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I. About the Docket Process

The King County Docket was established in 1998 in accordance with Revised Code of Washington 
36.70A.470 in order to provide an opportunity for residents of the County to register comments on the King 
County Comprehensive Plan and the associated development regulations.  The Docket process, as adopted in 
King County Code 20.18.140, is available to the public to identify a deficiency (i.e., an absence of required 
or potentially desirable contents) or to propose changes to the Comprehensive Plan’s policies, area-wide land 
use designations, development regulations, and site-specific land use and zoning.  For Docket submittals that 
require a site-specific change in a land use designation or zoning classification, submitters may be referred to 
the appropriate process for requesting these changes.1 

The Docket process is open continuously and, once a year, the items registered in the previous twelve months 
are considered.  Submittals are compiled into a Docket Submittals Report2 that is made available via the 
Comprehensive Plan website and email list.  Following this, Executive staff classifies whether each Docket is 
appropriate for the annual update (which allows primarily technical updates, corrections, and amendments 
that do not require substantive changes to policy language) or the four-year or eight-year updates (wherein all 
changes may be considered).  This classification guides whether the Docket item could be included in the 
following year’s Comprehensive Plan update.3 

Following submittal and classification, the next phase includes analysis by County departments, outreach to 
the proponent, determining the appropriate mechanism for public engagement (dependent on the type and 
scale of the submittal), and coordination with relevant entities such as adjacent cities or special purpose 
districts, again dependent on the submittal. 

On the last business day of April, the Executive transmits a Docket Report with analysis and 
recommendations to the County Council. The Council then includes all submitters of Docket items in the 
mailing list for the relevant County Council meetings and notifies them of any other opportunities for public 
testimony, as it considers the submittals.  For Docket changes that are not recommended by the Executive, 
the proponent may petition the County Council during its legislative review process. 

1  King County Code 20.18.050 and 21A.44.060 
2  Link to Docket webpage: https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-

planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx 
3  King County Code 20.18.140 and 20.18.030 
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II. Summary of Submittals  

King County received one Docket submittal for consideration in the 2021 Docket process by the deadline of 
December 31, 2020.  The complete set of submitted materials for the 2021 Docket process can be found in 
the Docket Submittals Report.  The following map identifies the location of the 2021 Docket. 

 
III. Submittals and Recommendations 

The following lists the Docket submitter(s), identifies the County Council district, and includes the Docket 
submittal.  This is accompanied by discussion and analysis of the relevant issues including classification, 
background information, policy review, and concludes with an Executive recommendation.   
 
Docket Item Council 

District 
Submittal, Background and Recommendation 

1.  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Fletcher 

9 Submittal: Request to change land use and zoning on two parcels on the 
Renton-Maple Valley Road near the Cedar Grove Natural Area from 
Neighborhood Business to Industrial.  Parcel numbers are 3223069070 and 
3223069052.   
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Docket Item Council 
District 

Submittal, Background and Recommendation 

Discussion: This is a request for land use and zoning change.  This Docket 
request is identical to what was submitted by the property owner in 2018 and 
again in 2020.  That request was deemed not eligible for consideration in an 
annual amendment as it would require substantive updates to 
Comprehensive Plan policies.  Additionally, the previous request was not 
supported for several substantive reasons, and these are discussed in the 
2018 Docket Report, which can be viewed at: 
 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/performa
nce-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-
Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx 

 
King County Code 20.18.050.K.1. states that a site-specific land use map 
amendment, which is what is requested in this Docket, may not be initiated 
unless at least three years have elapsed since Council adoption or review of 
the current designation for the property.  Limited exceptions to this 
restriction, such as a change in circumstances, exist in code.  The conditions 
on the subject parcel and the circumstances in the surrounding area have not 
materially changed since 2018.   
 
Additionally, a suite of policy changes related to Non-Resource Industrial 
Uses in the Rural Area were considered in the 2020 Comprehensive Plan 
update that might have had bearing on this Docket Submittal.  However, 
after significant discussion and review by the Executive and the Council, 
none of the changes were adopted and the policies remain as they were in 
2018 when this Docket Submittal was initial considered.  Given this, there 
are no changes to the policies that are discussed in the 2018 Docket Report 
and that guide the analysis of this Docket Submittal.   
 
Executive Recommendation: Based on these issues, this request is not 
eligible to be considered until 2024, which is when the eight-year cycle 
update will occur.  The Executive and the Council have the option to include 
review of this Docket Submittal in the scope of work for the 2024 update. 

 

IV. For More Information  

For questions regarding this report, please contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Planning Manager, at 
206-263-8297, or ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov. 
 

V.  Public Comments on 2020 Docket Submittals 

No public comments were submitted following the release of the 2021 Docket Submittals Report.   

https://www.kingcounty.gov/%7E/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx?la=en
https://www.kingcounty.gov/%7E/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx?la=en
https://www.kingcounty.gov/%7E/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx?la=en
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VI. Attachments 

The King County Code requires that the transmittal of the Docket Report to the County Council shall include 
copies of the docket requests and supporting materials submitted by the proponents and copies of the 
executive response that was issued to the proponents.  Compliance with this is met through inclusion of the 
following attachments: 

A. Copies of the Docket Request and Submitted Supporting Materials – see Docket Submittals 
Report, January 2021 

B. Copies of the Executive Response – see Letter to Docket Submitters, April 2021 

C. Public Comments on 2021 Docket Request 
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2021 Docket Submittals Report 
 

King County Comprehensive Plan 
January 2021 

 
 

I. BACKGROUND  
The King County Docket was established in 1998 in accordance with Revised Code of 
Washington 36.70A.470 and codified at King County Code 20.18.140.  The Docket provides an 
opportunity for the public to register comments on the King County Comprehensive Plan and the 
associated development regulations.  The County responds to each item registered on the 
docket, providing a feedback loop, as required by RCW 36.70A.470.  Docket forms are available 
on the County website and at several county departments.  The docket is open continuously 
with a deadline of December 31 for submitting docketed comments for consideration in the 
Comprehensive Plan update process.  By the last business day of April, a Docket Report with 
executive responses and recommendations is released.  
 
The information in the Docket Submittals Report includes the complete set of materials as they 
were submitted by the proponent.  Providing the Docket Submittals Report to the public early in 
the process, and even before substantive analysis has occurred, allows for more transparent 
communication regarding the issues that the County is being asked to consider. 
 

II. OVERVIEW OF SUBMITTALS 
The following item was received by King County by the deadline of December 31 for 
consideration in this year's Docket process. 
 

# Name Brief Summary 
1 Mr. & Mrs. Fletcher Request to change land and zoning on two parcels on the Renton-

Maple Valley Road near the Cedar Grove Natural Area from 
Neighborhood Business to Industrial.  Parcel numbers are 3223069070 
and 3223069052. 

 

Attachment A. Docket Submittals 
Report, January 2021 
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The following map identifies the location of the Docket item(s). 

 
 

III. SUBMITTALS 
The tables below include all the information provided with the Docket submittal.  For clarity and 
context purposes, but not analytical purposes at this stage in the process, maps are provided by 
the County that show the vicinity of the area, an aerial photo, the Comprehensive Plan land use 
designation, and the zoning classification.  If special district overlays or property-specific 
development conditions are present, these are provided as well.  
 

Docket Request # 1: Fletcher 
Name of Requestor(s): Michael and Linda Fletcher 
Council District: #9 
Summary Category: Land Use and Zoning Change 
 
Submitted Request 
Request to change the current zoning and land use designation from Neighborhood Commercial (NB) 
to Industrial (I).  Combined size is 3.54 acres.  
 
Address 
18407 Renton-Maple Valley Highway, Maple Valley, WA 98038.  Parcel identification numbers 
3223069052 and 3223069070 
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Docket Request # 1: Fletcher 
Submitted Background Information 
The owners have attempted twice to align the actual use (industrial recycle center) with the correct 
zoning (Industrial) as are the adjacent land uses to the south. As stated before, the use is non-
conforming (gradfathered) and poses a big issue in the need to resell/re-finance the property if a crisis 
arises (i.e. Covid-19, etc.).  Fortunately, there is not an urgent need, but the Fletchers are elders in the 
community and things could change in an instant. 
 
Enclosed is the docket request form along with supporting materials.  I also enclosed a letter I sent 
Councilperson Dunn back in 2018 that was part of the first request.   
 
We urge you and your team to give this some serious thought during your evaluation.  We encourage 
any meeting(s) that may be helpful whether in-person or electronically.  This is very important to them 
and there are no hardships/repercussions to these properties or the adjacent properties in making the 
revision. 
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Docket Request # 1: Fletcher 
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Docket Request # 1: Fletcher 
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County Maps of Docket Area (parcels highlighted in blue)  
Vicinity: 

 



 
2021 Docket Submittals Report | Page 7 

County Maps of Docket Area (parcels highlighted in blue)  
Aerial: 
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County Maps of Docket Area (parcels highlighted in blue)  
Zoning: 

 



 
2021 Docket Submittals Report | Page 9 

County Maps of Docket Area (parcels highlighted in blue)  
Land Use: 

 
Property Specific Development Conditions and Special District Overlays: 
 

None are present on the subject properties. 
 
As noted in the submitted materials, this Docket item was submittal previously in 2018 and 
2020.  Links to Docket Reports for those years is as follows: 

• 2018 Docket Report. 
• 2020 Docket Report. 

 

III. FOR MORE INFORMATION 
The purpose of the Docket Submittals Report is to provide notification regarding the proposals 
that have submitted.  The report is posted shortly after the Docket deadline of December 31 and 
is therefore released prior to conducting analysis on the request(s).  The next steps in the 
process are described in the aforementioned Docket Reports. 
 
Contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, 206-263-8297, and 
ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov. 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/%7E/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx?la=en
https://www.kingcounty.gov/%7E/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-Plan/Dockets/2020DocketReport-web.ashx?la=en


 
Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 
401 5th Ave. Suite 800  
Seattle, WA 98104 
206-263-9600 TTY Relay:  711 

 
 
April 30, 2021 
 
 
Michael and Linda Fletcher 
18407 Renton-Maple Valley Highway 
Maple Valley, WA 98038 
 
 
Dear Mr. and Mrs. Fletcher, 
 
Thank you for participating in this year's Docketing process for the King County Comprehensive Plan. 
The Docket process1 is available to the public to identify a deficiency (i.e., an absence of required or 
potentially desirable contents) or to propose changes to the Comprehensive Plan’s policies, area-wide 
land use designations, development regulations, and site-specific land use and zoning.  The Docket 
process is open continuously and, once a year, the items registered in the previous twelve months are 
compiled into the Docket Report with Executive branch recommendations.  This is transmitted to the 
King County Council for their review and consideration 
 
Submittal: Request to change land use and zoning on two parcels on the Renton-Maple Valley Road near 
the Cedar Grove Natural Area from Neighborhood Business to Industrial.  Parcel numbers are 
3223069070 and 3223069052.   
 
Discussion: This is a request for land use and zoning change.  This Docket request is identical to what 
was submitted by the property owner in 2018 and 2020.  That request was deemed not eligible for 
consideration in an annual amendment as it would require substantive updates to Comprehensive Plan 
policies.  Additionally, the previous request was not supported for several substantive reasons, and these 
are stated in the 2018 Docket Report, which can be viewed at: 
 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-
planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx 

 

 
1  Docket Process website: http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-

county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx, and Docket Process in the King County Code: 
https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf, at 20.18.140 

Attachment B. Letter to Docket 
Submitter, April 2021 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/%7E/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx?la=en
https://www.kingcounty.gov/%7E/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx?la=en
http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf


Fletcher 
April 2021 
Page 2 
 
King County Code 20.18.050.K.1. states that a site-specific land use map amendment, which is what is 
requested in this Docket, may not be initiated unless at least three years have elapsed since Council 
adoption or review of the current designation for the property.  Limited exceptions to this restriction, such 
as a change in circumstances, exist in code.  The conditions on the subject parcel and the circumstances in 
the surrounding area have not materially changed since 2018.   
 
Additionally, a suite of policy changes related to Non-Resource Industrial Uses in the Rural Area were 
considered in the 2020 Comprehensive Plan update that might have had bearing on this Docket Submittal.  
However, after significant discussion and review by the Executive and the Council, none of the changes 
were adopted and the policies remain as they were in 2018 when this Docket Submittal was initial 
considered.  Given this, there are no changes to the policies that are discussed in the 2018 Docket Report 
and that guide the analysis of this Docket Submittal.   
 
Executive Recommendation: Based on these issues, this request is not eligible to be considered until 
2024, which is when the eight-year cycle update will occur.  The Executive and the Council have the 
option to include review of this Docket Submittal in the scope of work for the 2024 update. 
 
Please note that the Docket Report, in accordance with King County Code Title 20.18, will be sent to the 
King County Council on the last business day in April.  At that time, you have the option to petition the 
Council to consider this Docket change, which has not been recommended by the Executive. 
 
If you have further questions or concerns, please contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, at 
(206) 263-8297 or via email at ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov.   
 
Again, thank you for participating in this year’s Docketing process.   
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Lauren Smith 
Director of Regional Planning 
Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 
 
cc: Jim Chan, Director, Department of Local Service – Permitting Division 

Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

mailto:ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov
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Attachment C: Public 
Comments 



 

 

Reagan Dunn 

Councilmember, District 9 

Metropolitan King County Council 

 
 

March 31, 2021 

 

April Putney 

Chief of Staff, King County Executive Dow Constantine 

Executive Office 

401 5th Ave. Suite 800 

Seattle, WA 98104 

 

Dear Ms. Putney:  

 

I am writing to bring attention to an issue of joint concern and to voice my strong opposition to the 2021 

Docket request submitted to change land zoning on two parcels, parcel numbers 3223069070 and 

3223069052 on the Renton-Maple Valley Road near the Cedar Grove Natural Area, from Neighborhood 

Business to Industrial.  

King County’s policies as described in the King County Comprehensive Plan intend to limit the expansion 

of industrial zoning in rural areas. This is to protect rural areas by safeguarding against the adverse 

impacts of industrialization. It is understood and established that a rise in industrial use can cause harm 

to the local environment and components critical to rural character, including natural resources, habitat, 

and farmland. 

Regarding parcels 3223069070 and 3223069052, the 2018 Docket Report outlines many concerns that 

would need to be resolved if re-zoning were to be considered. There are many reasons these parcels 

wouldn’t be able to accommodate industrial use, including the lack of septic systems, drainage systems, 

other utilities, and parking. These findings where affirmed in the 2020 Docket Report, noting there these 

conditions of the subject parcel and the conditions of the subject area has not changed substantially. 

The parcels are also designated as Category I critical aquifer recharge area, and industrial zoning would 

make drinking water highly vulnerable to contamination. The Cedar River is also critical habitat for 

migrating salmon, populations of which would also suffer under industrial contamination.  

Speaking in my capacity of the elected representative of residents of unincorporated Renton and Maple 

Valley, I can say that nowhere in King County has industrialization been a more intrusive threat than in 

this community. Residents of this area have repeatedly, over many years, voiced their concerns over a 

proposed zoning change of parcel 1923069026, which is adjacent to parcels 3223069070 and 

3223069052. The proposed new use for parcel 1923069026 is for an asphalt manufacturing facility. An 

online petition has garnered almost 8,000 signatures from neighbors who vehemently oppose the 



zoning change. Taken together, these three parcels would represent a huge intrusion of industrial use 

into this rural neighborhood if King County approves re-zoning. 

For all of these reasons, I would expect the finding to be consistent with the 2018 and 2020 decisions to 

deem the property not eligible for consideration in an annual amendment.  I strongly believe that it 

would be negligent for King County to move forward with industrial zoning within rural areas of Renton 

and Maple Valley, specifically in regards to parcels 3223069070 and 3223069052. It is of critical 

importance that we listen to impacted communities and prioritize the protection of our environment—

including our potable water and struggling salmon population—over industrial businesses.  

Thank you for considering this request.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Reagan Dunn 

Vice Chair 

Metropolitan King County Council 

 

cc:  Jim Chan, Division Director for Permitting 

Shannon Braddock, Deputy Chief of Staff, King County Executive Office 

Karan Gill, Director of Council Relations, King County Executive Office 

 

 



Docket Item (D.I.) #1 
Location: 18407 Renton-Maple Valley Highway (SR-169) 

Parcel ID Nos.: 3223069052 and 3223069070 

“Request to change land and zoning on two parcels on the Renton- Maple Valley Road near the Cedar 
Grove Natural Area from Neighborhood Business to Industrial. Parcel numbers are 3223069070 and 

3223069052.” 

INTRODUCTION 
 The D.I. requestors’ own submitted background information explains exactly what is happening here: 

“The owners have attempted twice to align the actual use (industrial recycle center) with the 
correct zoning (Industrial).… As stated before, the use is non-conforming (gradfathered [sp]) and 
poses a big issue in the need to resell/re-finance the property….Fortunately, there is not an 
urgent need, but the Fletchers are elders in the community.…” 

 Clearly, the D.I. requestors’ are getting on in age and seek to sell. Rezoning the parcels from 
Neighborhood Business (NB) to Industrial (I) could and, most likely, would, greatly increase the asking 
prices for the parcels. The D.I. Request has nothing to do with continuing the existing use on the parcels 
as that use is allowed as a “non-conforming” use, as the D.I. requestors’ state in  their own words. 

