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June 5, 1996 
Clerkamend 11126/96 

Introduced By: 

Proposed No.: 

Chris Vance 

96-496 

ORDINANCENo·12531 

AN ORDINANCE relating to comprehensive planning and 
zoning; adopting amendments to 1994 King County 
Comprehensive Plan and area zoning, in compliance with the 
Washington State Growth Management Act, as amended; 
amending Ordinance 263, Article 2, Section 1, as amended, and 
KC.C. 20.12.010, Ordinance 11653, Section 6, and K.C.C. 
20.12.017; amending Ordinance 11620, Section 2, and KC.C. 
20.12.458. 

PREAMBLE: 

F or the purpose of effective land use planning and regulation, the ~g County 
Council makes the following legislative findings: 

1. King County has adopted the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan, to meet 
the requirements of the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA). 

2. The GMA requires the County's comprehensive plan amendment process to 
include concurrent consideration of all map and policy changes in each calendar 
year, so that cumulative impacts may be analyzed, and so that coordination with 
capital improvement programs and facility plans and standards can occur. The 
GMA also requires that the County's development regulations, including, but 
not limited to area zoning, be consistent with and implement the comprehensive 
plan and its amendments. 

3. King County, with assistance of citizens of King County, business and 
community representatives, the incorporated cities and towns and other public 
agencies, and service providers, has studied and considered alternatives for 
amendments to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan and development 

. regulations proposed during 1996, and has considered their cumulative 
environmental impacts. 

. 4. King County is adopting amendments to the Land Use Map of the 1994 
Comprehensive Plan which require changes to the County's zoning maps; 

5. The changes to the area zoning maps and text adopted by this ordinance are 
required to make zoning consistent with the 1994 Comprehensive Plan, as 
amended, as required by the GMA. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY: 

SECTION 1. Ordinance 263, Article 2, Section 1, as amended, and KC.C. 

20.12.010 are each amended to read as follows: 

Comprehensive Plan adopted. A. Under the provisions of the King County Charter, King 

County's constitutional authority and pursuant to the Washington State Growth Management Act, 

R.C.W. 36.70A, the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan is adopted and declared to be. the 

Comprehensive Plan for King County until amended, repealed or superseded. The Comprehensive Plan 

shall be the principal planning document for the orderly physical development of the county and shall be 
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1 used to guide subarea plans, functional plans, provision of public facilities and services, review of 

2 proposed incorporations and annexations, development regulations and land development decisions. 

3 B. The amendments to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan and the 1995 area zoning 

4 amendments contained in King County Comprehensive Plan 1995 Amendments attached as Appendix A 

5 to Ordinance 12061 are hereby adopted as amendments to the King County Comprehensive Plan and 

6 adopted as the official zoning control for those portions of unincorporated King County defined therein. 

7 C. The amendments to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan contained in Attachment 

8 A to «this» Ordinance 12170 are hereby adopted to comply with the Central Puget Sound Growth 

9 l'1anagement Hearings Board Decision and Order in Vashon-Maury Island, et. al. v. King County, Case 

10 No. 95-3-0008. 

11 D. The amendments to the 1994 King County Comprehensive contained in King County 

12 Comprehensive Plan 1996 Amendments attached as Appendix A to this ordinance are hereby adopted as 

13 amendments to the King County Comprehensive Plan. 

14 SECTION 2. Ordinance No. 11653, Section 6, and K.C.C. 20.12.017 are each amended to 

15 read as follows: 

16 Adoption of area zoning to implement the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan and 

17 . conversion to K.c.c. Title 21A. A. Ordinance 11653 adopts area zoning to implement the 1994 King 

18 County Comprehensive Plan pursuant to the Washington State Growth Management Act RCW 36,70A. 

19 Ordinance 11653 also converts existing zoning in unincorporated King County to the new zoning 

20 classifications in the 1993 Zoning Code, codified in Title 21A, pursuant to the area zoning conversion 

21 guidelines in K.C.C. 21A.01.070. The following are adopted as attachments to Ordinance 11653: 

22 Appendix A: 1994 Zoning Atlas, dated November 1994, as amended December 19, 1994. 

23 Appendix B: Amendments to Bear Creek Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

24 Appendix C: Amendments to Federal Way Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

25 Appendix D: Amendments to NorthshOre Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

26 Appendix E: Amendments to Highline Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

27 Appendix F: Amendments to Soos Creek Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

28 Appendix G: Amendments to Vashon Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

29 Appendix H: Amendments to East Sammam.ish Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

30 Appendix 1: Amendments to Snoqualmie Valley Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

31 Appendix J: Amendments to Newcastle Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

32 Appendix K: Amendments to TahomalRaven Heights Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

2 
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1 Appendix L: Amendments to Enumclaw Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

2 Appendix M:Amendments to West Hill Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 
':'1 

3 Appendix N: Amendments to Resource Lands P..;Suffix Conditions. 

4 Appendix 0: Amendments to 1994 Parcel List, as amended December 19, 1994. 

5 Appendix P: Amendments considered by the Council January 9, 1995. 

6 B. Area zoning adopted by Ordinance 11653, including potential zoning is contained in 

7 Appendices A and P. Amendments to area-wide P-suffix conditions adopted as part of community plan 

8 area zoning are contained in Appendices B through N. Existing P-suffix conditions whether adopted 

9 through reclassifications or community plan area zoning are retained by Ordinance 11653 except as 

10 amended in Appendices B through N. 

11 C. The department is hereby directed to correct the official zoning map in accordance with 

12 Appendices A through 0 of Ordinance 11653. 

13 D. The 1995 area zoning amendments attached to Ordinance 12061 in Appendix A are 

14 adopted as the official zoning control for those portions of unincorporated King County defined therein. 

15 E. Amendments to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan area zoning, Ordinance 11653 

16 Appendices A through P, as contained in Attachment A to «t:hffi» «e»Ordinance 12170 are hereby 

17 adopted to comply with the Decision and Order of the Central Puget Sound Growth Management 

18 Hearings Board in Vashon~Maury Island, et. al. v. King County, Case No. 95-3-0008. 

19 F. The 1996 area zoning amendments attached to this ordinance in Appendix A are adopted 

20 as the official zoning control for those portions of unincorporated King County defined therein. 

21 Existing p-suffix conditions whether adopted through reclassifications or area zoning are retained by 

22 this ordinance. 

23 SECTION 3. Ordinance 11620, Section 2 and K.C.C. 20.12.458 are each amended to read 

24 as follows: 

25 The Four to One Program - Amending the Urban Growth Area to achieve open space. 

26 Rural area land may be added to the urban growth area in accordance with the following criteria in the 

27 following-manner. 

28 A. All proposals to add land to the urban growth area under this program shall meet the following' 

29 criteria: 

30 1. The land to be included is not zoned agriculture (A) or is in an area where a contiguous 

31 band of publicly dedicated open space currently e~sts along the urban growth area line; 
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2. A pennanent dedication to the King County open space system of four acres of open space 

is required for every one acre of land added to the urban growth area; 

3. The land added to the urban growth area must be physically contiguous to existing urban 

growth area and must be able to be served by sewers and other urban services; 

4. The minimum depth of the open space buffer shall be one half of the property width; 

5. The minimum size of the property to be considered is 20 acres. Smaller parcels can be 

combined to meet the 20 acre minimum. 

6. Proposals for open space dedication and redesignation to the urban growth area must be 

received between July 1, 1994 and ((June 30, 1996)) December 31. 2006. 

7. The total area added to the urban growth area as a result of this program shall not exceed 

4000 acres. The department shall keep a cumulative total for all parcels added under this section. Such 

total shall be updated annually through the plan amendment process. 

8. Development under this section shall be residential development and shall be at a minimum 

density of 4 dwelling units per acre. Site suitability and development conditions for both the urbari and 

rural portions of the proposal shall be established through the preliminary formal plat approval process. 

B. Proposals which add 200 acres or more to the urban growth area shall also meet the following 

criteria: 

1. Proposals shall include a mix of housing types including thirty percent below market rate 

units affordable to low, moderate and median income households; 

2. In proposals where the thirty percent requirement is exceeded, the required open space 

dedication shall be reduced to 3.5 acres of open space for every one acre added to the urban growth 

area. 

C. Proposals which add less than 200 acres to the urban growth area and which meet the 

affordable housing criteria in section B.1 above, shall meet a reduced open space dedication requirement 

of 3.5 acres of open space for every one acre added to the urban growth area. 

D. Requests for redesignation shall be evaluated to determine those which are the highest quality 

with regard to but not limited to, fish and wildlife habitat, regional open space connections, water 

quality protection, unique natural, cultural, historical or archeological resources, size of open space 

dedication, and the ability to provide efficient urban services to the redesignated areas. 

E. Proposals adjacent to incorporated area or potential annexation areas shall be referred to 

the affected city for recommendations. 

F. Proposals shall be processed as land use amendments to the comprehensive plan. 
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recreation sites. The following additional uses may be allowed only if located on a small portion of the 

open space and are found to be compatible with the site's open space values and functions such as those 

listed in 1-204k: 

1. trails: 

2. natural appearing stormwater facilities: 

3. compensatory mitigation of wetland losses on the urban designated portion of the project, 

consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan and the Sensitive Areas Ordinance: and 

4. active recreation uses which are compatible with the functions and values of the open space 

and are necessary to provide limited, low intensity recreational opportunities (such as mowed meadows) 

for the adjacent Urban Area provided that: the active recreation is as near as possible based on site 

conditions to the Urban Growth Area: the physical characteristics of the site, such as topography, soils 

and hydrology are suitable for development of active facilities: the active recreation area does not 

exceed five percent of the total ·open space acreage: and provided that no roads, parking, or sanitary 

facilities are permitted. Development for active recreation allowed in the open space may not be used to 

satisfy the active recreation requirements in K.C.C. 21A. 

SECTION 4. Severability. Should any section, subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause or 

phrase of this ordinance be declared unconstitutional or invalid for aily reason, such decisions shall not 

affect the validity of the remaining portion of this ordinance. 

,INTRODUCED AND READ for the first time this I(}~ day of 

~*~ ,19"1& 
. / -) ~7 ~flv /JI1 ,f . I /J 

PASSED by a vote of_l_toO'.._thisOl.? day of' ltD vt-tr} 0--(1,--

APPROVED this b 

Attaclunents: 

KING COUNTY COUNCIL 
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

J 
/ 

v/} j' 

'--/;\ / ! 

Jlhu c tAjd.u;,./ 
C~ir 1./ 
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A. 1996 Amendment to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan 
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, 2 I,' , AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN- ' 
3 CHAPTER TWO - URBAN LAND USE 
4 

5 II Page 56, policy U-625 revise as follows: 

6 U-62S Currently designated Neighborhood Business Centers are: (Highline) Beverly 
7 Park, Puget Sound Jr. High site, Unincorporated South 'Park; (West Hill) 
8 Martin Luther King Jr. Wayl60th Avenue-64th Avenue South, Rainier Avenue 
9 South/South 114th Street - South 117th Street; (Shoreline) Fircrest, 

10 GreenwoodIWestminister, Ric:hmond Beach, Richmond Village, (unnamed 
11 mixed use); (Northshore) 68th Avenue NEINE 170th Street, Juanita DriveINE 
12 122nd Place, 116th Avenue NEINE 160th Street, NE 145th Streetll48th Avenue 
13 NE(Hollywood Hill}, Juanita DriveINE 153rd Place, Juanita-Woodinville 
14 Way/NE 14Sth Street, Juanita DriveINE 141st Street; (Bear Creek) Avondale 
15 Corner; (East Sammamish) Monahan; (Federal Way) Star Lake, Lake 
16 Geneva, Spider Lake, Mud Lake, Jovita, Redondo; (Soos Creek) Lake 
17, Meridian, Meridian Valley, BensoDlSE 192nd Street, CaSCade, 132nd Avenue 
18 SEISE 240th Street, Aqua Bam. Neighborhood' lusiness Centers should be no 
19 larger than ten acres, excluding land needed for Jurface water management or 
2 0 protection of sensitive environmental features, and should be designed to 
21 provide convenience shopping for a nearby population of 8,000 to 15,000 
22 people. Redevelopment of existing Neighborhood Business Centers is 
23 encouraged. 
24 

25 Rationale: Consistent with land use amendment #8 and zoning amendment #9, ten 
26 acres of the Aqua Barn property should be designated as a Neighborhood Business 
27 Cen.ter to reflect current and historic use of this prOperty. A Neighborhood Business 
28 Center at this location is consistent with Comprehensive Plan policy direction. 

G:\GMHE\COMP'Plan\PQ1~cy\V-625 11,25 AM 7/18/96 
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AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
CHAPTER THREE - RURAL LAND USE 

5 II Page 62. policy R-I06 revise as follows: 

6 R-I06 King County shall develop a rural.phasing program by December 31, 1996 
7 that meters the rate of growth to ensure development in the Rural Area is 
8 consistent with the growth target, supports the land use pattern of the 
9 Comprehensive Plan, and preserves the character of the Rural Area. ~ 

10 scope of this program sball include tbe consideration of otber elements 
11 affectinr £TOwtb in the Rural Area incJudjgr developmegt regulatiogs ig 
12 Titles 14. 19 and 21A;water issues agd fire flOW; segsitiye area degsity 
13 credits; road standards agd variances; agd accessoO' dwellinr ugits. 

14 Rationale: Recent data indicates that rural growth is proceeding in unincorpo~ted King 
15 County at about twice the target rate of S.8OO to 8.200 established by policy R-IOS. A 
16 combination of approaches should be studied to ensure that the rural growth targets are 
1 7 effectively addressed tlu:ough the implel;1lentation of an effective and balanced rural 
18 phasing program. By analyzing the issue in a . comprehensive framework. the resulting 
19 program should preclude sole reliance upon metering and/or a pennit moratorium in . 
20 order·to achieve sucCess. 

G·: \GMHE\COMP-Plan\Polic:y\R·106 11 :56 AM ·7/11/96 
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1 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -
2 CHAPTER THREE - RURAL LAND USE. 

3 

4 II Amend Policy R-108 as follows: 

5' R-I08 In 1995, King County identified,«shall i,deRtify» in partnership with citizens 
6 and property owners, appropriate districts within the Rural Area where 
7 farming and forestry are to be encouraged and expanded through incentives 
8 and additional zoning protection. «These distFiets shalllJe desigRated aRd 
9 zORed lJy DeeemlJeF 31,199',» Initial district designations will be «fiRalized» 

1 0 refined during 1996, with possible revisions after property owners have been 
11 notified. Any revised district will be proposed in the 1997 Comprehensive 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
2'9 

30 
31 

Plan Amendment transmittal. A process for zoning of the districts based on 
the incentive programs, will also be developed, Areas to be' considered should 
include lands meeting the criteria set forth in the Countywide Planning 
Policies. The incentive programs shall be available to property owners as 
early as 1997 and no later than 1998. All incentive programs created by the 
county and related to zoning will be available to benefit landowners in the 
districts based on the zoning of the districts as of the effective €late of this pian. 
«AFeas to lJe eORsideFed should iRelude laRds meetiRg the eFiteFia set raFth iR 
the CouRtywide PlaRRiRg Polieies.» «PeFmitted uses» Regulatory and 
incentive programs shall achieve very low densities in the Rural Farm or 
Forest Districts «should lJe limited to FesideRees at veFY low deRsities» (one 
home per 20 acres for forest areas, one home per 10 acres for farming areas) 
«, aRd faFmiRg OF raFestFY». Institutional uses or public facilities should not 
be permitted except as provided by Countywide Planning Policy LU-9. The 
county shall develop and implement a monitoring program in 1997 to eyaluate the 
success of the incentives programs and shall issue an annual report which shall 
include recommendations for any program or regulatory changes. 

3 2 Effect: Modifies the amendment to R-l 08 as proposed by the executive and as amended on 9/30/96 by 
3 3 Amendment 3.1 to retain the 1997 deadline for the district boundary refinements, to delete. 
34 reference to a deadline for zoning designations; to reinsert that zoning is based on the incentive 
3 5 programs and to specify that the incentive program will be available to property owners no later 
36 than 1998. 

37 

- 1 -
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3 II AMENDMENT TO TIlE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -
4 CHAPTER THREE - RURAL LAND USE. 

s 

6 II Amend Policy R-204 as follows: 

7 R-204 A residential density of ODe home per 20 acres or 10 acres shaD be «."Iie" 
8 .. » achieved tbmg:h 'U'datoD' and jncmtivc pmp1lms on IaDds ill the 
9 Rural Area that are maDaged for fo~ or farmiDg respectively, ud are 

10 fOUDd to qualify for a Rural Farming m: Forest District designatioD iD 

11 accordance with Policy R-IOS. 

12 Rationale: This policy was adopted in 1994 to cany out the direction of the 
13 CountyWide Planning Policies that call for designation of Rural Farm and Forest Districts 
14 (LU-8. LU-9. LU-12). CPP LU-12 includes density gUidelines for the districts: one home 
15 per 20 acres for forestry and one home per 10 acres for fanning. The 1994 Plan also 
16 identified srudyareas to be considered. after further analysis, for district designation. The 
1 7 proposed changes to these policies are intended to reflect the status of work to date in 
18 accomplishing the district designations and the development of programs to comply with 
19 the density guidelines. ' 

2 0 A study of the districts. along with the development of strategies and incentives to 
21 conserve resource uses in the districts. was conducted during 1995 but was not completed 
22 by the time the 1995 Comprehensive Plan amendment was adopted. However, based on 
23 preliminary recommendations from the consultant study, the Rural Farm and Rural Forest 
24 Districts were initially designated in 1995. During 1996, a parcel-specific analysis of the 
25 districts will result in proposed refinements of the district designations. The work will 
26 include notification of affected property owners. The timing of the Comprehensive Plan 

I ocam .... ~lCMpIrl __ )·3 1:05 AM SIlI_ 
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1 II amendme~t process.in 1996 prec.ludes the possibility of completing the refined district' 
2 designation and zoning in the 1996 amendment. We int~ to make recommendations 
3 based on the 1996 work as part of the 1997 amenciment.-

4 The Farm and Forest stUdy~ C\]mpleted in March. 1996. recommends using 
5 incentives to accomplish the goal oflow densities in the rural farm and forest districts. It 
6 recommends monitoring to determine the effectiveness of the recommended incentive . 
7 programs. and recommends tpat zoning action be taken only if large amounts of resot :ce 
8 lands continue to be lost. These recommendations are reflected in the proposed policy R-
9 108 change, which calls for the development of a monitoring pro~ and for annual 

1'0 reports with recommendations for program. or regulatory changes. including zoning. 

11 The original language of policy R-I08 allows the landowners the density adopted in 
. 12 J 994 on their properties if they use the incentives. Therefore. a downzone in the strict 
13 sense may not be the appropriate mechanism to maintain low densities, but rather the use 
14 of other mechanisms to require alternatives to standard·subdivision. such as clustering or 
15 transfer of development rights. The proposed change to the policy reflects the 
16 recommendations that call for incentive and regulatory programs to achieve the densities 
1 7 specified in the guidelines. The change allows flexibility in using zoning or another 
18 . regulatory mechanism in conjunction with incentives to discourage further subdivision of 
19 large lots. thereby achieving the low densities in the districts. 

20 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 

1:lCOIIIpIan .... end96lCM111rJADc 3·' .:os AM '1lI~ 
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2 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN-
3 CHAPTER THREE - RURAL LAND USE 
4 

5" Page 40, Policy R-207 'is revised as follows: 

6 R-207 . A residential density of one home per 2.5 acres shall recognize areas of existing· 
7 lots below fIVe acres in size. These-existing substandard lots may still be 
8 developed provided applicable standards for sewage disposal, environmental 
9 protection, water supply, roads and rural fire protection can be met. A 

1 0 subdivision at a density greater than one home per five acres shall not be 
11 permitted unless the prop~11y is zoned RA 2.5 and is surrounded on at least 
12 three sides by existing lots of less than fIVe acres in size or existine lots that are 
13 at least five acres in size and are develOped for schools. libraries or commercial 
14 facilities. Existing lots shall mean lots which were subdivided by formal plat or 
2.5 shott plat prior to December 31. 1994. In some circumstances very small 
2. 6 substandard lots may be required to be combined to create a usable building 
:. i site to meet health and safety standards. No new zoning beyond that existing. 
18 on the effective date of adoption of the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan 
::.. 9 at a density of one home per 2.5 acres shall be applied in the Rural Area. 

20 Rationale: This change would allow land owners of propeny already zoned RA 2.5 that 
22. is surrounded on three sides by existing (as of December 31. 1994) lots already subdivided 
22 to a density of less than five acres or lots that are at least five acres in size and are 
23 developed for schools. libraries or commercial facilities to subdivide their propeny to one 
2'; unit per 2.5 acres. Owners of residential parcels which abut larger propeny which is 
25 developed for intense use such as schools. libraries and commercial facilities should be 
26 . able to apply this larger propeny to meet the three side criteria. 

- 1 -
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1 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN-CHAPTER 
2 THREE - RURAL LAND USE. 
3 

4" Add a new policy R-207 A to Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as 

5 ". recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and Environment Committee on July 

6" 31, 1996 to read as follows: 

7 R-207A King County should study areas with RA 2.5 zoning, with the exception of 
8 Vashon and Maury Islands, for their suitability to receive density transferred 
9 from other Rural areas and to subsequently be subdivided and developed at 

10 a maximum density of one home per 2.5 acres. Other Rural and Urban areas 
11 that could accommodate additional density consistent with the Growth 
12 Management Act and the Comprehensive Plan should also be included in the 
13 study. Modifications to maps, policies and regulations, and program needs 
14 should be developed by June, 1997. 

:. 5 Rationale: 
:. 6 . The RA 2.5 Zone as a PotentIal IDR Receiving Area 
1. 7 The Rural Farm and Forest Repon recommends that King County actively pursue a Transfer of 
::..8 Development Rights (IDR) program to relieve development pressure on Rural Farm and Forest 
::.. 9 Districts. The sending areas (the Distncts) have been established, and the Depanment of 
20 Natural Resources (DNR) is currently developing the exchange and tracking ·mechanisms 
2:' needed to admmister aIDR program The Executive has proposed a change to Policv R-217 

. -
:2 2 this year to explICItly allow for denSIty transfers within rural areas, consistent with CPP L U-14. 

:2 3 DNR IS also Identifymg appropnate recelVlIlg areas for the denSIty transfers. Along with other 
24 Rural and Urban areas, the RA 2.5 zone would be an appropriate area to evaluate in the lDR 
25 Receiving Areas Planned ActIonEIS being prepared by DNR under the Planning and. 
2 6 EnVIronmental Review Fund grant King County has received from the State Office of 
:2 ~ CommunIty Trade and EconomIc Development Should the zone (or appropriate geographic 
28 areas zoned RA 2.5) prove feasible. the appropnate changes to polICIes, zomng, and regulations 
29 can be made. 

I . 

; DNR IS currently eornrnenemg the seoping of alternatives for study under the CTED grant. A variety of 
areas wnhm the UGA and in the Rural area would be evaluated in addition to the areas zoned RA 2.5. 

g .:omplanwnend96· PohcylR-207 Adoc 
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3 II AMEND.MENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -
4 CHAPTER THREE - RURAL LANI> USE. 

s 

6 II Amend Policy R-217 as follows: 

7 R-217 KiDg COUDty will study tbe costs aDd beDefits of adopting a mecbaDism tbat . 
8 permits a tnmsfer of developmeDt from Rural «~» Farm and Fomt 
.9 Djstrict property to properties in the UrbaD Growth Area, inc1udjDI: Rural 

10 City Urban Growth Areas. Dr to other Rural Area properties in order to 
11 accomplisb tbe purposes of tbe CouDtywide PIaDDing Policies, and will 
12 «,P8,8se» consider cbaDges to tbe Zoning Code to implemeDt tbis policy 
13 «hy Deee.her 31,199'». Tbese zoning code chaDges sban include the . 
14 followiDg provisioDS for laDds designated Rural Farm or Forest Districts in 
~5 accordaDce with policy R-I08: 
16 a. . Regardless of the zoDiDg applied to establish a Rural ~arm and Forest 
1 7 District, properties withiD its bouDdaries may traDsfer deDsity credits 
18 to Urban Areas Dr to othcr Rural Area propcrties based on tbe zoning 
1.9 they had as of the effective date of this PlaD if that zODiDg is consisteDt 
2 0 witb this plaD; aDd 
21 b. If aD eDtire owaenbip is Dot being retaiDed as farmlaDd or forest laDd 
22 through a perman eDt open space dcSigaation,tbe development 
23 poteDtial remainiDg after a deDsity transfer may be actualized through 
24 . a clustered subdivisioD. or short subdivision' resultiDg in • permaDeDt 
2 5 opeD. space tract as 'Iarge or larger thaD the subdivision set aside for the 
26 resource uses. In the case of laDds withiD a Rural Forest District, this 
2 7 tract shall be at least 20 acres in size. 

1:_pqn~_.I.rl __ )., I:OS AM ""196 
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1 The RA 2.5 zone is potentially an attractive candidate receiving area for several reasons. Since 
2 areas zoned·RA 2.5 exist In a variety of locations around the County, geographIc contmuity 
3 between sending and receiving areas is possible. It is also P9ssible that the lots created at 2.5 
4 densities could be of hIgher market value, thus increasing the likely effectiveness of a TDR 
5 program. 

6 However. the current policy R-207 and proposed ordinance 96-406 would allow some 
7 landowners in the RA 2.5 zone to realize an increase in their allowable density based on the 
8 historic lot pattern in the immediate area of their parcel. As described in the rationale for the 
9 proposed revisions to R-207, many if not most parcels in the RA 2.5 zone could take advantage 

1 Q . of the tlrree-side provision to increase their density. This is a potentially serious problem if the 
11· RA 2.5 zone IS also identified as a viable receiving area for TDRs. 

12 Studies conducted around .the nation have indicated that TOR programs are more successful in 
13 jurisdictions that take steps to reduce or eliminate such other methods of increasing density in 
14 receiving areas2

. Having the three-side method available for a landowner to increase density 
15 would make a density transfer through a TDR unlikely. By removing the three-side provision, 
16 denSity could only be increased through a transfer from a Rural Farm or Forest District. 
1 7 Through thiS policy change, the significant public benefit of conserving rural resource lands and 
1 8 uses through TDRs could more easily be achIeved. 

1 9 Studies have also shown that identifying viable receiving areas for density transfers is the most 
20 difficult pan of developing a TDR program. Ideally, jurisdictions should identify more receiving 
2 1 area capacity than could be utilized with a given amount of density credits transferred from 
22 sending areas. This is because not every receiving area development will take advantage of the 
23 ability to transfer because of landowner intent, environmental or other constraints, or future 
2 4 market forces~. 

2 S The CountyWide Plannmg PoliCies, Natural Resources policies in the Comprehensive Plan, and 
.<.:. Q the recommendanons in the Farm and Forest Report call for King County to implement a 
2 -; meaningful TDR program. As stated above. establishing receiving areas for TDRs is the most 
2 8 difficult and the most necessary pan of an implementable TOR program. The three-side 
29 prOVision m current policy R-207 and proposed ordinance 96-406 would reduce the amount of 
3 C recenrmg area King County could otheTWlse identify. 

3::' Vashon-Maury Island 
3:2 Vashon-Maury Island is excepted from the TOR study provision in proposed new policy R-
3:: 207 A This IS because of water availability problems in some areas and the potential ground 
34 water resource Impacts assOCiated With hIgher density. and because of the geographic 
3: disconnnulty With the Rural Farm and Forest District sending areas. 

See b'aluaung InnovatIve Techmques for Resource Lands. Part II· Transfer of Development Rights. 
Washmgton Dept of Commumty, Trade and Economic Development. November. 1992. and others. 
, This assumes the program is voluntary. and the transferred density amounts to an increment above that 
othcrwlse achlc\'able m the recel\'mg area through subdi\'ision at eXlsung base denSity zoning. 

!; c(lmplamam~ndY61'ohcy' R·207 Adoc 
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1 . Rationale: This policy change makes R-217 consistent with R-203. which allows 
2 tranSfer oi-density from the rural farm and forest dislricts to the Rural Area or the Urban 
3 Area. It also clarifies that the Urban Growth Areas of Rural Cities are potential receiving 
4 areas for tranSfer of density. The change is consistent with CPP LU-14 which allows 
5 tranSfer of density from Rural Area properties to other Rural Area properties to encourage 
6 retention of reSource based uses in the Rural Area. 

7 II . Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis .. 
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2 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING .COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN-
3 CHAPTER THREE - RURAL LAND USE 
4 

5 II Page 72~ Policy R-307 is revised as follows: 

6 R-307. Convenience shopping and services for Rural Area residents should be 
7 provided by existiDg Rural Neighborhoods and ·Businesses, the boundaries of 
8 which may only be expanded to: (1) accomplish iDfm by recognizing land 
9 which is at least 7S % bordered by aD existiDg (as of Dec:ember 31,1994) 

10 Rural Neighborhood, or, (2) recognize existiDg (as of December 31,1995) 
11 adjacent commercial uses. The Executive shall evaluate all Rural 
12 Neighborhoods based on these criteria and forward any recommended 
13 adjustments to Rural Neighborhood boundaries to the Council by June 1, 
14 1996. 
15 
16 

1 7 II Rationale: 

18 ·This specifies that the property must be minimally bordered by 75% of existing Rural 
19 Neighborhood propeny. This allows the boundaries of Rural Neighborhoods and 
2 (j . Businesses to increase their boundaries if that land is bordered by 75 % or more Rural 
21 Neighborhood. to be considered for infil!. 

G:lcomplantamcndmenllpolic\R-307Im,doc 1:04 PM 6/25196 

- 1 -

.~ ~ 



1 

2 AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN-
3 CHAPTER FOUR - ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AS PRESENTED· IN 
4· LEGISLATIVE FORMAT. 

5 II Page 83, add a new policy, ED40S to read as follows: 

6 ED-405 King County should consider participation in the funding of regional 
7 economic development projects, when the project meets the following 
8 guidelines: 
9 

10 • The project should support a firm in basic indusD1'. 
11 
12 
13 
14 , -
-~ 

16 
2.7 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

24 
25 
26 

27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 

• At least 75% of the jobs created by a firm, exclu'ding management 
positions, should pay family-wages. 

• The project is located within a (a) an Urban Center or Manufacturing 
Industrial Center as designated in the Countywide Planning Policies, 
(b) other industrial areas, or (c) business/office parks within activity 
areas which can be supported by and promote transit; pedestrian and 
bicycle uses. 

• The firm or project generate sufficient new taxrevenqe to repay the 
debt the county incurs to support the project. The preferred average 
coverage ratio over the life of County financing is two dollars of ne,,' 
revenue for every one dollar of incurred debt. . 

• Other ju.risdictions benefiting from a project must commit financial 
support based on a mutually agreeable pro rata funding formula. Tbe 
funding formula will be established on a project-by-project baSIS. 

• The firm or project create 1 new, permanent. full-time. family-wage job 
for each $35,000 of aggregate public investment. 

- 1 -
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3 

• The firm or project should create aU jobs within 3-5 years from 
project completion. 

4 Rationale: The proposed policy addresses guidelines for County investment in regional. 
5 economic development projects and is recommended by the Economic Development 
6 Committee for inclusion in Chapter 4 as Policy -ED-405. -

7 

8 Motion 9827, directed the executive to developed criteria to guide-the County in making 
9 funding decisions relating to regional economic development projects. Executive staff in 

10 the Economic Development Section of the office of Budget and Strategic Planning 
11 prepared-the proposed guidelines contained in the proposed new Comprehensive Plan 
12 policy as a substitute to. the development of criteria called for by Motion 9827. The 
13 executive has approved the guidelines as amended in the Economic Development 
14 Committee at it's July 25, 1996 meeting and as proposed herein. 

- 2 -
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AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KlNG COUN1Y COMPREHENSIVE PLAN- . 
CHAPTER SIX - NATURAL RESOURCE LANDS. 

4 

5 II Add ne~ Policy RL-207A 8$ follows: 

6 RL-107 A KiD& Cooty Ihoald establish a R:araI Forest Commission representing 
7 the divenity of forestry lllterestl III the couaty, iDdudiDc timber 
8 eDmpois, ImaUer commeftial foresten, DODcommercial forest 
9 IaDdowaen, eaviroDllleatalgroups. forestry coDSUltaats, tribes, state ud 

10 federal forestry apncies, and Rural Area residents, to advise the Kiag 
11 COUDty becutive ud Cound) on the de'Veloplllent of iDnovative 
12 pro~ policies ud regulations that beDefit forestry ud that 
13 eDcourage the retentioD of the forest land bue in· rural KiIIg County. 

14 Rationale: This new policy provides Comprehensive Plan direction to form a Rural 
lS Forest Commission, a recommendation of the recently completed Farm and Forest Repon. 
16 Policy RL-301 is a parallel policy calling for the establishment of an Agriculture 
1 7 Commission. The Agriculture Commission has been established. and is advising the 
18 County on agriculture issues. including the development of the farm strategies ill the Farm 
19 and Forest Repon. Including the policy in the Comprehensive Plan raises the public 
:2 0 awareness of the need for the Commission, and highlights the County's commitment to 
21 consult with a recognin4 forest interest group as itaddrcsses rural forest issues. 

22 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis . 
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13 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
:20 
:21 
:2:2 
23 
:24 
25 
26 

AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
CHAPTER SIX - NATURAL RESOURCE LANDS. 

Amend Policy RL-209 as follows: 

RL-109 KiD, Coat)' IhaD aen:ise the OptiOD to impose a la-year developllleDt 
1II0ratorilllD for forest IaDdowaen who do Dot state their iDteDt to CODvert at 

, the time of Forest Practice ApplicatiOD ad who do Dot harvest «.P Nst •• , 
the .ite •• e.".' I. 1Wa, C ••• ." ......... » the lite acconlin: to a Kin: 
County Ippmycd CoORDiAn OptioO Harvest Plap. For cues where IaDd 
UDder moratorillm is sold, KiIl,'Coaly Ihould develop llleaDS to eDlllre that 
buyen are alerted to the moratorillID. 

Rationale: Policy RL-209 statc:s the County will impose a moratorium on properties 
whose owners do not declare an intent to convert unless the site is harvested or restored 
according to King County SWldards. This is consistent with LC.C. 18.82.140, the 
Clearing and Grading Code. The Executive has propoSed an Ordinance which would 
amend K.C.C. 18.82.140 by revising the circumstances under which properties can be 
released from the moratorium. The Ordinance proposes that piopenies be released from 
the momorium only if they harvest according to,a County approved Conversion Option 
Harvest Plan (CO~). A COHPwould be attained by property owners prior to receiving a 
State DNR Forest Practices Permit. The COHP contains the same environmental standards 
as the County Clearing and Grading Permit but does not entail the costs or review time of 

, the actual permit. The proposed change intends that COUDty environmental standards be 
introduced at the front end of the process rather than the back end, which is the case if 
restoration activities are allowed as a momorium release. Should Council 'adopt the 

1:-.........,. ........ 
.... -=--: , -a.: -;; 
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proposed Ordinance, the above revision woUld be necessary to ensUre consistency between 
the Comprehensive Plan and the King County Code. 

3 II Note: See 1·202 and 1·203 Analysis. 
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2 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN-
3 CHAP.:rER SIX- NATURAL RESOURCE LANDS. 

4 

5 II Amend the Forestry Lands 1995 Map by removing the following parcels identified below 
6 by parcel number and on the attached map from the Rural Forest District: 

7 022307·9007 (referenced on the map as #1) 
8 
9 022307·9064 (referenced on the map as #2) 

10 
11 022307-9063 (referenced on the map as #3) 
12 
13 022307·9046 (referenced on the map as #4) 
14 
15 022307·9075 (referenced on the map as #5) 
16 

1 7 Rationale: All of these parcels are within the Snoqualmie Joint Planning Area. This lP A 
18 was the result of the 1990 lnterlocal Agreement regarding the City's annexation of 
19 Snoqualmie Ridge. A ponion of the territory originally proposed for annexation was 
20 deleted from the proposal. The City and the County committed to jointly plan this area 

.21 within theiO year timeframe established by the lnterlocal Agreement (1990 - 2010). The 
22 issue was also addressed in the Phase II Countywide Planning Policies (FW-l, Step 8B). 

- 1 
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9 

10 
11 
l2 
l3 
14 
15 

.. 
Both the !J1terlocal Agreement and the CPPs provide that the Snoqualmie Joint Planning 
Area is to remain "'neutral," neither finally designated urban nor rural until after the joint· _ 
planning effort haS been completed by the City and the-County. 

The designation of these parcels as Rural Forest District propeniesis inconsistent with 
the srams afforded to areas with this JPA. This amendment removes the indicated five 
parcels from the Rural Forest District. 

The Rural Forest District designation carries no speCific land use designation or zoning 
at this time. The executive intends to study the Rural· Forest District boundaries this 
year and make land use and· zoning recommendations in the 1997' Amendment. to the 
Comprehensive Plan. Due to the stipulations of the Interlocal Agreement. it is likely' 
that all properties within· the JP A will be removed from the Rural Forest District. While 
the executive's timeframe may be reasonable for the other Rural Forest District 
properties within the JP A, the owner of these five parcels is going out of business and 
can not await the 1997 process. 

- 2 -
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1 

2 AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN-
3 CHAPTER EIGHT - FACILITIES AND SERVICES AS PRESENTED IN 
4 LEGISLATIVE FORMAT. 

5 II Page 150, add text to precede Policies F-312, F-313 and F-314 as follows: 

6 II Limited Extension of Urban Sewer Systems in the Rural.Area may be pennined as 

7 II specified in Policies F-312 and F-313. These policies recognize the existing public 

8 II sewer system in the Town of Vashon and uses permitted prior to the adoption of the 

9 II Comprehensive Plan. In determining the necessity for a tightline sewer extension to 

10" address specific health and safety problems, the finding provide,d by the county shall 

11 II specify the associated health or safety problems and shall include, whether or not an 

12 II alternative technology is technologically and economically reasonable. 

13 Rationale: Provides introductory text for the three policies relating to public sewer 
14 expansion and the presence of public sewer facilities in the Rural Area. Additional' 
1.5 infonnation relative to the finding required by policy F-313 is also included. 

- 1 -
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2 AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN-
3 CHAPTER EIGHT - FACILITIES AND SERVICES AS PRESENTED IN 
4 LEGISLATIVE FORMAT. 

5 1\ Page 151, Policy F-313 is revised as follows: 

6 F-313 Public sewer expansions shall not occur in the Rural Area and on Natural 
7 Resource Lands except where needed to address specific health and" safe~' 
8 " problems threatening the existin, uses of structures permitted before the . 
9 effective date of this J»lan qr the needs of public facilities sucb as schools. 

10 Public sewers may be extended. pursuant to this policy. only"iftbey are 
11 tightlined and only after a fmding is made that no reasonable alternative 
12 technologies are technologically or economically feasible. Public sewers which 
13 are allowed in the Rural Area pursuant to tbis policy shall not be used to 
14 convert Rural Area land to urban uses and densities or to expand permitted 
15 non-residential uses. 

