 

 

 

 

 

Policies with respect to protecting groundwater are 

implemented through the Public Health Code, 

Stormwater Code and Land Use Development 

Code. 

 

There are several circumstances where an 

approved comprehensive sewer plan would 

recommend sewer facilities be located in the rural 

area. One is to protect public health and safety. In 

this case the sewer facilities would be located in the 

rural area in response to an identified public health 

need. An example of this is failure of onsite septic 

systems where there is no practical solution other 

than sewer facilities.  Another circumstance is a 

sewer traversing the rural area. This occurs when 

topography or avoidance of environmental impacts 

make it more practical to connect two urban areas 

with sewer service by crossing the rural area with a 

sewer pipe. In this case the sewer in the rural area 

must be “tightlined” or otherwise subject to access 

restriction precluding service to adjacent rural area. 

In either of these cases the approved sewer 

comprehensive plan must present the project and 

any supporting document must demonstrate the 

public health or technical rationale for locating a 

sewer facility in the rural area.   Also, King County 

is working with a group of stakeholders to update 
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K. Surface Water Management 

F-274 In the Rural Area, King County shall minimize the use of constructed facilities 

for surface water management and maximize the use of natural systems, 

provided that the ecological functions of the natural systems are not harmed.  

The county should provide incentives to keep these natural systems intact.  

Natural systems are also preferred in the Urban Growth Area, but it is 

recognized that structural systems will be needed to realize urban growth and 

density goals. 

CONCERN: As mentioned under Chapter 3’s R-201 and R-326, Policies must 

be strengthened to forbid siting and approval of urban or largely urban-

serving facilities in Unincorporated or Rural Areas. As an example, the 

following King County Code should be amended: 

KCC 21A.08.060 A. Government/business services land uses. under 

“Specific Land Use” – “Utility Facility” by adding Note #38 as a 

Development Condition to all Zoning Designations: 

Note #38: Utility Facilities consisting of regional surface water flow 

control and water quality facilities that are proposed to be wholly 

located within a Resource or Rural-designated area and associated in 

whole or in part with an existing or new proposed private residential 

development that is located wholly within an Urban-designated area 

are prohibited. Where such conditions are proposed for a new facility 

or where substantial facility or service area modifications to an 

existing regional surface water flow control and water quality facility 

are proposed, the requirements under Note #8 shall apply to Utility 

Facilities. 

RECOMMENDATION: Add a 4th sentence to F-274 to read: 

“New stormwater facilities primarily serving urban residents shall be 

located within the UGA.” 

the King County On-Site Septic System 

Management Plan.  The plan will go to the Board of 

Health for approval.  King County uses a risk based 

approach to address failing systems in locations 

with known pollution problems and high risk 

drinking water aquafers.  

 

This policy has been revised to address this issue. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See comments above.  King County believes the 

language in the 2016 draft is adequate, and that 

the issue of concern has been addressed 

elsewhere in the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See previous comments regarding stormwater 

facilities in rural areas. 

CHAPTER 9 -- ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

 

I. Overview 

C. General Economic Development Policies 

ED-102 The focus for significant economic growth will remain within the Urban Growth 
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Area, while within the Rural Area, the focus will be on sustaining and enhancing 

prosperous and successful rural businesses as well as encouraging new 

businesses that support and are compatible with the rural economic clusters. 

CONCERN: There are five rural economic clusters identified: (1) Agriculture, 

(2) Forestry, (3) Equestrian, (4) Home-Based Businesses, (5) Recreation and 

Tourism, and (6) Commercial/Industrial Rural Neighborhood Commercial 

Centers, Rural Towns, and Rural Cities. Our concern lies with the last 

“cluster” listed “Commercial/Industrial Rural Neighborhood Commercial 

Centers.” Other than those which already exist, we would have a concern if 

policies herein allow, or direct, establishment of new such clusters. 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert: “and new businesses which may form new rural 

economic clusters “after “…. with the rural economic clusters. “ 

ED-103 King County policies, programs, and strategies shall recognize the importance 

of, and place special emphasis on, retaining and expanding homegrown firms in 

basic industries that bring income into the county and increase the standard of 

living of our residents. 

QUESTION: How does the County “retain and expand homegrown firms”? 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert “encouraging start-ups and” after “…., and place 

special emphasis on,” 

ED-104 King County policies, programs, and strategies shall recognize the importance 

of a diversified economic base to provide a continuum of job opportunities to 

meet the skill levels of all workers. 

QUESTION: How does the County define “diversified”? 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert “, evolving” after “….the importance of a 

diversified...” and after “skill levels” to “skill-level demands.” Industry, 

technology, and skills needs required of the workforces change over time as 

one level of technology is replaced by another (requiring workforce re-

training and adaptation. 

ED-105  King County recognizes the environment as a key economic value that must be 

protected. 

CONCERN: The term “environment” by itself, makes no statement about 

metrics nor sets goals for stability or improvement(s), but seemingly is 

accepting of the new state of things without regard for where these changes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted, however, this policy was not 

revised and this issue is partly addressed in 

revisions to other policies. 

 

 

 

 

 

This policy in the 2016 Plan has been revised to 

address this request. 

 

 

 

 

This policy in the 2016 Plan has been revised to 

address this request. 
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may be going. However, ecosystem interactions and interdependencies are 

important. These can be measured over time. Ecosystems analysis, 

environmental planning, and other disciplines help identify, study, propose, 

and plan for any needed corrective action strategies. 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert “and ecology” after “...recognizes the 

environment.” 

ED-106 King County shall protect cultural resources and promote expanded cultural 

opportunities for its residents and visitors in order to enhance the region's 

quality of life and economic vitality. 

CONCERN: Promoting cultural resources aids in protecting history and 

heritage, which includes people (and dress), culture, artifacts, etc. and related 

preservation gatherings and festivals. Promoting legacy and loyalty has 

historically been important to bringing in resources for survival, and for 

producing and protecting a communities identity and well being. 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert “promote and” after “King County shall...” 

ED-107 At the multicounty level, King County should partner with other counties, 

regional entities and the state, as appropriate, to devise and implement 

economic development policies, programs and strategies to provide for 

sustainable and equitable growth throughout the Puget Sound region. 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert “and federal agencies” after “...and the state...” 

ED-109 Within the unincorporated areas, King County should partner and engage with 

local businesses, the Agriculture and Rural Forest Commissions, community 

service areas, adjacent cities, other organizations and residents, as 

appropriate, to develop and implement policies, programs, and strategies that 

promote compatible local economic development. 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert “the Fish and Wildlife Commissions” after 

“...engage with local businesses,” 

II.   Business Development 

GENERAL CONCERN: Business development could be better served should 

the County proactively promote and support such enterprises. This is 

especially the case with small start-ups and small businesses. One simple 

strategy could be to start a Newsletter describing new business-to-business 

opportunities, as well as services provided by various County agencies to 

 

 

 

 

This policy in the 2016 Plan has been revised to 

address this request. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This policy is not revised as the County no longer 

has a program to promote these issues. 

 

 

 

The County works with federal partners on these 

issues.  This revision does not appear to be 

necessary. 

 

 

 

The County works with state partners on these 

issues.  This revision does not appear to be 

necessary. 
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promote new business. 

ED-209 King County shall foster the development and use of public/private partnerships 

to implement economic development projects and programs.  At a minimum, 

these projects must demonstrate that they: 

a. Cannot be accomplished solely by either sector; 

b. Have an experienced and proven private partner(s); 

c. Do not unduly enrich the private partner(s); 

d. Provide tangible and measurable public benefits in terms of tax and other 

revenue, construction and permanent jobs, livable((-))wages with benefits 

and a wage-progression strategy, and public amenities; and 

TYPO: Old edit marks left in “((-))” above in ED-209d. 

e. Will use the King County Jobs Initiative, or other entities with similar 

programs, as their first source of referral for training and employing low-

income, low-skill residents in entry-level and semi-skilled jobs. 

III. Workforce Development 

ED-301 King County should support workforce development programs that are 

integrated with the county’s overall economic strategies, including but not 

limited to: 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert “encourage and” in front of “support workforce 

development programs.” New business start-ups, Home-Based Businesses, 

and small businesses are often unsupported, self-motivated job centers that 

may also be considered “workforce development programs,” as they train 

new talent; evolve new skills; work hard to serve their customers and pay 

themselves, workers and contractors; and even may start whole new 

industries within economic clusters. 

a. Apprenticeship opportunities on county public works projects to ensure a 

continual pipeline of skilled, local construction trades workers and to 

encourage family-wage job opportunities. 

b. Development and growth of clean technology “green” jobs linked to the 

preservation and sustainability of the natural environment, including jobs 

in pollution prevention, Brownfields cleanup, energy efficiency, renewable 

energy industries, and other technologies that address climate change. 

c. Training in skills (job clusters) that apply to and are in demand across 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you; typographical error fixed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

While the County no longer has a fully staff 

economic development team, it continues to 

participate in a variety of regional forums related to 

economic development and does coordinate with 

workforce development organizations. 
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multiple industry clusters. 

IV. Infrastructure Development 

GENERAL CONCERN: In the current environment with the current revenue 

constraints the County has little monies available to build new infrastructure, 

let alone maintain it. The Policies in Section IV. clearly are long-range policies 

that cannot be implemented until funding mechanisms become available or 

priorities change. 

ED-402 King County will support programs and partnerships to facilitate the efficient 

movement of freight to promote global competitiveness for business and 

industry. 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert “timely and” in front of “efficient movement” 

Freight stuck in busy commuter traffic is costly, while that hauled “off hours” 

and locally warehoused seems less so. 

ED-404 Through local subarea planning and partnerships with other agencies and 

organizations, King County should use zoning, incentives, or other measures to 

ensure that an appropriate proportion of the land adjacent or near to major 

public infrastructure facilities is used to capitalize on the economic benefit of 

that infrastructure.  The surrounding land uses should be compatible with the 

economic development uses or a buffer provided as necessary.   

CONCERN: ED-404 should not be used as a pretext to conceiving and 

approving “Demonstration Projects” in the Rural Area even if those sites are 

near major arterials, since most already are congested during ever-longer AM 

and PM traffic commutes. For example, the Cedar Hills Subarea is near SR-

169, but the wait at the intersection traffic light is long and once successfully 

navigated, one sits in an 8-mile-long backup just to reach the I-405 gridlock in 

both north and south directions, and then the journey begins to major 

business centers of Seattle, Tacoma, Bellevue, and Everett. 

 

V. Sustainable Development in the Private Sector  

ED-502 In the Rural Area, King County shall provide assistance through development of 

customized stewardship plans for individual properties, to help property owners 

understand their properties’ characteristics and the potential impacts of their 

actions, and to make sustainable land use choices that protect natural 

 

 

Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The County does not have control of the movement 

of freight and cannot address the timeliness issue. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted. 
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resources. 

QUESTION: How is this accomplished, e.g., through “education” programs? 

ED-503 King County shall identify and evaluate potential changes to land use 

development regulations and building codes to support and promote 

sustainable development. 

QUESTION: How is this accomplished? 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert “, as well as time-dependent ecosystems and 

economic impacts,” in front of “to support and promote”. 

ED-504 King County should participate in the development of national standards for 

measuring sustainability at the community scale and the breadth and 

effectiveness of county policies and practices that improve community-scale 

sustainability. 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert “and goals” in front of “for measuring”. 

 

VI.  The Rural Economy 

ED-601 King County is committed to a sustainable and vibrant rural economy that 

allows rural residents to live and work throughout the Rural Area and Natural 

Resource Lands.  County policy, regulations, programs should be reviewed and 

developed in partnership with rural businesses, the Agriculture and Rural Forest 

Commissions, the community service areas, the unincorporated area councils, 

and others to support the preservation and enhancement of traditional rural 

economic activities and lifestyles, while supporting evolving compatible 

commercial uses and job opportunities. 

QUESTIONS: What is meant by "enhancement of traditional rural economic 

activities"? What are “evolving compatible commercial uses”? What is 

intended by putting the two concepts together? 

CONCERN: The Rural Area includes communities fronting estuaries, lakes, 

rivers, streams, and wetlands. The plants, animals, and various natural; 

heritage elements within these communities are important to the rural 

economy, such as fisheries, tourism, and equipment development in support 

of these industries (pollution control, police interdiction, first responder, etc.). 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert “the Fish and Wildlife Commissions,” after 

“...partnership with rural businesses,”. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See previous comments regarding the County’s 

capacity for economic development planning. 

 

 

 

Policy revised to reflect the use of existing 

standards. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

The County already works with state and federal 

partners. This revision does not appear to be 

necessary. 
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ED-602 King County shall use the Rural Economic Strategies to guide future rural 

economic development and will modify and add strategies as needed to reflect 

the evolving nature of the rural economy, while protecting the traditional rural 

economic clusters. 

a. King County recognizes the value of the agriculture and forestry clusters 

for both their economic contribution and for their natural, educational, and 

recreational benefits to the county as a whole. The county will work with 

the Agriculture Commission, Rural Forest Commission, and other related 

organizations on strategies and programs to strengthen and enhance the 

economic viability of these clusters and the evolving value-added industry 

that helps sustain the county’s legacy of raising crops and livestock and 

managing and harvesting forestlands.  

b. King County recognizes the value of home-based business, recreation 

and tourism, and commercial/industrial clusters for their ability to provide 

job opportunities in the rural area and help sustain the rural economic 

base.  The county will continue to work with chambers of commerce and 

other organizations that support these rural businesses to help ensure 

the continued viability and economic health of new and existing 

businesses in these clusters. 

QUESTION: How does the County define “commercial/industrial clusters” and 

scales envisioned and how they relate to the Rural Area and its Rural 

Character? 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert: “promote, develop, and” after “support these 

rural businesses to help”. 

c King County recognizes the importance of the equestrian cluster for its 

diversity of business and recreation related operations which combine to 

provide jobs and income opportunities within the rural economy.  The 

county will continue to work with equestrian related organizations on 

business and recreation aspects of the equestrian cluster and with 

organizations that represent the various trail user groups to help ensure 

the continued viability and economic health of equestrian and related 

recreation businesses. 

d. King County is committed to ensuring that all economic development, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See previous comments regarding the County’s 

capacity for economic development planning. 
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including the provision of infrastructure, within the rural area, which 

includes resource lands, shall be compatible with the surrounding rural 

character, be of an appropriate size and scale, and protect the natural 

environment. 

e. King County will continue to support and partner on programs and 

incentives to ensure the economic vitality of rural historic resources to 

help maintain the character of the rural area, which includes resource 

lands.   

f. King County will explore opportunities to support agricultural tourism and 

value-added program(s) related to the production of food, flowers, and 

wine in the county.  These partnership venues should be educational and 

include information on the diversity of products available in the county 

and the importance of buying local. 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert “, including all natural beverages products, ” in 

front of “in the county.” There are other natural beverages besides wine 

produced on King County farms. 
g. King County should continue to review existing and proposed regulations 

to ensure they are relevant and effective in accommodating the differing 

needs and emerging trends of the compatible businesses that comprise 

the rural economy.   

ED-603 King County should partner with other Puget Sound counties and businesses to 

analyze the need and possible sites for regional agricultural (including beef and 

poultry) and forest product processing facilities that may require regional 

demand to make them economically feasible.  The county should also explore 

options and incentives to encourage entrepreneurs to invest in mobile forest 

and food production processing facilities that can serve the region. 

QUESTION: What scale of "processing facilities" is contemplated and it's 

supporting infrastructure needs? 

RECOMMENDATION: Insert “, and fish and shellfish” after “beef and poultry”, as fish 

and shellfish also are food products within King County, and may be appropriate for 

mobile food production resources including using waste byproducts as farm 

fertilizer. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This policy reflects the existing Rural Economic 

Strategy and is therefore not revised.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This policy has been revised in the 2016 plan. 
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GREEN VALLEY LAKE HOLMES ASSOCIATION – POSITION PAPER REGARDING PROTECTION OF RURAL WELLS AND 

SPRINGS (PRIVATE AND CLASS B WATER SYSTEMS) 

 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Judy Carrier (Officer at Large).  E-Mail: GVLHAssn@gmail.com 

Sent:  5/ 26/ 2015 9:18 PM (Position Paper Date: September 21, 2014) 

 

SITUATION: Our concern is the protection of rural wells and springs. After several years of pleading 

with Washington State and King County agencies, we feel our water systems are still vulnerable.  

 

Since 2011, a number of rural residents downstream of Black Diamond have been involved in the 

public review of the massive development projects wherein upwards of twenty-thousand new 

residents will be added to the small rural town of Black Diamond. In addition, the adjacent Reserve 

at Woodlands King County development project will add seventy-seven homes with individual septic 

systems and a lake-sized storm water detention pond servicing both developments.  

 

Soliciting State and County agencies to protect our rural water systems from these development 

impacts resulted in little or no help. Their answers included: we don’t have budget, or it’s not our 

responsibility. A small Class B system, whose neighbor plumbed into their main water line, received 

similar answers when requesting assistance. To compound the problem, in the spring of 2014, 

without thorough studies and without informing rural residents of potential impacts to their drinking 

water systems, King County pumped flood waters from Horseshoe Lake into a gravel pit instead of 

an engineered storm water detention pond. Such large scale urbanization with major clear cutting, 

septic tanks, and urban chemical leaching into soils clearly could have significant impact on ground 

water flows and put at risk our rural wells and springs. Adding the periodic threats of smaller actions 

further increases these risks.  

 

Despite being comprehensive and well-intended, current state and county laws are inadequate to 

protect private and Class B water systems. For example, in state law chapter 246-291 WAC, there is 

no water system plan to protect our rural water systems beyond a small protective radius around the 

water source. King County Title 13 and other regulations and programs do not provide for specific 

protections for rural water systems receiving ground water from surrounding lands that may be 

 

 

 

 

Comments and research noted. 

 

Water and Land Resources and PSB 

Staff worked collaboratively with the 

members of the Green Valley/Lake 

Holms Association to develop the 

policy language in Policy E-497.  We 

believe it addresses the concerns 

raised by Ms. Carrier in her comment. 
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affected by development.  

 

Without assurances of protection and full mitigation we feel vulnerable and fear violation.  

 

PROPOSALS: To receive assurance our essential rural wells and springs are protected from 

decreased quality or quantity by any land use change or water resource activity, we propose the 

following:  

 

Risk assessment using best science: In any land use change or water resource activity approval 

process, there should be a condition included to identify and provide periodic impartial risk 

assessments, using best  

science techniques, for the rural water systems which could be affected by the proposed action. 

Depending on the level of risks, appropriate quality and quantity monitoring should be conducted 

plus potential impact mitigation identified, e.g., water purification systems or alternative water 

sources.  

 

Communication and coordination with rural property owners: Early in the approval process, all 

rural property owners whose wells or springs could be affected by the proposed action should be 

notified and involved when addressing potential risks and when considering associated monitoring 

and mitigations. Ongoing property owner support should be provided by coordinated and funded 

government agencies with well-defined and communicated responsibilities, so rural property owners 

know where to go for assistance with water issues.  

 

REQUEST: We request that the Growth Management Act, the County and City Comprehensive 

Plans, and associated regulating documents be updated per our proposals and adhered to 

meticulously--the goal being to maintain the distinct character of our rural areas and to protect our 

chosen rural life style.  

 

 

 

 



 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 62 

GREEN VALLEY LAKE HOLMES ASSOCIATION – SUPPORT FOR GMVUAC RECOMMENDATIONS ON CH. 8 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: GreenValleyLakeHolmAssn [mailto:gvlhassn@gmail.com]  

Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 5:28 PM 

 

The Green Valley/Lake Holm Association (GV/LHA), part of the SE King County Community Service 

Area, has been working on recommendations for the KCCP 2016 Update concerning policies that affect 

our area. We are in communication with the Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council from 

whom you have received many well-considered and researched recommendations. Our organizations are 

in close proximity and have some similar concerns. 

 

The GV/LHA has reviewed and discussed the GMVUAC’s recommendation, concerns, and notes for 

policy F-274 (KCCP Ch.8—Services, Facilities, & Utilities, Section II. Facilities and Services at K. Surface 

Water Management (attached).  This policy (as well as many, many others) contains language for the 

protection of the county’s rural areas.  With those numerous references in mind, the GMVUAC’s 

recommendations for both F-274 and KCC 21A.08.060 A. Government/Business Services and Land Uses 

in Specific Land Use—Utility Facility are critical. 

 

In 2014, King County entered into a development agreement concerning Yarrow Bay’s Reserve at 

Woodlands development in the GV/LHA area in the unincorporated area west of Yarrow Bay’s vast (4,800 

units) The Villages MPD in Black Diamond. Because of the existing KCCP and KCC language, a key part 

of that agreement is to allow the developer to build a regional stormwater detention facility (40-acre 

“footprint”) to receive occasional flood waters from the rural Horseshoe Lake neighborhood, but, more 

importantly to Yarrow Bay and more critical for the GV/LHA area, the much greater volume of stormwater 

from The Villages and The Reserve at Woodlands.  This was estimated by King County and Yarrow Bay 

to be about a 10% Horseshoe Lake/90% Yarrow Bay split. 

 

Our Association supports the concerns and recommendations the GMVUAC has provided for F-274 to 

prevent urban or primarily urban-serving facilities such as this from setting a precedent elsewhere in the 

Rural Area. 

 

Respectfully, Gwyn Vukich, President 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Water and Land Resources Division 

and the Office of Performance, 

Strategy and Budget staff met with 

community members from the Green 

Valley/Lake Holm Association to 

develop the language in policy F-274.  

We believe that the policy language 

as proposed addresses the concerns 

expressed by the community. 
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KEN KONIGSMARK –URBAN GROWTH AREA BOUNDARY CHANGES, SNOQUALMIE INTERCHANGE AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: kenkonigsmark [mailto:kenkonigsmark@yahoo.com]  

Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 9:33 AM 

 

My comments relate to all requests for upzoning or movement of parcels into the UGA.  As a matter of 

policy, King County should NOT approve any such requests simply because an owner or entity wishes to 

gain significant increased value for their property through zoning changes.    

 

Instead, given existing King County programs such as 4:1 and Transfer of Development Rights, NO free 

upzones or UGA additions should be approved except through use of these programs.  That is the 

purpose of having these programs.  Landowners should be required to utilize these programs if they wish 

to change their zoning or UGA status.  

 

Specifically, docket request #7 by the City of Snoqualmie, which was similarly requested and rejected four 

years ago, should not be considered again unless there is a specific proposal to employ the 4:1 and/or 

TDR programs as the method for adding these parcels to the UGA.  Further, any proposed change must 

be required to protect the visual quality of the Mountains to Sound Greenway corridor so that no urban or 

retail development or advertising signage is seen from the SR-18/I-90 interchange.   

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  Revisions to the 

Urban Growth Boundary are 

mitigated through Four to One 

transactional dedications of 

permanent open space.  Unmitigated 

UGA changes are not included in the 

2016 Plan. 

 

 

Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Area Zoning Study and Docket 

Report. 
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KING COUNTY AGRICULTURAL COMMISSION – DOCKET REQUEST # 13 (WOODINVILLE AREA) 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Barrentine, Patrice (King County Staff to Agricultural Commission) 

Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2015 5:03 PM 

 

Re: Zante's request to rezone from APD to City of Woodinville 

 

Commission does not support this request 

 While the letter says it is not commercially farmed, it is currently farmed by several farmers 

 This property has an active farm stand where produce is sold to the public 

 Is it in Current Use Tax Incentive Program? Yes, Ted Sullivan checked and it is meeting 

commercial farming requirements for this incentive. 

 Commission states that this property is viable for agriculture and states the letter has several 

inaccuracies. 

 Numerous farms in King County are viable at this size by direct marketing 

 Recommend contacting 21 Acres for their comprehensive plan 

 

Attachments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Docket Report. 

 

 

 

 

KING COUNTY RURAL FOREST COMMISSION – MULTIPLE TOPICS (FORESTRY) 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Vane, Linda (King County Staff to Commission) 

Sent: Thursday, December 31, 2015 12:03 PM 
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Chapter 3: Rural Area and Natural Resource Lands 

RFC 

comments 

Edits Staff 

comments 

R-336 

p. 3-27, 

bottom of 

page  

 

a) Add the 
words 
“and 
encourage
.” 

 

b) See 
comment 
on R-636 
above. 

R-336    King County shall continue to support the rural development 

standards that have been established to protect the natural 

environment by addressing seasonal and maximum clearing limits, 

impervious surface limits, surface water management standards that 

emphasize preservation of natural drainage systems and water 

quality, groundwater protection, and resource-based practices. These 

standards should be designed to provide appropriate exceptions for 

lands that are to be developed for kindergarten through twelfth grade 

public schools and school facilities, provided that the school project 

shall comply at a minimum with the requirements of the King County 

Surface Water Design Manual. Stormwater management practices 

should be implemented that emphasize preservation of natural 

drainage systems, protect water quality and natural hydrology of 

surface waters and groundwater. Rural development standards should 

also, where feasible, incorporate and encourage Low Impact Design 

principles for managing stormwater onsite by minimizing impervious 

surfaces, preserving onsite hydrology, retaining native vegetation and 

forest cover, capturing and reusing rainwater, controlling pollution at 

the source, and protecting groundwater. King County shall take care 

that requirements for onsite stormwater management complement 

requirements for onsite wastewater management.   

Edit proposed 

by staff based 

on 

commissioner 

comment 

(L.Vane) 

b)  Add the 

words “and 

forest cover” 

per 

commissioner 

comment on R-

636 above. 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  Edits made in 

2016 Plan that are consistent with 

the recommendations, as revised 

by DNRP staff, suggested by the 

Rural Forest Commission. 
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p. 3-44, R-622 

and 

associated 

narrative 

 

Comments:  

a) Language 
encouragi
ng KC 
collaborati
on with 
Mt. Baker-
Snoqualmi
e National 
Forest 
land 
managers 
should be 
strengthen
ed.  
 

b) Add  
“other 
public 
values 
present on 
our public 
forests 
such as 
water 
storage, 
recreation” 
...i.e., 
“multiple 
values.” 

a)  p. 3-44, first paragraph of narrative preceding R-622 

 

About 70% of the FPD is in public ownership, including parts of the Mt. 

Baker Snoqualmie National Forest, including wilderness areas, state 

and county parks, Washington State Department of Natural Resources 

(WDNR) lands, and watersheds for the cities of Seattle and Tacoma. 

Public land management affects the region’s economy, recreation, fish 

and wildlife habitat, forest health, stream flows, water supply, flood 

control and climate change mitigation capabilities. The county should 

take advantage of opportunities to collaborate with public land 

managers such as the Forest Service at Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie 

National Forest, and other stakeholders, to manage forests for multiple 

public values. 

 

b)  

R-622  King County recognizes the many values provided by the 

public forestland in the 

county, and encourages continued responsible forest management on 

these lands. 

King County should collaborate with other public land managers in 

planning for the 

conservation, use, and management of forest resources on public 

lands for multiple public values. 

Edit proposed 

by staff based 

on 

commissioner 

comment 

(L.Vane) 

 

a) Note that 
R-622 
references 
the “many 
values” 
listed in the 
introductor
y 
paragraph 
shown in 
a). 
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p. 3-45, last 

paragraph 

Change 

acreage to:  

116,790 acres 

Much of the 116,790 93,000 acres of forestland managed by WDNR in 

King County are trust lands that raise generate income from the sale 

of timber and other resources for the beneficiaries, such as schools, 

universities and counties.  and These lands also provide wildlife 

habitat and recreational opportunities are heavily used for recreation. 

Per Doug 

McClelland, 

WDNR 

p. 3-48, R-636 

Comments: 

Make sure are 

consistent in 

references to 

forest 

functions and 

values and 

soil heath 

throughout 

Comp Plan. 

Include forest 

cover, healthy 

soils as 

components of 

stormwater 

management.  

 

Compare to 

the language 

used in Ch.5, 

p. 5-3 below. 

R-636    King County promotes forest management that achieves 

long-term forest health; protection of watersheds, critical areas and 

habitat to support fish and wildlife populations; protection of 

threatened and endangered species; management of stormwater 

runoff and associated pollutants; conservation and economic viability 

of working forests; carbon sequestration and reduction in greenhouse 

gas emissions; and adaptation to climate change. 

 

No additional 

change 

needed in R-

636. The 

subject of this 

policy is 

promoting 

forest 

management 

and the many 

benefits 

achieved 

thereby. A 

representative 

list seems OK 

here to me.  

(L.Vane) 
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COMMENT RESPONSES 

p. 3-50, top of 

page, 

following R-

641 

 

Add the words 

“and 

sequestration.” 

King County’s 2015 Strategic Climate Action Plan calls for the county 

to manage and restore its forested parks and natural lands in ways 

that maximize biological carbon storage and sequestration and 

increase resilience to changing climate conditions. To help guide 

forest management activities, in 2012 the Parks Division completed an 

initial assessment of the forest types on all of Parks’ forested acreage. 

Additional assessment will continue to be conducted on newly 

acquired forested properties as well. Parks will develop and implement 

stewardship plans on all forested properties of 200 acres or more in 

size, which will result in healthier and forests that are more resilient to 

climate change. The Parks and Water and Land Resources Divisions 

will also continue to develop opportunities for volunteers to plant 

native trees and shrubs and remove invasive species from County-

owned lands and have established an ambitious goal for the planting 

of new trees in the county. 

 

Chapter 5: Environment 

RFC 

comments 

Edits Staff 

comments 

p. 5-3 

Comment: 

See comment 

on 

R-636 above, 

where the 

language used 

in this section 

is praised.  

p. 5-3, 3
rd

 paragraph 

 

New approaches for stormwater management that mimic the natural 

functions of soil and forest cover in slowing and filtering stormwater 

runoff, known as Low Impact Development (LID) techniques, are 

providing additional options for stormwater management, especially in 

site development. In conjunction with a comprehensive stormwater 

management program of structural controls and best management 

practices, LID techniques can result in reduced impacts from 

stormwater runoff and protection of the ecological functions of the 

landscape and surface waters. LID techniques work in tandem with 
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structural controls and other best management practices to meet other 

objectives such as retention of canopy cover, riparian habitat and 

native soils that help protect biodiversity, improve air quality, and 

create a better and more sustainable environment and quality of life 

for King County citizens. Low Impact Development Best Management 

Practices can mimic the natural functions of soil and forest cover in 

slowing and filtering stormwater runoff by infiltrating or dispersing 

stormwater onsite, or by capturing and reusing it. Used exclusively, or 

in conjunction with a comprehensive stormwater management 

program of structural controls and other best management practices, 

Low Impact Development Best Management Practices can reduce 

environmental impacts from stormwater runoff. Low Impact 

Development techniques also work in tandem with other strategies like 

retaining forest cover, preserving native plants and preserving native 

soil. These techniques help to meet other objectives such as retention 

of canopy cover, protection of riparian habitat and preservation of 

native soils that help protect biodiversity, improve air quality, and 

protect the ecological functions of the landscape and surface waters. 

These approaches help create a more sustainable environment and 

create a better quality of life for King County residents. 

Chapter 7: Parks and Cultural Resources 

RFC 

comments 

Edits Staff 

comments 
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p. 7-9, 

Forestland 

section intro 

and  

P-116 

 

See comment 

on 

R-636 above. 

p. 7-9 

Forestland 

One element of the King County Forestry Program is the conservation 

of forestland through acquisition to allow continued forest 

management on the property. One goal of the King County Open 

Space System is the conservation of forestland through acquisition of 

land or conservation easements to decrease threat of conversion 

resulting from development and fragmentation, as well as promote the 

understanding of the importance of forest management, including 

restoration of the forests to more natural conditions. The working 

forests owned by King County are generally very large parcels of land 

(several hundred acres or more) that support sustainable forest 

management practices and contribute to the retention of a contiguous 

forest. These properties contribute to environmental protection, high-

quality passive recreation, the public understanding of forestry, and 

scenic vistas. hese properties contain valuable fish and wildlife habitat, 

provide environmental services (such as stormwater management, 

clean air/water and carbon sequestration), help mitigate the impacts of 

climate change as well as provide high-quality passive recreation, 

scenic vistas and educational/interpretation opportunities. 

 

P-116 Working forest land and conservation easements owned by 

King County shall provide large tracts of forested property in the Rural 

Forest Focus Areas, and the Forest Production District (FPD) and 

Rural Area that will remain in active forestry, protect areas from 

development or provide a buffer between commercial forestland and 

adjacent residential development. 

 

Chapter 12: Implementation, Amendments and Evaluation 

RFC 

comments 

Edits Staff 

comments 
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Comment:   

Make it clear 

that a 

Resource land 

use change 

would also be 

considered 

substantive 

and subject to 

the 4-year 

cycle.  E.g., a 

change in the 

FPD 

boundary. 

Deletes 2012 amendment to allow Reserve Silica  mine site 

development pilot project.  

Purpose: Further defines what can be done in the annual Comp 

Plan cycle 

I-203 Except as otherwise provided in this policy, the annual cycle 

shall not consider proposed amendments to the King County 

Comprehensive Plan that require substantive changes to 

comprehensive plan policies and development regulations or that alter 

the Urban Growth Area (UGA) Boundary. Substantive amendments 

and changes to the UGA Urban Growth Area Boundary may be 

considered in the annual amendment cycle only if the proposed 

amendments are necessary for the protection and recovery of 

threatened and endangered species, or to implement  

a. A proposal for a Four-to-One project.; or  
b. Changes related to a mining site conversion demonstration project. 
The demonstration project shall evaluate and address:  
1. potential options for the use of a reclaimed mine site, including the 
feasibility of residential use and/or long-term forestry on the 
demonstration project site;  
2. the impacts to carbon sequestration as a result of reforestation, and 
for residential use, the impacts to carbon sequestration when 
implementing modified standards for lot clustering or transfer of 
development rights;  
3. the need for a site design that compatibly integrates any proposed 
residential development on the demonstration project site with uses 
occurring on the adjacent rural or forest production district lands, 
especially if the proposed residential development utilizes modified 
standards for lot clustering and/or transfer of development rights;  

4. the levels and standards for reclamation of mining sites that are 

appropriate to their use either for long-term forestry and/or for 

residential development; and  5. the need to ensure that the 

demonstration project provides an overall public benefit by providing 

permanent protection, as designated park or open space, of lands in 
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the vicinity of the demonstration project site that form the headwaters 

of critical, high valued habitat areas; or that remove the development 

potential from nonconforming legal parcels in the forest production 

district; or that provide linkages with other forest production district 

lands. 

 Attachment: Area Zoning Studies (excerpts)  

Comment: 

Q&A. Agreed. 

 

Was zoned to 

protect 

Area Zoning Study #4 - Allison SDO Removal Request 

Recommendations: Remove this condition from the Allison property 

and the application of this SDO to 

the other three RA-5 (SO) zoned properties south of I-90. In practical 

terms, this will affect only the 
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forestland; 

remove 

special 

overlay. 

Allison property because it has additional development potential and 

the others are already developed. 

Comment: 

Discussion: 

KC should 

consider 

rezoning 

forested land 

along the 

interchange to 

Forest. The 

public has 

invested a lot 

of $ in the 

area to retain 

forests and 

forestry use. 

Area Zoning Study #6 - Snoqualmie Interchange  

Recommendation: 

Do not expand the Urban Growth Area at this site as it does not meet 

a number of the existing policies. 

 

 

Comment: 

Q&A. No one 

disagreed. 

Area Zoning Study #13 - North Bend Urban Growth Boundary 

Expansion  

Recommendation: Do not expand the UGA boundary at this time, but 

consider a Four-to-One proposal should the property owner(s) apply. 

 

Comment:  

Was zoned to 

protect 

forestland; 

remove 

special overlay 

– recommend 

yes 

Taylor Mountain Forest  

Area Zoning and Land Use Study 

 

This is an internal request to rezone ten parcels within King County 

Parks’ Taylor Mountain Forest from RA 10, and one parcel from RA-5, 

to F zoning and include those parcels in the Forest Production District. 

Two parcels will have their land use category changed from "Rural 
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Area" to Open Space, consistent with the land use on the remaining 

parcels. 

 Other comments/questions (not chapter-specific)  

RFC 

comments 

------------------------------------------  Staff comments and edits (L.Vane) ------------- 

Comment: 

Make sure 

there is an 

overarching 

policy 

regarding 

Integrated 

Pest 

Management 

(IPM) in the 

Comp Plan. 

There does 

not seem to 

be one. 

 

LV emailed staff proposed edits to John Taylor with cc’ to Ivan Miller 12/10/15. 

WLRD and Parks staff collaborated on the following proposed edits: 

1) Chapter 3 Rural Area and Resource Lands – Add to II.B.1. Forestry, g.: 

g.  

Provideeducationandassistanceinthecontrolofnoxiousandinvasiveweeds, 

including information on integrated pest management in accordance 

with the best management practices established by the King County 

Noxious Weeds Program. 

2) Create an overarching IPM policy in Chapter 5 Environment by moving existing 
IPM policy E-505 from the ‘Erosion Hazard Areas’ section to follow E-430 in Part 
IV.3.h. Non-Native Species and add a sentence as shown: 

E-430                   King County shall implement its strategy to minimize 

impacts of noxious weeds to the environment, recreation, 

public health and the economy on all lands in the County. 

This includes preventing, monitoring and controlling 

infestations of state-listed noxious weeds and other non-

native invasive weeds of concern on county-owned and 

managed lands. 

E-505xxx              Through training and other programs, King County 

should actively encourage the use of environmentally 

safe methods of vegetation control. Herbicide use should 

be restricted to low toxicity products applied by trained 
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and licensed staff or contractors, and unnecessary use 

avoided. 

 

King County should be a good steward of public lands 

and protect water quality, by reducing the use of 

insecticides, herbicides and fungicides through the use of 

integrated pest and vegetation management practices. 

3) Chapter 7 Parks – Add new policy P-128b that reiterates the IPM policy SO-112 
in the Parks Division’s Open Space Plan: 

P-128 b                 Use of pesticides and fungicides will be based on 

integrated pest management principles. 

Comment: 

Make sure 

concepts of 

stewardship & 

incentive-

based 

programs for 

private 

landowners 

are strong 

throughout the 

document on 

a policy level. 

 

L.Vane comment: 

Note that the Rural Forest Commission and Forestry staff made extensive edits to the 

stewardship and incentives content in Chapters 3 and 5 during the 2012 Comp Plan 

update process.  

There are numerous references to stewardship and incentives for private landowners in 

Chap. 3 Rural Area & Resource Lands and Chap. 5 Environment. E.g., in Chap. 3 see 

pages 3-10 to 3-11 and paragraph preceding R-335 on page 3-27.   

Also, there is an extensive discussion of the county’s “integrated approach” to 

environmental protection efforts, beginning on p. 5-4, Chapter 5, which includes financial 

incentives and free technical assistance to encourage stewardship of private lands. 

Question:  

Has there 

been any 

movement on 

L Vane comment:  

Yes, there has been progress on this point. I have had a number of discussions with 

Parks staff on this. Parks had also identified Four-to-One policies as needing review and 

possible updating. Parks staff developed revisions to the criteria for evaluating open 
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identifying 

high 

conservation 

value lands to 

consider in 

Four-to-One 

projects?  This 

was discussed 

at commission 

meetings. 

 

space that have been under internal discussion for some time. They intend to have 

decided on a course of action by the first week of January. Connie Blumen has taken the 

lead on this and Monica Leers has been involved. Ultimately the approach is likely to 

involve process improvements at DNRP and DPER as well as changes in the criteria for 

evaluating proposals. 

Note: Four-to-One Program policies are included in Chapter 2 Urban Communities. See 

pp. 2-32 to 2-34 of the Public Review Draft. Policies U-186 and U-187 outline the criteria 

for evaluating open space in Four-to-One proposals. 
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COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Tony Kusak, SIOR [mailto:Tony.Kusak@comre.com]  

Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2015 1:41 PM 

 

RE: Comments to King County Comprehensive Plan Update (2016) 

Review of Land Use Designations and Implementing Zoning 

Kusak Family Trust Property, North Bend, Washington 

 

As the owners of the Kusak Family Trust Property, we would like to thank you for your letter dated July 1, 

2015 regarding our parcels located near North Bend, Washington.
1
 

 

[
1
 2223089049, 2223089019, 2223089002, 2223089026, 2223089055, 1523089018, 1523089147, 

1523089039, 1523089132, 1523089194, 1523089170, 1523089019, 1523089124, and 1523089133] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  We appreciate 

your interest in development of this 

property.  Your comments raise a 

number of important and relevant 

points. 

 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/2016CompPlanUpdate/Public-Review-Draft-2016KCCP/2_PRD-2016KCCPUpdate-Ch2-UrbCommunity.ashx?la=en


 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 77 

TONY KUSAK – NORTH BEND AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

 

The Kusak family is interested in developing these parcels, and we are supportive of converting these 

parcels from rural to urban. Reviewing the current land use designations and implementing zoning in 

anticipation of the 2016 King County Comprehensive Plan updates is very timely and we appreciate the 

opportunity to comment. 

 

Converting these family parcels from rural to urban will enable a development pattern consistent with the 

surrounding area and the long-range plans of the City of North Bend. The parcels immediately to the 

north and east of our land in the city of North Bend are currently zoned Low Density Residential 4 

Units/Acre, whereas our zoning currently allows for one home for every 5 acres, which results in an 

inconsistent growth pattern. A continuation of North Bend's growth pattern better serves its citizens and 

the City, especially where the south fork of the Snoqualmie River constitutes a natural barrier on the 

south side of the property. 

 

The current north boundary line (Interstate 90) provides access to the area and abuts the Cascade Golf 

Course, an existing activity area for residents. The close proximity to Interstate 90 supports the regions 

and the city of North Bend's traffic policies by locating growth near transportation. These parcels are 

located in the southwest quadrant of the I-90/436th Avenue S.E. interchange. All other quadrants of this 

interchange are inside the North Bend city limits. Sanitary sewer is available just north of the freeway in 

the city of North Bend and all quadrants are served with public water by Sallal Water Association. The 

close proximity of these utilities as well as the adjacent city limits makes this property an ideal candidate 

for conversion to urban uses, while the natural barrier of the river on the south line also represents a 

natural logical limit to the proposed annexation. 

 

The City of North Bend recently stated that "annexing raw land appears to be more desirable for the City 

than annexing populated areas with failing infrastructure or a high demand for operating services such as 

public safety."
2 
 

 

[
2
 North Bend City Council Agenda Packet, June 17, 2014, pg 114.] 

 

When annexing raw land, the City also has the opportunity to collect water, sewer, and storm drainage 

general facility charges to help build the infrastructure required. Increased density will distribute the costs 

associated with facility extensions, making the expansion of any necessary infrastructure more feasible 

The Area Zoning Study identifies that 

the properties are eligible, if 

combined with those to the immediate 

north (i.e., the Golf Course) for a Four 

to One application.  The Area Zoning 

Study also identifies, preliminarily, 

some of the County’s interests were a 

Four to One application to be 

submitted. 
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and cost effective if done in conjunction with an annexation to a higher density. 

 

Revising the current designation is also consistent with King County Planning Policies, which explicitly 

address unincorporated areas as directed by the Growth Management Act. The proposed revision 

promotes the annexation of all unincorporated areas within the urban growth boundary within 20 years 

and creates a compact development with dedicated open spaces. The subject properties are generally 

free of critical areas other than the required buffer along the south fork of the Snoqualmie River, which 

can be preserved as permanent open space for the public benefit when the property is developed after 

annexation. This proposed dedication of permanent open space to the King County Open Space System 

permanently preserves a high quality habitat with critical areas and unique features along the Snoqualmie 

River. 