DISCUSSION 
 We previously have submitted detailed comments on the D.I. requestors’ past two attempts for a 
rezone through the Docket Process: 2018 and 2020—those are attached and fully explain our supporting 
rationale. In our 2018 response we also included “Final Zoning and Subdivision Examiner's Decision and 
the BALD Report 124-88-R, 1989,” which we again attach (separately) for convenience. 
 Further, King County, in denying the D.I. requestors’ 2020 D.I. Request it deemed it: 

“…not eligible to be considered until 2024, which is when the eight-year cycle update will occur.” 

We could not agree more; however, we believe it again should be denied in 2024. 

RECOMMENDATION 
 D.I. #1 should be denied for the third time. 

Attachments: 
1. Comments on D.I. Request #2, GMVUAC, March 3, 2020. 
2. Comments on D.I. Request #4, GMVUAC, October 2, 2018. 
3. Final Zoning and Subdivision Examiner's Decision and the BALD Report 124-88-R, 1989. [pdf is 
attached separately] 

GMVUAC 1 April 6, 2021



Attachment 1—GMVUAC Comments on D.I. Request #2, March 3, 2020 

D.I. Request #2—Fletcher (past Metal Recycling Facility at 18407 Renton-Maple Valley Rd [SR-169], 
just south of the Cedar Grove Rd intersection) 

 This is a re-submittal of a 2018 request. However, in this case, the requester specifically asks for: “the 
opportunity to sit down with the councilman and staff to discuss the merits of this request.” The GMVUAC 
submitted formal comments to King County on the original 2018 D.I. Request recommending it be 
rejected (see attached). 
 The 2020 D.I. Request remains the same as that rejected by the County in 2018: change zoning from 
Neighborhood Business (NB) to Industrial (I). The site has been cleared of much of its past business and 
possibly in anticipation of a zoning change or to be sold? Clearly, a zoning change could greatly increase 
the value of the property. 
 It is our understanding that a “site-specific” amendment needs to wait a total of three years before re-
submittal. The original submittal was less than two years ago in 2018. 
 We completely support the Executive’s excellent rationale for recommending rejection of this request 
in 2018. 
 We request the Executive to recommend this D.I. Request, again, be firmly rejected. 

GMVUAC 2 April 6, 2021



Attachment 2—GMVUAC Comments on D.I. Request #4, October 2, 2018 

Docket Item (D.I.) #4 
Location: 18407 SR-169 

Parcel ID Nos.: 3223069052 and 3223069070 

“Reclassify zoning on two parcels from NB (Neighborhood Business) to I (Industrial). The land use would 
remain Rural Area. Combined size is 3.54 acres. The purpose for the request is to provide consistency 

with the actual land use activity (recycling center) that has been in operation for over 25 years. An 
industrial use (grand- fathered) – a metal recycling facility. The use and zoning will be consistent with 

what is actually developed in the immediate vicinity and on these specific properties.” 

INTRODUCTION 
 The D.I. states the site’s existing business is an “industrial use” that is “grandfathered.” The D.I. 
request is to rezone the site from Neighborhood Business (NB) to Industrial (I). If the existing “metal 
recycling” business is indeed “grandfathered,” then no change in zoning is necessary. 
 Of critical concern is that should the site be rezoned, the next owner could propose a different 
industrial use (much like the proposed Asphalt Facility on a parcel along SR-169, which was the subject 
of a successful rezoning request through the D.I. process). [Note; The site in question was not evaluated 
earlier this year in KC DPER’s Cedar River Sites Industrial Moratorium (CRSIM) Study as part of the KC 
Council’s Asphalt Facility discussions, because it was not zoned “Industrial.”] 

BACKGROUND 
 The D.I. specifically refers to the adjoining site to the south and its "I" zoning as justification for the 
site in question to be rezoned to "I". Attached is the final Zoning and Subdivision Examiner's Decision and 
the BALD Report 124-88-R— (Note: The Building and Land Development Division is the predecessor to 
present-day DPER), which supported the 1989 rezone of the adjoining site to "I-P" (“I" zoned, but with a 
P-suffix—which imposed express limitations on future use). 
 The "I-P" zoning for the adjacent site was adopted by the KC Council as Ordinance 8865 and 
incorporated into subsequent Comprehensive Plans (and Tahoma-Raven Heights Subarea Plan by 
Ordinance 12824 in 1997). The uses of that “I-P” zoned site are limited to those allowed in the Regional 
Business (RB) zone and "vehicle interior refurbishing and re-upholstering.” 

DISCUSSION 
 The 1989 rezone was unique and cannot, and should not, constitute grounds for rezoning the site in 
question from "NB" to a general "I" without any P-suffix to substantially limit its future use. The attached 
BALD Report gives an extensive history of this area and land uses that existed in that vicinity for many 
years. D.I. #4's assertion that a “rezone of their property to ‘I’ - Industrial would be consistent with the 
zoning and use of the property to the south” simply is not accurate. 
 We remain highly skeptical and very concerned that a rezone to a generic “I" could result in another 
debacle, as has been encountered with the proposed Asphalt Facility on a parcel along SR-169. As with 
the former rezone of that parcel to simply a generic "I", rezoning of the site to allow lawful continuation of 
an existing nonconforming use has severe and, perhaps, unintended consequences, where such rezone 
is not limited in scope to allow only that particular existing use and any other uses that are in fact 
consistent with such existing use. In fact, since the existing business can continue under existing zoning, 
no rezone is necessary. 
 Finally, any proposed site-specific rezone (e.g., from "NB" to “I”) inconsistent with the KC 
Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) must be considered and resolved first through a Hearing Examiner 
following a public hearing (KCC 20.20.020(E) and KCC 20.22). Annual amendments to the KCCP are 
deemed legislative; whereas, a site-specific rezone is quasi-judicial and must be reviewed as a Type 4 
permit application. Clearly, an annual D.I. request should not be part of any bifurcated process (i.e., KC 
Council amends zoning designation, refers it to Hearing Examiner, who, sends recommendation back to 
KC Council for a final decision). 

RECOMMENDATION 
 D.I. #4 should be denied. 

GMVUAC 3 April 6, 2021



Docket Item (D.I.) #4 
Location: 18407 SR-169 

Parcel ID Nos.: 3223069052 and 3223069070 

“Reclassify zoning on two parcels from NB (Neighborhood Business) to I (Industrial). The land use would 
remain Rural Area. Combined size is 3.54 acres. The purpose for the request is to provide consistency with the 
actual land use activity (recycling center) that has been in operation for over 25 years. An industrial use (grand- 

fathered) – a metal recycling facility. The use and zoning will be consistent with what is actually developed in 
the immediate vicinity and on these specific properties.” 

INTRODUCTION 
 The D.I. states the site’s existing business is an “industrial use” that is “grandfathered.” The D.I. request is 
to rezone the site from Neighborhood Business (NB) to Industrial (I). If the existing “metal recycling” business 
is indeed “grandfathered,” then no change in zoning is necessary. 
 Of critical concern is that should the site be rezoned, the next owner could propose a different industrial 
use (much like the proposed Asphalt Facility on a parcel along SR-169, which was the subject of a successful 
rezoning request through the D.I. process). [Note; The site in question was not evaluated earlier this year in KC 
DPER’s Cedar River Sites Industrial Moratorium (CRSIM) Study as part of the KC Council’s Asphalt Facility 
discussions, because it was not zoned “Industrial.”] 

BACKGROUND 
 The D.I. specifically refers to the adjoining site to the south and its "I" zoning as justification for the site in 
question to be rezoned to "I". Attached is the final Zoning and Subdivision Examiner's Decision and the BALD 
Report 124-88-R— (Note: The Building and Land Development Division is the predecessor to present-day 
DPER), which supported the 1989 rezone of the adjoining site to "I-P" (“I" zoned, but with a P-suffix—which 
imposed express limitations on future use). 
 The "I-P" zoning for the adjacent site was adopted by the KC Council as Ordinance 8865 and incorporated 
into subsequent Comprehensive Plans (and Tahoma-Raven Heights Subarea Plan by Ordinance 12824 in 
1997). The uses of that “I-P” zoned site are limited to those allowed in the Regional Business (RB) zone and 
"vehicle interior refurbishing and re-upholstering.” 

DISCUSSION 
 The 1989 rezone was unique and cannot, and should not, constitute grounds for rezoning the site in 
question from "NB" to a general "I" without any P-suffix to substantially limit its future use. The attached BALD 
Report gives an extensive history of this area and land uses that existed in that vicinity for many years. D.I. 
#4's assertion that a “rezone of their property to ‘I’ - Industrial would be consistent with the zoning and use of 
the property to the south” simply is not accurate. 
 We remain highly skeptical and very concerned that a rezone to a generic “I" could result in another 
debacle, as has been encountered with the proposed Asphalt Facility on a parcel along SR-169. As with the 
former rezone of that parcel to simply a generic "I", rezoning of the site to allow lawful continuation of an 
existing nonconforming use has severe and, perhaps, unintended consequences, where such rezone is not 
limited in scope to allow only that particular existing use and any other uses that are in fact consistent with 
such existing use. In fact, since the existing business can continue under existing zoning, no rezone is 
necessary. 
 Finally, any proposed site-specific rezone (e.g., from "NB" to “I”) inconsistent with the KC Comprehensive 
Plan (KCCP) must be considered and resolved first through a Hearing Examiner following a public hearing 
(KCC 20.20.020(E) and KCC 20.22). Annual amendments to the KCCP are deemed legislative; whereas, a 
site-specific rezone is quasi-judicial and must be reviewed as a Type 4 permit application. Clearly, an annual 
D.I. request should not be part of any bifurcated process (i.e., KC Council amends zoning designation, refers it 
to Hearing Examiner, who, sends recommendation back to KC Council for a final decision). 

RECOMMENDATION 
 D.I. #4 should be denied. 

Attachment: Final Zoning and Subdivision Examiner's Decision and the BALD Report 124-88-R, 1989. 

GMVUAC !1 October 2, 2018



2020 Docket Items to the KCCP 
Comments 

D.I. Request #2—Fletcher (past Metal Recycling Facility at 18407 Renton-Maple 
Valley Rd [SR-169], just south of the Cedar Grove Rd intersection) 

 This is a re-submittal of a 2018 request. However, in this case, the requester 
specifically asks for: “the opportunity to sit down with the councilman and staff to 
discuss the merits of this request.” The GMVUAC submitted formal comments to King 
County on the original 2018 D.I. Request recommending it be rejected (see attached). 
 The 2020 D.I. Request remains the same as that rejected by the County in 2018: 
change zoning from Neighborhood Business (NB) to Industrial (I). The site has been 
cleared of much of its past business and possibly in anticipation of a zoning change or 
to be sold? Clearly, a zoning change could greatly increase the value of the property. 
 It is our understanding that a “site-specific” amendment needs to wait a total of three 
years before re-submittal. The original submittal was less than two years ago in 2018. 
 We completely support the Executive’s excellent rationale for recommending 
rejection of this request in 2018. 
 We request the Executive to recommend this D.I. Request, again, be firmly rejected. 

GMVUAC 1 March 3, 2020



2020 Docket Items to the KCCP 
Comments 

D.I. Request #5—Rainier Christian School (just NW of Lk Desire in an 
unincorporated Urban area) 

 This property is directly adjacent to the GMVUAC’s western border. The request is to 
use the 4:1 program to take the ~34.5-ac, RA-2.5 zoned site and adopt urban-
designated development of R-6 (6 DUs/ac) over 20% of the site (~7 ac), thereby 
creating ~41 lots. 
 Our biggest issue is this entails extending sewer lines from the Urban Growth Area 
into the Rural Area to serve the projected ~41 home sites. Although the requester states 
there is an existing sewer line that extends through the site to serve the existing school, 
that line should be tightlined (as specified in the King County School Siting Task Force 
which convened in 2011-2012—GMVUAC member, Peter Rimbos, served on the Task 
Force). We expect the requestor cannot achieve the density that would accompany the 
requested R-6 zoning with septic systems and, thus, needs extension of sewer lines. 
Extending sewer lines in to the Rural Area would violate County-Wide Planning Policy 
(CPP) DP-17c [“Can be efficiently provided with urban services and does not require 
supportive facilities located in the Rural Area”]. 
 One of the GMVUAC’s bedrock principles is to “Keep the Rural Area rural” and one 
very strong way to do that is to not extend sewer lines into the Rural Area. King County 
policy agrees with this and it was a heavy determinator during the School Siting Task 
Force deliberations and recommendations. 
 In addition, a direct access road is required to be extended from the from the Urban 
Growth Area. The only existing road (174th Ave SE) to serve the school enters from the 
southeast, all in the Rural Area, from Lake Desire Dr. 
 Finally, the City of Renton would have to designate this area as part of its Potential 
Annexation Areas (PAAs), according to CPP DP-17g [“Is subject to an agreement 
between King County and the city or town adjacent to the area that the area will be 
added to the city’s Potential Annexation Area. Upon ratification of the amendment, the 
Countywide Planning Policies will reflect both the Urban Growth Area change and 
Potential Annexation Area change.”]. The City of Renton already has several designated 
PAAs. One of which lies directly adjacent to the west of this area. For many years the 
City has chosen not to annex any of these PAAs, nor do we expect it would do so here, 
even if the city designated it as a PAA, thus defeating the purpose of requiring the sub 
sect of the 4:1 to be part of a designated PAA. 
 We request the Executive to recommend this D.I. Request be rejected, in part, due 
to the need for sewer line extensions into the Rural Area and the strong possibilities that 
the City of Renton, although it might designate it as part of its many PAAs, would have 
no real intention of annexing it in the future.

GMVUAC 2 March 3, 2020





































 
 

 
 
 

2020 Docket Report 

King County Comprehensive Plan 

June 2020 
 
 

I.  About the Docket Process  

The King County Docket was established in 1998 in accordance with Revised Code of Washington 
36.70A.470 in order to provide an opportunity for residents of the County to register comments on the 
King County Comprehensive Plan and the associated development regulations.  The Docket process, as 
adopted in King County Code 20.18.140, is available to the public to identify a deficiency (i.e., an 
absence of required or potentially desirable contents) or to propose changes to the Comprehensive 
Plan’s policies, area-wide land use designations, development regulations, and site-specific land use and 
zoning.  For Docket submittals that require a site-specific change in a land use designation or zoning 
classification, submitters may be referred to the appropriate process for requesting these changes.1 
 
The Docket process is open continuously and, once a year, the items registered in the previous twelve 
months are considered.  Submittals are compiled into a Docket Submittals Report2 that is made 
available via the Comprehensive Plan website and email list.  Following this, Executive staff classifies 
whether each Docket is appropriate for the annual update (which allows primarily technical updates, 
corrections, and amendments that do not require substantive changes to policy language) or the four-
year or eight-year updates (wherein all changes may be considered).  This classification guides whether 
the Docket item could be included in the following year’s Comprehensive Plan update.3 
 
Following submittal and classification, the next phase includes analysis by County departments, 
outreach to the proponent, determining the appropriate mechanism for public engagement (dependent on 
the type and scale of the submittal), and coordination with relevant entities such as adjacent cities or 
special purpose districts, again dependent on the submittal. 
 
On the last business day of April, the Executive transmits a Docket Report with analysis and 
recommendations to the County Council.  Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the transmittal in 2020 has been 
delayed by sixty days. 
                                                      
 
1  King County Code 20.18.050 and 21A.44.060 
2  Link to Docket webpage: https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-

planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx 
3  King County Code 20.18.140 and 20.18.030 
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The Council then includes all submitters of Docket items in the mailing list for the relevant County 
Council meetings, and notifies them of any other opportunities for public testimony, as it considers the 
submittals.  For Docket changes that are not recommended by the Executive, the proponent may petition 
the County Council during its legislative review process. 
 

II. Summary of Submittals  

King County received eight Docket submittals for consideration in the 2020 Docket process by the 
deadline of December 31, 2019.  The complete set of submitted materials for the 2020 Docket process 
can be found in the 2020 Docket Submittals Report.4  The following map identifies the location of the 
2020 Docket items. 

 
III. Submittals and Recommendations 

The following lists the Docket submitter(s), identifies the County Council district, and includes the 
Docket submittal.  This is accompanied by discussion and analysis of the relevant issues including 

                                                      
 
4  Link to webpage: https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-

planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2020-Docket-Submittals-Report.ashx 
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classification, background information, policy review, and concludes with an  Executive 
recommendation.   
 
Docket Item Council 

District 
Submittal, Background and Recommendation 

1.  Mr.  & Mrs.  
Pierce 

3 Submittal: Request to use Four to One Program in order to change a 
portion of two parcels adjacent to the City of North Bend from Rural Area 
to Urban, and to permanently protect the remainder as King County owned 
open space.  Parcel numbers are 1723089006 and 2607740120. 
 