16 

1 7 Rationale: Permitted uses in the Rural Area should be allowed to continue to safely 
18 operate. It is unClear in the current language how a "structure" would be threatened by a 
19 septic failure. It is the yg of the structure. not the structure itself that would be threatened 
2 a by septic failure. The proposed change clarifies that septic failure may create health and 
21 safety problems which would threaten an existing permitted use of a structure. The 
22 amendment also provides clarification that alternatives should be judged by technological 
23 feasibility and/or economic feasibility. Reasonableness of alternatives should be measured 
24 in terms of whether or not it is feasible based on technology and/or economy. 

- 1 -
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4 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNIT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -
5 CHAPTER THIRTEEN - PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION. 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14. 

Amend text and Policy 1-202 as follows: . 

«3. .'\meadine CSBHlNBeasi'.,! PIe Pslisies 

The KiBg CS~! Csm,.ehefJ5i\'! Plan as_ssis lsag fBRge BRS es~se is.es that 
are 8!~!SBS VIe SSS,! sf seeisisns &lase ill a SY8B:Fea SF aeigkesmsss ,lIB SF iBSiyisH&l 
eevelS,&leBt )9FS)9ssals. It alse ilR)9lemelU5 VIe eSQB~se '1isiS85 shAe CSWlfYV/ise 
PIB:F"_-HBg ,slieies fer alllll1:iBssfJ!sf8tes areas. It is im,SfE8ftt IMt BlBea_eMS ts VIe 
GSIB,'IhensiYe PIE ,sIieies .eteia '*HS 8reas ,efS)geeti\'e. The QrSJ",Ul J.4anagemeBt Aet 
reEt'=llres tkat \he PIE ae amlBeee Be &leFe th&ft sIlee 8 yeaf. 

1 S II 1-202 Proposcd .amCD~mmh c;;ch calcndar year shall bc cOnsidcred by tbc 
16 Mctropolltan KID2 County COUncil concgmgtb' 10 tbat tbc cumglative cfIcct 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
2S 
26 
27 
28 
29 

of thc proposa.s can be determincd, AD proposcd Compreheusive Plan 
«paliey» ameDdmeDts should iDcludc the followiDg elemeDts: . 
a. A detailed statcmeDt of what is proposed to be changed and wby; 
h. A statemcnt of anticipated impacts· of tbe cbange, including geographic 

area aB:med aDd issues preseDted. 
Co A demoustration of wby existing Comprebensive Plan guidance should 

not cODtinue iD effector wby existing criteria no longer apply; 
d. A statemeDt of how the amendmeDt complies with the Growtb 

MaDagemeDt Act's goals aDd specific requirements; 
Co A statemeDt of bow the ameDdmeDt complies witb the CouDtywide 

PlaDning Policies; 
f. A statemeDt of how fUDctioDal plaDs and capital improvemeDt 

programs support the change; and 

.:_IIiM......t96\ci11111rll.dac 1),3 1:29 AM Sr.Wt6 
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3 
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5 
6 

·7 
8 
9 

I· Public review of the recommeaded chuge, DeCe5S&ry implementation 
(iDdudiDg area zoniDg if appropriate) and alternatives«t-etHI»a 

. d red h\1 tae a U he eall51 e •. Ie eA"eef. a •• 'lIdar 1
ear 

5 a; that the ellmlilaR' 'lIdm._a •• iI eSllelirrelltl;; sa «praps.ed a.. ella.,' Calill. 
~t trapaliiall Km: : d •• ePIII.ed,» e Meaa e a' tile BPRBRRa 

Ratia::ulIe: These changes require all amendments to be subject to the analysis called 
for in Policy 1-202. The last paragraph is .moved to the top of the policy as a technical 
correction. 
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1 I AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -CHAPTER 
2 THIRTEEN - PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION. 

3 

4 1/ Amend Policy 1-204 to add new text and a new section as follows: 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
12 
::.9 
2C 

23 
2'; 
25 
26 
...,.., 
.::.' 
28 
29 
3C 
3: 
3: 
.j':; 

3':; 
35 
36 
3, 
38 
39 

1-204 King County shall actively pursue dedication of open space north and south aJong the 
Urban Growth Area line. . 

a. Rural Area land, excluding agriculturally zoned land, may be added to the 
. Urban Growth Area only in exchange for a dedication of permanent open 
space to the King County Open Space System. The dedication shall consist 
of a minimum of four acres of open space for every one acre of land added to 
the Urban Growth Area, calculated in gross acres. The open space shall be 
dedicated at the time the application is approved; 

b. Land added under this policy to the Urban Growth Area adopted in the 
Countywide Planning Policies and the King County Comprehensive Plan . 
shall be physically contiguous to the existing Urban Growth Area and must 
be able to be served by sewers and other urban services; 

c. The total area added to the Urban Growth Area as a result ofthis policy 
shall not exceed 4,000 acres; 

d. Development ofthe land added to the Urban Growth Area under this policy 
shall be limited to residential development and shall be at a minimum density 
of four dwelling units per acre. Proposals shall meet the urban density and 
affordable housing policies of this Comprehensive Plan; 

e. Open space areas shall retain their rural area designations and should gener
ally be configured in such a way as to connect with open space on adjacent 
properties. Open space areas should generally parallel the Urban Growth 
Area line, but the criteria set forth in 1-204(k) below shall be controlling; 

f. The minimum depth of the open space buffer between the proposed addition 
to the Urban Growth Area and the Rural Area shall be at least one-half of 
the property width; 

g. The minimum size of property to be considered will be 20 acres, which 
includes both the proposed addition to the- Urban Growth Area and land 
proposed for open space dedication. Smaller properties may be combined to 
meet the 20-acre threshold; 

h. Initial proposals for open space dedication and redesignation to Urban 
Growth Area must be received between July 1, 1994 and Ju~e 30, 1996. 
Review by King County shall conclude by June 30, 1997«t». An additional 
round of proposals is established for the period from Julv 1, 1996 to 
December 31,2006. Review bv King Countv shall conclude upon adoption of 
Comprehensive Plan amendments in the vear 2007; 

- 1 -
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Where applications are adjacent to city boundaries or Potential Annexation 
Areas, King County shall consult with and solicit recommendations from the 
city; 
Proposals shall be evaluated for quality of both open space and urban 
development. The highest quality proposals shall be recommended for 
adoption as amendments to the Urban Growth Area, in accordance with the 
procedural requirements of the Growth Management Act. If the 4,OOO-acre 
limit on land to be added to the Urban Growth Area is not reached in the 
time limits set forth in 1-204(h), above, because of either insufficient number 
of proposals or proposals of insufficient quality, ~ing County may set a time 
period for additional proposals; 
Criteria for evaluating proposals shall include: 
1. Quality of fish and wildlife habitat areas; 
2. Connections to regional open space systems; 
3. Protection of wetlands, stream corridors, ground water and -water 

bodies; 
4., Uriique natural, cultural, historical, or archeological features; 
5. Size of proposed open space dedication and connection to other open 

space dedications along the Urban Growth Area line, and 
6. The ability to provide efficient urban facilities and services to the lands 

proposed to be redesignated as part ofthe Urban Growth Area; 
Proposals which add 200 acres or more to the Urban Growth Area shall 
include affordable housing consistent with King County regulations for urban 
planned developments, which require a mix of housing types and densities, 
including 30 percent below-market-rate units affordable to low, moderate 
and median income households; 
As an incentive for additional affordable housing development under this 
program, the required open space dedication shall be reduced from four tp 
3.5 acres for each acre added to the Urban Growth Area for 1) proposals 
smaller than 200 acres that provide 30 percent affordable housing units, or 2) 
larger developments that exceed 30 percent affordable housing units; 
Development on land added to the Urban Growth Area under this policy 
shall be subject to the same growth phasing policies applicable to all other 
urban development; HeRd» 
Where a contiguous band of publicly dedicated open space currently exists 
along the Urban Growth Area line, the above program shall not be 
utilized«.»; and 
The open space acquired through this program shall be considered as natural 
areas or passive recreation sites. The following additional uses mav be 
allowed onlv if located on a small portion of the open space and are found to 
be compatible with the site's open space values and functions such as ·those 
'listed in 1-204k: 
L trails; 
2. natural appearing stormwater facilities; 
3. compensatorY mitigation of wetland losses on the urban designated 

portion of the project, consistent with the King County Comprehensive 
Plan and the Sensitive Areas Ordinance; and 
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4. active recreation uses which are compatible with the functions and 
values of the open space and are netessarv to provide limited, low 
intensitv recreational opportunities (such as mowed meadows) for the 
adjacent Urban Area provided that: the active recreation is as near as 
possible based on site conditions to the Urban Growth Area; the 
phvsical characteristics ofthe site, such as topographv, soils and 
hvdrology are suitable for development of active facilities; the active 
recreation area does not exceed five percent of the total open space 
acreage; and provided that no roads, parking, or sanitarv facilities are 
permitted. Development for active recreation allowed in the open 
space mav not be used to satisfv the active recreation requirements in 
K.C.C.21A.' , 

Rationale: Policy 1-204(j) allows King County to set a time period for additional, 
proposals if the 4000-acre limit on land to be added to the Urban GrOWth Area is not 
reached in the original time limits set forth in 1-204h'because of either insufficient number of 
proposals or proposals of insufficient quality. The 4000-acre limit on land to be added to 
the Urban Growth Area was not reached in the original time limits set forth in 1-204(h) 
because of insufficient number of proposals. The program has been a success and by 
expanding the timeline, more property owners will be able to apply to the program. 

Existing policies do not clarify use of open space conveyed through the 4 to I Program. 
The intent of the program is to create a permanent buffer of open space along the Urban 
Growth Area boundary. By allowing some uses in the open space, it may make an 
application more feasible for a property owner and allows some flexibility for King County 
in the future to use the open space for passive recreation. Only uses which were determined 
to be compatible with natural areas andlor passive recreation sites are allowed. 

Specific criteria for "natural appearing stormwater facilities" shall be provided by SWM in 
additional guidance prepared for the Storm Water Drainage Manual and shall generally 
include the following criteria: I) irregular shapes; 2) shallow banks with 3: I minimum 
side slopes (eliminates requirement for fencing); 3) mixed native plantings; 4) minimum 
clearing and grading; and 5) grass crete access road for maintenance. The 1994 draft King 
County Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan defines natural areas and passive recreation 
sites and also defines open space uses of 4 to I properties. 

!\iote: The Proposed 'Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan allows interim community 
drainfields to be located in the open space acquired through the 4 to I Program. 

'\ote See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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4 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -
5 t CHAPTER THIRTEEN - PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION. 

6 

·7 II Amend teXt and Policy 1-208 as follows: 

8 The Maple Valley area of King County has elements of both rural and urban laDd uses. 
9 The ponions of the area with higher densities and moreinteDSive commercial uses. which 

10 also have more infrastructure to support them. have been designated in this plan as Urban 
11 Growth Area. Surrounding less dense residential areas, which also contain some limited 
12 commercial uses, have been designated Rural Area. Residents and area chambers of 
13 commerce are concerned that these designations may affect the area's ability to remain a 
14 cohesive community. Fmther, it is possible that this split in land use designations could 
15 divide the community if the urban ponion is annexed to cities. «e, iBss'PsFates as 15M sf 
16 a Hew eifY, ~sm sSBSiaeratiSH fa, if5 StiRSWiaing relatea areas.» Much oftbe urban 
1 7 poaioD of the area has petitioned the Boundm Reyiew Board for incgtPOration starns A 

.18 feasibility study is underway and the IncotPOmjgD Cgmmittee anticjpates an incgtPOmiQD 
19 vote in the Ngvember ] 996 eieetion, King County is committed to ensuring that the Maple 
20 Valley area «eM» maintains its community character and unity. 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

. UD should modify the Maple valley Smdy aDd develop it iD ","0 
1-208 K.::;'O Tb~ fiat phlse should oC!:ur in 1996 Ind mD.c!:Dtralc va readenD: 

:pmmUPity "simPC!:!!'hid! ,ould jgdude tbe follOl!JDLt' t . • . 
L «(lQa Calla.,' shaliid 5tlld,! ",'a,'1 ta easllPe tha' ~4apie , ali~ .• alatalas 

its ea!.lIai.,.. Begiaaiag ia 199', the Calla.,' shallltlltlld,. la .aN 
detail the ea •• epei.1 aad resideati.1 tlses ia the "ieiai~ af M.,le V.Il~, 
faliP C.Ne", a8d Urilde ... ess Village ta detePIRiae ",heaher 
pedesigaatia85 af l.ad tlse .Fe 8eeess • .,' a.a eaa he •• ea.plished withia 
the paN.ete,s af the Calla.,Rl\'ide Plaaaiag Palieies aad this plaa 
iaeltldiag whether the ape8 58atlld he desigaatea as • Retl,a. T.,,' •. 
Reea.lBeadatiaas shaliid he ea.pleted ia tiBle t8 he eaasideped ia the 
1997 aaatial Ca.praheasi';,e Pia. tlpd.ta ppaeess. lia.it this ppaeess is 
ea.,ieted, lQag Call • .,' sh.1I appale aay ppapasal5 fer a.ae.atia. af 
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. ffi rofile with ariner a ba$C1me tra <: p , , 
I II ill III. ~I.,I. V.A~· ...... » l.':!gd In:qlatiog re~Qmmcgd!,",gl' 
.. . to implcmcgt ILC • .. .......... I • 

1!:Ij.on stntCIJ."!.. ' •••• 11 III ....... ~,:'" ''";'::. .f III;' _II!, .. 
b. (~I. C.,,:~ fer ~ III;' p.Ii~" fe~-e .. ':':'. C ... B'!'Wili. PI ••• ia: Hal"'..... . ...... ft ............... aDalx." ofland . 

I •• ~ ~ III'~' .:~:. •• » jgfpimation ~bmg:i::g aU;cofMIpbic: P.liells 88. . . , • 'tt. and GommuUlD' aGgv 
'tv Rermlt amyj 

capaCk. CDC[JIUJi maps; . atig
e 

Shc UrbaD 
ti SX"Cm-: . , f redCl'I:D • r ID!RDlla_RD inin: !bc poICDUL !L mmcrdilarea. 0 

'miD' and det
erm 

"R I TO!VD" satus to <:0 . £a tcy) desipate ura . Growth Arca (e". 
__ ~Gceatcr Maple Valley which inGludes Maple Vallcy. Wilderness ViI~ 

and Four Cornea or proposercdai",atioD Of the Maplc Valley 
Gommenia) Genter from Dlral to urbaO) withip the paametea of the 
COuptywide Plappip: ponGia apd this Plap ; 

.cia GOpduWP: ap "sasmept apd apatysis of poteptial anpexatiop areas 
based op iPGo[Poration bOupdariQ; 

~ updatip: bistoriG mounes ipyeptory; apd 
fa other jssues based op Maplt Valley arca public partjdpatjon. 

If tbe ipco[poratiop vote ip the Noyember 1996 elemop fails. Kip: COuPty 
should be:in tbe seGopd phaSC Of the study ip 1997. This phase shOuld 
jnGlude ip detail the Gommen:iai apd residential usa in ·the yiGiDity of the 
historic Gepter of Maple yaUey, Four Cornea. apd Wilderness Villa:e. 
AIOp: with the work ideptified aboye ip "C." apd "d," reGommepdatioPS will 
be made to the K' C peces . lQ~ouPtt Coupdl' whctbe d' , saD' and GOPslstept with the Cou ' r rc aJ~atlOp of lapd usa are 
~ ptyw)de PlapUlP: POUGies apd this 

Recommepdatiops shOuld be completed ip time to be Goitsidered ip tbe 1998 
aDpua) Comprehensive Plap update prOGess .. 

Rationale: The above proposal is a result of the re.quest by the Greater MapJe VaHey 
Service Coalition to postpone the County study as aniculated in the King County 
Comprehensive Plan (KeCP) Policy 1-208, The Coalition which includes representatives 
from all civic and service groups in. the area. are concerned that the County study occurring 
concurrent with the area incorporation effon could confuse local residents. Through 
discussions with the Maple Valley Incorporation Committee representative. Lama Iddings. 
and the Maple Valley Team. we are proposing that the study be modified to focus on 
assistance to the communi tv which the Countv could address whether the area becomes a 
city or remains unincorporated. . 

Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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1 I 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map 

2 I AMENDMENT TO 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN - LAND USE MAP 

3 Amend the 1994 King County Land Use Map for Section 13, Township 13, Range 5 
4 (Map #14), by redesignating the northernmost 10 acres of the 38-acre subject property 
5 (Aquabarn Ranch), consisting of parcel number 23%3-0591-85, indicated in the 
6 attached map, from Urban Residential 4-12 DU per acre, to Neighborhood Business 
7 Center. 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

19 
20 
21 .,., 
23 
24 
25 

Rationale: 

.~ 

The amendment recognizes the significant commercial character of the site, . 
which has a long history ot commercial use; the Aquabam swimming pool 
and restaurant has been operating for over twenty years under a Conditional 
use permit that allows for many uses. 

The site is urban in character, with urban access and urban levels of service. 
The site is currently adjacent to Highway 169 (the Maple Valley Highway). In 
addition, King County is realigning and expanding the Jones ROad right-of
way to the SE 154th St. corridor. 1llis is a substantial investment in . 
infrastructure, including replacement of the old Jones Road Bridge, and the 
new anerial will run adjacent to the site, increasing the site's urban access. 
The site is serviced by water, electricity, and sanitary sewer. 

The amendment is consistent with Comprehensive Plan policies U-624 and U-
625, providing for Neighborhood Business Centers that exclude industrial and 
heavy commercial uses, that are no larger than 10 -acres, and that provide 
convenient services for a nearby population of 8,000 to 15,000 people. The 
amendment is also consistent with U-626, U-627, and U-628, as it designates 
a Neighborhood Business Centel1'0n an existing arterial (Highway 169), and 
a planned arterial (Jones Road realignment). 

... 1 -
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1 AMENDMENT TO A Tf ACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMMENDED BY 1HE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND ENVIRONMENT 
3 COMMITTEE ON July 31, 1996 . 

4 

5 II Amend the te:\.1 of the Zoning 'Amendment numbered 9 and contained on page 9 of Attachment A to 

6 II Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and 

7 II Environment Committee on July 31, 1996 as follows: 

8 Amend the King County Zoning Atlas for Section 23, Township 23, Range 5 (Map #14), by 
9 rezoning the northernmost 10 acres ofthe 38-acre subject property (Aquabarn Ranch), 

10 consisting of parcel number 2323-0591-85, indicated in the attached map, from R-6 -
11 Residential, six DU per acre, to NB-P - Neighborhood Business and rezone the southernmost 
12 portion of this property from R-l- Residential, one DU per acre to R-I-P and add the 
13 following P-SUfflX conditions to the property as noted below: 

14 II 1. Site development pursuant to the site's NB zoning shall comply with the following condition: 

15 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the director of the department of development and 
1 6 environmental services shall approve building design, materials and color. The following 
:L 7 architectural design features shall be included: 

18 II a) Natural materials and accents on the buildings, sqch as wood or stone facades, wood 
19 cornices, or gables on pitched roofs; 

2 0 II b) A focal point element such as a decorative clock tower, water tower or windmill; 

21 II . c) A colonnade along at least 50 percent ofthe front side of any food market, drug store and/or 
22 retail· shop building(s). 

23 II 2. Buildings and parking areas shall be set back not less than 20 feet from the right-of-way of 
24 SR-169. Building height shall be limited to a maximum of35 feet. 

25 3. Landscaping as required in King County Council 21A.16 shall include existing trees on t"e 
2 6 site wherever reasonable, especially within landscaped areas on east, west and north property 
2 7 lines. 

2 8 4. Freestanding signs shall be limited to no more than three, as described in King County 
2 9 Council 21A.20.095, one at the intersection of SR-169 and 152nd Ave. SE , one elsewhere along 
30 SR 169, and one elsewhere along 152nd Ave. SE. 

G·.GMHE\CO~IP·PlanI96 amendlLand usc\E9-4.doc 3:39 PM 1111196 
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10 
11 
12 

s. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall dedicate to King County a 
permanent conservation easement covering the portion of the subject property zoned R-I that 
has sensitive areas and associated buffers on it, to protect t!lese areas from clearing and 
grading. This easement shall require the preservation of native vegetation for all purposes that 
benefit the public health, safety and welfare, including control of surface water and erosion, 
maintenance of slope stability, visual and aural buffering, and protection of plant and animal 
habitat. The easement shall impose upon all present and future owners and occupiers of land 
subject to the easement, the obligation enforceable on the behalf of the public by King County, 
to leave undisturbed all trees and other vegetation within the easement. The vegetation'within 
the easement may not be cut, pruned, covered by fill, removed or damaged without the express 
permission from King County, which pennission must be obtained in writing from the King 
County department of development and environmental services or its successor agency. 

13 Rationale: _Amendment 9.~ provides language to join the P-Suffix conditions proposed by 
14 Amendments 9.2 and 9.3. 

15 The te,.,1 of 9.3 is incorporated to add a P-Suffix condition to the NB portion in response to 
1 6 recommendatIOns and concerns relative to building design expressed by residents at a community 
1 7 meeting held on September 5. 1996 at the Aquabarn Ranch and by the Greater Maple Valley Area 
1 8 Council on September 9. 1996. This language is similar to that found in the Rural Industrial . 
19 Development Standards (K.c.c. 21A.14,280). 

2 C The text of9.2 applies a P-Suffix condition to the southern 10.54 acres of this parcel are zoned R-I 
21. and contain sensitive areas including erosion and landslide hazards. The Cedar River is located 
22 across SR 169 from the subject property and the low lying properties in the vicinity are within the 
23 100 year floodplain. The required conservation easement would provide erosion control and pro~ect 

. 24 the low lymg areas from potential flooding and landslides, In addition the vegetation coverage would 
2:: proVide sediment control for the Cedar River. 

26 
~~ 

Li 

28 
?O - --' 

3~ 

3:" 
~ -..:..:.. 

33 

The permanent protection of this southern portion of the subject property will not result in the loss of 
development potential on the site as a whole, smce the residential denSity allowed by the R-I zone 
may be transferred to the remaining portion of the subject property zoned R-6. as provided in King 
County Council 21A.12.200.B.I. In addition. in accordance WIth King County CounciI21A.34,040, 
the pOnIon of the subject property zoned R-6 may be eligible for a density incentive if the 
conservatIOn easement area qualifies for designation as open space. 

3~ II NOTE: See 1-202 and'J-203 analysis. 
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· 2 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Zoning Atla. 

3 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY ZONING ATLAS CONSISTENT 
4 WITH THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP. 

5 

6 II Amend Map #19, Section 21, Township 24, Range 6 as follows: 

7 II Parcel Number ExiStin& Zonjn& Proposed Zonjn& 

8 2124069090 I I-P 
9 (including formerly 

10 separate lots 9088, 
11 9089 and 9090) 

12" The P-suffix condition (all new language) shall read as follows: 

13 All new development and modifications of existing development, including structures and 
14 any other impervious surfaces, shall be located and con ... igured to protect the well, 
~s pumphouse and pipeline owned and operated by the Overdale Water Association from 
16 degradation of its water quality and quantity. At a minimum, no new structures or other 
1 7 impervious surfaces such as paved or unpaved parking areas shall be located within a 100-
18 foot radius of the well (the well is located·approximately 265 feet south and 160 feet east 
19 of the northwest comer of the property, and the pipeline runs from the well due north to SE 
20 56th Street); drainage from new structures or other impervious surfaces •. and modifications 
21 of existing structures and impervious surfaces, on the property shall be conducted away 
22 from the well and the 100-foot easement around it. This P-suffix condition shall expire if 
23 the Overdale Park community is served by a public water purveyor, such as Issaquah or the 
24 Sammamish Water and Sewer District) and no longer uses the well as a public water 
25 supply. 

I: lCOrnP!anlUllend96litccpluza.cloc Z·) 1:09 AM 612'/96 
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1 Rationale.: The Overdale Park area was included in the study of the Issaquah 
2 Employment Center pursuant to Council direction in 1995. This is one of twC' iU'ea wide _ ~ 
3' changes recommended by the study. The rest of the zOning in the area included in the 
4 study remains the same. Some development on the subject propeny bas already occurred . 
5 in violation of the easement proiectingthe Overdale Park Water Association's well and . 
6 related facilities. This P-suffix condition is needed to allow continuing safe operation of 
7 the Overdale Park Water Association's ~ system. KCCP policy F-301 provides that . 
8 "existing private wells and other systems in operation at the effective date ofthi"i Plan may 

. 9 continue in operation only if they are managed in compliance with federal. state and . 
lO County health regulations." Policy F-323 et.seq. also provide that King County.shall use 
II surface water management plans, programs and regulations to enhance ground '·~ter 
l2 recharge and preVent water quality degradation. 

l3 II Attached is a site plan of the subject property furnished by the Overdale Park Water 
l4 Association showing the location of their well and pipeline. 

l5 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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1994 King County Comprehemive Plan - Zoning Atlas 

AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY ZONING ATLAS CONSISTENT 
WITH THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP. 

Amend Map #26, Section 14"Township 24, Range 7 as follows: 

Parcel Nnmber_ Existine Zanine Proposed Zgning 
1424079007 CB and RA-IO RA-IO-P 
1424079026 CB-P RA-IO-P 
1424079063 RA-S-P RA-IO-P 
1424079078 CB and CB-P RA-IO-P 

The existing P-Suffix condition shall be applied to the area of parcels 9007 and 9078. and is 
revised to read as follows: 

1. ffie';'elB!lmeBt Bf feseYelB!lmeRt Bfthe site SHU BRI,;' SBBW Sft Ute BSRisR sf 
tAl!! .;itl!! thAt i.; &88\'e it aci-lo;n --- ---- ---- -- -..... - ... - ... " ·--r--··· 
~ ) No new or additioaai fill is pennitted MID the FEMA FlggdWay. 

Rationale: This zoning change is the result of Council direction in 1995 which 
requested review of all Community Business zoning outside the designated boundaries of 
the rural town of Fall City. The proposed zone changes makes the zoning consistent with 
the 1994 King County Land Use Map designation.. which'is Rural Residential. The 
Community Business (CB) zoning is inconsistent with this designation. The propOsed 
zone change is also consistent with both the CountyWide Planning Policies (LU-12.c) and 
1994 King County Comprehensive Plan (rural density policy R-205 and Rural Town 
policies R-302 and R-306). since all of the parcels listed are within the 10~year Floodplain 
as defined in the King County Sensitive Areas Ordinance, and are designated as 
Conservancy Environment by the King County Shoreline Management Master Program 

.:_plan ___ ...... .doc 
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2 
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designated in accordance with policy R-IOB, which means commercial uses would be 
inappropriate in this location. . 

41 Under King.Countyls regulations in effect for the Conservancy Environment. 
s commercial develOpDl. eJJ. t is not allo~ ~CC 2S.24.07~). Amendmen~ to either the 
6 SMPls Conservancy Environment deslgnatlon or regulations would reqwre approval by the 
7 Washington State Department ofEcolo~. 

8 In addition. all of parcels 9007 and 9026. and about one-half each of parcels 91)63 
9 and 9078 are designated as Floodway (that portion of the Floodplain likely to be inWldated 

10 by deep and fast-flowing water L.uring flooding, and defined as " .•• the stream and that 
11 ponion of the adjoining floodplain ~ch is necessary to cont8i.n and discharge the base 
12 flood flow without increasing the base flood elevation more than one foot ") by the Federal 
13 Emergency Management" Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance PrOgram. 

14 The existing p-suftix condition applied to parcels 9026, 9063 and 9078 (adopted in 
15 the original Snoqualmie Valley Community Plan and Area Zoning) prohibits new or 
16 additonal fill on the westerly 360 feet of these parcels. (This P-suffix condition is 
17 consistent with the SMP and KCCP.) 

18 In combination with the standards applied to new development in the Floodway. 
19 this prohibition would make new commercial development on these properties vinually 
20 impossible even if it were permined in the SMPls Conservancy Environment. Continued 
21 maintenance andlor expansion of the existing commercial developments as legal 
22 nonconforming uses on parcels 9026 and 9063 is permined. subject to the Zoning Code's 
23 nonconformance provisions (KCC 21A.32.020 through -090). The revisions recommended 
24 to the P-suffix text are to provide for reasonable use of the properties. since they are all 
2 5 completely within the 100-year Floodplain. and to make the prohibition of fill consistent 
26 with the approach taken in the. Sensitive Areas Ordinance (KCC Chapter 21 A.24). 

. 1 

27 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 A.,alysis. 
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2 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Land Use M'--,p 

3 " AMENDMENT TO TIlE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN- LAND 
4 USE MAP. 

5 

6 Amend the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map by redesigning 6.6 
7 acres owned by Emmerson and Associates, Inc., in Section 23, Township 25, Range 6 East, 
8 (Map # 18). from Rural to Urban as presented on attached'Land Use Recommendation map. 
9 (Includes ponion of parcels 32196000130 and 3216000160.) Amend all other KCCP and 

10 Technical Appendix maps whi'ch include the Urban Growth Area to be consistent with this 
1::' change. The new urban land is to be within the Service Planning Area (yellow) of the 
12 Service and Finance Strategy Map of Chapter Two. 

::. 3 II Rationale: This proposed land use map amendment's a r.'"-sult of an application to the 4 
14 to 1 Program. 

::. 5 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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:2 II 1994 King County Comprehcn"ive Plan - Zoning Atlas 

3 II AMENDMENT TO TIlE 1994 KING COUNTY ZONING ATLAS CONSISTENT 
4 WITH THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP. 
5 

611 Amend 1994 King County Zoning Atlas Map #18, Section 23, Township 25, Range 6 for a 
7 ponion of property owned by Emmerson and Associates, Inc., as presented on the attached 
8 Zoning Recomm.endation map. The following applies: 

9 " 6.6 acres contiguous to the Urban Growth Area is recommended for rcdesignation from a 
10 RA-5 zone to R-4P zone. 

11 The P-Suftix (Propeny-specific development standard) reads as follows: 

12 1) This property is within the 4 to I Program and shall comply with the 4 to I Program 
13 Countywide ?lanning Policies FW-l. Step 7 and King County Comprehensive Plan 
14 Policies 1-204 and 1-205. 

15 " Rationale: This proposed zoning atlas amendment is a result of an application to the 4 
16 to I Program. 

1 7 II ·Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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1 II 19~ Kir.g County Comprehensive Plan - Technical Appendix Volume One 

2 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
3 ,TECHNICAL APPENDIX A, VOLUME ONE. 

4 

5 
6 
7 

8 
9 

10 
1 -~.J. 

12 

,Amend the Water Utilities'Somces and Facilities Map, Technical Appendix A, Volume 1. 
by indicating King County Water District No. 111 as a water utility with ground water 
source. 

Rationale: This is a technical correction to the Water Utilities Sources and Facilities 
Map. King County Water District No. III is not depicted on the map with a water source. 
This amendment is consistent with the Ground Water Service Areas and Well Sites Map, 
Technical Appendix A, Volume One, which depicts King County Water District No. 111 ' 
as a ground water service area. 
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1 1/ 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Glossary 

2 II AMENDMENT TO ~ 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN-
3 GLOSSARY . 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

18 

19 
20 

Revise thedefmition of Wetland on page 255 of the King County Comprehensive Plan as . 
follows: 

Wetland 

The term wetland means those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground 
water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances 
do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adopted for life in saturated soil conditions. 
Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs and similar areas. Wetlands do not 
include those artificial wetlands intentionally created from nonwetland sites, including, but 
not limited to, irrigation and drainage ditches, grass-lined swales, canals, detention facilities, 
wastewater treatment facilities, farm ponds, and landscape amenities, or those wetlands • 
created after July 1, 1990 that were unintentionally createrl as a result of the construction of a 
road, street or highway. Wetlands ((~» shall include t~lose artificial wetlands intentionally 
created from nonwetland areas ((SfetHee» to mitigate conversion of wetlands. 

Rationale: 

The additional language makes the Comprehensive Plan Glossary definition of wetlands 
.consistent with the definition used in ESSB 5776. 

«: 
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Previously Numbered as: None 

September 23, 1996 

September 30, 1996 

A motion was made by Mr. Vance to pass 
Amendment No. 2.1. The motion passed 11 to 

0, Mr. McKenna and Ms. Sullivan excuj"' 2.1 

U~ Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

1· AMENDMENT TO A IT ACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEM,ENT, HOUSING AND 
3 ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE ON July 31,1996 
4 

5 II Delete the Amendment to Policy U-618 contained on page 1 of Attachment A to Proposed 

6 II Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and 

7 II Environment Committee on July 31, 1996. 

8 

9 II Effect: 

10 U-618 Currently designated Community Business Centers are: (Highline) Boulevard 
11 Park, 177th Street and lst Avenue, Top Hat, Roxhill, Salmon Creek; (West Hill) Sky-
12 way;(Shoreline) Ballinger Way, Lake City, North City; (Northshore) Kingsgate, 
13 Juanita-Woodinville Way/100th Avenue NE; (Soos Creek) Benson Hill, Fairwood, Kent 
14 Highlands, Lea Hill,-Panther Lake, (East Sammamish) Sammamish 
15 Highland/Inglewood Plaza, Klahanie, Pine Lake Village, Issaquah Employment Center, 
16 «8alm9RBaeli: Village»; (Federal Way) North Lake Area; (TahomalRaven Heights) 
17 Four Corners, Wilderness Village; (Newcastle) East Renton Plateau. The specific size 
18 and boundaries of new Community Business Centers should be established through 
19 future planning efforts. Community Business Centers should be 10 to 40 acres in area, 
20 excluding land needed for surface water management or protection of environmentally 
21 sensitive features, and should be designed, to provide shopping and services for a nearby 
22 population of 15,000 to 40,000 people. Redevelopment of existing Community Business 
23 Centers is encouraged. 

24 
25 
26 
27 

Rationale: The property owners have requested that all amendments relating to the 
Salmonback Village proposal be withdrawn from consideration. This amendment to 
Attachment A would eliminate the designation of Salmonback Village as a Community 
Business Center in policy U-618. 
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::septemoer jU, 1"0 

A motion was made by Mr. Phillips to pass 
~endment No. 3.1. The motion passed 7 to 5 

Previously Number as: Mr. McKenna, Mr. Pullen, Mr. Vance, Mr. von, _....--.. 
Reichbauer, Ms. Hague voting "no", Ms - >~ 
Sullivan' excused. 

September 25, 1996 &r~ "v,'" 

M1ENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
RECOM?vffiNDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 
ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE ON July 31,1996 

Amend the Amendment to Policy R-I08 contained on pages 4-5 of Attachment A to 

Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and 

Environment Committee on July 31, 1996, as follows: 

R-I08 In 1995, King County identified, in partnership with citizens and property 
owners, « made initial deSignations ot) appropriate districts within the Rural 
Area where farming and forestry are to be encouraged and expanded through 
incentives and additional zoning protection. Initial district designations will be 
refined during 1996, with possible revisions after property owners have been 
notified. Any revised district boundaries will be proposed as part of the 1997 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment process. Final District Designations will be 
made and zoned by December'31, 1997. «A pF8eeSSfoF Iloning of the distriets 
based on the ineenti"J'e pFogmms, will also be dlWeloped.»Areas to be considered 
should include lands meeting the criteria set forth in the Countywide Planning 
Policies. «RlW'isedbou~daFies will be pFoposed as paFt of the 1997 
CompFehensR'e Plan .A ... mendment.»AII incentive programs created by the county 
and related to zoning will be available to benefit I~downers in the districts 
based on the zoning of their properties as of the effective date of this plan. «=Ale 
eouoty shall monitoF the sueeess of the ineentive pF8gFam and shall issue lIB 

aOllOal FepoFt whieh shall inelude Feeommendations foF IIBpFogFam OF 
,·FegulatoFY ehanges, ineiuding Ilooing, to address loss oflllBd in laFge paFeels.) 
Regulatory and incentive programs «should)~shall achieve very low densities in 
the Rural Farm and Forest Districts (one home per 20 acres for forest areas, one 
home per 10 acres for farming areas)~ Institutional uses or public facilities 
should not be permitted except as provided by Countywide Planning Policy LU-
9. The county shall develop and implement a monitoring program in 1997 to 
evaluate the success of the incentives programs and shall issue an annual report 
which shall include recommendations for any program or regulatory changes. 

Rationale: Modifies the amendment to R-I 08 as proposed by the executive to establish deadlines 
for the final districts designations and zoning and for the development and implementation of a 
monitoring program and an annual report to evaluate the success of incentives. 

- 1 -
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September 30, 1996 

Amendment No. 3.2 was withdrawn by p.wr.ulr~-----, 
Previously N umbered as: 3.~ Phillips. 

• ;;~}{·".'i 

September 25, 1996 Introduced By: 

1 AMENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMNIENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 
3 ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE ON July 31, 1996 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

'14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

28 
29 
:30 
31 
32 
33 

Amend the Amendment to Policy R-207 contained on page 8 of Attachment A to Proposed 

Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and Environment 

Committee on July 31, 1996 as follows: 

. R-207 «2'\ resideRtial deRsity of ORe home per 2.S aeres shall ref!ogR~e areas of 
existiRg» The RA 2.5 zone is applied to areas with patterns of lots below five 
acres in size that were created prior to the adoption of the 1994 
Comprehensive Plan •. «These existiRg.subsmn·daFd» Such smaller lots may 
'«stiII» be developed individually or combined. provided that applicable 
standards for sewage disposal, environmental protection, water supply, roads 
and rural fire protection can be met. The base density for the RA 2.5 zone 
shall be one dwelling per 5 acres for all land segregations by formal or short 
plat. «2'\ subdi"lisioR at a deasity greater thaR ORe heme per fFte aeresshall 
ROt be permitted uRless the property is :fioRed Rh 2.S aad is sUFFouRded OR at 
least three sides by existiRg lots of less .thaR five aeres iR s~e or existiag lots 
that are at least five aeres iR s~e aRd are de"'l'eloped far sehaols, libraries or 
eommereial faeilities. ExistiRg lots shall meaR lots whieh were slibdi~!ided by 
farmal plat or shoFt plat prior to Deeember ll, 1994. IR some eireumstaaees 
... 'ery small substaRdard lots may be required to be eombiaed to ereate a 
usable buildiRg site to meet healthaad safety'staRdaFds.» No new RA 2.5 
zoning «beyoRd that existiRg OR the efTeetive date of adoptioR.of the 1994 
KiRg COURty CompreheRsi"le PIIlR at a deRsity of ORe home peF 2.S aeFes» 
shall be applied in the Rural Area. except to identify receiving areas for 
density transfers pursuant to Policy R-207 A. 

Rationale: The three-side provision in current policy R-207 adds to the Rural growth 
target problem King County Comprehensive Plan Policies R-l 05 and R-l 06 establish a very 
low target range for new household growth for King County's Rural Areas (5800 to 8200 
over 20 years, or 300 to 400 annually). Recent data indicate that Rural Areas have 
experienced about twice that rate of growth since adoption of the targets. The current 
policy R-207 and proposed ord~nance 96-406 could create an additional 1600 lots in the· 

- 1 -
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'Rural Area (or consume about four to five years worth of new households), which would.' 
. make it difficult to maintain the 20-year target 1. 