 

The Kusak family is looking forward to working with King County and the City of North Bend to evaluate 

potential development options for the property through the annexation and rezoning process. Thank you 

for the opportunity to provide our comments on the proposed King County Comprehensive Plan Update. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Chuck Kusak  

Trustee  

Chuck@kusak.com  

 

Jim Kusak  

Trustee  

Jim.Kusak@gmail.com  

 

TK/ps , 17503c.002 , enc: As Noted  

 

cc: Mr. Tony Kusak, Cushman & Wakefield  

King County Council  

Mr. Ivan Miller, King County Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget  

Ms. Karen Wolf, King County Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 
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From: Michael Magnani [mailto:mdmagnani@outlook.com]  

Sent: Monday, October 05, 2015 8:46 PM 

 

Dear King County Council, 

 

Our region’s vibrant economy has led to a growing and affluent population and along with that, a need for 

new (and affordable) housing and services.  Much of King County is faced with a difficult balance of 

supporting a growing population and trying to accommodate the desire of residents to maintain the 

character of existing neighborhoods.  I moved to the Lake Kathleen neighborhood in East Renton in the 

spring of 2013.  East Renton has some of the last undeveloped land that also boasts a short commute to 

Seattle and Bellevue.  Since I moved in, I have witnessed East Renton and the surrounding areas 

significantly grow and change for the positive, but I am concerned that the proposal in Docket #5 for the 

2016 King County Comprehensive Plan is not compatible with the recent evolution in the East Renton.  I 

empathize with the petitioner about maintaining the character of East Renton and preventing fractured 

neighborhoods, but I also think that we need to find a way to balance those issues with the inevitable 

growth.  I am concerned about a potential lack of foresight in the proposal.  The proposal does not seem 

to recognize the recent and future growth in East Renton or the impact that this growth will have on the 

neighborhoods and the need for additional services to support a growing population.  As a result, I would 

like to make a counterproposal to Docket #5: 

 Expand the Urban Growth Area to all neighborhoods with a Renton address  

 Rezone all property that is currently zoned RA-5 to R-4, recognizing that much of the land cannot 

or will not be developed for various reasons   

 Grandfather land use practices allowed under RA-5 zoning and existing minimum lot size 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This comment raises interesting and 

relevant issues.  While Docket 

Request #5 is denied, the 2016 Plan 

includes a Workplan item to engage 
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requirements associated with the corresponding land use practices to those areas that are being 

rezoned to R-4 

 Explore annexation into Issaquah and Newcastle, in addition to Renton, to provide the adequate 

levels of services that are needed by a growing population as well as the amenities that can and 

should be provided for more densely populated areas  

 

Docket #5 proposes moving the Urban Growth Area back to the current Renton City Limits, but recent 

and future growth suggest that the Urban Growth Area should be expanded rather than contracted.  As 

such, it seems logical to expand the Urban Growth Area to cover all neighborhoods with a Renton 

address.  The expansion would cover a relatively small area overall (mainly May Valley and Lake 

Kathleen), but could provide new opportunities to meet the demand for housing.  The proposal in Docket 

#5 references the last vote to annex the Urban Growth Area into the Renton City Limits, which occurred in 

2007.  The measure did not pass at that time, but a lot has changed in nearly a decade.  The affordability 

of housing is on the minds of many residents in King County as they see the median sales price of 

houses in the county at approximately $500,000.  Many worry that the region may face a housing 

affordability crisis.   

 

In the last two years, I have watched a significant amount of undeveloped land in the area turn into new 

neighborhoods with what many would consider expensive houses.  While these new houses are out of 

the reach of many, increasing the supply of homes should help temper the rise in prices in existing homes 

and help maintain housing affordability for as much of the population as possible.  The proposal of Docket 

#5 to contract the Urban Growth Area would reduce the development of new neighborhoods, which may 

be appealing to some existing residents, but would likely worsen the affordability of housing in the region 

by limiting the supply as demand for housing continues to increase.  Expanding the Urban Growth Area 

would provide significant benefits, but rezoning certain portions of East Renton would need to accompany 

that expansion to provide any meaningful benefit.   

 

Currently, the portion of East Renton outside of the Urban Growth Area is zoned RA-5 (one dwelling unit 

per five acres), but a change to R-4 (four dwelling units per acre) zoning could likely be achieved without 

destroying the character of the areas, which is most residents’ top concern.  Much of the undeveloped 

land in the area is either wetlands or hillside that would be difficult, if not impossible, to build on.  

Additionally, many houses in East Renton were built prior to current zoning laws.  The houses were built 

on relatively small lots that are more consistent with R-4 zoning.  The size of lots created under R-4 

in discussions with King County cities 

to revisit the Potential Annexation 

Area map and annexation countywide 

planning policies.  The issues you 

raise are likely to be part of this future 

project. 
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zoning is still large, relative to many of the new housing developments around the Puget Sound region.  

Setback requirements further ensure that lot sizes will be larger than average.  The change in zoning 

would concern residents who have livestock.  It seems like a practical solution to grandfather the land use 

practices allowed under RA-5 zoning and the existing minimum lot size requirements associated with the 

corresponding land use practices to the areas that are rezoned.  This would allow and encourage people 

to continue to raise livestock if they so desire so the area can maintain its character, even as new houses 

are built.  The combination of these factors ensures that a zoning change will have a much smaller impact 

on the area than most people would expect.  Even so, the population of the area will continue to grow as 

will the need for the additional services and amenities that annexation into one of the nearby cities could 

provide.      

 

As the boundaries of the Urban Growth Area exist today, Renton is the only logical choice for annexation, 

but expanding the Urban Growth Area to cover a larger area could open up the opportunity to annex into 

Newcastle or Issaquah instead, since the boundaries of the expanded Urban Growth Area would be 

contiguous to the boundaries of Issaquah and Newcastle.  Some residents fear that incorporating into 

Renton, with its residential urban feel would erode the rural character of East Renton over time.  Some 

residents may be concerned that the big city problems of Renton, such as higher crime rates, could 

spread to East Renton.  Whether or not these are valid concerns, the top concern of East Renton 

residents is what annexation would mean for their children who attend Issaquah schools.   Incorporating 

into Issaquah would assuage all of those concerns.  Issaquah boasts a small-town-feel that is consistent 

with the rural character than many residents love about East Renton and would eliminate any concerns 

over school district boundaries.  Annexation into Issaquah would also be practical from an economic 

perspective, since many East Renton residents do their shopping and errands in Issaquah.  That same 

logic also makes Newcastle a possibility.  Even if annexation into Issaquah is not a possibility, Newcastle 

shares many similarities with East Renton due to the rapid population and housing growth that both areas 

are experiencing.  Perhaps it makes sense to pair up the communities and allow them to grow together.  

If it turns out that annexation into Issaquah or Newcastle is not practical, annexation into Renton for the 

entire expanded Urban Growth Area should still be considered, because of the need for services to 

support a growing population. 

 

Recently, East Renton has grown significantly, almost as if it is anticipating an eventual annexation by the 

city of Renton, which is why I am so concerned with Docket #5’s proposal to move the Urban Growth 

Area back to the Renton City limits.  In time, the growth of the area will mean that residents require more 
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services and more amenities, and the current arrangement with King County may not be able to satisfy 

those needs.  King County has done an excellent and admirable job providing police, fire and road 

services, but eventually a population grows to a certain size and density that they need more than just the 

basic necessities and East Renton is approaching that point.  Cities like Renton or Issaquah have the 

experience and resources to provide the necessary services to support the area as the population density 

grows.  Annexation would improve the services and reduce costs for most residents since the cities would 

be better equipped to provide services to a growing population.  Those services may include better 

transportation options, lower costs for services such as garbage and increased recreation options.  

Annexation would have a positive impact on the area, but it needs to be inclusive of all residents of East 

Renton.  If the current Urban Growth Area was annexed, without the expansion of the Urban Growth Area 

I proposed earlier, it would have a significant adverse impact on the residents of May Valley and Lake 

Kathleen, who live just outside the Urban Growth Area.  The remaining unincorporated area would lose its 

most densely populated area, and as a result, lose its negotiating power and economies of scale to 

provide favorable rates for services like garbage.  Police response times would likely be reduced for 

residents as well, since the concentration of the population within the patrol area will move eastward.  

Residents of May Valley and Lake Kathleen may also see a decline in services such as road 

maintenance or increases in taxes, since significant tax revenues would be lost.  It is important to provide 

the services that residents need, but it has to be ensured that all residents of East Renton have the 

opportunity to benefit from the growth in the area.    

 

Looking towards the future, it will be a challenge to provide enough housing to support the vibrant 

economy and growing population, maintain the quality of existing services and provide new services to 

allow residents to enjoy the high quality of life in western Washington.  We need more housing and we 

need to acknowledge the growth that has already occurred and the growth that will continue into the 

future.  Part of that acknowledgement needs to include providing big city services to the residents of East 

Renton.  At the same time, we also need to listen to residents’ concerns about losing the character of 

their neighborhoods.  The proposal of Docket #5 to move the Urban Growth Area back to the Renton City 

Limits will only worsen many of the problems that East Renton residents and the population of King 

County may encounter in the next few years.  To proactively address the likely issues before they occur, I 

believe it is worth evaluating my counterproposal.  Expanding the Urban Growth Area in East Renton, 

rezoning rural areas to allow for higher population densities, annexation of the expanded Urban Growth 

Area in to nearby cities, and grandfathering current land use practices can address the concerns of 

residents and the challenges the region will face in the next few years.  I hope these proposal and my 
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insights are valuable as you look to plan for the future.  Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thank you very much for your time. 

 

 

 

BONNIE MORRISON – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Bonnie Morrison [mailto:bon@bonniestlc.com]  

Sent: Monday, November 09, 2015 8:02 AM 

 

I live adjacent to a rural, farm property just outside Carnation, newly purchased by Millionaire Gary 

Remlinger.  The land he bought borders the town on Carnation on the North side.  We have submitted a 

petition to stop development of the remaining farm lands in the area, which he is pushing to do. There are 

many properties already zoned for development that have not yet been used.  I am desperately hoping 

that people in power will listen to those of us trying to preserve what has been a farming, rural area of 

extraordinary beauty in the Snoqualmie Valley.   

 

It is true that we do not have the immense finances and huge financial ability that has allowed the 

Remlinger family to buy up huge amounts of land surrounding Carnation.  We farmers and small land 

owners have worked extraordinarily hard all our lives to live in this rural beauty and hope with all our 

hearts that big money is not allowed to change it in unnecessary ways.  Please help us preserve our farm 

lands from developments.   

 

King County strongly agrees that the 

preservation of farming and rural 

areas is a priority. 

 

At the same time, the conclusion of 

the Carnation Area Zoning Study is 

that the property is eligible to use the 

Four to One program as it is rural (not 

agriculture) and adjacent to the 

original 1994 Urban Growth Area 

boundary.  The Area Zoning Study 

identifies a set of interests the County 

has were a proposal to be submitted.   

 

Please note that the Four to One 

program is discretionary, and the 

County Council will act on the 

proposal, and provide future 

opportunities for public comment if a 

proposal were to be submitted. 
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THOMAS QUIGLEY – CODE ENFORCEMENT 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

(also, see Michael Tanksley – Code Enforcement) 

Date: Apr 30, 2015, at 3:47 PM, Thomas Quigley wrote: 

 

Mr. Garnett,  

I again write to you regarding the above referenced case.  Unpermitted construction continues at this site, 

now new decks are being added to the structure.  This is resulting in additional impervious coverage and 

is clearly a violation of code.  I do not understand why a Stop Work Order has not been issued for this 

project and property.  A walk-about the property makes it very clear that this is a commercial endeavor 

with multiple suites and parking for many vehicles. 

 

I would appreciate understanding how this is allowed to go on.  It creates such pressure on our valuable 

agricultural resource lands because others have and will continue to develop without permitting. 

 

Tom Quigley, President, Olympic Nursery, Inc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please see response to Tanskley – 

Code Enforcement below. 
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PERRY RESNICK – RAINIER CHRISTIAN SCHOOL SITE 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Perry Resnick [mailto:pjresnickone@yahoo.com]  

Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 6:03 AM 

 

I understand the Christian Rainier School may submit a plan to build a high school behind the Woodside 

development in the area formerly a missile site. The previous plan included a stadium and creating 

access in two areas through Woodside. 

 

I am adamantly opposed to the county creating new access points through our development, which would 

increase through traffic. 

 

 

 

 

 

As of March 1, 2016, there has been 

no proposal submitted in the 2016 

Plan process for this property. 

S 

T 

MICHAEL TANKSLEY (HOLLYWOOD HILLS ASSOCIATION) – CODE ENFORCEMENT (ENFR 15-0287) 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Michael Tanksley [mailto:wmtanksley@comcast.net]  

Sent: Friday, May 01, 2015 4:00 PM 

 

[DPER Code Enforcement] 

It should go without saying, but needs to said here, that we have now amassed quite a trail of messages 

that clearly shows that the County is failing to do its fundamental duty to protect the larger 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The County has begun a study of the 
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community's legal property rights and legal businesses from interests which are happy to trample on 

those rights, codes and zoning in pursuit of their own profits. 

 

I stopped by "Jacks" a few weeks ago - before the NO TRESPASSING signs went up. I spoke with and 

older guy in coveralls who was clearly not interested in talking about what was going on there. When I 

asked him what the lovely exposed wood beam and finished dry walled inside of the back barn was for, 

he said he didn't know - "maybe a studio or something." Never mind the 4 pending applications for liquor 

licenses for various businesses planned for the property. 

 

These people know what they are doing is illegal. And the County has essentially been supportive by not 

acting on the various reported violations. 

 

Why has this property's un-permitted construction not been red tagged? Has there been some sort of 

directive to stop enforcing the zoning and associated codes around here? 

 

The activity at "Jack's" (parcel # 1526059051) is only one of numerous egregious violations of King 

county zoning and codes in this vicinity. Numerous code violation reports have been filed, but with no 

enforcement, other similar uses are springing up like mushrooms.  

 

Here is a sample of four open cases in our area, filed by 3 different people. There could be many more 

cases, but why bother reporting them if the County won't address these most egregious examples? 

 

- ENFR15-0287 - "Jack's" 

- ENFR12-0239 - Otis-Rubstello LLC's property, where Matthews winery and an illegal B&B are operating 

- ENFR15-0295 - illegal kitchen, wine tasting and a business office in an otherwise quiet neighborhood - 

not the business owners primary residence. 

- ENFR14-0888 - illegally stored junk vehicles and piles of material piled around the exterior and yard of a 

house. 

 

These violations, most of which have been ongoing for years (some "closed" cases had to be re-opened 

as they were inexplicably closed without the problem(s) having been resolved), appear to have NO recent 

activity by the County nor by the owners in terms of bringing the properties into compliance. 

 

wine and adult beverage industry and 

has hired a consultant to identify best 

management practices in areas such 

as tasting rooms, home occupations 

and rural/urban interface.  

Recommendations are expected to 

be transmitted to the Council in 

Summer, 2016.  Additionally, the 

County has hired a consultant to 

identify best management practices 

for code enforcement and help it 

restructure its code enforcement 

function.  These recommendations 

are also expected in Summer, 2016. 
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This is our community. We live here and have great motivation in getting to the bottom of this. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Michael Tanksley, President 

Hollywood Hill Association 

 

 

 

MICHAEL TANKSLEY (HOLLYWOOD HILL ASSOCIATION) – COMMENTS ON DOCKET REQUESTS 12 TO 16 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Michael Tanksley [mailto:wmtanksley@comcast.net]  

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 9:57 PM 

 

Docket item 12 

This request should be denied. 

The subject road, 140th Place NE, is a Rural road that extends along the east edge of the Agriculturally 

zoned Sammamish Valley with RA--‐2.5 parcels on the other side. It is a key element of the local Rural 

community and is on the front lines in our efforts to contain urban sprawl. 

 

1. The suggested infrastructure would be highly inconsistent with maintaining Rural Character and 

incompatible with Agricultural activities along this road.  

 

2. The suggestion that 140th Place NE is an extension of SR--‐202 is fundamentally flawed. SR--‐202 

transits the west side of the Sammamish Valley, parallel to the subject road. Any future capacity 

improvements should be focused on the existing SR--‐202.  

 

3. The north end of the subject road feeds into a congested part of the City of Woodinville. Increased 

traffic capacity on this road would serve only to exacerbate that congestion.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

These comments are consistent with 

the county recommendation on this 

Docket Request. 
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4. The south end of this road intersects SR--‐202 at the Hollywood Hill roundabouts. This intersection is 

already near maximum capacity during busy periods. Traffic is often backed up to the roundabouts from 

another major intersection—SR 202 and NE 124th Street. Increasing traffic on this road would not 

improve traffic flow through the Valley, but would add to the existing congestion.  

 

5. The subject road has been the focus of numerous attempts to incorporate adjacent parcels into the 

Urban Growth Area. After much County, City and citizen time and energy discussing this over the 

decades, the result has been consistent: this area should stay Rural. Thus the infrastructure should 

remain of rural character as well.  

 

Docket item 13  

This request should be denied.  

The subject property is an A--‐10 zoned farm inside the Sammamish Valley Agricultural Production 

District. The proponent’s supporting document misrepresents the physical characteristics of the subject 

parcel and its surroundings. It is clear the proposal does not satisfy the criteria for moving the UGA 

boundary established by the GMA, Countywide Planning Policies (CPP) and the King County 

Comprehensive Plan (CP). Earlier this year, this proposal was submitted to the Woodinville Planning 

Commission and City Council. The Hollywood Hill Association submitted an analysis to the City Council in 

opposition to the proposal in a letter dated May 4, 2015, a copy of which is attached. (For more 

background on the history of repeated attempts to convert Sammamish Valley farmland and Rural buffers 

to urban uses, see the HHA Comments on Motion 13475, attached).  

 

Key reasons this proposal must be denied include the following: The Washington State Growth 

Management Act (GMA) was adopted in response to widespread concerns over the effects of 

uncoordinated and unplanned growth, including loss of farmland and forests due to urban sprawl. The 

fundamental components of the law directed at stemming loss of these irreplaceable lands include: the 

mandate that agricultural and forest lands be permanently protected; the designation of Urban Growth 

Areas (UGAs) within which urban growth is encouraged; and designation of rural and natural resource 

areas where urban growth is prohibited. These are intended as long--‐term actions to provide permanent 

protection of natural resources, industries and the environment.  

 

Countywide Planning Policy FW--‐1 establishes a multi--‐step process for countywide planning, including 

Step 8. a., which provides criteria for amending the Urban Growth Area:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

These comments are consistent with 

the county recommendation on this 

Docket Request. 
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Amendments shall be based on an evaluation of the following factors:  

• The criteria in policies LU-‐26 and LU-‐27;  

• The sufficiency of vacant, developable land and redevelopable land to meet projected needs;  

• The actual and projected rate of development and land consumption by category of land use 

including both development on vacant land and redevelopment projects;  

• The capacity of appropriate jurisdictions to provide infrastructure and service to the Urban Growth 

Areas;  

• The actual and projected progress of jurisdictions in meeting their adopted 20-year goals and targets 

of number of households and employees per acre;  

• The actual and projected rate of population and employment growth compared to adopted 20-year 

goals and target ranges, and compared to revised projections from the Washington State Office of 

Financial Management;  

• The actual and projected trend of economic development and affordable housing indicators, as 

reported annually through the adopted monitoring and benchmarks program;  

• Indicators of environmental conditions, such as air quality, water quality, and wildlife habitat, and 

others.   

 

Even a cursory review of these legal criteria clearly demonstrates that this proposal must be denied.  

 

Docket item #14  

This request should be denied. 

The subject property is zoned RA--‐2.5 within an equestrian overlay area. The densest zoning permitted 

in Rural Unincorporated King County is RA--‐2.5, thus the request for R--‐1 is unreasonable. Existence of 

non--‐conforming lots and/or uses is not a basis for permitted new subdivision or uses not permitted 

under current policies. New subdivisions in this area of King County are not permitted at this time due to 

local the traffic concurrency status of RED.  

 

Docket item #15  

The HHA supports this proposed policy change. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

These comments are consistent with 

the county recommendation on this 

Docket Request.  The property owner 

has the potential to use the County's 

Transfer of Development Rights 

program to realize allowed densities 

under the existing zoning. 
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A primary philosophy of the GMA and King County's planning policies is to focus growth within the Urban 

areas (UGA) while defending the open space and lower density development that characterizes the Rural 

areas. Allowing the use of TDRs to increase development density in the Rural areas is contradictory to 

this overarching philosophy. We are beginning to see the benefits of holding to this long--‐term planning 

principle, especially in our corner of King County where the burgeoning "wine tourism" industry is 

flourishing alongside the rebirth of active farming of some of the most fertile soils in the State. Removing 

the possibility of TDRs being used in a fashion contrary to this principle is in the best interests of our 

Rural communities.  

 

Docket item #16  

This request should be denied.  

This is yet another case of a small group of landowners attempting to urbanize their Rural parcels. The 

subject properties' owners have made numerous attempts to incorporate themselves into the Urban 

Growth Area. After much County, City and citizen time and energy discussing this over the decades, the 

result has been consistent: this area should stay Rural. King County policy is clear that sewer service 

shall not be extended into Rural areas. As the subject properties are outside the UGA, the application of 

policy to deny this request should be clear in this case. 

This request is not reflected in the 

2016 Comprehensive Plan.  King 

County believes the current 

approach, which reduces overall 

development potential in rural areas 

by extinguishing development rights 

through TDR.  Edits to the text are 

included in the 2016 plan to clarify the 

rationale for this policy. 

 

These comments are consistent with 

the county recommendation on this 

Docket Request.   

 

 

 

MICHAEL TANKSLEY (HOLLYWOOD HILL ASSOCIATION) – FURTHER COMMENTS ON DOCKET REQUEST 13  

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Michael Tanksley [mailto:wmtanksley@comcast.net]  

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 9:57 PM 

NOTE: Forward of Comments Submitted to Woodinville City Council (May 4, 2015) 

 

RE: E--‐P and Companies of Nevada, Inc. request for City of Woodinville support to move the 

Urban Growth Boundary to locate the Zante Farm inside the Urban Growth Area  

 

Dear [Woodinville City] Councilmembers:  

 

 

 

 

NOTE: This letter is a forward of 

comments made to the City of 

Woodinvile; hence, no response is 

included herein. 
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As you continue the process of updating the City’s Comprehensive Plan, you will be making decisions 

that will impact the future of the City and, by close association, the greater Woodinville area. 

Unfortunately, history continues to repeat itself with yet another attempt to move the Urban Growth 

Boundary (UGB). E--‐P and Companies of Nevada, Inc. (E--‐P) proposes to move the UGB so that an 

urban development can be constructed on the Zante Farm, which is zoned Agriculture and located within 

the King County Agricultural Production District (APD). The E--‐P proposal should be rejected. It violates 

the State Growth Management Act (GMA), the Countywide Planning Policies, and the King County 

Comprehensive Plan. It is also simply put, bad planning. As the Council is well aware, the Sammamish 

Valley is an incredible amenity to the City and its pastoral beauty attracts thousands of visitors each year 

because of the ambiance that has helped foster the unique business and cultural phenomenon of the 

“wine tourism” industry. Paving over 15 acres of the beautiful Sammamish Valley and replacing them with 

apartments would negatively impact this business.  

 

There have been multiple similar requests to move the UGB over the past few decades. As recently as 

2012, proposals to include farmland in the Urban Growth Area (UGA) were debated extensively. After 

considerable expenditure of both public and private resources, the result then, and in the case of all prior 

requests, has been consistent: there is no basis to move the UGB. This proposal is no different.  

 

The Hollywood Hill Association (HHA) has for decades supported protection of the Sammamish Valley 

and since the adoption of the 1990 Growth Management Act, the HHA has supported maintenance of the 

UGB in its current configuration. The HHA has also consistently defended the protections afforded the 

designated Agricultural Resource lands in the Valley. The HHA was one of the parties to the Supreme 

Court case King County v. Hearings Board, 142 Wn. 2d 543 in which the Court held that the proposal to 

locate active recreational facilities on agricultural land within the APD violated the Growth Management 

Act stating in part:  

 

The soils of the Sammamish Valley APD have the unique characteristics of prime farmland. The 

APD includes some of the most productive agricultural land in the state, but it is also among the 

areas most impacted by rapid population growth and development. Even though the properties in 

this case lie in the APD, there is pressure to convert the land to nonagricultural uses. . . . When 

read together, RCW 36.70A.020 (8), .060(1), and .170 evidence a legislative mandate for the 

conservation of agricultural land. Further, RCW 36.70A.177 must be interpreted to harmonize 

with that mandate. Nothing in the Act permits recreational facilities to supplant agricultural uses 
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on designated lands with prime soils for agriculture.  

 

The County's amendments, which allow active recreational uses on designated agricultural lands, 

do not comply with the GMA, and the land in question does not qualify for innovative zoning 

techniques under RCW 36.70A.177. Although the GMA encourages recreational uses of land, 

there is no conservation mandate for recreational use as with agricultural use. In this case, the 

GMA mandates conservation of the APD's limited, irreplaceable agricultural resource lands. 

There are still thousands of acres suitable for athletic fields--‐outside the APDs.  

 

The current proposal is one more attempt to argue that the valuable resource lands of the Sammamish 

Valley should be replaced with a different use – in this case by apartments. The land E--‐P would have 

you designate for apartment development is part of the Sammamish Valley Agricultural Production 

District. This designation is based on the fact that the Valley soils are among the most productive in the 

State of Washington. Apartments can be built just about anywhere. Farming can only occur on farmland.  

 

Point--‐by--‐Point Rebuttal of the E--‐P Request  

The E--‐P request demonstrates a lack of understanding of legal and factual issues. It misrepresents what 

has, and continues to transpire along this critical boundary between urban development and important 

agricultural lands. We will address these points generally in the order and under the title in which they 

appear in the E--‐P request document.  

 

Introductory Discussion  

The Zante Farm is not within the King County’s Urban Growth Area and the City does not have the legal 

authority to include the property within “the City’s UGA in the Comprehensive Plan Update”. The Zante 

Farm is also not within the City’s potential annexation area and there is no legal basis “to direct staff to 

designate a pre--‐annexation zoning of CBD for the property”.  

 

History of Prior Considerations of UGA Expansion  

E--‐P misrepresents the City Council’s position with respect to Resolutions Nos. 414 (2012) and 447 

(2014). Resolution 447 rescinded Resolution 414. Resolution 414 supported a prior proposal for moving 

the UGB in the Sammamish Valley to include Rural properties, including agricultural land. Contrary to the 

statement in the E--‐P letter, there is nothing in Resolution 447 that suggests any continued interest in 

moving the UGB in the Sammamish Valley on the part of the Woodinville City Council. Furthermore, the 
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proposed expansion in 2012 died not because of the need for infrastructure expansion on the part of the 

properties involved in the 2012 proposal, but because the body making the decision --‐ the King County 

Council – denied the proposal which clearly violated the Washington State GMA, the Countywide 

Planning Policies and the King County Comprehensive Plan.  

 

King County did not “seize 5 acres” of the Zante property. King County purchased 1.7 acres from the 

Zantes for $80,000 in 1992 in order to build the south bypass road. The Zantes built a new 3,000 sf house 

on the property the same year.  

 

E--‐P states that “the property has not been commercially farmed since 1985”. Yet, the Zantes have been 

operating a farm stand every summer that sells flowers and produce grown on the property. (See 

attached pictures from the Zante Farm Facebook page and King County iMap.) Furthermore, regardless 

of how one defines “commercially farmed”, the critical point is that individual property owners do not 

determine whether land is or is not protected farmland. In 1998, the Washington State Supreme Court in 

Redmond v. Growth Management Hearings Board, 136 Wn.2d 38, also referred to as the Benaroya 

Decision, held that it is irrelevant whether or not an individual property designated as Agricultural 

Resource land is cultivated. It is the physical features of the land itself--‐--‐soil type in particular--‐--‐that 

determines whether land falls into the rare category of farmland. The Growth Management Act clearly 

recognizes this important, irreplaceable resource by mandating that local governments must designate 

and protect Agricultural Resource Land. The Court stated in part:  

 

A stated legislative intent of the GMA is to maintain and enhance agricultural land. RCW 

36.70A.020(8). One cannot credibly maintain that interpreting the definition of "agricultural land" 

in a way that allows land owners to control its designation gives effect to the Legislature's intent 

to maintain, enhance, and conserve such land. Indeed, the Board's interpretation is likely to have 

exactly the opposite effect. We decline to interpret the GMA definition in a way that vitiates the 

stated intent of the statute.  

 

We hold land is "devoted to" agricultural use under RCW 36.70A.030 if it is in an area where the 

land is actually used or capable of being used for agricultural production. . . The land in this case 

was set apart for agricultural use by longstanding zoning. While the land use on the particular 

parcel and the owner's intended use for the land may be considered along with other factors in 

the determination of whether a parcel is in an area primarily devoted to commercial agricultural 
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production, neither current use nor land owner intent of a particular parcel is conclusive for 

purposes of this element of the statutory definition.  

 

E--‐P states: “the ground is no longer suitable for farming”. This is simply false. The soils on the property 

are considered to be among the most productive in the State. The property is under cultivation at this 

time. (See photo on following page).  

 

 
Zante Farm looking southwest, May 2015. 

 

In this section, E--‐P also states: “the farm is unable to compete with larger farms”. The economic 

performance of any particular farming activity or farm operator is not the issue when it comes to the long--

‐term resource protection mandated by the GMA and Countywide Planning Policies. Demand and pricing 

of urban farm products is dynamic and rapidly changing. The demand for locally produced agricultural 

products is seeing strong increases across King County and throughout the country. Not only do 

consumers desire the fresher, tastier produce that local farms can supply, food security concerns in the 

face of drought, salinization of irrigated desert soils and transportation costs add additional dimensions to 
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the importance of long--‐term protection of our local farmland.  

 

ROW Dedication The apparent impact of plans to narrow NE 171st Street will be to calm traffic and 

improve the transition from the Urban side of the street to the Rural Agricultural (Zante) side of the street. 

This is likely to be more compatible with all uses in the area, including agricultural uses, than is the 

existing 5 lane speedway. (The plans for the road rebuild are continuing to be modified for a number of 

reasons and are by no means finalized. It is likely that the current drawings will be significantly modified, 

particularly in regards to the infrastructure on the south sides of the planned roundabouts.)  

 

Comprehensive Plan Support  

E--‐P claims that turning the Zante farm into an urban development will somehow help in “protecting the 

agrarian rural character of the Valley”. It boggles the mind to imagine how anyone could seriously believe 

that turning a highly visible farmland into an urban development could improve on Woodinville’s “agrarian 

character”. E--‐P also mentions additional access to the waterfront. However, there is currently ample 

access to the river through numerous public spaces and trails in the immediate vicinity.  

 

E--‐P states here that the Zante property is “surrounded by urban uses”. In reality, only one of the five 

Zante property lines borders on an ‘Urban’ use—a multi--‐unit residential development buffered by a row 

of trees. The property is bordered on two sides by Rural/Agricultural properties and uses, and the area 

abutting King County’s Sammamish River Park forms a third border. The north border is along NE 171st 

Street.  

 

E--‐P claims that Woodinville will need the property inside the Rural Area in order to meet GMA growth 

targets. This claim is speculative at best. Woodinville has a tremendous amount of land area in its CBD 

that can soak up its population growth needs for the foreseeable future. Per State law, in order for King 

County to consider moving the UGB as proposed by E--‐P, it must be demonstrated that the greater King 

County Urban Growth Area has run out of room to meet its growth needs – NOT just Woodinville.  

 

Agricultural Land Use Designation  

This section of the E--‐P letter attempts to offer a summation of E--‐P’s arguments in favor of the 

referenced request. Their inaccurate statements concerning soil and marketing conditions and adjacent 

urban uses have been addressed above. They make a new point concerning 21 Acres, falsely claiming it 

is an urban use. The property is zoned A--‐10 (Agriculture) and is under active agricultural uses. 
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Regardless of what one may think of the street--‐side building’s design, it is used to directly promote 

sustainable agriculture in our region.  

 

E--‐P wraps up page 3 with the statement: “Future development of agricultural land in the Valley will not 

occur.” This statement will come true only if we continue to stop misguided efforts such as this request 

from E--‐P to convert Rural and Agricultural parcels to Urban uses.  

 

E--‐P’s concern over the “highest and best use of the property” would be well applied toward protecting 

the continued use of the property as farmland, thus providing the increasingly valuable and irreplaceable 

benefits, from fresh food to pleasant ambiance, that the property offers by remaining in its longstanding 

status as Agricultural Resource land in Rural King County.  

 

Our Concluding Statement  

 

The single overriding factor that most threatens the survival of agriculture in the Sammamish Valley is 

land price inflation due to speculative pressures. For farming to survive, farmers must be able to realize a 

viable economic model through the business of farming. Farming is a tough business, but the single 

biggest challenge for farmers in our region is the price of land and proposals like the one before the 

Council. Farmers need stability and the assurance that they will be able to invest in farmland and be able 

to continue to farm without constant threats such as this one. If we allow proposals such as E--‐P’s to go 

forward, the prices of farmland all across the Valley will go ever higher, effectively barring new farmers 

from coming onto the land.  

 

The GMA mandate for long--‐term preservation of Agricultural Lands was enacted for good reason. It was 

enacted to prevent short--‐sighted decisions—to stop the “death by a thousand cuts” history of farmland 

May 4, 2015 Woodinville City Council Page 6 loss we have experienced in the Puget Sound Region. This 

is a proposal by a Nevada company, based in California, purporting to tell us what is good for Woodinville 

and Washington. Let’s think for ourselves. Let’s follow our law. Let’s reject this proposal.  

 

Hollywood Hill Association, Mike Tanksley, President  

 

Attachments:  
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Aerial view of the Zante farm, which occupies the left half of this photo. 
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Fred Zante Farm’s current Facebook page 

 

 



 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 99 

MICHAEL TANKSLEY (HOLLYWOOD HILL ASSOCIATION) – FURTHER COMMENTS ON DOCKET REQUEST 13  

COMMENT RESPONSES 

A posting on the Fred Zante Farm Facebook page from last year. 
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MICHAEL TANKSLEY (HOLLYWOOD HILL ASSOCIATION) – COMMENTS ON COUNCIL MOTION 13475 (DEC. 2011), 

RELATED TO SAMMAMISH VALLEY DEVELOPMENT 
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From: Michael Tanksley [mailto:wmtanksley@comcast.net]  

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 9:57 PM 

 

Comments on Motion 13475 

Sammamish Valley Area Comprehensive Plane Designation and Zoning Study 

December 12, 2011 

 

 

The following comments are submitted by the Hollywood Hill Association in support of the 

recommendation of the Executive to retain the current Comprehensive Plan (“CP”) land use designations 

and zoning on those parcels located in the Sammamish Valley referenced in Motion 13475. 

 

Motion 13475 directed the Executive to conduct a study of ten parcels and two tracts located within the 

Sammamish Valley that are zoned Agricultural or Rural to determine whether they should be included in 

the Urban Growth Area for the purpose of annexation by the City of Woodinville.  Testimony offered at the 

time of the County Council’s consideration of Motion 13475 was that the City of Woodinville wants to add 

these properties to the City to allow urban development that will generate sales tax revenue and promote 

economic development.  

 

The City offered no analysis of how its proposal is consistent with the Growth Management Act, the 

Countywide Planning Policies or the King County Comprehensive Plan.  As noted in the Executive’s 

recommendation, this proposal falls far short of the requirements that must be met to change the 

County’s Urban Growth Boundary.  Retention of the existing CP designations and zoning of these 

Agricultural and Rural buffer properties is crucial to the preservation and protection of the valuable and 

irreplaceable Sammamish Valley farmlands.  

 

Description of Parcels Included In Study Area 

The study area includes ten parcels and two tracts (Map 1).  The “Northern Parcels” (Map 3) consist of 

 

 

 

NOTE: This letter is a resubmission 

of comments made previously 

regarding development in the 

Sammamish Valley; hence, no 

response is included herein. 
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seven parcels located south of NE 171
st
 Street and west of 140

th
 Place NE.  The largest parcel (Parcel 

1026059031) is approximately 8 acres in size.  The majority of this parcel is designated Agricultural in the 

CP and zoned Agricultural.  The Agricultural zoned portion is located in the Sammamish Valley 

Agricultural Production District.  The remainder of this parcel is designated Rural in the CP and is zoned 

Rural 2.5.  About half of the parcel lies within a large wetland identified by the National Wetland Survey 

(Map 5).  The remaining six Northern Parcels are designated Rural and zoned Rural-2.5.   The northern 

five of these parcels are shown as wholly or partly within the large wetland area designated by the 

National Wetland Inventory Survey. 

 

The “Southern Parcels” (Map 4) consist of the remaining three properties located just north of NE 145th 

Street on the west side of 148
th
 Ave NE.  The Southern Parcels are zoned Agricultural-10.   Two of the 

three parcels are designated as having wetlands by the King County Wetlands Survey.  Derby Creek, 

proposed for restoration by King County, runs through one of the Southern Parcels. 

 

All of the properties in the study area are located in a category 2 Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA) 

(Map 6).  With the exception of two parcels, all of the Northern and Southern Parcels directly abut 

Agricultural zoned land located in the Sammamish Valley Agricultural Production District.   

 

 

Historical Background 

There has been constant pressure over the years to allow urban development in the Sammamish Valley. 

This was one of the factors that led to passage of the 1979 Farmland Preservation Program (“FPP”).  The 

Sammamish Valley was then zoned General – a catch all zone that allowed most of the types of uses 

now seen in the Kent Valley.  Implementation of the FPP in the Sammamish Valley took many years, 

including multiple King County purchases of development rights from owners of land on the Sammamish 

Valley floor (Map 2).  However, several property owners chose not to sell their development rights and 

development pressures have continued.  Because of the continued pressure and threats to the farmland, 

most of the west side of the Valley located in unincorporated King County south of SR 202 and the east 

side of the Sammamish Valley was rezoned from General to Agricultural.    

 

The pressure to urbanize the Valley continued with the third and successful incorporation effort of the City 
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of Woodinville.  The City of Woodinville and a small number of property owners and other interested 

parties have continued to propose expansion of Woodinville’s boundaries to include more of the 

Sammamish Valley in an effort to develop Valley land for urban uses.   Pressure to expand the urban 

area continues to the present day as evidenced by Motion 13475. 

 

What follows is a brief summary of the conflict between attempts to urbanize the Sammamish Valley and 

farmland preservation efforts over the last 30+ years. 

 1979 – The Farmland Preservation Program is approved by King County voters.    

 1987 – A proposal to change the zoning code that would allow a large commercial development 

on the northeast corner of SR 202 and NE 124
th
 (the Molbak greenhouse property) is withdrawn 

when the King County Hearing Examiner issues a decision requiring an Environmental Impact 

Statement for the proposed zoning change. 

 1990 – Washington adopts the Growth Management Act (“GMA”) to preserve resource lands and 

prevent sprawl. 

 1991-1992 - The City of Woodinville’s third attempt to incorporate includes the industrial portion of 

the Sammamish Valley and a large part of the agricultural and rural eastern portion of the 

Sammamish Valley (including the properties now at issue).  King County, the Hollywood Hill 

Association, and many citizens opposed inclusion of the eastern Valley parcels.  The Boundary 

Review Board (“BRB”) removed the maximum land area allowed by statute (10%) from the 

proposed incorporation boundaries, including most of the area located within the eastern portion 

of the Sammamish Valley.  All of the properties included within Motion 13475 were part of the 

original properties included within the proposed City boundaries and removed by the BRB. 

 1992 – Attempts to re-designate property in the Sammamish Valley and adjacent properties to 

commercial and multi-family in the Northshore Community Plan (the Plan covering the 

Sammamish Valley prior to adoption of the County’s GMA Comprehensive Plan), including the 

“Schiessl Property”, now known as the South 47 Farm, were denied.  The County subsequently 

acquired the development rights to the South 47 Farm which is very actively farmed today. 
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 1993 – An amendment to Ordinance 91-346 is proposed to study inclusion of the Northern 

Properties now included within the present Motion 13475 within the Urban Growth Area (“UGA”).   

These properties were not included in the UGA. 

 1994 – The BRB denied the proposed annexation of 4 properties located on the Rural side of 

King County’s interim UGA.  This was the first test of the application of the prohibition against 

annexation of properties located on the Rural side of the UGA line to an interim UGA boundary.  

The decision effectively killed annexation requests of 6 other King County properties located on 

the Rural side of the line.  The proposed annexations included properties in the Rural Area near 

some of the Motion 13475 properties.  Subsequently King County adopted the permanent Urban 

Growth Boundary excluding those properties from the UGA. 

 1997 – 2000 - Proposed amendments to the County’s Comprehensive Plan that would have 

allowed conversion of farmland located in the northeastern Sammamish Valley (in the APD) to a 

large sports field complex that would be used by thousands of people were ultimately defeated by 

a decision of the State Supreme Court in King County v. Central Puget Sound Growth 

Management Hearings Board 142 Wn.2d 543 (2000).   The Court in holding that the proposed 

uses would violate the GMA stated: 

 In summary, the agricultural lands provisions (RCW 36.70A.020(8), .060, and .170) direct 

counties and cities (1) to designate agricultural lands of long-term commercial significance; (2) to 

assure the conservation of agricultural land; (3) to assure that the use of adjacent lands does not 

interfere with their continued use for agricultural purposes; (4) to conserve agricultural land in 

order to maintain and enhance the agricultural industry; and (5) to discourage incompatible uses. 

. . .   

 

"Natural resource lands are protected not for the sake of their ecological role but to 

ensure the viability of the resource-based industries that depend on them. Allowing 

conversion of resource lands to other uses or allowing incompatible uses nearby impairs 

the viability of the resource industry." City of Redmond, 136 Wn.2d at 47 (quoting Richard 

L. Settle & Charles G. Gavigan, The Growth Management Revolution in Washington: 

Past, Present, and Future, 16 U. PUGET SOUND L. REV. 867, 907 (1993)). 

http://www.mrsc.org/mc/rcw/rcw%20%2036%20%20title/rcw%20%2036%20.%2070A%20chapter/rcw%20%2036%20.%2070A.020.htm
http://www.mrsc.org/mc/courts/supreme/136wn2d/136wn2d0038.htm#136wn2d0047
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. . . . 

CONCLUSION 

The soils of the Sammamish Valley APD have the unique characteristics of prime 

farmland. The APD includes some of the most productive agricultural land in the state, 

but it is also among the areas most impacted by rapid population growth and 

development.  Even though the properties in this case lie in the APD, there is pressure to 

convert the land to nonagricultural uses. 

. . . . 

When read together, RCW 36.70A.020(8), .060(1), and .170 evidence a legislative 

mandate for the conservation of agricultural land.  

(Emphasis added). 

 

 2004 – A proposed amendment to allow large “Horticulture Centers” (commercial/retail feed, 

garden and florist sales building with no size limit, plus a 3,500 SF restaurant and 8,000 SF 

conference center) in the Rural Area and to exempt them from compliance with Rural area 

traffic concurrency standards was defeated.  This proposal, if adopted, would have allowed a 

large commercial use attracting thousands of people to be located within the Rural Area on 

the Molbak greenhouse property (NE corner of SR 202 and NE 124
th
 St.) which is directly 

adjacent to the APD. 

 2003-2005 – As part of the 2004 update to the Comprehensive Plan several property owners 

in the northeastern Sammamish Valley (including some owners of properties subject to 

Motion 13475) filed a comprehensive plan docket request to change property designations 

from Rural and Agricultural to Urban.  These docket requests were consolidated and heard 

by a hearing examiner who did not support the proposed amendments.   At approximately the 

same time, a challenge was filed with the Growth Management Hearings Board alleging 

Rural zoned properties should not be included in the Sammamish Valley APD.  The Board’s 

2005 decision agreed that properties located in the APD were required to have Agricultural 

zoning.  A review of the 129 Rural zoned properties included in the Sammamish Valley APD 

was conducted to determine whether any Rural zoned properties needed to be removed or 

whether they should remain in the APD and be zoned to Agricultural.  The County conducted 

http://www.mrsc.org/mc/rcw/rcw%20%2036%20%20title/rcw%20%2036%20.%2070A%20chapter/rcw%20%2036%20.%2070A.020.htm


 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 105 

MICHAEL TANKSLEY (HOLLYWOOD HILL ASSOCIATION) – COMMENTS ON COUNCIL MOTION 13475 (DEC. 2011), 

RELATED TO SAMMAMISH VALLEY DEVELOPMENT 

 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

a thorough review of the affected properties, including all of the Northern Parcels.  The 

County Council approved the removal of 35 acres from the APD that were developed with 

permanent non-agricultural structures and those parcels retained their Rural zoning.  The 

other 94 acres were re-designated from Rural to Agricultural in the Comprehensive Plan, 

zoned to A-10 and remained in the APD.   

 In 2005 policies were adopted as amendments to the 2004 Comprehensive Plan to address 

the process of removal of the 35 acres from the APD.  Policy-R 548 and 548A (subsequently 

re-numbered as Policy R-654 and 655) provided in part that “the land to be removed from the 

APD shall retain rural zoning and shall not be rezoned to urban zoning”.  See Policies R-654 

and R-655 cited and discussed below and in the Executive’s recommendation.  The owners 

of these parcels now want to violate this policy by again asking for urban zoning. 