Discussion: This is a request to amend the urban growth area boundary 
through use of the Four to One program.  Four to One submittals are 
eligible to be considered in an annual update.  The Four to One Program is 
a discretionary land use map amendment process.  Information on the Four 
to One Program can be found at: 
 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance
-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-
comprehensive-plan/amend/4to1.aspx 

 
One eligibility criteria is that the adjacent city agrees to add the new urban 
land that would be created into their Potential Annexation Area.  In cases 
where the city is the provider of services, they would need to be supportive 
of providing urban services to serve the new urban development.  Relevant 
provisions state the following: 
 

20.18.170.D. states that proposals adjacent to 
incorporated area or potential annexation areas shall be 
referred to the affected city and special purpose districts 
for recommendations. 
 
Countywide Planning Policy DP-17(g) requires an 
agreement between King County and the city or town 
that the area will be added to the city’s Potential 
Annexation Area.   

 
The relevant city for this Four to One is North Bend, and the City provided 
a letter stating that it does not support this proposal (see attachment).  The 
City has concerns regarding the impacts to environmentally sensitive areas 
of the site, impacts on nearby open space, the inability of the parcel to 
support urban levels of density, and concerns regarding the provision of 
water, sewer, emergency, and other services. 
 
Executive Recommendation: Based on these issues, this Docket request is 
not supported by the Executive. 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/4to1.aspx
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/4to1.aspx
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/4to1.aspx
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Docket Item Council 
District 

Submittal, Background and Recommendation 

2.  Mr.  & Mrs.  
Fletcher 

9 Submittal: Request to change land use and zoning on two parcels on the 
Renton-Maple Valley Road near the Cedar Grove Natural Area from 
Neighborhood Business to Industrial.  Parcel numbers are 3223069070 and 
3223069052.   
 
Discussion: This is a request for land use and zoning change.  This Docket 
request is identical to what was submitted by the property owner in 2018.  
That request was deemed not eligible for consideration in an annual 
amendment as it would require substantive updates to Comprehensive Plan 
policies.  Additionally, the previous request was not supported for a 
number of reasons, and these are stated in the 2018 Docket Report, which 
can be viewed at: 
 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/perfo
rmance-strategy-budget/regional-
planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx 

 
King County Code 20.18.050.K.1. states that a site-specific land use map 
amendment, which is what is requested in this Docket, may not be initiated 
unless at least three years have elapsed since Council adoption or review of 
the current designation for the property.  Limited exceptions to this 
restriction, such as a change in circumstances, exist in code.  The 
conditions on the subject parcel and the circumstances in the surrounding 
area have not materially changed since 2018.   
 
Executive Recommendation: Based on these issues, this request is not 
eligible to be considered until 2024, which is when the eight-year cycle 
update will occur. 

3.  Peter 
Lamanna 

3 Submittal: Request to change speed limits from 35 to 25 mph on Bear 
Creek Road NE and NE 132nd Street between Avondale Road NE and NE 
133rd Street to address traffic conditions, lack of law enforcement, and 
safety. 
 
Discussion: This is a request for a change to posted speed limits on a road 
segment in the Bear Creek area.  While this request is eligible to be 
considered in an annual update, the Comprehensive Plan does not direct 
speed limits and therefore is not the appropriate mechanism for considering 
this change. 
 
That said, King County uses criteria based on the Washington State Model 
Traffic Ordinance (RCW 46.04; WAC 303-308), the King County Code, 
crash history, and the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD) in the evaluation of posted speed limits. The MUTCD is a 
Federal Highway Administration document, which has been adopted by 
most public agencies and provides guidelines for traffic control devices and 
pavement markings. 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/%7E/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx?la=en
https://www.kingcounty.gov/%7E/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx?la=en
https://www.kingcounty.gov/%7E/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx?la=en
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Docket Item Council 
District 

Submittal, Background and Recommendation 

 
The locations in question were evaluated by the Road Services Division’s 
Traffic Engineering Section for changes to the posted speed limits using 
said criteria. As a result of the investigation it was determined a change to 
the existing posted speed limit was not justified.  
 
Executive Recommendation: Based on these citations, there are currently 
no plans to lower the speed limit.  

4.  Mr.  & Mrs.  
Montgomery 

3 Submittal: Request to change land use and zoning on one parcel outside of 
the City of Skykomish from Rural Area 2.5 to Urban Residential 12, in 
order to allow for a cluster village of small homes and Recreational 
Vehicle parking.  Parcel number is 3026129019. 
 
Discussion: This Docket requests an urban area zoning designation on a 
Rural Area parcel; this is not allowed under the King County 
Comprehensive Plan or King County Code.  Allowing this would require 
substantive changes to existing Comprehensive Plan policies and therefore 
this request is not eligible to be considered in an annual update.  The 
following text addresses the substantive issues raised by this request.   
 
The subject parcel is zoned Rural Area 2.5, which is a designation 
established to recognize typically smaller parcel in the Rural Area that 
existed at the time the first Growth Management Act Comprehensive Plan 
was adopted by King County in 1994.  The policies and text related to 
Rural Area 2.5 zoning are provided below.   
 

Although King County intends to retain low residential 
densities in the Rural Area, residential development has 
occurred in the past on a wide variety of lot sizes.  Both 
existing homes on small lots and rural infill on vacant, small 
lots contribute to the variety of housing choices in the Rural 
Area.  In some cases, however, rural-level facilities and 
services (e.g. on-site sewage disposal, individual water 
supply systems) may not permit development of the 
smallest vacant lots.  Policy R-309 recognizes that some of 
the Rural Area has already been subdivided at a density 
greater than one lot per five acres (for example, parts of the 
shoreline of Vashon-Maury Island) when the original 1994 
Comprehensive Plan was adopted, and applied a zoning 
category to just those properties in existence at that time.  
Zoning to implement policies R-306 through R-309 has 
been applied through subarea and local plans and area 
zoning maps.  (emphasis added) 
 
R-309   The RA-2.5 zone has generally been applied to 

Rural Areas with an existing pattern of lots below five 
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Docket Item Council 
District 

Submittal, Background and Recommendation 

acres in size that were created prior to the adoption 
of the 1994 Comprehensive Plan.  These smaller lots 
may still be developed individually or combined, 
provided that applicable standards for sewage 
disposal, environmental protection, water supply, 
roads and rural fire protection can be met.  A 
subdivision at a density of one home per 2.5 acres 
shall only be permitted through the Transfer of 
Development Rights from property in the designated 
Rural Forest Focus Areas.  The site receiving the 
density must be approved as a Transfer of 
Development Rights receiving site in accordance 
with the King County Code.  Properties on Vashon-
Maury Island shall not be eligible as receiving sites. 

 
This policy reflects the designation of the RA-2.5 zone to the lots that 
existed prior to adoption of the 1994 Comprehensive Plan and it establishes 
guidance for how these lots are to be realized.  Meaning, to realize the RA-
2.5 density, the purchase of a transferable development right is required.  
Given the size of the parcel, it may be possible to add more than one unit 
and that would be clarified through discussions with the Department of 
Local Services – Permitting Division. 
 
Executive Recommendation: Rural Area 2.5 zoning is the densest Rural 
Area zoning classification, and the request to allow greater densities would 
not be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  Among others, one 
inconsistency is that greater levels of density typically require public sewer 
system service and this is not allowed in the Rural Area, except in very 
limited exceptions.  Based on this, this Docket request would not be 
supported by the Executive. 
 
Additional Information: Options other than what was requested may exist 
for this parcel.  Under the RA-2.5 zoning designation, the property may 
have the potential to create one additional lot using a Transfer of 
Development Rights program.  Also, one of the allowed uses under this 
zoning is for a Recreational Vehicle (RV) park, subject to approval of a 
Conditional Use Permit  (CUP) and with the following conditions: 
  

KCC21A.08.040:  
Recreational vehicle parks are subject to the following 
conditions and limitations:  
a. The maximum length of stay of any vehicle shall not 
exceed one hundred eighty days during a three-
hundred-sixty-five-day period;  
b. The minimum distance between recreational vehicle 
pads shall be no less than ten feet; and  
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Docket Item Council 
District 

Submittal, Background and Recommendation 

c. Sewage shall be disposed in a system approved by 
the Seattle-King County health department.   

 
The definition of an RV park is as follows: 
 

KCC21A.06.965 Recreational vehicle parks: the use of 
land upon which two or more recreational vehicle sites, 
including hook up facilities, are located for occupancy 
by the general public of recreational vehicles as 
temporary living quarters for recreation or vacation 
purposes.  (Ord.  10870 § 233, 1993). 

 
Last, the subject parcel is within the landslide hazard area and at the time 
of a future proposed subdivision application, the Permitting Division can 
require an assessment of geological risk associated with landslide areas. 

5.  Rainier 
Christian 
School 

9 Submittal: Request to use Four to One Program to change a portion of one 
parcel in the Fairwood unincorporated urban area from Rural Area to 
Urban, and to permanently protect the remainder as King County owned 
open space.  Parcel number is 2523059086. 
 
Discussion: This is a request to amend the urban growth area boundary 
through use of the Four to One program.  Four to One submittals are 
eligible to be considered in an annual update. 
 
The Four to One Program is a discretionary land use map amendment 
process.  The core purpose of the program is to create a continuous band of 
open space alongside the 1994 urban growth area boundary.  This core 
purpose has existed since the creation of the program in 1994.  To support 
this core purpose, the Four to One Program has not approved a Four to One 
proposal directly adjacent to the new urban area created by a previous Four 
to One.  This avoids a domino effect of urban growth area expansions. 
 
Directly adjacent to the proposed site for this Four to One proposal is the 
Glacier Ridge/McGarvey Park Four to One project, which was approved in 
1994 and resulted in approximately 100 new acres of urban area.  This 
urban area remains unincorporated today.  The Four to One proposal in the 
2020 Docket would further extend the new urban land that was created 
with the previous Four to One.  This is not consistent with the core purpose 
of the program, and could establish a precedent antithetical the program's 
desired outcomes.  This area was considered for redesignation to urban in 
2004 and 2012 and, in both cases, was denied. 
 
In addition, there may be site challenges that would preclude urban levels 
of development.  The parcel was formerly used by the United States 
Department of Defense as a missile base.  The full record of cleanup of the 
site is not available to the County and there is a risk that contamination 
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Docket Item Council 
District 

Submittal, Background and Recommendation 

may still exist.  The site was transferred to the United States Department of 
Education, and there are records that a covenant may exist that precludes 
use for anything other than educational purposes. 
 
Executive Recommendation: Based on these factors, this Four to One is 
not supported by the Executive. 

6.  Greater 
Maple Valley 
Unincorporated 
Area Council 

9 & 3 Submittal: Request for procedural change to require the King County 
Council to prepare and publish responses to the public comments that it 
receives on the King County Executive's Executive Recommended 
Comprehensive Plan updates. 
 
Discussion: This request is for a procedural change that would not 
necessarily require a change to policies and is therefore eligible for 
consideration in an annual update. The Executive and Legislative branch 
work to meet the Growth Management Act goals for early and continuous 
public engagement.  Documentation of the update process is provided with 
every major update in an appendix that is entitled Summary of Public 
Outreach for the Development of the King County Comprehensive Plan 
Update.  This appendix lists dates of meetings, groups involved or 
consulted, and estimates of overall involvement.   
 
Since 2012, the Executive has supplemented this appendix with a 
companion document that shows outreach materials such as postcards or e-
newsletters, mailings, meeting summaries, and this includes the full set of 
written comments along with written responses. 
 
The Council process is legislative, and there is a permanent record of each 
meeting when the Comprehensive Plan is discussed, including agendas and 
minutes, with oral and written comments.  There is also a video of each 
meeting that includes presentations, public testimony, and Council 
discussions. 
 
Executive Recommendation: The Executive branch and the Legislative 
branch each manage their own portion of Comprehensive Plan update 
process.  It will be for the Council to decide if this request is supported 
during its stages of the process. 

7A.  Greater 
Maple Valley 
Unincorporated 
Area Council 

9 & 3 Submittal: Request for procedural changes to require Site-Specific Land 
Use Map Amendments be reviewed through the Type 4 Quasi-Judicial 
Hearing Examiner process, and not be allowed to be considered 
legislatively through the Comprehensive Plan process.  As part of this, 
require that land use and zoning changes that affect the same parcel be 
considered together, rather than bifurcated with zoning going through the 
hearing examiner process and land use going through the Comprehensive 
Plan process.   
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Docket Item Council 
District 

Submittal, Background and Recommendation 

Discussion: This request is for a procedural change that would not 
necessarily require a change to policies and is therefore eligible for 
consideration in an annual update. Under the Growth Management Act, 
land use decisions are legislative actions.  In King County, changes to land 
use designations are exclusively legislative decisions that are enacted 
through updates to the Comprehensive Plan's Land Use Map.  Portions of 
the land use process, such as zoning reclassifications, may be delegated to 
administrative processes, but even these are ultimately brought to the 
County Council for legislative action. 
 
As noted in King County Code Title 20.20.20 Classifications of Land Use 
Decision Processes, land use permit decisions are classified into four types, 
based on who makes the decision, whether public notice is required, whether 
a public hearing is required before a decision is made, and whether 
administrative appeals are provided.  Type 4 decisions are quasi-judicial 
decisions made by the County Council based on the record established by the 
hearing examiner. 
 
Given this, it appears that the request is to require hearing examiner review 
of all land use changes prior to Council action.  This approach raises issues.  
The hearing examiner's purpose, as defined in King County Code 
20.22.020, is to consider and apply adopted county policies and 
regulations.  The hearing examiner is required to separate the application of 
regulatory controls from the legislative planning process.  Hearing 
examiner decisions are to be based on adopted King County codes and 
policies, state statutes, regulations, and appellate court decisions.  An 
example of this role is described in King County Code 20.22.150, wherein 
the examiner issues a recommendation regarding an application for a zone 
reclassification of property and the recommendation is based on the 
Comprehensive Plan, subarea plans, subarea studies, or area zoning studies.  
This makes clear that the hearing examiner ensures fair application of 
adopted provisions, not the creation of new provisions. 
 
Given that planning and comprehensive planning processes by their nature 
involve making discretionary decisions to potentially alter adopted codes 
and policies (while of course guided by state statutes and regulations), 
requiring the hearing examiner to make these types of discretionary 
recommendations appears inconsistent with their defined role.  Further, the 
typical planning process is for the Executive branch to manage the 
planning function, develop, and transmit planning recommendations to 
Council for their consideration, refinement, and adoption.   
 
Executive Recommendation: Based on these factors, this request is not 
supported.  
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Docket Item Council 
District 

Submittal, Background and Recommendation 

7B.  Greater 
Maple Valley 
Unincorporate
d Area 
Council 

9 & 3 Submittal: Request for procedural changes to expressly provide that site-
specific land use proposals cannot be added as a last minute amendment 
by the King County Council during its consideration of a Comprehensive 
Plan update. 
 
Executive Recommendation: As noted previously, the Executive branch 
and the Legislative branch each manage their own portion of 
Comprehensive Plan update process.  Council will decide if this request is 
supported during its stages of the process. 

8.  Richard 
Miller 

8 Submittal: Request to change land use and zoning on one parcel in the 
North Highline Unincorporated Urban Area from Urban Residential 
Medium to Urban Planned Development, and from R-8 (8 units per acre) 
to R-48 (48 units per acre) zoning.  Parcel number is 0623049298. 
 
Discussion: This request relates to the North Highline urban 
unincorporated area, which is currently undergoing a subarea land use 
planning process.  Additionally, the parcel is directly adjacent to a parcel 
that is being considered for a substantial upzone that is part of the 
Comprehensive Plan 2020 update.  Links to both of these are as follows: 
 

North Highline Subarea Planning:  
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/local-
services/permits/planning-regulations/community-
service-area-land-use-subarea-plans/north-
highline.aspx 
 
2020 Update – Area Studies (see Area Study 3):  
https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/p
erformance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/2020-
Comprehensive-Plan-Update/2020-Exec-
Recommended-Plan/Area_LandUse_Zoning_Studies-
2020Update.ashx 

 
Executive Recommendation: Given the land use focus of the subarea 
planning process, and the intent to look at zoning, land use, property-
specific development conditions, and special district overlays in each of 
the subareas, the Executive recommends that this request be considered 
within the subarea planning process and this change is not recommended 
until such process occurs. 

 

IV. For More Information  

For questions regarding this report, please contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Planning Manager, at 
206-263-8297, or ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov. 
 



 
2020 Docket Report for the King County Comprehensive Plan 
Page 11 

V.  Public Comments on 2020 Docket Submittals 

The following public comments were submitted on the Docket Submittals following the release of the 
2020 Docket Submittals Report.   
 