As described in the rationale for the newly proposed policy R-207 A., by using TDRs as a 
mechanism to increase the density in one area while reducing density accordingly in another 

, area, no net increase in rural growth beyond that allowed under existing zoning would 
, occur. Rural growth targets would then be easier/to maintain. 

. Given the accelerated level of development in the Rural Area, the proposed policy revisions 
retain the existing base density of one dwelling per 5 acres for the area zoned RA 2.5 
pending completion of the report called for in proposed n~w policy R-207A. Should the 
RA 2.5 zone prove feasible for receiving density transferred from other rural areas, a 
maximum density of one home per 2.5 acres could be considered. 
.' . 

'No New RA 2.5 Zoning' Policy Statement Modified 

Thela:st"sentence .ofcurrent policy R-207 is modified in the proposed policy revision. 
Following the TDR Receiving Areas study, it is possible that additional Rural areas not now 
zoned RA 2.5 would be identified as potential receiving areas. The RA 2.5 zone could be 
modified and used as a zoning vehicle for all receiving areas. This could then result in more 
geographic areas where RA 2.5 zoning could be applied. 'The mechanism for developing 
land at the higher density (one dwelling per 2.5 acres) would still be through transfers from~ 
-sending areas: 

, Geographic differences in applying the three-side provision 
Example parcels in three areas of King County (Hollywood Hills, north of Snoqualmie and 
between Black Diamond and Enumclaw) were examined to test the three-side provision. 
The results indicate that such a three side test would be relatively easy to meet where . 
smaller, "suburban-style" lot patterns pred()minate2

. 

In. other areas where the lot pattern is more traditionally rural (blocks of 5 acre lots), the 
three side test would be more difficult, but still quite possible, to meet. In fact, owners of 
very similar properties CQuid be treated quite differently under the provision, depending on 
the exact size of adjacent properties. As an example, a comparison was mad~ of properties 
adjacent to two subject lots (each about.six acres) near Enumclaw. One had adjacent 
'properties of4.9acres and the other hadadjacent properties of5.0acres. Theformer 
would be able to subdivide and develop under the higher derisity that current policy R-207 
and proposed ordinance 96-406 would allow, and the latter would not. Yet the subject . 
parcels are not significantly different in any o.ther way. 

I See the attached breakdown of potential new lots which would be created at one dwelling per 2.5 acres 
density. Note that not all subdividable RA 2.5 lots would meet the three-side test, and ~t environmental 
and other constraints, and landowner intent would affect the total new lots that could be created. The figUre 
of 1600 new lots represents an upper end of the range that could result from the current policy and proposed 
ordinance 96-406. 
: The analysis performed.assumed that a side was more than a single point of contact between parcels. 
Examples of the areas examined are attached. 

- 2 .-
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September 30, 1996 

A motion was made by Mr. Phillips to pass.--_~ ___ ..., 
Previously ~umbered as 3.3 Amendment No.,3.3. The motion passed 11 to 

O,Mr. von Reichbauer and Ms. Sulliv 

excused. 

Septeml?er 25, 1996 Introduced By: 

··t-~ • 

AMENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
RECOM:MENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 

. ENVIRONMENT COM:M1TTEE ON July' 31, 1996 . 

Add a new policy R-207 A to Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as 

recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and Environment Committee on July 

31, 1996 to read as follows: 

R:"207 A King County should study areas with RA 2.5 zoning, with the exception of 
Vashon and Maury Islands, for their suitability to receive density transferred 
from other Rural areas and to subsequently be subdivided and developed at 
a maximum density of one home per 2.5 acres. Other Rural and Urba~ areas 
that could accommodate additional density consistent with the Growth 
Management Act and the Comprehensive Plan should also be included in the 
study. Modifications to maps, policies and regulation$, and program needs 
should bedeveloped:by June, 1997. 

RatioQale: 
The RA 2.5 Zone as a Potential TOR Receiving Area 
. The Rural Farm and Forest Report recommends that King County actively pursue a 
Transfer of Development Rights (TOR) program to relieve development pressure on Rural 
Farm and Forest Districts. The sending areas (the Districts) have been established, and the 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) is currently developing the exchange arid tracking 
mechanisms needed to administer a TOR program. The Executive has proposed a change 
to Policy R-217 this year to explicitly allow for density transfers within rural areas, 
consistent with CPP LU-14. 

DNR is also identifying appropriate receiving areas for the density transfers. Along with 
other Rural and Urban areas, the RA 2.5 zone would be an appropriate area to evaluate in 
the TDR Receiving Areas Planned Action EI~ being prepared by DNR under the Planning 
and Environmental Review Fund grant King County has received from the State . Office o( 
Community Trade and Economic Development. Should the zone (or appropriate 
geographic areas zoned RA 2.5) prove feasible, the appropriate changes to policies, zoning, 
and regulations can be made. 1 

1 DNR is currently commencing the seoping of alternatives for study under the CTED grant. A variety of 
areas within the UGA and in the Rural area would be evaluated in addition to the areas zoned RA 2.5 . 

- 1 -
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The RA 2.5 zone is potentially an attractive candidate receiving area for several reasons. I. v 

Since areas ~bned RA 2:5 exist in a variety oflocations around the County, geographic 
, continuity between sending and receiving; areas is possible. It is also possible that the lots 
created at 2.5 densities could be of higher market value, thus increasing the likely 

. effectiveness of a, TDR program. 

However; the current pqlicy R-207 and proposed ordinance 96-406 would allow some 
landowners in the RA 2.5 zoneto realize an increase in their. allowable density bas,ed on the 
historic lot pattern in the immediate area of their parcel. . As described in the rationale for 
.the prQPosedrevisioIls to R-207; many Wnot most parcels' in the RA2.5 zone could take 
advantage of the three-side provision to increase their/density. This is a potentially serious 
problem i~ihe RA 2.5 zone is also identified as a viable receiving area for TORs. 

Studies conducted around the nation have indicated that TOR programs are more successful 
in jurisdictions that take st~ps to reduce or eliminate such other methods of increasing 
density, in receiving areas2

. Having the three-side method available for .a landowner to . 
increase density would make a density transfer through a TDR unlikely. By removing the 
three-:-side pr~vision, density could only be increased through a transfer from a Rural Farm 
orFot~stDistrict. Through. this policy change; the significant public benefit 0f conserving 
rural resource lands and uses through TDRscduld more easily be' achieved. 

Studies have also shown that iden~ifying viable receiving areas for density transfers is the 
most difficult part of developing a TI?R program. Ideally, jurisdictions should identify more 
. receiving area capacity than could be utilized with a given amount of density credits 
transferred' from sending areas. This is because not every receiving area development will 
take advantage of the ability to transfer b~causeoflandowner.intent,·environmental or other 
constraints, or future market forces3

. 

The Countywide Planning Policies, Natural Resources policies in the Comprehensive Plan, 
and the recommenda~ions in the Farm andFor~st Report call for King County to implement 
a meaningful TDR program. As stated above,' establishing receiving areas for TDRsis the 
most difficulfand the most necessary part of an implementable TDR program. The three
sideprovisron in current policy R-207 andprQposed ordinance 96406 would reduce the 
. amount of receiving area King County cou:ld otherwise identify. . 

Vashon-MaurvIsland 
Vashon~Maury lsfandjs excepted from the TDR study provision in proposed new policy R-
207 A. ; This is be~ause of water availability problems in soine areas and the ·potential ground 
water resource impacts associated with higher density, and because of the geographic 
discontinuity with the Rural Farm and Forest District sending areas. 

.:' See Evaluating Innovative Techniques for Resource Lands. Part II: Transfer of Development Rights. 
Washington Dept. of Community, Trade and Economic Development, No;vember, 1992, and others. 
3 This assumes Jheprogram is voluntary, and the transferred density amounts to an increment above that 
otherwise achievable in thereceivi'ng area through subdivision at existing base density zoning. 
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September 30, 1996 

A motion was made by Mr. Phillips to pass 
Amendment No. 6.1J The motion passed 8 to 4, 

P 
. I N b d" ~ Pullen, Mr. Vance, Mr. von Reichbauer ancf.l----------. 

revlous y um ere a: QQe. . A 

s. Hague votmg "no", Ms. Sulhvan excused./=l : , 

September 25, 1996 "'- . Introduced by; / v- ':'kV>' ~ , 

1 AMENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 
3 ENVIRONMENT COMMITTE;E ON July 31, 1996 
4 

5 Delete the Amendment to Policy RL-303 contained on page 17 of Attachment A to 

6 II Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and 

\ 

7 II Environment Committee on July 31, 1996" 

8 II Effect: 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

~303 King County should continue to commit resources and efforts to preserve 
Agricultural Production District parcels in or near .the Urban Growth Area 
because of their high production capabilities, their proximity to markets, and 
their value as open space. «The County shouldreeogniile, howeyer, that" 
eon'lersion to other uses may J3e appropriate fer eeFtain of these pareels 
within the Urhan Growth Boundary as it existed on Deeemher·al, 1994 
"l,here there is R historie bie." of profitahle farming, uman Reeess, urhan leyels 
of serviee, proximity to non R . . uppoFtlRg familv WR!!e iohs» grleulturalmarl"ets, and value in s . 

. ~ 

Rationale: The language added to Policy RL-303 in Growth Management Committee would 
" contribute to the degradation of the lower Green River Agricultural Production District (APD). 

King County has a substantial investment in this area through the purchase of development rights 
and a long history of public policy to maintain the county's agricultural· land base. This 
amendment would return the policy to its adopted form by deleting ~endments recommended by 
the Growth Management, Housing and EnviroIlI11ent Committee. Specially, the reference to the 
consideration of conversion to other uses of APD land is deleted. 

-'1 -
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September 30, 1996 

Amendment No. 6.2 was withdrawn by Mr. 
Derdowski. 

Previously Numbered as: None I' 6.2 -j 

September 24, 1996 ~~ Introduced . B 0 Derdowski 
nan 

1 AMENDMENT TO ArT ACHMENT ATO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 
3 . ENVIRONMENT'COMMITTEE ON July 31, 199~ 
4 _' ______________________________ __ 

5 Amend the Amendment to Policy RL-303 contained on page 17 of Attachment A to 

6 II proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and 

7 II Environment Committee on July 31, 1996 as follows: 

8 

9 IIJ 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

RIr303 King County should continue to commit resources.and efforts to preserve 
Agricultural Production District parcels in or near the Urban Growth Area 
because of their high production capabilities, their proximity to markets, and 

, "their value as open space. The County «should» recognize!, however; that 
there is increasing demand to convert land located within the Urban Growth 
Boundarv to non-agricultural uses «eoBvenioB tootheF useslRay he 
afJfJFOfJFiatefeF eeFtaiB of these fJaFeeis withiB the UmaB GFowth BouBdary 
as it e*isted OB DeeemheF 31, 1994 wheFetheFe is Ii histot:'ie laeli of fJFofitahle 
faFmiBg, uFhaB aeeess,umaB levels of serviee, fJFo*imity to BOB agFieultuf'fil 
marli:ets, aBd .... alue iB sUfJfJOFtiBg family wagejohs». In order to address the 
competing demands on these urban Agricultural Production District 
properties, the county shall develop a scope of work to include participation 
by adjacent cities, property owners, the Agriculture Commission and 
stakeholders to develop criteria and policies to.guide the County's 
consideration of the redesignation of these lands to non-agricultural uses. 

Rationale: This amendment recognizeos the pressure to urbanize the Agricultural Production 
District (APD) lands located within the urban area for which development rights have not been 
purchasedo It ,alsoo,establishes a process to develop criteria and policies to guide the County's 
consideration of the redesignation of these lands to non-agricultural uses. 

Policies RL-303 and RL-304 as amended by the Growth Management, Housing and 
Environment Committee would allow conversion of APD lands to another use°without an 

- 1 -
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equivalent replacement when th.ere is historic lack of profitable farming, urban access,· urban 
levels of services, proximity to n,pr,-agricultural markets and value in supporting family wage 
jobs. A standard to measuref~g'profitability has not been established by the County. This 
amendment would delete this criteria in favor of the development of a work program with 
participation by effected stakeholders. The goal of the work program would be to develop 
criteria and policies to guide the County's land use deliberations for these lands. 

Kent and Auburn, which have pote~tial annexation areas including urban APD lands, ha~e 
different positions on the designation of these properties. The Agriculture Commission voted 8-
o against the amendments to RL-303 and.RL-304 as proposed by GMH&EC and the property 
owners of these lands do not have consensus on the appropriate land use designation. For all of 
these reasons, it is prudent for the County to establish an inclusive process and a policy basis to 
guide potential land use decisions. 
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A motion was by Mr. Phillips to pass 

Previo~ly Numbered as: N&wend~ent N~. 6.3 dated Sept~mber 27, 
. wIth revised ratIonale. The motloIlP~d,,,,v ,,)' > I I 

September 27. 1996 3', Mr. Pullen~ Mr. Vance and Mr. 
. ( Reichbauer votinntrOOnFM~~llit~-~ 

Revised from 9/23 version to 
augment the rationale. 

AMENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND ENVIRONMENT' 
COMMITTEE ON July 31, 1996 . 

Delete'the Amendment to Policy RL-304 contained on page 18 of Attachment A to 

Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and 

Environment Committee on July 31, 1996. 

Effect; 
RL-304 Agricultural Production Districts are comprised of blocks of contiguous farmlands 

where agriculture is supported through the protection of agricultural soils and related 
support services and activities. Roads and natural features should be used as 
boundaries for Agricultural Production Districts to reduce the possibility of conflicts 
with the adjacent land uses. Conversion to other uses should occur only when it can 
be demonstrated that such lands are no longer suitable for agricultural purposes and 
that ~heir removal will not diminish the effectiveness of farming within the Agricul
tural Production District boundaries. Conversion of Agricultural Production District 
land may only occur if «tffi mitigated through the addition of agricultural land 
abutting King County Agricultural Production District of equal acreage, and of equal 
or greater soils and agricultural value«, aF 1) if the land lies within the UriJan 

. C Fawth AFea hallndaF)', pFafitahle eammeFeial HtFming has nat aeellFFed an the land 
sinee 19", the laDd has uFhaD aeeess, aDd IIFhaD seFViees aFe ..... 'ailahle ta the laRd, 
BFaximitv ta DaD a!i!FieultllFal maFIi:ets. aDd vallie iD sIlBBaFtiD!i! family wa!i!eiaiJsl). 

Rationale: The language added to Policy RL-304 in Growth, Management Committee would 
result in the degradation of the lower Green River Agricultural Production District. King County 
has a substantial investment in this area through the purchase of development rights and a long 
history of public policy to maintain the county's agricultural land base. 

The lower Green River APD is comprised of parcels with long tenn commercial signficance.for 
the production of agricultural products. The soils in this area are rated Class II by the Soil 
Coriservation Service, which are the best agricultural soils in King County. The property within 
the lower Green River APD has been primarily devoted to agriCultural uses for decades. King 
County has consistently considered this area to be a signficiant agricultural resource area. and 
nothing has changed in this area over the last few years that would change this assessment. 

This amendment would return the policy to its adopted form by deleting amendments 
recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and Environment Committee. Specially, the 
ability to convert agricultural land to another use without an equivalent replacement of acreage is 
eliminated. 
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September 30, 1996 

Amendment No. 6.4 was withdrawn by Mr. 
Vance. 

Previously Numbered as: 6.1 I. 6.4 

September 25. 1996 Introduced by CL 11 ~ 
Chris Vance 

1 AMENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 
3 ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE ON July 31, 1996 
4 

5 Amend the Amendment to Policy RL-304 eontained on page 18 of Attachment A to 

6 II Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth Management, Housing arid 

7 II Environmen~ Committee on July 31, 1996, as follows: 

8 RL-304 Agricultural Production Districts are comprised of blocks of contiguous 
9 farmlands where agriculture is supported through the protection of agricultural 

1 0 soils and related support services and activities. Roads and natural features 
11 should be used as boundaries for Agricultural Production Districts to reduce the 
12 . possibility of conflicts with the adjacent land uses. Conversion to other uses 
13 should occur only when it can be demonstrated that such. lands are no longer. 
14 suitable for agricultural purposes and that their removal will not diminish the 
15 effectiveness of farming within the Agricultural Production'District boundaries. 
16 Conversion of Agricultural Production District land may only occur if 1) 
1 7 mitigated through the addition of agricultural land abutting King County 
1 8 Agricultural Production District of equal acreage, and of equal or greater soils 
19 and agricultural value, or 2) if the land lies within the Urban Growth Area 
20 boundary, profitable commercial farming has not occurred on the land since 
21 1966, the land has urban access, and urban services are available to the land, 
22 prf,)ximity to non-agricultural markets, and value in supporting family-wage 
23 jobs. When land is converted to another use by condition 2 above, the county 
2 4 may require through permit conditions additional measures to protect 
2 5 neighboring agricultural uses. Such measures may include larger setback and 
26 

27 
28 
29 
30 

buffering areas. 

Rationale:. The proposed amendment would amend policy RL-304 as amended by the Growth 
Management. Housing and Environment Committee to add a provision stating that property . 
converted without a 1: I APD replacement may be subject to special perinit conditions applied for the 
purpose of protecting neighboring agricultural uses. 
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A motion was made by Mr. Phillips to pass 
Amendment No. 13.1. The motion passed 11 to 
0, Mr. von Reichbauer and Ms. Sullivan 

Previously numbered ~ctNeOe 

September 26, 1996 Introduced By: 

1 AMENDMENT TO A IT ACHMENT A OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS RECOMMENDED 
2 BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE ON 
3 JULY 31', 1996 

4 

5 
6 
7 

Amend the Amendment to 1-204 contained on page 26 to 30 of Attachment A to Proposed 
" , 

Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and 
Environment Committee on July 31, 1996 as follows: 

8 II 1-204 King County shall actively pursue dedication of open space north and south along 
9 the Urban Growth Area line. 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

a. Rural Area land, excluding agriculturally zoned land, maybe added to 
the Urban Growth Area only in exchangeJor a dedication of permanent 
Open space to the King County Open Space System. The dedication 
shall consist of a minimum of four acres of open space for every one 
acre ofland added to the Urban Growth Area, calculated in gross acres. 

. The open space shall be dedicated at the time the application is 
approved; . 

b. Land added under this policy to the Urban Growth Area adopted in the 
, Countywide Planning Policies and the Kin~ County Comprehensive 
Plan shall be physically contiguous to the existing Urban Growth Area 
and must,be able to be served by sewers and other urban services; 

c. !The total area added to the Urban Growth Area as a result of this policy 
shall not exceed 4,000 acres; 

d. Development ofthe land added to the Urban Growth Area under this 
policy shall be limited to residential development and shall be at a 
minimum density of four dwelling units per acre .. Proposals shall meet 
the urban density and affordable ho~sing policies of this .Comprehensive 
Plan;' ( 

e. Open space areas shall retain their rural area designations and should 
generally be configured in such a way as to connect with open space on 
adjacent properties. Open space areas should generally parallel the 
Urban Growth Area line, but the criteria set forth in 1-204(k) below 
shall be controlling; 

f. The minimum depth of the open space buffer between the proposed 
addition to the Urban Growth Area and the Rural Area shall be at least 
one-half of the property width; 
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n. 

o. 

p. 

Development on land added to the Urban Growth Area under this 
policy shall be subject to the same growth phasing policies applicable to 
all other urban development; 
Where a contiguous band of jmblicly dedicated open space currently 
exists along the Urban Growth Area line, the above program shall not 
be utilized; and 
The open space acquired through this p':ogram shall be considered 
«pFimaFily» as natural areas or passive recreation sites. The following 
additional uses may be allowed onlY'if located on a small portion of the 
open space and" are found to be compatible with the 'site's open space 
values and functions such as those listed in 1-204k: 
1. trails; 
2. natural appearing, unfenced stormwater facilities for the purpose 

of serving the urban portion of the 4: 1 proposal; 
3. compensatory mitigation of wetland losses on the urban 

designated portion of the project, consistent with the King County 
Comprehensive Plan and the Sensitive Areas Ordinance; and 

4. active recreation uses which are compatible with the functions and 
values of the open space and are necessary to provide limited, low 
intensity recreational opportunities (such as mowed meadows) for 
adjacent Urban Area provided that: the active recreation is as 
near as possible based on s,ite conditions to the Urban Growth 
Area;.the physical characteristics of the site, such as topography, 
sojls and hydrology are suitable for development of active 
facilities; the active recreation area does not exceed five percent of 
the total open space acreage; and provided that no roads, parking, 
or sanitary facilities are permitted to serve the recreation space. 
Development for: active recreation allowed in the open space may· 
not be used to satisfy the active recreation requirements in K.C.C. 
21A. 

Rationale: The only change to text is found onpage 3, line 14 and states that the open 
space acquired through the 4 to 1 Program shall be considered primarily as natural areas or 

," 

passive recreation sites. The adverb "primarily" is not necessary because the exceptions to the 
use of the acquired open space apart from a natural state or passive recreation are specifically 
noted in the pro'fided text. 
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September 30, 1996··. 

Amendment No. 3-1 was withdrawn by Mr. 
Van~e. 

Previously Numbered as: 3-1 l-U- 3_1- I 

September 25, 1996 Introduced By: ut1l'4-
Chris Vance 

1 AMENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOrvnv1ENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEtvrnNT, HOUSIN.G AND 
3 ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE ON July 31, 1996 

4 

5 II Amend the text of the Zoning Amendment numbered 3 and contained on page 3 of 

6 II Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth 

7 II Management, Housing and Environment Committee on July 31, 1996 as follows: J 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

Amend the King County Comprehensive Plan Zoning Atlas for Sections 25 and 36, 
Township 22, Range 4 (Map #9), by rezoning the subject property (Torrance), 

. consisting of parcels numbers 0006-8000-21 and 0006-8000-23, indicated in the 
attached map, from A-I0 - Agriculture, one DU per 10 acres, to I-P - Industrial with 
the following P-Suffix condition: 

13 The county may require, through permit conditions, additional measures to protect 
14 neighboring agricultural uses. Such measures mav include larger. setback and 
15 butTering areas. 

16 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Rationale: 

Adds a P-Suffix condition noting that special permit conditions may be applied for the purpose of 
protecting neighboring agricultural uses. These properties meet the criteria of policies RL-303 and 
RL-304 as proposed for amendment by the Growth Management, Housing and Enviromnent 
Committee on July 31, 1996 and contained in Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496; They 
are within the urban growth area and are approximate to industrial and commercial land uses in the 
Cities of Kent and Auburn. They are urban in character and have not supported profitable farming 
for over 30 years. These properties have urban access via a major arterial (Central Avenue), and the 
main Burlington Northern railroad. These properties will also be served by the planned expansion of 
the 277th corridor to 5-lanes. 
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September 30, 1996 

Anlendment No. 5-1 was'witlldrawn by Mr. 
Vance. 

· Previously N umbered as: 5-1 r 5-1 

September 25, 1996 Introduced By: U III.
Chris Vance 

AMENDIvfENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 

· ENVIRONMENT C<?MMITTEE. ON July 31/1'996 

Amend the teXt of the Zoning Amendment nu~bered 5 and.contajned on page 6 of 

Attachment. A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth 

Management,- Housing and Environment Committee on July 31, 1996 as follows: 

Amend/the King County Zoning Atlas for Section 36, Township 22, Range 4 (Map 
#9), liy«redesigRstiRg» rezoning the subject property, consisting of tax lot 
0006;..8000-04,. indicated in theatta~hed map, from A~10-·Agriculture, one DU per 10 
acres to l·P - Industrial with the following P-Suffix condition: 

The countV may require, through permit conditions, additional measures to protect 
neighboring agricultural uses. Such measures. may iIlclude larger setback and 
butTering areas. 

· Rationale: 

Adds a P-Suffix condition noting that special pennit conditions may be applied for the purpose of 
Iprotectmg neighboring agricultural uses .. This property meets the criteria of policies RL-303 and 
RL-304 as proposed for amendment by the Growth: Management. Housing and Environment 

· Committee on July 31, 1996 and contained in Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496. It is 
within the urban growth area andis approximate to industrial and commercial land uses in the Cities 
of Kent and Auburn.' It is urban in character and has not.supported profitable farming for over 30 . 
years., This property has urban access via a major arterial (Central 'Avenue), and the main 
Burlington Northern railroad. This property will also be served by the planned expansion of the 
277th corridor toS-lanes. 
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September 30, 1996 . 

Arilendment No. 9-1 was withdrawn by Mr. 
. Pullen. 

Previously Numbered as: 9-1 9-1--) 

September 25, 1996 Introduced By: /'-" '-, ~ c.~ 

1 MvlENDMENT TO ATTACIDviENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 
j ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE ON July 31, 1996 

4 

5" Amend the text of the Zoning Amendment numbered 9 and contained on page 9 of 

6 II Attachment A t6 Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth 

7 II Management, Housing and Environment Committee on July 31 , 1996 as follows: 

I 

8 Amend the King County Zoning Atlas for Section 23, Township 23, Range 5 (Map 
9 #14), by.rezoning the northernmost 10 acres of the 38-acre subject property 

10 (Aquabarn Ranch), consisting of parcel number 2323-0591-85, indicated il! the 
11 attached map, from R-6 - Residential, six DU per acre, to NB - Neighborhood 
12 Business with the P-Suffix conditions listed below. 

13 II Site development pursuant to the site's NB zoning shall comply with the following 
14 conditions: 

15 1. To create a "rustic" or "Western" theme. any· new retail and/or office d~velopment on 
1 6 the site sl1allincorporate the following architectural design features: . 
1 7 a) Wood accents on the buildings. such as wood cornices; 
18 b) A focal point element such as a decorative clock tower, water tower or windmill; 
19 c) A colonnade along at least a portion of the front side of any food market, drug store 
20 and/or retail shop building(s). .' 

21 2. Prior to operation of new retail or restaurant uses between the hours of midnight and 
22 6:00 a.m .• a noise studv shall be performed by an acoustical consultant and submitted to 
23 the health department demonstrating that such proposed uses during such hours of 
24 operation are not anticipated to violate the applicable maximum permissible sound levels 
25 set forth in K.C.C. 12.88.020 as modified by K.C.C. 12.88.030. 

2 6 3. New development shall be designed to comply with all applicable King County 
27 stormwater control regulations including any applicable special regulations pertaining to 
28 the site's location in the Cedar River Basin. 

29 
30 
31 

Rationale: Adds P-Suffix conditions in response to recommendations and concerns expressed by 
residents at a community meeting held on September 5, 1996 at the Aquabam Ranch and by the 
Greater Maple Valley Area Council on September 9, 1996. 
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Amendment No. 9-::2 was withdrawn by Mr. 
, . . Phillips.' 

Previousl~' N umbered as: 9-2 

September 25, 1996 IntrodllcedBY/7/~ t~ 

·1 AMENDMENT·TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT,. HOUSING AND 
3 ENVIROl\TMENT COMMITTEE ON July 31, ;1996 

4 

,5" Amend the text of the Zo~ng Amendment numbered 9 and containe,d on page 9 of 

6 1/ -Attachment A to Proposed Ordin~ce 96-496 as recommended by the Growth 

7" Management, Housing and Environment Committee on July 31, 1996 as follows: 

8 Amend the King County! Zoning Atlas for Section 23, Township 23, Range 5 (Map 
9 #14),by rezoning thenorthernmost~10acres of the 38-acre subject property . ' 

10 (AquabarnRanch), consisting of parcel, number 2323-0591-85, indicated in the 
11 attache4 inap, from R-6 - Residential, six DU per acre, to NB - Neighborhood' 
12 'Business and by rezoning the southernmostJ)ortion ofthispropertv from R-l-
13 Residentiakone DUper acre to Ril-P and adding the followin~ P-Suffix condition: 

14 This portion of 2323-0591-85 is designated as permanent open space with a Native 
15 Growth Protection Easement fNGPE). .The designation of this NGPE conveys to the 
16 public a beneficial interest in the land within the easement. This interest includes the 
1 7 ,' .•. preservation of native vegetation for all purpOses that· benefit the public health, safety 
1 8 and welfare. including control of surface water and erosion, maintenance of slope 
19 . stabilitv. visual and .aural buffering. and protection of plant and animal habitat. The 
20 NGPEimposes upon all present and future owners andoccupiersofland subject to 
21 ' the easeinent, the obligation enforceable on rthebehalf of the public by King County, 
22 to leave undisturbed all trees and other vegetation within the easement. The 
23 . vegetation within the easement may not be cut, pruned, covered by fill, removed or 
24 ,damaged without the express permission from King' County, which permission must 
25 be obtained in writing from the King County department of development and 

.2 6 environmental services. or its successor agency. . 

27 
28 
29 
30 . 

31 
32 

Rationale.: The southemlO:54. acres of this parcel are zoned R-l and contain sensitive areas 
~ncllidingerosion and landslide hazards. The Cedar River is located across SR 169 from the subject 
property and the low lying properties in the vicinity are within the 100 year floodplain. The Native 
Growth~Protection Easement would provide erosion control and protect the low lying areas from . 
potential flooding .and landslides. In addition the vegetation coverage would provide sediment 
control for the Cedar River: 
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September 30, 1996 

Arn~npment No. 9-3 was withdrawn by Mr. 
Previously NumbertttllRth9-3 [9-3\ 

September 25, 1996 Introduced By: {'. ---<.,..; I ,,*",,"'-*'--«'rJ 1" 
Kent Pullen 

1 AMENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMl\.1ENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 
3 ENVIRONMENT COM:MITTEE ON July 31,1996 

4 

5 II Amend·the text of the Zoning Amendment numbered 9 and contained on page 9 of 

6 II Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the GroWth 

7 II Management, Housing and Environment Committee on July 31, 1996 as follows: 

, 8 Amend the King County Zoning Atlas for Section 23, Township 23, Range 5 (Map 
9 #14), by rezoning the northernmost 10 acres of the 38-acre subject property 

10 (Aquabarn Ranch), consisting of parcel number 2323-0591-85, indicated in the 
11 attached map, from R-6 ..: Residential, six DU per acre, to NB - Neighborhood 
12 Business with the P-Suffix conditions listed below .. 

13 Site development pursuant to the site's NB zoning shall comply with the following 
14 II condition: 

15 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the director of the department of development 
16 and environmental services shall approve building design, materials and color. 
1 7 Buildings shall be designed and use accent materials (e.g. wood and brick) and muted 
18 colors to be compatible with the rural character of the vicinity. . 

19 Rationale: Adds a P-Suffix condition in response to recommendations and concerns relative to 
2 0 building design expressed by residents at a community meeting held on September 5, 1996 at the 
21 Aquabam Ranch.and by the Greater Maple Valley Area Council on September 9, 1996. This 
22 language is similar tethat found in the Rural Industrial Developm~nt Standards (K.CC. 
23 21A.14.280). 
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A motion was made by Mr. Phillips to pass 
Amendment No. 9-4. The motion passed 11 to 

, Previously Numbered ~:ri'ftlD.ft>n Reichbauer and Ms. Sullivan 
excused. 

September 30, 1996 Introduced By: 

1 AMENDMENT TO ATtACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND ENVIRONMENT 
3 COMMITTEE ON July 31, 1996 

4 

( 

5" Amend the text of the Zoning Amendment numbered 9 and contained on page 9 of Attachment A 

6 II to Proposed Ordinance 96-:-496 as recommended by the Growth ,Management, Housing and 

7 II Environment Committee on July 31, 1996 as follows: 

8 
9 

,10 
11 
12 
13 

14 

15 
16 
17 

18 
19_ 

20 

21 
22 

23 
24 

25 
26 

Amend the King County Zoning Atlas for Section 23, Township 23, Range 5 (Map #14), by 
rezoning .he northernmost 10 acres ofthe}8-acre subject property (Aquabarn Ranch), 
consisting of parcel number 2323-0591-85, indicated in the, attached map, from R-6-
Residential, six DU per acre, to NB-~- Neighborhood Business and rezone the southernmost 
portion of this pr9perty from R-l - Residential. one DUper acre to R-I-P and add the 

, following p.;.Sumxconditions to the property as noted below: 

1. Site development pursuant to the site's NB zoning shall comply with the following condition: 

Prior to the issuance ofa building permit. the director of the departmentofdeyelopmentand 
environmental sej:yicesshall approve building design. materials and color. The following 
architectural design featUres shall be included: 

a) Natural inaterials and accents on the buildings. such as wood or stone facades. wood 
cornices. or gables on pitched roofs; 

b) A focal point element sucb as a decorative clock tower! water tower or windmill; 

cj A c~lon~ade alon~ at least 50 percent of the front side of any food market. dru store 
and/or retadsbop budding(s). g 

2. Buildings and parking areas shall be set back not less than 20 feet from the right-of-way 
ofSR-169.Building height shall be limited to a maximum of35 feet. 

3. Landscaping as required in King County Council 21A.16 shall include existing trees on 
the site wherever reasonable. especially within landscaped areas on east west and north 

27 II property Jines. 

28 
29 

4. Freestanding signs shall be limited to no more than three. as described in King County 
Council 21A.20.095. one at the intersection ofSR-169 and 152nd Ave. SE. one elsewhere 

30 II along SR 169. and one elsewbere along 152nd Aye. SEt 
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10 
11 
12 
13 

5. Prior to issuance of a building permit. the applicant shall dedicate to King County a 
permanent conservation easement covering the portion ofthe subject property zoned R-l 
that has senSitive areas and associated buffers on it. to protect these areas from clearing and 
grading. This easement shall require the preservation of native vegetation for all purposes 
that benefit the public health. safety and welfare. including control of surface water and 
erosion. maintenance of slope st~i)it'rri+visual and aural buffering. and protection of plant 
and animal habitat. The easement shall impose upon all present and future owne·rs and 
occupiers of land subject to the easement. the obligation enforceable on the behalf of the 
public by King County.to leave undisturbed all trees and other vegetation within the 
easement. The vegetation within the easement may riot be cut. pruned. covered by fill. 
removed or damaged without the express permission from King County. which permission 
must be obtained in writing from the King County department of development and 
environmental services or its s1iccessor agency. 

14 II Rationale: _Amendmen 9.4 provides language to join the P-Suffix conditions proposed by 
15 Amendments 9.2 and 9.3. 

16 The text of9.3 is incorporated to add a P-Suffix condition to the NB portion in response to 
17 recommendations and concerns relative to building design expressed by:residents at a community 
18 meeting held on September 5, 1996 at the Aquabarn Ranch and by the Greater Maple Valley Area 
19 Council on September 9, 1996. This language is similar to that found in the Rural Industrial 
20 Development Standards (K.C.C. 21A.14.280). 

21 The text of 9.2 applies a P-Suffix condition to the southern 10.54 acres of this parcel are zoned R-
22 1 and contain sensitive areas including erosion and landslide hazards. The Cedar .River is located 
23 across SR 169 from the subject property and the low lying properties in the vicinity are within the 
24 100 year floodplain. The required conservation easement would provide erosion control and 
25 protect the low lying areas from potential flooding and landslides~ In addition the vegetation 
26 coverage would provide sediment control for the Cedar River. 

27 

2 8 The' permanent protection of this southern portion of the subject property will pot result in the loss 
·29 of development potential on the site as a whole, since the residential density allowed by the R-l 
30 zone may be transferred to the remaining portion of the subject property zoned R-6, as provided in 
31 King County CounciI2IA.12.200.B.l. In addition, in accordance with King County Council 
32 . 21A.34.040, the portion of the subject property zoned R~6 may be eligible for a density incentive 
3 3 if the conservation easement area qualifies for designation as open space. 

34 

35 NOTE: See 1-202 and 1-203 analysis . 
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September 30, 1996 

A motion was made by Mr. McKennato pass 
Amendment No. 10.1. The motion passed 10 to 

n~t ~.Mulle~oting "no", Mr. von Reichbauer 
Previously n...amtS . ~&lhvml~xcused. . CW=1-

m J 

September 25, 1996 Introduced By: gg ~{b. 
. Rob McKenna 

1 AMENDMENT TO A IT ACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT~ HOUSING AND 
3 ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE ON July 31,1996 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 
23 
24 
25. 

26 
27 

Delete the Land Use Amendment numbered 10 and contained on pages 11-12 of 

Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth 

Manag~ment, Housing and Environment Committee on July 31, 1996. 

Effect: 
Ameftd the 1994 King Gounty YOfl.'Jj)reheasiT.'e Plan Land Use MafJ ay redesigftatiftg 
fJFOfJerties known as Bush Lane ift Seetioft21, TownshiJ> 24, Range e (MafJ # 19), from 
Gornmuruty Busiftess Geftter, UrBan R:esidefttial 4 12 duJ.ac and UrBan R:esidefttial >12 
dulac to Uruftcol1mrated Activity Geftter.· (Iftcludes fJarcels 21240e9021, 9032, 9034, 
9039,9041,9040,9042,9043,9044,9045,9048,9053,9052,9055,90e5?9073,907e~ 

9077,9078,9087,9091, 90ge, 9100, 9103, 9107, 9123, and lots 1 to 9 of James Busll 
Ad4j 

Rationale: The County and the City of Issaquah have reached a tentative agreement 
regarding the boundaries of Issaquah's Potential Annexation Area. An important element 
of that agreement is a.provision for joint planning within .those annexation areas. An area 
of particular concern to the City is the Issaquah Activity Center. Ifour agreement is 
approved by the County Council, the City and the County would take actions to bring 
consistency between our respective comprehensive plans and zoning in the Activity Center. 

In the' spirit of that agreement the City has requested that the County not take action on the 
Bush Lane amendment. in the 1996 Comprehensive Plan Amendment. The Bush Lane 
amendment would add several parcels to the Activity Center. The Executive branch 
supports the City's req\lest. The amendment does not 'effect the zoning of these properties. 

The Overdale Park amendment (Amendment 11) adding a P-Suffix condition is not 
affected by this request. 
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September 30, 1996 
. . 

A motion was made by Mr. Vance to pass 
Amendment No. 13-1. The motion passed 12 
to 0 Ms. Sullivan excused. 

Previously numbered as: None [-IT-I] 

September 25, 1996 Introduced By: C111~ 
Chris Vance 

1 M1ENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT ATO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
·2 RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGE~NT, HOUSING AND 
3 ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE ON July 31,1996 

4 

5 II Delete the Land Use Amendment numbered 13 and contained on pages 19 and 20 of 

6 II Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth 

7 II Management, Housing and Environment Committee on July 31, 1996. 

8 II Effect: 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

15 
16 
17 

Amend the 1994 King County COfflJ3rehenswe PlaB LaBd Use ~4£tf3 ey redesignating the 
"New Rllral City Ureafl Grovlth ,'\rea" for the City of Black Diamond in Seetiofts 02, 03, 
10, 11, 12, 15, 22, and 23 ofTovt'flship 21, Range e and Seotion 7 of To' Nfl ship 21, Raftge 
7 to "Rural Cities UreaB Grovrth Area" after aflproval ey the Metropolitan King Couftty 
Council of the flre annexation agree~ent eetvv'een King County, the City of Black Diamond 
and the affected flroflerty O'Nners. 