 2010-2011– Woodinville proposes amending the Urban Growth Boundary and Motion 13475 

is passed. 

 

Threats to Agriculture 

 These continued attempts to urbanize portions of the Valley are detrimental to the farming community on 

multiple levels.  Urban uses are incompatible with farming.  Stormwater run-off from impervious surfaces 

creates saturated soil conditions.  Night lighting is detrimental to crops.  Allowing urban uses causes land 

values to escalate because of speculation that further urban uses will be allowed.  This causes property 

values to increase to a level that farmers cannot afford.  The prospect of conversion of close-in 

Agricultural and Rural buffer land to urban uses dissuades owners from devoting their land to agricultural 

or low intensity uses.  With hopes of high land sale prices on the horizon, owners will not sell or lease at 

market prices for agricultural or low intensity rural uses.   Farmers and those engaged in rural uses in 

these bordering areas are not able to get long-term control of property through purchases or long-term 

leases.  They are reluctant to make capital investments such as installation of drainage and irrigation 

systems, or to invest in purchases of equipment without long-term control of the land. 

 

Farming is thriving in the Sammamish Valley, but the continued vitality of agriculture requires consistency 

and predictability that incompatible uses will not be allowed and that land values will remain at an 



 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 106 

MICHAEL TANKSLEY (HOLLYWOOD HILL ASSOCIATION) – COMMENTS ON COUNCIL MOTION 13475 (DEC. 2011), 

RELATED TO SAMMAMISH VALLEY DEVELOPMENT 

 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

affordable level.  We believe it is time for the Council to end the continued efforts to urbanize the Valley 

once and for all by denying this proposal to move the Urban Growth Boundary  and  by establishing, as a 

prerequisite for Council consideration of any future proposal to move the UGA boundary, that the 

proponent demonstrate all requirements of the GMA, CPPs and CP for considering such action have 

been met. 

 

Criteria for Moving Urban Growth Boundary 

The City of Woodinville has proposed moving the urban growth boundary in the Sammamish Valley to 

permit annexation of Rural and Agricultural lands.  Its motivation is to generate more sales tax revenue 

and encourage economic development, including expansion of the Woodinville Tourist District. This 

proposal completely fails to address, and certainly does not satisfy, the criteria for moving the UGA 

boundary established by the GMA, Countywide Planning Policies (CPP) and the King County 

Comprehensive Plan (CP). 

Growth Management Act 

 

The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) was adopted in response to widespread concerns 

over the effects of uncoordinated and unplanned growth, including loss of farmland and forests due to 

urban sprawl.  The fundamental components of the law directed at stemming loss of these irreplaceable 

lands include: the mandate that agricultural and forest lands be permanently protected; the designation of 

Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) within which urban growth is encouraged; and designation of rural and 

natural resource areas where urban growth is prohibited.  These are intended as long-term actions to 

provide permanent protection of natural resources, industries and the environment.  Planning and land 

use regulation on a state-wide and regional basis in order to protect broad public interests has replaced 

prior eras of uncoordinated land use decisions based solely on parochial political and economic interests. 

The GMA and regional planning efforts have put in place procedures, rules and criteria for considering 

changes to UGAs.  These requirements are particularly important in the case of proposed changes to 

UGAs that would convert Agricultural and buffering Rural lands to urban.  As held by the Washington 

State Supreme Court in King County v. Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board (more 

fully discussed in the Historical Background section):    

 

. . .  the agricultural lands provisions (RCW 36.70A.020(8), .060, and .170) direct counties and 

http://www.mrsc.org/mc/rcw/rcw%20%2036%20%20title/rcw%20%2036%20.%2070A%20chapter/rcw%20%2036%20.%2070A.020.htm
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cities (1) to designate agricultural lands of long-term commercial significance; (2) to assure the 

conservation of agricultural land; (3) to assure that the use of adjacent lands does not interfere 

with their continued use for agricultural purposes; (4) to conserve agricultural land in order to 

maintain and enhance the agricultural industry; and (5) to discourage incompatible uses. . . .   

 

When read together, RCW 36.70A.020(8), .060(1), and .170 evidence a legislative mandate for 

the conservation of agricultural land. 

 

Countywide Planning Policies 

Countywide Planning Policy FW-1 establishes a multi-step process for countywide planning, including 

Step 8. a., which provides criteria for amending the Urban Growth Area: 

 

Amendments shall be based on an evaluation of the following factors: 

 The criteria in policies LU-26 and LU-27; 

 The sufficiency of vacant, developable land and redevelopable land to meet projected needs; 

 The actual and projected rate of development and land consumption by category of land use 

including both development on vacant land and redevelopment projects;  

 The capacity of appropriate jurisdictions to provide infrastructure and service to the Urban Growth 

Areas; 

 The actual and projected progress of jurisdictions in meeting their adopted 20-year goals and 

targets of number of households and employees per acre; 

 The actual and projected rate of population and employment growth compared to adopted 20-

year goals and target ranges, and compared to revised projections from the Washington State 

Office of Financial Management;  

 The actual and projected trend of economic development and affordable housing indicators, as 

http://www.mrsc.org/mc/rcw/rcw%20%2036%20%20title/rcw%20%2036%20.%2070A%20chapter/rcw%20%2036%20.%2070A.020.htm
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reported annually through the adopted monitoring and benchmarks program; 

 Indicators of environmental conditions, such as air quality, water quality, and wildlife habitat, and 

others. 

Woodinville has provided no analysis of these factors.  The development scenarios cited in support of the 

proposal focus upon medical office uses for the northern parcels and wine tasting and/or wineries for the 

southern properties.  Even without inquiry certain obvious factors show consideration of expanding the 

UGA based on lack of alternative sites for these uses is not warranted: 

 

 The 24-acre “Woodinville Wine Village” located just south of the southern parcels inside 

Woodinville’s Tourist District has been approved for mixed-use winery related development for 

several years, but no development has occurred; 

 Just north of the Northern Parcels across NE 171
st
 Street, there are large areas of underutilized 

property zoned Central Business District and Office. 

 The current City of Woodinville Comprehensive Plan, Appendix 3, page 11 states:  “After 

deducting constraints, Woodinville has nearly 174 net acres of vacant and redevelopable 

commercial and industrial land.  After adjusting for market factors, about 141 acres are 

potentially available for development during the planning period.” 

King County Comprehensive Plan 

The King County Comprehensive Plan provides that the boundary between UGAs and Rural Areas is 

intended as a long-term boundary that can only be reviewed under tightly controlled conditions:  

RP-107  The line is considered long-term and can only be amended consistent with Countywide Planning 

Policy FW-1, and comprehensive plan policies contained in this plan. 

R-203 King County’s Rural Area is considered to be permanent and shall not be redesignated to an 

Urban Growth Area until reviewed pursuant to the Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A.1130 
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(3)) and Countywide Planning Policy FW-1 

 

The County is required by the GMA to preserve and protect resource lands.  Policy R-650 recognizes this 

commitment.  

 
R-650 King County commits to preserve APD parcels in or near the Urban Growth Area because of their 

high production capabilities, their proximity to markets, and their value as open space. King 
County should work with cities adjacent to or near APDs to minimize the operational and 
environmental impacts of urban development on farming, and to promote activities and 
infrastructure, such as farmers' markets and agriculture processing businesses, that benefit both 
the cities and the farms by improving access to locally grown agricultural products. 

 

The proposal to move the Urban Growth boundary would require the removal of the majority of Parcel 

1026059170 from the Sammamish Valley APD for the purpose of annexing it to Woodinville.  There is 

absolutely no basis for removing this Agricultural zoned land from the APD, placing it in the UGA and 

allowing annexation to Woodinville.  Doing so would violate the following policies: 

 

R-613 Designated Forest and Agricultural Production District lands shall not be annexed by cities. 

 

R-654 Lands can be removed from the APDs, except as provided in R-655, only when it can be 

demonstrated that: 

a. Removal of the land will not diminish the productivity of prime agricultural soils or the 

effectiveness of farming within the local APD boundaries; and 

b. The land is determined to be no longer suitable for agricultural purposes. 

 

 In addition to meeting these two tests, removal of the land from the APD may only occur if it is 

mitigated through the addition of agricultural land abutting the same APD of equal acreage and of 

equal or greater soils and agriculture value. 

 

Policy R-655 cited below was adopted to authorize removal of parcels from the APD in order to 

implement the Growth Management Hearings Board decision requiring all properties in the APD to be 

zoned Agricultural (discussed in the Historical Background – Years 2003-2005).  Policy R-655 mandates 
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that the properties removed remain Rural.  This particular policy applies to all of the Northern Parcels that 

were removed from the APD in 2005. 

 

R-655 Land that is zoned rural and has permanent non-agricultural structures can be removed from the 

Sammamish APD only when a subarea plan demonstrates that removal of the land will not 

diminish the productivity of prime agricultural soils or the effectiveness of farming within the APD.  

Land to be removed from the APD shall retain rural zoning and shall not be rezoned to urban 

zoning.  The removal of land zoned rural from the Sammamish APD shall not be contingent on 

the addition of land to the APD. 

 

The proposed amendment is manifestly inconsistent with these policies.  No attempt has been made by 

the City to establish the requisite requirements to move the Urban Growth Boundary.   

 

Conclusion 

 

The GMA, CPPs and King County Comprehensive Plan mandate a very rigorous and methodical process 

to determine whether a change in the Urban Growth Boundary is required.  Woodinville’s proposal is 

unsupported by the facts or the law.  The County has reviewed and rejected similar proposals over the 

last several years and the facts have not changed.  The need to expand the Urban Growth Area has not 

been established and cannot be justified because the requisite criteria have not and cannot be met.  This 

proposal must be rejected. 

 

The Agricultural land in the Sammamish Valley is a natural resource of Statewide Significance.  The 

adjacent Rural land buffers the Agricultural land from encroaching urban development.  The GMA 

mandates that this Agricultural and Rural buffer land be permanently protected.   

 

The King County Council needs to establish a high threshold for considering proposals to expand a UGA, 

particularly when Agricultural and/or Rural buffer lands would be affected.   Repeated consideration of 

UGA expansion fosters land speculation that is detrimental to Agricultural and Rural uses.  Future 

proposals to expand the UGA should not be considered by the Council without a clear showing by the 

proponent that the criteria in the GMA, CPPs and the King County CP have been analyzed and satisfied. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 

(Attachments in 2011 Transmittal – not included herein) 

Map 1 - Study Area Overview Map (Northern and Southern Parcels) 

Map 2 - Farmland Preservation Properties Overview Map 

Map 3 - Northern Parcels 

Map 4 - Southern Parcels 

Map 5 – Wetland Map  

Map 6 - Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas Map 

 

 

U 

UPPER BEAR CREEK COMMUNITY UNINCORPORATED AREA COUNCIL – SUPPORT FOR GREATER MAPLE VALLEY UAC 

COMMENTS 

 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Nancy Stafford [mailto:nancy@go2email.com]  

Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 9:16 AM 

 

Please note: the Upper  Bear Creek Community Unincorporated Area Council endorses this
1
 action 

 
1
[The GMVUAC COMMENTS related to the 2016 KCCP Update's Docket Items. – Shown below]. 

 

Staff from the Water and Land 

Resources Division and the Office of 

Strategy Performance and Budget 

worked collaboratively with the 

members of the Green Valley/Lake 

Holms Association to develop the 
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Nancy Stafford 

 

policy language in Policy E-497 and 

F-274. 

 

V 

W 

DAN WILLIAMS – NORTH BEND AREA LAND USE AND ZONING PROPOSAL 
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From: Dan Williams [mailto:rustedvan@gmail.com]  

Sent: Friday, July 31, 2015 2:45 PM 

 

I would like to quickly comment on the rezoning of the following parcels. 

 

2223089049, 2223089019, 2223089002, 2223089026, 2223089055, 1523089018, 1523089147 , 

1523089039, 152308932, 1523089194, 1523089170, 1523089019, 1523089124, and 1523089133 

 

As a small business owner in the upper Snoqualmie Valley, it is nice to see some growth, however 

rezoning these parcels from rural to urban is a step in the wrong direction. I am going to highlight three 

reasons to say no to the urbanization of parcels listed above.  

1. Strain on our aquifer.  With climate change upon us, year's such this year will become more common.  

So drought, once rather uncommon, may become more common.  This will increase the strain on our 

aquifer in the valley.  Unchecked growth may result in additional strain and depletion of our aquifer. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Area Zoning Study. 

 

The Area Zoning Study identifies that 

the properties are eligible, if 

combined with those to the immediate 

north (i.e., the Golf Course) for a Four 

to One application.   
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2. Promoting the building of single family homes 15 miles or more from most job centers is irresponsible.  

It only encourages the burning of fossil fuels, especially since there is very limited bus service in East 

King County. This will only exasperate the effects of climate change.  We should be leading the 

charge for responsible locally sourced living, and not continuing down the path of irreparable 

destruction of our planet.    

3. The world is changing and it is time to change our way of thinking.  Mid-twentieth century growth 

models are no longer valid, so they shouldn't be used.  Instead a progressive plan that accounts for 

changing demographics, climate change and responsible develop should be employed.  Increasingly, 

younger generations want to live in cities.  If they do move to the suburbs they want to still be close to 

the city center and within walking distance of a bus line.  They simply do not share the driving habits 

of their elders.  As we move beyond fossil fuels, local sourcing will become more important.  So the 

rural nature of East King County will be even more desirable.  Finally, because of changing 

demographics and fossil fuel depletion any rezoning would only be for the short-term benefit of 

builders and landholders.  Long term, as our earth changes and our urban areas shrink, the vast 

tracks of empty single family homes will serve only as a reminder to the ineffective and pandering 

governments of the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Dan Williams 

 

The Area Zoning Study also 

identifies, preliminarily, some of the 

County’s interests were a Four to 

One application to be submitted. 

 

As these comments go beyond just 

this one area zoning study, King 

County notes that there are policies 

throughout the 2016 Plan that 

address climate change. 

 

 

DAVID C. WINANS – RAINIER CHRISTIAN SCHOOL SITE 
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From: David C. Winans [mailto:DWinans@GGLO.com]  

Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 9:12 AM 

 

My wife and I live in Woodside and would like to be notified of any proposed changes to the Rainier 

 

 

 

 

As of March 1, 2016, there has been 
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Christian School site next to the Woodside neighborhood.   

 

One of the topics covered in the 5/5/15 town meeting, with Reagan Dunn and other King County officials, 

was the 2016 update to the King County Comprehensive Plan.  This plan controls how development in 

unincorporated King County will be controlled.  In the past updates Rainier Christian Schools have 

proposed converting the property next to the Woodside Community and build a high school, including a 

stadium, on the property.  Among the proposed access to the high school were entrances off Parkside at 

170th Place and another off Parkside at 168th Terrace SE.  Possible impacts would include increased 

traffic on our narrow streets.  Also the site is an Nike missile site that was abandoned in the 1950s.  What 

was left behind is unknown.  It may be contaminated toxic site that will need to be thoroughly inspected 

and possibly require a major cleanup. 

 

Currently the high school proposal is not in the plan, but the county personnel have heard rumors that a 

proposal will be submitted.  In the past a proposal has been presented at least twice and defeated by 

community response.  

 

no proposal submitted in the 2016 

Plan process for this property. 

 

X 

Y 

Z 
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A 

EMMA AMIAD – VASHON ISLAND HOUSING 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Emma Amiad [mailto:eamiad@vashonislandrealestate.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 11:31 AM 

 

I am very impressed with the comp plan updates as presented by the County stand.  I am particularly 

pleased with the alternative housing ideas.  On Vashon we have high rents, very few rentals, and a 

desperate need for a large number of low income workers and low income retired folks to find housing.  I 

want to see accessory dwelling units on every property possible to give our seniors and low income folks 

an option for staying on the island.  Accessory units can answer that need.  I am also in support of the 

environmental section of the plan and the idea that property owners with slide or erosion hazards are 

made aware of the problems. 

Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) can 

be done and can be expanded on 

Vashon if there is a strong interest in 

doing so by residents. King County is 

looking forward to working with 

Vashon on its sub-area plan, and 

incorporating a special Vashon ADU 

pilot project, if there is indeed such an 

interest. 

 

 

ANONYMOUS – SKYWAY WEST HILL ACTION PLAN 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

West Hill / North Highline / Urban Annexation Areas Community Meeting Comment Card 

 

Important issues for skyway: 

1. Zoning changes as per Skyway-West Hill Action Plan to improve our commercial area 

2. No more pot shops in our community! We need more diverse businesses. 

 

1. The Council will consider the 

SWAP during its review of the 2016 

Comprehensive Plan update.  Any 

zoning changes will flow from that  

review. 

2. The State controls the issuance of 

marijuana retail licenses, not the 

County.  The County appreciates the 
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need for and community concern 

around a diverse business 

community, but, as a regional 

government, does not have economic 

development functions. The City of 

Seattle is a provider of local 

government services and has an 

office of economic development to 

help its neighborhoods. 

 

 

 

B 
 

DAVID BADER – DUTHIE HILL NOTCH AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

Snoqualmie Valley – Bear Creek – Sammamish Community Meeting Comment Card 

 

I just purchased a home in the Duthie Hill Notch and moved in two weeks ago.  We purchased this with 

the love of having a dead-end street.  Because we have a two-year old son and five year old, having a 

major street is not something a parent wants in their front yard.  If a road is put in, sidewalks and street 

lights are required and the Plan/Rules don't have that incorporated.  If this road is built, my property value 

is going to drop.  Who is going to compensate the homeowners for this?  If I knew this was going to 

happen I would not have purchased this property. 

 

 

 

Comments noted.   

 

The Area Zoning Study does not at 

this time recommend that the area be 

recategorized to urban. 

 

See responses at Darin Goehner 

(Moss Adams) below. 
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CAROLYN BOATSMAN – MULTIPLE TOPICS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Carolyn Boatsman [mailto:c.boatsman@comcast.net]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 4:59 PM 

 

Put growth in high opportunity locations with good transit service.  This will make it more affordable to live, 

work, and commute.  This is particularly important for those of modest means, who always seem to take 

the brunt of the changes in the booming metropolis. 

 

Invest in transportation choice:  we have plenty of cars and roads and pollution and global warming.  We 

need more transit, bike lanes, and sidewalks. 

 

Continue to preserve natural resources and rural area.  No to moving back the boundaries of the urban 

area.  Keep it rural.  The humans will just have to figure out how to squish into the land area they have 

now allotted to urban.  Maybe they will be smart enough to have less babies.  Maybe with more crowded 

cities, people won't move to this place.  That's good, we have enough people. 

 

Monitor our progress and make changes quickly if we've got it wrong as we go forward. 

 

 

The policies focus on placing growth 

in areas with good transit service.  

This means focusing growth within 

cities and centers and supporting 

transit oriented development. 

 

Multiple chapters have been updated 

with policies related to Climate 

Change and reference the work of the 

Strategic Climate Action Plan and 

King County Cities Climate 

Collaboration (the K4-C). 

 

Chapter 12 includes a new Workplan 

section that includes an Action to 

develop a Performance Measures 

Program that is specifically related to 

the goals, and timeframes, of the 

Comprehensive Plan. 
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Snoqualmie Valley – Bear Creek – Sammamish Community Meeting – Comment Letter, Dec 2, 2015 
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Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Area Zoning Study. 

 

Note that the Area Zoning Study has 

been updated to reflect the work done 

by the Interjurisdictional Team.  As 

directed by the Growth Management 

Planning Council (a multi-

jurisdictional body that is further 

described in the Area Zoning Study), 

the Interjurisdictional Team worked 

with staff from the City of 

Sammamish to identify possible 

approaches to the Duthie Hill Notch 

situation – these include Transferable 

Development Rights Program and the 

Four to One Program.   

 

As noted in the updated Area Zoning 

Study, the City considered the 

options developed by the 

Interjurisdictional Team and choose 

not to move forward with any of 

these. At the time of release of the 

2016 Executive Recommended Plan, 

no further discussions are scheduled 

between the City and the 

Interjurisdictional Team.  
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See responses at Darin Goehner 

(Moss Adams) below. 
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COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Robert E. Braeutigam [mailto:rebraeutigam@comcast.net]  

Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 11:41 AM 

 

We agree whole heartedly with the staff recommendation in the Area Zoning Study #7 of the Draft 20106 
King County Comprehensive Plan dealing with a proposal to change to Urban Growth Area to include the 
Duthie Hill Notch - “Do not go forward with this proposed unmitigated change to the UGA line.”   
 
However, we just as whole heartedly disagree with the subsequent part of the recommendation – “but 
consider a Four to One proposal developed through the GMPC process or through direct application to 
the program.”  
 
Our objections and concerns might best be summarized by the following excerpt from the January 3 
editorial in the Seattle Times, opposing change to the UGA in general: 

"So there’s not a shortage of space to build homes.  Changes are sought because  developers 
would prefer to build in more lucrative areas, where they’re now limited by land-use rules. 
 
As long as the region has capacity for all growth insight, elected officials should stand firm and 
uphold the Growth Management Act.  Its principles are needed now more than ever." 

 
In the following material we would like to outline the background of our area and then address the  
procedural and technical objections we have to incorporation into the Urban Growth Area, which make it 
vulnerable to inevitable annexation by the City of Sammamish.  We would also like to address some 
misrepresentations of our area that have been presented at various County Council meetings and 
committee meetings and public hearings. 
 
History 
(note: maps shown following the text) 
It has been stated that the Notch was formed for political reasons to oppose annexation to the City of 
Sammamish.  In fact, the Notch began as an undefined portion of a land patent for a quarter section (160 
acres) granted to J.R. Dobson in 1894. Ownership of 80 acres subsequently passed through the Allen 
and Nelson Mill Company and the Bratenober Lumber Company. As indicated on the enclosed Kroll Co. 
map of 1930 other individuals purchased the remaining 80 acres.  In 1951 a 46 acre portion of the land 
with the current boundaries of the area that came to be known as the Notch was sold to Henry C. and 
Elsie B. Glein.  The remaining portions were sold to four other buyers as noted on a Kroll Co map of 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted; see response 

above  and see responses at Darin 

Goehner (Moss Adams) below. 
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1958.   Between 1963 and 1965 the area was sold in 5 parcels to 4 buyers, with the parcels ranging in 
size from 4.8 to 18 acres.  By 1968 it had had been subdivided into 16 parcels ranging from .94 to 7.14 
acres.  By 1979 further subdivision resulted in 20 parcels, ranging in size from .62 to 7.14 acres.  Transfer 
of land from one parcel to another resulted in the final lot configuration in 1993. 
 
The entirety of that quarter section was zoned F- Forestry Land, as indicated on zoning maps as late as 
1940.  We have not been able to locate zoning maps for the period between 1940 and 1978, however in 
1978 the entire area north of Duthie Hill Road was zoned “G-(Potential SR)”.  The G classification allowed 
for lot sizes of 35,000 square feet.  In 1983 it was rezoned as G5 (Potential SE) by enactment of an 
ordinance of the King County Council adopting the East Sammamish Community Plan.  That zoning 
specified a maximum density of one house per five acres but allowed for rezoning as Suburban Estates 
with an approved Master Plan for developments over 500 acres or a Planned Unit Development for a 
development under 500 acres.   At this point all lots were at their current sizes with the exception noted 
above of two parcels which exchanged  2 acres resulting in both becoming 5 acre parcels.  The zoning of 
GR-5P was confirmed in King County Resolution 9365. 
 
Much has been said or implied about the fact that some of the existing parcels are not compliant with the 
current one house per five acre zoning, RA-5.  This progression in zoning is pointed out to establish the 
fact that all the lots were legally established within the extant zoning codes.  The fact that some lots do 
not comply with the current RA-5 zoning stems from the fact that that zoning was applied after the 
existence of the lots. 
 
In 1993 the Trossach’s development was plated.  With it came a zoning request that would have rezoned 
the Notch at RS15000.  Hearings were held over the course of 3 days in May 1993.  As a result, 
Trossachs received a zoning of RS-15000-P and the Notch a zoning of AR-5-P following the definitions of 
King County Resolution 25789 and subsequently as RA-5-P in accordance with the 1993 Zoning Code, 
the zoning designations being equivalent.  By 1994 Trossachs was zoned as R-4 as it remains today.  
The Notch is designated as RA-5. 
 
Designation as the Duthie Hill Notch 
Even at this point the Duthie Hill Notch had no specific name nor was there a defined homeowners group 
or association.  Some property owners did participate in an informal group known as the Ridge Runners, 
comprising property owners along Duthie Hill Road and Issaquah Fall City Road who were interested in 
land related issues on the southern extent of the Sammamish Plateau, most specifically Grand Ridge.  
The designation as the Duthie Hill Notch emerged in the fall of 2007 when the City of Sammamish began 
its first efforts to change the UGA and annex our area.  With those efforts the property owners within the 
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Notch coalesced into two groups, either opposing or favoring a change in the UGA and annexation. 
 
Shift In Attitude on Annexation  
When annexation was first discussed, the majority of the property owners opposed the idea by a margin 
of  11 owners of 13 parcels opposing and 7 owners of 7 parcels favoring. Since then deaths in two 
families, purchase of a parcel by an LLC, and a simple change of position have altered that balance.  
Now, the owners of 7 parcels oppose annexation while the 11 owners of 13 parcels favor it.  The balance 
by land area is 21.6% opposed and 78.4% in favor and by land value 38.1% opposed and 61.9% favor.  
 
But the numbers do not tell the complete story.  The major drivers behind the UGA change and 
annexation are the owners of 2 five acre parcels and an LLC which owns the third 5 acre parcel and in 
which a resident of the Notch is a participant.  Those three individuals have expressed an intent to 
develop at an intensity similar to Trossachs, namely R4 or more.  They have rejected any discussion of 
limiting development to 1 home per acre, consistent to the rest of the Notch. A fourth parcel of 7.37 acres 
is held by a family trust.  A death in the family has led them to seek ways to divide the property and settle 
the estate, hence they favor annexation which would permit them zoning to do just that.  The owner of a 3 
acre lot which has one house on it was adamantly opposed to annexation.  Unfortunately she has passed 
away and her son is seeking other long term options.  The owner of a 3.7 acre parcel has not been 
committal on plans but does want the option open to develop her property.  Her former husband had been 
very active in opposing Trossachs and the infringement upon our neighborhood.  The other lots are 
owned by those who wish to draw maximum financial benefit from their properties; some are non-resident 
realtors, others are resident builders, and still others property owners who simply want to see if there is 
benefit to the change.  
 
Why Do We Oppose a UGA Change? 
In the end, approving this change in the UGA is tantamount to approving annexation to the City of 
Sammamish.  
 
If the change in the UGA boundary is approved our area will be identified as a Potential Annexation Area 
for the City of Sammamish.  The City has made it clear they desire to annex our area.  Those in favor of 
annexation hold a sufficient majority  to implement annexation via  the Direct Petition Method (60% 
Petition).  That would require submittal by the property owners of two petitions for annexation.  They must  
first submit a petition signed by the owners of at least 10% of the total property value..  The city would 
accept, reject or modify the annexation.  A second petition, signed by the owners of 60% of the total 
property value would then be required.  The city would hold a public hearing and then accept or reject that 
petition. Given the position and actions the City has taken to date it is doubtful they would reject either 
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petition.   The petition is then reviewed by the Boundary Review Board which may expand or contract the 
area.  Given we are surrounded on three sides by the City and on the fourth side by rural land and a 
county park, it is not likely they would recommend any changes.   Assuming this is no obstacle, the 
annexation would be finalized by adoption of an ordinance by the Sammamish City Council.  
 
What Do We Object to In the Current Process to Change the UGA? 
As well documented in the Area Zoning Study #7, expansion of the UGA to include the  Duthie Hill Notch 
fails to meet any of the three criteria of County Wide Planning Policy DP-16.  1)  The land is not 
necessary to meet the growth requirements of Sammamish, as acknowledged in the City’s consultant’s 
own report to the City.  2)  There is no land available for a Four-to-one exchange that meets the 
requirements of DP-16.   Specifically, there is no open space contiguous to the Notch within the City.   3)  
Finally, the Notch is not a park to be transferred to the city. 
 
The expansion of the UGA to include the Notch fails to meet criteria (f) of DP-17.  Namely, the Notch is 
not “free of environmental constraints to be able to support urban development without significant adverse 
environmental impacts..”  The pond within the Notch noted in Area Zoning  Study #7 is listed in the King 
County Wetlands Inventory as Patterson Creek 23, a category 2 wetland.   The portion of the pond within 
the Notch is in fact approximately 4 acres of the noted 7.6 acres in the Wetlands Inventory.  The pond 
drains to the south onto the Mystique Ranch, 16.6 acres of rural land  where livestock are kept.  It then 
continues through Duthie Hill Park and down to Patterson Creek. 
 
The pond already exhibits contamination from runoff from the High Country development in the form of a 
thin oil sheen on the surface.   A five acre lot northeast  of the pond was cleared in preparation for 
construction that did not come about.  That has resulted in excess run off into the pond as well as onto 
the property just north of it.  That has caused moisture damage to the house on that lot as well as 
additional runoff into the pond.  The amount of clearing that would come with the planned development 
would dwarf these effects, both on the pond and the neighboring property.  It certainly will jeopardize the 
livestock on the Mystique Ranch. 
 
Harder to quantify or describe is the impact on wildlife.  The Notch is a wild life corridor.   Flocks of ducks 
and geese regularly fly through our neighborhood, land and feed in our yards.  Deer  frequently rest 
among the trees on our properties and feed on the shrubbery.  There is even the occasional bear that 
passes through.   Fish populate the pond, otter can be found playing in it, and eagles nest in nearby 
trees.  .  All of this will be sorely disrupted, if not halted, when additional housing is added to our 
neighborhood. 
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Why Do We Oppose Annexation? 
The Notch now consists of 18 homes and 1 mobile home on 20 lots covering 46 acres.  With the R4 
zoning that is allowed by Sammamish ordinances and process, combined with the intent of the property 
owners there is the potential for the addition of 60 to 100 homes, dependent upon any constraints 
uncovered during the permitting process or complications uncovered during the planning.  This will 
increase the housing density in the Notch 4 to 6 fold.  That increased density will bring several problems, 
besides the environmental ones already cited. 
 
The necessity to bring in public water and sewer will likely dictate construction of a road connecting SE 
25th St in Trossachs with SE 25th Street in Windsor Heights (High Country).  This is strengthened by the 
fact that the City of Sammamish has stated a preference for connecting these two stub roads.  This will 
The Duthie Hill Land Use Study, prepared by 3MW, consultant to the City of Sammamish, included a 
traffic analysis of the flow on such a connector road.  Using an assumption of only 14 or 55 new 
residential homes (consistent with R1 or R4 density) the study nonetheless predicted traffic flow of from 
410 to 1290 trips per day along such a road by 2035.  That level of traffic will have a significant effect on 
the residents along 25th St in High Country.  That road is not designed to handle that level of traffic. 
 
Should that road not be developed then different problems arise with 268th Pl SE, 270th Ave SE and  
271st Ave SE.  All are private, gravel roads, defined by easements on private property.  Current County 
and City of Sammamish ordinances require improvement of those roads should any development occur 
along them.   The cost of any improvements  would fall on the developers, however ,the negative impact 
of those roads would be borne by all the residents along them.  If the roads were improved that would 
increase both the level and speed of the traffic along them.  This will create a safety hazard for those who 
live along the roads, especially where high embankments and denser trees impede visibility.  It will also 
introduce a temptation for residents of Trossachs to use 271st Ave SE as a shortcut to Trossachs, as 
some already do. 
 
Should a 25th St connection be built it will be accompanied by pressure to link 271st Ave and possibly 
270th Ave to it to provide emergency access to Trossachs.  This potential has already been raised in 
early discussions with emergency services personnel.  Once done, that would guarantee heavy and fast 
traffic in front of our homes. 
 
No matter the configuration, if any additional homes are added to the current three access roads they will 
introduce an increase traffic hazard along Duthie Hill Road.  The Notch is located on a very dangerous 
curve in the road.  Site lines are at their lowest limit.  Cars already exiting the Notch face lengthy delays 
for traffic to clear and the additional hazard that cars exiting the turn have not seen them in time. It is 
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exactly this hazard that caused the County to build a new parking lot for the Duthie Hill Bike Park to a 
location a mile away along Issaquah Fall City Road. 
 
Admittedly, the exact road configuration cannot be known until planning proceeds to a point of better 
definition.  However, it is certain that homeowners will be faced with legal costs to defend and protect 
their property and safeguard against traffic hazard and nuisance noise. 
 
Larger Traffic Issue and Sammamish’s Justification  
The City of Sammamish and Council Member Lambert have stated the reason for annexation is to make 
sense of the UGA boundary and to place Duthie Hill Road under the jurisdiction of the City. 
 
On the first point, there are numerous examples of irregularities of the UGA boundary throughout the 
County.  There is no reason to adjust the boundary for that reason. .   To do so for the Duthie Hill Notch 
would, and must open the question for the other approximately 25 notches that exist. 
 
On the second issue – it has been stated that the County does not have the funding to maintain or 
upgrade the portion of Duthie Hill Road that fronts the Notch and that the only way to secure that funding 
is by placing the road within the jurisdiction of the City of Sammamish.  The City has similarly said they 
would not take responsibility for the road unless it, and the Notch were annexed to the City.  They would 
then upgrade the road and improve traffic flow.  The City is faced with a similar situation in the planned 
improvement of Sahalee Way as it approaches SR 202.  The County owns the portion of the road 
between Sammamish and SR 202.  Improvement of Sahalee Way within Sammamish would do no good 
if it terminates in an unimproved bottle neck at the County portion of the road.  According to a report in the 
Sammamish Comment on July 14, 2015 a Sammamish Council Member reported after meeting with a 
County Council Member that grants could be obtained to improve the county’s portion of the road.  If the 
City and County can work together there why can they not do so on Duthie Hill Road? 
 
The City’s prime motivation appears to be improving traffic flow along Duthie Hill Road, which is driven 
primarily from traffic generated by the over 1100 homes in Trossachs, Aldarra and Montaigne.  This 
problem was caused by the platting of these developments such that they each have one, and only one, 
common outlet/inlet – Duthie Hill Road.  The solution to the traffic issue is not to increase speed and 
capacity on Duthie Hill, but rather to pursue other avenues of ingress and egress to those development.  
Before the County commits to a change in the UGA for the sake of improving this road a serious study of 
the other alternates should be undertaken.  We do not claim these would be either easy or inexpensive 
but a large problem was created by the siting of these developments and it should be expected it would 
take some effort to correct it. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Discussions are continuing between 

the county and city regarding other 

options for Duthie Hill Rd. 
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Property Tax Concerns 
Much has been by the City of Sammamish  about how our taxes would go down.  And it is true that the 
rates in the City are slightly lower than in the County.  However, nothing has been said about the effect of 
annexation and rezoning on the assessed value of our land and houses.  It is  not possible to get a 
forecast of property values from the County Assessor’s Office that address potential property 
assessments should our area be rezoned as R-4.  We have made that request, as well as has the City of 
Sammamish.  However, assessed values for the small lots in Trossachs run very close to the assessed 
values for the larger lots in the Notch.  We are confident that our land values will increase as development 
encroaches, and with it, our taxes.  It stands to reason that an acre of land would have a higher assessed 
value if that land can accommodate 4 houses rather than just one.  That has been the experience of 
every property owner we have talked with who has experience with similar situations. 
 
Transparency and Community Involvement 
We have concern that the attempts by the City of Sammamish to find alternate ways to justify a change in 
the UGA and facilitate annexation to be less than transparent and are being approached in a manner that 
puts a property owner at a disadvantage to follow. 
 
In  July the City of Sammamish presented the Growth Management Planning Council with an approach 
that would have made the change to the UGA a minor adjustment, not subject to the Comprehensive Plan 
process.  That plan was to revise DP-16 to add a fourth criteria that would justify a change in the UGA.  
To wit, 
 

d)  The area is less than 50 acres and is surrounded on at least three sides by urban area and 
the fourth side by a natural or manmade barrier to further UGA expansion, such as an arterial 
roadway. 

 
Human error caused us to miss the Sammamish meeting at which this was discussed, and consequently 
the GPMC meeting that followed.  However, we did attend the Nov GPMC meeting at which it was 
established that the GPMC deferred action on this approach and instead directed that the City work with 
County Staff to investigate a Four-to-One Exchange.  Nonetheless, this amendment was clearly tailored 
to address the Notch, despite potential application to the numerous other notches that exist. Attempting to 
inject a change outside the Comprehensive Plan process in which it would receive full and public scrutiny 
violates the principle of transparency. 
 
The GMPC direction to study the application of the allowable Four-to One provision of DP-16 (b) is 
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similarly less transparent than is expected and done so at the disadvantage of the homeowners involved 
in this case.  The city has no land to exchange that meets the requirements of DP-16(b) and appeared to 
be unwilling to exchange and/or purchase land to exchange located elsewhere within the city to effect 
such a change.  Had the established Four- to- One requirements been adhered to there could be no 
argument over the process.  However, to simultaneously seek a revised process to permit the exchange 
of non-contiguous land is again outside the desired transparent process.  The City of Sammamish is 
represented on the GMPC, those of us who are vitally interested in this issue, are not.  This imbalance of 
representation and participation does not align with the stated intent for transparent processes.  We have 
relied on the Comprehensive Plan revision process to track this issue that is so important to us.  We have 
waited patiently for the steps to unfold.  We should not have to track another, albeit related, process as 
well.  
 
Conclusion 
We are not opposed to inclusion in the UGA and annexation in themselves.  Nor are we attempting to 
deny others opportunity to live in our neighborhood, or, for that matter sell their land to others who wish to 
live here.  It is the changes annexation and development will bring about in terms of damaging the 
environment and the atmosphere of our neighborhood that we object to.  Our neighborhood will go from a 
rural environment to another hard surfaced development designed to accommodate a lot of people and 
traffic.  We all bought our properties for the environment they provided.  In fact, some of those now in 
favor of annexation bought their properties for the same reason.  We would like to be able to retain what 
we bought. 
 
Robert E. Braeutigam  
Also sent on behalf of Peggy Braeutigam, Vincent and Martha Learnard,  Elke Lewis, Kim and Lidia 
Wiersum, Terrance and Kari Kuhn, Harry Strouse and Susan Brantley 
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Notch  - Latent Patent Map Circa 1900 
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Section 1912 Map 
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Section 1930 Map 
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Section 1937 Map 
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Section 1958 Map 

 
 

 



 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 134 

ROBERT BRAEUTIGAM – DUTHIE HILL NOTCH AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

Section 1960s Map 
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Section 1968 Map 
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Section 1979 Map 
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Section 1993 Map 
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Notch 2016 Map 
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SONJA AND BILL BOWDEN – ENDORSEMENT OF SKYWAY WEST HILL ACTION PLAN, WITH CAVEATS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Sonja Bowden [mailto:sonja@vegcat.me] – West Hill Association 

Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 8:14 PM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted regarding the 

efforts of the process that led to the 

creation of the SWAP. 

 

As you are aware, staff from the 

Department of Planning and 

Environmental Review provided 

support, via Motion 14221 that 

directed the department to be 

involved in the community planning 

process.   

 

Staff worked in recent months with 

the leadership of Skyway Solutions 

and County departments to develop 

an implementation matrix that creates 

clearer expectations for how the Plan 

gets implemented.  We appreciate 

that the West Hill Community 

Association is able to support the 

adoption of the SWAP. 
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Comment noted regarding the affect 

of low-income housing on revenues.  

This will be an important issue to be 

aware of as the plan moves into 

adoption. 
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The County appreciates the need for 

and community concern around a 

diverse business community, but, as 

a regional government, does not have 

direct economic development 

functions. The City of Seattle is a 

provider of local government services 

and has an office of economic 

development to help its 

neighborhoods. 

 

 

 

Coments noted regarding climate 

change.  Importantly, a wide range of 

new policies have been added to the 

2016 Plan to address this topic and 

reflect the County's work on the 

Strategic Climate Action Plan and 

King County Cities Climate 

Collaboration (K4C). 
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Comments noted regarding the 

important of Code Enforcement.  The 

Department of Permitting and 

Environmental Review is working to 

improve their code enforcement 

process.   

 

 

C 
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Four Creeks -- Maple Valley – SE King County Area Community Meeting Comment Card 

 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

Some very encouraging topics being included in the KCCP (e.g. subarea planning, PAAs, etc.). 

 

Seams between jurisdictions are sub-optimizing efforts in area that don't respect jurisdictional boundaries 

(water, mobility, etc.)  Need stronger leadership; like KCCP statements to lessen the negative impacts of 

jurisdictional seams. 

 

Comments noted.  Agree that many 

of the challenges to implementing 

GMA relate to interjurisdictional 

issues (i.e., the "seams" between 

jurisdictions).  Additional responses 

shown below. 

 

 

TOM CARPENTER – MULTIPLE TOPICS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Tom Carpenter [mailto:tdcarp@comcast.net] 

Sent: Wed., January 13, 2016 12:00 PM (NOTE: This is a resend of multiple emails transmitted prior to January 6, 2016) 

 

RURAL AREA 

 

REMOVE CONFUSION OVER THE USE THE TERMS “RURAL AREA”, “RURAL AREA”, “RURAL”, ETC. 

There were inconsistencies in the PRD regarding the use of terms to describe the area outside the urban 

growth boundary.  Adding to the confusion is the term “Rural Area” used to describe the RA land use 

code.  (See KCCP Land Use maps) 

 

Some discussion was to modify the 2016 KCCP to use Rural Area (capitalized) vs. rural area (lower case) 

to differentiate between the uses of the term.  This might work, but perhaps it would be better to rename 

the Rural Area (RA) land use code. 

 

WHAT’S THE PURPOSE OF THE RURAL AREA (RA) LAND USE? 

The rural area of King County is dominated by four land uses: RA, FPD, APD, and Mineral, the last three 

grouped as Resource lands. 

 

 

 

 

 

As you are aware, this bullet is 

included in the Scope of Work 

because the current plan uses the 

term "rural areas" to reference at 

least three things: the larger 

geographic area, the specific zoning 

categories, and the specific land use 

categories.  The use of all of these 

terms has been updated throughout 

the entire plan.   

 

The Comprehensive Plan includes a 

significant number of policies that 

describe the low-density, mixed-use 

nature of the Rural Area, and 
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King County Resource land uses are well defined, with clear objectives and policies that support their 

intent.  The same cannot be said for the Rural Area (RA) land use. In the 2016 KCCP, the RA land use is 

grouped with the other rural lands, but receives no other attention. 

 

RA zoning includes RA 2.5, RA 5, RA 10, and RA 20 minimum, which describes the density, but little, if 

any, policies exist beyond the zoning permitted uses.  Unfortunately, the perception is that the RA land 

use area is a property bank for urban expansion. 

 

Add text to the KCCP to 1) describe the purpose of the RA land use, and 2) define policies in support of 

the purpose. 

 

specifically defines the different RA 

zones that you references as well as 

the Rural Town and Rural 

Neighborhood Commercial Center.  

Policy R-201 is includes perhaps the 

strongest statement of intent for these 

areas as a whole.  That said, the 

intent of each of the specific zoning 

categories is found in multiple 

locations including the Zoning Code. 

TDR 

 

SIGNIFICANTLY MODIFY THE TDR RECEIVING SITE POLICIES. 

From discussions with cities (e.g. Seattle), the TDR program has learned the following are required for 

TDR receiving sites: 

• The location for the increased density must be planned, 

• There must be local resident support, and 

• There must be amenities as described in a community plan. 

 

None of these conditions were even discussed for unincorporated urban areas that have received TDR 

density bonuses.  The plateau east of Renton is a good example. Modify the TDR receiving site policies 

to guide the required criteria for locating density bonuses anywhere inside the urban growth boundary, 

whether the jurisdiction of a city or the county. 

 

Note that “amenities” include more that financing from sources like conservation futures dollars.  Changes 

in priorities for things like CIPs or budget, if aligned to community needs, are acceptable “amenities”. 

 

T 224 

Remove any incentive for relief from obtaining a transportation concurrency certificate for development 

permitting based on the purchase of Transfer Development Rights.  This was submitted as a docket and 

rejected.  The reason seems to come down to the fact that this method for relief from Transportation 

Concurrency has never been used.  It’s also debated that this will result in no net increase in traffic in the 

 

 

 

See responses at Tom Carpenter – 

TDR below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This request is not reflected in the 

2016 Comprehensive Plan.  This 

request denied not because it has not 

been used, but rather because King 
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Travel Shed eventually. 