• Letter from City of North Bend  
 

VI. Attachments 

The King County Code requires that the transmittal of the Docket Report to the County Council shall 
include copies of the docket requests and supporting materials submitted by the proponents and copies of 
the executive response that was issued to the proponents.  Compliance with this is met through inclusion 
of the following two attachments: 

A. Public Comments 

B. Docket Submittals Report, January 2020 

C. Letters to Docket Proponents, June 2020 
 
 



 

ATTACHMENT A 
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June 2020 
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Public Comment 

1.  Letter from City of North Bend 

2.  Comments from Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council on Docket items 4 (Fletcher) 

and 5 (Rainier Christian School) 







2020 Docket Items to the KCCP 
Comments 

D.I. Request #2—Fletcher (past Metal Recycling Facility at 18407 Renton-Maple 
Valley Rd [SR-169], just south of the Cedar Grove Rd intersection) 

 This is a re-submittal of a 2018 request. However, in this case, the requester 
specifically asks for: “the opportunity to sit down with the councilman and staff to 
discuss the merits of this request.” The GMVUAC submitted formal comments to King 
County on the original 2018 D.I. Request recommending it be rejected (see attached). 
 The 2020 D.I. Request remains the same as that rejected by the County in 2018: 
change zoning from Neighborhood Business (NB) to Industrial (I). The site has been 
cleared of much of its past business and possibly in anticipation of a zoning change or 
to be sold? Clearly, a zoning change could greatly increase the value of the property. 
 It is our understanding that a “site-specific” amendment needs to wait a total of three 
years before re-submittal. The original submittal was less than two years ago in 2018. 
 We completely support the Executive’s excellent rationale for recommending 
rejection of this request in 2018. 
 We request the Executive to recommend this D.I. Request, again, be firmly rejected. 

GMVUAC 1 March 3, 2020



Docket Item (D.I.) #4 
Location: 18407 SR-169 

Parcel ID Nos.: 3223069052 and 3223069070 

“Reclassify zoning on two parcels from NB (Neighborhood Business) to I (Industrial). The land use would 
remain Rural Area. Combined size is 3.54 acres. The purpose for the request is to provide consistency with the 
actual land use activity (recycling center) that has been in operation for over 25 years. An industrial use (grand- 

fathered) – a metal recycling facility. The use and zoning will be consistent with what is actually developed in 
the immediate vicinity and on these specific properties.” 

INTRODUCTION 
 The D.I. states the site’s existing business is an “industrial use” that is “grandfathered.” The D.I. request is 
to rezone the site from Neighborhood Business (NB) to Industrial (I). If the existing “metal recycling” business 
is indeed “grandfathered,” then no change in zoning is necessary. 
 Of critical concern is that should the site be rezoned, the next owner could propose a different industrial 
use (much like the proposed Asphalt Facility on a parcel along SR-169, which was the subject of a successful 
rezoning request through the D.I. process). [Note; The site in question was not evaluated earlier this year in KC 
DPER’s Cedar River Sites Industrial Moratorium (CRSIM) Study as part of the KC Council’s Asphalt Facility 
discussions, because it was not zoned “Industrial.”] 

BACKGROUND 
 The D.I. specifically refers to the adjoining site to the south and its "I" zoning as justification for the site in 
question to be rezoned to "I". Attached is the final Zoning and Subdivision Examiner's Decision and the BALD 
Report 124-88-R— (Note: The Building and Land Development Division is the predecessor to present-day 
DPER), which supported the 1989 rezone of the adjoining site to "I-P" (“I" zoned, but with a P-suffix—which 
imposed express limitations on future use). 
 The "I-P" zoning for the adjacent site was adopted by the KC Council as Ordinance 8865 and incorporated 
into subsequent Comprehensive Plans (and Tahoma-Raven Heights Subarea Plan by Ordinance 12824 in 
1997). The uses of that “I-P” zoned site are limited to those allowed in the Regional Business (RB) zone and 
"vehicle interior refurbishing and re-upholstering.” 

DISCUSSION 
 The 1989 rezone was unique and cannot, and should not, constitute grounds for rezoning the site in 
question from "NB" to a general "I" without any P-suffix to substantially limit its future use. The attached BALD 
Report gives an extensive history of this area and land uses that existed in that vicinity for many years. D.I. 
#4's assertion that a “rezone of their property to ‘I’ - Industrial would be consistent with the zoning and use of 
the property to the south” simply is not accurate. 
 We remain highly skeptical and very concerned that a rezone to a generic “I" could result in another 
debacle, as has been encountered with the proposed Asphalt Facility on a parcel along SR-169. As with the 
former rezone of that parcel to simply a generic "I", rezoning of the site to allow lawful continuation of an 
existing nonconforming use has severe and, perhaps, unintended consequences, where such rezone is not 
limited in scope to allow only that particular existing use and any other uses that are in fact consistent with 
such existing use. In fact, since the existing business can continue under existing zoning, no rezone is 
necessary. 
 Finally, any proposed site-specific rezone (e.g., from "NB" to “I”) inconsistent with the KC Comprehensive 
Plan (KCCP) must be considered and resolved first through a Hearing Examiner following a public hearing 
(KCC 20.20.020(E) and KCC 20.22). Annual amendments to the KCCP are deemed legislative; whereas, a 
site-specific rezone is quasi-judicial and must be reviewed as a Type 4 permit application. Clearly, an annual 
D.I. request should not be part of any bifurcated process (i.e., KC Council amends zoning designation, refers it 
to Hearing Examiner, who, sends recommendation back to KC Council for a final decision). 

RECOMMENDATION 
 D.I. #4 should be denied. 

Attachment: Final Zoning and Subdivision Examiner's Decision and the BALD Report 124-88-R, 1989. 

GMVUAC !1 October 2, 2018



2020 Docket Items to the KCCP 
Comments 

D.I. Request #5—Rainier Christian School (just NW of Lk Desire in an 
unincorporated Urban area) 

 This property is directly adjacent to the GMVUAC’s western border. The request is to 
use the 4:1 program to take the ~34.5-ac, RA-2.5 zoned site and adopt urban-
designated development of R-6 (6 DUs/ac) over 20% of the site (~7 ac), thereby 
creating ~41 lots. 
 Our biggest issue is this entails extending sewer lines from the Urban Growth Area 
into the Rural Area to serve the projected ~41 home sites. Although the requester states 
there is an existing sewer line that extends through the site to serve the existing school, 
that line should be tightlined (as specified in the King County School Siting Task Force 
which convened in 2011-2012—GMVUAC member, Peter Rimbos, served on the Task 
Force). We expect the requestor cannot achieve the density that would accompany the 
requested R-6 zoning with septic systems and, thus, needs extension of sewer lines. 
Extending sewer lines in to the Rural Area would violate County-Wide Planning Policy 
(CPP) DP-17c [“Can be efficiently provided with urban services and does not require 
supportive facilities located in the Rural Area”]. 
 One of the GMVUAC’s bedrock principles is to “Keep the Rural Area rural” and one 
very strong way to do that is to not extend sewer lines into the Rural Area. King County 
policy agrees with this and it was a heavy determinator during the School Siting Task 
Force deliberations and recommendations. 
 In addition, a direct access road is required to be extended from the from the Urban 
Growth Area. The only existing road (174th Ave SE) to serve the school enters from the 
southeast, all in the Rural Area, from Lake Desire Dr. 
 Finally, the City of Renton would have to designate this area as part of its Potential 
Annexation Areas (PAAs), according to CPP DP-17g [“Is subject to an agreement 
between King County and the city or town adjacent to the area that the area will be 
added to the city’s Potential Annexation Area. Upon ratification of the amendment, the 
Countywide Planning Policies will reflect both the Urban Growth Area change and 
Potential Annexation Area change.”]. The City of Renton already has several designated 
PAAs. One of which lies directly adjacent to the west of this area. For many years the 
City has chosen not to annex any of these PAAs, nor do we expect it would do so here, 
even if the city designated it as a PAA, thus defeating the purpose of requiring the sub 
sect of the 4:1 to be part of a designated PAA. 
 We request the Executive to recommend this D.I. Request be rejected, in part, due 
to the need for sewer line extensions into the Rural Area and the strong possibilities that 
the City of Renton, although it might designate it as part of its many PAAs, would have 
no real intention of annexing it in the future.

GMVUAC 2 March 3, 2020
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I. BACKGROUND  

The King County Docket was established in 1998 in accordance with Revised Code of 

Washington 36.70A.470, and codified at King County Code 20.18.140.  The Docket provides an 

opportunity for the public to register comments on the King County Comprehensive Plan and the 

associated development regulations.  The County responds to each item registered on the 

docket, providing a feedback loop, as required by RCW 36.70A.470.  Docket forms are available 

on the County website and at several county departments.  The docket is open continuously 

with a deadline of December 31 for submitting docketed comments for consideration in the 

Comprehensive Plan update process.  By the last business day of April, a Docket Report with 

executive responses and recommendations is released.  

 

The information in the Docket Submittals Report includes the complete set of materials 

submitted by Docket proponents.  Providing the Docket Submittals Report to the public early in 

the process, and even before substantive analysis has occurred, allows for more transparent 

communication regarding the issues that the County is being asked to consider. 

 

II. OVERVIEW OF SUBMITTALS 

The following items were received by King County by the deadline of December 31, 2019 for 

consideration in the 2020 Docket process. 

 

# Name Brief Summary 

1 Mr. & Mrs. Pierce Request to use Four to One Program to change a portion of two parcels 
adjacent to the City of North Bend from Rural Area to Urban, and to 
permanently protect the remainder as King County owned open space.  
Parcel numbers are 1723089006 and 2607740120. 

2 Mr. & Mrs. Fletcher Request to change land and zoning on two parcels on the Renton-
Maple Valley Road near the Cedar Grove Natural Area from 
Neighborhood Business to Industrial.  Parcel numbers are 3223069070 
and 3223069052. 

3 Peter Lamanna Request to change speed limits from 35 to 25 mph on Bear Creek Road 
NE and NE 132nd Street between Avondale Road NE and NE 133rd 
Street to address traffic conditions, lack of law enforcement, and safety. 

4 Mr. & Mrs. Montgomery Request to change land use and zoning on one parcel outside of the 
City of Skykomish from Rural Area 2.5 to Urban Residential 12 in order 
to allow for a cluster village of small homes and Recreational Vehicle 
parking.  Parcel number is 3026129019. 
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# Name Brief Summary 

5 Rainier Christian 
School 

Request to use Four to One Program to change a portion of one parcel 
in the Fairwood unincorporated urban area from Rural Area to Urban, 
and to permanently protect the remainder as King County owned open 
space.  Parcel number is 2523059086. 

6 Greater Maple Valley 
Unincorporated Area 
Council 

Request for procedural change to require the King County Council to 
prepare and publish responses to the public comments that it receives 
on the King County Executive's Executive Recommended 
Comprehensive Plan updates. 

7 Greater Maple Valley 
Unincorporated Area 
Council 

Request procedural changes to:  

A. Require Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendments be reviewed 
through the Type 4 Quasi-Judicial Hearing Examiner process, and not 
be allowed to be considered legislatively through the Comprehensive 
Plan process.  As part of this, require that all land use and zoning 
changes should be considered together, rather than bifurcated with 
zoning going through the hearing examiner process and land use going 
through the Comprehensive Plan process. 

B. Expressly provide that site-specific land use proposals cannot be 
added as a last minute amendment by the King County Council during 
its consideration of a Comprehensive Plan update. 

8 Richard Miller Request to change land and zoning on one parcel in the North Highline 
Unincorporated Urban Area from Urban Residential Medium to Urban 
Planned Development, and R-8 to R-48 zoning.  Parcel number is 
0623049298. 

 

The following map identifies the location of the 2020 Docket items. 
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III. SUBMITTALS 

The tables below include all of the information provided with the Docket submittal.  For clarity 

and context purposes, but not analytical purposes at this stage in the process, maps are 

provided by the County that show the vicinity of the area, an aerial photo, the Comprehensive 

Plan land use designation, and the zoning classification.  If special district overlays or property-

specific development conditions apply, these are provided as well.  

 

Docket Request # 1: Pierce 

Name of Requestor(s): Lucas and Jennifer Pierce 
Council District: #3 
Summary Category: Urban Growth Area Amendment through Four to One Program 
 
Submitted Request 
The request is to rezone and reclassify the land use on parcels 1723089006 and 2607740120 from 
Rural Area 5 (RA-5) and Rural Area 10P (RA-10P) to Urban Residential 4 (R-4) and from Rural Area 
land use to Urban Residential Medium land use using the Four-to-One program. The request changes 
a broad Growth Management Act land category from Rural to Urban for a 10 acre portion of the subject 
property. Expansion of the North Bend Urban Growth Area (UGA) boundary to include the portion of 
the subject property proposed for urban development is also requested using the Four-to-One 
program. 
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Docket Request # 1: Pierce 

Address 
Undeveloped land – no address.  Near North Bend.  The subject property can be viewed from the 1-90 
corridor above the Forster Woods subdivision in North Bend. Exit 31 off I-90. The subject property is to 
the southwest of, and contiguous with, the North Bend UGA and city limits. Parcel Identification 
Numbers are 1723089006, 2607740120. 
 
Submitted Background Information 
The parcel is slightly larger than 166 acres and is triangularly shaped. Two sides are contiguous with 
the Urban Growth Area and the city limits of North Bend. The third side backs up to RMSA. 
 
This proposed amendment would permanently protect and provide public access to 156 acres of land 
adjacent to Rattlesnake Mountain Scenic Area (RMSA). The 156 acres to be dedicated as open space 
has many beautiful resources including unobstructed views of Mt. Si, an unused trailhead that connects 
to the Rattlesnake Ridge trail system, old growth and second growth forest, natural wildlife habitat, and 
environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
This amendment limits future development on open land and environmentally sensitive land. Future 
development would be clustered into a smaller 10 acre parcel, preserving environmental features that 
would otherwise be impacted. By clustering development at urban densities, the development impacts 
are reduced, and the provision of urban services (water and sewer) are possible.  With the remaining 
10 acres, we propose to extend the Forster Woods neighborhood with compatible residential 
development. The existing roads and utilities are stubbed to the subject property line. We are working 
with the City of North Bend to design the project and mitigate impacts to allow for their support of 
expanding the UGA and providing urban services.  
 
Property-Specific Development Condition: There is an existing property development condition, 
which is SV-P36: Development Clustered on 50 acres (see Appendices A for a visual). Given this 
condition, this Four-to-One proposal is to cluster more densely. The allowed development area of 50 
acres will be treated as its own Four-to-One site, with preservation of 80% (40 acres) and urban 
residential development of 20% (10 acres). To comply with SV-P36 and the Four-to-One program 
criteria, all residential lots will be clustered on the lower 10 acres of the property adjacent to the Forster 
Woods development. A twenty-five foot native growth protection buffer will be placed on all property 
boundaries adjacent to any urban development. The remainder of the parcel will be voluntarily 
dedicated upon final plat approval as permanent open space and shall remain in a natural state.  
 
Roads: Parcel 1723089006 has two roads through the Forster Woods subdivision that dead end at the 
subject property, and parcel 2607740120 has one road within the UGA. In order to access the existing 
City public rights-of-way from the subject property, the roads would need to traverse the existing Native 
Growth Protection Buffer. The impacts to the buffer would be minimized and impacts mitigated. With 
respect to critical areas, King County’s Critical Area Regulations allow road crossings in critical areas, 
either as an allowed alteration or as an alteration exception. In these circumstances, appropriate 
mitigation is required. The current SV-P36 overlay of 50 acres clustered would require a road 3600 feet 
long that would have five stream crossings and would traverse the area that would be set aside as 
permanent open space and maintain in a natural state. A stated purpose of the 10 acre clustering of 
future development is to avoid disturbing environmentally sensitive portions of the site. Additionally, 
Forster Woods roads are public rights-of-way, which are maintained by the city. Due to the grades of 
the existing roads, the City has had challenges plowing the snow in the winter. Knowing this, we will 
design road grades can be plowed by City apparatus. If this is not feasible, we will make the roads 
private and arrange for private maintenance and plowing of the road by the HOA.  
 
Water: The location of the Pierce’s property is at the outside of the City of North Bend’s current water 
service area (See Appendix B). We will work with the City to expand the service area to include the 10 
acres, which can be done in conjunction with amendments to the City’s Comprehensive Plan and 
Water Service Plan. The City has indicated that there is sufficient water capacity to expand the water 
service area to include the proposed development. However, the elevations of the 10 acres may 
require an additional water tank to ensure adequate pressure for fire flow. The need for a water tank 
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Docket Request # 1: Pierce 

will be determined through the preliminary plat process. If necessary, it will be designed and 
constructed to all applicable City standards. Expanding the City’s water service area prevents the need 
to install individual exempt wells throughout the property for a non-clustered residential development. 
This reduces impacts to groundwater resources and the environmentally sensitive portions of the site.  
 
Storm Water: Development of the 10 acres will require a stormwater plan designed to the current 
standards. Forster Woods’ retention ponds are currently at maximum capacity and have overflowed 
onto the roads in the past. As part of this Four-to-One proposal, we will work with the City to evaluate 
the possibility of expanding the Forster Woods retention ponds to correct the existing deficiencies and 
to provide capacity for additional flows from the developed 10 acres.  
 