Rationale: The designation of Black Diamond's Urban Growth Area is the subject of . 
Proposed Ordinance 96-710 which will be 'enacted by the Council in conjunction with 
Proposed Ordinance 96-496. 
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1 
2 
3 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 
15 
16 

;::,eplemoer -'U, 1 ~~o 

A motion was made by Mr. Vance to pass 
Amendment No. 16-1. The motion passed 12 to 

Previously Number asu,~tSul1ivan excused. . I 16-1 

September 25. 1996 Introduced By: .~1L-
Chris Vance 

AMENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
RECOM:MENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 
ENVIRONMENt COMMITTEE ON July 31,1996· 

Delete the Land Use Amendment numbered 16 and contained on pages 24-25 of 

Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recoinmended by the Growth 

Management, Housing and Environment Committee on July 31, 1996. 

h '.. Pia band Yse Map far Seeiien 17, TeWRship 2S, a . .. end the 1994 King CellDty CelRpre enu .. e ;aR:~t~ (A~~;";18), by Fedesignating the ideRtified pareels as faliewsl 

i\mend 
PaFeel NumbeF 
InSO(i 90al 
(refereNce" l! 

InSO(i 9070 
.r __ ..... __ ... _ ." 

172S0(i·9081 
(refereNce - 3) 

InSO(i 90S0 
,refereNce - 1) 

InSO(i 9007 
,reference §iJ 

InSO(i 9071 
(reference - ~) 

InSO(i 9014 
(re:fereNce:" 7) 

InSO(i 9071 
.... r,._ ... ~ ......... 0 

InS0(l90S1 
\ 

,rn_n_~n - 0\· 

HilSO(i9111 
(re{e,-,e"!ce ~ U)) 

Hem+ 
CurFent band Yse 
YFban Residential 4 12 DY per 
aeFe/RuNI Residential 

Yrban Residential 4 12DU peF 
aeFe/Rural Residential 
RUNI Residential 

Rural Residential 

RuFal Residential 

RUNI Resideniial 

RUFal Residential 

RUNI Residential 

RUNI Resideniial 

RUNI Resideniial 

+et 
-.11 T __ ...I TT. 

Ne ehange 

YFban. Residential 4 12 DY per aerefUFban 
D ..... _:...I_.;.. .. :_1 T ___ • 't T'\TT 

YFban ResideRtialbew 1 DY per aeN en the 
pertien west ef Sahalee Way and retain RUNI 
0 __ :..1 __ .. :_1 __ 4-L ___ -4-: ____ ..... _I' C ... L .... 1_ ..... 'v .. 

YFban Residentialbew 1 DY per aeN 

YFban Residentialbew 1 DY per aere en the 
portion south ef NE SOth od YrllllR CeRlRlllDity 
n~ __ ! __ · ____ AL ___ -.&.! ____ -.&.L - .... N'r' COIL ' 

YFlio ComRlllDity Business 

YFlian CommllDity Business 

YFlian CommHRity Business 

No ehoge 

YFban ResideRtialbew 1 DY per aeN 

Savings Clause. Should this amendmeni lie deteFRlined to lie invalid lIy the CFewth MllRagemeni Hearings 
BeaFd 9F Il eeuFt ef eempetent jUFisdietion, the designation and ~oning of these preperties e5istini!: as ef the 
date of adoption ef this amendment shall lie re,ri·/ed.» 

Rationale 

The property owners have requested that all amendments relating to the Salmonback Village 
proposal be withdrawn from consideration. This amendment would eliminate the land use 
redesignation'ofthe subject properties, thereby retaining the current land use. 
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1 
2 
3 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 

15 

16 
17 
18 

September 30, 1996 

A motion was made. by Mr. Vance to pass 
. Previously Num~e~e.17-1. The motion passed 12 to 

0, Ms. Sullivan excused. 
I 17-1] 

September 23. 1996 Introduced By: GtfL 
Chris Vance 

AMENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
RECOM1v1ENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 
ENVIRONMENT CO!\1MITTEE ON July 31, 1996 

Delete the Zoning Amendment numbered 17 and contained on pages 26-28 of Attachment· 

A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Gro~h Management, Housing 

and Environment Committee on July 31, 1996.: 

• ...t. 'las fer SeeiioR 17 TowRship :l§, RBRge , (Map #18), hy 
Effect: «AmeRd &he KIng COHR~ZORIR~. ~ s indieMed' OR 'he taMe helow •• 6-.. 11 etis'ing P .SuA'H . I . d· ,d in the aUae e Map a • IIh re~oRlRg the paree s 1ft lea e If; &h MarshalltOameld 411 Proposal whleh shae eURdi'iuRs shllll he retained euep' those re a IR! 0 e 
dele,ed. 

ARleRd 
D~_~~I N •• _h.... 

172§0' 9011 
(,ne/eFel'lee - 1) 

172§0' 9070 
(Fe/CFel'lee - 2) 

17l§0(i 9081 
fre/eFellee - j I 

172§0' 90§0 
,./" ...... ____ ,. _ 41 

172§0' 9007 
(FfJ/-eFel'lee ... 5) 

172§0' 9074 
.r ___ ~_ .... ..;. L 

172§0' 90.41 
.rn_n~nn ~ 7' 

172§0' 9071 
onr, 

172§0'90§2 
.r ... _ ........ _ .... .J.JO 

1'2§0'9111 
(FefeFel'lee .. ] (}) . 

~ 

CurreRt ZORe 
R'IRA 10 

R '!R.t\ 10 

R:A-lD 

R:A-lD 

R:A-lD 

RA-5 

'RA-5 

RA-5 

RA-5 

R:A-lD 

Tat 
"D ______ .... ". 

R ',!RAIO BRd reMo,,·e aU P IU""& eORditioRS 
related te 411 

R'tR I BRd reMo'·e II P t&4+J: ¥ a suftB eORdiii . ORS related 

R I eR &he portieR "·es' ef Sakalee Wa,' BRd retain 
RA 10 eR &he portieR east orSakalee W~ 

R-l 

R I eR the perti8R leu&hofNE §O&h and CB OR the 
pemeR ROrth ef NE §O&h 

g 

g 

g 

RA-5 

R-l 

Sa~'ings Clause. Sheuld this aMeRdMeRt he deteFRlined te he im'alid hy &he Growth MBRagemeRt Hea.ings 
Bea.d o. a eourt of eempeteRt ju.isdietioR, &he designatieRBRd ~ORing ef &hele p.epemes etisting as of the 
date ef adeptioR ef &his ameRdmeRt shall he re',i"led.» 

Rationale 

The property owners have requested tha~ all amendments relating to the Salmonback Village proposal be withdraWn 
from consideration. This amendment would eliminate the zoning redesignation of the subject properties, thereby 
retaining the current zoning. 
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September 30, 1996 

ArnendmentNo. 18 was withdrawn by Mr. 
Vance.' 

Previously Number as: 18 

~1J~18-J 
Introduced By: September 25, 1996 

Chris Vance· 

1 AMENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOM:MENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 
3 ENVIRONMItNT COMMITTEE ON July 31,1996 
.4 

5. II Amend the Land Use Amendment numbered 18 and contained on page 10 of Attachment A 

6 II to Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as reco~ended by the Growth Managerrient, Housing and 

7 II Environment COn:unittee on July 31, 1996 to add the following land use amendment: 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

Amend the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map for Sections 25 
and 36, Township 22, Range 4 (Map #9), by redesignating the subject property, 
consisting of tax lots 000440-0002, 000680-0001, 000680-0006, 000680-0022, 000680-
0029,000680-0032 and 000680-0015 indicated in the attached map, froin both the 
Agricultural Production District and Agriculture Land Use Designations to Industrial 
Land Use Designations. 

14 II Rationale 

15 These properties meet the, criteria of poliCies RL-303 and RL-304 as proposed for 
1 6 amendment by the Growth Management, Housing and Environment Committee on July 31, 
1 7 1996 and contained in Attachment, A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496. They are within the, 
18 urban growth area and are approximate to industrial and commercial land uses in the ~ities 
19· of Kent and Auburn. They are urban in character and have not supported profitable farming 
20 for over 30 years. These properties haye urbanaccess via a major arterial (Central, 
21 Avenue), and the main Burlington Northern railroad. These properties will also.be ser:ved 
22 by the planned expansion of the 277th corridor to 5-lanes. 
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King County Land lIse Map 
1996 Propos,ed Land lTse Amendment -'Lower Green River\TaJley AP~ 
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I 
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County Council District: 
Community Planning Area: 
Parcel Numbers: 

13 ,,' ',_' 
Eastside I Green River 
See amendment 

480 960 1440 1920 Fee! 
september 12. 1996 

Current Land Use 
t;:r.,,:: I Neighborhood Business 
_ Greenbelt 

o Industrial 
_ Agriculture 

o Urban Medium (4-12du/ac) 
BUrban High (>12du/ac) 

1; ............... _ ••••••••• - ............ _ ... . 
, ,"In ..... _'!~ ... ~ •• ~",. __ .1............ .., 
1 .. foe .......... ,., n •• , ~ ... _ ................. . .......... ,.,,,,: ...... -..... , ..... ,-""'.' ...... . 

Kent 

Auburn. 

~~. 
• 
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~eptemoer jU, 1 ~~o 

Amendment No. 19 was withdrawn by Mr. 
Vance. 

Previously Numbered as: 19 I 19 

September 25, 1996 Introduced By: ~~ 
Chris Vance 

1 AMEND:MENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED bRDINANCE.96-496 AS 
2 RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAG~:MENT, HOUSING AND 
3 ENVIRbN1\1ENT COMMITTEE ON July 31, 1996 

4 

. 5 II Amend the Zoning Amendment numbered 19 and contained on page 12 of Attachment, A to 

6 \I Pfoposed~ Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and 

7 \I EnvironmenrCommittee, on July 31, 1996 to add the following zoning 'amendment: , 

8 Amend th~ King County Zoning Atlas for Sections 25 and 36, Township 22, Range 4 
9 (Map #9), by rezoning parcel numbers 000440-002, 000680-0001, 000680-0006, 

1 0 000680~0022, 000680-0029,000680-0032 and 000680-0015 indicated in the attached 
11 map,fro~ A-IO - Agriculture, ~me DU per 10 acres to Industrial with the following p_ 
12 Su.ffix Condition: 

13 The countY may require, through permit conditions,additional measures to protect 
14 neighboring agricultural uses. Such measures may include larg~r setback and 
'15 buffering areas. 

16 II· Rationale 

17 These properties meet the criteria of policies RL-303 and RL-304 as proposed for 
18 amendment' by the Growth Management, Housing and Environment Comniittee on July 31, . 
19 1996~ and contained in Attlachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496. They are within the 
2 0 . urban growth area and are approximate to indu~trial and commercial land uses in the Cities 
21 of Kent and Auburn. , They are urban in character and have not supported profitable farming 
22 for over 30 years. These properties have urban access via a major arterial (Central 
23 Avenue), and the main Burlington Northern railroad. These properties will also be served 
24 by the planned expansion of the 277th corridor to 5-lanes, Until the passage of Ordinance 
25 8848 in 1989, all of these properties had potential Industrial zoning (ML). 
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'" King County Zoning Atlas 
1996 Proposed Area Zoning Amendment - Lower Green River Valley 

Consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map 

, , 
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I 
I 

I 
! 
I 
i 

~ 
/ . 
i 

.1 

/ 
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Proposed Zoning change: 

County Council District: 
Community Planning Area: 
'Parcel Numbers: 

.;:~.<;l. ~.i. {'",~,.,,~:., _ _ 
Agriculture (1 dLi/l0ac) to Industrial 

13 
Eastside I Green River 
See amendment 

550 1100 1650 2200 Fee' 
SOptember 12 11186 

o Industrial 
_ Agriculture 1 dul1 Oac 

DR-1 
DR-4 
ft.:,,;,! Neighborhood Business 
BR-24 

" ...... ., ...... _ ...................... , ....... , ... . 
·.~I1 ..... _.tr ....... u •• _ ............. 11 ... . 

..... ,.P.~ .. ,., ,. ...... n ... ,..' •• , ........ MI"'. 
:· •• _.··,,: ..... _· ..... e .. • ... • ... II·s ... ., .. 

Kent 

.Auburn 

"\. 

~~. \ 
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~eptember 3U, 1996 

Amendment No. 20 was withdrawn by Mr. 
Vance. 

Previously Numbered as: 20 

, September 25, 1996 Introduced By: 
t7~~. 

Jane Hague 

AMENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
"," -

RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANA~EMENT, HOUSING AND 
ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE ON July 31, 1996 . 

5 II Amend the Land Use' Amendment numbered 20 and contained on page 16 of Attachment A 

6 II to Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth M~agement, Housing and 

7 II Environment Committee ~n July 31 ~ 1996/to add the following land use' amendment: 

8 Amend the 199~ King, Cou~ty Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map for Section 36, 
9 ,Township 22, Range 4 (Map #9), by redesignating the subject property, conSisting of 

10 tax lots J)00680-0025 and 00068,0-0024 indi~ated in the attached map, from both the 
11 Agricultural Prod,uctionDistrict and Agriculture Land Use Designations to Industrial 
12 Land UseDesig.ia~ions. 

13 /11 Rationale 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

120 

21 

\ 

These properties meet the criteria of policies RL-303 andRL-304 as proposed for 
amendment by the Growth Management, Housing and Environment Committee on July 31, 
1996 and contained in Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496. They are within the 
urban growth area and are approximate to industrial and, commercial land uses in the Cities . I . . 

of Kent and Auburn. They are urban in character and have not supported profitable farming 
for over 30 years. These properties have urban access via a major arterial (Central 
Avenue), and the main Burlington Northern railroad. These properties will also,be served 
by the planned expansion of the 277th corridor to 5-lanes. 
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King County Land UseMap 
1996 Proposed Land Use Amendment - Hunter property 

County Council District: 
Community Planning Area: 
Parcel Numbers: 

13 
Eastside / Green River 
See amendmel1f'i,':;V',:, 

Proposed amendment: Change the land use classification 
of the two parcels shown below from agriculture to industrial. 

o .eo 880 1.70 1lIII0 Fell 
SeQtom_:le, lillie 

"-," 

Current Land Use 
f .... ':':.:-' Neighborhood Business 
_ Greenbelt 

o Industrial 
_ Agriculture 

o Urban Medium (4-12du/ac) 
_ Urban High (>12du/ac) 

! h .......... , .• _ ..... ,_ .. _ ............... _ ................. ,, ____ ..... ""_ 'fl. 
·~ ...... II'IC" ... n .... ,_ .... .,. ... ... 
: ""'''-..-1 rI 0.. •••• "" ... t--•• .....w 10 ... 01 

Kent 

Auburn 

. 
w~" 

• 
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September 30, 1996 

Amendment No. 21 was withdrawn by Mr. 
Vance. 

Previously Numbered as: 21 

" d~~-MC 
Introduced ~~ September 25, 1996 

Jane Hague 

1 AMENDMENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PRO~OSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 
3 ,ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE ON July 31, 1996 

'4 

5 II Amend the Zoning Amendment numbered 21 and contained on page 17 of Attachment A to 

6 /I Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth Management, H01.lsing and 

7 /I Environment Committee on July 31, 1996 to ~dd the following zoning amendment: 

8 Amend the, King County Zoning Atlas for Sections 36, Township 22, Range 4 (Map 
9 #9), by rezoning parcel numbers 000680-0025 and 000680 indicated in the attached 

10 map, from A-I0 ':" Agricult~re~ one DU per 10 acres to Industrial with the following P_ 
11 Suffix Condition: 

12 The county may require, through permit conditions, additional measures to protect 
13 neighboring agriCultural uses. Sllch me~sures may include larger'setback and 
14 bufTeringareas. 

15 "Rationale 

16 These properties meet the criteria of pOlicies RL-303 and RL-304 as proposed for 
1 7 " amendment by tbe Growth Management, Housing and Environment Committee on July 31, 
18 ' 1996. and, contained in Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496. They are within the 
1 9 ' urban growth area and are approximate to industrial and commercial land uses in the Cities 
20 ' of Kent and Auburn. They are urban in character and have not supported profitable fanning 
21 for over 30 years., These properties have urban access via a major arterial (Central 

'22 Aven~e), and the main Burlington Northern railroad. These properties will also be served 
23 by the planned expansion of the 277th corridor to 5-lanes. Until the passage of Ordinance 
24 8848 in 1989, all of these properties had potential Industrial zoning (ML). 
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King County Zoning Atlas 

1996 Proposed Area Zoning Amendment - Hu~ter property 
Consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map 

Proposed Zoning change: 
County Council District: . 
Community Planning Ar~a: 
Parcel Numbers: 

Agriculture (1 ~u/t9~c:)to Industrial 
13 :";""'.':,;::' , 

Eastside I Green River 
See amendment 

o . 540 1080 1820 21110 FHI 
sep,ember 28. 1811e 

\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

o Industrial 
_ Agriculture 1 du/1 Oac 

DR-,1 
DR-4 
f$.=:'J Neighborhood Business 
_ R-24 

1~"4"a'I"'.'.""'.''''''''_'''''''''''''''' ' I .. _ .... _ ........ c, •• _ ............ "'". t .. . 
, ..... ·'.,. ...... n .... aato •• _ ..... .,. .... . I DHe_M. 0.....-011 , •• t-__ ,,,, 10 .... 1 

Kent 

Auburn 

W~E 
S 
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Septem~er 30, 1996 

A motion was made by Mr. Phillips to pass 
Amendment Nos. 2-1,.3-2, 4-I.and 5-2. The 

PreviouslyNumberMbft~ fAILED 6 to 6, Mr. Derdowski, Ms. 
Fimia, Mr. Gossett, Mr. Nickels, Mr. Phillips 
and Mr. Sims voting "yes", Ms. Sullivan 

. 996· excused. ltd ·d B September 30, 1 n ro uce Yj ~r t...U...Y~ 

1 AMENDrvIENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSEP ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMIv1ENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGElVIENT, HOUSING AND 
3 ·ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE ON July 31,1996 
4 

5 II Delete the Land Use Amendment numqered 2 and contained on page 2 of Attachment A to 

6 II Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and 

7 II Environment Committee on July 31, 1996 .. 

8 II Effect: 

9 
.10 
11 
12 

Amend the King Ceunty Cemprehenshre Plan Zening·i~ ... tlas fer SeetieDs 2S aDd 36, 
Tewnship 22, Ra&ge 4 (Map #9), by raleDing the subjeet preperty, eeDsistiDgef tH 
lets 0006 gOOO· 21 and 0006 gOOO 23, indieated in the attaehed map, fFem heth the 
AgrieultuFe Preduetien Distriet IHld .l ..... 2rieulture Land Use Desi2DstieDS t8 IBdustrial. 

13 II . Rationale: 

/14 II The Policy basis to support conversion from agricultural production District land use and 
15 zoning without an equivalent acreage replacement was defeated. 

['- 7 Lr/ l 
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Previously N umbered as: 3 

September 30, 1996 Introduced B(.:.../ ld/vv::/¥ kH=t':~ 

1 AMENDNlENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGENlENT, HOUSING AND 
3 ENVIRONMENT COl\t1l\1ITTEE ON July 31, 1996 
4 

5 II Delete the Zoriing Amendment numbered 3 and contained on page 3 of Attachment A to 

6 1\ Proposed Ordinance 96-496 ·as recommended by the Growth Management, Housing and 

7 II Environment Committee on July 31, 1996. 

8 II Effect: 

9 
10 
11 
12 

AmeBd the KiBg CouBty ComprelieBsive PlaB ZOBiBg lAdas feF SeetioBs 25 aBd 36, 
TowBship 22, 'RaBge 4 (1\4ap #9), by FelloBiBg the subjeet pFoperty (ToFFBBee), 
eOBsistiBg of paRels Bumbers 0006 8000 21 aBd 000(t 8000 23, iBdieated iB the 
attaehed map, from A 10 AgFieultuFe, oBe DU peF 10 aeFes, to IBdustFiti. 

13 II Rationale: The Policy basis to support conversion from agricultural production District' 
14 land use and zoning without an equivalent acreage replacement was defeated. 
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Previously Numbered as: 4 

September 30, 1996 IntroducedBy( ~~ 

1 AMENDIvIENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS 
2 RECOMJvfENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 
3 ENVIRONMENT C01v1MITTEE ON July 31, 1996 

4 

5 /I Delete th,e text of the Land Use Amendment. numbered 4 and contained on page 5 of· 

6 II Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth 

7 II Management, Housing and Environment Committee on July 31, 1996. 

8 II Effect: 

9 
10 
11 
12 

AmeBEl the 1994 KiBg COUBty CompreheBsive PlaB LaBEl Use Map fer SeetioB J', 
TowBship 22, RaBge 4 (Map #9), by redesigBatiBg the subjeet property, eOBsistiRg of 
tax lot 0006 -8000 04, iBElieateEl iR .the attaehed map, from hoth l'\grieulture 
ProEluetioB Distriet aBd Agrieulture LaBd Use DesigRatioRs to IRdustrial. 

13 II Rationale: 

14 11/ The Policy basis to support conversion from agricultural production District land use and 
15 zoning without an equivalent acreage replacement was defeated . 

G:\GMHE\COMP·Plan\96 arnend\Land Use\4aP.doc 1:01 PM 9130/96 
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Previously Numbered as: 5 

September 30, 1996 Introduced By: G~ 

1 AMENDIv1ENT TO ATTACHMENT A TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 96-496 AS . 
2 RECOMMENDED BY THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT, HOUSING AND 
3 ENVIRONMENT CONfMITTEE ON July 31,1996' 

4 

5" Amend the text of the Zoning Amendment numbered 5 and contained on page 6 of 

6 II Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 96-496 as recommended by the Growth . 

7 II Management, Housing and Environment Committee on July 31,1996. 

8 II Effect: 

9 
10 
11 
12 

Amend the King Caunty Zaning Atlas fer Seetian J€), Tawnship 22, :Range 4 (Map 
#9), hy redesignating the suhjeet prapeFty, eaBsisting aftax lat OOO€) 8000 04, 
indieated in the attaeiied map, CAlm A 10 }~gFieulture, ane DU per 10 Beres ta I 
Industrial. 

13 II Rationale: 

14 II The Policy basis to support conversion from agricultural production District land use and 
15 zoning without an equivalent acreage replacement was defeated.' 
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June 3, 1996 

Dear Interested Citizen: 

King County Executive 
GARY LOCKE 

Enclosed is a set of my recommended changes to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan. 
The Comprehensive Plan provides long-term direction about how and where growth should 
occur. The proposed changes include revisions to commercial land use and zoning in the 
Rural Area; policy changes to the Rural Farm and Forest Districts, 4 to 1 Program, and 
Maple Valley Study; and a land use amendment to the 4 to 1 Program. Also included in this 
year's amendments are policies that establish a three-year cycle for future amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

This. is the first set in a package of proposed amendments. The School Capital Facilities Plan 
and an agreement with the City of Black Diamond will be transmitted to the Metropolitan 
King County Council this summer. Additionally, updates to the Capital Improvement 
Program and the Transportation Needs Report will be proposed later this year for review 
during the County's budget process. While these sets of changes are being reviewed at 
different times, they will be adopted by the Council as a single amendment package later this 
year. 

An Addendum to the Environmental Impact Statement has been issued in accordance with the 
State Environmental Policy Act. The Addendum is also included in this amendment package. 

Any questions or comments regarding the 1996 Amendment to the 1994 King County 
Comprehensive Plan can be addressed to Karen Wolf, Comprehensive Plan Project Manager, 
Office of Budget and Strategic Planning. The address is 420 King County Courthouse, 516 
Third Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104 and the Growth Management Hotline number is 296-8777. 

Executive 

JOO KING COF\iTY COCRTHOl;SE 516 THIRD AVENlJE SEATTLE, \VA 98104 (206)296-4040 296-0200TDD 296-0194FA,.'( 
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OFFICE OF BUDGET AND STRATEGIC PLANNING 
1996 PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

TO THE 
1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

EXECUTIVE S·UMMAR Y 

I. Organization 

The proposed amendments contained in this document are organized to follow the 
chapters of the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan. Policy amendments are 
included within the chapter the proposal is modifying, which is section one. 
Amendments to the Land Use Map and the Zoning Map are included within section 
two. Within section three, Technical Appendix A, Volume One, there is a technical 
correction to the Water Utilities Sources and Facilities map. Section four provides the 
analysis for each amendment and a brief report on the Rural Neighborhoods and 
Business Study. The SEPA Addendum is section five. The ordinance establishing a 
schedule for review of amendments to the Comprehensive Plan is available separately. 

II. Proposed Amendments 

s 

The following policies are under review for possible changes this year: 

• Rural Land Use: R-108 (Rural Farm and Forest District) 
R-204 (Rural Farm and Forest District) 
R-217 (Transfer of Density) 

• Natural Resource Lands: RL-207A (Forestry outside Forest Production District) 

• Transportation: 

• Planning and 
Implementation: 

RL-209 (Conversion of forest lands) 
No policy amendments; Transportation Needs 
Report 
1-201 (Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan) 
1-202 (Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan) 
1-204 (4 to 1 Program) 
1-208 (Maple Valley Study) 

The following areas of unincorporated King County are under review for possible 
changes this year: 

• The Issaquah employment center north of 1-90 
• Commercial business zoning outside of the town of Fall City 
• Black Diamond Urban Growth Area 
• A property on the East Sammamish Plateau under the 4 to 1 Program 
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PUBLIC PROCESS SUMMARY 

Development of Proposed Amendments 

The proposed amendments to the King County Comprehensive Plan contained in this 
document originated with the King County Executive Departments responsible for 
overseeing the particular subject area. The departments met with interested 
individuals, community groups, and stakeholder groups in developing and reviewing 
the amendments. King County staff also held meetings in the communities that would 
be possibly affected by a proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. The 
comments that staff received at these meetings helped shape the amendments that are 
included in this document. 

Review of Consolidated Proposed Amendment Package 

On April 30, 1996, the King County Office of Budget and Strategic Planning hosted a 
Public Open House to present the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan as 
a consolidated package. This open house provided the residents of King County with 
an opportunity to view all proposed amendments together. Each proposal was 
represented by County staff who were available to provide further information and 
answer questions. 

Public Comments 

Written comments concerning the draft amendment package were received by the 
Office of Budget and Strategic Planning through May 15, 1996. Telephone calls to the 
Growth Management Hotline are answered on a regular basis. 

Review of Executive Recommended Amendments by the King County Council 

Beginning June 5, 1996, the Metropolitan King County Council Growth Management 
:.. Housing and Environment (GMHE) Committee will review the Executive proposed 

amendments to the King County Comprehensive Plan. The Committee meets the first, 
second, third, and fourtltWednesday of the month at 9:30 a.m., in Council Chambers 
located at: 516 - 3rd Avenue, Room 402, Seattle. There will be opportunities for 
public comment at Council Committee meetings. The GMHE Committee will forward 
their recommendation to the Metropolitan King County Council in August. The 
Council is planning to hold a public hearing in September. Final adoption, in 
conjunction with the budget is expected in November. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 

Proposed No.: 

ORDINANCE NO. 

AN ORDINANCE relating to comprehensive planning and 
zoning; adopting amendments to 1994 King County 
Comprehensive Plan and area zoning, in compliance with the 
Washington State Growth Management Act, as amended; 
amending Ordinance 263, Article 2, Section 1, as amended. and 
K.C.C. 20.12.010. Ordinance 11653. Section 6. and K.C.C. 
20.12.017; amending Ordinance 11620, Section 2, and K.C.C. 
20.12.458. 

PREAMBLE: 

For the purpose of effective land use planning and regulation, the King County 
Council makes the following legislative findings: 

I, King County has adopted the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan. to meet 
the requirements of the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA). 

2. The GMA requires the County's comprehensive plan amendment process to 
include concurrent consideration of all map and policy changes in each 
calendar year, so that cumulative impacts may be analyzed, and so that 
coordination with capital improvement programs and facility plans and 
standards can occur. The GMA also requires that the County's development 
regulations, including, but not limited to area zoning, be consistent with and 
implement the comprehensive plan and its amendments. 

3. King County, with assistance of citizens of King County, business and 
community representatives, the incorporated cities and towns and other public 
agencies. and service providers. has studied and considered alternatives for 
amendments to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan and development 
regulations proposed during 1996. and has considered their cumulative 
environmental impacts. 

4. King County is adopting amendments to the Land Use Map of the 1994 
Comprehensive Plan which require changes to the County's zoning maps. 

5. The changes to the area zoning maps and text adopted by this ordinance are 
required to make zoning consistent with the 1994 Comprehensive Plan, as 
amended, as required by the GMA. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY: 

SECTION I, Ordinance 263, Article 2, Section I. as amended, and K.C.C. 

20.12.010 are each amended to read as follows: 

Comprehensive Plan adopted. A. Under the provisions of the King County Charter, King 

County's constitutional authority and pursuant to the Washington State Growth Management Act, 

R.C.W. 36.70A, the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan is adopted and declared to be the 

Comprehensive Plan for King County until amended, repealed or superseded. The Comprehensive Plan 

shall be the principal planning document for the orderly physical development of the county and shall be 



1L·.....".j 

1 used to guide subarea plans, functional plans, provision of public facilities and services. review of 

2 proposed incorporations and annexations. development regulations and land development decisions. 

3 B. The amendments to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan and the 1995 area zoning 

4 amendments contained in King County Comprehensive Plan 1995 Amendments attached as Appendix A 

5 to Ordinance 12061 are hereby adopted as amendments to the King County Comprehensive Plan and ,.. 

6 adopted as the official zoning control for those portions of unincorporated King County defined therein. . , 
7 C. The amendments to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan contained in 

8 Attachment A to «tIHs» Ordinance 12170 are hereby adopted to comply with the Central Puget 

9 Sound Growth Management Hearings Board Decision and Order in Vashon-Maury Island. et. al. v. ~~h 

, ~ 

10 King County, Case No. 95-3-0008. ,,;..1 

11 I:L.The amendments to the 1994 King County Comprehensive contained in King Count' 

12 Comprehensive Plan 1996 Amendments attached as Appendix A to this ordinance are hereby adopted as ,,-.... ~ 

13 amendments to the King County Comprehensive Plan. 

14 SECTION 2. Ordinance No. 11653, Section 6, and K.C.C. 20.12.017 are each amended to 

15 read as follows: 

16 Adoption of area zoning to implement the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan and .. c· 

17 conversion to K.C.C. Title 21 A. A. Ordinance 11653 adopts area zoning to implement the 1994 King 

18 County Comprehensive Plan pursuant to the Washington State Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A. 
\_,,,,,, 

19 Ordinance 11653 also converts existing zoning in unincorporated King County to the new zoning 
,; 

20 classifications in the 1993 Zoning Code, codified in Title 21A, pursuant to the area zoning conversion 

21 guidelines in K.C.C. 2IA.01.070. The following are adopted as attachments to Ordinance 11653: 

22 Appendix A: 1994 Zoning Atlas, dated November 1994, as amended December 19, 1994. 

.' 
23 Appendix B: Amendments to Bear Creek Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

24 Appendix C: Amendments to Federal Way Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

25 Appendix D: Amendments to Northshore Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

26 Appendix E: Amendments to Highline Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

27 Appendix F: Amendments to Soos Creek Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

28 Appendix G: Amendments to Vashon Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

29 Appendix H: Amendments to East Sammamish Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

'.,' 

30 Appendix I: Amendments to Snoqualmie Valley Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

31 Appendix J: Amendments to Newcastle Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

32 Appendix K: Amendments to TahomalRaven Heights Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 
,; 

33 Appendix L: Amendments to Enumclaw Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

/' 
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Appendix M:Amendments to West Hill Community Plan P-Suffix Conditions. 

Appendix N: Amendments to Resource Lands P-Suffix Conditions. 

Appendix 0: Amendments to 1994 Parcel List, as amended December 19, 1994. 

Appendix P: Amendments considered by the Council January 9, 1995. 

B. Area zoning adopted by Ordinance 11653, including potential zoning is contained in 

Appendices A and P. Amendments to area-wide P-suffix conditions adopted as part of community plan 

area zoning are contained in Appendices B through N. Existing P-suffix conditions whether adopted 

through reclassifications or community plan area zoning are retained by Ordinance 11653 except as 

amended in Appendices B through N. 

C. The department is hereby directed to correct the official zoning map in accordance with 

Appendices A through 0 of Ordinance 11653. 

D. The 1995 area zoning amendments attached to Ordinance 12061 in Appendix A are 

adopted as the official zoning control for those portions of unincorporated King County defined therein. 

E. Amendments to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan area zoning, Ordinance 

11653 Appendices A through p, as contained in Attachment A to «tHis» «e»Ordinance 12170 are 

hereby adopted to comply with the Decision and Order of the Central Puget Sound Growth 

Management Hearings Board in Vashon-Maury Island, et. al. v. King County, Case No. 95-3-0008. 

F. The 1996 area zoning amendments attached to this ordinance in Appendix A are adopted as 

the official zoning control for those portions of unincorporated King County defined therein. 

SECTION 3. Ordinance 11620, Section 2 and K.C.C. 20.12.458 are each amended to read as 

follows: 

The Four to One Program - Amending the Urban Growth Area to achieve open space. 

Rural area land may be added to the urban growth area in accordance with the following criteria in the 

following manner. 

A.AII proposals to add land to the urban growth area under this program shall meet the 

following criteria: 

I. The land to be included is not zoned agriculture (A) or is in an area where a contiguous 

band of publicly dedicated open space currently exists along the urban growth area line; 

2. A permanent dedication to the King County open space system of four acres of open 

space is required for every one acre of land added to the urban growth area; 

3. The land added to the urban growth area must be physically contiguous to existing urban 

growth area and must be able to be served by sewers and other urban services; 

4. The minimum depth of the open space buffer shall be one half of the property width; 
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1 5. The minimum size of the property to be considered is 20 acres. Smaller parcels can be 

2 combined to meet the 20 acre minimum. 

3 6. Proposals for open space dedication and redesignation to the urban growth area must be 

4 received between July I, 1994 and June 30, 1996. '.J 

5 7. The total area added to the urban growth area as a result of this program shall not exceed 

6 4000 acres. The department shall keep a cumulative total for all parcels added under this section. ~,~.' 

7 Such total shall be updated annually through the plan amendment process. 

8 8. Development under this section shall be residential development and shall be at a 

9 minimum density of 4 dwelling units per acre. Site suitability and development conditions for both 

10 the urban and rural portions of the proposal shall be established through the preliminary formal plat 

11 approval process. 

12 B. Proposals which add 200 acres or more to the urban growth area shall also meet the 

13 following criteria: 

14 I. Proposals shall include a mix of housing types including thirty percent below market rate 

15 units affordable to low, moderate and median income households; 

16 2. In proposals where the thirty percent requirement is exceeded, the required open space 

17 dedication shall be reduced to 3.5 acres of open space for every one acre added to the urban growth 

18 area. 
.,J 

19 C. Proposals which add less than 200 acres to the urban growth area and which meet the (" 

20 affordable housing criteria in section B.I above, shall meet a reduced open space dedication 

21 requirement of 3.5 acres of open space for every one acre added to the urban growth area. 

22 D.Requests for redesignation shall be evaluated to determine those which are the highest 
/] \ 

23 quality with regard to but not limited to, fish and wildlife habitat, regional open space connections. 

24 water quality protection, unique natural, cultural, historical or archeological resources, size of open 

25 space dedication, and the ability to provide efficient urban services to the redesignated areas. 

26 E. Proposals adjacent to incorporated area or potential annexation areas shall be referred to 
( 

27 the affected city for recommendations. 

«i, 28 F. Proposals shall be processed as land use amendments to the comprehensive plan. 
4 i 

29 The open space acquired through this program shall be considered primarily as natural areas or 

30 passive recreation sites. The following additional uses may be allowed only if located on a small 

31 portion of the open space and are found to be compatible with the site's open space values and 

32 functions such as those listed in 1-204k' 
(\, 

33 I. trails: 
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2. natural appearing storm water facilities' 

3. compensatory mitigation ofwetland losses on the urban designated portion of the project. 

consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan and the Sensitive Areas Ordinance' and 

4 active recreation uses which are compatible with the functions and values of the open 

space and are necessary to provide limited low intensity recreational opportunities (such as mowed 

meadows) for the adjacent Urban Area provided that: the active recreation is as near as possible 

based on site conditions to the Orban Growth Area' the physical characteristics of the site such as 

topography soils and hydrology are suitable for development of active facilities: the active recreation 

area does not exceed five percent of the total open space acreage: and provided that no roads parking 

or sanitary facilities are permitted. Development for active recreation allowed in the open space may 

not be used to satisfy the active recreation requirements in K c.c. 21 A. 

SECTION 4. Severability. Should any section, subsection, paragraph. sentence, clause 

or phrase of this ordinance be declared unconstitutional or invalid for any reason. such decisions 

shall not affect the validity of the remaining portion of this ordinance. 

19 

INTRODUCED AND READ for the first time this day of 

,19 

PASSED by a vote of_ to _ this __ day of ________ _ 

KING COUNTY COUNCIL 
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

Chair 

ATTEST: 

Clerk of the Council 

APPROVED this day of , 19_. 

King County Executive 

Attachments: 

A. 1996 Amendment to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Chapter Three - Rural Land Use 

AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -
CHAPTER THREE - RURAL LAND USE. 

Amend Policy R-I08 as follows: 

R-I08 In 1995. King County «shall ideBtify», in partnership with citizens and 
property owners, made initial designations of appropriate districts within the 
Rural Area where farming and forestry are to be encouraged and expanded 
through incentives and additional zoning protection. «These distriets shall 
be desigBated aBd zaBed by Deeember 31,1996.» Initial district 
designations will be «fiBalized» refined during 1996, with possible revisions 
after property owners have been notified. A process for zoning of the 
districts based on the incentive programs, will also be developed. Areas to be 
considered should include lands meeting the criteria set forth in the 
Countywide Planning Policies. Revised boundaries will be proposed as part 
ofthe 1997 Comprehensive Plan Amendment. All incentive programs 
created by the county and related to zoning will be available to benefit 
landowners in the districts based on the zoning of the districts as of the 
effective date of this plan. The county shall monitor the success of the 
incentive program and shall issue an annual report which shall include 
recommendations for any program or regulatory changes. including zoning, 
to address loss of land in large parcels. «Areas to be eOBsidered should 
iBelude laBds meetiBg the eriteria set ferth iB the CauBtywide PlaBBiBg 
Palieies.» «Permitted uses» Regulatory and incentive programs should 
achieve very low densities in the Rural Farm or Forest Districts «should be 
limited to resideBees at very law deBsities» (one home per 20 acres for forest 
areas, one home per 10 acres for farming areas) «, aBd fat'miBg or ferestry». 
Institutional uses or public facilities should not be permitted except as 
provided by Countywide Planning Policy LU-9. 
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Rationale: This policy was adopted in 1994 to carry out the direction of the 
Countywide Planning Policies that call for designation of Rural Farm and Forest Districts 
(LU-8, LU-9, LU-12). CPP LU-12 includes density guidelines for the districts: one home 
per 20 acres for forestry and one home per 10 acres for farming. The 1994 Plan also 
identified study areas to be considered, after further analysis, for district designation. The 
proposed changes to these policies are intended to reflect the status of work to date in 
accomplishing the district designations and the development of programs to comply with 
the density guidelines. 