 

It’s assumed this policy is being supported for political reasons.  However, it makes no sense to give relief 

for concurrency in any way. 

 

GENERAL TDR COMMENTS 

There are questions about the fairness and design of the TDR program.  Please add a “check” policy to 

evaluate the TDR program as a whole. 

 

(See next comment letter with a list of some of the concerns about the TDR program in general) 

County believes the current 

approach, which reduces overall 

development potential in rural areas 

by extinguishing development rights 

through TDR.  Edits to the text are 

included in the 2016 plan to clarify the 

rationale for this policy. 

 

 

FRINGE 

Lands in the urban growth boundary fringe are transition areas between two distinct land uses: urban and 

rural.  Analogous to the natural resource “ecotone”, it’s an area where these two land uses are in tension. 

 

There are unique transition areas along the fringe, defined by the multiple combinations of rural and 

urban land uses and zoning. Add text that recognizes the uniqueness of these areas and add policies that 

support the unique planning needed to support them. 

 

PAA 

Many, if not all, of the urban unincorporated areas are not getting the attention they deserve in the KCCP 

and in the business priorities that result from it. 

 

Looking just at the Renton PAAs, it’s a pretty good bet that these 3 large areas will not annex to Renton 

any time soon. 

 

For years, King County has had policies to get areas annexed, but the efforts appear to be focused on 

working the rules on annexation with WA State.  There are policies about working cooperatively with PAA 

cities, but that is not happening. 

 

If the county is not motivated to move UGBs back to current city boundaries because the cities have no 

interest in annexation, then county cannot continue to provide services to these area at the low level they 

are today. 

 

Comments noted; the pressures for 

development and impacts from 

development in Cities in the Rural 

Area can be intense in these areas.  

They are where many of the Four to 

One transactions occur as well.  

 

At this time, the policies that exist in 

the plan speak to minimizing 

development pressure, reducing 

impacts, and permanently protecting 

these areas.  Programs such as the 

Urban Separators program are 

intended to positively affect outcomes 

and protections in these areas. 

 

A number of changes are made 

related to potential annexations.  The 

map has been clarified, policies call 

for quality development in these 

areas, support for joint planning in 

areas committed for annexation, and 

more.  The plan also includes  



 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 146 

TOM CARPENTER – MULTIPLE TOPICS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

Add policies that prevent the county from treating the urban unincorporated areas, particularly the PAAs 

with any less attention than any other unincorporated area. 

 

ILA 

Provide a policy that states that there must be a planning ILA between the county and any PAA city.  

Make sure that ILA is developed with maximum opportunity for local resident input. 

 

UGB MOVE TO CITY BOUNDARIES 

Issaquah has recently determined they no longer have interest in a PAA near Cougar Mtn.  The county is 

paying attention to the determination, but rejects resident requests to move the UGB back to the city 

boundary. 

 

The comments about annexation reviews in the 2016 KCCP need to be aggressively addressed and 

quick determinations need to be made if the UGB is going to be moved back.  There’s no doubt that the 

PAA on the plateau (the subject of the docket) will not be annexed anytime soon. 

 

 

The 2016 Plan includes a Workplan 

item to engage in discussions with 

King County cities to revisit the 

Potential Annexation Area map and 

annexation countywide planning 

policies.  The issues you raise are 

likely to be part of this future project. 

 

Comments noted regarding the 

challenges to having the Renton 

PAAs annexed.  See responses to 

later comments on the East Cougar 

Potential Annexation Area request 

from the City of Issaquah. 

SUBAREA PLANNING 

The county is to be acknowledged for the emphasis on subarea planning in the 2016 KCCP.  However, 

the definition of “subarea” planning is questionable. 

 

LAND USE PLANNING 

In the PRD is the comment that subarea planning used to be called area zoning study.  With the 

assignment of subarea planning to DPER, its apparent that the county is thinking of subarea planning as 

primarily focused on land use and zoning. 

 

This is not the definition used in the community.  Useful subarea, community, and neighborhood planning 

need to be more comprehensive.  The reference to the Skyway Solutions pilot is evidence of this 

recognition.  The Skyway Solutions is far more comprehensive that just land use and zoning. 

 

SEQUENCE 

It’s not clear what criteria are being used to determine the sequence for subarea planning.  Places like 

Four Creeks/Tiger Mtn won’t be up for such planning until 2023.  It could be argued that because of 

things like the last plan being in 1985, the fact that the area has urban/rural fringe and a PAA, the work 

 

The structure of the new subarea 

plans is much broader than the Area 

Zoning Studies.  The Council 

specifically defined DPER to be the 

lead department for the new subarea 

planning program.  

 

In consultation with the departments, 

the 2016 Plan uses the Community 

Service Area boundaries.  CSA Plans 

will include higher-level planning 

"profiles" as well as more specific 

"subareas" within the CSA.  The 

focus will be on actionable items, 

across an shorter time-frame, and a 

broader higher-level vision for the 
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already done on subarea, community, and neighborhood planning should be part of the sequencing 

criteria. 

 

CSA BOUNDARIES 

The CSA boundaries don’t make sense as the area definition for subarea planning.  It’s not clear what 

criteria were used to create these boundaries, but it can be assumed it was not in preparation for subarea 

planning. 

 

Not unlike Travel Sheds, the boundaries for subarea, community, and neighborhood planning should 

have some integrating attribute.  Unless changed now, the use of the CSAs will require an additional 

integration step to deal with land uses that cut across the CSAs. 

 

RB REZONE 

I challenge the RB zoning on parcel 1457500005.  (See separate comment  letter on this parcel below) 

 

area as a whole.   

 

The CSA boundary is used already in 

a number of programs and, given the 

staffing levels for the new subarea 

planning program, it will be important 

to leverage existing programs and 

networks.  The issues of "integrating 

attributes" is important and the 

program will seek to address that in 

the smaller-scale subarea elements 

of the larger CSA Plan.  Contact 

DPER for additional details. 

 

 

TOM CARPENTER – TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS PROGRAM COMMENTS  

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Tom Carpenter [mailto:tdcarp@comcast.net] 

Sent: Wed., January 13, 2016 12:00 PM  

(NOTE: This is a resend of multiple emails transmitted prior to January 6, 2016) 

 

 

1. The TDR program continues the trend 

toward making the predicted expectation 

behind zoning less meaningful. 

There are a variety of Residential Density Incentives (RDI) and commercial bonus density included in 

zoning codes – TDR is but one of these. Inclusion of RDI and commercial density bonus incentives is 

relatively common – albeit following the thread back to intent can sometimes be confusing and hard 

to follow.  

 

A proposed update to the 2016 Comp Plan (proposed after issuance of the Public Review Draft) 
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includes changes to text to clarify the intent of the use of TDRs to meet traffic concurrency 

requirements for subdivisions in failing travelsheds.  

2. TDRs move an important density 

decision further away from open public 

debate. 

Any substantive code updates related to the use of TDRs to achieve bonus density occur in context 

of Comprehensive Plan update cycle which has public review and debate opportunities.  

Development proposals using TDRs must also go through public review during permitting process. 

3. TDRs are being used to bypass zoning. TDR relies on zoning for the program to work, and the use of TDRs does not change or bypass any 

zoning rules. As mentioned above, TDR is one of a variety of bonus density options available to 

developers; the use of any types of bonus density incentives must comply with zoning codes. 

4. TDRs are not being used for 

development in the areas intended. 

More than 500 TDRs are committed toward development projects in Seattle’s South Lake 

Union/Denny Triangle/Downtown areas – the most urban neighborhoods in the region. TDR 

agreements with other cities delineate receiving areas in urban center receiving areas. The Growth 

Management Act clearly establishes policy goals for steering new growth away from rural areas and 

into urban areas; TDR does this. In the life of the program there have been six Rural Area receiving 

sites for TDRs; four of these were used to increase accessory dwelling units by 500 sf, and two were 

sites where TDRs were used to achieve one dwelling per 2.5 acres in the RA 2.5 zone (and for both 

RA-2.5 uses, permitting was initiated for those short plats over 15 years ago.) 

 

Of the 392 TDRs redeemed at receiving sites to date, six have been used in the Rural Area. 

5. TDR development rights are not being 

purchased in the areas intended. 

Developers purchase of TDRs for use in receiving areas is described in the response above. 

“Sending sites” protected through certification of TDRs are reviewed carefully by TDR program staff 

to ensure they meet the open space criteria in the Revised Code of WA and are consistent with King 

County’s conservation goals and policies.  

In the last several years, revenue from TDR Bank sales has been used to protect more than 900 ac 

of farmland in King County. Total acreage of forest, farm, and rural areas lands protected exceeds 

141,000 ac. 

6. TDR program implementation is 

inconsistent with comprehensive and 

community plans. 

TDR policies and implementation are guided by the Growth Management Act and the 

Comprehensive Plan. The 2016 Comprehensive Plan proposes updates to include additional study of 

unincorporated urban TDR receiving sites before allowing developers to use TDRs in their projects.  

7. How much conservation easement land 

is enough? 

Permanent protection of rural and resource lands has innumerable benefits for the integrity of the 

landscape and the well-being of human society.  Exactly how much is enough is a debatable 

question, but King County carefully considers public benefits associated with each potential TDR 

sending site. 
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8. Will TDRs actually preserve farmland? Yes. To date, more than 900 acres of farmland has been preserved through TDR. The agreement 

with Seattle is likely to generate an additional $12 million to $15 million in the next several years, 

much of which will be directed towards additional farmland protection. 

9. Are the sending sites targeted by 

conservation organizations like Forterra 

actually conservation priorities? 

To answer the question KC would need to review specific sending sites proposed by other entities. 

10. The distribution of development rights 

is the distribution of wealth, and wealth 

distribution formulas raise equity issues at 

least as severe as those involved in 

rezoning. 

The TDR program model does not generate the development rights being traded (i.e. does not 

establish the “distribution of wealth”), only provides a voluntary market-based means for TDRs to be 

exchanged through time and place.  

11. The TDR program is an “artificial” 

market and therefore the natural 

balancing forces of a free market do not 

have an effect. 

Demand in environmental markets is usually driven by regulations, but voluntary and free market 

principles do still apply. For example, if TDR prices are set at amounts developers are not willing to 

pay, they will not purchase TDRs. 

12. TDRs have a negative effect on 

housing affordability. 

Use of TDRs generally results in additional housing stock (more units) and also smaller units (more 

compact developments). Smaller units are likely to be more affordable, and increase in supply is also 

likely to increase housing affordability.  

13. The economic model on which the 

TDR program is based places the 

financial burden for funding the land 

conservation on those that can least 

afford it. 

In the TDR model the cost of conservation is largely covered by developers (i.e. conservation is 

achieved using revenue of TDR sales to developers). If developers couldn’t afford to buy TDRs, they 

wouldn’t (use of TDRs is voluntary). 

14. The TDR program hides the actual 

costs of conservation. 

The TDR website has data regarding all TDR Bank purchases: 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/environment/stewardship/sustainable-building/transfer-development-

rights/bank/bank_purchases.aspx 

15. The TDR “system” is highly complex 

which makes it difficult to understand and 

analyze. 

TDR Program staff provide technical assistance upon request. Also, the TDR website has a great 

deal of information: www.kingcounty.gov/tdr 

16. TDR advocates are proposing more 

rural receiving sites which impacts the 

fragile rural economics, lifestyle, and 

There is no KC proposal for more Rural TDR receiving sites. Adding Rural receiving site options 

would be inconsistent with the intent of the TDR program. There are three existing potential uses for 

TDRs at rural receiving sites: 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/environment/stewardship/sustainable-building/transfer-development-rights/bank/bank_purchases.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/environment/stewardship/sustainable-building/transfer-development-rights/bank/bank_purchases.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/tdr
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infrastructure. (1) To realize 1 du/2.5 ac in RA 2.5 zones (TDRs have been used this way twice); 
(2) To increase the size of an allowed Accessory Dwelling Unit from 1000 sf to 1500 sf. (TDRs 

have been used this way four times);  
(3) To allow a detached ADU (rather than only and attached ADU) on certain size RA-5 

properties; and 
(4) To satisfy traffic concurrency requirements for subdivisions in rural zones of failing 

travelsheds. (To date, TDRs have never been used for this purpose.) 

17. King County is providing incentive 

funding to cities to accept TDR receiving 

site but ignores its own urban 

unincorporated areas. 

There is a proposed policy update in the 2016 Comp Plan (added after release of the Public Review 

Draft) to provide amenities to unincorporated urban area receiving communities at levels 

commensurate with the number of TDRs used in the community. The Work Plan proposes a pilot 

study in the East Renton Plateau area to identify and provide amenities for that particular TDR 

receiving area.  

18. Unscrupulous owner/developers are 

now using TDRs as a punishment list item 

with community residents. 

TDR program staff are unaware of this issue. To address this, TDR program staff would need specific 

examples and contact information for the developers in question. 

19. Cities don’t have a need for density 

credits. 

Cities may choose to include TDR as one type of bonus density incentive because regional 

conservation is of importance to city leaders and city residents.  

20. City incentives to use TDRs in 

receiving sites impacts King County’s 

general fund. 

Predominantly, amenity funding to cities has been and will be from Conservation Futures funds and 

TDR bank funds. For the LCLIP agreement with Seattle (the only such agreement at this point), 

revenue from TDR sales for use in county-led conservation of forest and farmland will be roughly 

equal to (and possible greater than)the share of the property tax (i.e. general fund) provided to 

Seattle over the 25-yr period of the agreement.  

21. King County is paying at least double 

what’s being paid for private TDR 

development right purchases. 

King County is required to base the prices paid to rural landowners on appraisals of fair market value. 

In the private TDR model (i.e. not the TDR Bank)Rural landowners wishing to protect their land do 

not receive money upfront, but are issued TDRs they can later voluntarily sell to developers seeking 

TDRs. King County cannot control the sale price of private TDRs since those are transacted in 

voluntary private-to-private transactions. 

22. TDRs are the only density credits that 

do not provide a local benefit. 

The conservation resulting from TDRs has a benefit that accrues to all residents of the region. The 

“value” of conservation of open space and resource lands is becoming increasingly clear (e.g. in 

scientific literature). While TDRs protect land that is usually far afield from receiving sites, the 

regional benefits of conservation are real and lasting.  

Also, TDR agreements can result in local benefits through provision of amenities to receiving area 

communities. 
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23. The overall TDR program has 

insufficient data transparency necessary 

to perform a meaningful analysis of 

results. 

King County’s TDR Program website has extensive data on sending and receiving site locations, 

TDR market transactions and pricing, agreements with cities and other general information about the 

program:  

www.kingcounty.gov/tdr 

24. The price being paid some rural land 

owners may be unrealistically low. 

All TDR transactions are voluntary, including the purchase of TDRs from rural landowners at values 

determined through appraisals of fair market value; if TDR purchase prices are too low for rural 

landowners to accept, they can choose not to complete a transaction. 
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From: Tom [mailto:TDCarp@comcast.net]  

Sent: Wed., January 13, 2016 12:00 PM (NOTE: This is a resend of multiple emails transmitted prior to January 6, 2016) 

 

I challenge the RB (Regional Business) zoning on parcel 1457500005.
1
 There are only [a few]Regional 

Business zoned parcels in the county and the parcel doesn’t comply with the conditions for a Regional 

Business zone.  [Additionally], 1) it appears inappropriate to put an RB on the urban/rural fringe, and 2) 

given how few parcels are zoned RB, what’s the definition and should the zone stay in existence? 

 

Require an area zoning study of all RB zoned parcels with the view to determine if RB is an appropriate 

land use designation.  If none of the parcels with RB land use in the county are not appropriate for the 

vision of RB land use, the RB land use should be removed from the land use list. 

 

The zoning change for this property 

was approved as part of the 2012 

Comprehensive Plan update 

(Ordinance 17485, enacted 

December 13, 2012).  The time 

period for appeal to this decision has 

passed and it is too late to challenge 

the zoning change.  The CARE group 

(Citizen’s Alliance to Reach Out & 

Engage) submitted an extensive 

challenge to the Growth Management 

Hearings Board, but the rezone was 

upheld.  There are no additional 

avenues to appeal available. 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/tdr
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1 
 KC GIS does not have the property on the plateau zoned RB.  I have an email into a contact to find out 

why.  It’s shown as O(Office).  A 2012 rezone made part of the parcel Office and Regional Business 

and the remainder R-4 (Residential Four). 

 

Zoning Residential 4 and Office (Current), Regional Business (Potential) 

Land Use co (Commercial Outside a Center) and um (Urban Medium)  
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Without additional comment, I’m worried that the Exec transmittal will not include that recommendation. 

 

The implementation of GMA created the initial land use and zoning designations for the county.  The 

Parcel was designated Office with the potential for Regional Business. 

 

“Potential” land use designations usually came with an area zoning study requirement, which was the 

case for the Parcel. 

 

Three rezone attempts have been made for the Parcel.  The first two were administrative (submitted to 

DDES/DPER); the third was legislative. 

 

The first rezone was denied by DDES/DPER.  The second went to the Hearing Examiner who ruled 

against the application mainly on the grounds that the requirements for an Regional Business designation 

were not satisfied by the property.  The Council unanimously agreed with the Hearing Examiner ruling. 

 

In 2012 the property owners requested a legislative rezone, which was approved in spite of the conditions 

ruled on by the Hearing Examiner were still appropriate.  In order to avoid that decision from happening 

again, the Council had to change Comprehensive Plan policy to remove the requirement for the area 

zoning study in the case of the Parcel.  Had the Area Zoning Study been done, it is highly probable that 

the rezone would not have been approved. 

 

The net is that a completely inappropriate land use designation exists on the Parcel, which lies inside a 

Renton Potential Annexation Area.  The letter sent by Renton during the consideration of the rezone 

requesting the rezone be denied, was ignored. 

 

If the Exec puts the reversal of the rezone into the transmittal, we’ll have a much better chance of being 

able to influence the Council to reverse the 2012 rezone decision. 

 

Although legal, an RB zone is completely inappropriate for the Parcel. 
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From: Becky Chaney [mailto:becky@chaney.org]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 5:03 PM 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on proposed updates to the 2016 King County Comprehensive 

Plan. I comment as an interested rural King County resident actively serving as a King County 

representative to the Snoqualmie Watershed Forum. I am a certified NRCS Trained Service Provider and 

have written accepted forest stewardship plans for Snoqualmie Valley farms and residents. I also take an 

active interest in our state’s native plants and serve as the conservation chair for the Washington Native 

Plant Society. I appreciate the effort and thought taken by King County staff in this ongoing effort to keep 

the comprehensive plan consistent with current science and practice.  My specific comments will be 

limited to sections of my highest interest and knowledge: Chapter 3 Rural Areas and Natural Resource 

Lands, Chapter 5 Environment.   

 

Overall, I find that this four-year update primarily consists of small wording changes that clarify or better 

match existing practices and current science. It also incorporates changes recognizing the need to 

address climate change and carbon sequestration along with equity and social justice in ways that 

support or do not profoundly impact rural and natural resource areas. 

 

Chapter 4.  

 This chapter omits critical information on endangered, threatened and sensitive species, identified 

at the state level, which the plan rightfully recognizes as required by the GMA. Washington 

Department of Fish and Wildlife only recognizes certain animals and no plants or other at risk 

species. The comprehensive statewide list (and King County sub-list) is available through the 

Washington Department of Natural Resources Natural Heritage program. It needs to be either 

specifically included or referenced. I am sending a copy of the list for King County along with this 

letter.  

 Otherwise and overall the proposed changes to this chapter are all positive. 

 

Chapter 3.  

• The section on Equity and Social Justice is very limited and should be more carefully considered 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted and appreciated. 

 

There are a number of minor wording 

changes, however, these are 

intended to make the document more 

user-friendly, along with the new table 

of contents, executive summary and 

other minor but useful changes. 

 

King County DNRP will continue to 

work on Climate Change, and 

evaluate soil amendments as a 

means to increase carbon storage. 

 

Chapter 4 

Washington GMA requires that each 

jurisdiction designate fish and wildlife 

habitat conservation areas. King 

County’s are described in Section 4 

and listed in policy E-432. Further, all 

species the County has designated 

as species of local importance are 

listed in policy E-435.  

 

Chapter 3 

We appreciate the comment on how 

stormwater is treated in the Rural 

Chapter.  The County balances the 

requirements of our National Pollutant 
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in future updates. It may match regional statistics, but does not recognize the very real need of 

some of low-income or aging rural community members.  

• Addressing stormwater and impervious surface concerns throughout this chapter is appropriate to 

the needs of the rural community.  

• The emphasis on soil amendments to increase carbon storage is of interest and possible 

concern. This is a very specific directive and consideration of impacts to soil structure and biota 

should be closely monitored.  

• I find the intent of R-319a, regarding removal of urban unincorporated areas as eligible TDR 

receiving sites confusing. I would think that rather than “remove” it should read “retain” but this is 

not my area of expertise and I may be misunderstanding the intent. R-320a, in contrast, makes 

complete sense.  

 

Rebecca Chaney, Resident of Rural King County 

 

Discharge Elimination System permit 

with the challenges of farmers and 

foresters in meeting requirements 

that are geared toward highly 

developed/impervious areas. 

 

The intent of Policy R-319a is to 

make clear under what circumstances 

the County should remove urban 

unincorporated areas as eligible TDR 

receiving sites for subdivisions of 

projects that create 10 or more new 

lots.  This policy has been updated in 

the Executive Recommended Plan. 

 

 

PAT COLLIER – SHORELINES 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Pat Collier [mailto:pcollier000@centurytel.net]  

Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 1:18 PM 

 

It is regrettable that the 2 month public comment period for the draft Comprehensive Plan occurred 

November- January 6. The December enewsletter shows it was obvious that the County was aware it was 

the holiday season. It was difficult to adequately review even the one chapter I have the most concerns 

about - Chapter 6, Shorelines. 

 

Human modifications of the nearshore and marine riparian habitat are a major cause of the decline in the 

health of the Puget Sound ecosystem. Scientists say this wonderfully rich, diverse, intricate web of life is 

 

King County was aware that the 

public comment period occurred 

during the holidays, which is why it 

provided an extended comment 

period of 2-months, which is 

significantly longer than what is 

required in state law.  Also, please 

see Section I of this report that 

provides and overview of the public 

engagement on the update as a 
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on the brink of, or is already experiencing, an ecosystem wide collapse. Several levels of the food chain 

are affected. The most obvious signs of loss include: 

• listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act the Puget Sound chinook, bull trout, and the 

system’s top predator, the orca whale;  

• decline of numerous other species that live in Puget Sound, including Pacific herring, rockfish, coho 

salmon, scoters, Western grebes and great blue herons. 

 

As of 2013 there were 119 species at risk in the Salish Sea, almost twice the number of species that were 

at risk in 2002. Clearly the incremental damage to our shorelines must be stopped and degraded habitats 

restored. Riparian habitats play a critical role in maintaining healthy populations of marine life. If we do 

not want a dead sea, such as Chesapeake Bay and portions of the Gulf of Mexico, we must protect and 

restore what little marine riparian function there is left on the shores of Puget Sound.  

 

Although the Comprehensive Plan acknowledges that "[e]ver increasing pressures of additional use are 

being placed on the shoreline jurisdiction," I did not see substantial changes in the draft that would reduce 

or reverse the continued incremental damage to Puget Sound shorelines. I did not see changes that 

make this “updated” Plan more consistent with the best available science. Cosmetic changes that would 

improve readability: 

 after spelling out at first mention in a section use acronyms, as was done on page 6-3, C. 1. Use 

of SMP and SMA should be consistent; 

 the flow chart on page 6-30 might be easier for some of us old folks who no longer have the 

eyesight we once had if it were turned 90 degrees and enlarged, with a legend to explain 

acronyms. 

 

Please do all you can to protect Puget Sound riparian habitat from further damage and to restore as much 

as possible. Please make the Plan as beneficial to the health of Puget Sound as is possible. Thank you 

for giving these comments careful consideration. 

 

whole. 

 

Protecting and restoring the Puget 

Sound Nearshore is a very high 

priority in both the Puget Sound 

Action Agenda and in the Salmon 

Recovery Plans for the 

Green/Duwamish & Central Puget 

Sound Watershed (WRIA 9) and the 

Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish 

Watershed (WRIA 8) which cover all 

of King County’s nearshore. These 

Plans, which the King County 

Comprehensive Plan strongly 

supports, include actions to protect 

existing high quality shoreline habitat 

and to restore nearshore habitat by 

removing existing shoreline armoring 

and restoring shoreline function 

where possible. These plans also 

include outreach and incentive 

programs to encourage property 

owners to not harden their shorelines 

and to use softer more habitat friendly 

methods of erosion prevention if 

necessary. There are also 

recommendations related to 

strengthening regulations and 

stronger enforcement of existing 

regulations related to shoreline 

armoring. One of the Puget Sound 

Partnership’s vital signs to measure 

our effectiveness in restoring Puget 
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Sound is amount of shoreline 

armoring. 

 

D 

KATE DELAVAN (AMERICAN FARMLAND TRUST) – TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS, FARMLAND 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Kate Delavan [mailto:kdelavan@farmland.org] 

Sent: Wednesday, December 30, 2015 4:41 PM 
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Comments noted and appreciated. 

 

The County Executive and staff at the 

Department of Natural Resources 

and Parks view AFT as a valued 

member of the "Kitchen Cabinet" and 

a partner in the County's farmland 

preservation efforts.   

 

Policies R-314, R-642A, and R-661A 

were added to the comprehensive 

plan to reflect the recommendations 

of the Kitchen Cabinet. 
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Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Area Zoning Study. 
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Vashon-Maury Island Community Meeting Comment Card 

 

Septic Systems and Water Efficiency 

 CP 1241 – Add water conservation to the list of topics covered in the education program.  Water 

conservation is generally cheaper than rainwater, greywater, reclaimed water or desalinization. 

 CP 1243 – Instead of the word "encourage," use "fully embrace and support".  Also, Why? The use of 

these new and alternative on-site septic treatment technologies are currently being actively 

discouraged in the Bellevue office of Seattle/King County Public Health. 

 

An area not covered anywhere yet: 

 When people increase their water efficiency, they should be given credit for this when calculations are 

made for the required size of their septic system. 

 CP 1239 – 1234: The Vashon water utilities should be encourage to treat water conservation as a full-

scale legitimate water supply option.  Conservation is cheaper and more reliable than developing new 

water sources.  The last failed well which was dug by District 19 was a good example. 

 

 

 

Yes, water conservation is generally 

less expensive than alternative 

methods of capturing water.  Because 

it seems obvious, this topic may be 

addressed by educational programs 

without adding it to the list of covered 

topics. 

New and alternative on-site septic 

treatment technologies need to meet 

Public Health standards before they 

can be promoted. 
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From: Tim Trohimovich [mailto:Tim@futurewise.org]  

Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2016 1:57 PM 
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Comments noted; we appreciate the 

recognition of changes in the 

Comprehensive Plan that the 

organization strongly supports. 
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Thank you. 

 



 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 164 

FUTUREWISE – MULTIPLE TOPICS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

 

 

 

 

Thank you. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Area Zoning Study. 
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Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Area Zoning Study. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Area Zoning Study. 

 

Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Area Zoning Study.  This area 

is eligible to come forward as a Four 

to One application. 
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Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Area Zoning Study.  This area 

is eligible to come forward as a Four 

to One application. 
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Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Area Zoning Study. 

 

 

Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Area Zoning Study. 
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Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Area Zoning Study. 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  These are 

consistent with the recommendation 

in the Area Zoning Study. 
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King County does not, at this time, 

support changing the minimum 

density requirements to seven or 

more homes per acre.   

 

This is a minimum density for 

unincorporated areas; the County has 

the ability to negotiate higher 

densities with a city when an 

Interlocal  Agreement (ILA) is 

developed to address annexation.  

Cities want the ability to determine 

where growth is located within their 

own boundaries and we respect that.   
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Thank you for your comments on R-

309.  RA-2.5 zoning has a base density 

of .2 du per acre so the effective 

density is 1 du per 5 acres.  The 

exception to this is to use TDRs to bring 

additional density in from Rural Forest 

Focus Areas up to a maximum of .4 du 

per acre; then the effective density is 1 

du per 2.5 acres.  (KCC 21A.12.030) 

The use of TDRs is allowed as one of 

two options on existing lots zoned RA-

2.5 and any future lots zoned RA-2.5 

when the owner wishes to build at an 

actual density of 1 du per 2.5 acres.  

(KCC 21A.12.030.B.1) These changes 

should not be made. The Executive 

Recommended Plan does revise this 

language as well as the preceeding 

text.   

 

We appreciate the intent of the change 

proposed by Futurewise, and King 

County supports a predictable water 

supply, particularly for Agricultural 

Enterprises.  We agree with the first 

portion Futurewise’s proposed changes 

relating to water rights and agriculture 

lands. We have concerns that the 

second sentence can be implemented 

unless the County were to adopt 

legislation giving DPER the authority to 

deny development applications if 

water…  continued below 
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were to be transferred from 

agriculture to other purposes. It is 

difficult to transfer irrigation water 

rights which are seasonal to year-

round domestic uses. Most 

agriculture water rights are “lost” not 

because the water is transferred to 

supplying new houses, but are lost 

because the land is fallow and water 

right is not maintained under the “use 

or lose it” aspect of water law.  

 

Further, County lacks both the 

authority to do as you requested. The 

approval of a change to a water right 

is exclusively done by the 

Washington State Department of 

Ecology. 

 

King County has already done this 

kind of study to identify future sites. 

Large landowners were reluctant to 

identify possible future mining areas.  

In response, the County’s Zoning 

Code allows mining uses in Forest 

Protection Districts (FPDs) and 

individual sites are reviewed when 

permit applications are submitted. 
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Comments noted. 
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King County appreciates Futurewise's 

perspective on this difficult issue, and 

King County is working to address 

impacts and reduce emissions 

through the Strategic Climate Action 

Plan and Comprehensive Plan 

policies.  This language is not 

included as the County does not 

allow development in the floodplain 

without meeting standards that 

accommodate sea level rise, climate 

change, etc.  County policies allow 

development at base flood +3 feet, a 

very conservative number that 

significantly reduces potential risk. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted. 
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Comments noted. 
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Thank you for your comments related 

to water resources and the 

requirements of the Growth 

Management Act with regard to the 

rural element. In general we agree 

with your thoughts albeit not to the 

extent portrayed in your letter. 

Ecology’s in stream flow rules for 

King County watersheds or water 

resource inventory areas are not 

models of clarity. To what extent the 

basins are closed and what that 

means for ground water wells 

asserted for use under the 

groundwater permit exemption is 

open to debate. The County is well 

aware of the ongoing litigation in 

Whatcom County regarding the 

impact of that basin’s in stream flow 

rule on planning under GMA and the 

pending Supreme Court decision.   

 

Further, comments on some sub-

bullets: 

d. County regulations are already 

based on BMPs and there is no need 

to duplicate this; this addition should 

be removed 
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j. This policy is not needed, as the 

County already requires proof of 

water availability for new 

development. 

 

Further, King County believes it is 

prudent to await the Court’s guidance 

that may address many of the issues 

you raised in comments on policies 

E-494, E-496, existing E-497, and 

proposed E-497 prior to making many 

of the changes you suggested. 

 

Additionally on E-495, This 

amendment is not needed.  As a 

condition of the County’s Municipal 

NPDES permit, we are now required 

to promote and use LID methods as 

the preferred method. 
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In relation to these items (bullet C) 

reflecting State Supreme Court’s 

decisions, the County believes this 

issue relatively setting in the case law 

and other provisions of the Plan are 

consistent, making this edit not 

necessary. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted. 
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Comments noted; the referenced 

policy (E-508) has been updated in 

the Executive Recommended Plan. 
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Comment noted. 
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Comments noted. 
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Thank you for the information and 

suggested revisions.  While not 

identical to what was proposed, the 

policy is revised in Executive 

Recommended Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The transportation element 

requirements noted are included in 

the Executive Recommended plan 

chapter as well as the related 

transportation appendices.  
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The Capital Facilities Appendix addresses 

these requirements with further detail 

found in King County Functional Plans 

that are referenced within this appendix 

and the Transportation Appendix. 

 

The Executive Recommended Plan 

incorporates many suggestions with 

respect to the new Housing, Health and 

Human Services Chapter, as follows:  

H-105, staff added verbiage concerning 

engagement of marginalized populations 

in development, implementation and 

evaluation of countywide affordable 

housing goals, policies and programs;  

H-108, staff added verbiage for family-

sized and market rate housing concerning 

universal design;  

H-118, staff added verbiage suggested to 

fair housing policy;  

H-144, staff added verbiage to encourage 

inclusionary incentives with mandatory 

policies in market rate housing projects;  

H-155 staff added verbiage regarding 

coordination of community development 

plans and investments in support of the 

plans and desires of communities located 

in the 20% to 30% of the County with the 

most disparate health and well-being 

outcomes;  

H-174, staff added verbiage concerning 

“cultural relevance” needs in homebuyer 

assistance and financing programs. 
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Thank you for comments and 

suggested policies. We agree with all 

of your comments. We have 

incorporated all of your concepts 

within the framework of the Housing, 

Health and Human Services Chapter, 

which covers both the urban 

communities in King County and also 

rural pockets of poverty in the County 

that also need attention in our equity 

and social justice work (see the 

following policies in that chapter,  

H –110,118,124,155,202 and 201 

thru 208; see also U-108 and U-

122a). In addition, we also included 

policy edits addressing equity in 

Chapter 10, Economic Development 

(see ED-101,211a&b,302,303). 
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See response on previous page 

 



 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 185 

FUTUREWISE – MULTIPLE TOPICS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

 

 

 

 

A new policy T-253a has been added 

to address auto trip reduction 

program comment.  

 

Transit/transportation policies and 

transit plans already emphasize 

equity considerations.  

 

 

New policy T-104 emphasizes equity 

considerations, and T-511 has been 

edited to call out inclusion of low 

income communities, people of color, 

and immigrant and refugee 

populations. 

 

Comment noted re: P-105. While 

King County believes that already 

address the affordable language 

through the County's 

feewaiver/scholarship-setting rules 

codified in Title 7, the County agrees 

that this addition strengthens the 

policy and enhances the County's 

efforts to get more diverse youth out 

on our sites through various 

educational, environmental and 

recreation opportunities. 
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Comments noted.  Policies have been 

revised in the Economic Development 

chapter that address many of these 

topics. 

Comment noted regarding KCC 

21.A.08.090 and establishing criteria for 

director approval for siting of agricultural 

support facilities on properties on or 

adjacent to the agriculture production 

districts where agriculture is not the 

existing primary use of the property.  The 

support facilities contemplated under this 

provision and the associated allowable 

uses would be limited to land that is poor 

quality for farming or already in existing 

structures such as a garage or 

outbuilding.  The County Agricultural 

Program and the Agricultural Commission 

reviewed the code changes, and staff and 

commissioners are well aware of the 

issue regarding cost of land – residential 

use, which we already allow, is greater 

driver of increasing land value than the 

changes contemplated by the policy and 

associated code changes.  As an 

example, a livestock slaughter facility in 

the Snoqualmie Valley, located on a very 

small parcel, provides much needed 

services to farms.  At this point we do not 

allow the use because it is not accessory 

to farming on the parcel.  The 

administrative process envisioned would 

enable a landowner to seek permission 

for such a use, taking into account issues 

such as appropriateness of the site for the 

use. 
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From: Nona Ganz [mailto:Nonaganz@frontier.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 1:41 PM 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the King County 2016 Comprehensive Plan Draft.  Here are 

my priorities for the future of King County: 

 

Make King County more affordable. People should be able to live close to where they work. Parts of our 

County are becoming less affordable, forcing more families to move farther away from where they work, 

leading to significant negative social, economic and environmental impacts. We need the Comprehensive 

Plan to support strategies that create greater affordability near key transit centers and employment 

centers.  It should include more funding for affordable housing, and it should include policies that increase 

the supply of market rate, family size, and affordable units. 

 

Put growth in high opportunity locations with good transit service. With the expansion of light rail and bus 

rapid transit, we should implement an urban communities strategy, which will help the region grow 

efficiently and responsibly over the next twenty years. We need to have a strategy in place so that 

increased growth around transit centers does not lead to displacement of people and small businesses.   

We should have policies, programs and investments that help people and businesses stay in their 

neighborhoods if they choose.  

 

Keep investing in our transportation system with innovative, multi-modal strategies that will keep us 

moving affordably, safely and sustainably.  As King County continues to grow, we must change the way 

that we move around or we will become mired in gridlock and increased greenhouse gas emissions.  

Smart, strategic use of our limited roadways will be required to keep King County moving as we add more 

people and jobs over the next 20 years. We need investments in bike lanes, transit and sidewalks to give 

people many ways to get around safely while protecting our air and our environment. 

 

King County must continue to be a leader in addressing climate change. We need aggressive, bold action 

to meet our climate goals. Our transportation, land use, capital facilities and environmental goals and 

 

 

Thank you for the comments 

regarding affordable housing.  The 

2016 Plan includes a new chapter on 

housing and human services; the 

policies therein have been 

strengthened to reflect the 

importance and challenges the region 

faces in meeting the housing need. 

 

The policies focus on placing growth 

in areas with good transit service.  

This means focusing growth within 

cities and centers and supporting 

transit oriented development. 

 

Comprehensive plan policies support 

multimodal transportation. 

 

Multiple chapters have been updated 

with policies related to Climate 

Change and reference the work of the 

Strategic Climate Action Plan and 

King County Cities Climate 

Collaboration (the K4-C). 

 

Policies related to landslide mapping 

and notification as well as emergency 

response have been updated and 
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policies should work together to protect our natural environment and to prevent climate change.  We need 

to prepare for climate impacts and be sure to protect our most vulnerable residents who are most at risk. 

 

Protect our natural resource areas and our rural communities. King County is home to some of the most 

beautiful farmlands and forest lands.  We need to protect these areas to ensure local food sources, 

wildlife habitat, clean water resources, and recreation.   

 

Better Protect People and Property From Natural Hazards. The Oso disaster has underscored the need 

to better protect people and property from landslides and other natural hazards. Recent research has 

shown that Oso scale landslides are more common than previously believed. Improve comprehensive 

plan policies and regulations to protect people and property from natural hazards. 

 

Work towards a more equitable future for all.  Not all of our residents and communities have the same 

access to opportunity. The County should be proactive and intentional about advancing race and social 

justice through its policies, programs and investments.  

 

Accountability and measurement.  Quantifiable goals will help us track how we are doing.  We should 

expand our metrics and make sure that we are moving in the right direction.  It is critical that our tracking 

and accountability not just focus on county-wide results, but also on specific populations so that no one is 

getting left behind.  

 

included in the 2016 Plan.  The 

landslide policies were further refined,  

based on public comment, between 

the Public Review Draft and 

Executive Recommended Plan. 

 

Policies have been added and 

updated throughout the 2016 Plan 

related to equity and social justice; 

further, mapping data has been 

included to help explain the 

relationship of ESJ to the 

geographies of the Growth 

Management Act. 

 

Chapter 12 includes a new Workplan 

section that includes an Action to 

develop a Performance Measures 

Program that is specifically related to 

the goals, and timeframes, of the 

Comprehensive Plan. 
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From: Rudy Garza [mailto:Rudy.Garza@navos.org]  

Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2016 8:36 AM 

 

The comments presented by Elizabeth Gordon regarding the KC Draft Comprehensive Plan effectively 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted. 
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identify the areas where the Plan can be strengthened as well as issues that should be further studied 

and addressed. As coordinator of a community coalition in White Center, I fully endorse the 

recommendations identified by Elizabeth Gordon and look with anticipation that the County will take a 

serious look at these. 
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From: Darin Goehner [mailto:Darin.Goehner@mossadams.com]  

Sent: Saturday, December 12, 2015 8:08 AM 

 

RE:  Sammamish Request – Duthie Hill Notch 

        Growth Management Planning Council   

 

Dear King County Executive Constantine, 

 

We are writing to you in regards to the King County’s 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update recommendation 

to explore the Duthie Hill Notch (Duthie Notch) four to one proposal.  On 12/2/15, I attended the King 

County 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update forum in Fall City.  I had an opportunity to make a few, brief 

comments at the meeting, but we are concerned that my comments, as well as the opinions of several 

others, were not heard by the King County staff and Kathy Lambert.  This letter shall serve as written 

evidence of our concerns with the current four to one proposal in the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update. 

 

Direct connection to larger rural area – currently contiguous.  Proposal for Four to One would 

separate contiguous rural/open space. 

 

We found it interesting that at the beginning of the King County 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update on 

12/2/15, King County showed a very nice video of the intention of UGA and all that has been 

accomplished to protect rural land.  Yet, immediately after showing the video about “putting a fence 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted; these are 

consistent with the recommendations 

in the Area Zoning Study. 

 

 

 

mailto:Darin.Goehner@mossadams.com
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around the urban property to the west as to not encroach on rural property to the north, south, and east”, 

the Duthie Notch four to one proposal was presented.  The four to one proposal for the Duthie Notch is in 

direct conflict with the beautiful video developed by King County.   

 

The Duthie Notch proposal calls for a four to one with none of the rural property retained within the Duthie 

Notch…rather, the 80% rural exchange will be “somewhere else” in Sammamish.  Again, the required 

80% rural property is currently proposed to be separate from the Duthie Notch property.  This is a 

problem in the current four to one proposal as all 26 acres of current rural property (contiguous to 

massive rural property to the south – see below) are proposed to become zoned as urban. 

 

 

 

 

To clarify, there is NO Four to One 

proposal at this time.  As noted in the 

updated Area Zoning Study, a group 

of planning director-level staff called 

the Interjurisdictional Team discussed 

options with the City of Sammamish's 

staff.   
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This was done at the direction of the 

direction of the Growth Management 

Planning Council, a multijurisdictional 

group that helps the cities and county 

collaborate.  The results of these 

discussions are elaborated upon in 

the Area Zoning Study.  In short, 

none of the options developed by 

Interjurisdictional Team are supported 

by the City of Sammamish and as of 

the time of printing of the Executive 

Recommended Plan, the work of the 

Interjurisdictional Team is complete. 
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We’re not sure we understand the need to rezone a rural piece of property that is already clearly 

connected to a massive rural area.  It’s a slippery slope, as once you give up rural property connected to 

other large rural property, what’s to prevent the urban sprawl that the UGA was founded to prevent?  The 

four to one proposal of the Duthie Notch is in direct conflict with the tenets of the UGA as none of the rural 

area is maintained in the Duthie Notch. 

 

Environmental issues 

The following provides additional details and evidence for each of the above reasons.    Much of 

supporting documentation is sourced from prior King County Executive Office studies and testimony. 

 

1 – Adverse environmental impacts to the neighboring wetlands and Patterson Creek, a natural 

bearing salmon stream.   UGA lands must be free of environmental constraints and that is not 

the case the Notch. 

 

The Duthie Hill Notch includes a pond and wetlands that flow from two locations into Patterson Creek, a 

natural bearing salmon stream.   Future development in the notch threatens both the environmentally 

sensitive wetlands in the Notch and Patterson Creek. 

 

The following studies and King County Executive staff public comments provide evidence of the potential 

negative environmental impacts: 

 

 2012 King County Comprehensive Plan Update, Sammamish UGA, Area (August 29, 2012)  

 

o The study recommends “against” the annexation of the Notch to the City of Sammamish.  

 

“A re-designation to urban would require improvement in the road infrastructure and may 

impact the pond and mapped wetland.  KCCP policy U-102(d) calls for UGA lands to be 

free of environmental constraints.   The pond, stream and wetland make re-designation of 

the study area to urban inconsistent with this policy.” 

Executive Staff Recommendation – “Make no adjustment to the King County 

Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) Land Use Map and zoning for the Duthie Hill Road study.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The presence of environmental 

features is not disallowed on the 

Urban portion of a Four to One 

proposal; the criteria and adjustments 

related to this are discussion in the 

policies and King County Code. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 194 

DARIN GOEHNER (MOSS ADAMS) – DUTHIE HILL NOTCH AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

(Appendix A, page 3) 

 King County Executive Staff, Lauren Smith, comments to the King County Council on December 

3, 2012 regarding the Notch proposal – clearly outline the concerns associated with the 

environmentally sensitive features of the Notch and this was a major reason for the Executive’s 

opposition to the proposal in 2012.  

 

Below are several of Ms. Smith’s comments outlining the reasons the Executive opposed the 

proposal. 