Sewer: North Bend does not currently have sufficient sewer capacity to serve the developed 10 acres. 
The City is in the process of designing a wastewater treatment plant expansion to increase capacity. 
The design is anticipated to be completed to the 50% level in late 2020 to allow the development of a 
cost estimate. The cost estimate and funding proposal will be presented to City Council in early 2021. If 
approved, the expansion would be complete and operational by late 2023. Given the scale of the four-
to-one project, the timing of the wastewater treatment plant expansion is not an issue for us. We prefer 
to wait for sewer to be available than to design up to 16 individual septic fields, which would have a 
negative environmental impact. Once sewer becomes available, North Bend can expect to earn a 
minimum of $26,000 connection fees per unit and $140 in monthly user fees to fund the project’s 
proportional share costs of the wastewater treatment plant expansion (see Appendix C).  
 
Trail Head: In alignment with North Bend’s mission to provide outdoor recreation for residents and 
visitors, this proposal provides an easement for a future trailhead for public access to RMSA. Current 
access to RMSA is limited with two entry points currently located outside of the city to the north and 
south. This would expand public access to RMSA from the City of North Bend (see Appendix D). 
 
 
There is no significant effect on adjoining parcels as the adjacent residential area has the same zoning 
as is proposed for these parcels. The proposed clustered residential development is consistent with the 
existing development in Forster Woods.  
 
This change is compatible with the surrounding area as we would extend the existing Forster Woods 
neighborhood. We believe Forster Woods was originally designed to include the Pierce’s property in a 
later phase and are working with the city public records department to confirm this. The proposed 
clustered development significantly reduces the environmental impacts from the currently permitted 
development of the 50 acres based on SV-P36 to 10 acres. Homes would have beautiful views of Mt. 
Si and we estimate will sell at a higher price point than the homes in Forster Woods. These homes 
would therefore increase the value of the homes in Forster Woods.  
 
The parcel meets the following criteria to be considered for the Four-to-One program:  

 Is not zoned agriculture  

 Is Physically contiguous to the existing Urban Growth area  

 Is not in an existing band of continuous space  

 Could be served by sewers and other urban services  

 Could have urban facilities provided directly from the urban area and no cross the open space 
or rural area  

 Is greater than 20 acres 
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Docket Request # 1: Pierce 

Additional Materials Provided by Submitter 
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Docket Request # 1: Pierce 

 



 
2020 Docket Submittals Report | Page 8 

Docket Request # 1: Pierce 
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Docket Request # 1: Pierce 
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Docket Request # 1: Pierce 

County Maps of Docket Area (parcels highlighted in blue) 

Vicinity: 
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Docket Request # 1: Pierce 

Aerial Photo: 
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Docket Request # 1: Pierce 

Zoning: 
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Docket Request # 1: Pierce 

Land Use: 
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Docket Request # 1: Pierce 

Property Specific Development Condition SV-P36: Development Clustered on 50 acres 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/local-services/permits/property-research-maps/property-
specific-development-conditions/Psuffix/SnoqualmieValley/SV-P36.aspx 
 

 
 

 

Docket Request # 2: Fletcher 

Name of Requestor(s): Michael and Linda Fletcher 
Council District: #9 
Summary Category: Land Use and Zoning Change 
 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/local-services/permits/property-research-maps/property-specific-development-conditions/Psuffix/SnoqualmieValley/SV-P36.aspx
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/local-services/permits/property-research-maps/property-specific-development-conditions/Psuffix/SnoqualmieValley/SV-P36.aspx
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Docket Request # 2: Fletcher 

Submitted Request 
Request to change the current zoning and land use designation from Neighborhood Commercial (NB) 
to Industrial (I).  Combined size is 3.54 acres.  Although this request was denied in 2018, we 
appreciate the opportunity to sit down with the councilman and staff to discuss the merits of this 
request. 
 
Address 
18407 Renton-Maple Valley Highway, Maple Valley, WA 98038.  Parcel identification numbers 
3223069052 and 3223069070 
 
Submitted Background Information 
This change is consistent with the adjacent property and current use of the land.  The proposed use of 
the parcel is industrial (grand-fathered).  Metal recycling facility which has been there for 25 years.  
This change will have no affect on adjoining properties to the south which are also industrial zoned 
land and the current use if for industrial uses.  The use and zoning will be consistent with what is 
actually developed in the immediate vicinity and on these specific parcels.   These properties have 
been functioning as a metal recycling facility for over 25 years. 

County Maps of Docket Area (parcels highlighted in blue)  
 
Link to 2018 Docket Report: https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/performance-
strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comp%20Plan/Dockets/4_2018_Docket_Report.ashx 

Vicinity: 

 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comp%20Plan/Dockets/4_2018_Docket_Report.ashx
https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comp%20Plan/Dockets/4_2018_Docket_Report.ashx
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Docket Request # 2: Fletcher 

Aerial Photo: 
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Docket Request # 2: Fletcher 

Zoning: 
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Docket Request # 2: Fletcher 

Land Use: 

 

 

 

 

Docket Request # 3: Lamanna 

Name of Requestor(s): Peter Lamanna 
Council District: #3 
Summary Category: Transportation – Revise speed limit on road 
 
Submitted Request 
The requested change is to change the speed limits from 35 to 25 mph on Mink Road NE, Bear Creek 
Road NE and NE 132nd St. 
 
Address 
n/a.  Location of roads as noted above.  This includes Bear Creek Road NE and NE 132nd Street 
between Avondale Road NE and NE 133rd Street, including the curved section west of the Woodinville 
Fire and Rescue Station. 
 
Submitted Background Information 
This amendment is needed because traffic conditions are very dangerous and no law enforcement has 
been provided despite many requests over many years.  This is consistent with the Growth 
Management Act as it will address current concurrency along with the traffic volumes and speeds that 
exist on residential roads. 
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Docket Request # 3: Lamanna 

County Maps of Docket Area 

Vicinity: 

 

 

 

Docket Request # 4: Montgomery 

Name of Requestor(s): Kyle and Courtney Montgomery 
Council District: #3 
Summary Category: Land Use and Zoning Change.  Would require an urban growth area 
amendment. 
 
Submitted Request 
Request to redesignate the land use from RA 2.5 to R12.  The total acreage is 8.71.  This would allow 
us to develop cluster villages of small homes as well as RV parking.  Our goal would be to have two 
cluster villages of up to 10 homes sized 300sqft to 600sqft.  Additionally, we would like to provide RV 
parking with full hook up capabilities. 
 
Address 
Undeveloped land – no address.  Near Skykomish.  Parcel Identification Number #3026129019. 
 
Submitted Background Information 
The proposed use of the parcel would be for affordable residential living, short term rentals for tourists, 
and RV parking for travelers.  Impact on adjoining parcels will be minimal.  People turning off Hwy 2 to 
Foss Road will increase traffic a bit for the Foss Road.  However, the entrance to our property is large 
and the road could handle the extra traffic. 
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Docket Request # 4: Montgomery 

The surrounding area is mostly all second homes and vacation rentals.  We would like to increase the 
avaliability for people to live near the town of Skykomish and Stevens Pass Mountain Resort at 
affordable rates.  If people can live and work closer to their jobs, we can get more money and people to 
help the town of Skykomish's economy.  Since the purchase of Stevens Pass Mountain Resort by Vail, 
lodging has been much harder for full time and seasonal workers and vacationers.  We feel that we can 
fill that void.  Additionally, providing year round rv parkiing for skiiers, moutainn bikers, hikers, and 
tourists will help to stimulate the local economy as well. 
 
The parcel is a total of 8.7 acres.  A large portion is an easement for PSE power lines as well as a few 
undesignated critical areas.  Upon designation of these, our usable space will decrease to probably 4 
acres, of which a large portion will be used for the on-site septic.  This is why we have chosen the new 
R12 designation. 
 

County Maps of Docket Area (parcel highlighted in blue) 

Vicinity: 
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Docket Request # 4: Montgomery 

Aerial Photo: 
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Docket Request # 4: Montgomery 

Zoning: 
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Docket Request # 4: Montgomery 

Land Use: 

 

 

 

Docket Request # 5: Rainier Christian School 

Name of Requestor(s): Rainier Christian School 
Council District: #9 
Summary Category: Urban Growth Area Amendment through Four to One Program 
 
Submitted Request 
Request to use the Four to One Program for this property.   The site is approximately 34.5 acres with  
RA-2.5 zoning.  The request would adopt the urban designated development to the west of R-6 (6 
Dwelling Units Per Acre) over 20 percent of the site (6.9 acres).  The net yield would be 6.9 acres x 6 
DU/AC, equaling 41.4 or 41 lots. The actual size of the developable area/net yield will be determined 
once a formal survey is completed during the platting phase. 
 
Address 
Parcel # 2523059086. 
 
Submitted Background Information 

As outlined on the county’s web page, staff reviews each 4:1 option on a case-by-case with 

determining factors on what is acceptable.  The following is a list of the requirements with a response 

as to how this project qualifies: 

 

Proposed New Urban Lands: 
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Docket Request # 5: Rainier Christian School 

1. Minimum Parcel size is 20 acres. 

 

Response:  The site is approximately 34.5 acres. 

2. Proposals that are adjacent to cities or potential annexation areas are referred to the affected city 

as well as service providers such as special purpose districts for review and recommendation. 

Response:  The adjacent properties to the west are in un-incorporated King County; thus, this 

there would be no recommendation from a city (Renton).  We have spoken with Cedar River 

Water and Sewer District and that have indicated that this is within their jurisdiction and there is 

capacity utilizing existing mains from the west adjacent to the site.  There already is a 2” sewer 

line that extends through the site to serve the existing school.  The water is right at the property 

line in 168th Terrace SE which is access to the existing well serving the area.  (Note:  The 

District is not able to issue water and sewer certificated to properties within “Rural” areas unless 

otherwise directed by King County.  Once there is an indication that the property may undergo 

developing the site with 4:1 and the urban boundary is moved—then water and sewer 

certificates will be issued for the development.  Please see enclosed exhibits from the District.) 

 

3. The land is no larger than necessary to promote compact development, can be efficiently provided 

with urban services, and follows topographical features and/or natural boundaries to allow urban 

service provision. 

 

Response:  The location of the proposed development is immediately adjacent to the existing 

neighborhood to the west.  In fact, there is proposed lots on 168th Terrace SE which is already a 

public street.  All services (water, sewer, storm, dry utilities) are in 168th Terrace SE and SE 

166th Street (entrance to the site).  The remaining property to be permanent open space is well-

treed with some topographical variations.  (Note:  A portion of this area has been disturbed but 

is not suitable for construction a subdivision.  Also, there is the possibility of Coal Mines within 

the proposed permanent open space that makes it unsuitable for development.)   

 

4. The land is contiguous to the 1994 adopted urban growth boundary with minor exceptions allowed 

for critical areas and park/open space. 

 

Response:  The property is adjacent to the following zoning areas: 

 

 North:  RA-2.5 

 South:  R-6 

 East:  RA-10 

 West:  R-6 

 

As noted, the property is adjoined to urban development to the south and north.  Therefore, it is 

consistent with this requirement. 

 

5. Proposals are evaluated using the following criteria:  fish and wildlife habitat and for endangered 

and threatened species; open space connections; wetlands, stream corridors, ground water and 

water bodies; unique natural biological, cultural, historical, or archeological resources; size of open 

space dedications and connections to other open space dedications along the urban growth 

boundary. 

 

Response:  In reviewing the critical areas folio online, the only critical area that has been 

identified is a potential for coal mines in the south easterly portion of the site—away from where 

the proposed development would occur.  The property is set on a small knoll that slopes in all 

directions.  Lake Desire is southeast less than a ¼-mile offsite.  There are no known 
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endangered or threatened species of flora or fauna on the property.  No identification of cultural, 

historical, or archeological resources are known to be onsite.  As proposed, the permanent open 

space will be to the east and south and would abut Petrovitsky Park to provide continued 

connection(s). 

 

6. The new urban land shall have a minimum density of 4-dwelling units per acre, be served directly 

(i.e. without crossing open space or rural area) by sewers and other efficient urban services and 

facilities. 

 

Response:  The proposed developed portion would adopt the adjacent urban zoning of R-6, or 

6 dwelling units per acre.  Again, access to the property is from SE 166th Street and 168th 

Terrace SE—existing public/urban right-of-way.  Water, sewer, storm, dry utilities (power, gas, 

phone, cable, etc.) are within these roads and would be able to be extended to the proposed 

subdivision.  (Note:  SE 166th Street alignment will need to cross the adjacent property with ½-

street improvements.  This land is not in the gross area calculations and is also owned by the 

proponent of this request.) 

 

7. The new urban land is limited to residential development. 

 

Response:  The proposed development will be a residential subdivision. 

 

8. Land is sufficiently free of environmental constraints in order to allow urban densities. 

 

Response:  Again, there are no known environmental constraints on the property.  Once this is 

approved for moving forward, professionals will be retained to verify there are no environmental 

issues within the proposed developed area. 

 

9. Drainage facilities to serve the new urban land shall be located within the urban portion of the site. 

 

Response:  As shown, the proposed drainage facility will be located at the southeast corner of 

SE 166th Street and 168th Terrace SE within the proposed urban area.  (Note:  Actual size and 

location will be determined during the platting process but will remain within the newly classified 

urban area.) 

 

10. Roads serving the new urban land shall not be counted as required open space. 

 

Response:  Agreed—proposed roads to serve the development are either offsite or within the 

allowed urban area. 

 

 

Proposed Open Space Lands: 

 

11. The new open space land preserves high quality habitat, critical areas or unique features that 

contribute to a band of permanent open space along edge of urban growth line. 

 

Response:  Again, the majority of the land be designated for permanent open space is heavily 

treed and “aligns” with Petrovisky Park and McGarvey Park Open Space—a band of open space 

to the north, south, east, and west along the urban growth line. 

 

12. Proposals are evaluated using the following criteria:  quality of habitat, connections to regional 

open space, protection of water resources, unique features, generally configured to connect with 

adjacent open space; size and connection to UGA. 
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Response:  Again, 27.6 acres of the total 35.5 acres will remain in permanent open space.  This 

space is north of Petrovitsky Park and adjacent to McGarvey Park Open Space (north, south 

and east).  Thus, this large open space area ties into a regional open space area and creates a 

band of permanent open space for no further development. 

  

13. The new open space land is to be dedicated to King County at final formal plat. 

 

Response:  Agreed. 

  

14. The new open space land retains its Rural Area designation and is used primarily for natural area 

or passive recreation site purposes and not for urban-serving facilities. 

 

Response:  Agreed. 

  

15. The new open space land should be configured to connect with open spaces on adjacent 

properties with at least a portion of open space surrounding the new urban land. 

 

Response:  The newly created open space will abut along the south and east edges of the new 

development. 

  

16. The new open space land should be configured to connect with open spaces on adjacent 

properties with at least a portion of open space surrounding the new urban land. 

 

Response:  The newly created open space will abut along the south and east edges of the new 

development. 

 

17. The minimum depth of the new open space land shall be one-half of the buffer width, with minor 

exceptions, and generally follow the urban growth area boundary 

 

Response:  There are no required buffer widths so this is not applicable.  The proposed open 

space does follow along the existing urban growth boundary. 

 

18. Other Minor uses are allowed on the new open space land. 

 

Response:  None are proposed at this time, but it would make sense to allow a trail system 

throughout the treed forest. 

 

Resource Lands: 

 

19. Four-to-Ones cannot re-designate exiting Resource Lands to urban land. 

 

Response:  Not applicable. 

 

20. The new open space lands can be zoned to Resource Lands and used for farming or forestry. 

 

Response:  Not applicable. 
 

Other: 

 

21. Affordable housing may be required in some projects. 

 

Response:  This site is fairly remote and away from urban centers that would be more suitable 

for affordable housing.   
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22. A mix of housing types including thirty percent below-market-rate units to be included in projects 

200 acres or greater; projects that exceed thirty percent can have their open space dedication 

reduced. 

 

Response:  Not applicable. 
 

Additional Materials Provided by Submitter 
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County Maps of Docket Area (parcel highlighted in blue) 

Vicinity: 
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Aerial Photo: 
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Zoning: 
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Land Use: 
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Special District Overlay SO-180: Wetland Management Area SDO 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/local-services/permits/property-research-maps/property-
specific-development-conditions/SDO/SO-180.aspx 

 

 

  

https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/local-services/permits/property-research-maps/property-specific-development-conditions/SDO/SO-180.aspx
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/local-services/permits/property-research-maps/property-specific-development-conditions/SDO/SO-180.aspx
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Name of Requestor(s): Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council (GMVUAC) 
Council District: Primarily in #9, with a small portion in #3  
Summary Category: Procedural Change to County Council Planning Processes 
 
Submitted Request 
Request for procedural change to require the King County Council to prepare and publish responses to 
Public Comments it receives on King County Executive’s proposed Executive Recommended 
Comprehensive Plan Updates. 
 
Address 
n/a. These are countywide procedural changes.  
 
Submitted Background Information 
Responses currently prepared and published by King County Executive’s Office on the Public Review 
Drafts (PRDs) have proven helpful to the Public. Currently, after the Public provides comments on the 
Executive’s proposed King County Comprehensive Plan (sent to the King County Council on 10/1), the 
King County Council reviews them prior to finalizing and approving the King County Comprehensive 
Plan Update by 6/30 of the next year—a 9-mo review period, which provides plenty of time to issue 
responses to Public comments. 
 