A study of the districts, along with the development of strategies and incentives to 
conserve resource uses in the districts, was conducted during 1995 but was not completed 
by the time the 1995 Comprehensive Plan amendment was adopted. However, based on 
preliminary recommendations from the consultant study, the Rural Farm and Rural Forest 
Districts were initially designated in 1995. During 1996, a parcel-specific analysis of the 
districts will result in proposed refinements of the district designations. The work will 
include notification of affected property owners. The timing of the Comprehensive Plan 
amendment process in 1996 precludes the possibility of completing the refined district 
designation and zoning in the 1996 amendment. We intend to make recommendations 
based on the 1996 work as part of the 1997 amendment. 

The Farm and Forest study, completed in March, 1996, recommends using 
incentives to accomplish the goal oflow densities in the Rural Farm and Forest Districts. 
It recommends monitoring to detertnine the effectiveness of the recommended incentive 
programs, and recommends that zoning action be taken only if large amounts of resource 
lands continue to be lost. These recommendations are reflected in the proposed policy R-
108 change, which calls for the development of a monitoring program, and for annual 
reports with recommendations for program or regulatory changes, including zoning. 

The original language of policy R-108 allows the landowners the density adopted in 
1994 on their properties if they use the incentives. Therefore, a downzone in the strict 
sense may not be the appropriate mechanism to maintain low densities, but rather the use 
of other mechanisms to require alternatives to standard subdivision, such as clustering or 
transfer of development rights. The proposed changes to this policy reflects the 
recommendations that call for incentive and regulatory programs to achieve the densities 
specified in the guidelines. The change allows flexibility in using zoning or another 
regulatory mechanism in conjunction with incentives to discourage further subdivision of 
large lots, thereby achieving the low densities in the districts. 

35 II Note: See I-202 and I-203 Analysis. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 

Chris Vance 

2 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Chapter Three - Rural Land Use 

3 
4 

5 

AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -
CHAPTER THREE - RURAL LAND USE. 

6 II Amend Policy R-204 as follows: 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
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21 
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R-204 A residential density of one home per 20 acres or 10 acres shall be ({spplied 
ro» achieved through regulatory and incentive programs on lands in the 
Rural Area that are managed for forestry or farming respectively, and are 
found to qualify for a Rural Farming or Forest District designation in 
accordance with Policy R-IOS. 

Rationale: This policy was adopted in 1994 to carry out the direction of the 
Countywide Planning Policies that call for designation of Rural Farm and Forest Districts 
(LU-8, LU-9, LU-12). CPP LU-12 includes density guidelines for the districts: one home 
per 20 acres for forestry and one home per 10 acres for farming. The 1994 Plan also 
identified study areas to be considered, after further analysis, for district designation. The 
proposed changes to these policies are intended to reflect the status of work to date in 
accomplishing the district designations and the development of programs to comply with 
the density guidelines. 

A study of the districts, along with the development of strategies and incentives to 
conserve resource uses in the districts, was conducted during 1995 but was not completed 
by the time the 1995 Comprehensive Plan amendment was adopted. However, based on 
preliminary recommendations from the consultant study, the Rural Farm and Rural Forest 
Districts were initially designated in 1995. During 1996, a parcel-specific analysis of the 
districts will result in proposed refinements of the district designations. The work will 
include notification of affected property owners. The timing of the Comprehensive Plan 
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amendment process in 1996 precludes the possibility of completing the refined district 
designation and zoning in the 1996 amendment. We intend to make recommendations 
based on the 1996 work as part of the 1997 amendment. 

The Farm and Forest study, completed in March, 1996, recommends using 
incentives to accomplish the goal of low densities in the rural farm and forest districts. It 
recommends monitoring to determine the effectiveness of the recommended incentive 
programs, and recommends that zoning action be taken only if large amounts of resource 
lands continue to be lost. These recommendations are reflected in the proposed policy R-
108 change, which calls for the development of a monitoring program, and for annual 
reports with recommendations for program or regulatory changes, including zoning. 

The original language of policy R -108 allows the landowners the density adopted in 
1994 on their properties if they use the incentives. Therefore, a downzone in the strict 
sense may not be the appropriate mechanism to maintain low densities, but rather the use 
of other mechanisms to require alternatives to standard subdivision, such as clustering or 
transfer of development rights. The proposed change to the policy reflects the 
recommendations that call for incentive and regulatory programs to achieve the densities 
specified in the guidelines. The change allows flexibility in using zoning or another 
regulatory mechanism in conjunction with incentives to discourage further subdivision of 
large lots, thereby achieving the low densities in the districts. 

20 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

2 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Chapter Three - Rural Land Use 

3 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -
4 CHAPTER THREE - RURAL LAND USE. 
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Amend Policy R-217 as follows: 

R-217 King County will study the costs and benefits of adopting a mechanism that 
permits a transfer of development from Rural «Area» Farm and Forest 
District property to properties in the Urban Growth Area, including Rural 
City Urban Growth Areas, or to other Rural Area properties in order to 
accomplish the purposes of the Countywide Plan,ning Policies, and will 
«propose» consider changes to the Zoning Code to implement this policy 
«by Deeember 31, 199G». These zoning code changes shall include the 
following provisions for lands designated Rural Farm or Forest Districts in 
accordance with policy R-I08: 
a. Regardless of the zoning applied to establish a Rural Farm and Forest 

District, properties within its boundaries may transfer density credits 
to Urban Areas or to other Rural Area properties based on the zoning 
they had as of the effective date of this Plan if that zoning is consistent 
with this plan; and 

b. If an entire ownership is not being retained as farmland or forest land . 
through a permanent open space designation, the development 
potential remaining after a density transfer may be actualized through 
a clustered subdivision or short subdivision resulting in a permanent 
open space tract as large or larger than the subdivision set aside for the 
resource uses. In the case of lands within a Rural Forest District, this 
tract shall be at least 20 acres in size. 
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Rationale: This policy change makes R-217 consistent with R-203, which allows 
transfer of density from the rural farm and forest districts to the Rural Area or the Urban 
Area. It also clarifies that the Urban Growth Areas of Rural Cities are potential receiving 
areas for transfer of density. The change is consistent with CPP L U -14 which allows 
transfer of density from Rural Area properties to other Rural Area properties to encourage 
retention of resource based uses in the Rural Area. 

7" Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

1 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Chapter Six - Natural Resource Lands 

2 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN-
3 CHAPTER SIX - NATURAL RESOURCE LANDS. 

4 

5 II Add new Policy RL-207 A as follows: 

6 RL-207 A King County should establish a Rural Forest Commission representing 
7 the diversity of forestry interests in the county, including timber 
8 companies, smaller commercial foresters, noncommercial forest 
9 landowners, environmental groups, forestry consultants, tribes, state and 

10 federal forestry agencies, and Rural Area residents, to advise the King 
11 County Executive and Council on the development of innovative 
12 programs, policies and regulations that 'benefit forestry and that 
13 encourage the retention of the forest land base in rural King County. 

14 Rationale: This new policy provides Comprehensive Plan direction to form a Rural 
15 Forest Commission, a recommendation of the recently completed Farm and Forest Report. 
16 Policy RL-301 is a parallel policy calling for the establishment of an Agriculture 
1 7 Commission. The Agriculture Commission has been established, and is advising the 
18 County on agriculture issues, induding the development of the farm strategies in the Farm 
19 and Forest Report. Induding the policy in the Comprehensive Plan raises the public 
20 awareness of the need for the Commission, and highlights the County's commitment to 
21 consult with a recognized forest interest group as it addresses rural forest issues. 

22 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 

Chris Vance 

2 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Chapter Six - Natural Resource Lands 

3 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN-
4 CHAPTER SIX - NATURAL RESOURCE LANDS. 

5 

6 II Amend Policy RL-209 as follows: 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

12 

13 

RL-209 King County shall exercise the option to impose a six-year development 
moratorium for forest landowners who do not state their intent to convert at 
the time of Forest Practice Application and who do not harvest ((OF FestoFe 
the site aeeoFdiBg to KiBg COUB!)' staBdaFds» the site according to a King 
County approved Conversion Option Harvest Plan. For cases where land 
under moratorium is sold, King 'County should develop means to ensure that 
buyers are alerted to the moratorium. 

14 Rationale: Policy RL-209 states the County will impose a moratorium on properties 
15 whose owners do not declare an intent to convert unless the site is harvested or restored 
16 according to King County standards. This is consistent with K.C.C. 18.82.140, the 
1 7 Clearing and Grading Code. The Executive has proposed an Ordinance which would 
18 :.. amend K.C.C. 18.82.140 by revising the circumstances under which properties can be 
19 released from the moratorium. The Ordinance proposes that properties be released from 
20 the moratorium only if they harvest according to a County approved Conversion Option 
21 Harvest Plan (COHP). A COHP would be attained by property owners prior to receiving a 
22 State DNR Forest Practices Permit. The COHP contains the same environmental staridards 
23 as the County Clearing and Grading Permit but does not entail the costs or review time of 
24 the actual permit. The proposed change intends that County environmental standards be 
2 5 introduced at the front end of the process rather than the back end, which is the case if 
26 restoration activities are allowed as a moratorium release. Should Council adopt the 
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1 II proposed Ordinance, the above revision would be necessary to ensure consistency between 
2 the Comprehensive Plan and the King County Code. 

3 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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1996 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRANSPORTATION NEEDS REPORT AND 
FINANCIAL FORECASTS 

INTRODUCTION 

The Growth Management Act requires each jurisdiction's comprehensive plan to contain a 
transportation element which includes the identification of current and future transportation 
needs. The needs should be coordinated and consistent with the land use element and help to 
carry out the plan. Additionally, the Act requires a financial analysis of transportation funding to 
evaluate the capability of providing for the needs. 

The TNR identifies the transportation system needs to meet current and future travel demand 
based upon the adopted Comprehensive Plan. The update cycle for the TNR is tied directly to 
the schedule for annual amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and development of the capital 
improvement program. The accompanying Financial Forecast evaluates the financial ability of 
the County to meet the transportation needs based on a 20 year forecast. 

Each year the TNR and Financial Forecasts are revised to reflect the most recent land use 
changes, project amendments, costs, and financial assumptions. Information from this TNR 
document will be adopted as part of the 1996 Comprehensive Plan Amendment. The 
information will become the "1997 Transportation Needs Report" and will be used to help 
formulate the 1997 Capital Improvement Program. 

WHAT IS THE TNR? 

The TNR is a comprehensive list of recommended improvements to serve countywide 
transportation needs through the year 2012. It includes all transportation needs in unincorporated 
King County and countywide significant projects in cities, adjacent counties and on State 
highways. 

In 1996, a new.emphasis of the TNR will be to incorporate and integrate more transit related 
projects- into the document. This emphasis stems from policy direction for developing a 
multimodal transportation system, the consolidation of transit and transportation functions into 
the new Department of Transportation, and the adoption of the "1995 Six-Year Transit 
Development Plan." 

The project list identifies transportation needs from a number of adopted County plans. Since 
the TNR is a planning-level document, in most cases further detailed study will be required to 
determine if projects are feasible from an environmental, financial or cost-benefit perspective and 
to ,determine the specific design requirements for the project. 

1:\complanlamend96Itrans I.doc 9-1 April 17. 1996 



PURPOSES OF THE TNR 

The TNR helps King County make decisions on planning and funding of transportation 
improvements. It provides an important link between land use and planning established by the 
Comprehensive Plan and the annual programming of capital funds for transportation. Its primary 
use is to assist in the formulation of the County's Roads Capital Improvement Program(CIP). 
The CIP sets out the schedule for phasing projects and programming funds. 

The TNR helps to coordinate transportation improvements between King County and other 
jurisdictions such as the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), adjacent 
cities and counties and within the King County Department of Transportation. By clearly 
showing where King County intends to make improvements and the priority of these projects, 
other jurisdictions can schedule their improvements to coincide with the County's work. 
Additionally, the private sector, development community can identify areas where new growth 
can be accommodated by improved facilities. 

The TNR serves as a major 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 identify growth 
projects that will be part of the impact fee system. 

The TNR plays a significant role in evaluating the difference between identified transportation 
needs and future expected revenues for King County. This annual analysis assesses the County's 
ability to keep pace with the demands of growth and in deciding on financial strategies to deal 
with unmet needs. 

THE ROLE OF FINANCIAL FORECASTS 

The Growth Management Act requires each comprehensive plan's transportation element to 
discuss transportation financing including 1 )funding capability to meet needs with revenues, 
2)preparation of a multiyear financing plan, and 3)a discussion of strategies for a funding 
shortfall. Item 3) has been discussed in the original Plan, while items 1) and 2) will be updated 
as part of this and subsequent plan amendments. 

A Financial Forecast is prepared annually as part of the budget and capital improvement program 
development cycle. This information is also used to update the funding analysis for the 
Comprehensive Plan. Needs from the TNR are compared with revenues for capital 
improvements (after revenues for operation and maintenance have been allocated) to determine 
the funding status for the Plan's transportation element. This information is reflected in the 
Plan's narrative discussion and financial tables. 
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REFERENCE TO THE "1995 SIX-YEAR TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN" 

The 1997 TNR reflects the first year of incorporating transit changes based on the December 
1995 "Six Year Transit Development Plan". The 1997 TNR will begin to reflect the transit 
capital improvements based on the December 1995 "Six Year Transit Development 
Plan"(6YTDP). The 6YTDP identifies future transit service changes and capital improvements 
to support the Plan. The 1997 TNR identifies arterial and transit related projects that will help 
implement the 6YTDP. 

OTHER AGENCIES' AND CITIES' REVIEW 

Early in 1996, the TNR was distributed to cities in King County for review of projects within 
their boundaries. The project list was also distributed to the Washington State Department of 
Transportation, Snohomish and Pierce Counties, and within the King County Department of 
Transportation. The goal was to update the status of local projects, to inform King County of 
new regionally significant project recommendations and to coordinate the implementation of any 
joint projects with King County. Projects involving these other agencies were changed to reflect 
the new information. 

TNR CHANGES FOR 1996 

The update of the TNR for 1997will incorporate the following changes: 
• Technical revisions to reflect completed projects, cost updates, and project scope changes 
• New projects in Activity Centers and "Full Service-Transit Priority Areas" 
• Transportation concurrency needs 
• Emergency projects from last winter's flooding 
• Arterial circulation and access projects for new growth 
• Multi-modal projects 

No new transportation projects resulting from land use amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 
are envisioned at this time. 

The schedule for preparation of the new TNR and the Financial Forecasts calls for completing an 
Executive Proposed draft by August 1, 1996. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

1 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Chapter Thirteen - Planning and 
2 Implementation 

3 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -
4 CHAPTER THIRTEEN - PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION. 

5 

6 II Amend text and Policy 1-201 as follows: 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

:.. 

2. Amending the Comprehensive Plan ((Land Use Map» 

The Growth Management Act requires that the Plan's policies and Land Use Map be 
amended no more than once a year except that amendments may be considered more 
frequently under the following circumstances: 

a: The initial adoption of a subarea plan: 
b: The adoption or amendment of a shoreline master program under the 
procedures set forth in chapter 90.58 RCW: 
c: Whenever an emergency exists: and 
d: To resolve an appeal of the KCCP filed with the Central Puget Sound 
Growth Management Hearings Board. 

The King County Comprehensive Plan addresses long-range and countywide issues that 
are beyond the scope of decisions made in a subarea plan or individual development 
proposals. It also implements the countywide vision of the Countywide Planning Policies 
for all unincorporated areas. It is important that amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 
retain this broad perspective so that the cumulative effect of the proposals can be 
ascertained. 

23 ((The official Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map can be amended only once a year.» The 
24 Countywide Planning Policies require King County's Urban Growth Area line ((HHlSt» to 
25 be reviewed ((at least every» 10 years after adoption of Phase II Amendments to the 
2 6 Countywide Planning Policies. The boundaries between the Urban Growth Area, Rural 
2 7 Area and Natural Resource Lands are intended to be long-term and unchanging. Changes 
2 8 to land use designations will only occur after full public participation, notice, 
29 environmental review and an official update to the Comprehensive Plan. 
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1 II 1-201 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan shall be as follows: 
a. Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map and policies 

((shaDId be sDbjeet ta the same reqDiremeD~s as thase fer palieies I 202 
aDd I 203)) shall be consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies. 

b. The Comprehensive Plan should be amended no more than once every 
three years except as provided in c. and d. 

c. The Comprehensive Plan may be amended annually to consider 
changes that should be addressed more often than once every three 
years. Changes that may be made annually shall be established in the 
King County Code. Changes appropriate for annual amendment 
include. but are not limited to: amendments to the Service and Finance 
Strategy Map and concurrency-related land use reassessments, changes 
to the technical appendices. redesignation proposals under the 4 to 1 
Program, and technical corrections. 

d. The Comprehensive Plan may be amended at any time to consider 
changes as specified in state law. 

~. The Urban Growth Area shall be reviewed in accordance with the 
Countywide Planning Policies. 

19 Rationale: These changes provide for consistency with state law which allows for 
20 exceptions to the annual amendment limitation. These changes also set the policy basis to 
21 limit the majority of amendments to the Plan to once every three years. Establishing a 
22 three year cycle of amendments to the Plan will allow the Plan to be implemented and 
23 provide for more certainty in the process. 

I: \com plan \amend96\chaptr 13 .doc 13-2 2:18 PM 5/31/96 

I:lIL'l. 



1 

,--- HI 

June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

2 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Chapter Thirteen - Planning and 
3 Implementation 

4 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -
5 CHAPTER THIRTEEN - PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 

Amend text and Policy 1-202 as follows: 

«3. l'..:mendine: COffiDrehensiYe Plffil Polieies 

The King County Comprehensive Plan addresses long range and eoun-tyvlide issues that 
are beyond the seope of deeisions made in a subarea or neighborhood plan or individual 
development proposals. It also implements the eountyvt'ide 'Asions of the Countyvlide 
Planning polieies for all unineorporated areas. It is important that amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan polieies retain this broad perspeetive. The Growth Mffilagement Aet 
requires that the Plffil be amended no more than onee a year. 

15 II 1-202 Proposed amendments each calendar year shall be considered by the 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

25 
26 
27 
28 

29 

Metropolitan King County Council concurrently so that the cumulative effect 
of the proposals can be determined. All proposed Comprehensive Plan 
«poIiey» amendments should include the following elements: 
a. A detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why; 
b. A statement of anticipated impacts of the change, including geographic 

area affected and issues presented. 
c. A demonstration of why existing Comprehensive Plan guidance should 

not continue in effect or why existing criteria no longer apply; 
d. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Growth 

Management Act's goals and specific requirements; 
e. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Countywide 

Planning Policies; 
f. A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement 

programs support the change; and 
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2 

3 
4 

5 
6 

g. Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation 
(including area zoning if appropriate) and alternatives«t-aJHl»~ 

7 Rationale: These changes require all amendments to be subject to the analysis called 
8 for in Policy 1-202. The last paragraph is moved to the top ofthe policy as a technical 
9 correction. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

2 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Chapter Thirteen - Planning and 
3 Implementation 

4 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -
5 CHAPTER THIRTEEN - PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION. 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

Amend Policy 1-204 to add new text and a new section as follows: 

1-204 King County shall actively pursue dedication of open space north and south 
along the 'Urban Growth Area line. 

a. Rural Area land, excluding agriculturally zoned land, may be added 
to the Urban Growth Area only in exchange for a dedication of 
permanent open space to the King County Open Space System. The 
dedication shall consist of a minimum of four acres of open space for 
every one acre ofland added to the Urban Growth Area, calculated 
in gross acres. The open space shall be dedicated at the time the 
application is approved; 

b. Land added under this policy to the Urban Growth Area adopted in 
the Countywide Planning Policies and the King County 
Comprehensive Plan shall be physically contiguous to the existing 
Urban Growth Area and must be able to be served by sewers and 
other urban services; 

c. The total area added to the Urban Growth Area as a result of this 
policy shall not exceed 4,000 acres; 

d. Development of the land added to the Urban Growth Area under this 
policy shall be limited to residential development and shall be at a 
minimum density of four dwelling units per acre. Proposals shall 
meet the urban density and affordable housing policies of this 
Comprehensive Plan; 

e. Open space areas shall retain their rural area designations and 
should generally be configured in such a way as to connect with open 
space on adjacent properties. Open space areas should generally 
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1 parallel the Urban Growth Area line, but the criteria set forth in 1-
2 204(k) below shall be controlling; 
3 f. The minimum depth of the open space buffer between the proposed 
4 addition to the Urban Growth Area and the Rural Area shall be at 
5 least one-half of the property width; 
6 g. The minimum size of property to be considered will be 20 acres, 
7 which includes both the proposed addition to the Urban Growth 
8 Area and land proposed for open space dedication. Smaller 
9 properties may be combined to meet the 20-acre threshold; 

~~,~,J 

10 h. Initial proposals for open space dedication and redesignation to 
11 Urban Growth Area must be received between July 1, 1994 and June 
12 30, 1996. Review by King County shall conclude by June 30, 
13 1997«t)). An additional round of proposals is established for the 
14 period from Jul~ 1, 1996 to December 31, 2006. Review b~ King 
15 Count): shall conclude upon adoption of Comprehensive Plan 
16 amendments in the ~ear 2007; 
17 I. Where applications are adjacent to city boundaries or Potential 
18 Annexation Areas, King County shall consult with and solicit 
19 recommendations from the city; 
20 j. Proposals shall be evaluated for quality of both open space and 
21 urban development. The highest quality proposals shall be 
22 recommended for adoption as amendments to the Urban Growth 
23 Area, in accordance with the procedural requirements of the Growth 
24 Management Act. If the 4,000-acre limit on land to be added to the 
25 Urban Growth Area is not reached in the time limits set forth in 1-
26 204(h), above, because of either insufficient number of proposals or 
27 proposals of insufficient quality, King County may set a time period 
28 for additional proposals; 
29 k. Criteria for evaluating proposals shall include: <cc,j 

30 1. Quality of fish and wildlife habitat areas; 
31 2. Connections to regional open space systems; 
32 3. Protection of wetlands, stream corridors, ground water and 
33 water bodies; 
34 4. Unique natural, cultural, historical, or archeological features; 
35 5. Size of proposed open space dedication and connection to other 
36 open space dedications along the Urban Growth Area line,. and 
37 6. The ability to provide efficient urban facilities and services to 
38 tile lands proposed to be redesignated as part of the Urban 
39 Growth Area; 
40 l. Proposals which add 200 acres or more to the Urban Growth Area 
41 shall include affordable housing consistent with King County 
42 regulations for urban planned developments, which require a mix of 
43 housing types and densities, including 30 percent below-market-rate 
44 units affordable to low, moderate and median income households; 
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2 
3 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

25 
26 

27 

28 

29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

m. 

n. 

o. 

Ih 

As an incentive for additional affordable housing development under 
this program, the required open space dedication shall be reduced 
from four to 3.5 acres for each acre added to the Urban Growth Area 
for 1) proposals smaller than 200 acres that provide 30 percent 
affordable housing units, or 2) larger developments that exceed 30 
percent affordable housing units; 
Development on land added to the Urban Growth Area under this 
policy shall be subject to the same growth phasing policies applicable 
to all other urban development; «aDd» 
Where a contiguous band of publicly dedicated open space currently 
exists along the Urban Growth Area line, the above program shall 
not be utilized«.»; and 
The open space acquired through this program shall be considered 
primarily as natural areas or passive recreation sites. The following 
additional uses may be allowed only if located on a small portion of 
the open space and are found to be compatible with the site's open 
space values and functions such as those listed in I-204k: 
L 
2. 
3. 

trails; 
natural appearing stormwater facilities; 
compensatory mitigation of wetland losses on the urban 
designated portion of the project. consistent with the King 
County Comprehensive Plan and the Sensitive Areas 
Ordinance; and 

4. active recreation uses which are compatible with the functions 
and values of the open space and are necessary to provide 
limited, low intensity recreational opportunities (such as mowed 
meadows) for the adjacent Urban Area provided that: the 
active recreation is as near as possible based on site conditions 
to the Urban Growth Area; the physical characteristics of the 
site, such as topography, soils· and hydrology are suitable for 
development of active facilities; the active recreation area does 
not exceed five percent of the total open space acreage; and 
provided that no roads, parking, or sanitary facilities are 
permitted. Development for active recreation allowed in the 

35 II open space may not be used to satisfy the active recreation 
36 requirements in K.C.C. 21A. 

37 Rationale: Policy 1-204(j) allows King County to set a time period for additional 
38 proposals if the 4000-acre limit on land to be added to the Urban Growth Area is not 
39 reached in the original time limits set forth in 1-204h because of either insufficient 
4 0 number of proposals or proposals of insufficient quality. The 4000-acre limit on land to 
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1 

2 

3 

be added to the Urban Growth Area was not reached in the original time limits set forth 
in 1-204(h) because of insufficient number of proposals. The program has been a success 
and by expanding the timeline, more property owners will be able to apply to the 

4 II program. 

5 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

Existing policies do not clarify use of open space conveyed through the 4 to 1 Program. 
The intent of the program is to create a permanent buffer of open space along the Urban 
Growth Area boundary. By allowing some uses in the open space, it may make an 
application more feasible for a property owner and allows some flexibility for King 
County in the future to use the open space for passive recreation. Only uses which were 
determined to be compatible with natural areas and/or passive recreation sites are 
allowed. 

12 Specific criteria for "natural appearing stormwater facilities" shall be provided by SWM 
13 in additional guidance prepared for the Storm Water Drainage Manual and shall 
14 generally include the following criteria: 1) irregular shapes; 2) shallow banks with 3: 1 
15 minimum side slopes (eliminates requirement for fencing); 3) mixed native plantings; 
16 4) minimum clearing and grading; and 5) grass crete access road for maintenance. 
17 The 1994 draft King County Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan defines natural 
18 areas and passive recreation sites and also defines open space uses of 4 to 1 properties. 

19 II Note: The Proposed Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan allows interim community 
2 o· drainfields to be located in the open space acquired through the 4 to 1 Program. 

21 II . Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

2 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Chapter Thirteen - Planning and 
3 Implementation 

4 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -
5 CHAPTER THIRTEEN - PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION. 

6 

7 II Amend text and Policy 1-208 as follows: 

8 The Maple Valley area of King County has elements of both rural and urban land uses. 
9 The portions of the area with higher densities and more intensive commercial uses, which 

10 also have more infrastructure to support them, have been designated in this plan as Urban 
11 Growth Area. Surrounding less dense residential areas, which also contain some limited 
12 commercial uses, have been designated Rural Area. Residents and area chambers of 
13 commerce are concerned that these designations may affect the area's ability to remain a 
14 cohesive community. Further, it is possible that this split in land use designations could 
15 divide the community if the urban portion is annexed to cities. ((or insorporates as part of 
16 a new sit)', v/ithout sonsideration for its surrounding related areas.)) Much of the urban 
1 7 portion of the area has petitioned the Boundary Review Board for incorporation status. A 
18 feasibility study is underway and the Incorporation Committee anticipates an incorporation 
19 vote in the November 1996 election. King County is committed to ensuring that the Maple 
2 a Valley area (( ean)) maintains. its community character and unity. 

21 II 1-208 King County should modify the Maple Valley Study and develop it in two 
22 phases. The first phase should occur in 1996 and concentrate on rendering 
23 
24 
25 
26 

27 
28 
29 
30 

31 

32 
33 

community assistance which could include the following': 
a. ((King Caunty shauld study ways ta enSUFe that l\,laple Valley maintains 

its cammunity. Beginning in 1991t, the Caunty shauld study in maFe 
detail the cammeFcial and Fesidential uses in the vicinity af l\,laple Valley, 
FauF CaFneFs, and 'VildeFness Village ta deteFmine whetheF 
Fedesignatians af land use aFe necessary and ean he aecamplished within 
the paFameteFs af the Cauntywide Planning Palicies and this plan 
ineluding whetheF the aFea shauld be designated as a RUFal Tawn. 
Recammendatians shauld he campleted in time ta he cansideFed in the 
199Tannual CampFehensive Plan update pFacess. Until this pFacess is 
campleted, King Caunty shall appase any pFapasals feF annexatian af 
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2 
3 

4 

5 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

12 
13 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

24 

25 
26 

27 
28 

land in the lVlaple Valley Area.» preparing a baseline traffic profile with 
action strategies to implement safety and circulation recommendations; 

b. «King County may amend the urban Growth }.Lrea pursuant to the 
analysis ealled far in this poliey, fallowing eompletion of this stu~r so 
long as these adjustments are eonsistent with the Countywide Planning 
Polieies and this Plan.» information gathering and analysis of land 
capacity, permit activity, and community acquisition of Geographic 
Information System-generated maps; 

c. reviewing and determining the potential of redesignating the Urban 
Growth Area (e.g. designate "Rural Town" status to commercial areas of 
Greater Maple Valley which includes Maple Valley. Wilderness Village 
and Four Corners or propose redesignation of the Maple Valley 
commercial center from rural to urban) within the parameters of the 
Countywide Planning Policies and this Plan; 

d. conducting an assessment and analysis of potential annexation areas 
based on incorporation boundaries; 

e. updating historic resources inventory; and 
f.. other issues based on Maple Valley area public participation. 

If the incorporation vote in the November 1996 election fails, King County 
should begin the second phase of the study in 1997. This phase should 
include in detail the commercial and residential uses in·the vicinity ofthe 
historic center of Maple Valley, Four Corners. and Wilderness Village. 
Along with the work identified above in "c." and "d." recommendations will 
be made to the King County Council whether redesignation of land uses are 
necessary and consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies and this 
Plan. 

Recommendations should be completed in time to be considered in the 1998 
annual Comprehensive Plan update process. 

29 Rationale: The above proposal is a result of the request by the Greater Maple Valley 
3 0 Service Coalition to postpone the County study as articulated in the King County 
31 Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) Policy 1-208. The Coalition which includes representatives 
32 from all civic and ser:vice groups in the area, are concerned that the County study occurring 
33 concurrent with the area incorporation effort could confuse local residents. Through 
34 discussions with the Maple Valley Incorporation Committee representative, Laura Iddings, 
35 and the Maple Valley Team, we are proposing that the study be modified to focus on 
3 6 assistance to the community which the County could address whether the area becomes a 
3 7 city or remains unincorporated. 

38 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

1 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Land Use Map 

2 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN - LAND 
3 USE MAP. 

4 

5 Amend the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map by redesignating 
6 properties known as Bush Lane in Section 21, Township 24, Range 6 (Map # 19), from 
7 Community Business Center, Urban Residential 4-12 dulac and Urban Residential> 12 
8 dulac to Unincorporated Activity Center. (Includes parcels 2124069021,9032,9034, 
9 9039,9041,9040,9042,9043,9044,9045,9048,9053,9052,9055,9065,9073,9076, 

10 9077,9078,9087,9091,9096,9100,9103,9107,9123, and lots 1 to 9 of James Bush 
11 Add.) 

12 Rationale: The Bush Lane area was included in the study ofthe Issaquah Employment 
13 Center pursuant to Council direction in 1995. This is one of two changes recommended by 
14 the study. the rest ofthe land use designations in the area included in the study remains the 
15 same. Bush Lane is surrounded by commercial uses in the City of Issaquah to the west and 
i6 by the Employment Center on all other sides, and is accessible only through the 
17 Employment Center. During its review ofthe 1992 East Sammamish Community Plan, the 
18 Council zoned the Bush Lane properties Office (0), multi-family residential (R-24), and 
19 potential multi-family (R-4, potential R-12). These zones are more typical of an Activity 
20 Center designation than of an Urban Residential designation. 

21 Because this area is within the City oflssaquah's Potential Annexaiton Area, and 
22 . because some or all of these properties are within the 100-year floodplain of Jordon Creek, 
23 no changes in zoning or Shoreline Management Master Program Environment should be 
24 made until this is issue has received additional study in cooperation with the City of 
2 5 Issaquah. 

26 II See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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June 3,1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

2 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Zoning Atlas 

3 AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY ZONING ATLAS CONSISTENT 
4 WITH THE 1994 KING COUNTY· COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP. 

5 

6 \I Amend Map #19, Section 21, Township 24, Range 6 as follows: 

7 Parcel Number Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning 

8 2124069090 CB CB-P 
9 (including formerly 

10 separate lots 9088, 
11 9089 and 9090) 

12 \I The P-suffix condition (all new language) shall read as follows: 

13 All new development and modifications of existing development, including structures and 
14 any other impervious surfaces, shall be located and configured to protect the well, 
15 pumphouse and pipeline owned and operated by the Overdale Water Association from 
16 degradation of its water quality and quantity. At a minimum, no new structures or other 
1 7 impervious surfaces such as paved or unpaved parking areas shall be located within a 100-
18 foot radius of the well (the well is located approximately 265 feet south and 160 feet east 
19 of the northwest comer of the property, and the pipeline runs from the well due north to SE 
2 a 56th Street); drainage from new structures or other impervious surfaces, and modifications 
21 of existing structures and impervious surfaces, on the property shall be conducted away 
22 from the well and the 100-foot easement around it. This P-suffix condition shall expire if 
23 the Overdale Park community is served by a public water purveyor, such as Issaquah or the 
24 Sammamish Water and Sewer District) and no longer uses the well as a public water 
25 supply. 
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14 

Rationale: The Overdale Park area was included in the study of the Issaquah 
Employment Center pursuant to Council direction in 1995. This is one of two area wide 
changes recommended by the study. The rest of the zoning in the area included in the 
study remains the same. Some development on the subject property has already occurred 
in violation of the easement protecting the Overdale Park Water Association's well and 
related facilities. This P-suffix condition is needed to allow continuing safe operation of 
the Overdale Park Water Association's water system. KCCP policy F-301 provides that 
"existing private wells and other systems in operation at the effective date of this Plan may 
continue in operation only if they are managed in compliance with federal, state and 
County health regulations." Policy F-323 et.seq. also provide that King County shall use 
surface water management plans, programs and regulations to enhance ground water 
recharge and prevent water quality degradation. 

Attached is a site plan of the subject property furnished by the Overdale Park Water 
Association showing the location of their well and pipeline. 

15 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

2 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Zoning Atlas 

3 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY ZONING ATLAS CONSISTENT 
4 WITH THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP. 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Amend Map #26, Section 14, Township 24, Range 7 as follows: 

Parcel Number 
1424079007 
1424079026 
1424079063 
1424079078 

Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning 
CB and RA-lO RA-lO-P 
CB-P RA-IO-P 
RA-5-P RA-lO-P 
CB and CB-P RA-lO-P 

The existing P-suffix condition shall be applied to the area of parcels 9007 and 9078, and is 
revised to read as follows: 

1. (De¥elopment or redevelopment of the site shall only 066m on the portion of 
the site that is above floodplain. 
~ ) No new or additional fill is permitted within the FEMA Floodway. 

1 7 Rationale: This zoning change is the result of Council direction in 1995 which 
18 requested review of all Community Business zoning outside the designated boundaries of 
19 the rural town of Fall City. The proposed zone changes makes the zoning consistent with 
20 the 1994 King County Land Use Map designation, which is Rural Residential. The 
21 Community Business (CB) zoning is inconsistent with this designation. The proposed 
22 zone change is also consistent with both the Countywide Planning Policies (LU-12.c) and 
23 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan (rural density policy R-205 and Rural Town 
24 policies R-302 and R-306), since all of the parcels listed are within the 100-year Floodplain 
25 as defined in the King County Sensitive Areas Ordinance, and are designated as 
26 Conservancy Environment by the King County Shoreline Management Master Program 
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designated in accordance with policy R-I08, which means commercial uses would be 
inappropriate in this location. 

Under King County's regulations in effect for the Conservancy Environment, 
commercial development is not allowed (KCC 25.24.070). Amendments to either the 
SMP's Conservancy Environment designation or regulations would require approval by the 
Washington State Department of Ecology. 

In addition, all of parcels 9007 and 9026, and about one-half each of parcels 9063 
and 9078 are designated as Floodway (that portion of the Floodplain likely to be inundated 
by deep and fast-flowing water during flooding, and defined as " ... the stream and that 
portion of the adjoining floodplain which is necessary to contain and discharge the base 
flood flow without increasing the base flood elevation more than one foot. ") by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Program. 

The existing P-suffix condition applied to parcels 9026, 9063 and 9078 (adopted in 
the original Snoqualmie Valley Community Plan and Area Zoning) prohibits new or 
additonal fill on the westerly 360 feet of these parcels. (This P-suffix condition is 
consistent with the SMP and KCCP.) 

In combination with the standards applied to new development in the Floodway, 
this prohibition would make new commercial development on these properties virtually 
impossible even if it were permitted in the SMP's Conservancy Environment. Continued 
maintenance and/or expansion of the existing commercial developments as legal 
nonconforming uses on parcels 9026 and 9063 is permitted, subject to the Zoning Code's 
nonconformance provisions (KCC 21A.32.020 through -090). The revisions recommended 
to the P-suffix text are to provide for reasonable use of the properties, since they are all 
completely within the 100-year Floodplain, and to make the prohibition of fill consistent 
with the approach taken in the Sensitive Areas Ordinance (KCC Chapter 21A.24). 

27 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

2 II 1994 King County Comprehe~sive Plan - Land Use Map 

3 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN- LAND 
4 USE MAP. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

Amend the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map by redesignating the 
"New Rural City Urban Growth Area" for the City of Black Diamond in Sections 02, 03, 
10, 11, 12, 15,22, and 23 of Township 21, Range 6 and Section 7 of Township 21, Range 
7 to "Rural Cities Urban Growth Area" after approval by the Metropolitan King County 
Council of the pre-annexation agreement between King County, the City of Black 
Diamond and the affected property owners. 

12 Rationale: At this time, designation of the urban and open space/natural resource areas 
13 within the New Rural City Urban Growth Area have not been fully negotiated. The 
14 proposed land use map amendment is contingent upon the successful negotiation and 
15 signing by all parties of the pre-annexation agreement. 

16 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

2 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Land Use Map 

3 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN- LAND 
4 USE MAP. 

5 

6 Amend the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map by redesigning 6.6 
7 acres owned by Emmerson and Associates, Inc., in Section 23, Township 25, Range 6 East, 
8 (Map #18), from Rural to Urban as presented on attached Land Use Recommendation map. 
9 (Includes portion of parcels 32196000130 and 3216000160.) Amend all other KCCP and 

10 Technical Appendix maps which include the Urban Growth Area to be consistent with this 
11 change. The new urban land is to be within the Service Planning Area (yellow) of the 
12 Service and Finance Strategy Map of Chapter Two. 

13 Rationale: This proposed land use map amendment is a result of an application to the 4 
14 II to 1 Program. 

15 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

2 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Zoning Atlas 

3 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY ZONING ATLAS CONSISTENT 
4 WITH THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP. 
5 

6 Amend 1994 King County Zoning Atlas Map #18, Section 23, Township 25, Range 6 for a 
7 portion of property owned by Emmerson and Associates, Inc., as presented on the attached 
8 Zoning Recommendation map. The following applies: 

9 II 6.6 acres contiguous to the Urban Growth Area is recommended for redesignation froma 
10 RA-5 zone to R-4P zone. 

11 II The P-Suffix (Property-specific development standard) reads as follows: 

12 1) This property is within the 4 to 1 Program and shall comply with the 4 to 1 Program 
13 Countywide Planning Policies FW -1, Step 7 and King County Comprehensive Plan 
14 Policies 1-204 and 1-205. 