 

o “In this case the Notch contains the headwaters of Patterson Creek, which is an 

important salmon bearing stream; it was left out of the UGA for that reason.” 

 

o “ the water system feeds a major salmon bearing system in Unincorporated King County, 

those types of lands are not appropriate for inclusion in the Urban Growth Area.” 

 

 

2-The City of Sammamish has not provided evidence that the additional urban lands are 

required to support their adopted growth rate targets.  This is a key criteria for moving lands 

from rural to urban. As a result, annexation of the Duthie Hill Notch is in inconsistent with the 

County’s UGA policies. 

 

The City of Sammamish has not demonstrated a lack of buildable lands for increased density or jobs.  

This is a key criteria in moving lands from rural to urban and the city has not satisfied this requirement. 

 

 Growth Management Planning Council Meeting, Presentation by Paul Reitenbach – September 

11, 2012  

 

 “The reasons this proposal are not supported by the Executive include: 

o “No evidence has been submitted by the City of Sammamish that additional urban land is 

needed to accommodate their adopted growth targets.”  (Appendix B, page 5) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  Please note that 

Four to One proposals allowed the 

urban growth area boundary to be 

moved even if there is sufficient 

capacity.  This approach has been 

upheld at by the courts as a valid 

innovative land use tool and public 

benefit.  
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3-UGA Border Irregularities and Notches are common in the UGA and not adequate reason to 

transfer lands from rural to urban. 

 

 The request to amend the Countywide Planning Policy DP-16 and annex the Duthie Hill Notch 

into Sammamish to address irregularities in borders in not appropriate or adequate rationale to 

amend the Countywide Planning Policy. 

 

 King County Executive Staff, Lauren Smith,  Comments to the King County Council on December 

3, 2012 regarding the Notch proposal 

 

o “Little notches like this are all up and down the Urban Growth Boundary, these are either 

environmentally sensitive areas or areas that lack sewers or other criteria why it’s not 

appropriate to include in the Urban Growth Area.  In this case, the Notch contains the 

headwaters of Patterson Creek which is an important salmon bearing stream” 

 

Do you approve of how one of your council members is representing your council? 

 

At the meeting on 12/2/15, Kathy Lambert passionately made the comment that the original exclusion of 

the Duthie Notch in the City of Sammamish incorporation was “wrong”.  Kathy Lambert appears to be 

personally upset with the original carve out of the Notch and bent on changing the original decision of the 

property owners, King County and the City of Sammamish at all costs.  We encourage Ms. Lambert and 

others to analyze the proposal on behalf of their constituents rather than their personal agendas/beliefs.  

Ms. Lambert continued to shake her head in disagreement to each constructive comment from anyone 

opposing the Notch rezoning proposal, made incorrect statements regarding property owners’ support of 

the four to one proposal, and appears to be bullying others to achieve her personal agenda.  It is clear 

that Ms. Lambert is not listening with an open mind to the attendees at the meeting (two of them property 

owners within the Duthie Notch) and their concerns.  Modifying the UGA may benefit three private parties 

in the Duthie Notch, but it clearly damages over 200 families in four congruent communities given the City 

of Sammamish traffic study of 2015.  The 200 families in four congruent communities only accounts for 

those communities along SE 25
th
 Street to the west of the Duthie Notch.  There are many more families 

that would be adversely affected by the proposed UGA modification to the north, east and south of the 

Duthie Notch as well. 

 

This is correct.  An illustrative 

analysis of this issue was conducted 

and the results are included in the 

updated Area Zoning Study. 
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Further, negotiations for the four to one proposal are occurring between King County and the City of 

Sammamish without the inclusion of the property owners who are directly affected.  In our opinion, 

government should not be working behind the scenes to the exclusion of their constituents and owners of 

properties affected by two governmental agencies’ decisions.  As Lincoln reminded us in the Gettysburg 

address, “government of the people, by the people, for the people”…those property owners directly 

affected by King County and City of Sammamish should not be excluded from the discussion or the 

decision. 

 

Conflict of Interest 

It is well known that Ben Yazici’s girlfriend lives in the Duthie Hill Notch.  He has delayed his retirement 

from the City of Sammamish and continues to be involved in negotiations with King County regarding the 

Duthie Notch rezoning and potential annexation to the City of Sammamish.  Negotiating with the City of 

Sammamish, which includes a city manager whose girlfriend owns property in the Duthie Notch, is clearly 

a conflict of interest.  The city employee’s interest, and possibly he as well, stand to directly gain financial 

windfall if the four to one swap is approved.  King County could open itself to a lawsuit if this conflict is not 

addressed. 

 

Is this about the City of Sammamish controlling Duthie Hill Road? 

 

If all of this is being done for 1500 feet of Duthie Hill Road, common sense would suggest that the same 

objective can be achieved without undermining the purpose of the UGA to the direct detriment of your 

constituents.  Please, don’t rezone, swap land, or take any other unnecessary measures if the City of 

Sammamish only wants rights to improve and maintain Duthie Hill Road.  We implore you, please do not 

throw the baby out with the bathwater. 

 

Thank you very much for your consideration and prior support in opposing this proposal. 

 

We are asking for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Darin, Dawn, Christian and Nathan Goehner 

 

King County held public meetings to 

discuss the area zoning study.  Staff 

also met with multiple parties on this 

topic – including those supporting the 

expansion of the urban growth area 

and those opposed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Discussions are underway between 

the county and city regarding other 

options for Duthie Hill Rd. 
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From: E Gordon [mailto:unclemikes.bbq.backoffice@gmail.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 10:34 PM 

 

These comments have been endorsed by the White Center Chamber of Commerce as well as members 

of the North Highline Unincorporated Area Council. Other individuals and organizations may also contact 

you in support of these comments. 

 

These comments are not as in-depth as we had hoped - time to review and analyze the draft was limited. 

Regarding opportunity planning and mandatory inclusionary zoning for development, please see the two 

attached reports that may assist in plan policy development.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted. 

 

 

Thank you for including these two 

reference documents. 

Comments on the 2016 King County Draft Comprehensive Plan 

 

 The opportunity to comment on the 2016 King County Draft Comprehensive Plan is much 

appreciated. The comments below focus on three important aspects of the plan that must be changed if 

the county’s principles of Social Equity and Justice are to be truly integrated into the 2016 

Comprehensive Plan. These aspects include economic development, Community Service Areas, and 

departmental coordination and evaluation.  

 

North Highline Economic Development Sub-Area Planning 

One of the significant omissions from the Draft Comp Plan is the lack of an economic development sub-

area plan for the North Highline Unincorporated Area: 

 The last sub-area plan was developed over 20 years ago in 1994. 

 Over the last 20+ years, the poverty rate has increased in the North Highline UA despite the 

development by the county of a White Center Community Plan, substantial housing development 

and new school construction. 

 North Highline meets the county criteria for economic development found in the draft plan: low 

income population, recent immigrant groups, and lack of local employment opportunities. 

The sub-area plan for North 

Highline/White Center (NH/WC) is 

scheduled in 2017, which is the 

second subarea planning process 

and is, in part, driven by the potential 

to work with the City of Seattle on 

planning for this area.  

 

Also, King County did receive and 

fund a “Letter of Interest” from the 

White Center Community 

Development Association and a 

coalition of CDA partners to 

participate in the Communities of 

Opportunity (COO) program, a joint 

program founded by King County and 

the Seattle Foundation.  

 

Communities of Opportunity has 
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 Research indicates that the lack of economic opportunity is a factor that contributes locally to 

poor school attendance, youth substance abuse, and other negative social indicators. Local 

surveys among residents and youth support this research. 

 Without an economic development plan, government agencies continue to take actions with a 

negative economic impact on White Center businesses. These actions have included the 

relocation of the Metro transit center to Westwood Village in Seattle, lack of parking enforcement, 

construction of a street median that blocks emergency vehicles and traffic flow in the business 

district, and failure to coordinate traffic signals with Seattle at Roxbury resulting in traffic flows 

slowing to 1 block/10 minutes.  

 The White Center business district is again experiencing a high vacancy rate as there is no 

unified planning and economic vision for the area that includes residents, business owners, and 

commercial property owners. This roller coaster economic cycle destabilizes any progress that is 

made in the area. 

 For at least the last two years, the North Highline Unincorporated Council has stated the need for 

an economic development plan to the King County Council members, the Community Service 

Area department, and other county agencies. County representatives have acknowledged the 

need for economic development planning. 

 The Draft Comprehensive Plan places a high priority on making food more accessible and 

developing food innovation districts, yet due to the lack of economic development in White 

Center, in the last year two halal food shops – important to the local Muslim community – have 

been forced to close thus depriving local residents of easy accessibility to halal food items.   

 

Community Service Area Priorities 

Chapter 11 focuses on the Community Service Areas and sub-area planning. Another significant 

omission from the Draft Comprehensive Plan is any priority given to the North Highline UA despite 

recognition by the legislative and executive branches of the county sub-area planning is badly needed.  

 In the draft plan, the North Highline UA is not designated for sub-area planning until 2017. 

Vashon Island and Skyway are given higher priority without any reason given.  

 Economic development planning began in Skyway in 2015 even though a pre-existing, higher 

made a three to five year commitment 

to this North Highline/White Center 

partnership to work through a co-

design process to provide technical 

support and funding for strategies 

that address the intersections of 

health, housing, economic prosperity 

and community connections.   

 

The strategies will be specifically 

tailored to the North Highline/White 

Center sub-area, while using a strong 

results-oriented framework across the 

three areas chosen for Communities 

of Opportunity place-based grants. 

The Communities of Opportunity work 

will serve as a good platform to get 

started with some strategies and get 

prepared for sub-area planning in 

2017.  

 

King County has supported mixed-

income housing solutions in the North 

Highline/White Center area for many 

years through financial support to two 

HOPE VI projects that are 

transforming former exclusively public 

housing communities into vibrant 

mixed-income communities; and King 

County has funded affordable home 

ownership opportunities at more 

moderate income levels in the White 

Center area.  
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priority need had already been identified in North Highline UA. Again, no reason is given for the 

basis of the county’s priorities in sub-area planning. 

 The only basis that has been given for the county’s lack of action in the North Highline UA has 

been its status as a Potential Annexation Area for Seattle in 2017 and the county’s reluctance to 

spend resources if the annexation goes through.  

 

Interdepartmental Coordination and Evaluation 

In addition to emphasizing the importance of Social Equity and Justice Principles, the Draft Plan 

emphasizes the importance of interdepartmental coordination. The only way that the county will know 

whether these principles are being upheld or if county departments are collaborating effectively will be if 

there is adequate evaluation. Chapter 12 refers to Evaluation but it is not clear how this is supposed to 

happen, what the measurable outcomes of the Plan are, or how the county will be held accountable.  

 The need for effective evaluation is evident from the impact of recent county actions where the 

importance of public transportation and physical activity are emphasized, yet two zone bus fares 

and scheduling still negatively impact North Highline UA residents. The Draft Plan states that 

economic development should be prioritized where there are transit centers, yet no mention is 

made that North Highline UA had a transit center that was taken away.  

 The Draft Plan mentions coordination of interlocal agreements between cities and the county for 

annexation of potential unincorporated areas, however it does not contain any criteria to measure 

the transparency of such discussions or the efforts to include interested parties in the community, 

including local elections. 

 The Draft Plan emphasizes the need for affordable housing and opportunity planning, yet does 

not address anywhere what the focus will be in areas such as North Highline UA where there is a 

need to increase incomes and encourage economic diversity by bringing in residents with higher 

incomes. The Plan does not mention the impact of the lack of economic diversity on school age 

children or residents of housing developments or how the Plan will be measured and evaluated to 

ensure that Social Equity and Justice Principles will increase in the lives of children in the North 

Highline UA.  

 The Draft Plan could be improved by county efforts to increase cross-cultural community 

engagement in the North Highline UA, such as the Dick Thurnau Memorial Park Celebration held 

 

In addition, King County provides 

housing repair assistance to lower 

income homeowners in the area. 

 

Chapter 12 includes a new Workplan 

section that includes an Action to 

develop a Performance Measures 

Program that is specifically related to 

the goals, and timeframes, of the 

Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Comment noted.  King County 

anticipates this will be a major issue 

when the subarea planning work 

begins in earnest in the 2017 

Community Service Area Planning 

process. 

 

Comments noted regarding the 

importance of transparency in 

annexation processes. 

 

 

 

See comments above. 

 

 

The Community Service Area 

Planning process will include broad 

engagement with the community and 

build on established networks that are 

engaged with the current Community 
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in November 2015. 

 

Attachments: 

 Housing Policy Levers to Promote Economic Mobility.  Urban Institute.  Pamela Blumenthal, John 

McGinty.  October 2015. 

 An Opportunity Agenda for Renters: The Case for Simultaneous Investments in Residential 

Mobility and Low-income Communities.  Center for American Progress.  David Sanchez, Tracey 

Ross, and Julia Gordon, with Sarah Edelman, Michela Zonta, and Andrew Schwartz. December 

2015. 

 

Service Area program. 
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From: Peter Rimbos [mailto:primbos@comcast.net]  

Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 11:10 AM 

 

At our January Monthly Meeting last night the full GMVUAC finalized and approved our KCCP PRD 

comments. 

 

1. The second of two formal sets of PRD Comments (see attached), which deal with Economic- and 

Environment-related PRD Chapters/Sections. 

 

2. An amended (changes are shown in yellow background highlighting) set of part of our December 8, 

2015, input which dealt with Growth Management-related PRD Chapters/Sections (see attached) 

 

3. For your convenience, we’ve combined all our PRD Comments into one file for your convenience (also 

attached). 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  As these duplicate 

those shown above, responses are 

only provided for those new 

comments highlighted in yellow. 
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As with all our formal inputs, we have cc’ed the Chairs/Presidents of the other Rural Area 

UACs/Associations to keep everyone informed. 

 

[Please Note: Included below is one correction and two additions in Chapter 3 and one addition in 

Chapter 9, all shown in yellow background, that amend our December 8, 2015 submittal] 

 

CHAPTER 1—REGIONAL PLANNING  (No comments) 

 

CHAPTER 2—URBAN COMMUNITIES 

1. U-207  Earlier we submitted the following: 
RECOMMENDATION: Revisit State law (RCWs 35.13.110; 35.13.270, and 35A.14.801) so 
that Counties and Cities have the opportunity to “negotiate” any transfer of bonded debt 
incurred within the annexed area. Approval of County bonded debt could be similar to how 
cities do so upon annexation by offering a vote to the annexing residents and allow the 
county to require a disapproval of the annexation should residents vote against the 
bonded debt continuance. 
QUESTION: Does the new R-320a policy in CHAPTER 3 take care of this? 

 
CHAPTER 3—RURAL AREA AND NATURAL RESOURCE LANDS 

1. R-201[Typo, should have referred to R-101]. Earlier we submitted an addition, which we believe 
better captures Rural Character by defining the “other interested stakeholders.” Consequently, we 
resubmit the following for consideration:  

RECOMMENDATION: Add the following to the end of the last sentence: 
“--unincorporated area councils, community organizations, rural residents, and rural 
business owners, including forest and farm owners, and rural communities, towns, 
and cities” 

NEW.R-201 a. “The natural environment, particularly as evidenced by the health of wildlife and 
fisheries (especially salmon and trout), aquifers used for potable water, surface water bodies 
including Puget Sound and natural drainage systems and their riparian corridors; ” 

RECOMMENDATION: Strike parenthetical expression “(especially salmon and trout)” 
as no other item listed is so further defined. 
 

2. II. Rural Designation/B. Forestry and Agriculture in Rural King County/1. Forestry 
“a. Conduct projects on King County park lands to demonstrate sustainable forestry practices,” 

QUESTION: What does this entail? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Typo in comment noted; policy R-101 

has been revised to address this 

issue. 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted, but King County 

believes removal of the parentheses 

would confuse the meaning as these 

are sub-items to the prevailing item, 

i.e., fisheries.  
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NEW.P. 3-15 (5th paragraph): “The application of lower-density zoning or more restrictive standards 
could reduce the creation of new lots, but there are limited opportunities to address development of 
existing legal lots. One measure that would slow the growth rate on existing lots would be the 
establishment of an annual limit on the number of building permits to be issued in the Rural Area. 
This alternative would be more palatable if it were linked to a transfer of development rights program 
or a development rights purchase program.” 

RECOMMENDATION: Strike the 2nd and 3rd sentences and add the following to the 
end of the 1st sentence: “, including transfer of development rights program or a 
development rights purchase program.” Our Rationale: Citizen Surveys we have 
conducted and published over the past decade continually indicate people do not want 
an annual limit on building permits in the Rural Area. In addition, the preceding 
paragraph states “The current rate of 200 homes per year could continue for decades.” 

3. R-309  We believe the primary part of our earlier submitted RECOMMENDATION was ignored: 
Obtaining TDRs from the same Travel Shed (and not having Rural Area serve as a receiving 
site for any TDRs). Consequently, we provide the following for consideration: 
RECOMMENDATION: Add new sentence to be consistent with the intent of C. Transfer 
of Development Rights Program (immediately below R-311): “Rural Area properties 
should not serve as receiving sites for any TDRs.” [this would probably necessitate 
changes to other PRD sections, most notably, CHAPTER 8--TRANSPORTATION] 
 

4. R-315b  Earlier we submitted the following RECOMMENDATION, which we request be 
reconsidered for inclusion: 

RECOMMENDATION: Add a second sentence to R-315 b. as follows: 
“Maps showing all TDR-banked properties--both sending and receiving sites--shall be 
updated semiannually and made available to the Public.” 
 

5. R-317  We do not believe our earlier QUESTIONS were answered: 
QUESTIONS: 

1. How is R-317 consistent with R-309 above? 
2. What about Rural Area receiving sites--there is  no mention? 
3. What about Rural Forest Focus Areas--there is no mention--how many TDRs are 
required? 

 
6. R-326c  Earlier we submitted the following RECOMMENDATION, which we request be 
reconsidered for inclusion: 

RECOMMENDATION: Add item “d” as follows: “New stormwater facilities primarily 

 

 

 

 

This paragraph shows a range of 

options and is beneficial for future 

consideration; language retained. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See previous answers in GMVUAC – 

Multiple Topics above. 
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serving urban needs shall be located within the UGA.” 
There appears there was an attempt to address this in CHAPTER 9, F-230, by adding a new 

subsection: “i. To the extent allowable under the Growth Management Act, the locational criteria in 

policy R-326.” However, the problem actually stems from King County Code. We are on record 

recommending a change to: KCC 21A.08.060 A. Government/business services land uses. under 

“Specific Land Use” – “Utility Facility” by adding a Note #38 as a Development Condition to all Zoning 

Designations: 

Note #38: Utility Facilities consisting of regional surface water flow control and water 

quality facilities that are proposed to be wholly located within a Resource or Rural-

designated area and associated in whole or in part with an existing or new proposed 

private residential development that is located wholly within an Urban-designated area 

are prohibited. Where such conditions are proposed for a new facility or where 

substantial facility or service area modifications to an existing regional surface water 

flow control and water quality facility are proposed, the requirements under Note #8 

shall apply to Utility Facilities. 

 
7. R-512  We do not believe our earlier QUESTION was answered: 

QUESTION: How is this consistent with the proposed “Demonstration Project” at 

Pacific Raceways? If the land is in the Rural Area and not zoned “Industrial,” then this 

policy should preclude consideration of such a “Demonstration Project.” 

 
8. P. 3-50: “The Parks and Water and Land Resources Divisions will also continue to develop 
opportunities for volunteers to plant native trees and shrubs and remove invasive species from 
County-owned lands and have established an ambitious goal for the planting of new trees in the 
county.” 

QUESTION: Was the intent to place a number between the words “of” and “trees” at 
the end of the sentence? 

 
9. R-687  Earlier we submitted the following RECOMMENDATION, which we request be 
reconsidered for inclusion: 

RECOMMENDATION: Add a 4th sentence to read: “Mapping also should identify 
abandoned mine-shafts to ensure safety for subsequent land uses.” 

10. “Natural Resource Lands” Comments forthcoming on January 5, 2016. 
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CHAPTER 4—HOUSING AND HUMAN SERVICES  (No review) 

 

CHAPTER 5—ENVIRONMENT 

1. E-203 (GHG impacts): Still has a typo: “publicallypublicly” [Note: the addition to E-204 uses the 
correct spelling]. 
2. E-215 (GHG & SEPA review): Our QUESTION on the Executive Order was not answered: 

QUESTION: Has the County Council passed any such Ordinances? 
 
CHAPTER 6—SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM  (No review) 
 
CHAPTER 7—PARKS, OPEN SPACE, & CULTURAL RESOURCES 

1. P-118a (Backcountry trails; was P-108): Our CONCERNS/QUESTIONS regarding access to Taylor 
Mountain Park were not addressed: 

QUESTION: Will King County Parks work with the City of Seattle Public Utility 
Department to ensure the SE 208th St access to Taylor Mountain Park via the Seattle 
Watershed will remain open to the Public for hiking and horseback riding? There also 
is a large off-road parking area at stake here, again, all on the Seattle Watershed 
property. 

2. P-124 (Trades for Open Space lands): Our CONCERN regarding allowing the siting and approval 
of urban or largely urban-serving facilities in Unincorporated or Rural Areas as a tradeoff to secure 
additional Open Space and/or Trail Connections was not addressed: 

RECOMMENDATION: Add a third sentence to P-124 as follows: “Open Space and/or 
Trail Connections land trade agreements should not allow siting and approval of urban 
or largely urban-serving facilities in Unincorporated or Rural Areas.” [Example: In early 
2014, a Development Agreement between King County and YarrowBay concerning the 
Reserves at Woodlands just west of the City of Black Diamond permitted, in exchange for 
Open Space and some trail connections, an “urban-serving facility”--a massive Stormwater 
Retention “Lake” (~20-ac in size with a 40-ac footprint)--to serve (and help enable) the 
adjacent YarrowBay Master-Planned Developments wholly contained within the City of Black 
Diamond.] 

 

CHAPTER 8—TRANSPORTATION 

 

1. T-102: Our CONCERNS/RECOMMENDATIONS regarding establishing County road “networks” to 
help alleviate the long-term County transportation funding shortfall were not addressed in the PRD, 
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consequently, we resubmit the following: 
CONCERN: Regional policies should explore the establishment of County road 
“networks,” which know no jurisdictional boundaries (similar to State roads), funded 
by all County taxpayers. 
RECOMMENDATION: A second sentence should be added to T-102: “King County 
should explore establishing county-wide “road networks,” which know no 
jurisdictional boundaries, or a Transportation Benefit District, both funded by all 
County taxpayers.” 

 
2. T-208: Our CONCERNS/RECOMMENDATIONS regarding establishing County road “networks” 
were not addressed in Policy statements. Although, they were described very well in the text on p. 8-
16, we strongly recommend Policies are needed that address this major problem. Consequently, we 
resubmit the following: 

CONCERN: Such “rural regional corridors,” so designated “to accommodate levels of 
traffic between urban areas,” cannot be sustainably funded simply by Rural Area 
property taxes. T-208 simply provides a means of identifying such “corridors,” but 
provides no solutions. 
RECOMMENDATIONS: Besides RECOMMENDATIONS given under T-102 above, to 
begin to address the Rural road usage/funding imbalance problem State laws (RCWs 
36.78, 46.68,120-124, & 84.52) could be reviewed for opportunities to enable a more 
transportation-sustainable allocation of gas tax monies and provide more flexibility in 
revenues used. Working with the State, some mechanism should be developed, along 
with incentives, for cities to share revenues with Counties, possibly tied to growth that 
occurs in the absence of job opportunities. Policies should explore the Puget Sound 
Regional Council’s (PSRC’s) Transportation 2040 user-pays model by providing 
authority for usage charges, such as tolling key roads and methods to implement such 
strategies. 

 
3. T-224: We wholly concur with Docket Item #15 to eliminate T-224 as TDRs should not be used to 
satisfy Concurrency testing anywhere within the Rural Area. Concurrency is a tool used to ensure 
infrastructure keeps up with development. The use of TDRs to satisfy Concurrency testing does 
nothing to help reach that goal and, in fact, can hinder reaching that goal. Consequently, we resubmit 
the following: 

RECOMMENDATION: Add a new Policy under Concurrency to address the item the KC 
Council added to “Scope of Work” as follows: 
T-xxx  When conducting concurrency testing, King County shall collaborate with other 
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jurisdictions to ensure infrastructure improvement strategies help prevent travel shed 
failure caused by unfunded city and state projects and traffic generated outside the 
unincorporated area. 

 
4. P. 8-27: IV. Financing Services and Facilities that Meet Local and Regional Goals/B. Road-
Services Policies and Priorities. The opening text in this section has been changed. The Strategic 
Plan for Road Services lays out the priorities for the Road Services Division funding decisions. The 
5th (lowest) priority is stated as: “Address roadway capacity when necessary to support growth 
targets in the urban area.” We strongly oppose this language (BTW, the old language simply was: 
“Capacity improvements.”) and recommend the following as the 5th priority: 

RECOMMENDATION: On p. 8-27, first paragraph, change the 5th priority for the SPRS 
for RSD to read: “Address roadway capacity.” 

 
Rural Area taxpayers should not be providing diminishing tax monies any more than they already are 
to enhance or expand urban-to-urban travel corridors. 
 

5. P. 8-36: IV. Financing Services and Facilities that Meet Local and Regional Goals/ B. Road-

Related Funding Capabilities. King County must adopt a long-term vision that recognizes the reality 

of long-term road revenue shortfalls and act proactively to avoid decreases in future funding levels. 

Policies herein should be based on such realities in order to be successful. Consequently, we 

recommend the following : 

RECOMMENDATION: On p. 8-36, first paragraph, make the following changes: 
“King County receives road revenues from a variety of sources, including a 
dedicated unincorporated King County property tax, federal and state grants, gas 
tax, local taxes and road mitigation payments from private developments. The 
dedicated property tax and gas tax provide the largest portion of funding for the 
Road Services Division (71% in 2014). The property tax is tied to the assessed 
value of properties in unincorporated King County.” While property values in 
recent years since the 2007-2008 recession have been increasing in King County, 
Statewide voters have approved placing a 1% cap on annual property tax 
increases, effectively limiting funding available for Roads. Fuel-efficient vehicles 
have cut down the amount of funding available from gas taxes and the trend 
toward fuel-efficient cars will continue. Annexations will continue, or, at minimum, 
remain the same. Without a major revision to our statewide tax code or the State 
gas tax jurisdictional distribution formula being modified to reflect the reality that 
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many County roads are used by Urban commuters, it is highly predictable that the 
tax base for Roads funding will never return to pre-recession values in real terms. 
During the recession, property values in unincorporated King County dropped 
sharply. While the economy has shown signs of recovery, it will be years before 
the tax base for roads funding returns to pre-recession values in real terms. Gas 
tax revenues have been flat, in part because of vehicles that are more fuel efficient, 
lower sales of gas due to the economic conditions and a decline in the allocation 
to King County due to reduction in road miles from recent annexations.” 

 

CHAPTER 9—SERVICES, FACILITIES, & UTILITIES 

 

1. F-224  Earlier we submitted the following RECOMMENDATION, which we request be reconsidered 

for inclusion (similar to comment provided on Ch. 2, Sec. II, U-207) Bonded Debt: State law (RCWs 

35.13.110; 35.13.270, and 35A.14.801) is rigid here.): 

RECOMMENDATION: Revisit State law (RCWs 35.13.110; 35.13.270, and 35A.14.801) so 
that Counties and Cities have the opportunity to “negotiate” any transfer of bonded 
debt incurred within the annexed area. Approval of County bonded debt could be 
similar to how cities do so upon annexation by offering a vote to the annexing 
residents and allow the county to require a disapproval of the annexation should 
residents vote against the bonded debt continuance. 

2. F-230  Please see RECOMMENDATION under R-326c above. 

NEW.F-240. “King County shall require any new or expanding Group B water system to have a 
totalizing source meter and make information from the meter available upon request of King County.” 

RECOMMENDATION: Strike in its entirety. Our Rationale: Citizen Surveys we have 
conducted and published over the past decade continually indicate people do not want 
their wells metered. 

3. F-274 Earlier we submitted the following RECOMMENDATION, which we request be reconsidered 

for inclusion: 

RECOMMENDATION: Add a 4th sentence to F-274 to read: “New stormwater facilities 
primarily serving urban residents shall be located within the UGA.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

One of the ways the County can 

ensure lawful use of water by a 

Group B under the ground water 

permit exemption of RCW 90.44.050 

is to require the metering. This policy 

should be retained. 

 

Addressed previously. 

 

CHAPTER 10--ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

 

1. I. Overview / B. General Economic Development Policies 

“King County partners with businesses, economic development organizations, and other 

 

NOTE: Some of these comments 

were not include in the previous 

Greater Maple Valley UAC letters and 
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jurisdictions in efforts to grow the economy to ensure the elements for a prosperous and 
successful economy are provided.  The county also provides infrastructure, business, and 
workforce development products and services as part of its regional responsibilities; and it makes 
many other contributions to sustain the quality of life that makes the region a desirable place to 
live and work.” 

CONCERN: The County does not have in place an Economic Development 
Organization that can coordinate, execute, and implement policies and deploy 
resources herein. 
CONCERN: It appears this Chapter ignores research and development activities, 
patentees, individuals with granted Federal exclusive rights, etc. 
 
QUESTION: What happened to section A? 
 

2. ED-107 “At the multicounty level, King County should partner with other counties, regional entities 
and the state, as appropriate, to devise and implement economic development policies, programs 
and strategies to provide for sustainable and equitable growth throughout the Puget Sound region.” 

RECOMMENDATION: Add “Federal government” after “and the state. 
3. ED-202 “King County shall emphasize continued support for the aerospace and information 
technology industrial clusters as well as industrial clusters offering the best opportunities for business 
development, job creation, and economic growth including those identified in the Puget Sound 
Regional Council's Regional Economic Strategy for urban areas and the King County Rural Economic 
Strategies for rural areas (including resource lands).” 

RECOMMENDATION: Add “, maritime” between “aerospace” and “and information 
technology industrial clusters...” 
RECOMMENDATION: Add “(e.g., transportation equipment, such as truck, rail, marine, 
etc.)” after “as well as industrial clusters....” 
RECOMMENDATION: Add “and home-based businesses” within parenthetical 
expression “(including resource lands).” 

4. ED-206 “King County shall promote and help position small and midsize businesses to gain 
greater participation in the supply chains of large companies and the military located in the 
region.” 

RECOMMENDATION: Add “start-up,” after “help position small...” 
RECOMMENDATION: Add “, government,” after “large companies...” 

5. ED-211b “King County shall coordinate with a broad range of partners, organizations, 
businesses and public sector agencies to support the development of business innovation districts 
and related programming in lower income communities, with an emphasis on food innovation 

are responded to below. 

 

 

While the County no longer has a 

fully staff economic development 

team, it continues to participate in a 

variety of regional forums related to 

economic development. 

 

Section A was deleted to streamline 

the overall length of the document. 

 

 

Comments addressed in previous 

Greater Maple Valley UAC Comment 

Letter. 

 

 

 

Since the policy reference the work of 

the PSRC, it is not revised and the 

recognition of multiple clusters is left 

within the PSRC's regional economic 

strategy process. 

 

 

 

Other policies reference start-up 

companies. 
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districts, in particular. Food innovation districts may encompass anchor food businesses, small 
food business incubation, food industry education and training, markets and food hubs, food 
programs and partnerships with urban and rural food growers and cooperatives, and food 
aggregation and processing.” 

RECOMMENDATION: Add after “food aggregation and processing” the following: 
“including related support equipment.” 
QUESTION: Why are there two sets of Policies ED-211a and ED-211b? 

6. ED-402 “King County will support programs and partnerships to facilitate the efficient 

movement of freight to promote global competitiveness for business and industry.” 

RECOMMENDATION: Add “people and” after “efficient movement of...” 
7. ED-403 “King County shall partner, where feasible, with jurisdictions and other stakeholders to 
develop subarea economic development strategies to promote development and redevelopment in 
areas that can accommodate growth.” 

QUESTION: How are “areas that can accommodate growth“ determined? 
8. VI. The Rural Economy 

CONCERN: This entire section should include both aquaculture and fisheries. 
9. ED-602 c. “King County recognizes the importance of the equestrian cluster for its diversity of 
business and recreation related operations which combine to provide jobs and income 
opportunities within the rural economy.  The county will continue to work with equestrian related 
organizations on business and recreation aspects of the equestrian cluster and with organizations 
that represent the various trail and user groups to help ensure the continued viability and 
economic health of equestrian and related recreation businesses.” 

RECOMMENDATION: Add “open-land (e.g., equestrian dressage)” after “various 
trail...” 

 

CHAPTER 11—COMMUNITY SERVICE AREA PLANNING  (No comments) 

 

CHAPTER 12—IMPLEMENTATION 

 

1. I-203  Item b. appears to eliminate our past and ongoing concerns related to the proposed Reserve 
Silica Demonstration Project. We strongly support such a change. 

 

Attachment—AREA ZONING STUDIES 

 

1. Cedar Hills/Maple Valley--Future Subarea Plan: The greater community (unincorporated area 

 

 

 

 

Each of the policies address different 

topics. 

 

 

Movement of people is addressed in 

multiple other topics. 

 

The County determines this through 

its long-range and short-range 

planning activities. 

 

 

 

 

 

Request is too specific for this policy 

and is left to programmatic activities 

of the department. 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted; thank you for 

supporting this change. 

 

 

A broad solicitation for involvement 

will be included in each of the CSA 
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councils, community organizations, rural residents, and rural business owners, including forest and 
farm owners, and rural communities, towns, and cities) must be involved with such Subarea planning, 
not just the owners of the twelve specific properties identified. Future changes in this subarea could 
have major impacts on the quality of life of surrounding residences and greatly increase traffic on 
Cedar Grove Rd, Lake Francis Rd, and SR-169. In addition, the Public should be provided with and 
fully aware of the formal process the County uses to define Subarea Plans. 

 

Plans. Chapter 11 broadly defines the 

new subarea planning programs; 

specific components are available 

through the Dept. of Permitting and 

Environmental Review. 

Attachment—CODE CHANGES 
1. Amendments Related to Proposed Comprehensive Plan Policy Changes 

TITLE 14. ROADS AND BRIDGES 
Transportation Concurrency: Modify KCC 14.70, Transportation Concurrency Management, to 
revise testing methodology consistent with the comprehensive plan update. 

QUESTION: “What changes are proposed in the Concurrency Testing Methodology 
under KCC 14.70?” 

2. To address the RECOMMENDATIONS we have made under Policies R-326c and F-224, we 
recommend a change to King County Code: KCC 21A.08.060 A. Government/business services 
land uses. under “Specific Land Use” – “Utility Facility” by adding a Note #38 as a Development 
Condition to all Zoning Designations. 

 
Technical Appendix A—CAPITAL FACILITIES  (No review.) 
 
Technical Appendix C1—TNR & ARTERIAL CLASSIFICATION CHANGES 

1. We have several overall QUESTIONS related to the TNR: 
QUESTION: How is the TNR developed? 
QUESTION: Are TNR needs prioritized and, if so, how? 
QUESTION: Is the Public involved in the TNR development process? 
QUESTION: Is the KCCP Update the only opportunity available to the Public to provide 
TNR Comment? 

 
2. Pp. 4-5: In Chapter 1: Planning Context and Introduction it states the following: 
“Development Review: The TNR serves as a source of information in the review of proposed land 
developments and in determining appropriate mitigation measures required as a condition of new 
development approval. The County's Mitigation Payment System (MPS) uses the TNR to help identify 
growth-related projects for the impact fee system, however given the lack of funding for capacity 
improvements; the MPS system is undergoing a major overhaul.” 

QUESTION: What aspects of the MPS are being changed? When will those changes be 

This was included in error in the 

public review draft. Code changes to 

revise concurrency testing 

methodology will not be included with 

the comprehensive plan transmittal. 

In a separate effort, a consultant will 

be retained to assist in updating the 

County's transportation concurrency 

methodology. 

 

 

These issues are addressed in the 

TNR attachment to the Executive 

Proposed plan.  

 

The public is involved in the TNR 

through the Comprehensive Plan 

update process, including the docket 

process. In addition, the information 

used by the Road Services Division 

to develop the TNR may include 

capital needs previously identified by 

the public in various communications 

with the agency.  

 

No policy changes to the MPS are 
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available for Public review? 
 
Technical Appendix C2—REGIONAL TRAILS NEEDS REPORT  (No comments) 

being proposed in the comprehensive 

plan update. The MPS program will 

be assessed at a later date. This has 

been reflected in edited TNR text. 

 

 

H 

STEVE HEISTER – GREATER MAPLE VALLEY UAC – LETTER TO THE EDITOR OF SEATTLE TIMES 
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From: Peter Rimbos [mailto:primbos@comcast.net]  

Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 8:47 AM 

 

The letter was approved unanimously by our full GMVUAC at our Monday, January 4, meeting. As a 

result, it was signed by Steve, as Chair, and I [Peter Rimbos]was authorized, as our Corresponding 

Secretary, to officially submit it to the Seattle Times and other interested parties such as yourself, other 

UACs, etc. 

 

Thus, it represents official GMVUAC policy and we would be happy if you could include with our other 

KCCP Update PRD comments, as it certainly is pertinent to the update and completely consistent with 

our other comments and our GMVUAC mission.  

 

NOTE: The following letter was submitted to the Seattle Times in response to a January 2, 2016 editorial 

entitled: Reject change of King County's urban-growth boundary. 

 

http://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/editorials/reject-change-of-king-countys-urban-growth-

boundary/ 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  King County 

appreciates the support for retaining 

the Urban Growth Area boundary. 

 

http://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/editorials/reject-change-of-king-countys-urban-growth-boundary/
http://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/editorials/reject-change-of-king-countys-urban-growth-boundary/
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Editor, 

 

The Times is to be commended for addressing one of most important quality of life issues facing us today 

and into the future (“Reject change of King County’s urban-growth boundary,” January 3, 2016) 

 

The Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council (GMVUAC) has been diligently working for nearly 

40 years to “keep the Rural Area rural.” Since the 1990 passage of the nationally acclaimed Growth 

Management Act, there has been continual pressure exerted along the Urban-Growth Boundary fringe. 

 

As your editorial rightly states, the quality of life that attracts and helps King County retain so many good, 

thriving businesses, along with so many well-educated people, is built on the foundation of the Growth 

Management Act and the integrity of the Urban-Growth Boundary. 

 

Endless sprawl hurts everyone. It reduces our quality of life. It causes the need for endless roads to be 

built and maintained. It requires further extension of expensive infrastructure, such as sewers and water 

mains. It requires more schools to be built. Endless sprawl would result in a much larger tax burden on 

both people and businesses. Who wins? Developers, builders, and realtors--the very same who are 

exerting pressure on the Urban-Growth Boundary. Who loses? Everyone else. 

 

The fight to keep urban-serving facilities within the Urban-Growth Boundary continues. Clearly, the vast 

majority of the people on both sides of the Urban-Growth Boundary want to keep urban facilities within 

urban communities and out of rural areas. The people we serve in the greater Maple Valley area 

continually implore us to maintain the integrity of the Urban-Growth Boundary. 

 

Finally, we concur with the Times editorial when it states there is plenty of room for population growth 

within the Urban-Growth Boundary. The Puget Sound Regional Council, along with the Countywide 

Planning Policies, and the Comprehensive Plans of King County and its cities, all project and review 

growth patterns in a methodical way which is well documented. We work with King County on its 

Comprehensive Plan to ensure citizen voices are heard. All of us are very fortunate such thoughtful and 

well-informed planning is done to ensure a good quality of life for us and our children. 

 

Steve Hiester, Chair, GMVUAC 
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Vashon-Maury Island Community Meeting Comment Card 

 

I have understood that our zoning of the island was determined by what density could be served by the 

water available.  How could we increase density in the face of predictions of a drier climate? 

 

Thank you for your comment.  Rural 

densities comport with rural water 

resources given the majority of rural 

water is provided for by dispersed, 

low density, low volume ground water 

wells in the surficial aquifers, aquifers 

charged by the winter rains.  In rural 

areas of the County without adequate 

groundwater resources, the water 

supply is generally imported from a 

regional supplier.   
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From: Mark Hofman [mailto:mhofman@ci.snoqualmie.wa.us]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 4:16 PM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  The edits to the 

Comprehensive Plan are consistent 

with the December 4, 2015 ruling, 

which address the multiple issues 

raised in this letter: 

 

CITY OF SNOQUALMIE, 

Petitioner,  

vs.  

CENTRAL PUGET SOUND 

GROWTH MANAGEMENT 

HEARINGS BOARD and KING 

COUNTY  

Respondents 

 

SUPERIOR COURT NO.  

13-2-01841-9 
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The County is interested in continuing 

to work with the City and the 

surrounding property owners under 

the existing land use framework. 
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LYNN HYERLE – MULTIPLE TOPICS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Lynne Hyerle [mailto:lynne@nosprayzone.org]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 4:44 PM 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the King County 2016 Comprehensive Plan Draft.  Here are 

my priorities for the future of King County: 

 

Make King County more affordable. People should be able to live close to where they work. Parts of our 

County are becoming less affordable, forcing more families to move farther away from where they work, 

leading to significant negative social, economic and environmental impacts. We need the Comprehensive 

Plan to support strategies that create greater affordability near key transit centers and employment 

centers.  It should include more funding for affordable housing, and it should include policies that increase 

the supply of market rate, family size, and affordable units. 

 

Put growth in high opportunity locations with good transit service. With the expansion of light rail and bus 

rapid transit, we should implement an urban communities strategy, which will help the region grow 

efficiently and responsibly over the next twenty years. We need to have a strategy in place so that 

increased growth around transit centers does not lead to displacement of people and small businesses.   

We should have policies, programs and investments that help people and businesses stay in their 

neighborhoods if they choose.  

 

Keep investing in our transportation system with innovative, multi-modal strategies that will keep us 

moving affordably, safely and sustainably.  As King County continues to grow, we must change the way 

that we move around or we will become mired in gridlock and increased greenhouse gas emissions.  

Smart, strategic use of our limited roadways will be required to keep King County moving as we add more 

people and jobs over the next 20 years. We need investments in bike lanes, transit and sidewalks to give 

people many ways to get around safely while protecting our air and our environment. 

 

King County must continue to be a leader in addressing climate change. We need aggressive, bold action 

to meet our climate goals. Our transportation, land use, capital facilities and environmental goals and 

policies should work together to protect our natural environment and to prevent climate change.  We need 

to prepare for climate impacts and be sure to protect our most vulnerable residents who are most at risk. 

 

 

Thank you for the comments 

regarding affordable housing.  The 

2016 Plan includes a new chapter on 

housing and human services; the 

policies therein have been 

strengthened to reflect the 

importance and challenges the region 

faces in meeting the housing need. 

 

The policies focus on placing growth 

in areas with good transit service.  

This means focusing growth within 

cities and centers and supporting 

transit oriented development. 

 

Comprehensive plan policies support 

multimodal transportation. 

 

Multiple chapters have been updated 

with policies related to Climate 

Change and reference the work of the 

Strategic Climate Action Plan and 

King County Cities Climate 

Collaboration (the K4-C). 

 

Policies related to landslide mapping 

and notification as well as emergency 

response have been updated and 

included in the 2016 Plan.  The 

landslide policies were further refined,  
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Protect our natural resource areas and our rural communities. King County is home to some of the most 

beautiful farmlands and forest lands.  We need to protect these areas to ensure local food sources, 

wildlife habitat, clean water resources, and recreation.   

 

Better Protect People and Property From Natural Hazards. The Oso disaster has underscored the need 

to better protect people and property from landslides and other natural hazards. Recent research has 

shown that Oso scale landslides are more common than previously believed. Improve comprehensive 

plan policies and regulations to protect people and property from natural hazards. 

 

Work towards a more equitable future for all.  Not all of our residents and communities have the same 

access to opportunity. The County should be proactive and intentional about advancing race and social 

justice through its policies, programs and investments.  

 

Accountability and measurement.  Quantifiable goals will help us track how we are doing.  We should 

expand our metrics and make sure that we are moving in the right direction.  It is critical that our tracking 

and accountability not just focus on county-wide results, but also on specific populations so that no one is 

getting left behind.  

 

Thank you! 

based on public comment, between 

the Public Review Draft and 

Executive Recommended Plan. 