Currently, the KC Council does not publish its responses to the Public comments it receives. 
Consequently, at this point, we believe the KC Council should publish its responses to better close the 
cycle and meet its obligations of its King County Comprehensive Plan Update Public Participation 
Program. 
 
The Growth Management Act calls for a clear, rigorous, and continuous Comprehensive Plan Update 
Public Participation Program. Public comment/Government response cycles are critical to achieving 
same. 

 

 

Docket Request # 7: Greater Maple Valley UAC 

Name of Requestor(s): Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council (GMVUAC) 
Council District: Primarily in #9, with a small portion in #3  
Summary Category: Procedural Changes to Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment Process 
 
Submitted Request 

The King County Code should be amended so that any “site-specific land use amendment coupled with 
zone reclassification” cannot be reviewed and considered as part of the annual King County 
Comprehensive Plan Docket Item process (or, for that matter, any other King County Comprehensive 
Plan Docket update process). Such site specific applications must go through the Type 4 permit review 
process before the Hearing Examiner. Moreover, the Code amendment must expressly provide that 
such site specific proposals cannot be added as a last minute amendment made by the King County 

Council during its consideration of a King County Comprehensive Plan Docket Update. 
 
Address 
n/a. These are countywide procedural changes.  
 
Submitted Background Information 
Introduction: The current Docket Process allows an applicant to submit a singular request for a site 
specific land use amendment and zone reclassification. Current practice regarding such a coupled 
request is to bifurcate it with the King County Council legislatively addressing the land use amendment 
while the Hearing Examiner conducts a public hearing in a quasi-judicial review of the zone 
reclassification, making recommendations back to the Council. This bifurcated process has the 
appearance of unfairness and probable bias, as the premature legislative consideration of a land use 
amendment could unfairly influence and be outcome determinative of the zone reclassification resulting 
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in a dramatic change in land use and zoning of a specific site contrary to the public interest and the 
goals and objectives of the Growth Management Act. Such requests should neither be bifurcated nor 
be subject to the Docket Process; site-specific requests for both a land use amendment and zone 
reclassification must go through the Type 4 permit review process before the Hearing Examiner—to 
include a Public Hearing—for a recommendation to the King County (KC) Council regarding any 
changes to the KCCP and zoning. 
 
Background KC Comprehensive Plan (2018 Updated Version)  
The Docket Process is discussed and defined in the following sections of the current adopted KC 
Comprehensive Plan (updated through 2018):  

 Chapter 1, Part II, Section H (at p. 1-11)  

 Chapter 12, Part II (at pp. 12-4 – 12-5) / Policy I-205  

 Glossary (at p. G-7)  
 
Site-specific Land Use Amendment and Zone Reclassification are discussed in the following sections 
of the current adopted KC Comprehensive Plan (updated through 2018):  

 Chapter 1, Part II, Section F (at p. 1-9) / Policy RP-116  

 Chapter 3, Part III, Section B (at p. 3-17) / Policy R-304  

 Chapter 11, Part B (at p. 11-5)  
 
KC Code The following sections of the King County Code should be appropriately amended to 
incorporate the provisions of this Docket Request:  

 KC Code 20.08.160 (zone reclassification)  

 KC Code 20.08.170 (land use amendment)  

 KC Code 20.18.130 (Council amendment)  

 KC Code 20.18.140 (docket request process)  

 KC Code 20.20.020(E) (land use decision types) 

 

 

Docket Request # 8: Miller 

Name of Requestor(s): Richard Miller 
Council District: #8 
Summary Category: Land Use and Zoning Change. 
 
Submitted Request 
Request to change land use designation from Urban Residential Medium (with R-8 zoning) to Urban 
Planned Development (with R-48 zoning). 
 
Address 
835 SW 108th Street, King County.  Parcel Identification Number #0623049298. 
 
Submitted Background Information 
Proposed use is high-density residential multi-family development. This is consistent with adjoining 
planned development, multiple family King County project (known locally as the "White Center Hub").  
The property location meets all UGA and comprehensive plan guidelines for high density, as planned 
development on adjacent King County property indicate.  This change is consistent with 
Comprehensive Plan policy U-124. 
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County Maps of Docket Area (parcel highlighted in blue) 

Vicinity: 
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Aerial Photo: 
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Zoning: 
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Land Use: 

 

 

 

III. FOR MORE INFORMATION 

The purpose of the Docket Submittals Report is to provide notification regarding the proposals 

that have submitted.  The report is posted shortly after the Docket deadline of December 31, 

and is therefore released prior to conducting analysis of the request(s). 

 

Contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, 206-263-8297, and 

ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov. 
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Attachment 
 
B. Letters to Docket Proponents, June 2020 
 
 



 
Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

401 5th Ave. Suite 800  

Seattle, WA 98104 

206-263-9600 TTY Relay:  711 

 

 

June 30, 2020 

 

 

Lucas and Jennifer Pierce 

no address- undeveloped parcel 

jennifer.a.little@gmail.com 

 

 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Pierce, 

 

Thank you for participating in this year's Docketing process for the King County Comprehensive 

Plan. The Docket process1 is available to the public to identify a deficiency (i.e., an absence of 

required or potentially desirable contents) or to propose changes to the Comprehensive Plan’s 

policies, area-wide land use designations, development regulations, and site-specific land use and 

zoning.  The Docket process is open continuously and, once a year, the items registered in the 

previous twelve months are compiled into the Docket Report with Executive branch 

recommendations.  This is transmitted to the King County Council for their review and 

consideration 

 

Submittal: Request to use Four to One Program in order to change a portion of two parcels 

adjacent to the City of North Bend from Rural Area to Urban, and to permanently protect the 

remainder as King County owned open space.  Parcel numbers are 1723089006 and 

2607740120. 

 

Discussion: This is a request to amend the urban growth area boundary through use of the Four 

to One program.  Four to One submittals are eligible to be considered in an annual update.  The 

Four to One Program is a discretionary land use map amendment process.  Information on the 

Four to One Program can be found at: 

 

                                                   
1  Docket Process website: http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-

county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx, and Docket Process in the King County Code: 

https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf, at 20.18.140 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf
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https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-

budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/4to1.aspx 

 

One eligibility criteria is that the adjacent city agrees to add the new urban land that would be 

created into their Potential Annexation Area.  In cases where the city is the provider of services, 

they would need to be supportive of providing urban services to serve the new urban 

development.  Relevant provisions state the following: 

 

20.18.170.D. states that proposals adjacent to incorporated area or potential 

annexation areas shall be referred to the affected city and special purpose 

districts for recommendations. 

 

Countywide Planning Policy DP-17(g) requires an agreement between King 

County and the city or town that the area will be added to the city’s Potential 

Annexation Area.   

 

The relevant city for this Four to One is North Bend, and the City provided a letter stating that it 

does not support this proposal (see attachment).  The City has concerns regarding the impacts to 

environmentally sensitive areas of the site, impacts on nearby open space, the inability of the 

parcel to support urban levels of density, and concerns regarding the provision of water, sewer, 

emergency, and other services. 

 

Executive Recommendation: Based on these issues, this Docket request is not supported by the 

Executive. 

 

Please note that the Docket Report, in accordance with King County Code Title 20.18, will be 

sent to the King County Council on the last business day in April.  Due to the covid pandemic, 

this has been extended to the last business day in June.  At that time, you have the option to 

petition the Council to consider this Docket change, which has not been recommended by the 

Executive. 

 

If you have further questions or concerns, please contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan 

Manager, at (206) 263-8297 or via email at ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov.   

 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/4to1.aspx
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/4to1.aspx
mailto:ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov
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Again, thank you for participating in this year’s Docketing process.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Lauren Smith 

Director of Regional Planning 

Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

 

 

cc: Jim Chan, Director, Department of Local Service – Permitting Division 

Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

 



 
Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

401 5th Ave. Suite 800  

Seattle, WA 98104 

206-263-9600 TTY Relay:  711 

 

 

June 30, 2020 

 

 

Michael and Linda Fletcher 

18407 Renton-Maple Valley Highway 

Maple Valley, WA 98038 

 

 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Fletcher, 

 

Thank you for participating in this year's Docketing process for the King County Comprehensive 

Plan. The Docket process1 is available to the public to identify a deficiency (i.e., an absence of 

required or potentially desirable contents) or to propose changes to the Comprehensive Plan’s 

policies, area-wide land use designations, development regulations, and site-specific land use and 

zoning.  The Docket process is open continuously and, once a year, the items registered in the 

previous twelve months are compiled into the Docket Report with Executive branch 

recommendations.  This is transmitted to the King County Council for their review and 

consideration 

 

Submittal: Request to change land use and zoning on two parcels on the Renton-Maple Valley 

Road near the Cedar Grove Natural Area from Neighborhood Business to Industrial.  Parcel 

numbers are 3223069070 and 3223069052.   

 

Discussion: This is a request for land use and zoning change.  This Docket request is identical to 

what was submitted by the property owner in 2018.  That request was deemed not eligible for 

consideration in an annual amendment as it would require substantive updates to Comprehensive 

Plan policies.  Additionally, the previous request was not supported for a number of reasons, and 

these are stated in the 2018 Docket Report, which can be viewed at: 

 

                                                   
1  Docket Process website: http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-

county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx, and Docket Process in the King County Code: 

https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf, at 20.18.140 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf
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https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-

budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx 

 

King County Code 20.18.050.K.1. states that a site-specific land use map amendment, which is 

what is requested in this Docket, may not be initiated unless at least three years have elapsed 

since Council adoption or review of the current designation for the property.  Limited exceptions 

to this restriction, such as a change in circumstances, exist in code.  The conditions on the subject 

parcel and the circumstances in the surrounding area have not materially changed since 2018.   

 

Executive Recommendation: Based on these issues, this request is not eligible to be considered 

until 2024, which is when the eight-year cycle update will occur. 

 

Please note that the Docket Report, in accordance with King County Code Title 20.18, will be 

sent to the King County Council on the last business day in April.  Due to the covid pandemic, 

this has been extended to the last business day in June.  At that time, you have the option to 

petition the Council to consider this Docket change, which has not been recommended by the 

Executive. 

 

If you have further questions or concerns, please contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan 

Manager, at (206) 263-8297 or via email at ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov.   

 

Again, thank you for participating in this year’s Docketing process.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Lauren Smith 

Director of Regional Planning 

Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

 

 

cc: Jim Chan, Director, Department of Local Service – Permitting Division 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx?la=en
https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx?la=en
mailto:ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov
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Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

 



 
Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

401 5th Ave. Suite 800  

Seattle, WA 98104 

206-263-9600 TTY Relay:  711 

 

 

June 30, 2020 

 

 

Peter Lamanna 

14045 Bear Creek RD NE 

Woodinville, WA  98077 

 

 

Dear Mr. Lamanna, 

 

Thank you for participating in this year's Docketing process for the King County Comprehensive 

Plan. The Docket process1 is available to the public to identify a deficiency (i.e., an absence of 

required or potentially desirable contents) or to propose changes to the Comprehensive Plan’s 

policies, area-wide land use designations, development regulations, and site-specific land use and 

zoning.  The Docket process is open continuously and, once a year, the items registered in the 

previous twelve months are compiled into the Docket Report with Executive branch 

recommendations.  This is transmitted to the King County Council for their review and 

consideration 

 

Submittal: Request to change speed limits from 35 to 25 mph on Bear Creek Road NE and NE 

132nd Street between Avondale Road NE and NE 133rd Street to address traffic conditions, lack 

of law enforcement, and safety. 

 

Discussion: This is a request for a change to posted speed limits on a road segment in the Bear 

Creek area.  While this request is eligible to be considered in an annual update, the 

Comprehensive Plan does not direct speed limits and therefore is not the appropriate mechanism 

for considering this change. 

 

                                                   
1  Docket Process website: http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-

county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx, and Docket Process in the King County Code: 

https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf, at 20.18.140 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf
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That said, King County uses criteria based on the Washington State Model Traffic Ordinance 

(RCW 46.04; WAC 303-308), the King County Code, crash history, and the Manual on Uniform 

Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) in the evaluation of posted speed limits. The MUTCD is a 

Federal Highway Administration document, which has been adopted by most public agencies 

and provides guidelines for traffic control devices and pavement markings. 

 

The locations in question were evaluated by the Road Services Division’s Traffic Engineering 

Section for changes to the posted speed limits using said criteria. As a result of the investigation 

it was determined a change to the existing posted speed limit was not justified.  

 

Executive Recommendation: Based on these citations, there are currently no plans to lower the 

speed limit. 

 

Please note that the Docket Report, in accordance with King County Code Title 20.18, will be 

sent to the King County Council on the last business day in April.  Due to the covid pandemic, 

this has been extended to the last business day in June.  At that time, you have the option to 

petition the Council to consider this Docket change, which has not been recommended by the 

Executive. 

 

If you have further questions or concerns, please contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan 

Manager, at (206) 263-8297 or via email at ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov.   

 

Again, thank you for participating in this year’s Docketing process.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Lauren Smith 

Director of Regional Planning 

Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

 

cc: Jim Chan, Director, Department of Local Service – Permitting Division 

mailto:ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov
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Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 



 
Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

401 5th Ave. Suite 800  

Seattle, WA 98104 

206-263-9600 TTY Relay:  711 

 

 

June 30, 2020 

 

 

Kyle and Courtney Montgomery 

no address- undeveloped parcel 

kandcmonty@comcast.net 

 

 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Montgomery, 

 

Thank you for participating in this year's Docketing process for the King County Comprehensive 

Plan. The Docket process1 is available to the public to identify a deficiency (i.e., an absence of 

required or potentially desirable contents) or to propose changes to the Comprehensive Plan’s 

policies, area-wide land use designations, development regulations, and site-specific land use and 

zoning.  The Docket process is open continuously and, once a year, the items registered in the 

previous twelve months are compiled into the Docket Report with Executive branch 

recommendations.  This is transmitted to the King County Council for their review and 

consideration 

 

Submittal: Request to change land use and zoning on one parcel outside of the City of 

Skykomish from Rural Area 2.5 to Urban Residential 12, in order to allow for a cluster village of 

small homes and Recreational Vehicle parking.  Parcel number is 3026129019. 

 

Discussion: This Docket requests an urban area zoning designation on a Rural Area parcel; this 

is not allowed under the King County Comprehensive Plan or King County Code.  Allowing this 

would require substantive changes to existing Comprehensive Plan policies and therefore this 

request is not eligible to be considered in an annual update.  The following text addresses the 

substantive issues raised by this request.   

 

                                                   
1  Docket Process website: http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-

county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx, and Docket Process in the King County Code: 

https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf, at 20.18.140 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf


Montgomery 

June 2020 

Page 2 

 

 

The subject parcel is zoned Rural Area 2.5, which is a designation established to recognize 

typically smaller parcel in the Rural Area that existed at the time the first Growth Management 

Act Comprehensive Plan was adopted by King County in 1994.  The policies and text related to 

Rural Area 2.5 zoning are provided below.   

 

Although King County intends to retain low residential densities in the Rural 

Area, residential development has occurred in the past on a wide variety of lot 

sizes.  Both existing homes on small lots and rural infill on vacant, small lots 

contribute to the variety of housing choices in the Rural Area.  In some cases, 

however, rural-level facilities and services (e.g. on-site sewage disposal, 

individual water supply systems) may not permit development of the smallest 

vacant lots.  Policy R-309 recognizes that some of the Rural Area has already 

been subdivided at a density greater than one lot per five acres (for example, 

parts of the shoreline of Vashon-Maury Island) when the original 1994 

Comprehensive Plan was adopted, and applied a zoning category to just those 

properties in existence at that time.  Zoning to implement policies R-306 

through R-309 has been applied through subarea and local plans and area 

zoning maps.  (emphasis added) 

 

R-309   The RA-2.5 zone has generally been applied to Rural Areas with an 

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

the adoption of the 1994 Comprehensive Plan.  These smaller lots may 

still be developed individually or combined, provided that applicable 

standards for sewage disposal, environmental protection, water supply, 

roads and rural fire protection can be met.  A subdivision at a density of 

one home per 2.5 acres shall only be permitted through the Transfer of 

Development Rights from property in the designated Rural Forest Focus 

Areas.  The site receiving the density must be approved as a Transfer of 

Development Rights receiving site in accordance with the King County 

Code.  Properties on Vashon-Maury Island shall not be eligible as 

receiving sites. 

 

This policy reflects the designation of the RA-2.5 zone to the lots that existed prior to adoption 

of the 1994 Comprehensive Plan and it establishes guidance for how these lots are to be realized.  

Meaning, to realize the RA-2.5 density, the purchase of a transferable development right is 
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required.  Given the size of the parcel, it may be possible to add more than one unit and that 

would be clarified through discussions with the Department of Local Services – Permitting 

Division. 

 

Executive Recommendation: Rural Area 2.5 zoning is the densest Rural Area zoning 

classification, and the request to allow greater densities would not be consistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan.  Among others, one inconsistency is that greater levels of density typically 

require public sewer system service and this is not allowed in the Rural Area, except in very 

limited exceptions.  Based on this, this Docket request would not be supported by the Executive. 

 

Additional Information: Options other than what was requested may exist for this parcel.  