15 II Rationale: This proposed zoning atlas amendment is a result of an application to the 4 
16 to 1 Program. 

17 II Note: See 1-202 and 1-203 Analysis. 
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June 3, 1996 Introduced By: 
Chris Vance 

1 II 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Technical Appendix Volume One 

2 II AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
3 TECHNICAL APPENDIX A, VOLUME ONE. 

4 

5 Amend the Water Utilities Sources and Facilities Map, Technical Appendix A, Volume 1, 
6 by indicating King County Water District No. 111 as a water utility with ground water 
7 source. 

8 Rationale: This is a technical correction to the Water Utilities Sources and Facilities 
9 Map. King County Water District No. 111 is not depicted on the map with a water source. 

10 This amendment is consistent with the Ground Water Service Areas and Well Sites Map, 
11 Technical Appendix A, Volume One, which depicts King County Water District No. 111 
12 as a ground water service area. 
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POLICY R-I08 

Status 

The Farm and Forest Report has been transmitted to the King County Council and will be reviewed and discussed 
over the next several weeks. The results of Council discussion may influence the proposed wording of this policy 
amendment. 

King County Comprehensive Plan Policy 1-202 Analysis 

KCCP Policy 1-202 states: 

1-202: All proposed Comprehensive Plan policy amendments should include the following elements: 
a. A detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why; 
b. A statement of anticipated impacts of the change, including geographic area affected and issues 

presented; 
c. A demonstration of why existing Comprehensive Plan guidance should not continue in effect or why 

existing criteria no longer apply; 
d. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Growth Management Act's goals and specific 

requirements; 
e. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Countywide Planning Policies; 
f. A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement programs support the change; 
g. Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation (including area zoning if 

appropriate) and alternatives; and . 

Proposed amendments each calendar year shall be considered by the Metropolitan King County Council 
concurrently so that the cumulative effects of the proposals can be determined. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-202 is outlined below: 

a. In R-I08, the date for completion of the designation and zoning is deleted. Initial designations of the Rural 
Farm and Forest Districts were completed in 1995. The reference to zoning is omitted, because the 
recommendations in the Farm and Forest Report, now undergoing Council review, recommend incentives 
rather than zoning. Rather than specify zoning, R-I08 as amended would allow flexibility in what mechanism 
will be proposed to discourage the further subdivision of the parcels in the districts. The change to R-204 
clarifies that incentive and regulatory programs will be used to comply with the density guidelines. 

b. The geographic areas affected are the Rural Farm and Forest Districts. The Farm and Forest Report concluded, 
after extensive public involvement, that there was strong opposition to rezoning the districts, and strong 
support for an incentive-based approach. This proposed policy change reflects that sentiment, and anticipates 
that the incentives could be successful in achieving the goals of retaining farm and forestry in the Rural Farm 
and Forest Districts. If incentives are not successful, however, the delay in refinement of the districts and the 
decision to delay zoning action will result in further loss of lots large enough to be managed for forestry. 

c. The change is proposed because the recently completed Farm and Forest Report recommends action different 
from existing Comprehensive Plan guidance. 

d. King County has satisfied the goals and requirements of the GMA in its designation of the Forest Production 
District as forest land of long term commercial significance. That designation is not affected by this 
amendment. 

e. Countywide Planning Policy LU-12 states that planning for the Rural Area should comply with density 
guidelines that include one home per 20 acres in the designated Rural Forest District and one home per ten 
acres in the designated Rural Farm Districts. The proposed changes to these policies do not alter the goal of 
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achieving those densities in the districts; instead they add flexibility in the mechanism used to achieve that goal. 
CPP LU-8 requires that the districts be designated by December 31, 1995. The County completed the initial 
designations by that date. This proposed change in date does not affect consistency with that policy. 

f. Not applicable. 
g. The Farm and Forest Report, the impetus for this proposed policy amendment, included extensive public 

participation: farm and forest advisory committees that met for five months, and four public meetings. All 
residents of the farm and forest study areas were notified of the meetings. 

Proposal Implementation 

Amendments to the KCCP should also meet the requirements of Policy 1-203. This policy states: 

1-203 Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan policies should be accompanied by any changes to 
development regulations, modifications to capitol improvement programs, subarea, neighborhood, and 
functional plans required for implementation so that regulations will be consistent with the Plan. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-203 is as follows: 

No changes to regulations or other plans are necessary. 
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POLICY R-204 

Status 

The Farm and Forest Report has been transmitted to the King County Council and will be reviewed and discussed 
over the next several weeks. The results of Council discussion may influence the proposed wording of this policy 
amendment. 

King County Comprehensive Plan Policy 1-202 Analysis 

KCCP Policy 1-202 states: 

1-202: All proposed Comprehensive Plan policy amendments should include the following elements: 
a. A detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why; 
b. A statement of anticipated impacts of the change, including geographic area affected and issues 

presented; 
c. A demonstration of why existing Comprehensive Plan guidance should not continue in effect or why 

existing criteria no longer apply; 
d. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Growth Management Act's goals and specific 

requirements; 
e. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Countywide Planning Policies; 
f. A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement programs support the change; 
g. Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation (including area zoning if 

appropriate) and alternatives; and 

Proposed amendments each calendar year shall be considered by the Metropolitan King County Council 
concurrently so that the cumulative effects of the proposals can be determined. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-202 is outlined below: 

a. In R-J 08, the date for completion of the designation and zoning is deleted. This action must be part of a 
Comprehensive Plan amendment. The work to complete the action and the notification of property owners 
cannot be completed in time for the 1996 Comprehensive Plan amendment transmittal. The reference to zoning 
is omitted, because the recommendations in the Farm and Forest Report, now undergoing Council review, 
recommend incentives rather than zoning. Rather than specify zoning, R-l 08 as amended would allow 
flexibility in what mechanism will be proposed to discourage the further subdivision of the parcels in the 
districts. The change to R-204 clarifies that incentive and regulatory programs will be used to comply with the 
density guidelines. 

b. The geographic areas affected are the Rural Farm and Forest Districts. The Farm and Forest Report concluded, 
after extensive public involvement, that there was strong opposition to rezoning the districts, and strong 
support for an incentive-based approach. This proposed policy change reflects that sentiment, and anticipates 
that the incentives could be successful in achieving the goals of retaining farm and forestry in the Rural Farm 
and Forest Districts. If incentives are not successful, however, the delay in refinement of the districts and the 
decision to delay zoning action will result in further loss of lots large enough to be managed for forestry. 

c. The change is proposed because the recently completed Farm and Forest Report recommends action different 
from existing Comprehensive Plan guidance. 

d. King County has satisfied the goals and requirements of the GMA in its designation of the Forest Production 
District as forest land of long term commercial significance. That designation is not affected by this 
amendment. 
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e. Countywide Planning Policy LU-12 states that planning for the Rural Area should comply with density 
guidelines that include one home per 20 acres in the designated Rural ForestDistrict and one home per ten 
acres in the designated Rural Farm Districts. The proposed changes to these policies do not alter the goal of 
achieving those densities in the districts; instead they add flexibility in the mechanism used to achieve that goaL 
CPP LU-8 requires that the districts be designated by December 31, 1995. The County completed the initial 
designations by that date. This proposed change in date does not affect consistency with that policy. 

f. Not applicable. 
g. The Farm and Forest Report, the impetus for this proposed policy amendment, included extensive public 

participation: farm and forest advisory committees that met for five months, and four public meetings. All 
residents of the farm and forest study areas were notified of the meetings. 

Proposal Implementation 

Amendments to the KCCP should also meet the requirements of Policy 1-203. This policy states: 

1-203 Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan policies should be accompanied by any changes to 
development regulations, modifications to capitol improvement programs, subarea, neighborhood, and 
functional plans required for implementation so that regulations will be consistent with the Plan. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-203 is as follows: 

No changes to regulations or other plans are necessary. 
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POLICY R-217 

King County Comprehensive Plan Policy 1-202 Analysis 

KCCP Policy 1-202 states: 

1-202: All proposed Comprehensive Plan policy amendments should include the following elements: 
a. A detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why; 
b. A statement of anticipated impacts of the change, including geographic area affected and issues 

presented; 
c. A demonstration of why existing Comprehensiv.e Plan guidance should not continue in effect or why 

existing criteria no longer apply; 
d. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Growth Management Act's goals and specific 

requirements; 
e. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Countywide Planning Policies; 
f. A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement programs support the change; 
g. Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation (including area zoning if 

appropriate) and alternatives; and 

Proposed amendments each calendar year shall be considered by the Metropolitan King County Council 
concurrently so that the cumulative effects of the proposals can be determined. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-202 is outlined below: 

a. This change would allow transfer of density to Rural Area properties if the sending area is a Rural Farm or 
Forest District. The change is proposed to make the policy consistent with R-203. The change would allow 
more flexibility in a Transfer of Development Rights Program, to further the goal of maintaining large lots 
within the Rural Forest Districts. The other change clarifies that the Rural City UGAs are eligible for transfer 
of density from the Rural Farm and Forest Districts. 

b. The entire Rural Area could be affected. There may be more success in retaining lots large enough to manage 
for forestry or farming within the Rural Farm and Forest Districts. Density may increase in other areas of the 
Rural Area, but without any net increase in density overall in the Rural Area. 

c. This policy should be changed because it is inconsistent with R-203, and with CPP LU-14. 
d. The goals ofGMAto use innovative programs is advanced by this change. The change also improves the. 

Plan's internal consistency and consistency with the CPPs. 
e. This amendment is consistent with CPP LU-14. 
f. Not applicable. 
g. Public review occurred as part of the Comprehensive Plan process. 

Proposal Implementation 

Amendments to the KCCP should also meet the requirements of Policy 1-203. This policy states: 

1-203 Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan policies should be accompanied by any changes to 
development regulations, modifications to capitol improvement programs, subarea, neighborhood, and 
functional plans required for implementation so that regulations will be consistent with the Plan. 
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A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-203 is as follows: 

This will require a change to the zoning code: 21A.36.040. The proposed code change is not included here because 
the specifics of the Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Program for Rural Farm and Forest Districts have not 
yet been developed. The Farm and Forest Report, being reviewed by Council, recommends that we proceed with a 
TDR Program as an incentive to retain large lots in the Rural Farm and Forest Districts. Specifics of the Program 
will be developed under a grant the County has received from Washington Department of Community, Trade, and 
Economic Development. 
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POLICY RL-207 A 

King County Comprehensive Plan Policy 1-202 Analysis 

KCCP Policy 1-202 states: 

1-202: All proposed Compreh~nsive Plan policy amendments should include the following elements: 
a. A detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why; 
b. A statement of anticipated impacts of the change, including geographic area affected and issues 

presented; 
c. A demonstration of why existing Comprehensive Plan guidance should not continue in effect or why 

existing criteria no longer apply; . 
d. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Growth Management Act's goals and specific 

requirements; 
e. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Countywide Planning Policies; 
f. A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement programs support the change; 
g. Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation (including area zoning if 

appropriate) and alternatives; and 

Proposed amendments each calendar year shall be considered by the Metropolitan King County Council 
concurrently so that the cumulative effects of the proposals can be determined. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-202 is outlined below: 

a. Establishment of the commission is recommended in the Rural Farm and Forest Report, which was developed 
with extensive public involvement. This new policy provides Comprehensive Plan direction to form a Rural 
Forest Commission, a recommendation of the recently completed Farm and Forest Report. Policy RL-30I is a 
parallel policy calling for the establishment of an Agriculture Commission. That commission has been 
established, and is advising the County on agriculture issues, including the development of the farm strategies 
in the Farm and Forest Report. Including the policy in the Comprehensive Plan raises the public awareness of 
the need for the Commission, and highlights the County's commitment to consult with a recognized forest 
landowner group as it addresses rural forest issues. 

b. The addition of this policy may have no direct impacts, as it is possible to create the Commission without the 
policy. The change recognizes the Rural Forest Commission in the Comprehensive Plan, parallel to the 
Agriculture Commission. 

c. Comprehensive Plan guidance addresses the need for an Agriculture Commission. Rural Forest issues have 
been studied since the 1994 adoption of the Plan, and the need for a similar commission for Rural Forestry has 
been recognized. 

d. The creation of a commission will improve public participation, and will improve the County's ability to 
protect the forest resource base. 

e. Creation of the Commission will help to carry out CPPs LU-8, LU-9, LU-12, LU-13, LU-14, and LU-22, 
which address the rural farm and forest districts, and the use of incentives to retain resource uses. 

f. Not applicable. 
g. Establishment of the commission is reco111:mended in the Rural Farm and Forest Report, which was developed 

with extensive public involvement. 

Proposal Implementation 

Amendments to the KCCP should also meet the requirements of Policy 1-203. This policy states: 
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1-203 Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan policies should be accompanied by any changes to 
development regulations, modifications to capitol improvement programs, subarea, neighborhood, and 
functional plans required for implementation so that regulations will be consistent with the Plan. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-203 is as follows: 

No changes to code or other plans are needed. 
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POLICY RL-209 

King County Comprehensive Plan Policy 1-202 Analysis 

KCCP Policy 1-202 states: 

1-202: All proposed Comprehensive Plan policy amendments should include the following elements: 
a. A detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why; 
b. A statement of anticipated impacts of the change, including geographic area affected and issues 

presented; 
c. A demonstration of why existing Comprehensive Plan guidance should not continue in effect or why 

existing criteria no longer apply; 
d. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Growth Management Act's goals and specific 

requirements; 
e. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Countywide Planning Policies; 
f. A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement programs support the change; 
g. Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation (including area zoning if 

appropriate) and alternatives; and 

Proposed amendments each calendar year shall be considered by the Metropolitan King County Council 
concurrently so that the cumulative effects of the proposals can be determined. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-202 is outlined below: 

a. The proposed amendment is to policy RL-209. RL-209 states the County will impose a moratorium on 
properties for which an iRtent to convert is not declared unless the site is harvested or restored according to 
King County standards. The Executive has proposed an Ordinance which would amend K.C.c. 16.82.140 
by revising the circumstances under which properties can be released from a County imposed moratorium. 
The Ordinance proposes that properties be released from the moratorium only if they harvest according to a 
Conversion Option Harvest Plan (COHP). A COHP is obtained by a property owner prior to receiving a 
State DNR forest practices permit. The intent of the proposed change is to introduce County 
environmental standards earlier in the process if property owners are going to seek relief from the 
moratorium for conversion. 

b. The geographic area impacted is the entire unincorporated area. The major issue presented is a change in 
the way landowners would seek relief from a County imposed moratorium based on forest practice 
activities. The change would seek to have landowners follow County environmental standards up front 
rather than doing restoration activity after timber harvest if they are to seek moratorium relief. 

c. RL-209 currently allows landowners to be relieved of the moratorium through restoration according to 
County standards. In this scenario, County environmental standards are not introduced until after the trees 
are cut. While restoration activities are laudable, they typically take several years to take effect. The 
proposed change would introduce County standards prior to tree harvest and allow the landowner to decide 
up front whether to cut trees according to our standards and retain the ability to be relieved from the 
moratorium, or not cut according to County standards and not be relieved from the moratorium. 

d. The proposed change applies with the Growth Management Act based on its balancing of environmental 
standards and economic activity. The proposed change introduces environmental standards earlier in the 
process without precluding forestry activity. 

e. As above in d., the amendment complies with the Countywide Planning Policies by better balancing 
environmental standards and economic activity through introduction of environmental standards early in 
the process without precluding the activity of forestry. 

f. No impact from or to functional plans or capital improvement plans. 
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g. The proposed change was discussed with a group of forestry issues stakeholders, including citizens, 
landowners (large and small), environmental representatives, Indian tribes representatives, and foresters. 
Additionally, the proposed change is being sought through an ordinance which will revise K.C.C. 
16.82.140 and will undergo the normal Council public review process. 

Proposal Implementation 

Amendments to the KCCP should also meet the requirements of Policy 1-203. This policy states: 

I-203 Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan policies should be accompanied by any changes to 
development regulations, modifications to capitol improvement programs, subarea, neighborhood, and 
functional plans required for implementation so that regulations will be consistent with the Plan. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy I-203 is as follows: 

Ordinance to implement this proposed policy revision has been transmitted to the Council. 
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POLICY 1-204 H 

Background/Purpose 

King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) J-204h states that initial proposals for open space dedication and 
redesignation to Urban Growth Area pursuant to the 4 to 1 Program must be received between July I, 1994 and June 
30, 1996 and that review by King County shall conclude by June 30, 1997. KCCP 1-204j allows the King County 
Council to set a time period for additional proposals to the 4 to 1 Program if the 4000-acre limit on land to be added 
to the Urban Growth Area is not reached in the original time limits set forth in 1-204h because of either insufficient 
number of proposals or proposals of insufficient quality. The 4000-acre limit was not reached in the original time 
limits. This policy amendment proposes to set a time period for additional proposals to be accepted into the 4 to 1 
Program. 

Analysis of Options 

Two options have been reviewed. A brief summary follows: 

1) No action: Do not set a time period for additional proposals. No applications will be accepted after 
June 30, 1996. All applications received by June 30, 1996 would be reviewed by June 30, 1997, after 
which the 4 to 1 Program would end. 

2) Amend 1-204h to set a time period for additional proposals to be accepted for the 4 to 1 Program as 
allowed in 1-204j. 

Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

An additional time period of 10 years for additional proposals to be accepted for the 4 to 1 Program. This would 
allow more time for landowners to decide if they want to apply to the program and then to make the necessary 
arrangements. This would also give King County more time to educate the public about the program, advertise, 
solicit applications from property owners and assist property owners in negotiating arrangements with other 
property owners for joint applications. 

King County Comprehensive Plan Policy 1-202 Analysis 

KCCP Policy 1-202 states: 

1-202: All proposed Comprehensive Plan policy amendments should include the following elements: 
a. A detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why; 
b. A statement of anticipated impacts of the change, including geographic area affected and issues 

presented; 
c. A demonstration of why existing Comprehensive Plan guidance should not continue in effect or why 

existing criteria no longer apply; 
d. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Growth Management Act's goals and specific 

requirements; 
e. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Countywide Planning Policies; 
f. A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement programs support the change; 
g. Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation (including area zoning if 

appropriate) and alternatives; and 

8-11 



Proposed amendments each calendar year shall be considered by the Metropolitan King County Council 
concurrently so that the cumulative effects of the proposals can be determined. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-202 is outlined below: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

This policy amendment proposes to set a time period for additional proposals to be accepted into the 4 to I 
Program. King County Comprehensive Plan Policy 1-204j allows the King County Council to set a time 
period for additional proposals if the 4000-acre limit on land to be added to the Urban Growth Area is not 
reached in the original time limits set forth in I-204h because of either insufficient number of proposals or 
proposals of insufficient quality. The 4000-acre limit was not reached in the original time limits. The 4 to 
1 Program has added 199.6 acres to the Urban Area. An additional proposal, included in this amendment 
package, would add 6.6 acres to the Urban Area. 
The geographic area affected by this proposed policy amendment is the rural parcels along the Urban 
Growth Area. This policy amendment does not directly impact these parcels, but allows additional time for 
the property owners to apply to the program if they wish. 
The Comprehensive Plan directs the County Council to set a time period for additional proposals if the 
4000-acre limit is not reached. This policy is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy 1-204j .. 
This proposed policy amendment complies with the Growth Management Act's goals obtain to open space, 
increase affordable housing, reduce sprawl, encourage economic development, ensure adequate facilities 
and services and protect the environment by allowing additional time to receive applications into the 4 to 1 
Program. 

e. Countywide Planning Policy FW-l step 7 directs the King County Council to set additional rounds for 
proposals if the 4000-acre limit is not reached. 

f. No impact from or to functional plans or capital improvement plans. 
g. The recommended change has been presented at three public workshops offered for all rural property 

owners along the Urban Growth Area. The change will also be presented at the public meeting for the 
1996 KCCP amendments, and will be available for public review in public libraries. 

Proposal Implementation 

Amendments to the KCCP should also meet the requirements of Policy 1-203. This policy states: 

1-203 Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan policies should be accompanied by any changes to 
development regulations, modifications to capitol improvement programs, subarea, neighborhood, and 
functional plans required for implementation so that regulations will be consistent with the Plan. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-203 is as follows: 

Amendments to K.C.C. 20.12.458 are included in the transmittal ordinance for the 1996 Amendment to the 1994 
King County Comprehensive Plan. 
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POLICY 1-204 P 

BackgroundfPurpose 

The King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) does not define any uses that mayor may not be allowed in the 
open space obtained through the 4 to 1 Program. Clear definitions and guidelines of appropriate uses of open space 
obtained through the 4 to 1 Program are needed to successfully implement the program. 

Analysis of Options 

I) No action: Do not define any allowable uses in the open space obtained through the 4 to 1 Program. 

2) Amend I-204p to define allowable uses in 4 to 1 Program open space. 

Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

Add language to the existing KCCP I-204 which would define allowable uses in the open space obtained through 
the 4 to 1 Program: There is no existing guidance on what may and may not be allowed in the open space. 

King County Comprehensive Plan Policy 1-202 Analysis 

KCCP Policy I-202 states: 

I-202: All proposed Comprehensive Plan policy amendments should include the following elements: 
a. A detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why; 
b. A statement of anticipated impacts of the change, including geographic area affected and issues 

presented; 
c. A demonstration of why existing Comprehensive Plan guidance should not continue in effect or why 

existing criteria no longer apply; 
d. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Growth Management Act's goals and specific 

requirements; 
e. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Countywide Planning Policies; 
f. A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement programs support the change; 
g. Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation (including area zoning if 

appropriate) and alternatives; and 

Proposed amendments each calendar year shall be considered by the Metropolitan King County Council 
concurrently so that the cumulative effects of the proposals can be determined. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy I-202 is outlined below: 

a. This policy is proposed to be added to KCCP I-204 regarding the 4 to 1 Program. To date, the 4 to 1 
Program policy has not defmed any uses that would be allowed in the open space obtained through the 
program. Clear definitions and guidelines of appropriate uses of open space obtained through the 4 to 1 
Program are needed to successfully implement the Program. 

b. This proposed policy amendment would affect open space lands obtained through the 4 to 1 Program 
adjacent to the Urban Growth Area in the Rural Area. If located on a small portion of open space and if 
found to be compatible with open space functions and values, the uses allowed through this proposed 
policy may be appropriate and may provide increased incentive for a landowner to participate in the 4 to 1 
Program. This policy amendment may allow development of these areas for passive recreation including 
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c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

trails, limited active recreation, natural appearing stormwater facilities, and wetland mitigation. There are 
many different opinions on how to use the open space obtained through the 4 to 1 Program. These lands 
vary considerably and should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 
There is no existing Comprehensive Plan policy guidance or criteria regarding use of the open space 
obtained through the 4 to 1 Program. This proposed policy change would establish guidance and criteria. 
This proposed policy change complies with the Growth Management Act's goal #9 by encouraging 
retention of open space and development of recreational opportunities, and developing parks. 
The Countywide Planning Policies do not provide any guidance or criteria for use of open space obtained 
through the 4 to 1 Program. 
The Draft Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan (PROSP) includes a policy with different guidance for 
use of open space. The policy in the Draft PROSP may need to be changed if this Comprehensive Plan 
amendment is adopted. 
The recommended change has been presented at three public workshops offered for all rural property 
owners along the Urban Growth Area. The change will also be presented at the public meeting for the 
1996 KCCP amendments, and will be available for public review in public libraries. 

Proposal Implementation 

Amendments to the KCCP should also meet the requirements of Policy 1-203. This policy states: 

1-203 Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan policies should be accompanied by any changes to 
development regulations, modifications to capitol improvement programs, subarea, neighborhood, and 
functional plans required for implementation so that regulations will be consistent with the Plan. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-203 is as follows: 

The Draft Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan (PROSP) includes a policy with different guidance for use of 
open space. The policy in the Draft PROSP may need to be changed if this Comprehensive Plan amendment is 
adopted. 
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POLICY 1-208 

Background/Purpose 

King County Comprehensive Plan Policy 1-208 states that a Maple Valley Study be conducted to address the issue 
of community identity to ensure that the community maintains its community character and unity. The community's 
identity is perhaps threatened by the fact that some of the community is designated Urban and other portions Rural. 
The policy asks that the land uses in the three business centers of Maple Valley, Four Comers, and Wilderness 
Village be reviewed to determine the need for land use changes and whether consistent with existing countywide 
policies. 

The Greater Maple Valley Service Coalition requested that the County postpone the study because of possible 
incorporation vote in the November, 1996. The Coalition members, representing of all civic and services groups in 
the area, are concerned that the County study concurrent with the incorporation effort could confuse local residents. 
Following discussions with the Maple Valley Incorporation Committee representative, Laura Iddings, and the Maple 
Valley Study Team, the Executive proposes that the study be modified to focus on assistance to the community 
which would be relevant whether the area becomes a city or remains part of unincorporated King County. 

Analysis of Options 

There are two feasible courses of action. A brief summary follows: 

I. No action. Proceed with the County study which potentially could engender hostility from the community 
which would not allow staff to work in the community effectively. 

2. Amend 1-208 to modify the study as outlined in proposed amended policy 1-208. 

King County Comprehensive 'Plan Policy 1-202 Analysis 

KCCP Policy 1-202 states: 

1-202: AIl proposed Comprehensive Plan policy amendments should include the following elements: 
a. A detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why; 
b. A statement of anticipated impacts of the change, including geographic area affected and issues 

presented; 
c. A demonstration of why existing Comprehensive Plan guidance should not continue in effect or 

why existing criteria no longer apply; 
d. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Growth Management Act's goals and 

specific requirements; 
e. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Countywide Planning Policies; 
f. A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement programs support the change; 
g. Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation (including area zoning if 

appropriate) and alternatives; and 

Proposed amendments each calendar year shall be considered by the Metropolitan King County 
Council concurrently so that the cumulative effect of the proposals can be determined. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-202 is outlined below: 

a.-c. See background/purpose above for issue description and rationale. 
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d. 

e. 
f. 

g. 

The proposed amendment meets the Growth Management Act goal of community involvement and 
coordination. 
The proposal does not conflict with the Countywide Planning Policies. 
The proposal does not effect functional plans. Because the proposed amendment references a potential 
baseline traffic profile with action strategies, there could be ramifications for transportation capital 
improvement programs. Much of the Maple Valley Study area is within the Urban Growth Area and is 
designated "Full Service" by the Service and Finance Strategy Map. Therefore, the urban portion of Maple 
Valley has second priority for funding transportation improvements for existing conditions and new 
growth. 
The proposed amendment was discussed with representatives of the Maple Valley Black Diamond 
Chamber of Commerce, the Greater Maple Valley Area Council, the Maple Valley Incorporation 
Committee, and several residents who have supported the amendment. 

Proposal Implementation 

Amendments to the KCCP should also meet the requirements of Policy 1-203. This policy states: 

1-203: Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan policies should be accompanied by any changes to 
development regulations, modifications to capitol improvement programs, subarea, neighborhood, and 
"functional plans required for implementation so that regulations will be consistent with the Plan. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-203 is as follows: 

There are no impacts to development regulations or functional plans. If the incorporation vote is defeated, the 
traffic conditions/recommendations study may impact the transportation capital improvement programs. Within the 
Urban Growth Area there are "Full Service" and "Service Planning" areas. Most of urban Maple Valley is within 
the "Full Service" area designated by the King County Comprehensive Plan Service and Finance Strategy Map. 
"Full Service" areas have priority for transportation improvement funds for existing conditions and new growth. 
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ISSAQUAH EMPLOYMENT CENTER 

Background/Purpose 

In December of 1995 when it adopted 1995 policy, map and area zoning amendments to the King County 
Comprehensive Plan (KCCP), the Metropolitan King County Council adopted two Comprehensive Plan and zoning 
changes affecting the Issaquah Employment Center, located north of the City ofIssaquah and east of Lake 
Sammamish State Park (see map LU-l for location). First, the amendments redesignated the Issaquah Employment 
Center as an Unincorporated Activity Center (it was formerly designated Community Business), which better 
reflected the existing r~nge of uses and the zoning applied to the area. Second, the amendments rezoned a group of 
parcels developed with office buildings from Industrial (I) to Office, Special District Overlay (O-P-SO), and 
removed a 1.7-acre parcel from the designated Unincorporated Activity Center and rezoned it for residential use. 
These changes had the effect of reducing the total area of the Employment Center from about 196 acres to 194.3 
acres, and reducing the amount of industrially-zoned land by about 80 acres. 

The Council also directed that the Department of Development and Environmental Services (DDES) work with 
property owners and the City of Issaquah, study the zoning and existing uses within the Employment Center, and 
recommend any changes to the Council by June 3, 1996. 

The DDES has contacted all Employment Center property owners, surrounding residents and the City of Issaquah. 
As of the date of this report (March, 22 1996), no commercial or industrial property owners have indicated an 
interest in zoning changes. Some nearby residents are concerned about traffic and other impacts of development 
within the Employment Center, and the City of Issaquah is preparing official comments on potential zoning changes 
and preannexation issues within the Employment Center. 

In studying the Employment Center, the DDES noted two issues that should be resolved during 1996-98. First, the 
Employment Center boundaries as shown on the Comprehensive Plan Map do not include the group of properties 
known as Bush Lane. Bush Lane is surrounded by commercial uses in the City of Issaquah to the west and by the 
Employment Center on all other sides, and is accessible only through the Employment Center. During its review of 
the 1992 East Sammamish Community Plan, the Council zoned the Bush Lane properties Office (0), multi-family 
residential (R-24), and potential multi-family (R-4, potential R-12). These zones are more typical of an Activity 
Center designation than of an Urban Residential designation. 

Second, all of the Bush Lane parcels and some Employment Center parcels along East Lake Sammamish Parkway 
south of Southeast 56th Street are within the 100-year floodplains ofIssaquah Creek and Jordon Creek, and within 
the King County Shoreline Management Master Program's Conservancy Environment designation established in 
1978. Under the Shoreline Management regulations in effect for the Conservancy Environment, commercial 
development is not permitted (KCC 25.24.070). 

Finally, at the public open house the DDES hosted on March 21, 1996, another issue came to light that should be 
addressed at this time. Overdale Park, an established low-density residential community directly uphill and east of 
the Issaquah Employment Center at Southeast 56th Street, is supplied with public water from a well on 
commercially-zoned property south of 56th Street at the Center's eastern boundary (see map Z-I). Although the 
well is protected by an easement surrounding it with a 100-foot radius protection zone, some development has 
occurred· within the easement because the-easement restrictions were unknown to either the current property owner 
or King County. 
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Proposed Comprehensive Plan Map and Area Zoning Amendments 

1. Issaquah Employment Center Boundaries 

The Executive recommends that all the Bush Lane parcels be included in the boundaries of the Issaquah 
Employment Center (see map LU-l). This will provide a better foundations for studying land use, traffic, utility 
and other issues in the area. No zoning changes are needed at this time to implement the Center designation (see 
recommendation below for further study). 

2. Overdale Park Water System Wellhead Protection 

The Executive does not recommend a change in the Community Business (CB) zoning of the property containing 
the Overdale Park well (Parcel No. 212406-9090) at this time. The zoning should be modified with a P-suffix, 
however, to be sure that King County review of any permits for development on the site will reflect the protections 
to the we"lIhead now provided by the easement. No change to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map is needed to 
accommodate this zoning change. 

King County Comprehensive Plan Policy 1-202 Analysis 

KCCP Policy 1-202 states: 

1-202 All proposed Comprehensive Plan policy amendments should include the following elements: 
a. A detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why; 
b. A statement of anticipated impacts ofthe change, including geographic area affected and issues 

presented. 
c. A demonstration of why existing Comprehensive Plan guidance should not continue in effect or 

why existing criteria no longer apply; 
d. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Growth Management Act's goals and 

specific requirements; 
e. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Countywide Planning Policies; 
f. A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement programs support the change; 
g. Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation (including area zoning if 

appropriate) and alternatives; and, 

Proposed amendments each calendar year shall be considered by the Metropolitan King County Council 
concurrently so that the cumulative effect of the proposals can be determined. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-202 is outlined below: 

a-c. 

d. 

e. 

g. 

See summary above for detailed description and rationale. Given Bush Lane area's location, existing 
zoning and close relationship to nearby commercial and industrial uses, the area is already de facto 
part of the Issaquah Employment Center; the proposed amendment would not have any immediate 
impact on zoning or land uses in the area. 
The proposed amendment would eliminate some discrepancies between the adopted Land Use Map 
and implementing zoning. 
This proposal does not conflict with Countywide Planning Policies. 
Both the existing Issaquah Employment Center and Bush Lane are part of the Urban Growth Area and 
are within the City of Issaquah's agreed-on Potential Annexation Area. Therefore, the City will have 
long-term planning and public service responsibility for the area. 
Public review of this proposal consisted of a public open house meeting prior to DDES' transmittal of 
the recommendation to the Executive, plus an additional meeting before the Executive submits the 
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proposed changes to the Metropolitan King County Council. Affected property owners and nearby 
residents have been contacted concerning this amendment. Department staff also met with City of 
Issaquah planning staff, and the City has indicated its intent to submit formal comments on the 
Department's recommendations. 

Proposal Implementation 

I. Amendments to the KCCP should also meet the requirements of policy 1-203. This policy states: 

[-203 Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan policies should be accompanied by any changes to 
development regulations, modifications to capital improvement programs, subarea, neighborhood, and 
functional plans required for implementation so that regulations will be consistent with the Plan. 

A land use map amendment including the Bush Lane area within the Issaquah Employment Center is included with 
this report to the Council. No changes are needed to the Zoning Atlas at this time. 

2. An Area Zoning amendment is included to apply a P-suffix condition to Parcel No. 212406-9090 to help protect 
the Overdale Park community's wellhead from adverse impacts of development. 

Recommendation for Additional Study of Issaquah Employment Center 

King County, in cooperation with the City ofIssaquah, should also initiate a study to do the following by June, 
1998: 

1. Study the possibility of an amendment to the Shoreline Management Master Program to rezone and 
redesignate Bush Lane and vicinity from Conservancy to an Urban or Rural Environment, and determine 
what site-specific development conditions are appropriate for development within the 100-year floodplain 
of Issaquah Creek and Jordon Creek. A Shoreline Management Master Program amendment would require 
approval by the Washington State Department of Ecology as well as by the King County Council. 

2. With the City of Issaquah, pursue a pre-annexation agreement to determine what development standards 
should be applied to development in the Employment Center while it is unincorporated. 

3. With the City ofIssaquah and interested property owners and residents, study whether any other 
changes are appropriate to either the Issaquah Employment Center Boundaries or the zoning of individual 
properties in the vicinity. 
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COMMUNITY BUSINESS CENTER NEAR FALL CITY 

Background/Purpose 

In January of 1995 when it adopted the initial area zoning to implement the King County Comprehensive Plan 
(KCCP), the Metropolitan King County Council applied Community Business (CB) zoning to a group of parcels in 
the Rural Area just outside the designated boundaries of Fall City. As part of the 1995 KCCP amendment package, 
the Executive recommended a technical correction to the area zoning after it was discovered that one or more of the 
parcels involved had two different zones applied. The Council requested that the Executive study these parcels and 
recommend the appropriate zoning, especially in light of the 1995 Snoqualmie River flooding. 

Proposed Area Zoning Amendment 

The Executive recommends changing the zoning from Community Business (CB) to Rural Residential, one home 
per 10 acres (RA-I 0). This would make the zoning consistent with the 1994 King County Land Use Map 
designation, which is Rural Residential and Rural Farm District, and with the King County Shoreline Management 
Master Program (SMP) designation, which is Conservancy Environment. The existing Community Business (CB) 
zoning is inconsistent with these designations. Under King County's regulations in effect for the Conservancy 
Environment, commercial development is not allowed (KCC 25.24.070). Amendments to either the SMP's 
Conservancy Environment designation or regulations would require approval by the Washington State Department 
of Ecology. The existing CB zoning is also inconsistent with KCCP policies R-I08, R-302 and R-306, which read 
as follows: 

R-I08 King County shall identify, in partnership with citizens and property owners, appropriate districts within 
the Rural Area where farming and forestry are to be encouraged and expanded through incentives and 
additional zoning protection .... Permitted uses in Rural Farm or Forest Districts should be limited to 
residences at very low densities (one home per 20 acres for forest areas, one home per 10 acres for 
farming areas). Institutional uses or public facilities should not be permitted except as provided by 
Countywide Planning Policy LU-9. (emphasis added) 

R-302 King County hereby designates Fall City and theTown of Vashon as unincorporated Rural Towns. 
Boundaries of the designated Rural Towns are shown on the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map. Subarea 
plans may review and recommend minor adjustments to these boundaries, but such adjustments shall not 
allow significant increases in development potential for a town, and shall not allow increased development 
intensities closer to environmentally sensitive areas than existing boundaries would (emphasis added) 

R-306 Rural Towns should be compact, promoting pedestrian travel as well as automobile access to most 
commercial and industrial uses, although these uses are often mixed throughout the towns. New 
development should be designed to strengthen the desirable characteristics and the historic character of the 
town, be supported by necessary public facilities and services, and be compatible with historic resources 
and nearby rural or resource uses. New industrial uses should locate where they do not disrupt pedestrian 
traffic in established retail areas of town or conflict with residential uses. 

The proposed zone change is also consistent with both the Countywide Planning Policies (LU-12.c) and 1994 King 
County Comprehensive Plan (rural density policy R-205), which provide for use of the RA-lO zone on lands with 
environmental constraints. All of the parcels listed are within the 100-year Floodplain as defined in the King 
County Sensitive Areas Ordinance. 

In addition, all of parcels 9007 and 9026, and about one-half each of parcels 9063 and 9078 are designated as 
Floodway (that portion of the Floodplain likely to be inundated by deep and fast-flowing water during flooding, and 
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defined as " ... the stream and that portion of the adjoining floodplain which is necessary to contain and discharge the 
base flood flow without increasing the base flood elevation more than one foot.")by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Program. 

The existing P-suffix condition applied to parcels 9026,9063 and 9078 (adopted in the original Snoqualmie Valley 
Community Plan and Area Zoning) prohibits new or additional fill on the westerly 360 feet of these parcels. (This 
P-suffix condition is consistent with the SMP and KCCP, and is recommended to be applied to all of the listed 
parcels.) In combination with the standards applied to grading and new development in the Floodway, this 
prohibition would make new commercial development on these properties virtually impossible even if it were 
permitted in the SMP's Conservancy Environment. Continued maintenance and/or expansion of the existing 
commercial developments as legal nonconforming uses on parcels 9026 and 9063 is permitted, subject to the 
Zoning Code's nonconformance provisions (KCC 21A.32.020 through -090) . 

Proposal Implementation 

A Zoning Atlas map amendment is included with this report to the Council. No change to the Comprehensive Plan 
Land Use Map is needed, since the area is already appropriately designated. 
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City of Black Diamond Urban Growth Area 

Background/Purpose 

In December of 1995, the King County Council adopted Ordinance 12065 which established a process to determine 
the appropriate land uses within the Black Diamond Urban Growth Area and resolve a number of related planning 
issues relating to the City of Black Diamond. King County, the City of Black Diamond, the affected property 
owners and in consultation with the representatives from the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe are working together to 
address the issues identified in Ordinance 12065. 