 

Policies have been added and 

updated throughout the 2016 Plan 

related to equity and social justice; 

further, mapping data has been 

included to help explain the 

relationship of ESJ to the 

geographies of the Growth 

Management Act. 

 

Chapter 12 includes a new Workplan 

section that includes an Action to 

develop a Performance Measures 

Program that is specifically related to 

the goals, and timeframes, of the 

Comprehensive Plan. 
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MARGO JASUKAITIS (THE KELLER GROUP) – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Margo Jasukaitis [mailto:Margo@thekellergroup.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 4:15 PM 

 

Attached is a letter voicing support for the 4:1 proposal for property in unincorporated King County 

purchased by Gary Remlinger, David Remlinger, David Hopkins and Vern Tillman.  78 King County 

residents signed the letter in support of the annexation of the three parcels in King County to the City of 

Carnation.  

 

Please don’t hesitate to let us know if you have any questions or need more information. 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted. 
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MARGO JASUKAITIS (THE KELLER GROUP) – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 
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MARGO JASUKAITIS (THE KELLER GROUP) – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 
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MARGO JASUKAITIS (THE KELLER GROUP) – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 
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MARGO JASUKAITIS (THE KELLER GROUP) – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 
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MARGO JASUKAITIS (THE KELLER GROUP) – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 
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MARGO JASUKAITIS (THE KELLER GROUP) – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 
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MARGO JASUKAITIS (THE KELLER GROUP) – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 
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MARGO JASUKAITIS (THE KELLER GROUP) – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 
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DICK JONES – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Dick Jones [mailto:dedwardjones5@gmail.com]  

Sent: Monday, January 04, 2016 10:20 AM 

 

Dear King County Executive Constantine, 

 

Attached you will find our letter of opposition to the annexing of farm properties listed in the letter. 

 

I trust you will find all the information needed to enable your staff to consider reaching out to myself and 

others potentially effected by the upcoming King County Comprehensive Plan 2016 Update of 

Implementing zoning changes.  

  

If you or your staff have any questions please contact me at either my email or my phone. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.   
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Comments noted.  King County 

appreciates the time Mr. Jones on 

these important civic activities. 

 

 

 

 

King County staff emailed Mr. Jones 

on the day after this letter was 

received but did not receive a reply.  

King County staff did however hold a 

public meeting in the area and many 

residents attended to discuss this 

Area Zoning Study; a summary of the 

comments is shown in Section V of 

this report. 

 

Thank you for submitting the 

photographs. 
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2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 235 

DICK JONES – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 
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DICK JONES – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 
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M. LEONARD (ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY PARTNERS) – MULTIPLE TOPICS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Leonard, M. A. [mailto:mleonard@enterprisecommunity.org]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 10:10 PM 
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COMMENT RESPONSES 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted; thank you for your 

support of the housing and affordable 

housing related provisions in the 

2016 Plan. 
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Comments noted regarding the 

importance of monitoring and data, 

and consistency with related 

monitoring programs. 
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EMMA NEWBY LETESTU – RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: renewby@centurytel.net [mailto:renewby@centurytel.net]  

Sent: Monday, January 04, 2016 6:02 PM 

 

As you intend to extend the urban areas and even in the rural ones which become more dense in 

population. I suggest that more regulations should be enforced regarding noise, light and air pollution with 

a strong regard concerning energy reduction. 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  King County 

agrees that these are important 

issues in both rural and urban areas 

and has multiple programs and 

regulations that guide development 

impacts in these areas. 
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ELKE LEWIS – DUTHIE HILL NOTCH AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

Comprehensive Plan Community Meeting – Hardcopy Submittal 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted; these are 

consistent with the 

recommendations in the Area 

Zoning Study. 

 

 

(See additional responses at 

Darin Goehner (Moss Adams) 

above).  
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SUSAN MARKS – EAST RENTON ANNEXATION AREA, DOCKET REPORT # 5 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: S Marks [mailto:seattlequilter@msn.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 7:00 PM 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

If I understand the proposal correctly to the Comprehensive Plan (see copy from the proposal below), I 

feel an immediate re-evaluation of the Urban Growth Area planning for this area is critical.  Currently large 

trees are being stripped haphazardly for fast development without consideration for the environment. 

There is more street flooding than I have ever seen.  In addition, it does not appear there is good planning 

of roads/traffic. Traffic is a mess, disorganized without thought to growth and/or businesses.  I highly urge 

the Executive Recommendation to consider a HALT to further Growth Management in the Renton area 

and allow a separate period of time for public comment on what is needed before moving forward on 

additional plans.   

 

This topic needs to be heavily socialized, not just on the King County Government Comprehensive 

Planning site, but other social methods – Facebook, Radio, Newspapers, Mailing flyers, etc. before going 

forward with any other Urban Growth actions. If we do not stop and re-evaluate this destructive 

expansion, Renton will soon be a place that is in chaos, and no longer a beautiful area.  Please accept 

my recommendation. 

 

[NOTE: Table from 2015 Comprehensive Plan Docket Report] 

 

5  
Peter 

Eberle  

CD 

9  

Request: To move the Urban Growth Area back to the current Renton 

City Limits on the East Renton Plateau. Or, to disallow small annexations 

until entire PAA choose to annex.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted. 

 

There is no subarea planning 

scheduled for this area in the near 

term, although the 2016 Plan includes 

a policy (U-208) stating its support to 

partner with a potential annexing city 

or to use city development standards 

if the sign commits to future 

annexation. 

 

Note that with the re-establishment of 

the Community Service Area 

Planning Program, the potential 

annexation areas will be reviewed 

once every four years.  The next 

cycle for these areas is 2020.  

Additionally, Chapter 12 of the 2016 

Plan includes a Workplan item to 

engage in discussions with King 

County cities to revisit the Potential 

Annexation Area map and annexation 
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SUSAN MARKS – EAST RENTON ANNEXATION AREA, DOCKET REPORT # 5 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

In addition to the Comprehensive Plan, the Countywide Planning Policies 

guide the establishment of the urban growth area – both for expansions 

and contractions. The majority of this area does not meet the 

requirements for contracting the urban growth area.  

 

Executive Recommendation: Do not support request. However, given the 

importance of the issues and the challenges that remain in the existing 

potential annexation areas, initiate work with the Growth Management 

Planning Council and other relevant stakeholders such as a special 

purpose districts to the reconsider the Potential Annexation Area 

designations.  

 

 

countywide planning policies.  The 

issues you raise are likely to be part 

of this future project.   

 

 

ERIN MCINTYRE – VASHON-MAURY ISLAND SUBAREA PLANNING 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Erinn Mcintyre [mailto:erinnmcintyre@yahoo.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 6:25 PM 

 

I have been trying to submit comments to the Comprehensive Plan Update, but consistently get "Error 

404, File not Found" when I try to submit a comment on-line.  I hope this email will suffice for comments 

to the overall plan, and to the Vashon-Maury Island Sub-plan. 

 

I am a life-long, environmentally conscious, King County resident.  Yesterday, I was at DPER to discuss a 

property I recently bought on Vashon Island.  Having spent significant time talking with an 

engineering/permit expert there, I am quite concerned by the lack of planning around issues we all face in 

living in a world with limited resources.  While we are blessed with significant rainfall (and not blessed with 

last summer's serious drought), I am taken aback by what appears to be a lack of focus in this Plan 

Update on environmentally progressive problem solving.   

 

 

 

King County regrets that you had 

trouble accessing the document 

during the update process.  Note that 

the pages have all been fixed and are 

now back online. 
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COMMENT RESPONSES 

 

In providing this comment to the Comprehensive Plan Update and the Vashon-Maury Island Sub-plan, I 

ask that the County not just start to look at, but actually take steps towards, new, updated, 

environmentally relevant and green resource, building, health department and code issues, by 

initiating pilot projects and limited variances.  I propose that pilot projects and site-specific variances 

be allowed to deal with the following issues: 1) alternatives to on-site septic systems, particularly to bring 

existing structures into or closer to building code compliance by exploring and allowing alternatives to the 

current health department requirements for large on-site septic systems and drain fields (composing 

toilets, incinerating toilets, and the like); 2) water conservation (rain water, run-off, graywater reuse, 

support for and assistance with on-site cisterns for irrigation, etc.); 3) a focus on and openness to dealing 

with arsenic and lead through new, novel, and environmentally "friendly" approaches (ie pilot projects for 

bio-remediation and the like); 4) solar or other renewable energy approaches (which would likely 

consequently result in a variance to that structure's energy code requirements; 4) a general and genuine 

effort by the County to help bring properties and existing structures with code problems or defects into 

safe and reasonable condition -- not by specific compliance with existing or antiquated Codes and 

methods, but rather by site-specific solutions that are geared towards helping people achieve safe and 

reasonable properties by allowing site-specific, environmentally progressive alternatives.   

 

I understand this may cost a little more money than enforcing strict compliance with existing code, but the 

time to move forward into the future and solve our environmental problems is now.  We have to start 

somewhere.  There must be latitude granted to try new things.  This need not by County-wide, code-wide, 

nor does it require years of studying and thinking about it.  It's been done -- just not by us.  Please, just be 

willing and supportive of trying some new things, and allow for environmentally responsible, innovative 

problem solving in our County's Comprehensive Plan. Others are doing this, and we are needlessly 

lagging behind, in no small part because it has not been a priority. 

 

Last week, I toured the Bullitt Center in Seattle and was astounded by the conservation and novel 

approaches in place there.  I believe it is long past time to initiate some pilot projects or allow variances 

for King County residents who are committed to find ways to lower their resource use and carbon 

footprint.  We could use the County's help in doing this.  (I had quite a chuckle with the DPER specialist 

yesterday when he tried to pull up with Green Building Manual on-line and the link results in "Error 404 - 

file not found".)  I also understand that there is no "expert" or point person for the Green Building 

Program, nor is there anyone who deals with novel environmental solutions at DPER.  That is indeed 

 

 

These are great ideas and this is a 

very thoughtful letter.  The County is 

willing to work with those who 

propose development through pilot or 

demonstration projects; to do this, 

applicants must be willing to show 

how safety standards will be met and, 

possibly, back up systems in case 

they don’t.  The County is interested 

in learning about about projects you 

may know of or are working on.   As a 

County, we want to increase the use 

of green building techniques and 

have all new structures be 

sustainable.  We need someone like 

you who is willing to help us learn and 

try new approaches. 
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unfortunate. 

 

Vashon is unique within King County.  I am delighted to see that there is a sub-plan being developed for 

Vashon for this very reason.  Vashon has limited water resources, significant on-site septic issues, in 

terms of environmental impacts and compliance (or lack thereof) with current outdated health department 

codes and approaches.  Regarding the arsenic and lead plume, because it is an island, remediation is 

difficult and prohibitively expensive.  Planting grass is not a sufficient solution, and some types of grass 

uptake arsenic and allow it to enter the food chain when deer and other critters eat it.  I recently started 

looking into bio-remediation, and while there are particular plants that efficiently uptake these toxic 

elements, there appears to be no existing project to try this, nor do there appear to be available disposal 

options for the resulting toxic biomass.  I would like to try bio-remediation, and I'm sure others would as 

well, but I believe the County should be involved in providing guidance for disposal of the resulting toxic 

biomass.  It cannot be burned (arsenic will go into the air); it should not be buried on-site (will enter 

water); it should not be composted (will recontaminate soil and enter food chain).  

 

Please understand that I appreciate the work the County is doing and the steps it has taken to encourage 

green building, raising awareness about arsenic and lead, the endless quest to address failing septic 

systems, dealing with noxious weeds, and the like.  And, I certainly believe it is in the public interest to 

have building codes that keep us safe and provide standards that are both necessary and reasonable.  

That being said, I believe it is time the County is open to trying some new things now, being more open to 

solving site-specific problems with current and novel technology and approaches, not just identifying 

problems and demanding strict compliance or saying "no" because something has not been allowed 

before.  I really believe we need to be a leader in innovation and prioritizing where we want to be 

environmentally, not where we have been or are now. 
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BERNIE MCKINNEY – INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From:B.mckinney@comcast.net 

Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 3:30 PM 

 

I have been reading the current comp plan and the 2016 updates. I do not see anything about Integrated 

Pest Management when referring to landscape management/forestry or parks or noxious weed 

management. I think it should mention IPM in multiple places in all aspects of land management. 

 

 

 

Thank you for your comments.  Edits 

have been made to reflect this issue 

in multiple locations, including 

Chapter 3 section II.B.1. Forestry, 

Chapter 5 section IV.3.h and policies 

E-430 and E-506 

 

 

JOHN MILESKI – DUTHIE HILL NOTCH AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: John Mileski [mailto:john.mileski@hotmail.com]  

Sent: Friday, December 11, 2015 8:31 

 

Dear King County Executive Constantine, 

 

On behalf of the High Country Homeowners Association Board, attached is a letter outlining our 

opposition of the proposed amendment to the Countywide Planning Policy DP-16 to annex the Duthie Hill 

Notch. 

 

In 2012, the King County Executive Staff and yourself opposed this proposal.  Attached and cited in my 

letter, I have included Executive Office studies and staff comments to the King County Council that outline 

the reasons for the Executive Office's opposition to transferring the Notch from rural to urban: 

 

    1) 2012 King County Comprehensive Plan Update, Sammamish UGA study (08/29/12),   

    2) Growth Planning Council Meeting, presentation by Paul Reitenbach (09/11/12)  

    3) Lauren Smith, Deputy Director Regional Planning, King County Council comments opposing the 

proposal (12/3/2012). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  As these raise 

similar points, please see the 

responses at Darin Goehner (Moss 

Adams) above. 
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Similar to the Executive's Office, we oppose this proposal due to: 

 

    1) The adverse environment impact this proposal presents to the protected wetlands contained in the 

Notch and to Patterson Creek, a natural bearing salmon stream. 

 

    2) The City of Sammamish has not provided evidence that it requires the re-designation of rural lands 

to urban to accommodate it's long term growth plans. 

 

    3) The City's rationale for this proposal is to correct a UGA boarder irregularity; this is not appropriate 

rationale to re-designate the lands from rural to urban; boarder irregularities we're thoughtfully planned for 

a purpose, in this instance to protect the wetlands and Patterson Creek. 

 

Attached is a letter detailing our position and supporting King County Executive staff studies supporting 

our position. 

 

Thank you very much for your consideration. 

 

John A. Mileski 

High Country HOA, Past President 

 
December 11, 2015 
 
RE:  Sammamish Request – Duthie Hill Notch 
        Growth Management Planning Council   

 
Dear King County Executive Constantine, 
 
I am writing to you in regards to the City of Sammamish’s July 22, 2015 request to amend the Countywide 
Planning Policy DP-16 and annex the Duthie Hill Notch into Sammamish. 
 
As past president of the High Country HOA, on behalf of our association and our 115 residents we 
oppose this proposal.  The Duthie Hill Notch borders the High Country community on two sides and the 
proposed planning policy amendment adversely impacts our community and presents significant 
environmental risks to the adjacent wetlands and Patterson Creek. 
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In 2012 and 2015, residents from our community and the adjacent Windsor Heights HOA have met 
multiple times with Sammamish city leaders to express our concerns.  However, there was little flexibility 
in the city’s position and in our view, the July 22, 2015 request to amend the Planning Policy is an attempt 
to bypass the UGA procedures and policies. 
 
We oppose the proposed amendment to the Countywide Planning Policy DP-16 and annex the Duthie Hill 
Notch into Sammamish for the following reasons: 
 
1. Adverse environmental impacts to the neighboring protected wetlands and Patterson Creek, a 

natural bearing salmon stream.  UGA lands must be free of environmental constraints and that is 
not the case with the Notch. 

 
2. The City of Sammamish has not provided evidence that additional urban lands are required to 

support their adopted growth rate targets.  This is a key criteria for moving lands from rural to 
urban.  As a result, annexation of the Duthie Hill Notch is in inconsistent with the County’s UGA 
policies. 

 
3. The city contends they are attempting to correct a border irregularity.  However, UGA border 

irregularities and notches are very common and originally planned for a reason.  Boarder irregularities 
are not a reason for annexation or Policy Planning amendments 

 
The following provides additional details and evidence for each of the above reasons.    Much of 
supporting documentation is sourced from prior King County Executive Office studies and testimony. 
 

1 – Adverse environmental impacts to the neighboring wetlands and Patterson Creek, a natural 
bearing salmon stream.   UGA lands must be free of environmental constraints and that is not 
the case the Notch. 

 
The Duthie Hill Notch includes a pond and wetlands that flow from two locations into Patterson Creek, a 
natural bearing salmon stream.   Future development in the notch threatens both the environmentally 
sensitive wetlands in the Notch and Patterson Creek. 
 
The following studies and King County Executive staff comments to the King County Council provide 
evidence of the potential negative environmental impacts: 
 



 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 249 

JOHN MILESKI – DUTHIE HILL NOTCH AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

 2012 King County Comprehensive Plan Update, Sammamish UGA, Area (August 29, 
2012)(Appendix A, page 3) 

 
o The study recommends “against” the annexation of the Notch to the City of Sammamish.  
 

“A re-designation to urban would require improvement in the road infrastructure and may 
impact the pond and mapped wetland.  KCCP policy U-102(d) calls for UGA lands to be free 
of environmental constraints.   The pond, stream and wetland make re-designation of the 
study area to urban inconsistent with this policy.” 
Executive Staff Recommendation – “Make no adjustment to the King County 
Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) Land Use Map and zoning for the Duthie Hill Road study.   

 King County Executive Staff, Lauren Smith, comments to the King County Council on 
December 3, 2012 regarding the Notch proposal – clearly outlines the concerns associated 
with the environmentally sensitive features of the Notch and this was a major reason for the 
Executive’s opposition to the proposal in 2012.  
Below are several of Ms. Smith’s comments outlining the reasons the Executive opposed the 
proposal. 

 
o “In this case the Notch contains the headwaters of Patterson Creek, which is an important 

salmon bearing stream; it was left out of the UGA for that reason.” 
 
o “ the water system feeds a major salmon bearing system in Unincorporated King County, 

those types of lands are not appropriate for inclusion in the Urban Growth Area.” 
 

2-The City of Sammamish has not provided evidence that the additional urban lands are 
required to support their adopted growth rate targets.  This is a key criteria for moving lands 
from rural to urban. As a result, annexation of the Duthie Hill Notch is in inconsistent with the 
County’s UGA policies. 

 
The City of Sammamish has not demonstrated a lack of buildable lands for increased density or jobs.  
This is a key criteria in moving lands from rural to urban and the city has not satisfied this requirement. 
 

 Growth Management Planning Council Meeting, Presentation by Paul Reitenbach – September 
11, 2012 (Appendix B, page 5) 
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 “The reasons this proposal are not supported by the Executive include: 
o “No evidence has been submitted by the City of Sammamish that additional urban land is 

needed to accommodate their adopted growth targets.”   
 

3-UGA Border Irregularities and Notches are common in the UGA and not adequate reason to 
transfer lands from rural to urban. 

 

 The request to amend the Countywide Planning Policy DP-16 and annex the Duthie Hill Notch into 
Sammamish to address irregularities in borders in not appropriate or adequate rationale to amend 
the Countywide Planning Policy. 

 

 King County Executive Staff, Lauren Smith,  Comments to the King County Council on 
December 3, 2012 regarding the Notch proposal 

 
o “Little notches like this are all up and down the Urban Growth Boundary, these are either 

environmentally sensitive areas or areas that lack sewers or other criteria why it’s not 
appropriate to include in the Urban Growth Area.  In this case, the Notch contains the 
headwaters of Patterson Creek which is an important salmon bearing stream” 

 
Thank you very much for your consideration and prior support in opposing this proposal.  
 
John A. Mileski, Past President, High Country HOA 
 
 
Attachments:  

 2012 Growth Management Planning Council Staff Report on Countywide Planning Policy Map 

Amendments Related to the King County Comprehensive Plan 

 2012 Sammamish Urban Growth Area – Area Zoning Study 
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From: fallcity@yahoogroups.com On Behalf Of del@irontree.com 

Sent: Saturday, November 21, 2015 10:28 AM 

 

I thought it was illogical during the last review of the comprehensive plan that the properties on the north 

side of SR-202 (Barfuse et al) were not included in the CBD since the area has been largely commercial 

for a long time. 

 

Possible inclusion of the FCES in the CBD has been discussed in the context of being "deep pockets" 

with regard to the wastewater system (ULID). It's my understanding that the school's existing onsite 

system is maxed out and a sizable chunk of money has been set aside by the district to upgrade the 

system. It would make more sense to just include it in an expanded business district ULID. 

 

I attended the meeting between Kathy Lambert and a large number of the CBD property owners. There 

seemed to be some skepticism about the project when the meeting started but at the end a show of 

hands overwhelmingly indicated support for continuing to pursue the project. Of course, no one has been 

asked to write a check yet so further support is going to depend on getting grants to reduce the cost to 

the property owners. Including the FCES property in the ULID could bring a chunk of money to help in this 

regard. 

 

It's disappointing if the entire Rainier property (three parcels) was excluded from consideration for 

inclusion in the CBD. It seems at least one of the parcels might be a candidate for rezoning making 

inclusion in the CBD possible. 

 

I've watched channel 22. (makes me sleepy). 
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From: Arvia Morris [mailto:morris358@zipcon.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 12:52 PM 

 

Dear Dow Constantine,  

 

I am glad to be able to comment on the King County 2016 Comprehensive Plan Draft.  Here are my 

priorities for the future of King County: 

 

Addressing Climate change and developing a sustainable infrastructure should be at the heart of the 

Comprehensive plan.   

 

Sustainability and climate change are mentioned in the Draft plan, but only generally.  Specific goals 

should be included.  For example King County should be planning to use 100% renewable sources of 

electricity in the next 20 years. This can be done with Solar and wind.   

 

Electrification of as much of our transportation grid as possible should be stated as a goal.  Though 

improved mass transit and concentrated urban villages can reduce congestion, there will still be as much 

driving around in 20 years as there is today.  That driving needs to happen in cars that are electric and we 

need the charging stations to support them.   

 

The mass transit system should be powered 100% by renewable carbon neutral energy.  This should be 

stated in the plan.  

 

All construction should meet the highest energy and water use efficiency  standards. If possible new 

construction should go beyond LEED to the living building standard where the building site can reuse 

grey water and generate its own energy.   

 

The practices above will become mainstream if King County adopts them and leads the way.  Over the 

life time of a building or transit system using renewable energy will pay for itself.   

 

All projects, public and private,  should have a full life cycle analysis done on the cost of the project before 

committing to the project. This should include operating and maintaining a project.  In addition recycling 

 

Thank you for your comments.  In 

particular thank you for your 

suggestions on some very ambitious 

carbon reduction goals for the 

County.  While the Comprehensive 

Plan transmitted to the Council does 

not include a goal of 100% 

renewables by 2020, some new 

policies are proposed with respect to 

climate change: 

 

Most important to note is that the 

2016 Comp Plan policies on climate 

change were significantly influenced 

by the County's 2015 Strategic 

Climate Action Plan.  This document 

set ambitious targets for the County 

to achieve greenhouse gas 

reductions countywide and in the 

operations of the County. 

 

Please note policies E-206, E-206a, 

E-206 b, E-206c and others.  
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material at the end of project needs to be accounted for.  When all cost are considered greener solutions 

often pay for themselves. 

 

The carbon foot print of all water, water treatment and water discharge needs to be calculated and 0 

carbon footprint solutions need to be developed.   In the sewage treatment area, recycling of waste 

products to agriculture can be achieved.  All methane should be captured for all human and animal waste 

treatment and reused.   

 

These are just a few ideas and goals that should be included and spelled out in the Comprehensive plan.  

There is a strong need to be much more explicit about what sustainable infrastructure is and specific 

goals for a 0 carbon foot print in King County.  We must reach the 0 carbon foot print to avoid the worst 

impacts of climate change which will disrupt our way of life completely for everyone. 

 

Thank you for considering my views. 

 

 

 

BONNIE MORRISON – CARNATION AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Bonnie Morrison [mailto:bon@bonniestlc.com]  

Sent: Monday, January 04, 2016 4:19 PM 

 

I am less than 6 acres from the Proposed changes on Gary Remlinger’s recently purchased property just 

north of Carnation.  With many of my immediate neighbors, we are as opposed to changing the zoning for 

development there as we can possibly be.  The proposed saving of wetland acreage to put houses above 

it is absurd when the wetlands are not build able in the first place, therefore saved anyway.  We will 

continue to fight the loss of our farming community with every avenue at our disposal and urge you to 

help us save the beauty of our farm lands.  Please help and don’t allow this proposed development 

encroachment.  Thanks for reading this.   
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GEORGE NEWMAN – NORTH BEND AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: George Newman [mailto:gnewman@barghausen.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 10:21 AM 

 

On behalf of our clients, Chuck and Jim Kusak, we are submitting public comments on the 2016 

Comprehensive Plan Update specifically directed at Area Zoning Study #13 - North Bend UGA 

Amendment as identified in the Public Review Draft. This is in advance of the closing of the public 

comment period on January 6, 2016. We attended the December 2, 2015 community meeting in Fall City, 

but the primary focus was on 5 of the 16 study areas and Area Zoning Study #13 was not formally 

discussed. 

 

This specific proposed amendment and UGA expansion area consists of 14 tax parcels with a total area 

of 97.6 acres. The current City of North Bend Urban Growth Area (UGA) boundaries are contiguous to the 

easterly and northerly boundaries of the subject property. The southwesterly boundary of the subject 

property has the distinct physical boundary of the Snoqualmie River. 

 

Please enter the attached letter into the public record [shown below, with the email from Londi K. Lindell, 

City Administrator, City of North Bend to King County Councilmembers dated April 27, 2015 in support of 

the UGA expansion]. 
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COMMENT RESPONSES 
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GEORGE NEWMAN – NORTH BEND AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 
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COMMENT RESPONSES 
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GEORGE NEWMAN – NORTH BEND AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 
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GEORGE NEWMAN – NORTH BEND AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 
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KARL OSTROM – MULTIPLE TOPICS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Karl Ostrom [mailto:karlo@nbis.org]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 10:34 AM 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the King County 2016 Comprehensive Plan Draft.  Here are 

my priorities for the future of King County: 

 

Make King County more affordable. People should be able to live close to where they work. Parts of our 

County are becoming less affordable, forcing more families to move farther away from where they work, 

leading to significant negative social, economic and environmental impacts. We need the Comprehensive 

Plan to support strategies that create greater affordability near key transit centers and employment 

centers.  It should include more funding for affordable housing, and it should include policies that increase 

the supply of market rate, family size, and affordable units. 

 

Put growth in high opportunity locations with good transit service. With the expansion of light rail and bus 

rapid transit, we should implement an urban communities strategy, which will help the region grow 

efficiently and responsibly over the next twenty years. We need to have a strategy in place so that 

increased growth around transit centers does not lead to displacement of people and small businesses.   

We should have policies, programs and investments that help people and businesses stay in their 

neighborhoods if they choose.  

 

Keep investing in our transportation system with innovative, multi-modal strategies that will keep us 

moving affordably, safely and sustainably.  As King County continues to grow, we must change the way 

that we move around or we will become mired in gridlock and increased greenhouse gas emissions.  

Smart, strategic use of our limited roadways will be required to keep King County moving as we add more 

people and jobs over the next 20 years. We need investments in bike lanes, transit and sidewalks to give 

people many ways to get around safely while protecting our air and our environment. 

 

King County must continue to be a leader in addressing climate change. We need aggressive, bold action 

to meet our climate goals. Our transportation, land use, capital facilities and environmental goals and 

 

 

Thank you for the comments 

regarding affordable housing.  The 

2016 Plan includes a new chapter on 

housing and human services; the 

policies therein have been 

strengthened to reflect the 

importance and challenges the region 

faces in meeting the housing need. 

 

The policies focus on placing growth 

in areas with good transit service.  

This means focusing growth within 

cities and centers and supporting 

transit oriented development. 

 

Comprehensive plan policies support 

multimodal transportation. 

 

Multiple chapters have been updated 

with policies related to Climate 

Change and reference the work of the 

Strategic Climate Action Plan and 

King County Cities Climate 

Collaboration (the K4-C). 

 

Policies related to landslide mapping 

and notification as well as emergency 

response have been updated and 
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policies should work together to protect our natural environment and to prevent climate change.  We need 

to prepare for climate impacts and be sure to protect our most vulnerable residents who are most at risk. 

 

Protect our natural resource areas and our rural communities. King County is home to some of the most 

beautiful farmlands and forest lands.  We need to protect these areas to ensure local food sources, 

wildlife habitat, clean water resources, and recreation.   

 

Better Protect People and Property From Natural Hazards. The Oso disaster has underscored the need 

to better protect people and property from landslides and other natural hazards. Recent research has 

shown that Oso scale landslides are more common than previously believed. Improve comprehensive 

plan policies and regulations to protect people and property from natural hazards. 

 

Work towards a more equitable future for all.  Not all of our residents and communities have the same 

access to opportunity. The County should be proactive and intentional about advancing race and social 

justice through its policies, programs and investments.  

 

Accountability and measurement.  Quantifiable goals will help us track how we are doing.  We should 

expand our metrics and make sure that we are moving in the right direction.  It is critical that our tracking 

and accountability not just focus on county-wide results, but also on specific populations so that no one is 

getting left behind.  

included in the 2016 Plan.  The 

landslide policies were further refined,  

based on public comment, between 

the Public Review Draft and 

Executive Recommended Plan. 

 

Policies have been added and 

updated throughout the 2016 Plan 

related to equity and social justice; 

further, mapping data has been 

included to help explain the 

relationship of ESJ to the 

geographies of the Growth 

Management Act. 

 

Chapter 12 includes a new Workplan 

section that includes an Action to 

develop a Performance Measures 

Program that is specifically related to 

the goals, and timeframes, of the 

Comprehensive Plan. 
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JEFF PAYNE – DUTHIE HILL NOTCH AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Jeff Payne [jeff_payne@msn.com]  

Sent: Friday, November 06, 2015 9:54 AM (Resent: Sunday, December 06, 2015 4:11 PM) 

 

Dear King County Leadership, 

 

My name is Jeff Payne.  My address is 26717 SE 25th Street Sammamish, Washington, 98025. 

 

I am writing on behalf of 130 homeowners in two affected communities that abut the west side of the 

Duthie Hill Notch.  Specifically, I am writing to remind you there are good reasons why King County has 

twice rejected modification to the UGA in the past seven years (2008 and 2012). 

 

Modifying the UGA enables Sammamish City to pursue a development plan that may damage 

sensitive wetlands. 

The Duthie Hill Notch contains both a pond and stream that form the high value Patterson Creek 23 

wetland, all of which would be adversely affected by the Sammamish City plan to re-zone the 47 acres of 

the Notch from R-1 to R-4.  This plan increases the density of the Duthie Hill Notch from 19 to a potential 

80 home sites.  King County has recognized this environmental concern in the past.  Specifically, the King 

County August 23, 2012 Study highlighted environmental concerns and recommended against the UGA 

change.  The King County August 29, 2012 Study likewise recommended against an adjustment to the 

UGA because it was not “free of environmental concerns.” 

 

Sammamish City is ignoring the advice of its own expert consultant and pursuing modification of 

the UGA. 

Sammamish City has failed to demonstrate the Duthie Hill Notch is needed to meet its growth needs 

through 2022 as part of the Comprehensive Plan Update.  As stated above, the Sammamish City 

proposal is not “free of environmental constraints”.   A showing of both is required to make an adjustment 

to the UGA.  In addition, in February of 2015 Sammamish City spent $25,000 of tax payers’ money on a 

consultant, Studio 3MW, who conducted a study and concluded that the Notch does not qualify to be 

included in the UGA and recommended against pursuing it. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See responses at Darin Goehner 

(Moss Adams) above. 
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Sammamish City’s proposed plan would create enduring safety issues for over 200 families in 4 

communities. 

The intended plan to annex, re-zone and connect SE 25th to Trossachs would put another 1,000 cars per 

day in all of Windsor Heights and parts of High County, Tibbetts Station and Beaver Lake Estates.  This 

data is from Sammamish City’s own traffic study of 2015.  This act would severely compromise the safety 

of pedestrians and children from the 200 families that live and walk to the school bus in these 

neighborhoods.  Moreover, the roads in these neighborhoods are rated as “minor arterials” and not built 

for that volume of traffic.  There are no sidewalks and very few street lights.  Upgrading the roads is not 

permitted per the existing Sammamish City public works standard, but the Sammamish City Engineer has 

shown a practice of unilaterally overriding these standards as was the case with the Pine Hill 

neighborhood in 2014.  In short we worry that the City of Sammamish will not consider our interests and 

personal safety. 

 

Sammamish City is ignoring the interests of its own citizens in favor of well-connected private 

interests. 

The modification of the UGA and annexation of the Duthie Hill notch enriches very few people, none of 

who are citizens of Sammamish City, but this change damages hundreds of existing Sammamish 

families.  Bringing the Notch into the UGA and annexing it is not in the best interests of the citizens of 

Sammamish.  The homeowners in the Duthie Hill Notch bought property with a rural designation and 

have no entitlement to expect they can develop it in a manner inconsistent with that original designation. 

 

Sammamish City does not need to annex the Duthie Hill Notch to upgrade and maintain Duthie Hill 

Road. 

Sammamish City is using the need to widen Duthie Hill road as justification to pursue modification of the 

UGA.  Valid options exist whereby Duthie Hill Road can be widened and maintained with the UGA 

boundary remaining as is. 

 

Nothing has changed since the last time the King County Council voted down modifying the UGA. 

 

The King County Council has twice voted down this proposal to modify the UGA to support annexation of 

the Duthie Hill Notch – in both 2008 and 2012.   There have been no new developments that warrant a 

change in position by the King County Council in 2016. 
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Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Jeff Payne 

 

 

 

DEB PHILLIMORE – VASHON ISLAND HISTORY MUSEUM 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

Vashon-Maury Island Community Meeting Comment Card 

 

I am president of the Vashon-Maury Island Heritage Association.  The Heritage Museum, 10105 SW 

Bank Road, is historic. I purchased property at 10115 SW Bank Road – also historic, in 2014.  LRP is to 

develop campus and education center.  We are interested in zoning variance to allow public use of 20225 

SW Bank – built in 1910.  These two buildings, originally a 1907 Norwegian Lutheran "stick built" church 

and parsonage (1910) were built to be together.  VMIHA want to reunite them for history education for 

future generations. 

 

Please contact the Department of 

Permitting and Environmental Review 

staff about the reuse/continued use of 

historic structures and applicable 

regulations.  Call the Department at 

206-296-6600 or come to our office in 

Snoqualmie.   Also, you may wish to 

convey your ideas at the community 

meetings this spring during the 

Vashon-Maury Island subarea 

planning process. 
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From: Jennifer T. Henning [mailto:Jhenning@Rentonwa.gov]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 7:36 PM 
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Comments noted and appreciated. 

 

 

King County agrees; we have revised 

a policy (U-208) to support joint 

planning with cities in PAAs and look 

forward to working with the city in the 

future. 

 

 

Thank you for responding to these 

studies with comments in these 

letters. 

 

 

Comments noted. 
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These comments are consistent with 

the Area Zoning Study. 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  The policy noted 

above (U-208) supports working 

collaboratively on development 

standards in PAAs. 
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From: Kelly Rider [mailto:kelly@housingconsortium.org]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 6:04 PM 
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Thank you for reviewing the plan and 

making comments! Now that we have 

created a new Chapter 4 for Housing, 

Health and Human Services, we have 

clarified a couple of things. The first is 

that King County only has land use 

powers over the unincorporated areas 

of the County, and can only implement 

specific land use regulations in those 

unincorporated areas, such as 

mandatory inclusionary affordable 

housing and the level of affordability 

required in such regulation. We have 

also clarified, however, that we have a 

regional leadership role in housing, 

health and human services, and will 

make the most of that role to encourage 

parallel policies across the region. The 

Housing, Health and Human Services 

chapter contains the strongest 

expression of King County’s regional 

and local unincorporated area policies 

in these areas, and adopts clear 

housing affordability goals in policies H-

102 and H-103, including goals for very 

low-income housing for households at 

or below 30% of AMI. H-149 is a policy 

that provides the County’s commitment 

to work towards increasing capital and 

operating resources for affordable 

housing, especially housing for the 

lowest income and most vulnerable 

persons.  

We thank you for your work on health 
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and housing intersections and have 

referenced community health workers 

more specifically in policy H-202. We 

would also like to clarify a jurisdictional 

issue with respect to fair housing law, 

an issue which was raised in your 

comments. Just as King County only 

has land-use powers in the 

unincorporated areas of the County, so 

does King County only have civil rights 

legal jurisdiction in the unincorporated 

areas. King County has adopted 

Section 8 discrimination as a protected 

class and enforces it in the 

unincorporated areas of the County, 

and is willing to consider other related 

protected class designations; we 

cannot, however, enforce source of 

income discrimination in any other parts 

of the County outside the 

unincorporated areas. Lastly, H-118 

and H-120 are the appropriate policies 

through which we will address more 

specific requirements such as removing 

barriers to housing for persons with 

criminal records.  
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COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Sifu Johann Sasynuik [mailto:johtzu@mindspring.com]  

Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 10:57 AM 

 

Whereas - the shorelines and waterways belong to the people of the State of Washington. 

Whereas - these waterways have been used by the indigenous peoples as highways since time 

immemorial   

Whereas - these waterways are wildlife corridors 

Whereas - the levees built along the states waterways were built with Federal, State and County monies 

Whereas - the Top of these levees constitute the high water mark for containing these waterways 

King County Shall provide and maintain unrestricted access to these levees to the peoples of the state of 

Washington  

King County Shall include the tops of all the levees in King County as part of the King County Trail system 

King County Shall work in conjunction with Federal, Tribal, State and County governments to be the best 

stewards of these waterways. 

The peoples access to these waterways shall not be infringed and furthermore 

by having this access the People are better witness to the stewardship of these priceless natural 

resources. 

 

My Home and my Business sits adjacent to the Raging River in Fall City 

The Deed on my property shows an easement dating to 1901 - one hundred fourteen years ago !!! 

Back in those days the easiest way to travel the impenetrable forest was to follow the river 

The Snoqualmie tribe had a warriors camp at the confluence of the Raging River - The Tribal name being 

the Shaswabs and the Snoqualmie River. They have used the Raging river as a highway since time 

immemorial.  

My property has a levee that runs adjacent to the river built with federal state and county monies in 1939  

A Pedestrian easement and right of way to the rivers edge were further added to the property  

when it was platted in 1985 - thirty years ago 

Please help teach people to better Share these priceless resources 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  King County 

agrees that shorelines, waterways 

and wildlife corridors are important 

assets to be protected. 
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Sifu Johann Sasynuik  

汹江佑子 

Xiong Jiang You Zi 

Raging River Protection Master 

祭司虎山 

Ji Si Fu Shan 

Abbot of Tiger Mountain 

烏孫 

Wu Sun/Grandson of Ravens 

月氏 

Yue Shi/Moon Clan/Scythian Kung Fu Club Fall City Issaquah  

            Fu Shan Guan/Tiger Mountain Training Hall 

    "Real Skills , For Life"  

Serving the Eastside since 1993  

        425-392-4712  

    KungFuClubIssaquah.com 

 
 

 

 

STEVE SMITH – NORTH BEND AREA ZONING STUDY 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: steve@riverbendhomesites.org [mailto:steve@riverbendhomesites.org]  

Sent: Tuesday, December 22, 2015 5:58 PM 

 

Good morning, Although you have explained to me more than once, since 1994. Since the 2016 review 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:steve@riverbendhomesites.org
mailto:steve@riverbendhomesites.org
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came out, I still am concerned about the potential for King County working with North Bend to annex our 

neighborhood. And am asking for your assistance in determining if our neighborhood has been identified 

and included in this part of the comp plan. Referencing the Public Review Draft of 2016 

Comprehensive Plan. In section C, R-510 the statement that states The cities in the rural area and 

their Potential Annexation Areas are part of the overall Urban Growth Area for purposes of 

planning land uses and facility needs.  

  

I understand that it is in our community's best interest not to see the negative side of this growth, but to 

work with the local city of North Bend for a positive outcome. What I am suspicious of (a negative 

outcome for us) is that King County and the City going ahead with comprehensive planning to annex our 

neighborhood, and then setting those plans in motion, then notifying me and my neighbors here in River 

bend Home sites Association after the fact with no recourse. My address is 15032 443 Ave SE, North 

Bend. I would like to as much as possible, participate in the preplanning, or at least be able to attend 

the meetings where this topic is discussed.  

 

 

 

The Riverbend development is not 

included in the North Bend Area 

Zoning Study. 

 

 

 

Again, Riverbend is not part of the 

2016 Plan update studies. 

 

 

 

ROBERT SPOONER – COUNTY PRIORITIES 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: rob [mailto:robertspooner@gmail.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 11:58 AM 

 

Please consider making equity the highest priority by putting as effort as possible into: 

1. Transit - Lightrail, pedestrian, and bicycle infrastructure 

2. Affordable Housing 

 

 

 

 

Comprehensive Plan policies already 

support these issues and they are 

both Executive priorities and priorities 

in the Strategic Plan. 
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Vashon-Maury Island Community Meeting Comment Card 

 

We are interested in accommodation in the regulations for ADUs for use by family members. 

ADU’s are already in King County 

Code and can be pursued more 

aggressively on Vashon if the local 

residents desire to do so. DCHS 

would work with residents on a pilot 

that could result in the production of 

many more ADU units on the island. 
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From: Michael Tanksley [mailto:wmtanksley@comcast.net] 

Sent: Monday, January 04, 2016 3:11 PM 

 

Pursuant to a phone conversation I had with Karen Wolf in November, I would like to submit suggestions 
for specific adjustments to King County's codes that would improve our ability to support the goals 
contained in the County’s CPPs in regard to maintaining the “rural character” of our Rural Unincorporated 
communities. 
 
While these proposed changes should be self-explanatory, I will asterisk two points and offer a bit of 
expansion below. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these proposals. 
 
21A.06    TECHNICAL TERMS AND LAND USE DEFINITIONS 
 
21A.06.040   Agricultural Product sales. 
 
Add a reference to alcoholic beverage sales by making the last sentence read:  
"Agricultural product sales do not include marijuana… nor alcoholic beverages except as an 
accessory to a winery/brewery/distillery per 21A.08.080.” 
 
 
21A.06.605   Home industry.  
21A.06.610   Home occupation. 
 
Amend the definition of both activities to return to the pre-2008 condition that such activities are permitted 
only as “… subordinate to the use of the site as the primary residence of the business owner.” * 
 
 
21A.08    PERMITTED USES 
 
21A.08.070  Retail land uses. 

Thank you for all of your comments 

on agricultural land county code 

amendments sent on January 4, 

2016.  They address definition and 

permitted uses for agricultural product 

sales, home industry/home 

occupation, retail land uses and 

manufacturing land uses 

(winery/brewery/distillery). 

 

King County has initiated a study to 

develop recommendations 

concerning the wine and adult 

beverage industry in the Sammamish 

Valley area while improving the 

interface of the industry with the 

surrounding communities.  To 

achieve this goal, King County has 

hired a consultant to assist with 

identifying and researching issues, 

conducting stakeholder and broader 

public outreach, and developing 

potential policy or code 

recommendations in the areas of 

economic development, 

transportation, land use, and 

agriculture for wineries, breweries, 

distilleries and associated tasting 

rooms in the Sammamish Valley 

Area, and potentially, other parts of 

mailto:wmtanksley@comcast.net
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In “Retail land uses” chart, add: "Tasting rooms" to the SPECIFIC LAND USE box along with “Liquor 
stores" to clarify the term as being synonymous with “Liquor stores” for purposes of determining permitted 
uses. This would read: 
 
SIC# 592  Liquor stores and tasting rooms 
 
 
21A.08.080   Manufacturing land uses 
 
Winery/Brewery/Distillery  P3 C12 in A and RA zones 
 
Change 3.b (wineries in the A zone) to:  
- include minimum lot size 
- provide improved definition of primary agricultural use 
- retain (f.) “Sixty percent or more of the products processed must be grown in the Puget Sound counties.” 
…for wineries in the A zones. 
 
For the RA zones, remove 3.f (60% requirement) as a condition for a “winery” to be permitted. ** 
 
 
* The purpose of this change is to narrow a loophole where a house is converted to a business 
establishment without maintaining “the primary use of the site as a residence.”   
This change would be somewhat more lenient than the associated language pre-2008 KCCP codes, 
which mandated that a Home Occupation or Industry was permitted in an RA, F or A zone only as 
accessory to the primary use of the site as a residence of the property owner. If the referenced change is 
adopted, a renter or a property owner could operate a Home Occupation or Industry as long as the site is 
her/his actual home.  
 