Under the RA-2.5 zoning designation, the property may have the potential to create one 

additional lot using a Transfer of Development Rights program.  Also, one of the allowed uses 

under this zoning is for a Recreational Vehicle (RV) park, subject to approval of a Conditional 

Use Permit  (CUP) and with the following conditions: 

  

KCC21A.08.040:  
Recreational vehicle parks are subject to the following conditions and 
limitations:  
a. The maximum length of stay of any vehicle shall not exceed one hundred 
eighty days during a three-hundred-sixty-five-day period;  
b. The minimum distance between recreational vehicle pads shall be no less 
than ten feet; and  
c. Sewage shall be disposed in a system approved by the Seattle-King 
County health department.   

 

The definition of an RV park is as follows: 

 

KCC21A.06.965 Recreational vehicle parks: the use of land upon which two 
or more recreational vehicle sites, including hook up facilities, are located for 
occupancy by the general public of recreational vehicles as temporary living 
quarters for recreation or vacation purposes.  (Ord.  10870 § 233, 1993). 

 

Last, the subject parcel is within the landslide hazard area and at the time of a future proposed 

subdivision application, the Permitting Division can require an assessment of geological risk 

associated with landslide areas. 
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Please note that the Docket Report, in accordance with King County Code Title 20.18, will be 

sent to the King County Council on the last business day in April.  Due to the covid pandemic, 

this has been extended to the last business day in June.  At that time, you have the option to 

petition the Council to consider this Docket change, which has not been recommended by the 

Executive. 

 

If you have further questions or concerns, please contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan 

Manager, at (206) 263-8297 or via email at ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov.   

 

Again, thank you for participating in this year’s Docketing process.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Lauren Smith 

Director of Regional Planning 

Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

 

 

cc: Jim Chan, Director, Department of Local Service – Permitting Division 

Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

 

mailto:ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov


 
Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

401 5th Ave. Suite 800  

Seattle, WA 98104 

206-263-9600 TTY Relay:  711 

 

 

June 30, 2020 

 

 

Bruce Kelly, President 

Rainier Christian Schools 

16700 174th Ave SE 

Renton, WA 98058 

 

 

Dear Mr. Kelly, 

 

Thank you for participating in this year's Docketing process for the King County Comprehensive 

Plan. The Docket process1 is available to the public to identify a deficiency (i.e., an absence of 

required or potentially desirable contents) or to propose changes to the Comprehensive Plan’s 

policies, area-wide land use designations, development regulations, and site-specific land use and 

zoning.  The Docket process is open continuously and, once a year, the items registered in the 

previous twelve months are compiled into the Docket Report with Executive branch 

recommendations.  This is transmitted to the King County Council for their review and 

consideration 

 

Submittal: Request to use Four to One Program to change a portion of one parcel in the 

Fairwood unincorporated urban area from Rural Area to Urban, and to permanently protect the 

remainder as King County owned open space.  Parcel number is 2523059086. 

 

Discussion: This is a request to amend the urban growth area boundary through use of the Four 

to One program.  Four to One submittals are eligible to be considered in an annual update. 

 

The Four to One Program is a discretionary land use map amendment process.  The core purpose 

of the program is to create a continuous band of open space alongside the 1994 urban growth 

                                                   
1  Docket Process website: http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-

county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx, and Docket Process in the King County Code: 

https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf, at 20.18.140 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf
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area boundary.  This core purpose has existed since the creation of the program in 1994.  To 

support this core purpose, the Four to One Program has not approved a Four to One proposal 

directly adjacent to the new urban area created by a previous Four to One.  This avoids a domino 

effect of urban growth area expansions. 

 

Directly adjacent to the proposed site for this Four to One proposal is the Glacier 

Ridge/McGarvey Park Four to One project, which was approved in 1994 and resulted in 

approximately 100 new acres of urban area.  This urban area remains unincorporated today.  The 

Four to One proposal in the 2020 Docket would further extend the new urban land that was 

created with the previous Four to One.  This is not consistent with the core purpose of the 

program, and could establish a precedent antithetical the program's desired outcomes.  This area 

was considered for redesignation to urban in 2004 and 2012 and, in both cases, was denied. 

 

In addition, there may be site challenges that would preclude urban levels of development.  The 

parcel was formerly used by the United States Department of Defense as a missile base.  The full 

record of cleanup of the site is not available to the County and there is a risk that contamination 

may still exist.  The site was transferred to the United States Department of Education, and there 

are records that a covenant may exist that precludes use for anything other than educational 

purposes. 

 

Executive Recommendation: Based on these factors, this Four to One is not supported by the 

Executive. 

 

Please note that the Docket Report, in accordance with King County Code Title 20.18, will be 

sent to the King County Council on the last business day in April.  Due to the covid pandemic, 

this has been extended to the last business day in June.  At that time, you have the option to 

petition the Council to consider this Docket change, which has not been recommended by the 

Executive. 

 

If you have further questions or concerns, please contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan 

Manager, at (206) 263-8297 or via email at ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov.   

 

mailto:ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov
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Again, thank you for participating in this year’s Docketing process.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Lauren Smith 

Director of Regional Planning 

Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

 

 

cc: Jim Chan, Director, Department of Local Service – Permitting Division 

Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

 



 
Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

401 5th Ave. Suite 800  

Seattle, WA 98104 

206-263-9600 TTY Relay:  711 

 

 

June 30, 2020 

 

 

Peter Rimbos, Secretary 

Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council 

no organizational address 

info@gmvuac.org 

 

 

Dear Mr. Rimbos, 

 

Thank you for participating in this year's Docketing process for the King County Comprehensive 

Plan. The Docket process1 is available to the public to identify a deficiency (i.e., an absence of 

required or potentially desirable contents) or to propose changes to the Comprehensive Plan’s 

policies, area-wide land use designations, development regulations, and site-specific land use and 

zoning.  The Docket process is open continuously and, once a year, the items registered in the 

previous twelve months are compiled into the Docket Report with Executive branch 

recommendations.  This is transmitted to the King County Council for their review and 

consideration 

 

The Greater Maple Valley UAC submittal included three separable requests; each is listed and 

discussed below, with an Executive Recommendation for each. 

  

Submittal #1: Request for procedural change to require the King County Council to prepare and 

publish responses to the public comments that it receives on the King County Executive's 

Executive Recommended Comprehensive Plan updates. 

 

Discussion: This request is for a procedural change that would not necessarily require a change 

to policies and is therefore eligible for consideration in an annual update. The Executive and 

                                                   
1  Docket Process website: http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-

county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx, and Docket Process in the King County Code: 

https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf, at 20.18.140 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf


Greater Maple Valley UAC 

June 2020 

Page 2 

 

 

Legislative branch work to meet the Growth Management Act goals for early and continuous 

public engagement.  Documentation of the update process is provided with every major update in 

an appendix that is entitled Summary of Public Outreach for the Development of the King County 

Comprehensive Plan Update.  This appendix lists dates of meetings, groups involved or 

consulted, and estimates of overall involvement.   

 

Since 2012, the Executive has supplemented this appendix with a companion document that 

shows outreach materials such as postcards or e-newsletters, mailings, meeting summaries, and 

this includes the full set of written comments along with written responses. 

 

The Council process is legislative, and there is a permanent record of each meeting when the 

Comprehensive Plan is discussed, including agendas and minutes, with oral and written 

comments.  There is also a video of each meeting that includes presentations, public testimony, 

and Council discussions. 

 

Executive Recommendation: The Executive branch and the Legislative branch each manage 

their own portion of Comprehensive Plan update process.  It will be for the Council to decide if 

this request is supported during its stages of the process. 

 

 

Submittal #2: Request for procedural changes to require Site-Specific Land Use Map 

Amendments be reviewed through the Type 4 Quasi-Judicial Hearing Examiner process, and not 

be allowed to be considered legislatively through the Comprehensive Plan process.  As part of 

this, require that land use and zoning changes that affect the same parcel be considered together, 

rather than bifurcated with zoning going through the hearing examiner process and land use 

going through the Comprehensive Plan process.   

 

Discussion: This request is for a procedural change that would not necessarily require a change 

to policies and is therefore eligible for consideration in an annual update. Under the Growth 

Management Act, land use decisions are legislative actions.  In King County, changes to land use 

designations are exclusively legislative decisions that are enacted through updates to the 

Comprehensive Plan's Land Use Map.  Portions of the land use process, such as zoning 

reclassifications, may be delegated to administrative processes, but even these are ultimately 

brought to the County Council for legislative action. 

 

As noted in King County Code Title 20.20.20 Classifications of Land Use Decision Processes, 

land use permit decisions are classified into four types, based on who makes the decision, whether 
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public notice is required, whether a public hearing is required before a decision is made, and 

whether administrative appeals are provided.  Type 4 decisions are quasi-judicial decisions made 

by the County Council based on the record established by the hearing examiner. 

 

Given this, it appears that the request is to require hearing examiner review of all land use 

changes prior to Council action.  This approach raises issues.  The hearing examiner's purpose, 

as defined in King County Code 20.22.020, is to consider and apply adopted county policies and 

regulations.  The hearing examiner is required to separate the application of regulatory controls 

from the legislative planning process.  Hearing examiner decisions are to be based on adopted 

King County codes and policies, state statutes, regulations, and appellate court decisions.  An 

example of this role is described in King County Code 20.22.150, wherein the examiner issues a 

recommendation regarding an application for a zone reclassification of property and the 

recommendation is based on the Comprehensive Plan, subarea plans, subarea studies, or area 

zoning studies.  This makes clear that the hearing examiner ensures fair application of adopted 

provisions, not the creation of new provisions. 

 

Given that planning and comprehensive planning processes by their nature involve making 

discretionary decisions to potentially alter adopted codes and policies (while of course guided by 

state statutes and regulations), requiring the hearing examiner to make these types of 

discretionary recommendations appears inconsistent with their defined role.  Further, the typical 

planning process is for the Executive branch to manage the planning function, develop, and 

transmit planning recommendations to Council for their consideration, refinement, and adoption.   

 

Executive Recommendation: Based on these factors, this request is not supported. 

 
 

Submittal #3: Request for procedural changes to expressly provide that site-specific land use 

proposals cannot be added as a last minute amendment by the King County Council during its 

consideration of a Comprehensive Plan update. 

 

Executive Recommendation: As noted previously, the Executive branch and the Legislative 

branch each manage their own portion of Comprehensive Plan update process.  Council will 

decide if this request is supported during its stages of the process. 

 

Please note that the Docket Report, in accordance with King County Code Title 20.18, will be 

sent to the King County Council on the last business day in April.  Due to the covid pandemic, 
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this has been extended to the last business day in June.  At that time, you have the option to 

petition the Council to consider this Docket change, which has not been recommended by the 

Executive. 

 

If you have further questions or concerns, please contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan 

Manager, at (206) 263-8297 or via email at ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov.   

 

Again, thank you for participating in this year’s Docketing process.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Lauren Smith 

Director of Regional Planning 

Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

 

 

cc: Jim Chan, Director, Department of Local Service – Permitting Division 

Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

 

mailto:ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov


 
Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

401 5th Ave. Suite 800  

Seattle, WA 98104 

206-263-9600 TTY Relay:  711 

 

 

June 30, 2020 

 

Richard Miller 

835 SW 108th Street 

King County, WA 

 

 

Dear Mr. Miller, 

 

Thank you for participating in this year's Docketing process for the King County Comprehensive 

Plan. The Docket process1 is available to the public to identify a deficiency (i.e., an absence of 

required or potentially desirable contents) or to propose changes to the Comprehensive Plan’s 

policies, area-wide land use designations, development regulations, and site-specific land use and 

zoning.  The Docket process is open continuously and, once a year, the items registered in the 

previous twelve months are compiled into the Docket Report with Executive branch 

recommendations.  This is transmitted to the King County Council for their review and 

consideration 

 

Submittal: Request to change land use and zoning on one parcel in the North Highline 

Unincorporated Urban Area from Urban Residential Medium to Urban Planned Development, 

and from R-8 (8 units per acre) to R-48 (48 units per acre) zoning.  Parcel number is 

0623049298. 

 

Discussion: This request relates to the North Highline urban unincorporated area, which is 

currently undergoing a subarea land use planning process.  Additionally, the parcel is directly 

adjacent to a parcel that is being considered for a substantial upzone that is part of the 

Comprehensive Plan 2020 update.  Links to both of these are as follows: 

 

                                                   
1  Docket Process website: http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-

county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx, and Docket Process in the King County Code: 

https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf, at 20.18.140 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx
https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf
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North Highline Subarea Planning:  https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/local-

services/permits/planning-regulations/community-service-area-land-use-

subarea-plans/north-highline.aspx 

 

2020 Update – Area Studies (see Area Study 3):  

https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-

budget/regional-planning/2020-Comprehensive-Plan-Update/2020-Exec-

Recommended-Plan/Area_LandUse_Zoning_Studies-2020Update.ashx 

 

Executive Recommendation: Given the land use focus of the subarea planning process, and the 

intent to look at zoning, land use, property-specific development conditions, and special district 

overlays in each of the subareas, the Executive recommends that this request be considered 

within the subarea planning process and this change is not recommended until such process 

occurs. 

 

Please note that the Docket Report, in accordance with King County Code Title 20.18, will be 

sent to the King County Council on the last business day in April.  Due to the covid pandemic, 

this has been extended to the last business day in June.  At that time, you have the option to 

petition the Council to consider this Docket change, which has not been recommended by the 

Executive. 

 

If you have further questions or concerns, please contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan 

Manager, at (206) 263-8297 or via email at ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov.   

 

Again, thank you for participating in this year’s Docketing process.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Lauren Smith 

Director of Regional Planning 

Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

mailto:ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov
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cc: Jim Chan, Director, Department of Local Service – Permitting Division 

Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 

 



 

 

 

 

2022 Docket Submittals Report 
 

King County Comprehensive Plan 

January 2022 

 

 

I. BACKGROUND  

The King County Docket was established in 1998 in accordance with Revised Code of 

Washington 36.70A.470 and codified at King County Code 20.18.140.  The Docket provides an 

opportunity for the public to register comments on the King County Comprehensive Plan and the 

associated development regulations.  The County responds to each item registered on the 

docket, providing a feedback loop, as required by RCW 36.70A.470.  Docket forms are available 

on the County website and at several county departments.  The docket is open continuously 

with a deadline of December 31 for submitting docketed comments for consideration in the 

Comprehensive Plan update process.  By the last business day of April, a Docket Report with 

executive responses and recommendations is released.  

 

The information in the Docket Submittals Report includes the complete set of materials as they 

were submitted by the proponent.  Providing the Docket Submittals Report to the public early in 

the process, and even before substantive analysis has occurred, allows for more transparent 

communication regarding the issues that the County is being asked to consider. 

 

II. OVERVIEW OF SUBMITTALS 

The following items were received by King County by the deadline of December 31 for 

consideration in this year's Docket process.   

 

# Name Brief Summary 

Area Specific Map Changes 

1 Eric Hudson Cedar River Critical Aquifer Recharge Area Maps 
Request to revise the County's Critical Aquifer Recharge 
Area (CARA) maps in the Cedar River Valley area for 
consistency with the United State Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) definitions. 

2 Eric Hudson Cedar River Area Industrial Rezone 
Request to change zoning on one parcel (the Lakeside 
Industries property) near the Cedar River, reverting it 
from its current Industrial zone to Rural Area 5.  Request 
includes a land use designation change from Industrial 
to Rural Area. 
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# Name Brief Summary 

3 Ashwin Padmanabhan Sammamish Area Residential Rezone 
Request to change zoning on one unincorporated urban 
parcel in the Swan Lake Potential Annexation Area near 
the City of Sammamish from Urban Residential 1 to 
Urban Residential 4.  Request includes a land use 
designation change from Urban Residential Low to 
Urban Residential Medium. 

4 Jennifer Potter & Rusty 
Willoughby 

Vashon Island Rezone to Neighborhood Business 
Request to change zoning on one parcel on Vashon 
Island from Rural Area 5 to Neighborhood Business to 
allow for a retail store.  Request includes a land use 
designation change from Rural Area to Neighborhood 
Business. 

5 Scarcella Brothers Inc. East Auburn Area Industrial Rezone 
Request to change zoning on nine rural parcels near the 
Pacific Raceways Site near the City of Auburn from 
Rural Area 5 to Industrial to allow for light industrial 
uses, including warehousing, distribution, manufacturing, 
etc. Request includes a land use designation change 
from Rural Area to Industrial. 

6 Sean Foley Maple Valley Area Split Parcel Rezone 
Request to change zoning on one rural parcel near the 
City of Maple Valley from split zoning (Rural Area 5 and 
Neighborhood Business) to solely Neighborhood 
Business. Request includes a land use designation 
change from Rural Area to Neighborhood Business. 

7 Richard Miller North Highline Residential Rezone 
Request to change zoning on one unincorporated urban 
parcel in the North Highline Potential Annexation Area 
from Urban Residential 8 to Urban Residential 24.  
Request includes a land use designation change from 
Urban Residential Medium to Urban Residential High. 