Ordinance 12065 

Adoption of Ordinance 12065 in December 1995 amended the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan in the 
following ways: 

1. Deleted the Black Diamond Joint Planning Area overlay designation from the Countywide Growth Pattern 
map. 

2. Amended the King County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map to reflect the 783 acres of land annexed to 
the City in 1994. 

3. Designated 1,927 acres as the "New Rural City Urban Growth Area" on the King County Comprehensive 
Plan Land Use Map with the proviso that on or before December 31, 1996, that within this acreage, 915 
acres will be identified for future Urban development and the remainder shall be designated Open Space or 
Natural Resource Lands. 

4. Applied the Urban Reserve zone with conditions (UR-5-P) on all properties within the New Rural City 
Urban Growth Area, with the exception of the John Henry Mining Site, which is zoned Mineral with 
conditions (M-P). The UR zone is in effect until annexation occurs. 

5. Clearly stated King County's intent of not supporting any annexation proposals within the New City Urban 
Growth Area until the issues identified in the Joint Planning Ordinance have been resolved. 

The Ordinance also established the following provisions that are being addressed by King County staff, the City and 
the property owners: 

1. King County, the City of Black Diamond and the major property owners will sign a three party Pre
annexation agreement by December 31, 1996 that includes: 

a. Designating approximately 915 acres for future urban development, plus the Lake 12 
Neighborhood within the New Rural City Urban Growth Area, and designating the remaining 
New Rural City Urban Growth Area as Open Space or Natural Resource Use Lands. 
b. Establishing a mechanism to allow minor modifications of these mapped areas at the time 

'- of annexation to the City. 
c. Identifying the 3,660 acre Open Space or Natural Resource Overlay Areas that includes 
open space areas in the.City, the New Rural City UGA and in unincorporated King County. 
d. Establishing a mechanism to adjust the east City limit line on an acre by acre basis as it 
relates to Forest Production District area, with a maximum total acreage to be adjusted of 100 
acres, and does not result in any net increase of developable land with the City limits. 
e. Establishing a mechanism to adjust the west boundary of the City limits to facilitate the 
proper alignment of the transportation corridor for the 783 acre annexation area. 
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f. Establish a mechanism for conveyance of Open Space/Natural Resource lands between 
the property owners and King County as the designated urban land is annexed to the City for 
development. Open Space/Natural Resource lands may be provided through density transfers, 
resource management plans, conservation easements, reclamation plans, or other less than fee 
interest conveyance methods. 
g. Assessing the future water and sewer service needs of the Lake 12 neighborhood and 
recommending potential options on how to address those needs. 

Proposed Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 

New Rural City Urban Growth Area: The New Rural City Urban Growth Area for the City of Black Diamond 
totals 1 ,927 acres. This area roughly covers lands identified as the North Expansion Area, John Henry Mine, Lake 
No. 12, South Expansion Area, the West Expansion Area and additional properties that are owned by Plum Creek 
Timber. (See Map) The Executive recommends redesignating the 1,927 acres from "New Rural City Urban Growth 
Area" to "Rural Cities Urban Growth Area" after the successful signing of the pre-annexation agreement by all the 
affected parties. 

The pre-annexation agreement will allocate the proportionate share of urban and open space/natural resource lands 
between the affected property owners. Applying similar principles found in the Four to One program, the Rural 
Cities Urban Growth Area for the City of Black Diamond will be 915 acres, with 3,660 acres of dedicated open 
space or natural resource lands. The 3,660 acres of dedicated open space or natural resource lands will be achieved· 
through lands designated in the existing 1996 City boundaries, the Rural Cities Urban Growth Area and in the Rural 
area surrounding the city. 

Approximate Property Allocation 

Plum Creek Timber 
Palmer Coking Coal 

Total 

Plum Creek Timber Open Space Credits 
Urban Growth Area Open Space 
Joint Planning Area Open Space (RlFPD) 
In City Open Space (71 %)* 

Developable Area 
646 (71%) 
269 (29%) 

915 (100%) 

Totals 

B-23 

Open Space 
2,584 (71%)* 
1.076 (29%)** 
3,660 (100%) 

714 
1,004 

866 
2,584 acres 



Palmer Coking Coal Open Space Credits 
Urban Growth Area Open Space (JH) 
Joint Planning Area Open Space (FPD) 
In City Open Space (29%)** 

260 
450 
353 

Totals 1,053 acres 

King County Comprehensive Plan Policy 1-202 Analysis 

KCCP Policy 1-202 states: 

1-202 All proposed Comprehensive Plan policy amendments should include the following elements: 
a. A detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why; 
b. A statement of anticipated impacts of the change, including geographic area affected and issues 

presented; 
c. A demonstration of why existing Comprehensive Plan guidance should not continue in effect or why 

existing criteria no longer apply; 
d. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Growth Management Act's goals and specific 

requirements; 
e. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Countywide Planning Policies; 
f. A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement programs support the change; 
g. Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation (including area zoning if 

appropriate) and alternatives; and 

Proposed amendments each calendar year shall be considered by the Metropolitan King County 
Council concurrently so that the cumulative effect of the proposals can be determined. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-202 is outlined below: 

a. In 1995, Metropolitan King County Council adopted Ordinance 12065 which designated 1,927 acres as 
"New Rural City Urban Growth Area" for the City of Black Diamond on the King County Comprehensive 
Plan Land Use Map with the proviso that on or before December 31, 1996, that within this acreage, 915 
acres will be identified for future Urban development and the remainder shall be designated Open Space or 
Natural Resburce lands. The Ordinance also established a deadline of June 3, 1996 for amendments 
relating to the King County Comprehensive Plan and a September 1, 1996 deadline for transmittal of a 
final pre-annexation agreement to the County Council for their consideration and adoption. 

The Ordinance adopted Urban Reserve zoning with conditions (UR-P) on all properties within the New 
Rural City Urban Growth Area, with the exception of the John Henry Mining Site, with is zoned Mineral 
with conditions (M-P). The adopted zoning is in effect until annexation of these lands into the City of 
Black Diamond. The P-suffix conditions for the affected lands are no development potential is permitted 
that would be greater than the densities allowed under the 1994 Zoning Atlas and that the existing 
mining/mineral uses be protected for the life of the resource or until such uses are terminated. 

Ordinance 12065 also identified specific land use and zoning issues to be resolved as part of the pre
annexation agreement. The City of Black Diamond, affected property owners and King County staff have 
and are continuing to their work on resolving the issues identified in Ordinance 12065. 

An amendment to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map is proposed as part of the 
pre-annexation agreement with the City of Black Diamond. The amendment proposes to amend the "New 
Rural Cities Urban Growth Area" designation around the City of Black Diamond to "Rural Cities Urban 
Growth Area" after the pre-annexation agreement is signed by all the affected parties. No amendment is 
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needed to the Zoning Atlas. The final boundaries of the developable urban lands, the open space/natural 
resource areas and zoning will be determined at the time of annexation. Amending the Land Use Map and 
retention of the existing zoning designations provides flexibility for the County, the City and the property 
owners to respond to future land use needs that are reflective of the current market at the time of 
annexation. A conceptual land use map is being prepared at this time and will be transmitted to the County 
Council later in June. A final conceptual land use map will be an attachment to the pre-annexation 
agreement. The purpose of the conceptual land use map is to illustrate how the provisos of Ordinance 
12065 have been met. 

The final pre-annexation agreement will state a maximum of915 urban developable acres to be designated 
within the New Rural City Urban Growth Area and a total of3,660 open space/natural resource lands to be 
designated in combination of lands found in the existing 1996 City boundary, the new rural city urban 
growth area and in the surrounding rural area. The final agreement will further spell out the proportionate 
acreage of commercial, industrial, and residential land uses for each of the affected property owners within 
the new rural city urban growth area. 

The final pre-annexation agreement will be transmitted in early September, 1995 and will recommend 
areas for future urban development and open space/natural resource management within the new rural city 
urban growth area. The new rural city urban growth area (UGA) that is under negotiations is shown on the 
Map (enclosed). The recommendation will be based on the following factors: 
I. Utilize the principles of 4 open space acres for every 1 urban acre designated, and includes 

counting the open space/natural resource areas designated within the existing 1996 City limits, the 
UGA and rural lands outside of the UGA; 

2. Consistency with the County-wide Planning Policies and the King County Comprehensive Plan 
regarding the Urban Growth Area for rural cities; 

3. Consistency with the long range vision of the City of Black Diamond Comprehensive Plan for 
future annexation areas; 

4. Consistency with the Natural Resource Principles developed for the Black Diamond area; 
5. Economic viability for the affected property owners; and 
6. Phasing of needed capital facilities and services. 

b. The impacts of the proposed Black Diamond Urban Growth Area Agreement will occur and be better know 
when the designated urban lands in the new rural city urban growth area are annexed to the City of Black 
Diamond for actual development. The properties designated for annexation are currently designated Rural, 
Forest Production District, or Mining and have active resource based activities occurring on the site (See 
Map). The proposed pre-annexation agreement does not allow urban development of these properties until 
they are annexed to the City. Until annexation, King County will continue to provide the same level of 
service to these area under it's current County designations of Rural, Forest Production District or Mining. 

c. 

d. 

Resolution of the Urban Growth Area for the City of Black Diamond has been anticipated as far back as 
the Countywide Planning Policies, the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan, and the 1995 amendment 
to the King County Comprehensive Plan. The proposed Agreement satisfies the policy direction of these 
documents. 

Resolution of the Urban Growth Area for the City of Black Diamond has been anticipated as far back as 
the Countywide Planning Policies, the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan, and the 1995 amendment 
to the King County Comprehensive Plan. Each of these documents were prepared consistent with the State 
Growth Management Act for establishing land use, transportation, housing, facilities and services, utilities, 
natural environment, economic development. The proposed pre-annexation agreement satisfies the policy 
direction of these documents and recommends retaining the adopted new rural city urban growth area and 
zoning that meets the future growth needs of the City of Black Diamond. 
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e. 

f. 

g. 

Resolution of the Urban Growth Area for the City of Black Diamond was anticipated by the Countywide 
Planning Policies. The proposed Agreement satisfies the policy direction of the CPPs and establishes an 
Urban Growth Area with urban land designations that meets the future growth needs for the City of Black 
Diamond. 

The King County functional plans that support rural residential densities for properties with sensitive 
features and/or a low level of public services would support the proposed Agreement. The Natural 
Resource Principles that were developed as part of this Agreement, provide additional guidance on the 
location and design future urban development within the new rural city urban growth area. The Principles 
were developed in response to recognize the environmental features and community valued sites found in 
the area and the goal of locating future development that is sensitive to these features. 

Public review of this proposal consists of several meetings to be held during the summer of 1996 and the 
open house meeting scheduled for April 30, 1996 to present the 1996 amendments to the King County 
Comprehensive Plan. The purpose of the meeting is to provide the public an opportunity to review and 
comment on the proposed amendments. For the Black Diamond Urban Growth Area Agreement, 
additional meetings are scheduled for the summer of 1996 to present the recommended agreement, 
refinements to the agreement and to hear public comments. These additional meeting will take place in the 
Black Diamond community. Comments received at these meetings will be incorporated into the 
Recommended Agreement that is due to the King County Council on September 1, 1996. 

Proposal Implementation 

Amendments to the KCCP should also meet the requirements of Policy 1-203. This policy states: 

1-203 Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan policies should be accompanied by any changes to 
development regulations, modifications to capital improvement programs, subarea, neighborhood, and 
functional plans required for implementations so that regulations will be consistent with the Plan. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-203 is as follows: 

The proposed Black Diamond Pre-annexation agreement does not propose to amend Comprehensive Plan policies. 
Tnerefore no changes to development regulations, modifications to capital improvement programs, subarea, 
neighborhood, and functional plans area required. 
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4 TO 1 PROPOSAL: EMMERSON & ASSOCIATES 

Background/Purpose 

The 4 to 1 Program, adopted in 1994 as part of the King County Comprehensive Plan, provides a mechanism to 
amend the Urban Growth Area to achieve permanent open space. The Program allows rural property owners with 
property contiguous to the Urban Growth Boundary to obtain urban designation in exchange for dedicated open 
space: one acre (20 percent) of the property is redesignated as urban land if four acres (80 percent) of the property 
are dedicated to the public as permanent open space. An affordable housing incentive allows a 3.5 to 1 ratio: one 
acre of the property is redesignated as urban land for every 3.5 acres dedicated as public open space. A maximum 
of 4,000 acres of new urban land may be added to the Urban Growth Area as a result of the Program. To be 
eligible, a proposal must include at least 20 acres. New urban land added to the Urban Growth Area through the 4 
to 1 Program is limited to residential development with a minimum of an R-4 zoning. 

Changes to the Urban Growth Area through this Program are processed as Land Use Map Amendments which occur 
each year as part of the annual review of the Plan. One application was received and reviewed prior to March 22, 
1996 and Emmerson & Associates, Inc., is transmitted as part of the 1996 Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
package. 

The 4 to 1 Program has added 199.6 acres to the Urban Area and 790.4 acres to open space. This proposal would 
add 6:6 acres to the Urban Area and 26.2 acres to open space. 

Amendment Proposal 

This amendment proposal for Emmerson & Associates recommends addition of 6.6 acres to the Urban Growth Area 
and provides an urban zoning (R-4P). The proposed open space (26.2 acres) remains in rural designation and 
zoning and is dedicated to King County as permanent open space at final plat approval. 

Analysis of Options 

1. No Action. Retain rural land use designation for the entire property with current zoning ofRA-5. 

2. Utilizing a 4 to 1 ratio. approve amendment to UGA to include 6.6 acres. zoned R-4P as presented on the 
attached Land Use and Zoning maps. Approval of this amendment will result in 26.2 acres of open space to be 
dedicated as permanent open space after final plat approval. 

3. Utilizing a 3.5 to 1 ratio. approve amendment to UGA to include 7.3 acres. zoned R-4P. Approval of this 
amendment will result in 25.7 acres of open space to be dedicated as permanent open space after final plat 
approval and due to the 3.5 to 1 ratio which provides an affordable housing incentive, will require construction 

. of at least 30 percent affordable housing. The applicant determined that affordable housing was not feasible in 
this area and applied under the 4 to 1 ratio (#2 above). 

Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

Amend the Urban Growth Area to include an additional 6.6 acres, zoned R-4P, contiguous to the Urban Growth 
Area on property owned by Emmerson & Associates as shown on the accompanying Land Use and Zoning maps. 
Approval of this amendment will meet the intent and criteria of the 4 to 1 Program as specified in Countywide 
Planning Policies and King County Comprehensive Plan. 
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King County Comprehensive Plan Policy 1-202 Analysis 

KCCP Policy 1-202 states: 

1-202 All proposed Comprehensive Plan policy amendments should include the following elements: 
a. A detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why; 
b. A statement of anticipated impacts of the change, including geographic area affected and issues 

presented. 
c. A demonstration of why existing Comprehensive Plan guidance should not continue in effect or 

why existing criteria no longer apply; 
d. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Growth Management Act's goals and 

specific requirements; 
e. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Countywide Planning Policies; 
f. A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement programs support the change; 
g. Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation (including area zoning if 

appropriate) and alternatives; and, 

Proposed amendments each calendar year shall be considered by the Metropolitan King County Council 
concurrently so that the cumulative effect of the proposals can be determined. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy I-202 is outlined below: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

6.6 acres of land will be redesignated from a rural to an urban designation with an R-4P zoning. The 
remaining land (26.2 acres) will remain in rural designation until dedication to King County as permanent 
open space following [mal plat approval. This proposed amendment is part of 4 to 1 Program 
implementation. 
6.6 acres of rural designated land currently zoned RA-5 within the Patterson Creek Basin on the East 
Sammamish Plateau will be redesignated to urban with an R-4 zoning. Development will be clustered 
along the Urban Growth Area and will eventually be served by urban services. The remainder of the 
property, 26.2 acres, will remain in rural designation and will be dedicated to King County as permanent 
open space following final plat approval. There will be some environmental and neighborhood impacts 
due to the increased density on the new urban portion of those properties. However, that impact is 
mitigated by the permanent open space which will be conveyed to King County. 
This amendment to the Urban Growth Area implements the 4 to 1 Program adopted in the Comprehensive 
Plan and is consistent with Comprehensive Plan guidance. Specifically, it complies with the following 
Comprehensive Plan policies: 

1-204 which amends the Urban Growth Area to achieve open space through the 4 to 1 Program; 
1-205 which guides the process for 4 to 1 applications; 
NE-I06 which directs King County to use incentive programs to protect resource lands including steep 
slopes and wetlands; 
U-503 which states that King County shall use incentives to protect environmentally significant areas; 

This amendment promotes the Growth Management Act goals to reduce sprawl and protect the natural 
environment. 

e. This policy complies with the following Countywide Planning Policies: 
FW-l, Step 7 which amends the Urban Growth Area to achieve open space though the 4 to 1 Program. 
FW-6 which encourages protection of the natural environment by concentrating development and 
reducing the consumption of land; 

f. This proposal does not effect the functional plans and capital improvement programs. 
g. The following public review of this amendment was provided: 

1996 KCCP Amendments Public Process 
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The proposal contained in this report was part of the public process for the 1996 Amendments to the King 
County Comprehensive Plan. 4 to 1 Program staff presented general information on the 4 to I Program 
and answered questions regarding specific 4 to 1 Proposals. Properties proposed for redesignation were 
identified on a map available for public review. 

Public Workshops 
Three Public Workshops were held on March 26, 1996 at Northshore Senior Center, April II, 1996 at 
Kentwood High School, and April 16, 1996 at Lake Wilderness Center. These workshops will be 
advertised to all property owners along the rural side of the Urban Growth Area. 

Public Notification 
All property owners within 500 foot radius of urban portion of any 4 to 1 Proposal were mailed letters with 
information and maps of proposals and providing notification of public workshops and Council public 
hearings. Program staff presented information on 1996 4 to I proposals and were available to answer any 
questions and receive comments. 

Proposal Implementation 

I. Amendments to the KCCP should also meet the requirements of Policy 1-203. This policy states: 

1-203 Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan policies should be accompanied by any changes to 
development regulations, modifications to capitol improvement programs, subarea, neighborhood, and 
functional plans required for implementation so that regulations will be consistent with the Plan. 

A response to the criteria in KCCP Policy 1-203 is as follows: 

Land Use and Zoning Atlas maps are included with this report. 

Property Description 

Location 
The property is within the southeast quarter of the southwest quarter of Section 23 Township 25, Range 6 East and 
are located approximately five miles east of Redmond off Northeast 24th Street. on the Lake Sammamish Plateau. 

Basin 
The property lies within the Patterson Creek Basin ofthe Snoqualmie River Watershed. The Patterson Creek basin 
is a regionally significant basin that supports some of the best salmon habitat in western King County. As a major 
tributary of the Snoqualmie River, this basin contributes to the coho production of the Snohomish/Snoqualmie River 
system. The basin is biologically diverse and productive. Currently, the mainstem and its tributaries support four 
species of salmonids, a rare fresh-water mussel, diverse wetland communities, and many water-dependent birds, 
amphibians and mammals. 

Surrounding land use 
To the north and south of the property properties are zoned RA-5, mostly low-density rural development on large 
lots. The property directly south is currently in the platting process (Project L95POOI6) .. To the west is the Urban 
Growth Area where the development is low-density and zoned for 1 dwelling unit per acre. To the southwest is 160 
acres of land owned by Washington State Department of Natural Resources. 

Property development 
The property is undeveloped. There are several trails traversing the property. 
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Land cover 
At present, the property is mostly covered by a second growth mixed coniferouslbroad-Ieafforest. The dominant 
tree species on the property include Douglas fir, western hemlock, western red cedar, red alder, and big leaf maple. 
Dominant understory plant species include salmonberry, vine maple, and swordfern. The land that is proposed for 
redesignation to urban is partially cleared. There is currently a Native Growth Protection Easement on the eastern 
parcel. Much of the western half of the site was formerly used as a Christmas tree farm and is now a relatively open 
grassy area with scattered young conifers. 

Wetland 
A wetland inventory was conducted on the property by Terra Associates. One wetland was identified and 
delineated on the site. Based on the report prepared by Terra Associates, the wetland meets the criteria for a King 
County Class 2 wetland because its total area is greater than one acre and it includes a forested class. The wetland is 
located in a topographic low area in the southwest portion of the property. The wetland varies in width from about 
ten feet at the top of the steep slope to about 200 feet on the southern boundary of the subject property. Using the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service wetland classification system, this area includes three wetland classes: palustrine 
forested, broad-leaved, deciduous; palustrine scrub-shrub, broad leafed, deciduous; and riverine, intermittent, 
streambed. The wetland and buffer is located within the proposed open space. 

Streams 
A small seasonal stream drains from the north end of the wetland on the property into Patterson Creek. Although 
this was not included in the King County Sensitive Areas Map Folio, it would probably be classified as a King 
County Ciass 3 stream based on it's characteristics. In a report prepared by Terra Associates it was noted that 
although there was flow in this channel during the rainy season, it is likely to be dry during the summer months. 
There is no possibility of salmon use because of steep slopes at the edge of the plateau. 

Geologic Hazards: According to the King County Sensitive Areas Map Folio, the eastern portions of the site are 
located within an erosion and landslide hazard area. This is the area proposed for open space dedication. 

Terrain: The property lies on the East Lake Sammamish Plateau above Patterson Creek. The topography of the 
site ranges from 5 - 40 percent slope. The western portion of the site drains into the wetland on-site while the 
eastern portion of the site drains down a 40 percent slope to the east. 

Zoning 
The property is currently zoned RA-5. R-4P zoning is recommended. Based on King County Comprehensive Plan 
Policy I-205, specific detailed site suitability and development conditions for both the urban and open space 
portions of the proposal shall be established through the preliminary formal plat approval process. The adjacent 
Urban land is zoned R-l. 

Water and Sewer 
The property owner currently has a developer's extension agreement for water service for seven units. The 
Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer District informed the property owner there will be no problem increasing the 
agreement to account for 26 units for additional water service. The property is not currently served by sewer. Until 
sewer is extended to 244th A venue Northeast, the homes may be served by an interim community drainfield system 
maintained by the Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer District. 

Transportation Concurrency 
The property owner has received a Conditional Certificate of Transportation Concurrency from King County 
Transportation Planning. The certificate is issued with the condition that the subject property be accepted through 
the 4 to" 1 Program. 

Access 
Legal dedicated access is available from 244th A venue Northeast and Northeast 24th Street. 
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Public Benefits 

Open space 
The 26.2 acres of proposed open space will become part of a permanent band of open space that is being created 
along the UGA to the south of the Emmerson property, including: 1) the Ravenholt 4 to 1 property (40 acres), 
2) Section 36 (640 acres), 3) 160 acres owned by Washington State Department of Natural Resources that will be 
included as a 19974 to I application, and 4) 40 acres acquired by Waterways 2000 along Patterson Creek and 
directly east of the Department of Natural Resources parcel. Other Waterways 2000 priority properties are along 
Patterson Creek which extends through the eastern portion of the property. 

Additional Analysis 

Native Growth Protection Easement 
17.8 acres of the total 26.2 acres proposed open space was designated as Native Growth Protection Easement 
(NGPE) in 1992. Executive staff discussed the issue of whether the intent and criteria of the 4 to I Program as 
specified in KCCP 1-204 and 1-205 would be met if the land within the NGPE was allowed to be included as part of 
the 4 to I proposal. 

Following extensive discussions, Executive staff determined that the proposal meets the criteria and intent of the 4 
to I Program and that inclusion of the area within the NGPE as part of the open space is valid. 

Specifically, the following issues were addressed: 

I. Does the deSignation of NGP E as a condition of a previous plat approval, encumber the property? 

Executive staff determined that the property is not encumbered. 

Executive staff reviewed the history of development proposals for the property. This Tract was designated as a 
NGPE during plat approval for Hecate Hill, a 10 unit subdivision developed by the applicant in 1992. Two 
Tracts were designated at that time as NGPE: Tract B - referred in the Hearings Examiners Report (S89P0033) 
as Tract D; and Tract C within the proposed open space and referred in the Hearings Examiners Report as Tract 
E. Tract B, directly south of the proposed open space was required to meet conditions for approval of the 
Hecate Hill plat pursuant to requirements of the SC zone and "may not be used for calculating density for the 
future subdivision of any portion of this total property." However, Condition #19 of the Hearings Examiners 
Report also indicated that " ... The area within Tract E (now called Tract C) may be used in calculating density 
for the future subdivision of property covered by this application, subject to the limitations and requirements of 
the applicable zone classification in effect at the time of any such future application." 

2. Does the proposal meet the intent and criteria of the 4 to 1 Program as specified in KCCP 1-204 and 1-205? 

KCCP Policy 1-204(a) states that "Rural Area land may be added to the UGA only in exchange for a dedication 
of permanent open space to the King County Open Space System." Land protected as a NGPE is privately 
owned. The entire open space (17.8 acres within the NGPE and an additional 8.4 acres) will be conveyed to 
King County Open Space System following final plat approval. Dedication to King County will allow for 
public access to the open space and potential development of trails through the open space corridor along the 
UGA. In addition, the proposal helps to achieve the 4 to 1 Program goal of creating a contiguous band of 
permanent open space along the UGA. 
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King County Comprehensive Plan 
R-307 and R-308 

Rural Neighborhoods and Businesses 

Background/Purpose 

In 1995 the Metropolitan King County Council adopted amendments to policies R-307 and R-308, addressing rural 
neighborhood business areas. R-307 now reads as follows: 

R-307 Convenience shopping and services for Rural Area residents should be provided by existing Rural 
Neighborhoods and Businesses, the boundaries of which may only be expanded to (1) accomplish infill by 
recognizing land which is 75 % bordered by an existing (as of December 31, 1994) Rural Neighborhood, or 
(2) recognize existing (as of December 31, 1995), adjacent commercial uses .. The Executive shall evaluate 
all Rural Neighborhoods based on these criteria and forward any recommended adjustments to Rural 
Neighborhood boundaries to the Council June 1, 1996. 

Currently designated Rural Neighborhoods, by community planning area, are: 

Bear Creek: Cottage Lake, Redmond-Fall City Roadl236th NE; 
East King County: Clearwater, Timberlane Village; 
Enumclaw: Cumberland; 
Newcastle: East Renton Plateau; 
Snoqualmie: Preston, Stillwater; 
Tahoma/Raven Heights: Hobart, Ravensdale, North Cedar Grove Road; and 
Vashon: Burton, Dockton, Tahlequah, Portage, Heights Dock, Jack's Corner, Valley Center, Vashon 
Heights, Maury Island Service Center. 

Recommendation for Additional Study of Commercial Uses in Rural Areas 

The scope of this amendment was limited to those designated Rural Neighborhoods and Businesses listed in KCCP policy 
R-308, both by the Council's adopted policy language and by the requirement to transmit recommendations to the 
Council by June 3, 1996. Except for the Stillwater Rural Neighborhood, there were no properties or uses found that met 
the criteria in Policy R-307. KCCP Land Use changes for Stillwater would involve modifying the Agricultural 
Production District (APD) boundary to exclude the existing Stillwater store from the APD and placing Neighborhood 
business (NB) zoning on the property, and redesignating the residential lots across the highway from Rural Neighborhood 
to Rural Residential and rezoning them from NB to Rural Residential, one home per 2.5 acres (RA-2.5). Changes to the 
APD boundary are beyond the scope of Policy R-307. 

During its research for this report the Land Use Services Division of the Department of Development and Environmental 
Services found many discrepancies between zoning and actual land use, as well as inconsistencies between KCCP 
policies and Land Use Map designation, affecting both designated and undesignated neighborhood commercial uses in 
Rural Areas. Given these widespread discrepancies and the APD boun\iary issue at Stillwater, the Executive recommends 
that during 1997 and 1998, a study be conducted of all neighborhood-scale commercial uses existing in the Rural Area. 
Recommendations for KCCP policy and map amendments, as well as any needed implementing area zoning changes, can 
be prepared for consideration by the Council in 1998. This will allow time for both adequate public notice and the 
technical research needed to address the issue comprehensively. 

\:\comp\an\amend96\rucentrs.doc c May 20,1996 
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ADDENDUM to the Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement on the 
1994 King County Comprehensive Plan 

Prepared for the 

1996 Amendments to the King County Comprehensive Plan 

8 
King County 

Office of Budget and Strategic Planning and 
Department of Development and Environmental Services 

June 1996 





Addendum to the DEIS and FEIS 
1996 Amendments to the King County Comprehensive Plan 

Prepared in Compliance with 

The Washington State Environmental Policy Act of 1971 

Chapter 43.21C Revised Code of Washington 

Revised SEPA Guidelines, Effective April 4, 1984 

Chapter 197-11, Washington Administrative Code 

Chapter 20.44, King County Code (Environmental Procedures) 

Date of Issuance: June 4, 1996 
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King County 
Department of Development 
and Emironmental Senices 
3600 - 136th Place Southeast 
Bellel'Ue, Washington 98006-1400 

Date of Issuance: 

Proposal: 

Location: 

. King County Permits: 

SEPA Contact: 

Permit Contact: 

Proponent: 

Zoning: 
Community Plan: 
Drainage Subbasin: 

Determination Of SignifiCance, 
Adoption of & Addendum to 

Existing Environmental Documents 
for the 1996 Amendment to 

The King County Comprehensive Plan 
File No. E96E0086 

June 4, 1996' 

Adoption of an annual amendment to the King County 
Comprehensive Plan (KCCP), in accordance with the Growth 
Management Act. Proposed amendments include revisions to 
Rural, Natural Resource Lands, and Planning and 
Implementation policies; changes to Issaquah Employment 
Center land use designations and Fall City Commercial Business 
zoning; land use map change to add Emerson property to 4:1 
Program; designation of the New Rural City Urban Growth Area 
for Black Diamond; and modifications to the Maple Valley Study. 

Unincorporated King County 

Adoption of Ordinance by Metropolitan King County Council 

Barbara Questad, Environmental Planner 
(206) 296-7149 

Karen Wolf, Project Manager 
King County Comprehensive Plan 
Office of Budget and Strategic Planning 
(206) 205-0704 

Gary Locke, King County Executive, and 
Metropolitan King County Council 
King County Courthouse 
516 Third Avenue 

. Seattle, WA 98104 

Multiple zones 

SectionlTownshiplRange: 

All community planning areas 
All drainage subbasins 
AllSTRs 

Threshold Determination 

The .responsible official fmds that the above-described proposal poses a probable significant 
, adverse impact to the environment and therefore is issuing a Determination of Significance. 
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, This finding is made pursuant to RCW 43.21C, WAC 197-11, and KCC 20.44. After 
independent review of the documents listed below, the responsible official has identified and 
adopted them as being appropriate for this proposal. Iqng County is also issuing an 
Addendum to the adopted documents. The Addendum adds information and analyses about 
the proposed amendments, but does not substantially change the analysis of significant 
impacts and alternatives in the existing environmental documents. The documents meet King 
County's environmental review needs for the current proposal and will accompany the
proposal to the decision makers. 

Titles & Descriptions of Documents Being Adopted 

King County Department of Development and Environmental Services, King County Office of 
Budget and Strategic Planning. Addendum to the King County Comprehensive Plan 
1994 Draft and Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statements: Executive 
Recommended Amendments to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan to comply 
with Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board Consolidated Case 
No. 95-3-0008. February 1996,20 pages and Attachment A. 

King County Department of Development and Environmental Services. EIS Addendum: 
King County Comprehensive Plan Development Regulations. Prepared by 
HuckeWWeinman Associates, Inc., December 1994,25 pages and Appendix A. 

King County Department of Development and Environmental Services. King County 
Comprehensive Plan 1995 Amendment: Addendum t6 the King County 
Comprehensive Plan 1994 Supplemental and Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
November 1995, 38 + pages. 

, King County Environmental Division. Determination of Nonsignificance for King County 
Park Qperational Master Plan. July 27, 1993, 2 pages. , 

King County Parks, Planning and Resources'Department. Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Countywide Planning Policies. Prepared by Henigar & Ray, 
January 12, 1994, 208+ pages and Appendices A-K. , 

King County Parks, Planning and Resources Department. Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Countywide Planning Policies. Prepared by Henigar & Ray, 
May 18, 1994, approx. 150 pages and Appendix. 

King County Parks, Planning and Resources Department. King County Comprehensive Plan 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. Prepared by HuckeWWeinman Associates, 
Inc., November 1994, 143 pages and Written Comments from Agencies, Organizations 
and Individuals. 

King County Parks, Planning and Resources Department. King County Comprehensive Plan 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. Executive Proposed Plan. Prepared 
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by HuckellfWeinman Associates, Inc., June 1994, 309 pages and Appendices A-F. .,.) 

The Countywide Planning Policies EISs analyze the environmental impacts of policies that 
serve as the framework for the comprehensive plans for King County and its local 
jurisdictions. The King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) Supplemental EISs analyze the 
environmental impacts of planning policies and land use designations adopted by the King 
County Council in 1994. The KCCP policies provide the basis for the subsequently adopted 
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development regulations. The EIS Addendum on the development regulations provides 
additional information about the regulations that were adopted to implement the KCCP. The 
1995 and 1996 Addendums to the KeCp EIS provide additional information and analysis 
about changes to policies, land use designations, and zoning. 

The Determination of Nonsignificance for the King County Park Operational Master Plan 
analyzes the environmental impacts of a plan to guide acquisition, development, and 
operation of the open space and park system. 

The adequacy of the Supplemental and Final EIS for the 1994 KCCP was challenged to the 
Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board in the case of Keesling v. King 
County, CPSGMHB Case No. 95-3-0005 (1995). Petitioner Keesling argued to the-Board that 
the EIS for the Comprehensive Plan was inadequate because it allegedly failed to include an 
analysis of economic arid social impacts on rural property owners. On October 23, 1995, the 
Board issued its decision rejecting Petitioner Keesling's arguments. 

Titles & Descriptions of Documents Being Incorporated by Reference 

The proposed 1996 amendments to the 1994 KCCP are described in detail in the following 
documents, which are hereby incorporated by reference as part of this threshold 
determination, pursuant to WAC 197-11-635: 

King County Office of Budget and Strategic Planning. King County Executive Recommended 
1996 Amendment to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan, June 3, 1996. 

Notes 

A. Issuance of this threshold determination does not constitute approval of the amendment. 

B. Copies of the King County Comprehensive Plan 1996 Amendment: Addendum to King 
County Comprehensive Plan 1994 Supplemental and Final Environmental Impact Statement 
and documents being adopted and incorporated by reference are available for review in local 
King County libraries and at the King County land Use Services Division at the address 
below. 

C. If you would like to receive a copy of the Addendum and the proposed amendment to the 
1996 Amendment to the KCCP, please call the SEPA Section at (206) 296-7152. 

Comments and Appeals 

Any appeal of this threshold determination must be stamped received by King County before 
4:30 PM on Wednesday, June 19, 1996. Appeals must be accompanied by a nonrefundable 
filing fee. Written comments must be received before 4:30 PM on Tuesday, June 25, 1996. -
Please reference the me number when corresponding. 

Appeals must be in writing and state the perceived errors in the threshold determination, 
specific reasons why the determination should be reversed or modified, the harm the 
appellant will suffer if the threshold determination remains unchanged, and the desired 
outcome of the appeal. If the appellant is a group, the harm to anyone or more members 
must be stated. Failure to meet these requirements may result in dismissal of the appeal. 
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Appeal deadline: 

Comment deadline: 

Appeal riling fee: 

Address for comment/appeal: 

Responsible Official: 

AI~I..!tJx 
Marfiyn E. C(fi, Cfiier-' 
SEP A Section 
Land Use Services Division 

:.. 

4:30 PM on Wednesday, June 19, 1996 

4:30 PM on Tuesday, June 25, 1996 

$125 check or money order made out to the King 
County Office of Finance 

King County Land Use Services Division 
3600 136th Place SE 
Bellevue, WA 98006-1400 
A TIN: SEP A Section 

S'/t9.f/9t, 
Date , ~- -
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Fact Sheet 

Action Sponsor Gary Locke, King County Executive 
and Metropolitan King County Council: 

Brian Derdowski 
Larry Gossett 
Rob McKenna 
Greg Nickels 
Kent Pullen 
Cynthia Sullivan 
Pete Von Reichbauer 

Maggie Fimia 
Jane Hague 
Louise Miller 
Larry Phillips 
Ron Sims 
Christopher Vance 

Contact 
Person: 

Karen Wolf, Project Manager (206) 205-0704 

Lead Agencies: 

Proposed Action: 

King County Office of Budget and Strategic Planning 

King County Office of Budget and Strategic Planning and 
Department of Development and Environmental Services 

Amend the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) in accordance with the provisions of 
RCW 36.70.A. The proposed amendments are needed to complete work called for in the KCCP, 
adopt annual updates to KCCP elements, or address technical corrections. 

The following is a list of the Executive recommendations for the 1996 Amendmentl
: 

1. Rural Land Use 

R .. J08 (Rural Farm and Forest Districts) 
R-204 (Rural Farm and Forest Districts) 
R-217 (Transfer of Density) 

2. Natural Resource Lands 

RL-207 A (Forestry Commission) 
RL-209 (Conversion of Forest Lands) 

As these proposed amendments proceed through the legislative process, additions and/or 
modifications to policies, text, land use and zoning may be proposed. Additional environmental review 
may be conducted then, if necessary. 
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3. Planning and Implementation 

4. 

5. 

Responsible 
Official: 

1-201 (Amendments to the KCCP) 
1-202 (Amendments to the KCCP) 
I -204 (h) (4 to 1 Program extension) 
1-204 (p) (4 to 1 Program. open space uses) 
1-208 (Maple Valley Study) 

Land Use and Zoning Changes 

Issaquah Employment Center area (Bush Lane, Overdale Water System) 
Commercial Business zoning outside of the town of Fall City 
Black Diamond Rural City Urban Growth Area 
Emmerson 4 to 1 Proposal 

Transporation Needs Report - Preliminary Issues 

Marilyn E. Cox, Chief, SEP A Section 
King County Department of Development and Environmental Services 

LicenseslP ermits 
Required: 

Adoption by the Metropolitan King County Council 

SEP A Documents 
Being Adopted: 

King County Department of Development and Environmental Services, 
King County Office of Budget and Strategic Planning. Addendum to the 
King County Comprehensive Plan 1994 Draft and Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statements: Executive Recommended 
Amendments to the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan to comply 
with Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board 
Consolidated Case No. 95-3-0008. February 1996,20 pages and 
Attachment A. 

King County Department of Development and Environmental Services. 
EIS Addendum: King County Comprehensive Plan Development 
Regulations. Prepared by Huckell/Weinman Associates, Inc., December, 
1994, 25 pages and Appendix A. 

King County Department of Development and Environmental Services. 
King County Comprehensive Plan 1995 Amendment: Addendum to the 
King County Comprehensive Plan 1994 Supplemental and Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. November, 1995,38+ pages. 

King County Environmental Division Determination of Non significance 
for the Parks Operational Master Plan., July 27, 1993,2 pages. 
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EIS Addendum 
Issued by: 

Location of 
Background Data 
& Supporting 
Documents 

0.. 

Date of Issuance: 

King County Parks, Planning and Resources Department. Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Countywide 
Planning Policies. Prepared by Henigar and Ray, January 12, 1994,208+ 
pages and Appendices A-K. 