** Virtually no wine is currently made with grape products from Puget Sound counties. If we are to 
accommodate “wineries” in our RA zones, then, to be realistic, we must remove this requirement. As it is, 
all “wineries” in the RA zones are in violation of this requirement. Small “home occupation” wine making 
businesses do not have this requirement, nor do wineries in the Urban municipalities, so neither should 
permitted “wineries” in our RA zones. 
This is a different story in the A zones. We should (at least) retain the 60% requirement on our 
"designated agricultural resource” lands because the primary purpose of these lands is to preserve 

unincorporated King County as 

appropriate.  

 

This study is expected to conclude by 

early Summer, 2016, with 

recommendations being transmitted 

to the County Council for review by 

mid-August.  The Council may act by 

the end of 2016. 

 

The issues you have raised will be 

forwarded to the study consultant.  As 

you mentioned, the County’s goals in 

the CPPs are to retain the rural 

character of our rural unincorporated 

communities and the outcomes and 

options identified in the study will help 

us address your comments as well as 

County goals. 

 

Additionally, the County is reviewing 

its code enforcement regulations.  It 

has hired a consultant to identify best 

management practices and 

recommend new approaches to 

enforcement processes and 

procedures.  The consultant’s report 

is expected to be completed in May, 

2016; proposed code amendments to 

implement recommendations are 

expected to be reviewed by the 

County Council by the end of the 

year. 
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agricultural resources. Considering that wineries are really an industrial food-processing activity, we 
should not be permitting our precious A zoned lands for this purpose unless they are directly supporting 
agricultural activities in our local region.  
A strong argument could be made that “wineries” should be permitted in the A zones only where a 
significant percentage of the grapes are grown on-site. There is at least one farm property in the 
Sammamish APD that is owned by an entity called “Albavin LLC”. It is only a matter of time before we will 
see farmland being converted to wineries without a significant improvement in both the codes and 
enforcement. 
 

 

 

MEAGHAN TRACY – MULTIPLE TOPICS 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Meaghan Tracy [mailto:meaghantracy@gmail.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 10:08 AM 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the King County 2016 Comprehensive Plan Draft.  Here are 

my priorities for the future of King County: 

 

Make King County more affordable. People should be able to live close to where they work. Parts of our 

County are becoming less affordable, forcing more families to move farther away from where they work, 

leading to significant negative social, economic and environmental impacts. We need the Comprehensive 

Plan to support strategies that create greater affordability near key transit centers and employment 

centers.  It should include more funding for affordable housing, and it should include policies that increase 

the supply of market rate, family size, and affordable units. 

 

Put growth in high opportunity locations with good transit service. With the expansion of light rail and bus 

rapid transit, we should implement an urban communities strategy, which will help the region grow 

efficiently and responsibly over the next twenty years. We need to have a strategy in place so that 

increased growth around transit centers does not lead to displacement of people and small businesses.   

We should have policies, programs and investments that help people and businesses stay in their 

 

 

Thank you for the comments 

regarding affordable housing.  The 

2016 Plan includes a new chapter on 

housing and human services; the 

policies therein have been 

strengthened to reflect the 

importance and challenges the region 

faces in meeting the housing need. 

 

The policies focus on placing growth 

in areas with good transit service.  

This means focusing growth within 

cities and centers and supporting 

transit oriented development. 

 

Comprehensive plan policies support 

multimodal transportation. 
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neighborhoods if they choose.  

 

Keep investing in our transportation system with innovative, multi-modal strategies that will keep us 

moving affordably, safely and sustainably.  As King County continues to grow, we must change the way 

that we move around or we will become mired in gridlock and increased greenhouse gas emissions.  

Smart, strategic use of our limited roadways will be required to keep King County moving as we add more 

people and jobs over the next 20 years. We need investments in bike lanes, transit and sidewalks to give 

people many ways to get around safely while protecting our air and our environment. 

 

King County must continue to be a leader in addressing climate change. We need aggressive, bold action 

to meet our climate goals. Our transportation, land use, capital facilities and environmental goals and 

policies should work together to protect our natural environment and to prevent climate change.  We need 

to prepare for climate impacts and be sure to protect our most vulnerable residents who are most at risk. 

 

Protect our natural resource areas and our rural communities. King County is home to some of the most 

beautiful farmlands and forest lands.  We need to protect these areas to ensure local food sources, 

wildlife habitat, clean water resources, and recreation.   

 

Better Protect People and Property From Natural Hazards. The Oso disaster has underscored the need 

to better protect people and property from landslides and other natural hazards. Recent research has 

shown that Oso scale landslides are more common than previously believed. Improve comprehensive 

plan policies and regulations to protect people and property from natural hazards. 

 

Work towards a more equitable future for all.  Not all of our residents and communities have the same 

access to opportunity. The County should be proactive and intentional about advancing race and social 

justice through its policies, programs and investments.  

 

Accountability and measurement.  Quantifiable goals will help us track how we are doing.  We should 

expand our metrics and make sure that we are moving in the right direction.  It is critical that our tracking 

and accountability not just focus on county-wide results, but also on specific populations so that no one is 

getting left behind.  

 

Multiple chapters have been updated 

with policies related to Climate 

Change and reference the work of the 

Strategic Climate Action Plan and 

King County Cities Climate 

Collaboration (the K4-C). 

 

Policies related to landslide mapping 

and notification as well as emergency 

response have been updated and 

included in the 2016 Plan.  The 

landslide policies were further refined,  

based on public comment, between 

the Public Review Draft and 

Executive Recommended Plan. 

 

Policies have been added and 

updated throughout the 2016 Plan 

related to equity and social justice; 

further, mapping data has been 

included to help explain the 

relationship of ESJ to the 

geographies of the Growth 

Management Act. 

 

Chapter 12 includes a new Workplan 

section that includes an Action to 

develop a Performance Measures 

Program that is specifically related to 

the goals, and timeframes, of the 

Comprehensive Plan. 
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JOHN WECHKIN (PERKINS COIE) – SEPTIC SYSTEMS, VASHON ISLAND 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Wechkin, John M. (Perkins Coie) [mailto:JWechkin@perkinscoie.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 7:40 PM 

 

I’d like to see the County consider alternatives to conventional septic systems and drain fields.  In 

particular, I’d like to see composting toilets considered for Vashon Island, for waterfront properties and 

other areas where drain fields are not practical. 

 

As another part of a more “green” approach, I’d like to see the County consider incentive programs for 

commercial and residential solar energy generation and geothermal energy generation. 

 

The Department of Public Health is 

working on its understanding of 

composting toilets and its ability to 

permit them.  One problem with them 

is that waste solids have to be 

trucked to disposal sites (ie Bullitt 

Center). 

The Department of Permitting and 

Environmental Review will be 

proposing new solar readiness codes 

based on new regulations from the 

State Building Code Council effective 

July 1, 2016.  DPER is also exploring 

a “Solarize Unincorporated King 

County” program (similar to previous 

“Solarize Bellevue” and “Solarize 

(insert Seattle neighborhood name)” 

campaigns in the last several years.  

We would welcome your ideas about 

incentives. 
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X 

Y 

Z 
 

IV. COMMENTS AFTER CLOSE OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

General 

SONJA BOWDEN – SKYWAY WEST HILL ACTION PLAN 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Sonja Bowden [mailto:sonja@vegcat.me]  

Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 1:05 PM 

 

SWAP Critique 

Concerns: 

 A subarea plan should be inclusive of all income groups, races, and cultures, not targeted. 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted, and King County 

agrees with many of them.  Similar 

issues were submitted and addressed 
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 Input should come from all neighborhoods from the grassroots up. 

 The plan should be factually correct and historically accurate. 

 Action plans should recognize and name groups that are already engaged in those actions. 

 Concepts like “buy local” are nice, but aside from one grocery store, there are no businesses in 
Skyway. 

 Access to healthy foods is only half the picture. Education about foods and how to cook them comes 
first, and schools need to provide healthier lunches. 

 Low income housing and affordability are region wide problems that government needs to address. 
Concentration of tax-exempt housing is only as good as the tax structure that can support it. 
Otherwise the entire community suffers from underfunded vital public services. 

 The SWAP can’t force landlords to facelift their properties, and can’t force market rates for properties 
to remain low. 

 Anti-gentrification framing discourages desperately-needed investment. Skyway is a long way from 
worries about gentrification and displacement. There is NO new development aside from the library. 

 A healthy business core will support most of the goals delineated in the SWAP. 

 Skyway’s business districts are the most unhealthy of any urban area in S. Seattle. 

 As an equity and youth health matter, limits need to be set on an allowable number of retail marijuana 
outlets. 

 Public safety and code enforcement are areas of weakness that drastically need improvement. 

 This area will never be sufficiently served or upgraded until it’s annexed to a city. The goal should be 
to make Skyway financially sustainable so it’s attractive as a candidate for annexation rather than a 
liability. 

 

previously; see Sonja and Bill 

Bowden – Endorsement of Skyway 

West Hill Action Plan, with Caveats 

above. 
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From: 4728 degrees [mailto:4728degrees@gmail.com]  

Sent: Sunday, January 10, 2016 8:27 AM 

 

We have reviewed comments made by Elizabeth Gordon concerning the proposed King County 

Comprehensive Plan.  See attached.  This email is to add our endorsement to her review by Friends of 

North Shorewood Park.  Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Friends of North Shorewood Park, Gilbert Loring, Christine Waldman, Alexander Ruangsawat-Loring 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.   

 

 

GWENDOLYN HIGH (HIGHLANDS NEIGHBORS) – TRANSFERABLE DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS, E. RENTON PLATEAU 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Highlands Neighbors [mailto:highlands_neighbors@hotmail.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 1:27 PM  

(Note: Due to meeting rescheduling requested by KC staff, these comments were submitted shortly after the deadline) 

 

Thanks to you and your colleagues for meeting with us on 1/5/2016. We appreciate your responses to our 

comments of 12/2/2015 and offer the attached feedback. We are very much encouraged by the progress 

we have seen and look forward to further improvements. Please let me know if you have any questions or 

if further clarification is needed. Also, if we have made any errors, we would be most grateful for factual 

correction. 

 

 

King County appreciates the time and 

effort CARE has put into working on 

the Comprehensive Plan.  Based 

upon the input received, King County 

has revised the two new TDR 

policies.  Additionally, King County 

has added an action to the Workplan 

section of Chapter 12 to conduct a 

pilot study to guide future TDR 

amenity funding investment and TDR 

subarea studies. 

 

Text in Public Review Draft King County Staff Update 1/5/16 

Existing Policy– No changes are proposed for 
this update: 
R-319 TDRs may be used on receiving sites 

No response to CARE comments of 
12/2/2015 offered. 
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in the following order of preference as follows: 
a. Incorporated Cities. Transfers into 
incorporated areas shall be detailed in 
an interlocal agreement between the 
city receiving the development rights 
and the county; 
b. Unincorporated urban commercial 
centers; 
c. Other unincorporated urban areas; 
and 
d. Rural Areas zoned RA-2.5, unless 
they are on Vashon Island, may 
receive transfers of development 
rights, but only from the Rural Forest 
Focus Areas. 

CARE Comments on Public Review Draft GH Thoughts 1/7/16 

Despite the order of preference stated in R-
319, King County has allowed a great number 
of TDRs to be transferred into unincorporated 
urban areas – potential annexation areas like 
ours – where infrastructure, amenities and 
services to serve this increased density do not 
exist, are not planned and for which there is 
no funding. 
R-319 used to say that the “most appropriate” 
location for TDRs was in Urban Centers. It 
clearly doesn't say that anymore. This is the 
specific text: 
Preference should be given to locations 
within designated urban centers, and to 
areas adjacent to transit stations and park-
and-ride lots; 
That was in the 2004 and 2008 versions of 
the Comp Plan, but in direct contrast to the 
comments we offered during the 2012 
Comprehensive Plan Update (when we asked 

From our conversation, it appears that Staff 
consider the new proposals for subarea 
planning under R319a (next section) to 
address our siting concerns. 
 
We remain convinced that there should be 
stronger policy and code defining sites that 
have adequate infrastructure and services 
available to properly serve TDR development. 
The residents of the unincorporated urban 
area have lost important protection over the 
history of the existence of R-319. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See comment above and updated 

language at R-319. 
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for receiving sites to be required to meet at 
least half the defining characteristics of Urban 
Centers), in 2012 these minimal specifics of 
siting criteria were eliminated. 
2012 

R-319 TDRs may be used on 
receiving sites in the following order 
of preference as follows: 
a. Incorporated Cities. Transfers into 
incorporated areas shall be detailed in 
an interlocal agreement between the 
city receiving the development rights 
and the county; 
b. Unincorporated urban 
commercial centers; 
c. Other unincorporated urban 
areas; and 
d. Rural Areas zoned RA-2.5, unless 
they are on Vashon Island, may 
receive transfers of development 
rights, but only from the Rural Forest 
Focus Areas. 

2008 
R-319 TDRs may be made to receiving sites 
as follows: 

a. Unincorporated urban areas.  
Preference should be given to 
locations within designated urban 
centers, and to areas adjacent to 
transit stations and park-and-ride 
lots; 
b. Transfers into incorporated areas 
shall be detailed in an interlocal 
agreement between the city receiving 
the development rights and the 
county; 
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c. Rural Areas zoned RA-2.5, that are 
not on Vashon Island, may receive 
transfers of development rights only 
from the Rural Forest Focus Areas. 

2004 
R-217 Transfers of development rights may 
be made to receiving sites as follows: 

a. Rural areas zoned RA-2.5 may 
receive transfers of development 
rights from the Rural Forest Focus 
Areas. 
b. Unincorporated urban areas and 
incorporated cities may receive 
transfers of development rights. 
Preferences should be given for 
locations within designated urban 
centers, or adjacent to transit 
stations and park and ride lots. 
Transfers to incorporated areas shall 
be detailed in an interlocal agreement 
between the city and county. 

 

 

Text in Public Review Draft King County Staff Update 1/5/16 

Entirely New Policy Proposal: 
R-319a King County should remove urban 
unincorporated areas as eligible TDR 
receiving sites for urban subdivision projects 
that create 10 or more new lots thru the use of 
the Transfer of Development Rights Program 
only if: 

a. the project is located in a Potential 
Annexation Area, and 
b. the city assigned to the Potential 
Annexation Area has entered into an 
interlocal agreement with King County 

1. Use of TDRs in urban unincorporated 
receiving sites 

a. Revise public review draft policy R-
319a to no longer require an ILA or 
annexation in order to limit use of 
TDRs for plats in PAAs; 

i. Limit use of TDR to urban 
shot plats (9 lots or fewer); 
ii. A subarea plan is required 
to use TDRs in formal urban 
plats (10 or more lots). 
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to accept transfers of 75 Rural and/or 
Resource Lands development rights 
into the city, and 
c. the city assigned to the Potential 
Annexation Area has committed to 
annex its Potential Annexation Area in 
a timely manner. 

CARE Comments on Public Review Draft GH Thoughts 1/7/16 

We have asked for years to have the officially 
defined characteristics of a formally 
designated Urban Center be used as the 
criteria for where to land any TDRs. The 
removal of this text is the opposite of our 
recommendations. The trend of placing even 
less policy direction (non-binding as it was) as 
to the appropriate place to designate TDR 
receiving sites is very troubling. 
No matter the negative impacts to a 
community that have resulted from receiving 
TDRs, with policy R-319A, King County 
officially makes it impossible to limit the use of 
TDRs in the urban unincorporated area – 
specifically Potential Annexation Areas like 
ours - unless the annexing city 1) has agreed 
to accept TDRs AND 2) the city has an 
additional formal agreement to “annex in a 
timely manner” which is above and beyond 
what was already agreed when the city and 
the county originally set the boundaries of the 
PAA in the first place. At present, state law 
sets the methods and processes allowed for 
annexation. The city has virtually no control 
over the timing. This policy makes it 
impossible to limit TDR receiving sites based 
on the actual state of infrastructure, amenity 
and/or service deficits that exist in every of 

Staff offers no concrete specifics of how joint 
planning between the County and an 
annexing City could or would be executed – 
which is a large part of our comments of 
12/2/15. 
 
1.a.i proposed above represents continuation 
of current policy as it is today – no change. 
Any development project that will result in 9 or 
fewer new lots (including TDRs) will have no 
additional criteria or process to determine if 
those TDRs fit their proposed locations. The 
use of TDRs will remain a “by-right” concept 
and no criteria by which the use of TDRs for a 
short plat in the urban unincorporated area 
will not be permitted are proposed. TDRs 
even in short plats should be forbidden if the 
site is within a travelshed that fails 
transportation concurrency. 
 
1.a.ii proposed above is potentially helpful. 
The term “subarea plan” is used throughout 
the public review draft, and Staff have agreed 
that the definition is unclear. There are 
distinctly different processes/depth of 
analysis/binding recommendations depending 
on the specific policy statement. This causes 
great concern. Staff said that they expect this 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See comments above and Workplan 

section of Chapter 12 regarding a 

pilot project to help answer questions 

such as these. 
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King County’s PAAs. 
CARE has been practically begging the King 
County and Renton to do joint planning in our 
PAA for a decade. In 2012 Renton sent a 
formal resolution to King County approved by 
the Planning Commission, the City Council 
and the Mayor asking for joint planning the 
PAAs. King County failed to engage 
productively in that conversation, so no 
progress has been made. We want the growth 
out here to be planned and deliberate. We 
want to be able to welcome our new 
neighbors with adequate infrastructure, 
amenities and quality urban design. The 
county is our local planning and permitting 
authority in the PAA. Under existing law, King 
County is the ONLY jurisdiction that can set 
the rules of what can be permitted here in the 
absence of an ILA. The residents and the city 
do not want more unmitigated, unplanned and 
unsupported higher density development 
where it cannot be adequately 
accommodated. The community perceives 
proposed R-319A as King County punishing 
the urban unincorporated communities for the 
county’s own failure to successfully negotiate 
joint planning ILAs with the annexing cities. 

will be comparable to the process that is 
currently used for an Area Zoning Study that 
is required when there is a proposed zoning 
change during the Comprehensive Plan 
Update Cycle that is proposed via docket item 
submission. Additionally, we attempted to 
clarify some other points in our conversation 
with Staff and learned that they are thinking: 

 The subarea planning will be a public 
process that engages the community 
and the annexing city. Details of the 
public process need to be specified. 
The affected communities need to be 
provided with local public meetings 
that accommodate working 
schedules, and the ample opportunity 
to submit written comments. 

 Any project proposing a preliminary 
plat that would use TDRs would have 
to wait for the results of this subarea 
planning process that would be folded 
into the annual Comp Plan Update 
cycle (as opposed to the major 4 year 
cycle we are in now). 

 The subarea planning process would 
be a joint responsibility of the 
Department of Permitting and 
Environment Review (DPER) and the 
Regional Planning Staff inside the 
office of the King County Executive. 

 The criteria against which a proposed 
project was graded and the 
circumstances under which it would 
be rejected or modified are still to be 
determined. 
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So again – this does sound better that what 
was originally proposed, but there are 
tremendous unknowns here. We offer the 
following recommendations: 

 Details of the public process need to 
be specified. The affected 
communities need to be provided with 
local public meetings that 
accommodate working schedules, 
and the ample opportunity to submit 
written comments. 

 Specific evaluation criteria for the 
planning process must be established 
and apply equally to all proposals. 
Policy and code must clearly state the 
minimum characteristics and 
infrastructure required to approve a 
TDR proposal. Equally, adverse 
conditions, such at the site being 
located within a failing transportation 
concurrency travelshed, which would 
preclude approval of a TDR proposal, 
must also be defined. 

 Roles and responsibility of the King 
County staff in managing and 
reporting the planning process must 
also be defined and the workings of 
the entire process must be open and 
transparent to all.  

 The final product from the subarea 
planning process must be clearly 
definitive and state whether a TDR 
project will be approved or rejected. It 
must be a required component of any 
Preliminary Plat application. 
Mitigations offered by the project 

King County appreciates the 

specificity of these comments and 

these will be considered as the pilot 

project gets underway as specified in 

the Workplan section of Chapter 12. 
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proponents, the Hearing Examiner or 
the County Council at any point in the 
Preliminary Plat process must be 
reevaluated by a well-defined 
subarea review which must include 
the same level of public involvement 
as the initial subarea planning. In 
other words, the community must not 
be overruled by administrative or 
legislative declaration. 

 

 

 

Text in Public Review Draft King County Staff Update 1/5/16 

Entirely New Policy Proposal: 
R-320a If an unincorporated urban Potential 
Annexation Area has received 75 or more 
TDRs permitted into new development, King 
County and/or the King County TDR Bank 
shall provide funding for urban amenities in 
the unincorporated urban Potential 
Annexation Area commensurate to amenity 
funding provided to other suburban cities that 
have previously entered into a TDR interlocal 
agreement with King County. The provision of 
amenity funds shall be subject to terms and 
conditions of an adopted interlocal agreement 
(ILA) with the city assigned to the Potential 
Annexation Area, if such ILA exists. 
  

2. TDR-related amenities for urban 
unincorporated TDR receiving areas 

a. Revise public review draft policy 
R320a to support providing amenities 
to urban unincorporated TDR 
receiving areas at levels 
commensurate with those provided to 
TDR receiving areas in suburban 
cities. Remove the provision linking 
amenity funding to a predetermined # 
of TDRs in the policy. 
b. The type and location of amenities 
provided to the urban unincorporated 
TDR receiving areas should be 
informed by a public engagement 
process including members of the 
affected receiving area and available 
funding sources. 
c. DNRP Pilot project in East Renton 
PAA to create process and structure 
for TDR-amenity funding in PAAs. 

CARE Comments on Public Review Draft GH Thoughts 1/7/16 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See comments above. 
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During CARE’s September meeting, when 
Bob and Darren also attended, we had once 
again requested that at the very least TDRs 
should not be allowed near or contribute more 
trips to existing Transportation Needs 
Locations or inside Failing Transportation 
Concurrency Travelsheds. All the TDR 
projects in the East Renton Plateau PAA have 
been within blocks of the Urban Growth 
Boundary and within block of and have 
contributed more trips to the five pre-existing, 
but unfunded and unscheduled, 
Transportation Needs Locations in our 
community. Two of these locations are on 
King County’s High Accident Locations list. 
One of those locations has since been 
annexed into the city of Renton. The problems 
remain at the 3 Way Stop, but King County no 
longer has to do anything about it and the 
$200K that had been banked to address the 
issues there were reallocated elsewhere at 
annexation. We recently had a neighbor 
experience a medical emergency. They were 
stuck in traffic at the 3 Way Stop for 15 
minutes as they tried to get off the Plateau 
and to the emergency room. Our travelshed 
has failed the Transportation Currency test 
ever since the first year that TDR projects 
here began to be occupied. 
 
In every case where TDRs have landed inside 
cities (the most preferred locations), King 
County has provided funding for infrastructure 
and amenities, but NONE has been provided 
to urban unincorporated areas. We asked for 
funding here, where it is desperately needed. 

Positives: 

 Staff is proposing to remove the 75 
TDRs received threshold that would 
have made amenities/funding for the 
58 we have already received 
impossible. 

 The amenities/funding conversation 
with the community would begin as 
TDRs are proposed. 

 East Renton Plateau PAA community 
would be the first place for this 
amenities/funding conversation and 
implementation would occur. 

 
Again – there are a lot of unknowns. It sounds 
like staff is struggling to find funding sources 
for amenities that our community has strongly 
identified and necessary to address TDRs’ 
negative impacts. 
 
We request that 2.a be revised to: 
 

Revise public review draft policy 
R320a to supportrequire providing 
amenities to urban unincorporated 
TDR receiving areas at levels 
commensurate with those provided to 
TDR receiving areas in suburban 
cities. 

 
At the moment, the Department of Natural 
Resources and Parks (DNRP) is the only 
department to have declared commitment to 
participating, and their funding is mostly 
required to be used for storm water facilities, 
water quality projects, habitat restoration and 
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In response, policy R-320 is being offered. 
At first reading – I think most of us were really 
happy to see the proposed new policy R-320. 
The use of “shall” in particular is very 
encouraging. But as always – we are so very 
fortunate for the neighbors who are constantly 
looking over our shoulders and making sure 
we don't miss the import details. Tom 
Carpenter came to the November CARE 
meeting prepared. He had looked up exactly 
how many TDRs have landed here on our hill 
– 58. Real world data puts some stark context 
around that 75 threshold number. We believe 
it is reasonable and just for the 
unincorporated area communities that have 
received TDRs to receive comparable 
amenity funding, but that is not what the 
proposed policy does. We would see no relief 
under this proposal today, and because 
Renton will no longer allow sewer extension 
to serve new subdivisions outside of city limits 
(the parcel has to annex first and apply under 
Renton), AND Renton doesn't accept TDRs - 
we will never receive those additional 17 
TDRs that would even trigger the mitigation 
funding in R-320. 
 
Darren confirmed that our area has received 
far more TDRs than any other urban 
unincorporated area, too, so this policy really 
means that we can expect no prospect of 
amenity funding in our community or in any 
community that receives TDRs in all of 
unincorporated King County. The entire policy 
is moot at best and is generally perceived by 
our neighbors as mocking the concerns we 

acquisition, or recreational investments. We 
need transportation improvements. There 
may be potential for collaboration and pooling 
of resources across departments (and maybe 
across jurisdictions), but this will be 
challenging. Collaboration is vital to the 
success of the proposed process. We request 
that Transportation and DPER also be 
required to participate in this process and that 
investments are included in the Transpiration 
Needs Report, the Capital Improvement 
Projects or other official planning/budgeting 
documents as appropriate. 
 
We reiterate: The nature of development 
inside cities and Urban Centers is so 
dramatically different from existing 
circumstances in the urban unincorporated 
areas where TDRs have been landing for over 
a decade, that it is very challenging to define 
a proportional funding structure that 
addresses the relative negative impact of 
TDRs in the two contrasted locations. The 
state of deficit in the urban unincorporated 
areas needs to be factored into the equations. 
Five extra flights of stairs means one thing to 
fit athlete, but it is an entirely different 
obstacle to a patient awaiting a heart 
transplant. 
 
Funding for amenities strictly from DNRP 
sources is unlikely to adequately address the 
most pressing needs of a community 
negatively impacted by the effects of any TDR 
project. Creative collaboration is essential. 
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have presented since the proposal of TDRs in 
our community in 2003. 
 
Each Interlocal Agreement between King 
County and the various cities defining TDR 
usage is a little different. Most appear to have 
a two part amenity funding calculation. 
 
Part I – is basic initial funding based on the 
city agreeing to take some number of TDRs. 
For instance, in Sammamish, King County 
agreed to give $375K for Sammamish to take 
75 TDRs. That means an initial funding 
component of $375K/75 TDRs = $5K per TDR 
in amenity funding just to agree to receive. 
 
Part II – sets a specific share of the sale price 
of the TDR to be given to the city. Again using 
Sammamish as an example – King County 
agreed to give Sammamish $20k of the sale 
price of each TDR. So, in Sammamish, King 
County gave the city Part I @ $5K + Part II @ 
$20K = $25K for each TDR that resulted in an 
extra dwelling unit. 
We have heard that staff is attempting to 
apply comparable amenity funding calculation 
structures in this policy so that the cities and 
the unincorporated areas are treated 
equitably. The nature of development inside 
cities and Urban Centers is so dramatically 
different from existing circumstances in the 
urban unincorporated areas where TDRs 
have been landing for over a decade, that it is 
very challenging to define a proportional 
funding structure that addresses the relative 
negative impact of TDRs in the two contrasted 

Another very slippery thing in this part of the 
conversation is what the amenity-dollar-value-
per-TDR-received should be. Staff seems 
very reluctant to clarify at this time. It may be 
because they just haven’t figured out what to 
propose, maybe there is still significant 
disagreement between the departments, or 
maybe they are hoping to keep things flexible 
until we work through this during the pilot. 
Regardless, until the formulas for calculating 
the specific financial value to be invested in a 
community in order to address the negative 
impact of TDR projects is defined, there is no 
way to objectively determine the 
appropriateness and adequacy of these policy 
proposals. There must be equity for King 
County residents. As a wise person once said: 

 
Equity is not making sure that everybody has 
shoes. Equity is when everybody has shoes 

that fit their body and their use. 
 
We request that the formulas be defined at 
the highest possible policy level and as soon 
as possible. We reiterate our previous 
comments in the column to the left. 
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locations. The state of deficit in the urban 
unincorporated areas needs to be factored 
into the equations. Five extra flights of stairs 
means one thing to fit athlete, but it is an 
entirely different obstacle to a patient awaiting 
a heart transplant. 
Additionally, unlike every ILA city, there no 
maximum number of TDRs defined for King 
County’s urban unincorporated areas, so 
there should be no threshold number before 
amenity funding is triggered. Each TDR 
should carry its own mitigating amenity 
funding. Since King County has set no 
maximum number of TDRs to be placed in the 
urban unincorporated areas, it is not possible 
to do the same Part I calculation that was 
applied in the ILAs: 
 
(Max # of TDRs)/(pot of initial incentive to 
receive) = base amenity funding per TDR 
 
It is also unclear what specific mechanism 
has been used to reach the Part II numbers 
recorded in ILAs.  We would like to see the 
very specific calculations by which Part I & II 
amenity funding numbers have been 
determined for the cities, but without that 
information, we propose that the amenity 
funding per TDR to be provided in urban 
unincorporated areas should be at least $25K 
per TDR. Especially since the unincorporated 
areas have significantly less infrastructure, 
amenities and services, the negative impacts 
experienced in urban unincorporated areas is 
much higher than inside cities (or better yet – 
Urban Centers), so it seems logical that the 
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amenity funding should actually be higher in 
order to adequately accommodate this 
unplanned growth. For instance, in cities, 
inside Urban Centers, or adjacent to transit 
facilities, TDR impacted residents have the 
option of taking transit as the traffic is 
impacted by the extra density. Our urban 
unincorporated communities don’t have that 
option. Regardless of the urgency of the trip, 
we are stuck in our vehicles in the gridlock. 
 
While we live in hope that someday policies 
will be adopted that will result in mitigation for 
the impacts of the TDRs already received, 
seeing this first proposal toward that end has 
highlighted to us that there must also be an 
open and public process by which these 
hoped-for future amenity funds may be fairly 
allocated to projects that the impacted 
community determines to be most necessary. 
We have seen no such proposal. 

 

 

Text in Public Review Draft King County Staff Update 1/5/16 

 3. Traffic Concurrency 
a. NEW: Minor policy update to R-323(b) to 
clarify that the intent of the traffic concurrency 
policy is to reduce traffic impacts in rural 
travel shed over time by permanently 
removing development potential. 

CARE Comments on Public Review Draft GH Thoughts 1/7/16 

 CARE did not offer any written comments on 
this issue, but we know that others of our 
neighbors have submitted written comments 
and testimony on the issue for some time. 
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The basic issue is that R-323(b) allows a 
person who wants to build in the Rural Area 
but who can’t because their travelshed is 
failing Transportation Concurrency can buy 
TDRs inside that same travelshed, use it in 
that same travelshed and be exempted from 
the Transportation Concurrency restriction. 
Staff told us that this provision has never 
been used, that there is little land that can 
ever receive these TDRs (lots must be zoned 
RA2.5 which means lots have to be at least 
2.5 acres), and the TDR sending sites 
specified for this exemption option have 
proven more expensive than any builder is 
willing to spend. 
 
CARE has not spent much time or attention 
on this issue, but in principle we are opposed 
to all policies that allow a builder to borrow 
against the future in order to be allowed a 
loophole that makes things worse today with 
no specific plan or funding to address the 
infrastructure deficit that exists today and 
which will be further intensified by utilization of 
this loophole. 

Text in Public Review Draft King County Staff Update 1/5/16 

 4. Joint Planning in PAAs 
a. Revise public review draft policy U-208 to 
add TDR to the list of land use tools to be 
considered in planning process. 

CARE Comments on Public Review Draft GH Thoughts 1/7/16 

 We don’t see any functional change to this 
proposal. It just puts a spotlight on the TDR 
program.  
 
We do, however, strongly support joint 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See comments at Carpenter, above, 

regarding this.  King County 

continues to support this provision as 

a way to reduce the overall 

development in rural areas. 
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County/City land use planning in the PAAs, so 
we will continue to support progress on this 
issue in the Comp Plan updates and more 
broadly. 

 

 

Final CARE Comments on Public Review 
Draft 

King County Staff Update 1/5/16 

In addition to the comments above, once 
again, we offer our previous 
recommendations that, with minor 
modifications to bring them up to date, are 
most meaningful to address our community’s 
experience: 

 Development proposals that have 
been submitted as rezones and 
subsequently denied must not be 
approved if resubmitted as TDR 
applications. 

 TDRs must be forbidden in Potential 
Annexation Areas unless there is an 
adopted joint planning Interlocal 
Agreement and associated 
development plan with the annexing 
city that specifically addresses the 
appropriate mitigation, location and 
design for TDR projects in 
accordance with the adopted Codes 
and Policies detailed above in this 
document. 

 TDR projects must not be approved 
that contribute trips to any location on 
the King County Transportation 
Needs Report, High Accident 
Location List, or are within 10 blocks 
of the Urban Growth Area. 

No response to CARE comments of 
12/2/2015 offered. 
 
The list to the left has been presented to King 
County at every opportunity in the long TDR 
conversation in which CARE and the 
community of the East Renton Plateau PAA 
have engaged. This list is the most succinct 
representation of our concerns and our most 
intense needs regarding TDRs. We submitted 
this same list during the 2012 Comp Plan 
update, and it will continue to guide our 
responses on these matters.  
 
We recommend this list as the starting place 
for the definition of evaluation criteria to be 
applied in the TDR subarea planning. 

Concur. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  This letter raises 

important issues that should be 

discussed, even if not all will be 

agreed upon, the future work on TDR 

subarea studies and the proposed 

pilot project.  
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 Proposed project sites must meet at 
least 1/2 of the characteristics that 
define an Urban Center as adopted in 
the Countywide Planning Policies. 

 No TDR project shall be approved 
that does not: 

o have a walkable site plan, 
and 

o have walkable access to 
transit service with all day in- 
and out-bound weekday 
routes as well as weekend 
service, and 

o allows public access to on-
site the recreation facilities 
otherwise required by code. 

 All Urban Unincorporated Area TDR 
receiving sites must receive amenity 
investment comparable to amenity 
funding guaranteed in TDR ILAs. 

  
We would very much appreciate an 
opportunity for conversation on these past 
recommendations.  
 
The consensus on the East Renton Plateau of 
the overall impression of the proposed TDR 
updates is that the clear trend in King County 
policy is exactly opposite of our community’s 
feedback. If I were to attempt to reduce the 
current proposals into simplest possible terms 
as we perceive then, I would say: 
 

 TDRs no longer have any receiving 
site guidance in unincorporated urban areas 

 Mitigating amenity funding in 
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unincorporated urban areas will not be 
provided 

 King County wants unlimited future 
TDRs to be received in our community 
  
Our community is no longer willing to continue 
to “take one for the team.” We understand, 
and broadly support, that the primary intent of 
the TDR program is to preserve open space 
in the rural area that benefits us all, but it is 
not a question of “preserve the rural area” OR 
“plan and manage growth effectively in the 
urban unincorporated area.” Under state law, 
King County is responsible for both, and that 
is what the residents deserve, pay for and 
expect. The balance has been tilted firmly in 
favor of the rural area, in regards to TDRs, 
since the creation of the program. Our 
communities have earned the right to 
mitigation and planning. That is what we are 
earnestly requesting for the third 
Comprehensive Plan Update in a row. 
 
We look forward to continued conversation as 
well as factual correction and elaboration as 
warranted. 
  
Thank you for your time and consideration, 
Gwendolyn High 
President 
CARE – Community Alliance to Reach Out & 
Engage 
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From: Liz Giba <liz_giba@comcast.net> 

Date: January 8, 2016 at 4:17:11 PM PST 

 

As a resident of the unincorporated area of North Highline, I am concerned about housing policy. Where 

we live affects every aspect of our lives, from stress levels to education to family wealth (or lack of family 

wealth) to life expectancy. I hope that the final version of the Comprehensive Plan will incorporate some 

long overdue changes in the way King County deals with housing, concentrated poverty, racism and 

economic mobility. The attached reports include numerous strategies. 

 

The people of North Highline have been victims of segregation, both economic and racial, for decades. In 

1970, the median income of households in the White Center neighborhood of North Highline was 

approximately $1,000 less than the county's household median income. By 2013, the income gap had 

grown to almost $30,000. It is even larger for families.  The concentration of poverty in North Highline as 

well as many places, such as Ferguson, Missouri, is the result of policies that support racial and 

economic segregation. The introduction to the attached report "An Opportunity Agenda for Renters" 

("Opportunity Agenda") says it well:  

 

"...deeply rooted patterns of residential segregation have created a situation in which where 

people live depends in large part on their income, race and ethnicity." 

 

King County's Equity and Social Justice Agenda acknowledges the problem. Unfortunately, many leaders 

seem to believe that the county can meets its responsibilities through programs that throw money at 

symptoms. This reality is obvious in North Highline, where millions of dollars have been spent by 

organizations such as the Annie E. Casey and Gates Foundations and Starbucks while poverty has 

become more and more concentrated.  

 

Too many people think the "Rat City" nickname is one of the best things White Center has going for it. 

This is 2016, not 1994. It is time to honestly, openly and critically evaluate past policies and practices and 

do a major overhaul of the Comprehensive Plan.  

 

The Opportunity Agenda recognizes that changes are required at all levels of government. Accordingly, 

 

 

 

Thank you so much for your 

comments. We agree with your 

comments and apologize that the 

draft was hard to wade through with 

all of the redlining but we have 

amended policies and added policies 

specifically to address equity issues 

in King County that have impacted a 

number of communities, including 

White Center (see e.g.  H-

110,118,124,155,201-208 and ED-

101,211a&b,302,303).  

 

A number of White Center 

stakeholder organization and agency 

partners applied for and received 

designation as one of three place-

based sites in “Communities of 

Opportunity”, a program of King 

County and the Seattle Foundation. 

This will be multi-year effort with 

ambitious goals for policy and system 

change, and we look forward to 

engaging more partners as 

implementation work begins. 
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its recommendations are directed to federal and state governments as well as local jurisdictions. Where 

the county can exert influence on other jurisdictions, entities and organizations to achieve equity and 

social justice, it should.  

 

I believe the attached report produced in October, 2015 by The Urban Institute, "Housing Policy Levers to 

Promote Economic Mobility" will be a helpful resource in this process. To quote the authors:  

 

"In a time of increasingly constrained  resources,  understanding what investments best create 

communities of opportunity is vital. Through this paper, we aim to better equip researchers, policymakers, 

and practitioners for conversations about the links between housing policy and economic mobility. In 

particular, we focus on the housing policy levers that can be used to provide greater opportunity to lower-

income households, particularly people of color who have been disadvantaged over generations. 

Although we focus on low-income households, many middle-income households will benefit from these 

policies as well."  

 

King County is not solely responsible for the concentration of poverty and lack of opportunity that affects 

our neighborhood.  However, King County has the responsibility and opportunity to lead the region with a 

just and equitable approach to planning. I look forward to seeing these and other new strategies in the 

next Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Unfortunately, because of its length and redlined format, the 2016 Update Public Review Draft King 

County Comprehensive Plan is very cumbersome and difficult to use. Please try another approach in the 

future. Seattle's 2035 Comp Plan breakdown appears much more user friendly.  

 

I hope you find these comments helpful. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. Thank 

you. 

 

Attachments: 

 Housing Policy Levers to Promote Economic Mobility.  Urban Institute.  Pamela Blumenthal, John 

McGinty.  October 2015. 

 An Opportunity Agenda for Renters: The Case for Simultaneous Investments in Residential 

Mobility and Low-income Communities.  Center for American Progress.  David Sanchez, Tracey 
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Ross, and Julia Gordon, with Sarah Edelman, Michela Zonta, and Andrew Schwartz. December 

2015. 

 Executive Summary - North Central West Seattle - Area 048 - Annual Update: Characteristics 

Based Market Adjustment for 2014 Assessment Roll. King County Department of Assessments.  
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From: Lertkantitham, Udomchai -George [mailto:george.lertkantitham@pse.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2016 10:30 AM 

 

Thank you for getting back to me regarding 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update. 

 

We are very disappointed to learn that the County denied  the Snoqualmie Interchange North of I-90 for a 

possible expansion of the urban growth area.  

 

We purchased the property in 1985 and half of the property that we purchased was zoned 

“COMMERCIAL”  The “Commercial” zoning was taken away from us in order to accommodate 

Snoqualmie Ridges Phase II. The down zone of our property was all negotiated behind the close door 

between King County, City of Snoqualmie and Weyerhaeuser Company and we were not a part of the 

negotiations team.   

 

It is very painful to learn the fact that as a small investor like us appear to  have no chance of competing 

or succeed because of the current political system and environment. It makes you want to give up but we 

all work too hard especially for the last 30 years to give up now.  

 

It just does not make sense that the property as located on a major I-90 and Highway 18 still 

undeveloped. It is just a complete lost for all parties.  Loss of tax revenue. No new job created. In the 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted, and King County 

appreciated the opportunity to meet 

with you as well as with staff from the 

City of Snoqualmie a couple of weeks 

before the Public Review Draft was 

released. 

 

King County continues to believe this 

property is not appropriate for urban 

development for the reasons noted in 

the Area Zoning Study. 

 

We appreciate your positive 

approach.  The County is interested 

in continuing to work with the City and 

the surrounding property owners 

under the existing land use 
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means time the property is just sit vacant, it could have been developed to a “Park & Ride Garage with 

Affordable Housing above”; retirement and/or nursing home to compliment Snoqualmie Valley Hospital 

across the street from the subject property. Please note that all the major utilities are already exist on the 

roadway in front of the subject property.    

 

30 years is a long time! 

 

framework. 
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East Cougar Mountain Potential Annexation Area Comment Card – January 28, 2016 

 

I am the current treasurer of the Edgehill Water Association, which serves 39 households (40 actual 

connections) to the three well system mentioned in the Community Meeting. Our privately managed, 

aging water system is a continual source of stress for all boardmembers and neighbors alike.  We are an 

all-volunteer organization struggling to maintain and extend our water system in the face of increasing 

costs and legislation.  I think I can speak for our entire Edgehill Water Association members when I say 

that our primary goal is to ensure that all the 38 households involved have some sort of backup plan in 

the case of system failure.   

 

We, as a board, have petitioned both the cities of Issaquah and Bellevue about possible incorporation into 

their municipal water systems, but to little interest. Our greatest fear is that we will be abandoned in the 

case of a system failure.  I would be happy to speak further with any parties about upcoming annexation 

plan as they pertain to our group.   

 

 

 

Comments noted.  Responses to 

some of the issue raised herein can 

be found in the Meeting Summary for 

the East Cougar Mountain Public 

Meeting, shown in the following 

section of this report.   

 

As shown in the East Cougar 

Mountain Area Zoning Study, the 

recommendation in the Executive 

Recommended 2016 Plan is for King 

County to move the urban growth 

area boundary for a part but not all of 

the potential annexation area.  The 
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parts that are already developed face 

complex service access and delivery 

issues were the whole area to 

become a permanent "rural island"; 

this is not well aligned with GMA 

goals and County revenue sources.  

That said, King County is committed 

to continue this discussion with 

residents, the City of Issaquah and 

the City of Bellevue. 
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From: Tom [mailto:TDCarp@comcast.net]  

Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 7:07 AM 

 

NORTH COUGAR MTN PAA 

 

Living in the PAA east of Renton, I have no dog in the fight.  However, I do care about the process the 

city and county are using to make a decision regarding Issaquah’s stated intent for the area. 

 

PAA/ANNEXATION WAKE-UP CALL 

King County and the cities need to see this situation as a wake-up call regarding the PAAs and 

annexation. 

 

For too long, the county has treated these areas as cash cows, without equitable service levels, and the 

cities can easily see them as financially undesirable, which leads to what’s happening, not just in the N. 

Cougar Mtn PAA, but also in other PAAs, like those for the City of Renton. 

 

 

Comments noted; see response at 

Lori Bennett above. 
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DO RURAL ISLANDS HAVE A PLAN? 