King County Parks, Planning and Resources Department. Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Countywide 
Planning Policies. Prepared by Henigar and Ray, May 18, 1994, approx. 
150 pages and Appendix. 

King County Parks, Planning and Resources Department. King County 
Comprehensive Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement. Prepared by 
HuckelllWeinman Associates, Inc., November, 1994, 143 pages and 
Written Comments from Agencies, Organizations and Individuals. 

King County Parks, Planning and Resources Department. King County 
Comprehensive Plan Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 
Executive Proposed Plan. Prepared by HuckelllWeinman Associates, Inc., 
June, 1994,309 pages and Appendices A-F .. 

King County Office of Budget and Strategic Planning 
and Department of Development and Environmental Services 
3600 - 136th Place Southeast 
Bellevue, WA 98006-1400 (206) 296-7152 

King County Office of Budget and Strategic Planning 
King County Courthouse 
516 Third Avenue, Room 420 
Seattle, W A 98104 (206)296-8777 

King County Department of Development and Environmental Services, 
Land Use Services Division, SEPA Section 
3600 - 136th Place Southeast 
Bellevue, WA 98006-1400 (206) 296-7152 

Metropolitan King County Council 
King County Courthouse, Room 1200 
516 Third Avenue 
Seattle, W A 98104 

King County Libraries 
Enumclaw Library 
Auburn Library 

June 4, 1996 
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Purpose of EIS Addendum 

In 1994, King County adopted the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) and the King County 
Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) to comply with the Washington State Growth Management Act 
(GMA). The CPPs provide policy guidance for establishing the Urban Growth Area, contiguous 
and orderly development, critical areas, rural areas, land use, affordable housing, economic 
development and finance. The CPPs were initially adopted in 1992 and amended in 1994. 

The KCCP contains policies that address the overall vision for King County, urban land use, 
rural land use, economic development, housing, natural resource lands, natural environment, 
capital facilities, transportation, parks, recreation and open space, cultural resources, energy and 
communications, and planning and implementation. 

King County issued a Supplemental and Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the 
KCCP and an addendum to the EIS providing information on proposed development regulations. 
A Supplemental and Final EIS was also issued by the County on the CPPs. The GMA states that 
comprehensive plans and development regulations are to be subject to continuing evaluation and 
review, but that amendments are to be made only once per year. This Addendum describes the 
amendments to the KCCP proposed by the King County Executive for adoption by the 
Metropolitan King County Council in 1996. 

Environmental review can be "phased" or sequenced so it more closely mirrors the steps in 
developing a comprehensive plan and implementation program (WAC 197-11-060(5)). Phased 
review is intended to help the public and decision makers focus on issues or portions of issues 
that are ready for decision. The non-project actions that are the subject of this EIS Addendum 
reflect additional studies undertaken by the Executive staff or make technical corrections to the 
KCCP and related development regulations, to better implement the intent of the KCCP. 

This Addendum adds analysis and information about the proposed non-project actions. The 
Addendum however, does not substantially change the analysis of significant impacts and 
alternatives analyzed in the existing environmental documents. The impacts of the proposals 
described herein have already been considered in the Supplemental and Final EIS and Addendum 
on the 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan, as well as the 1994 Countywide Planning 
Policies EIS. 

The Executive's recommended 1996 amendments are consistent with the policies and 
designations of the 1994 KCCP and CPPs. To the extent that these recommendations are 
adopted, no additional significant impacts beyond those identified by the previous documents, 
which are adopted and incorporated by reference herein, are expected to occur. The Executive's 
recommended non-project proposals do not involve project-specific development proposals. The 
environmental impacts of future site-specific development proposals will be reviewed at the time 
of permit application or other relevant decision-making point. 
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Additional changes to the KCCP may be considered by the Metropolitan King County Council 
during review of the Executive recommendations. To the extent that the existing environmental 
documents listed herein, or other published documents, analyze such changes at the countywide 
or programmatic level, no additional non-project level environmental review would be required. 
Additional environmental documents could be published prior to Council adoption of the 1996 
amendments if needed. 

The Executive Transmittal also contains a preliminary description of the likely changes for 1996 
in the Transportation Needs Report (TNR). The TNR and the Capital Improvement Program 
(CIP) are both elements of the Comprehensive Plan. Because the TNR and CIP are normally 
prepared and issued later in the year, this SEP A Addendum contains only general environmental 
review on the information for the TNR available now. However, the Metropolitan King County 
Council will be considering the cumulative impacts of the changes proposed in the June 3, 1996 
Executive Transmittal and the TNR and CIP prior to adopting the 1996 Comprehensive Plan 
amendments in November. As stated above, an additional Addendum could be issued later in the 
year following the issuance of the Executive proposed TNR and CIP, if necessary. 

Environmental Review of Proposed Actions 

1. . 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan, Chapter Three - Rural Land Use 

The Executive proposes to amend Policies R-I08, R-204, and R-217 as follows: 

R-I08 In 1995, King County «shall ideBtify», in partnership with citizens and property 
owners, made initial designations of appropriate districts within the Rural Area 
where farming and forestry are to be encouraged and expanded through incentives 
and additional zoning protection. «These distFiets shall be desigBated aBd zaBed 
by DeeembeF 31,1996.» Initial district designations will be «fiBalized» refined 
during 1996, with possible revisions after property owners have been notified. A 
process for zoning of the districts based on the incentive programs, will also be 
developed. Areas to be considered should include lands meeting the criteria set 
forth in the Countywide Planning Policies. Revised boundaries will be proposed as 
part of the 1997 Comprehensive Plan Amendment. All incentive programs created 
by the county and related to zoning will be available to benefit landowners in the 
districts based on the zoning of the districts as of the effective date of this plan. The 
county shall monitor the success of the incentive program and shall issue an 
annual report which shall include recommendations for any program or 
regulatory changes. including zoning. to address loss of land in large parcels. 
«AFeas ta be eaBsideFed shauld iBelude laBds meetiBg the eFiteFia set ferth iB the 
CauBtywide PlaBBiBg Palieies.» «PeFmitted uses» Regulatory and incentive 
programs should achieve very low densities in the Rural Farm or Forest Districts 

'«shauld be limited ta FesideBees at very law deBsities» (one home per 20 acres for 
forest areas, one home per 10 acres for farming areas) «, aBd faFmiBg aF 
feFestF)'». Institutional uses or public facilities should not be permitted except as 
provided by Countywide Planning Policy LU-9. 
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R-204 A residential density of one home per 20 acres or 10 acres shall be «applied t9» 
achieved through regulatory and incentive programs on lands in the Rural Area 
that are managed for forestry or farming respectively, and are found to qualify for 
a Rural Farming or Forest District designation in accordance with Policy R-I0S. 

R-217 King County will study the costs and benefits of adopting a mechanism that 
permits a transfer of development from Rural «:A:Fea» Farm and Forest District 
property to properties in the Urban Growth Area, including Rural City Urban 
Growth Areas. or to other Rural Area properties in order to accomplish the 
purposes of the Countywide Planning Policies, and will «pF9p9se» consider 
changes to the Zoning Code to implement this policy «by DeeembeF 31, 1996». 
These zoning code changes shall include the following provisions for lands 
designated Rural Farm or Forest Districts in accordance with policy R-I0S: 
a. Regardless of the zoning applied to establish a Rural Farm and Forest 

District, properties within its boundaries may transfer density credits to 
Urban Areas or to other Rural Area properties based on the zoning they had 
as of the effective date of this Plan if that zoning is consistent with this plan; 
and 

b. If an entire ownership is not being retained as farmland or forest land 
through a permanent open space designation, the development potential 
remaining after a density transfer may be actualized through a clustered 
subdivision or short subdivision resulting in a permanent open space tract as 
large or larger than the subdivision set aside for the resource uses. In the 
case of lands within a Rural Forest District, this tract shall be at least 20 
acres in size. 

Background 

These policies were initially adopted in 1994 to carry out the direction of the CPPs that call for 
designation of Rural Farm and Forest Districts (LU-8, LU-9, LU-12). CPP LU-12 includes 
density guidelines for the districts: one home per 20 acres for forestry and one home per 10 acres 
for farming. The 1994 KCCP also identified study areas to be considered, after further analysis, 
for district designation. The proposed changes to these policies are intended to reflect the status 
of work to date in accomplishing the district designations and the development of programs to 
comply with the density guidelines. 

A study uf the districts, along with the development of strategies and incentives to conserve 
resource uses in the districts, was conducted during 1995 but was not completed by the time the 
1995 KCCP amendment was adopted. However, based on preliminary recommendations from 
the consultant study, the Rural Farm and Forest Districts were initially designated in 1995. 
During 1996, a parcel-specific analysis of the districts will result in proposed refinements of the 
district designations. The work will include notification of affected property owners. The timing 
of the KCCP amendment process in 1996 precludes the possibility of completing the refined 
district designation and zoning in the 1996 amendment. Hence, recommendations based on the 
1 ~96 work are intended to be made as part of the 1997 amendment. 
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The Farm and Forest Report, completed in March 1996, recommends using incentives to 
accomplish the goal oflow densities in the Rural Farm and Forest districts. It recommends 
monitoring to determine the effectiveness of the recommended incentive programs, and 
recommends that zoning action be taken only if large amounts of resource lands continue to be 
lost. That recommendation has been transmitted to the Metropolitan King County Council, and 
will be the subject of Council discussion in the immediate future. 

The original language of this policy allows the landowners the density adopted in 1994 on their 
properties if they use the incentives. Therefore, a downzone in the strict sense may not be the 
appropriate mechanism to maintain low densities, but rather the use of other mechanisms to 
encourage alternatives to standard subdivision such as clustering or transfer of development 
rights may be preferable. The proposed changes to the amendments reflect the recommendations 
that call for incentive and regulatory programs to achieve the densities specified in the 
guidelines. 

Environmental Review 

The policy amendments are technical changes necessary to implement the intent of the KCCP. 
The geographic areas affected are the rural farm and forest districts. After extensive public 
involvement, the Farm and Forest Report concluded that there was some publicI stakeholder 
opposition to rezoning the districts, but broader support for an incentive-based approach. This 
proposed policy change reflects that sentiment and anticipates that the incentives could be 
successful in achieving the goals of retaining farm and forestry in the Rural Farm and Forest 
districts. 

CPP LU-12 states that planning for the Rural Area should comply with density guidelines that 
include one home per 20 acres in the designated rural forest district and one home per ten acres 
in the designated rural farm districts. The proposed changes to these policies do not alter the 
goal of achieving those densities in the districts; instead they add flexibility in the mechanism 
used to achieve that goal. CPP LU-8 requires that the districts be designated by December 31, 
1995. The County completed the initial designations by that date. This proposed change in date 
does not affect consistency with that policy. 

2. 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan, Chapter Six - Natural Resource Lands 

a. The Executive proposes to add new Policy RL-207 A as follows: 

RL-207 A King County should establish a Rural FC)rest Commission representing the 
diversity of forestry interests in the county, including timber companies, smaller 
commercial foresters, noncommercial forest landowners, environmental groups, 
forestry consultants, tribes, state and federal forestry agencies, and Rural Area 
residents,to advise the King County Executive and Council on the development 
of innovative programs, policies and regulations that benefit forestry and that 
encourage the retention of the forest land base in rural King County. 
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Background 

This new policy provides KCCP direction to form a Rural Forest Commission, as recommended 
in the recently completed Farm and Forest Report. Existing Policy RL-301 is a parallel policy 
calling for the establishment of an Agriculture Commission. The Agriculture Commission has 
been established and is advising the County on agriculture issues, including the development of 
the farm strategies in the Farm and Forest Report. Including the proposed Rural Forest 
Commission policy in the KCCP raises the public awareness of the need for the Commission, 
and highlights the County's commitment to consult with a recognized forest interest group as it 
addresses rural forest issues. 

Environmental Review . 

The addition of this policy has no direct environmental impacts. The change recognizes the 
Rural Forest Commission in the KCCP, parallel to the Agriculture Commission. Rural forest 
issues have been studied since the 1994 adoption of the KCCP, and the need for a similar 
commission for rural forestry has been recognized. 

The creation of a commission should improve public participation, and could improve the 
County's ability to protect the forest resource base by helping to maintain and enhance the forest 
resource industry in King County. This may have indirect environmental benefits, such as 
retaining forest cover and forestry land use on a larger area of King County than otherwise 
possible. Creation of the Commission will help to carry out CPPs LU-8, LU-9, LU-12, LU-13, 
LU-14, and LU-22, which address the rural farm and forest districts and the use of incentives to 
retain resource uses. 

b. The Executive proposes to amend Policy RL-209 as follows: 

RL-209 King County shall exercise the option to impose a six-year'development 
moratorium for forest landowners who do not state their intent to convert at the 
time of Forest Practice Application and who do not harvest « OF FestoFe the site 
aeeoFdiRg to KiRg COURty staRdaFds)) the site according to a King County 
approved Conversion Option Harvest Plan. For cases where land under 
moratorium is sold, King County should develop means to ensure that buyers are 
alerted to the moratorium. 

Background 

Policy RL-209, as now written, states the County will impose a moratorium on properties for 
which landowners have not declared an intent to convert the site and harvest according to King 
County standards. This is consistent with K.C.C. 18.82.140, the Clearing and Grading Code. 
The Executive has proposed an ordinance which would amend K.C.C. 16.82.140 by revising the 
circumstances under which properties can be released from the moratorium. The ordinance 
proposed would release property owners from the moratorium only if they harvest according to a 
County-approved Conversion Option Harvest Plan (COHP). A COHP would be attained by 
property owners prior to receiving a State DNR Forest Practices Permit. The COHP contains the 
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same environmental standards as the County Clearing and Grading Permit but does not entail the 
costs or review time of the actual permit. With the proposed change, County environmental 
standards would be introduced prior to rather than after tree harvesting. This policy revision is 
necessary to ensure consistency between the KCCP and the proposed ordinance. 

Environmental Review 

The geographic area affected is the entire unincorporated area of King County. The major issue 
is a change in the way landowners' would avoid or seek relief from a County-imposed' 
moratorium based on forest practice activities. The change would seek to have landowners 
follow County environmental standards prior to harvest, rather than doing restoration activity 
after timber harvest. This should avoid the imposition of a moratorium, and has a likely 
beneficial environmental impact in that sensitive areas such as wetland and stream buffers would 
be protected from over-harvesting. 

RL-209 currently allows landowners to be relieved of the moratorium through restoration 
according to County standards. In this scenario, if a landowner does not state their intent to 
convert from timber use to a developed use at the time of harvest, County environmental 
standards are not introduced until after the trees are cut. While restoration activities are laudable, 
they typically take several years to take effect. The proposed change would introduce County 
standards prior to tree harvest and allow the landowner to decide up front whether to cut trees 
according to our standards and retain the ability to be relieved from the moratorium, or not cut 
according to County standards and not be relieved from the moratorium. Therefore, the proposed 
change could have positive environmental effects. 

3. 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Chapter Thirteen - Planning and 
Implementation 

a. The Executive proposes to amend text and Policy 1-201 as follows: 

2. Amending the Comprehensive Plan ((band Use Map)) 

The Growth Management Act requires that the Plan's policies and Land Use Map be amended no 
more than once a year except that amendments may be considered more frequently under the 
following circumstances: 

a: The initial adoption of a subarea plan: 
b: The adoption or amendment of a shoreline master program under the procedures 
set forth in chapter 90.58 RCW: 
c: Whenever an emergency exists: and 
d: To resolve an appeal of the Plan filed with the Central Puget Sound Growth 
Management Hearings Board. 

The King County Comprehensive Plan addresses long-range and countywide issues that are 
beyond the scope of decisions made in a subarea plan or individual development proposals. It 
also implements the countywide vision of the Countywide Planning Policies for all 
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unincorporated areas. It is important that amendments to the Comprehensive Plan retain this 
broad perspective so that the cumulative effect of the proposals can be ascertained. 

((The official Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map can be amended only once a year.)) The 
Countywide Planning Policies require King County's Urban Growth Area line ((HH:l-St)) to be 
reviewed ((at least every)) 10 years after adoption of Phase II Amendments to the Countywide 
Planning Policies. The boundaries between the Urban Growth Area, Rural Area and Natural 
Resource Lands are intended to be long-term and unchanging. Changes to land use designations 
will only occur after full public participation, notice, environmental review and an official update 
to the Comprehensive Plan. 

1-201 Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan shall be as follows: 
a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

~. 

Background 

Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map and policies 
((shaDid be sDbjeet ta the same FeEjDiFemeBts as thase faF palieies I 202 aBd I 
J.()J)) shall be consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies. 
The Comprehensive Plan should be amended no more than once every three 
years except as provided in c. and d. 
The Comprehensive Plan may be amended annually to consider changes that 
should be addressed more often than once every three years. Changes that 
may be made annually shall be established in the King County Code. 
Changes appropriate for annual amendment include. but are not limited to: 
amendments to the Service and Finance Strategy Map and concurrency-
related land use reassessments. changes to the technical appendices. 
redesignation proposals under the 4 to 1 Program. and technical corrections. 
The Comprehensive Plan may be amended at any time to consider changes as 
specified in state law. 
The Urban Growth Area shall be reviewed in accordance with the 
Countywide Planning Policies. 

These changes provide for consistency with state law which allows for exceptions to the annual 
amendment limitation. These changes also set the policy basis to limit the majority of 
amendments to the Plan to once every three years. Establishing a three year cycle of 
amendments to the Plan will allow adequate time for the Plan to be implemented and provide for 
more certainty in the process. 

Environmental Review 

This policy change has no direct environmental effects. However, establishing a three-year cycle 
of amendments to the KCCP is a procedural change that will allow for a more comprehensive 
analysis of environmental impacts, including cumulative impacts. 
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b. The Executive proposes to amend text and Policy 1-202 as follows: 

«3. Amending Comnrehensive Plan Policies 

d countywide issues that are h '" Plan addresses long range an. .. . 
The King County Compre enSh e: a neighaorhood plan or mdl'/ldual 

. . de m a sa-area or . PI . beyond the scope ofdeclslOns ma t 7m'de "isions of the Countyvildeanmng 
I 1 . lements the COUIr) 'fl r . PI 

de"elopment proposals.t a so Imp ~. rt t that amendments to the ComprehensIve an 
• . t d .as It IS 1ft1jlo alP . h 1'1 13 policies for all unmcorpora-e ar : 'Th G n<th Management Act reqUires that t eane h' a d spectl"e e ro fF 9 policies retain t Isroa per r . 

amended no more than once a year. 

1-202 Proposed amendments each calendar year shall be considered by the Metropolitan 
King County Council concurrently so that the cumulative effect of the proposals 
can be determined. All proposed Comprehensive Plan «peIiey» amendments 
should include the following elements: 
a. A detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why; 
b. A statement of anticipated impacts of the change, including geographic area 

affected and issues presented. . 
c. A demonstration of why existing Comprehensive Plan guidance should not 

continue in effect or why existing criteria no longer apply; 
d. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Growth Management 

Act's goals and specific requirements; 
e. A statement of how the amendment complies with the Countywide Planning 

Policies; 
f. A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement programs 

support the change; and 
g. Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation 

(including area zoning if appropriate) and alternatives«t-flil{I» .. 

«PFepesed amendments eaeh ealendaF yeaF shall be eensideFed by the MetFepelitan 
King Ceunty Ceuneil eeneuFFently se that the eumulatR'e effeet ef the pFepesals ean 
be deteFmined.» 

Background 

By deleting the word "policy", this change requires all amendments (policy and non-policy) to be 
subject to the analysis called for in Policy 1-202. 

Environmental Review 

This is a procedural change which should allow for a more complete review of all proposed 
KCCP amendments. There are no direct environmental effects of the proposed change. 
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Addendum to the DEIS and FE IS 
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c. The Executive proposes to amend Policy 1-204 by revising subsection (h) as follows: 

h. Initial proposals for open space dedication and redesignation to Urban 
Growth Area must be received between July 1, 1994 and June 30, 1996. Review 
by King County shall conclude by June 30, 1997. An additional round of 
proposals is established for the period from July 1, 1996 to December 31, 2006. 
Review by King County shall conclude upon adoption of Comprehensive Plan 
amendments in the year 2007; 

Background 

Policy 1-2040) allows King County to set a time period for additional 4 to 1 program 
proposals if the 4000-acre limit on land to be added to the Urban Growth Area (UGA) is not 
reached in the original time limits set forth in 1-204(h) because of either insufficient number of 
proposals or proposals of insufficient quality. The 4000-acre limit on land to be added to the 
UGA was not reached in the original time limits set forth in 1-204(h) because of an insufficient 
number of proposals to date. By expanding the timeline, more property owners will be able to 
apply to the program. 

Environmental Review 

The geographic area affected by this proposed policy amendment is the Rural Area along the 
UGA boundary. This policy amendment does not have direct environmental impacts for these 
parcels, but allows additional time for the property owners to apply to the program if they wish. 
The environmental effects of the 4 to 1 Program have been studied in previous documents. 

By extending the time for application, new urban designations along the eastern boundary of the 
UGA and concurrent open space designations along the western edge of the Rural Area under the 
4 to' I Program are more likely to occur in association with property owner awareness and market 
demand. The environmental benefits of the open space designations would more likely be 
realized with a longer implementation timeframe. 

d. The Executive proposes to amend Policy 1-204 to add new section p. as follows: 

p. The open space acquired through this program shall be considered primarily 
as natural areas or passive recreation sites. The following additional uses may 
be allowed only if located on a small portion of the open space and are found 
to be compatible with the site's open space values and functions such as those 
listed in 1-204k: 

1. trails; 
2. natural-appearing stormwater facilities; 
3. compensatory mitigation of wetland losses on the urban designated 
portion of the project, consistent with the King County Comprehensive 
Plan and the Sensitive Areas Ordinance; and 
4. active recreation uses which are compatible with the functions and 
values of the open space and are necessary to provide limited, low 
intensity recreational opportunities (such as mowed meadows) for the 
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Background 

adjacent Urban Area provided that: the active recreation is as near as 
possible based on site conditions to the Urban Growth Area; the physical 
characteristics of the site, such as topography, soils and hydrology are 
suitable for development of active facilities; the active recreation area does 
not exceed five percent of the total open space acreage; and provided that 
no roads, parking, or sanitary facilities are permitted. Development for 
active recreation allowed in the open space may not be used to satisfy the 
active recreation requirements in K.C.C. 21A. 

Existing policies do not clarify use of open space conveyed through the 4 to I Program. The 
intent of the program is to create a permanent buffer of open space along the UGA boundary. By 
allowing limited additional uses in the open space, it may make an application more feasible for 
a property owner, and it would allow more flexibility for King County in the future. 

Environmental Review 

This policy is proposed to be added to Policy 1-204 regarding the 4 to 1 Program. To date, the 4 
to 1 Program policy has not defined any uses that would 1Je allowed in the open space obtained 
through the program. Clear definitions and guidelines of appropriate uses of open space obtained 
thro~gh the 4 to 1 Program would help to implement the program. 

This proposed policy amendment would affect open space lands obtained through the 4 to 1 
Program adjacent to the UGA in the Rural Area. 1flocated on a small portion of open space and 
if found to be compatible with open space functions and values, the uses allowed through this 
proposed policy would be deemed appropriate and would provide increased incentive for a 
landowner to participate in the Program. This policy amendment would allow development of 
these areas for passive recreation including trails, natural-appearing stormwater facilities, 
wetland mitigation and limited active recreation uses. 

Specific criteria for "natural-appearing stormwater facilities" would be provided by the King 
County Surface Water Management Division in the additional guidance prepared for the Storm 
Water Drainage Manual, and would include the following general criteria: 1) irregular 
shapes; 2) shallow banks with 3: 1 minimum side slopes (eliminates requirement for fencing); 
3) mixed native plantings; 4) minimum clearing and grading; and 5) grass-crete access road 
for maintenance. 

'-

e. Maple Valley Study 

The Executive proposes to revise the text and policy for the Maple Valley study as follows: 

The Maple Valley area of King County has elements of both rural and urban land uses. The 
portions of the area with higher densities and more intensive commercial uses, which also have 
more infrastructure to support them, have been designated in this plan as Urban Growth Area. 
Surrounding less dense residential areas, which also contain some limited commercial uses, have 
be,en designated Rural Area. Residents and area chambers of commerce are concerned that these 
designations may affect the area's ability to remain a cohesive community. Further, it is possible 
that this split in land use designations could divide the community if the urban portion is annexed 
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to cities. ((or incorporates as part ofa new city, without considera:tion for its surrounding related 
area&.-» Much of the urban portion of the area has petitioned the Boundary Review Board for 
incorporation status. A feasibility study is underway and the Incorporation Committee 
anticipates an incorporation vote in the November 1996 election. King County is committed to 
ensuring that the Maple Valley area ((san» maintains. its community character and unity. 

1-208 King County should modify the Maple Valley Study and develop it in two phases. 
The first phase should occur in 1996 and concentrate on providing community 
assistance which could include the following: 
a. «King Caunty shauld study ways ta ensure that ~'laple Valley maintains its 

eammunity. "Beginning in 1991i, the Caun!)' shauld study in mare detail the 
eammereial and residential uses in the vieinity af ~4aple Valley, Faur Carners, 
and "'ilderness Village ta determine whether redesignatians af land use are 
necessary and ean be aeeamplished within the parameters af the Cauntywide 
Planning PaHeies and this plan ineluding whether the area shauld be 
designated as a Rural Tawn. Reeammendatians shauld be eampleted in time ta 
be eansidered in the 1997 annual Camprehensive Plan update praeess. Until 
this praeess is eampleted, King Caunty shall appase any prapasals fer 
annexatian af land in the Maple Valley }AOrea.» preparing a baseline traffic 
profile with action strategies to implement safety and circulation 
recommendations; 

b. «King Caunty may amend the uman Crawth lAAOrea pursuant ta the analysis 
ealled fer in this paHey, rellawing eampletian af this study sa lang as these 
adjustments are eansistent with the Cauntywide Planning Palieies and this 
Plano» information gathering and analysis of land capacity, permit activity, 
and community acquisition of Geographic Information System-generated 
maps; 

~ reviewing and determining the potential of redesignating the Urban Growth 
Area (e.g. designate "Rural Town" status to commercial areas of Greater 
Maple Valley which includes Maple Valley, Wilderness Village and Four 
Corners or propose redesignation of the Maple Valley commercial center from 
rural to urban) within the parameters of the Countywide Planning Policies and 
this Plan; 

d. conducting an assessment and analysis of potential annexation areas based on 
incorporation boundaries; 

~ updating historic resources inventory; and 
.t other issues based on Maple Valley area public participation. 

If the incorporation vote in the November 1996 election fails, King County should 
begin the second phase of the study in 1997. This phase should include in detail 
the commercial and residential uses in the vicinity of the historic center of Maple 
Valley, Four Corners, and Wilderness Village. Along with the work identified 
above in "c." and "d." recommendations will be made to the King County Council 
whether redesignation of land uses are necessary and consistent with the 
Countywide Planning Policies and this Plan. 
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Recommendations should be completed in time to be considered in the 1998 annual 
Comprehensive Plan update process. 

Background 

The above proposal is a result of the request by the Greater Maple Valley Service Coalition to 
postpone the County study as articulated in the KCCP policy 1-208. The Coalition, which 
includes representatives from all civic and service groups in the area, is concerned that the 
County study, conducted simultaneously with the area incorporation effort, may not benefit local 
residents. Through staff discussions with the Maple Valley Incorporation Committee 
representative, the Executive has proposed that the study be modified to focus on assistance to 
the community which the County could provide whether the area becomes a city or remains 
unincorporated. 

Environmental Review 

There are no direct impacts to development regulations or functional plans. Should the 
incorporation vote be defeated, the traffic conditions/recommendations study may have 
ramifications for future transportation capital improvement programs. Within the UGA there are 
"Full Service" and "Service Planning" areas. Most of urban Maple Valley is within the "Full 
Service" area designated by the KCCP Service and Finance Strategy Map. "Full Service" areas 
have priority for transportation improvement funds for existing conditions and new growth. 

4. 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan - Land Use and Zoning Changes 

a. Bush Lane (Issaquah Employment Center) 

The Executive proposes to amend the 1994 KCCP Land Use Map by redesignating properties 
known as Bush Lane adjacent to the Issaquah Employment Center from Community Business 
Center, Urban Residential 4-12 dulac and Urban Residential> 12 dulac to Unincorporated 
Activity Center. 

Background 

Bush Lane is surrounded by commercial uses in the City ofIssaquah to the west and by the 
Issaquah Employment Center on all other sides, and is accessible only through the Employment 
Center. During its review of the 1992 East Sammamish Community Plan, the Metropolitan King 
County Council zoned the Bush Lane properties Office (0), multi-family residential (R-24), and 
potential multi-family (R-4, potential R-12). These zones are more typical of an Unincorporated 
Activity Center designation than of an Urban Residential designation. 

Because this area is within the City ofIssaquah's Potential Annexation Area, and because some 
or all of these properties are within the 100-year floodplain of Jordan Creek, no changes in 
zoning or Shoreline Management Master Program Environment should be made until this issue 
has received additional study in cooperation with the City of Issaquah. 

Environmental Review 
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These changes are consistent with the KCCP intent and with the associated environmental 
analysis. The addition of the Bush Lane properties to the Issaquah Employment Center 
Unincorporated Activity Center designation would have no direct environmental effects. 

b. Overdale Water Association 

The Executive proposes to amend Zoning Atlas Map #19 for Parcel Number 2124069090 
(including formerly separate lots 9088, 9089 and 9090) from CB to CB-P. The P-suffix 
condition (all new language) would read as follows: 

All new development and modifications of existing development, including structures 
and any other impervious surfaces, shall be located and configured to protect the well, 
pumphouse and pipeline owned and operated by the Overdale Water Association from 
degradation of its water quality and quantity. (The well is located approximately 265 feet 
south and 160 feet east of the northwest comer of the property, and the pipeline runs from 
the well due north to SE 56th Street). At a minimum, no new structures or other 
impervious surfaces such as paved or unpaved parking areas shall be located within a 
100-foot radius of the well; drainage from new structures or other impervious surfaces 
and modifications of existing structures and impervious surfaces on the property shall be 
conducted away from the well and the 100-foot easement around it. This P-suffix 
condition shall expire if the Overdale Park community is served by a public water 
purveyor (such as Issaquah or the Sammamish Water and Sewer District) and no longer 
uses the well as a public water supply. 

Background 

Some development on the subject property has already occurred in violation of the easement 
protecting the Overdale Park Water Association's well and related facilities. This P-suffix 
condition would allow continuing safe operation of the Overdale Park Water Association's water 
system. KCCP policy F-301 provides that "existing private wells and other systems in operation 
at the effective date of this Plan may continue in operation only if they are managed in 
compliance with federal, state and County health regulations." Policy F-323 also provide that 
King County shall use surface water management plans, programs and regulations to enhance 
ground water recharge and prevent water quality degradation. 

Environmental Review 
:.. 

These technical changes are consistent with the KCCP intent, and with the associated 
environmental analysis. The additIon of the P-suffix conditions would have positive 
environmental benefits. 

c. Fall City Commercial Business Zoning 

When initial area zoning was adopted in January 1995, two different zoning designations were 
m~stakenly applied to some parcels. The Executive proposes to amend page 26 of the zoning 
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atlas by changing the following parcels to Rural Residential, one dwelling unit per 10 acres (RA-
10): 

Parcel 1424079007 zoned Commercial Business (CB), and RA-l 0 
Parcel 1424079026 zoned CB, with Property-Specific Development Standards (P-Suffix 

Conditions) . 
Parcel 1424079063 zoned RA-5-P and 
Parcel 1424079078 zoned CB and RA-lO-P. 

Background 

In January of 1995 when it adopted the initial area zoning to implement the KCCP, the 
Metropolitan King County Council applied Community Business (CB) zoning to a group of 
parcels in the Rural Areajust outside the designated boundaries of Fall City. As part of the 1995 
KCCP amendment package, the Executive recommended a technical correction to the area 
zoning after it was discovered that one or more of the parcels involved had two different zones 
applied. After reviewing the Executive's proposal, the Council requested that the Land Use 
Services Division study these parcels and recommend the appropriate zoning, especially in light 
of the 1995 Snoqualmie River flooding. 

The proposed zoning amendment would be consistent with the 1994 Land Use Map designation, 
which designates the parcels Rural Residential and Rural Farm District, and with the King 
County Shoreline Management Master Program which designates the parcels as a Conservancy 
Environment. The existing CB zoning is inconsistent with these designations. Under King 
County's regulations in effect for the Conservancy Environment, commercial development is not 
allowed (KCC 25.24.070). The existing CB zoning is also inconsistent with KCCP policies R-
108, R-302 and R-306 .. 

Environmental Review 

These technical changes are consistent with the intent of the KCCP, and with the associated 
environmental analysis. Changing the CB zoning to RA-l 0 would have environmental benefits. 
Countywide Planning Policy (CPP) LU-12.c and 1994 KCCP policy R-205 provide guidance for 
use of the RA-lO zone on lands with environmental constraints. All of the parcels listed are 
within the 1 OO-year Floodplain as defined in the King County Sensitive Areas Ordinance. 

In addition, all of parcels 9007 and 9026, and about one-half each of parcels 9063 and 9078 are 
designated as Floodway (that portion ofthe Floodplain likely to be inundated by deep and fast
flowing water during flooding, and defined as " ... the stream and that portion of the adjoining 
floodplain which is necessary to contain and discharge the base flood flow without increasing the 
base flood elevation more than one foot.") by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) Flood Insurance Program. 

d. Black Diamond Rural City Urban Growth Area 

The Executive proposes to amend the 1994 Land Use Map by redesignating the "New Rural City 
Urban Growth Area" for the City of Black Diamond (in Sections 02, 03, 10, 11, 12, 15,22, and 
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23 of Township 21, Range 6 and Section 7 of Township 21, Range 7) to "Rural City Urban 
Growth Area/' after approval by the Metropolitan King County Council of the pre-annexation 
agreement between King County, the City of Black Diamond and the affected property owners. 
The New Rrual City Urban Growth Area designation was established in December 1995, alsong 
with a variety of provisions directing King County, the City and major property owners to 
negotiate more specific urban and open space areas within the UGA during 1996. 

Background 

Designation of the urban and open space/natural resource areas within the New Rural City Urban 
Growth Area have not been fully negotiated. The proposed land use map amendment is 
contingent upon the successful negotiation and signing by all parties of the pre-annexation 
agreement. 

Environmental Review 

There are no direct impacts associated with the change from New Rural City Urban Growht Area 
to Rural City Urban Growth Area. The impacts of the proposed Black Diamond UGA agreement 
will occur when the designated urban lands in the new rural city urban growth area are annexed 
to the City of Black Diamond for actual development. The properties designated for annexation 
are currently designated Rural, Forest Production District, or Mining and have active resource
based activities occurring on the site. The proposed pre-annexation agreement does not allow 
urban development of these properties until they are annexed to the City. Until annexation, King 
County will continue to provide the same level of service to these areas under it's current County 
designations of Rural, Forest Production District or Mining. 

The King County functional plans that support rural residential densities for properties with 
sensitive features and/or a low level of public services would support the proposed Agreement. 
The Natural Resource Principles, developed as part of the Agreement, provide additional 
guidance on the location and design of future urban development within the urban growth area. 
The Principles were developed in response to recognize the environmental features and 
community valued sites found in the area and the goal of locating future development that is 
sensitive to these features. 

e. Emmerson 4 to 1 Proposal 

The Executive proposal is to include an additional 6.6 acres of rural land in the UGA. The 
property, owned by Emmerson and Assocaites, is contiguous to the UGA. It would be rezoned 
from Rural Area, 1 unit per 5 acres, to Urban residential, 4 units per are, with P-suffix conditions. 
Approval of this amendment would meet the intent and criteria of the 4 to 1 program as specified 
in the CPPs and the KCCP. 

Background 

The 4 to 1 Program, adopted in 1994 as part of the KCCP, provides a mechanism to amend the 
UGA to achieve open space. The Program allows rural property owners with property 
contiguous to the UGA boundary to obtain urban designation in exchange for dedicated open 
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space: one acre (20 percent) of the property is redesignated as urban land if four acres (80 
percent) ofthe property are dedicated to the public as permanent open space. A maximum of 
4,000 acres of new urban land may be added to the UGA as a result ofthe Program. To be 
eligible, a proposal must include at least 20 acres. New urban land added to the UGA through 
the 4 to 1 Program is limited to residential development with a minimum of an R-4 zoning. 

Environmental Review 

A 6.6 acre portion of the rur'al designated Emmerson property (currently zoned RA-5 within the 
Patterson Creek Basin on the East Sammamish Plateau) will be redesignated to urban with an R-
4 zoning. Development will be clustered along the UGA and will eventually be served by urban 
services. The remainder ofthe property, 26.2 acres, will remain in rural designation and will be 
dedicated to King County as permanent open space following final plat approval. There will be 
some environmental and neighborhood impacts due to the increased density on the new urban 
portion of those properties. However, that impact is mitigated by the permanent open space 
which will be conveyed to King County. 

5. Transportation Needs Report 

The TNR is a comprehensive list of recommended improvements to serve countywide 
transportation needs through the year 2012. It includes all transportation needs in unincorporated 
King County and countywide significant projects in cities, adjacent counties and on State 
highways. The schedule for preparation ofthe new TNR and the Financial Forecasts calls for 
completing an Executive Proposed draft by August, 1996. The update of the TNR for 1997 is 
planned to incorporate the following changes: 

• Technical revisions to reflect completed projects, cost updates, and project scope changes 
•. New projects in Activity Centers and "Full Service-Transit Priority Areas" 
• Transportation concurrency needs 
• Emergency projects from last winter's flooding 
• Arterial circulation and access projects for new growth 
• Multi-modal projects 

Background 

The TNR identifies the transportation system needs to meet current and future travel demand 
based upon the adopted KCCP. The update cycle for the TNR is tied directly to the schedule for 
annual amendments to the KCCP and development of the capital improvement program. The 
accompanying Financial Forecast evaluates the financial ability of the County to meet the 
transportation needs based on a 20 year forecast. 

Each year the TNR and Financial Forecasts are revised to reflect the most recent land use 
changes, project amendments, costs, and financial assumptions. Information from this TNR 
document will be adopted as part of the 1996 KCCP Amendment. The information will become 
the "1997 Transportation Needs Report" and will be used to help formulate the 1997 Capital 
Improvement Program. 
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In 1996, a new emphasis of the TNR will be to incorporate and integrate more transit related 
projects into the document. This emphasis stems from policy direction for developing a 
multimodal transportation system, the consolidation of transit and transportation functions into 
the new Department of Transportation, and the adoption of the "1995 Six-Year Transit 
Development Plan." 

Environmental Review 

The TNR project list identifies transportation needs that are consistent with the KCCP. Since the 
TNR is a planning-level document, in most cases further detailed study will be required to 
determine if projects are feasible from an environmental, financial or cost-benefit perspective and 
to determine the specific design requirements for the project. Therefore, the general 
environmental impacts of the TNR document have been analyzed in the environmental 
documents identified and incorporated by reference herein. If necessary, an additional 
Addendum could be prepared following the issuance of the TNR in August, 1996. 
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