Assuming this is one of only a very few “rural islands” in King County, it seems appropriate for the county 

to look at its best use while respecting the possible challenges residents in the island may face. 

 

CITY OF ISSAQUAH 

The City of Issaquah taking the stand it did regarding this PAA is a bit disappointing.  It appears to be 

dumping the problem on King County because of the economics of annexing the area.   

 

There was talk about it didn’t fit the city’s growth strategy (e.g. focus on the current land use in the urban 

core, replacing single story strip malls, getting agreement from the PSRC to designate the city’s core as 

[Regional Growth Center]. 

 

However, that’s just another way of saying we have no money to support even basic services, like roads. 

This is from a city that has some culpability for the congestion on Issaquah-Hobart Rd.; a city that is 

unwilling to be part of the solution to the rural road funding in the county. 

 

I encourage the county to actively engage with all cities that have PAAs to “fish or cut bait”.  My 

assumption is that none of the remaining PAAs are “financially attractive” to a city. 

 

SUBAREA PLANNING 

This may be another reason to question the criteria used to priorities subarea planning.  Working in areas 

with PAAs may be an important part of the criteria. 

 

 

 

This is not the only "rural island" in 

the County and, as noted in the 

response to Lori Bennett above, there 

are challenges to the County if it 

creates additional permanent rural 

islands. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Commented noted. See previous 

response about the Chapter 12 

Workplan item related to the potential 

annexation areas map and 

annexation countywide planning 

policies. 

 

Comment noted. 
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From: Stephen Cobert [mailto:stephencobert@comcast.net]  

Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 9:28 AM 

 
To whom this may concern: 
 
Thank you for the civil and informative meeting at Issaquah City Hall on 1/27/16 regarding the East 
Cougar Potential Annexation Area. In a previous correspondence I expressed my wishes to see the PAA 
remain rural.  This correspondence specifically addresses issue related to Parcel 9011. 
 
At the meeting on 1/27, two members of the family who own parcel 2011 spoke on behalf of having their 
2.5 acre parcel excluded from the PAA decision so that their parcel could be annexed by the City of 
Issaquah. Parcel 9011 is the narrow 2.5 acre rectangular parcel that projects out to the east from the PAA 
and is just north of Harvey Manning Park. 
 
I believe that parcel 9011 should be included in the PAA decision and remain rural for the following 
reasons: 
 

1. Parcel 9011 has challenging topography similar to other parcels in the PAA.  There is a deep wetland 
ravine that traverses the western 1/3 of the property and the north edge of the property contains 
steep slopes and ravines. The property is also currently covered with mature forest. 

2. There is currently no road access to the property.  Potential road access would necessitate building a 
new road through the City of Issaquah property known as Harvey Manning Park. 

3. There are currently no utilities serving the parcel.  Utility service would have to be put in place at 
Issaquah tax payers' expense. 

4. Parcel 9011 is 90% surrounded by land that will never be developed. At the 1/27 meeting, the 
owners of 9011 were under the mistaken belief that their parcel would eventually be surrounded by 
development.  That is not true. To the north is parcel 9010 which is slated for permanent open space 
as part of the Bergsma project development. The Bergsma developers excluded 9010 from their 
development plan because it was full of steep slopes, wetlands and ravines and had no development 
potential. To the south is Harvey Manning Park. This is public land owned by the City of Issaquah.  
About 50% of the land in Harvey Manning Park bordering 9011 is mature forested landscape.  The 
other 50% is open grassy area and play equipment. To the west is parcel 9097 which is owned by 
King county and is part of Cougar Mountain Park.  
 

 

 

Comments noted; see general 

response at Lori Bennett above. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted regarding this 

policy.  The property owners are 

exploring options with the City to 

have the parcel annexed into the City, 

similar to the adjacent parcels that 

were recently annexed. 

 

The Area Zoning Study recommends 

that this parcel be returned to rural, 

for similar reasons to those noted in 

this comment. 

 

The parcel would need to be annexed 

to the City before the Comprehensive 

Plan is adopted, or the Area Zoning 

Study recommendations revised 

during the adoption process, or the 

parcel would be ineligible for 

annexation. 
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The only section of 9011 that will eventually be bordered by development is the short eastern 
boundary which will be bordered by 3.5 building lots in the Bergsma development if that project is 
ever approved. Link to Bergsma proposal: 

http://products.issaquahwa.gov/ActiveProjects/PP16-00001/PP16-00001%20Plan%20Set.pdf 

 
5. A casual glance of the PAA map might lead one to believe that parcel 9011 projects outward from the 

rural wildlands of the Precipice portion of the PAA.  In reality, parcel 9011 is in the heart of the 
wildland since properties to the north, south and west are permanently protected natural areas. 

 

 
 

STEPHEN COBERT – E COUGAR MTN. PAA 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Stephen Cobert [mailto:stephencobert@comcast.net]  

Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 9:45 AM 

 

To Whom This May Concern: 
 
I am writing to those involved in the creation of the King County Comp Plan to keep the East Cougar 

Potential Annexation Area (PAA) in King County and not advocate for annexation to the City of Issaquah 

or Bellevue. The PAA should remain rural. 

 
I have been an avid hiker in this area for the past 21 years.  I have hiked throughout the Issaquah Alps 

but Cougar Mountain is my favorite area.  The Precipice is the very steeply sloped area just north and 

east of Cougar Mountain Park which contains privately owned, undeveloped parcels that are located in 

the eastern third of the PAA.  I have hiked through this area dozens of times and have gone on several off 

trail expeditions to discover some amazing untouched virgin forests that you just don’t find anywhere else 

in the Puget Sound area. The Precipice is the wildest and most beautiful area in all of the Issaquah Alps.  

Because of the very steep topography and extensive wetlands, the loggers intentionally skipped over this 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted; see general 

response at Lori Bennett above. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://products.issaquahwa.gov/ActiveProjects/PP16-00001/PP16-00001%20Plan%20Set.pdf
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area while the rest of Puget Sound was essentially completely logged.  This area is a true rarity.  The 

area contains dozens of large fire scarred Douglas Fir trees and Cedar that exceed 5 feet in diameter.   

 
This area should remain rural.  The very steep topography, deep ravines and extensive wetlands make 

the area inappropriate for high density development. 

 
The attached photos were all taken from the Precipice portion of the PAA. 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for providing photographs 

of the area. 
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COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: PETER EBERLE [mailto:mtcphe@msn.com]  

Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2016 8:32 AM 

 

In light of the recommendations from the Bridges and Roads task force I suggest the following. The city of 

Issaquah's request to move the urban growth boundary to eliminate the PAA from any further annexation 

should be denied. Issaquah or Bellevue are both better able to provide services to residents at minimal 

costs while protecting the character of the neighborhood. King County needs to work harder to divest 

itself of these urban islands. This is just another reason that the 60% annexations need to be limited as 

the cities love to take the low hanging fruit and leave the rest to the county to service at higher cost. 

 

 

 

 
 
Comments noted; see general 
response at Lori Bennett above.  The 
response addresses some of the 
issues noted in this comment letter. 
 

 

 

DEREK FRANKLIN – E COUGAR MTN. PAA 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

East Cougar Mountain Potential Annexation Area Comment Card – January 28, 2016 

 

Question/Concern re: services with this change.  Utilities and also public safety.  KC Sherriff versus 

Bellevue Policy Department have very different response times.  Facing rampant property crimes and 

mail theft along SE 60th Street.  Also, own artesian well for 1 neighbor (water info helpful). 

Last question: what happens if zoned 1 home per 5 acres to existing vacant 1-2 acre lots (we own) in 

terms of development potential. 

 

 

Comments noted; see general 

response at Lori Bennett above.  

Responses to some of the issue 

raised herein can be found in the 

Meeting Summary for the East 

Cougar Mountain Public Meeting, 

shown in the following section of this 

report.   
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From: letendret . [mailto:letendret@gmail.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 1:01 PM 

 

I would like to voice my concerns about the East Cougar Mountain PAA. I live in Talus, and have closely 

followed the developments of parcels 7, 8 and 9. I am especially concerned about parcel 7 because of the 

huge retaining wall and the steep and curvy access road. The PAA would allow more construction at the 

north end of parcel 7, and the only access would be through Shangri-La and Talus Drives. The 

connecting road through parcel 7 only provided a sidewalk on one side with limited parking that makes it 

inadequate for much through traffic. If more homes are added on the north end it could entail problems for 

school buses, fire services and vendor support for construction.  

 

The Talus development agreement did not anticipate this extension, and even the development of parcel 

7 was not consistent with the intent of following the terrain and avoiding steep slopes. If the area north of 

parcel 7 were to be developed it would be doubling down on an already shaky plan and would saddle 

Talus residents with even a greater burden of maintaining this impractical area. The city of Issaquah 

should also take notice as it would become even more important to keep the steep road into parcel 7 

navigable in the winter. 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted; see general 

response at Lori Bennett above.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted regarding the Talus 

development. 

 

 

 

DAVID KAPPLER (ISSAQUAH ALPS TRAIL CLUB) – E COUGAR MTN. PAA 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: david kappler [mailto:davidkappler@hotmail.com]  

Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 3:08 PM 
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Comments noted; see general 

response at Lori Bennett above.   
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From: KAUTILYA LANBA [mailto:Kautilya.Lanba@fracton.us]  

Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 12:41 PM 

 

First of all thank you for hosting the town hall meeting on the 27th to over the plans ref to leaving the area 

as Rural and not make it part of the Urban annexation plan with City of Issaquah.  

 

I have a lot (1924069063) which fall in this plan of being removed from the Issaquah annexation plan. As I 

plan to build a house on it this year. I would like to understand how this will impact me in terms of 

applying for building permit and are their anything I need to be aware as part of this plan. Right now the 

lot is part of un-incorporated King County.  

 

This part of the property and the surrounding area is very flat and has houses already built. It will be good 

to understand how the boundary of Annexation plan was drawn.  

 

Anything which can be shared will be highly appreciate it.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please see the Meeting Summary for 

this meeting which provides answers 

to this question.  And, please see the 

East Cougar Mountain Area Zoning 

Study that recommends that some 

parcels be removed from the Urban 

Growth Area. Your parcel is not 

recommended for removal. 

 

 

 

NINA MILLIGAN – E COUGAR MTN. PAA 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Nina Milligan [mailto:nina.milligan@gmail.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2016 11:13 AM 

 

I would like to express support for removing East Cougar Mountain from the UGA, for moving the line 
back to Issaquah's current city limits. 
 
Steep slopes and hydrology make the area unsuitable for urban development. Limited access makes it 
inappropriate for urban infrastructure to be installed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted; see general 

response at Lori Bennett above.   
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Issaquah plans for all its future growth to take place in Central Issaquah, or better yet, its Regional 

Growth Center. Growth outside the city limits is inconsistent with the city's Comprehensive Plan. 

 

 

 

 

DEREK FRANKLIN – E COUGAR MTN. PAA 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Jo-Ellen Smith [mailto:cloudcnr@comcast.net]  

Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 8:44 AM 

 

Dear King County, 

I attended the meeting in Issaquah on 1/27 on the East Cougar Mt. PAA. 

 

I am very concerned that this PAA is being rushed through as a “tack-on” to the upcoming Comp Plan 

without adequate consideration for the implications on homeowners in the area.  

 

It was clear from the meeting that County representatives did not have well thought-out answers for 

residents on what the change to a ‘Rural’ designation would mean, nor what the impact is on the 

infrastructure for the area.  Failing roads (zoo hill/Klein Hill) are a major concern and we know that the 

County budget for roads is woefully inadequate.   

 

King County Roads Director Brenda Bauer has written to us and said: ““it is difficult to sustain 

roads built some time ago in challenging terrain; failures on steep slopes would be a significant 

cost to resolve, and the terrain may not allow for capacity improvements.” 

 

Other infrastructure, like police/sheriff office coverage, is also a concern.  There has been an uptick in 

property crime in the area in the last year.  The sheriff’s office has communicated to residents that we are 

basically on our own when it comes to protecting our property because they are understaffed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted; see general 

response at Lori Bennett above.   

 

The recommendation is to address 

the area in more than one phase, 

based upon the conditions currently 

on the ground, and the need for 

additional dialogue with the 

community, the City of Issaquah and 

the City of Bellevue. 
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Residents should be provided with more information about the impacts of the proposed PAA change, and 

be provided with a longer time frame to comment, before a recommendation is made. 

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Comments made on behalf of the Cougar Mountain Residents Association, a non profit corporation in the 

State of Washington.  We represent homeowners in the SE 60th St. corridor in both Bellevue and King 

County. 

 

 

 

ED MEYER – E COUGAR MTN. PAA 
 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

From: Pete Hayes [mailto:petehayes@cbba.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2016 1:04 PM 
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Comments noted; see general 

response at Lori Bennett above.   

 

Note that these properties are not 

among those recommended for 

removal from the Urban Growth Area 

boundary. 
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From: Shelley Safronek [mailto:ssafronek@homefinance.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 6:22 PM 

 

I am a property owner of 4.49 Acres located at 180xx SE 60th Street, Issaquah WA. I purchased this 

property in March 2000 with the intention of subdividing my property in to 4 lots. I have spent a lot of 

money in engineering, wetlands studies, property taxes etc etc. since this time. The City of Issaquah 

originally issued us our water rights and then withdrew after we had already spent a lot of money on our 

project. We have had numerous issues with access, real estate recession etc that has caused us 

numerous delays. 

 

I am now working with my neighboring owners, Matthew Watson and Vadim Scherbenin with the hopes of 

finally getting this project to completion and would appreciate the opportunity to complete this project we 

began over 15 years ago. We are also working with the Parks Department in negotiating developing out 

“Peggy’s Trail” which will connect the Lakemont/Montreau area to the Cougar Mountain Regional Park 

that runs through my property. 

 

I have provided a very short story version of what we’ve been through over the last 15 years and would 

be happy to provide all of the details for the purpose of this comment period if you direct me to the proper 

place.  I would also like to add that I just received this post card notifying me of this meeting only two days 

prior to the meeting and unfortunately was out of town on business on January 27th so I could not attend. 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted; see general 

response at Lori Bennett above.   

 

Without a complete address, King 

County cannot determine whether 

you property is among those 

recommended for removal from the 

Urban Growth Area boundary.  

Please see the Area Zoning Study for 

additional detail on the 

recommendation. 
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V. COMMUNITY MEETING NOTES 
 

Meeting 1: Vashon-Maury Island 
November 9, 2015 – There was approximately ten attendees. 

 

Comments on Comp Plan Public-Review Draft: 

 I’m glad to see the 49 Vashon policies from the 2000 Comp Plan are retained in this draft.  Please 

keep those policies and observe them. 

 Please hold an additional Vashon meeting during review period, after sufficient time for us to 

review the Draft. 

 Vashon provides R&R for mainland urban residents. But the island is gentrifying and long-time 

residents can no longer afford to live here.  We’d like to stay, not be priced out. 

 King County Parks division does not support Vashon Parks District strongly enough. 

 Clarify scope-of-work language regarding Vashon Town zoning study. 

 

Referrals to other King County agencies: 

 Question about boundary of Vashon Sewer District service area – has it changed or has policy 

about service changed?  Referred to Steve Hirschey, Department of Natural Resources and 

Parks. 

 

Questions during discussion: 

 How do ESJ issues show up on Vashon and in the Draft?  How about affordable housing? 

 Explain mining sites. 

 Question about Vashon Town Plan. How much of it was implemented? 

 Explain Vashon Town zoning study.   

 Explain a past “buildout” population estimate for the island. 

 Question about an alternative housing plan. How will the Executive’s announced emergency-

housing declaration affect permitting? 

 Explain Plan adoption process and opportunities for further citizen input. 

 How does current CSA work relate to former community council? 

 What does Draft contain about water resources, specifically in the WRIA that includes Vashon? 
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Meeting 2: Four Creeks – Maple Valley 
November 17, 2015 – There were approximately fifteen attendees. 

 

Questions and comments on process and content of Public Review draft: 

 Questions and comments on process and content of Public Review draft: 

 Will the Demonstration Project provision for mining sites, as it pertains to Reserve Silica, be 

eliminated?  Support for eliminating this provision. 

 Will King County change the code so that urban-serving facilities, pertaining specifically to 

stormwater facilities, be required to locate within the UGA?  Answer: The County is considering 

this change. 

 Strong support for including the broader community in the subarea planning process related to 

the Cedar Hills/Maple Valley Area Zoning Study.  Concerns and confusion regarding the subarea 

planning program terminology and request to simplify. 

 Strong opposition to any allowing Transferable Development Right receiving sites in the Rural 

Area.  This applies to the Transferable Development Right concurrency provision and the RA-2.5 

provision. 

 Support for amendments that make the document more readable.  Some members expressed 

their appreciation for the proposed amendments related to climate change, stormwater and 

landslide mapping and notification. 

 Concern for continued use of Transferable Development Right s in urban unincorporated areas, 

specifically in the East Renton Potential Annexation Area.  Cities receive amenity funding but 

unincorporated urban areas do not; this is not fair. 

 Extended discussion about the beaver removal policy with most comments in support of the 

policy. 

 For some of the urban area residents in attendance, they expressed concerns that there are not 

bold changes related to annexation; how can the County help these residents who are stuck in 

area that doesn't get services and don't want to annex. 

 Comments from a property owner that is the subject of the North Bend UGA Area Zoning Study 

regarding why the property can’t be added to the UGA and annexed to North Bend.  The property 

owner is opposed to the recommendation in the Public Review Draft to deny the request for 

redesignation to urban absent the use of the Four to One Program.  At the same time, some other 

attendees expressed concerns regarding expansions of the urban growth area and the effect that 

would have on rural lands. Meeting 3: West Hill – Skyway – North Highline – Urban Annexation 

Areas 
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Meeting 3: West Hill / North Highline/ Urban 

Annexation Areas 
November 19, 2015 – There were approximately thirty-five attendees 

 

Questions and comments on process and content of Public Review draft: 

 Does this Plan reflect controversies in the Maple Valley/Black Diamond area? 

 Has the community been notified about Seattle-King County negotiations regarding possible 

White center annexation to Seattle? 

 When will zoning changes stemming from this Plan update be considered? In particular, 

commercial and mixed-use changes. We need economic development. 

 How do we ensure that Plan policies get implemented? 

 Comment: Avoid designation of high-density residential without commercial to support it. 

  

Annexation issue: 

 Does King County want us [Skyway] to annex to Seattle? 

 How can we develop an annexation plan? 

 Comment: Piecemeal annexation [especially commercial] by Renton has harmed this community. 

 Comment: Consider an alternative model besides annexation: shared services between city and 

county. 

 The legislature approved a bill allowing a separate vote on utility district annexation. 

 Annexation process is confusing and unsettling. There is a lot of uncertainty here. 

 Will our taxes go up with annexation? 

 With annexation, we would lose our fire district and water/sewer district. 

 

Housing/economic development issues: 

 Explain TDR. 

 Explain how the Plan can have health policies but no proposed zoning changes [?]. 

 How should we invest in public transportation to mitigate traffic congestion? 

 Comment: Skyway residents are housing-burdened and underemployed. [We need econ dev] 

 How much of low-income housing need will be met in Skyway/West Hill? 

 What does the Plan do to address low-income residents and housing need? 
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 How will low-income housing development be coordinated with services? 

 Does the Plan consider concentrated poverty in North Highline and need for increasing 

economic/business diversity? 

 

Skyway/West hill Action Plan (SWAP): 

 SWAP included recommendations for commercial and mixed-use zoning. 

 [Something about 3,000 – 5,000 square foot lots.] 

 “We’re paying higher tax rates per $1,000 AV than Bellevue” [yes, that’s true] 

 SWAP included relationship between healthy housing, local farms & schools. 

 Comment: Promoting farms on unused school lands would facilitate healthy food for kids. 

 Comment on school lunches and free/reduced price breakfasts for kids. 

 SWAP stakeholders at the meeting said “Thank you” to County for the SWAP. 

 Comment: Request that proposed zoning changes in SWAP be coordinated with KCCP-16. 

 Comment: Comp Plan must explicitly allow zoning [changes] authorized by the SWAP. 

 

Marijuana issue: 

 What factors are informing King County policy on marijuana? 

 Most or all of pot retail outlets in all unincorporated KC are in Skyway/N. Highline 

 County’s marijuana policy is a lost opportunity to identify health impacts [?] 

 Kids at school aren’t prepared to learn [because of drug availability] 

 Marijuana smoke pervades schools and neighborhood. Law enforcement concern. 

 Pot shop opened next to a bus stop.  

 SWAP has a section on mental health services and substance abuse.  

 SWAP recommends working closely with Valley Medical and other health providers. 

 The impact of many pot shops in Skyway has not been tested. Investors have chosen to locate 

here; let’s pause until we determine impact of so many shops. 

 We need help from County to avoid being overserved. Call for moratorium. 

 This community wants variety of businesses, restaurants, community center – not more pot 

shops. 

 What are the rules governing retail shop locations? 

 Tax revenue from marijuana should return to the places with concentration of shops. 
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HANDOUTS RELATED TO MEETING: SUPPORTING ADOPTION OF SWAP 
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Meeting 4: Snoqualmie Valley – Bear Creek – 

Sammamish Area 
December 2, 2015 – There were approximately one-hundred and ten attendees. 

 

Comments on Comp Plan Public-Review Draft: 

 General: Reference to micro housing, cottage housing, inconsistencies between zoning and 

public health.  

 General: There's a theme of collaboration but the City of Snoqualmie feels that the county did not 

collaborate with Snoqualmie regarding proposal.  

 Fall City: If adding sewers in Fall City, need to also consider adding parking, raising height 

restrictions; in other words, doing a real plan on how to mitigate and address the impacts of 

development.  

 General: The County's 500 foot radius for notification of land use issues does not work. It should 

be increased to 1500’ or 200 people.  DPER noted that the notification is actually 500 feet or a 

minimum of 20 property owners. 

 General: Wondering what is the overall objective of all of these area zoning studies and individual 

actions by the County – what's the plan?   

 Fall City: the County purchased the land, but then did not have a plan.   

 Tall Chief: the Request for Proposals process was flawed because it did not include input from 

the local community. 

 Carnation: 4:1 – if UGA means something consider more carefully 80 dwelling units right up 

against UGA – too much. Run off.  

 Duthie Hill:  The Notch has important sensitive wetlands and is the headwaters of a stream. 

Development will harm these features. 

 General:  The 4:1 program results in isolated pieces; what is accomplished through this 

approach?  How are they managed? 

 Duthie Hill:  This proposal was denied in 2008 and 2012.  Why is it back; what has changed in the 

City of Sammamish that its being considered now? 

 Duthie Hill:  Do not need to annex to fix the road.  Look at North Bend – they have interlocals to 

address these issues.  There's more than just the road to consider, and more pathways than 

expanding the urban growth area.  

 Duthie Hill:  The issue not about road; there is a conflict of interest within the City of Sammamish.  

Staff in the City have ownership in the Notch and will make a profit if this passes. 

 Duthie Hill:  Concern about using the Growth Management Planning Council to make this 

decision.  The public doesn't know about this group.  Also, the County and City are working 

together; when will they talk with the community?  



 

2016 Comprehensive Plan Update – Public Participation Report 

Page 336 

 Duthie Hill:  The history goes all the way back to 1894 – this was already a community. When the 

Trossach's development went in, the community objected to this development and they were 

"written out" of the urban growth areas.  The community didn't want 7,500 ft. lots, and this had 

nothing to do with city.  The community fought it then but some opinions have changed now. And, 

the issues are complex; it's not just residents – there is a 1.5 acre lot owned by LLC. 

Development in the Notch will pollute the pond and destroy the neighborhood. Some don’t the 

Notch to become another Trossachs with R-4 densities. 

 Snoqualmie: There has not been enough communication with city. When will the collaboration 

start happening?  

 Snoqualmie: What is the City of Snoqualmie's plan for the Interchange.  The City's Planning 

Director said the plan is to annex for institutional and commercial development.  

 Snoqualmie: The County needs to uphold its commitment to not develop between the Ridge and 

the I-90 interchange. There's so much to lose up here – trails with horse access, forests that will 

be clear cut, sensitive areas.  The UGA doesn't need to be a straight line.  Also, there is not 

enough school capacity.  Keep this a beautiful place to live.  

 Duthie Hill:  County & GMPC looking at amendments; what is the timeline.  The timeline is 

summer to fall review and comment by the GMPC if there are proposed UGA amendments.  

 Tall Chief:  The Request for Proposals was supposed to be about public benefits.  Now it's about 

selling the land at the highest price.  

 Tall Chief:  Public process – being told executive was satisfied all 3 proposers. But, the County 

hasn't made the decision in public manner. They promised local people would be on selection 

committee but they were not included. Where is public benefit? We are getting three building sites 

on three parcels on 191 acres.  

 Carnation:  This will be a community asset where more people can experience living near/on a 

form.  Residential and agriculture can coexist – the project would be about 5 acres with about 19 

homes. The adjoining project would provide access to the development.  The project would leave 

the farm ground farmable. The project would give an opportunity for other people to experience 

area.  

 Carnation: We moved out to valley to see farmland and open skies. Not homes.  

 Carnation: The homes have driven the livestock away. Farm smells travel and get into homes; 

then people complain about farms.   The City needs businesses not one time revenues from 

construction.  

 Carnation: Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance is a 501 c 3.  

 Carnation: The Remlingers produce livestock and revenues through entrance fees. This 

development is bad for farmers and bad for the future unsuspecting home owners.  

 Carnation: I don't think this land was in the City in 1994 and don't think it's eligible for 

development.  The project will create a problem with runoff.  

 Carnation: Why do we need more houses in carnation? What we need is something for kids to 

do.  
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 Carnation: By building more homes, there is more revenue to pay for the "something for kids to 

do."  The City needs to grow residential. This will allow community development. It's a great 

community where people like live; other people want to live here too.  We also want a bank, 

police office, etc.   We can preserve a massive amount of the land with just 19 homes. 

 Carnation: Moved here in 1974. Own a 40 acre farm with turkey &grass-fed beef. We want to 

keep the land in farmland, and to do that we need a tax base in Carnation.  We support the 

Remlinger proposal. 

 General:  Council District has over 1,007 square miles – a huge area.  The issues on the table 

are simply those very few 264 acres that are under consideration. That is the larger context for 

economic development in the rural area that is driving these proposals. 
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HANDOUTS RELATED TO MEETING: CARNATION FIELDS FACT SHEET,  SUPPORTING EXPANSION 
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Meeting 5: Vashon-Maury Island 
December 14, 2015 – There were approximately forty attendees. 

 

Comments on Comp Plan Public-Review Draft: 

 In the draft Comp Plan it is hard to tell what info is new. 

o Staff explained how to read the document which is also detailed in the legend at the 

beginning of the document.  

 Is a subarea plan the same as a service area?  

o Staff explained the difference between a subarea plan (in general a subarea plan is 

detailed plans prepared for a smaller geographic area within a community. The areas can 

encompass neighborhoods, corridors, downtowns, or other types of special districts that 

show cohesive characteristics. Also referred to as sector, small area, character area, or 

specific area plans, subarea plans include a greater level of detail than a comprehensive 

plan, but deal with many of the same topics) and a service area (which could be the 

county as a whole, a community service area boundary - 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/exec/community-service-areas.aspx , a special purpose 

district, etc.)  

 We used to have a community council and we would discuss & vote on items. Absent that, how 

will we vote on for instance, zoning changes?  

o Staff agreed the disbanding of the Vashon unincorporated Area Council indeed poses a 

challenge for the community but that the planning sub area plan process will be a 

yearlong process that will engage the public is multiple ways/times.  

 Can you give me an example of a service area?   

o Staff explained a service area could be the county as a whole, a community service area 

boundary - http://www.kingcounty.gov/exec/community-service-areas.aspx , a special 

purpose district, or an area like a water shed that has a specific boundary, etc. 

 How are rural areas defined? Density vs. Square miles of land?  

o Staff explained there are indeed a handful of rural zones in the rural area however….(did 

not get this answer down) 

o Arthur follow up question: Somewhere someone decided only 1 housing unit per 2.5 

acres. Who decided that limit?  

 Staff explained the Comprehensive plan process in 1985 and 1994 and 

numerous community plans all had public input that went into creating these 

policies.  

 Are you focusing on individual health or community health?  

o Staff – The primary focus is community health although we have some targeted programs 

that address individual health  

http://www.kingcounty.gov/exec/community-service-areas.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/exec/community-service-areas.aspx
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 I like chapter 4 (Housing & Human Services) but there’s nothing in this chapter about sustaining 

these services. I see prevention in there.  

o Staff – We need to get to less of a crisis state first but yes sustaining programs that have 

positive outcomes is important.  

 What about health care?  

o Staff – Public health has been involved to an extent in some aspects of health care but 

with the exception of a few public health clinics we aren’t a provider of health care 

services. There are health related issues in the plan that we (Dept. of Community & 

Human Services) partner with public health on.  Health care is mostly state and federal .  

 Pesticides for noxious weeds?  

o Staff – Yes for some the only way to remove them is with pesticides but we try to use 

ground cover, etc. unless its aggressively invasive then we use pesticides in some areas.  

 SWM Facilities?  

o Staff – We do manage catch basins, etc.  

 Noxious Weeds – Do we get federal grants?  

o Staff – Yes it’s a cost share program, we partner with property owners and focus on 

things like river corridors. Most of this work is done on private property and focus on 

things like river corridors, most of this work is done on private property.   

 Are there zoning changes?  

o Staff – Not on Vashon Island. There will probably be less than 10 parcels in the county 

that change as a result of this update to the comp plan.  

 This plan is a good abstract but regarding nuts & bolts that relate to zoning and 

subdividing…nearly all construction has been single family expensive homes at the end of long 

driveways. Not a lot of multi-family housing or less expensive homes or lower cost rental units 

have been built on the island. It's mostly wealthy property owners. Water District 19 is going to 

serve everyone on the wait list in the next 10 years. So unavailability of water will change. Would 

like to see more affordable and alternative housing that serve more economically diverse 

populations. Zoning at present was done before wetland and sensitive areas policies went into 

place so the areas in town that WERE set aside for more dense and diverse housing can no 

longer be built on as a result of those policies. So we need a remedy for this and would like to see 

more in the plan to address this.  

o Staff – these topics, housing, housing affordability, zoning – are all topics that will likely 

be discussed in the sub area planning process in 2016.  

 Will there be legislation for some of these policies?  

o Staff – Yes.  

 Alternatives to septic – like composting toilets, incinerating toilets, etc. The county rules should be 

flexible and not an onerous one size fits all. There should be more environmentally friendly 

options and less restrictive options and more customizable options. The county should pursue 

pilot projects to test some of these options.  
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Meeting 6: East Cougar Mountain Potential Annexation 

Area 
January 28, 2015 – There were approximately seventy attendees. 

 

Note: On December 8, 2015, the City of Issaquah submitted a letter to King County requesting that the 

East Cougar Mountain area be removed from the City's Potential Annexation Area (PAA). Were this to 

occur, the land use on all or a portion of these properties would change from urban to rural.  As this was 

submitted during the Public Comment Period, King County held an additional public meeting to solicit 

community input, with public comment accepted until February 3, 2016. 

 

Twenty attendees testified during the meeting. 

 Question: If the Urban Growth Area is decreased here, does it increase the likelihood that other 

PAAs would be expanded?  

Answer: No.  King County does not have a provision in its Comprehensive Plan, or in the 

Countywide Planning Policies, with a 1-to-1 change in the Urban Growth Area, although it does 

have a discretionary Four to One program.  The applicable Countywide Planning Policy states:  

DP‐18 Allow redesignation of Urban land currently within the Urban Growth Area to Rural land outside of 

the Urban Growth Area if the land is not needed to accommodate projected urban growth, is not served by 

public sewers, is contiguous with the Rural Area, and: 

a) Is not characterized by urban development; 

b) Is currently developed with a low density lot pattern that cannot be realistically redeveloped at an 

urban density; or 

c) Is characterized by environmentally sensitive areas making it inappropriate for higher density 

development. 

Also, both the City and the County have adequate capacity for growth within existing areas and, 

in the case of the city, within its core and new urban center. 

 Support for removal of land from PAA; and thank you to City of Issaquah for making this decision.  

The City, and the area, cannot handle urban services, development would harm natural areas, 

and development on steep slopes and critical wetlands would be inappropriate and dangerous.  

As the region grows, the need for open spaces all grows and this change will help accommodate 

that need.  Ability to be in nature is important.  Continue to focus growth into the existing City. (A 

couple of subsequent commenter's simply stated their concurrence with this testimony, or made 

similar comments). 

 Concerned about City oversight to keep these safe; Talus Parcel Nine hill slide is an example of 

the challenge and that will affect resident's tax bills.  These parcels are even steeper and wilder.  

The expense of water, sewer and other services would be very high for limited gain to residents.  

Support for change to Rural Area.  Thank you City to taking this position. 

 Third generation owner, with a number of other family members.  Support for previous comments, 

but wants the development potential retained on one parcel, number 2924069011, so that it can 

either be sold (perhaps to King County) or developed and the value used to take care of elderly 

parents. The lot potentially supports 2 to 3 developable lots.  May want to connect to adjacent 

parcel which is slated for future development (the Bergsma development) that was annexed into 
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the City although were not aware of this.  This new development may provide road access, or 

they might have road access through the adjacent park parcel. (A couple of subsequent 

commenter's stated their concurrency with this testimony). 

 Need to protect these areas, help homeowners adjust their expectations.  Maybe they can use 

tools to reduce taxes since their development potential is lower. There has been a lot of 

development outside the city core, and there is interest in slowing development overall.  We 

should not even consider growth in this area.  

 Lives in edge of PAA, support for additional land to be added to Cougar Mountain Park.  

Additional density would harm the area. Grow inside core of city.  Work with owners to annex 

areas into the park, and make it affordable to them.  Look at other areas, such as SR 900, for 

more trailheads and park access.  

 Question: How could County decide whether to take all or a part of the area? 

Answer: No decisions have been made yet.  There are different current zoning and land use 

categories.  Some parcels are developed and some are vacant.  Some have steep slopes and 

some are flatter.  These are all factors in King County's decision.  The testimony tonight and 

subsequent comments will help us make a recommendation. 

 Student at Green River Community College suggested this decision and subsequent activities are 

related to King County's Strategic Climate Action Plan, which calls for conservation of open space 

lands. 

 Resident from East Renton Area – When making this decision, King County needs to weigh affect 

on other similar areas, such as the East Renton Plateau Potential Annexation Area.  By shrinking 

the Urban Growth Area, this could create additional pressure for development in other rural or 

edge communities. This could affect areas such as the E. Renton Plateau which is adjacent to 

rural. Need to make decision intelligently, residents voices are heard, talk about longer-term 

impacts in other similar areas. 

 Question: would this be the only "Rural Island" if approved?  These areas have different 

needs to protect them. 

Answer: No. there are pockets of Rural Area zoned properties in the county that are 

surrounding by other land uses, near locations such as Woodinville, Duvall, Sammamish, 

Snoqualmie, North Bend, Black Diamond, Auburn, and Enumclaw.  Rural Area zoned 

properties can be surrounded by mining, open space, agriculture, cities, and forest lands. 

 Question: Proposal makes a lot of sense, and can probably support removal of PAA but want to 

know what this means for my land use.  What uses would change? Would livestock be allowed? 

Can residents add onto their houses?  Can we still have a community well? (Subsequent 

commenter's asked similar questions). 

Answer: Land uses may change as a result of the removal of PAA .Typical zoning designation in 

East Cougar Mountain Area is primarily Residential 1. The land use table below indicates the 

difference between the current Urban Residential zoning of R1 and the potential future Rural Area 

zoning designation of RA-5. (This is used for illustrative purposes only. Please review KCC Title 

21A for additional footnotes that apply to specific sized parcels) 

 

21A.12.030 Densities and Dimensions- Residential 

and Rural Zones R-1 RA-5 

Base Density: Dwelling Unit/Acre: 1 du/ac 0.2 du/ac 

Minimum Lot Area: N/A 3.75 ac 
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Minimum Lot Width: 35 ft. 135 ft. 

Minimum Street Setback: 20 ft. 30 ft. 

Minimum Interior Setback: 5 ft. 10 ft. 

Base Height: 35 ft. 40 ft. 

Maximum Impervious Surface: 30% 20% 

 City of Bellevue Resident – there are three different types of areas: developed area, large lots, 

undeveloped (the Precipice). There are unique old growth properties in the areas; these are 

special areas that should not be developed.  There is a property owner currently platting some 

parcels to the East for development (Bergsma) that will leave a lot of steep slopes undeveloped.  

It's too steep; they cannot put in any houses and cannot put in roads.  Precipice is fully 

surrounded by King County park land.  The whole area should remain as rural.  

 Commenter has been involved in city leadership for many years; this involved 18 years on City 

Council they discussed addressing this for many years.  It's time to face reality - the city cannot 

afford to support development of these parcels. Getting water to and from the property.  Getting 

the roads to urban properties would bankrupt the city.  Agrees that attention needs to be paid to 

parcel number 2924069011.  It's right next to the park and the Bergsma property which has 

homeless camps on their property. 

 Question: What effect would this change have on the Edgehill Addition's water system; would 

they be able to participate in the Cascade Water Alliance?  Closest water line is in Bellevue; how 

would this affect ability to connect to their system?  

Answer: What will not change is your zoning; the Urban Reserve is 1 unit per 5 acres, and the 

zoning would likely be RA-5 which is also 1 unit per 5 acres. We allow public water, but not 

sewers.  Could keep your well, could bring in piped water.  This would not affect your ability to 

have piped water, but ability to connect to City water would be a decision of the decision.  The 

County approves water plans in unincorporated, meaning we would work with City to replace 

wells if they fail.   

 Answer: Regarding allowed uses, provided below are descriptions of Urban Residential zones 

and Rural Area zones identifying the purposes of each of these categories of zoning.  Also below 

are some examples of the most common permitted Residential uses in RA-5 zoning classification, 

and are as follows:  (Please Note that this is used for illustrative purposes only and does not 

capture all specific land use tables in KCC 21A.) 

 
King County Code 21A.04.060  Rural area zone. 

A. The purpose of the rural zone (RA) is to provide for an area-wide long-term rural character and to 

minimize land use conflicts with nearby agricultural or forest production districts or mineral extraction 

sites.  These purposes are accomplished by: 

 1.  Limiting residential densities and permitted uses to those that are compatible with rural 

character and nearby resource production districts and sites and are able to be adequately supported by rural 

service levels;  

 2.  Allowing small scale farming and forestry activities and tourism and recreation uses that can be 

supported by rural service levels and that are compatible with rural character; 

 3.  Increasing required setbacks to minimize conflicts with adjacent agriculture, forest or mineral 

zones; and 

 4.  Requiring tracts created through cluster development to be designated as permanent open space 

or as permanent resource use.  

 

B.   Use of this zone is appropriate in rural areas designated by the Comprehensive Plan as follows: 
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 1.  RA-2.5 in rural areas where the predominant lot pattern is below five acres in size for lots 

established prior to the adoption of the 1994 Comprehensive Plan; 

 2.  RA-5 in rural areas where the predominant lot pattern is five acres or greater but less than ten 

acres in size and the area is generally environmentally unconstrained; 

 3.  RA-10 in rural areas where the predominant lot pattern is ten acres or greater but less than 

twenty acres in size.  RA-10 is also applied on land that is generally environmentally constrained, as 

defined by county, state or federal law, to protect critical habitat and regionally significant resource areas 

(RSRAs).  The RA-10 zone is also applied to lands within one-quarter mile of a forest or agricultural 

production district or an approved long-term mineral extraction site.  On Vashon-Maury Island RA-10 

zoning shall be maintained on areas zoned RA-10 as of 1994 and on areas with a predominant lot size of 

ten acres or greater that are identified on the Areas Highly Susceptible to Groundwater Contamination map; 

and   

 4.  RA-20 in Rural Forest Focus Districts designated by the King County Comprehensive Plan. 

 

King County Code 21A.04.080  Urban residential zone. 

A.  The purpose of the urban residential zone (R) is to implement comprehensive plan goals and policies 

for housing quality, diversity and affordability, and to efficiently use urban residential land, public services 

and energy.  These purposes are accomplished by:  

   1.  Providing, in the R-1 through R-8 zones, for a mix of predominantly single detached dwelling 

units and other development types, with a variety of densities and sizes in locations appropriate for urban 

densities; 

   2.  Providing, in the R-12 through R-48 zones, for a mix of predominantly apartment and 

townhouse dwelling units, mixed-use and other development types, with a variety of densities and sizes in 

locations appropriate for urban densities; 

   3.  Allowing only those accessory and complementary nonresidential uses that are compatible 

with urban residential communities; and 

   4.  Establishing density designations to facilitate advanced area-wide planning for public 

facilities and services, and to protect environmentally sensitive sites from over development. 

 

B.  Use of this zone is appropriate in urban areas, activity centers, or Rural Towns designated by the 

Comprehensive Plan as follows: 

   1.  The R-1 zone on or adjacent to lands with area-wide environmental constraints where 

development is required to cluster away from sensitive areas, on lands designated urban separators or 

wildlife habitat network where development is required to cluster away from the axis of the corridor on 

critical aquifer recharge areas, and on Regionally and Locally Significant Resource Areas (RSRAs/LSRAs) 

or in well-established subdivisions of the same density, which are served at the time of development by 

public or private facilities and services adequate to support planned densities; 

   2.  The R-4 through R-8 zones on urban lands that are predominantly environmentally 

unconstrained and are served at the time of development, by adequate public sewers, water supply, roads 

and other needed public facilities and services; and 

 3.  The R-12 through R-48 zones next to Unincorporated Activity Centers, in Community or 

Neighborhood Business Centers, in mixed-use development, on small, scattered lots integrated into existing 

residential areas, or in Rural Towns, that are served at the time of development by adequate public sewers, 

water supply, roads and other needed public facilities and services.   

 

P-Permitted     

C-Conditional     

S-Special Use 

KCC 21A.08.030 Residential Land Uses 
    

SIC # SPECIFIC LAND USE R1-8 RA-5 

  DWELLING UNITS, TYPES:     

* Single Detached P-C12 P-C12 

* Townhouse P11-C12 C4 
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* Apartment P5-C5 C4 

* Mobile Home Park C8 S13 

* Cottage Housing P15   

  GROUP RESIDENCES:     

* Community Residential Facility-I P14-a c C 

* Community Residential Facility-II P14-b   

* Dormitory C6 C6 

* Senior Citizen Assisted Housing P4   

  ACCESSORY USES:     

* Residential Accessory Uses P7 P7 

* Home Occupation P18 P18 

* Home Industry C C 

  TEMPORARY LODGING:     

7011 Hotel/Motel (1)     

* Bed and Breakfast Guesthouse P9 P9 

7041 Organization Hotel/Lodging Houses     

See King County Code 21A.08.030 for additional information on the meaning and terminology for these 

zoning categories. 

 Long-time resident; we bought this property (the Bergsma property) for development and, even 

with slopes, we have some development potential that we want to realize. This has been in family 

for generations and extended family is interested in selling.  Understands his neighbor's 

concerns, and supports some areas to remain rural, but he wants his property to remain urban so 

his family can see return on investment. 

 Resident from East Renton Area – Knows some of the problems with annexation to cities.  

Advises residents to figure this out on their own.  Need to consider how this affects roads. He 

serves on the King County Roads and Bridges Task Force is recommending that areas move 

forward on annexation to get better road services; this area may go in the opposite direction.  

Probably would make sense to stay with Issaquah to get better road service.  

 Question: Resident noted that he had not heard of the meeting until just today and some of his 

neighbors in the PAA did not know about the meeting; how did the County notify people? 

Answer: King County notified community members in a number of ways – about 550 postcards 

were sent to properties in the PAA as well as the surrounding 500 feet, an email was sent to the 

Comprehensive Plan mailing list which has almost 600 emails, and an advertisement was placed 

in the weekly Issaquah Valley Reporter.  Last, the City of Issaquah mailed to their mailing list 

which included an additional 600 emails.  The advertising for this meeting was larger than any 

other individual meeting, given the shorter timeframe.   
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V. INFORMATION REGARDING PUBLIC PROCESS 
 

The following graphics illustrate some of the components of the Public Participation process. 

 

Example of Advertisements 

 
 

Examples of Postcards 
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Examples of eNewsletters 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

These simple communication mediums were intended to improve public understanding of the current 

Comprehensive Plan and the proposed amendments. 
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