Policy, Text, and Code 

8 Seven Unincorporated Area 
Councils:  
Greater Maple Valley 
Unincorporated Area Council 
(GMVUAC); Enumclaw 
Plateau Community 
Association (EPCA); Green 
Valley/Lake Holm 
Association (GV/LHA); Soos 
Creek Area Response 
(SCAR); Upper Bear Creek 
Unincorporated Area Council 
(UBCUAC); Hollywood Hills 
Association (HHA); Green 
River Coalition (GRC); and 

Materials Processing in Rural Area 
Request to revise King County Code 21A.06.742 
Materials Processing Facility to prohibit industrial-scale 
earth, construction and demolition materials processing, 
but still allow vegetation and organic materials 
processing, in the Rural Area. 
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# Name Brief Summary 

Friends of Sammamish 
Valley (FofSV) 

9 Seven Unincorporated Area 
Councils:  
Greater Maple Valley 
Unincorporated Area Council 
(GMVUAC); Enumclaw 
Plateau Community 
Association (EPCA); Green 
Valley/Lake Holm 
Association (GV/LHA); Soos 
Creek Area Response 
(SCAR); Upper Bear Creek 
Unincorporated Area Council 
(UBCUAC); Hollywood Hills 
Association (HHA); Green 
River Coalition (GRC); and 
Friends of Sammamish 
Valley (FofSV) 

Periodic Review and Reclamation Process 
Request to revise King County Code 21A.22.050 
[Mineral Extraction] Periodic Review to require that the 
review process include the reclamation phase of a 
mineral extraction (i.e., mining) operation and closure. 

 

 

III. SUBMITTALS 

The tables below include all the information provided with the Docket submittal.  For clarity and 

context, but not analytical purposes at this stage in the process, maps are provided by the 

County that show the vicinity of the area, an aerial photo, the Comprehensive Plan land use 

designation, the zoning classification, and where relevant the elevations.  If special district 

overlays or property-specific development conditions are present, these are provided as well.  
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Docket Request # 1: Cedar River Critical Aquifer Recharge Area Maps 

Name of Requestor(s): Eric Hudson 
Council District: #9 
Summary Category: Sensitive Areas Map Change 
 
Submitted Request 
The Critical Aquifer Recharge Area in KC maps for The Cedar Valley Sole Source Aquifer is not in sync with the 

EPA description of the aquifer. and the CARA needs to be expanded.  As described in the EPA Federal Register 

docket attached (Federal Register Volume 53 No. 191 10/3/1988; FRL-3457-7; FR Docket 88-22621), the Cedar 

Valley Aquifer is recharged by precipitation which lands on the entire Cedar Valley SSA surface.  However, the 

current King County CARA map shows only a portion of the Cedar Valley SSA area as CARA.  The EPA 

mapping application shows the SSA area is much larger than shown on the King County CARA maps.  url: 

https://www.epa.gov/dwssa/map-sole-source-aquifer-locations 

 

See highlighted text in Federal Register listing and image files attached.  

 

Since a Sole Source Aquifer is, by definition, a Critical Aquifer, and the recharge area for the Cedar Valley SSA 

is described as precipitation on the surface area of the Cedar Valley SSA, the entire surface area of the Cedar 

Valley sole source aquifer should be listed as CARA in King County data.  So please update the King County 

CARA maps to be in sync with the EPA description so that the aquifer can be protected.  Thank you. 

 

Address/Parcel Identification Number 
n/a 

Submitted Background Information 
A. Docket Form Answers 

Why amendment is needed or 

useful? 

For the protection of the Cedar Valley Sole Source Aquifer 

How is this amendment consistent 

with the Growth Management 

Act? 

This corrects an error or oversight in an important Critical Aquifer 

Area, and designation of Critical Aquifers is required by the act 
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B. Additional Submitted Materials 
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Docket Request # 1: Cedar River Critical Aquifer Recharge Area Maps 
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Docket Request # 1: Cedar River Critical Aquifer Recharge Area Maps 
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Docket Request # 1: Cedar River Critical Aquifer Recharge Area Maps 

County Map of Docket Area  

Vicinity: 

 

Aerial: 
n/a 

Zoning: 

n/a 

Land Use: 
n/a 

Elevations: 
n/a 

Property Specific Development Conditions and Special District Overlays: 
n/a 
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Docket Request # 2: Cedar River Area Industrial Rezone 

Name of Requestor(s): Eric Hudson 
Council District: #9 
Summary Category: Land Use and Zoning Map Change  
 
Submitted Request 
This amendment is to correct a deficiency, but it is urgent as the deficiency is resulting in a threat of harm to the 

Cedar River and KC residents. 

 

This amendment will help protect the Cedar River from pollution, and to protect ordinary KC Citizens from an 

imminent health threat. 

 

This is also to be consistent with the KCCP objectives and GMA requirements per RCW 36.70A, which states 

that Industrial sites should not be located outside the urban growth area.  KC Code grants the KCCP hierarchical 

authority over development regulations. 

 

KC Code was violated in 2008 when the KC Council enacted a noncompliant site-specific zoning change to 

designate one parcel Industrial outside the rural area, effectively breaking up a rural area zone along the Cedar 

River and causing risk to adjacent properties. More detailed explanation on attached page.   

 

Address/Parcel Identification Number 
Parcels 1923069011, 1923069013, 1923069026, 1923069016, 1923069017 
 
Note: Parcel 1923069026 is the only one proposed for changing the zoning.  The parcel is 
approximately 25 acres. 

Submitted Background Information 
A. Docket Form Answers 

Why amendment is needed or 

useful? 

For compliance with the GMA RCW 36.70A. 

How is this amendment consistent 

with the Growth Management 

Act? 

This corrects a deficiency in the zoning and creates a continuous zone 

of RA-5 parcels across from the Cedar River, restoring the zoning to 

1994-2008 to comply with the GMA and KCCP.  Some relevant 

policies in the KCCP are attached.  This change restores the zoning to 

RA-5, compliant with the GMA objectives regarding limitation of 

Industrial land uses in the rural area. 

Requested Change and Rationale Create a continuous RA-5 zone among the 5 parcels, for the 

protection of the Cedar River and compliance with the GMA. 

Proposed Uses of Parcel existing compliant uses apply. 

How will change affect adjoining 

parcels? 

It will enhance compatibility with surrounding parcels and preserve 

rural character. 

How is change compatible with 

the surrounding area? 

It restores the zoning as it should be, RA-5, which was grandfathered 

in from 1994-2008. 

Additional information? This deficiency correction will protect the Cedar River and Rural 

Area. 

 
 



 

2022 Docket Submittals Report | Page 13 

B. Additional Submitted Materials 
 
I may not be the property owner of parcel 1923069026, but those who live in a community and are impacted by 

potential property uses should be able to request zoning changes that are compliant with the Comprehensive Plan.   

The earth belongs to everyone and every living thing that inhabits it.  To grant property owners greater rights will 

ultimately result in granting the rich greater rights than the poor. 

 

In 2008, the process used to rezone Parcel 1923069026 from RA-5 to Industrial was noncompliant with KC 

Code, and the GMA. 

 

The 2008 SEPA addendum did not have any analysis as required by the GMA and related state laws.  The 

amendment contradicted KC staff recommendations to leave the zoning at RA-5.  The amendment was done at 

the last possible committee meeting 8/5/2008 after 7 months of public meetings had already been held. so, BMA 

public participation requirements were violated. 

 

In addition, KC Code Title 20 requires hearing examiner review of site-specific rezones and in 2008 there was no 

hearing examiner review. 

 

The current zoning of Industrial contradicts the policies listed below as well as the principles of the KCCP in 

general.  RA-5 will still allow Landscaping materials processing to be done on the property, which is what Sunset 

Materials did. 

 

This request is just to update paperwork to be in sync with the true and legal zoning of RA-5. 

 

Thank you. 
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Docket Request # 2: Cedar River Area Industrial Rezone 
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Docket Request # 2: Cedar River Area Industrial Rezone 

County Maps of Docket Area (parcels highlighted in blue)  

Vicinity: 

 



 

2022 Docket Submittals Report | Page 18 

Docket Request # 2: Cedar River Area Industrial Rezone 

Aerial: 
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Docket Request # 2: Cedar River Area Industrial Rezone 

Zoning: 
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Docket Request # 2: Cedar River Area Industrial Rezone 

Land Use: 
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Docket Request # 2: Cedar River Area Industrial Rezone 

Elevations 

 
Property Specific Development Conditions and Special District Overlays: 
n/a 
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Docket Request # 3: Sammamish Area Residential Rezone 

Name of Requestor(s): Ashwin Selka Padmanabhan 
Council District: #3 
Summary Category: Land Use and Zoning Map Change 
 
Submitted Request 
Redesignation to Medium Residential/Rezone to R-4P.  Total acres are 1.21. 

 
Address/Parcel Identification Number 
2625069099 

 

Submitted Background Information 
A. Docket Form Answers 

Why amendment is needed or 

useful? 

New environmental information allowing in-fill density in UGA 

How is this amendment consistent 

with the Growth Management 

Act?1 

Please see "B. Additional Submitted Materials" below. 

Requested Change and Rationale The Applicant is requesting a land use designation change (from Low 

to Medium) and zoning classification change (from R-1 to R-4). The 

property abuts R-4 zoned properties to the west, which exhibit the 

same environmental characteristics as the subject site. 

Proposed Uses of Parcel The Applicant hopes to go through a 2-lot short plat process with the 

County.  If approved, the Applicant plans to remove the existing 

home and construct two new homes for multi-generational family use. 

How will change affect adjoining 

parcels 

The properties adjacent to the west are zoned R-4. Those neighboring 

sites are similar in characteristics and are zoned to allow for even 

greater development than the Applicant hopes to pursue. The parcels 

abutting the property on the north and east are also zoned R1-P and 

currently have comparable single-family residences on-site. The 

property directly south of the subject site (across NE 18th St; also 

zoned R1-P) possesses a large estate home and ADU. 

How is change compatible with 

the surrounding area 

There are presently three different development actions on NE 18th 

Street and within a 1/4 mile of the subject site. The development 

happening in this area will significantly increase the density, reducing 

the rural characteristics that are present now. 

 
 

 
1  Revised Code of Washington, 36.70A and related chapters 
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B. Additional Submitted Materials 
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Docket Request # 3: Sammamish Area Residential Rezone 
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Docket Request # 3: Sammamish Area Residential Rezone 

County Maps of Docket Area (parcels highlighted in blue)  

Vicinity: 
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Docket Request # 3: Sammamish Area Residential Rezone 

Aerial: 
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Docket Request # 3: Sammamish Area Residential Rezone 

Zoning: 
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Docket Request # 3: Sammamish Area Residential Rezone 

Land Use: 

 

Property Specific Development Conditions and Special District Overlays: 
 
Properties in this area are subject to development condition ES-P20:  

• Description: Wildlife Corridor/Urban Separator.   

• Date: Established on August 18, 1997, and amended subsequently by ordinances 13307 (1997), 
13232 (1998), and 15028 (2004). 

• Summary: Permanent open space for wildlife corridors and urban separators shall be secured 
through lot clustering on all parcels of land located within the East Sammamish Community 
Planning Area. 

• Link: https://kingcounty.gov/depts/local-services/permits/property-research-maps/property-specific-
development-conditions/Psuffix/EastSammamish/ES-P20.aspx 

• Link to Map: https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/permitting-environmental-
review/dper/documents/Psuffix-SDO-and-DPA-maps/scans/dc_es-p20.ashx?la=en 
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Docket Request # 4: Vashon Island Rezone to Neighborhood Business 

Name of Requestor(s): Jennifer Potter and Rusty Willoughby 
Council District: #8 
Summary Category: Land Use and Zoning Map Change 
 
Submitted Request 
Rezone property from Rural Area-5 to Neighborhood Business to allow former Grange Hall to be used for retail 

sales such as a neighborhood market. 

 

Address/Parcel Identification Number 
8887000660 

County Maps of Docket Area (parcels highlighted in blue)  

Vicinity: 
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Docket Request # 4: Vashon Island Rezone to Neighborhood Business 

Aerial: 
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Docket Request # 4: Vashon Island Rezone to Neighborhood Business 

Zoning: 
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Docket Request # 4: Vashon Island Rezone to Neighborhood Business 

Land Use: 
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Docket Request # 4: Vashon Island Rezone to Neighborhood Business 

Elevations: 

 
Property Specific Development Conditions and Special District Overlays: 
n/a 
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Docket Request # 5: East Auburn Area Industrial Rezone 

Name of Requestor(s): Scarsella Bros Inc. 
Council District: #9 
Summary Category: Land Use and Zoning Map Change 
 
Submitted Request 
Change land use and zoning to Industrial. 

 

Address/Parcel Identification Number 
East Kent (adjacent to Pacific Raceways Site). Parcel Numbers: 102105-9098, 102105-9097, 102105-9076, 

102105-9047, 102105-9036, 102105-9036, 102105-9033, 102105,9056, 102105-9051 

Submitted Background Information 
A. Docket Form Answers 

Is there a Special District Overlay 

or Property Development 

Condition? 

No.  But one is likely to be required (as with neighboring property) to 

allow for industrial development in this location. 

Requested Change and Rationale Redesignate and rezone 38.59 acres currently RA-5 to I (Industrial) 

with a P-suffix requiring either a UGA expansion or a specific 

development conditions in conjunction with the Soos Creek 

Community Plan. 

Owners would like to see property developed for additional 

employment in East Kent central to housing concentrations in 

Auburn, Kent, Covington, Maple Valley and Black Diamon.  Property 

is adjacent to the Urban Growth Boundary and within one-half (1/2) 

mile of ingress/egress to Highway 18.  Property could support 

industrial uses, including manufacturing and 

warehousing/distribution. 

Proposed Uses of Parcel Light industrial uses, including warehousing, distribution, 

manufacturing, etc. 

How will change affect adjoining 

parcels? 

Adjacent parcels include the Pacific Raceway and some rural 

residential development.  The proposal would draw additional traffic 

to the area (at different times than the raceway), but development of 

site is not likely to impact adjacent parcels as appropriate buffers, 

setbacks, etc. would be imposed by existing code. 

How is change compatible with 

the surrounding area? 

Proposed change is located on the edge of the existing urban 

boundary and is adjacent to a raceway.  Appropriate buffers, 

landscaping and other typical code requirements can ensure 

compatibility with the surrounding area. 
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B. Additional Submitted Materials 
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Docket Request # 5: East Auburn Area Industrial Rezone 

 
Property Specific Development Conditions and Special District Overlays: 
n/a 
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Docket Request # 6: Maple Valley Area Split Parcel Rezone 

Name of Requestor(s): Sean Foley, property owner 
Council District: #9 
Summary Category: Land Use and Zoning Map Change 
 
Submitted Request 
This request is to change the zoning designation of the property (parcel# 2752200005) from a split RA-5/NB-P to 

be fully zoned as NB (Neighborhood Business). 

 

Address/Parcel Identification Number 
2752200005.  Parcel is 1.01 acres. 

Submitted Background Information 
A. Docket Form Answers 

Why is this amendment needed? This amendment is needed to bring this parcel into compatibility with 

the adjacent properties that are zoned as Neighborhood Business, a 

zone the County has identified already fits the subject property but 

due to its split zone (RA-5/NB-P) is limited for commercial 

development because of an irregular and abnormal boundary. This 

amendment is also needed to bring the property into compliance with 

the King County Municipal Code. 

What are the expected or desired 

outcomes of this change? 

The expected/desired outcome of this change will remove a split 

zoned parcel and helps the parcel better match the surrounding uses 

that are also zoned NB thus creating a fully established Neighborhood 

Business commercial area for the community. With this change the 

parcel and existing business would be brought into compliance with 

the King County Municipal Code. 

What are the positive or negative 

impacts of this change? 

Positives from this change will produce a more comprehensive 

Neighborhood Business area that already serves numerous people in 

the community. As an existing produce stand that has grown 

alongside the community, a fully zoned NB parcel will help a local 

small business continue to grow and provide fresh fruits and 

vegetables to the community and by all accounts, the available 

produce is as organic as the growth in the community around it. By 

providing local produce, this small business provides seasonal jobs in 

addition to helping people feel better connected to their community 

and geography. As a rural area a local produce stand helps alleviate 

food desert concerns as they do not have to rely on imported goods or 

for affordable and nutritious foods. This business has been in 

operation for more than 20 years and its success in the community is 

evidenced by its growth from the community that has supported and 

relied on it. A change for this parcel only provides positives to its 

community. Additionally, As the business on this parcel has grown 

unpermitted development occurred. As such a change to the parcels 

zoning would mitigate concerns of non-compliance to better free up 

King County resources. A change to a fully NB zoned parcel would 

ease the process in bringing the existing community produce business 

into compliance with King County standards. Negative impacts if this 

rezone and designation is denied would mean the local produce stand 

that serves the community would have to significantly scale back its 

business thus preventing the local community from fresh and 

affordable fruits and vegetables.    
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Docket Request # 6: Maple Valley Area Split Parcel Rezone 

How is this amendment consistent 

with the Growth Management 

Act? 

This amendment is consistent with RCW 36.70A.070(5)(b); (c)(ii); 

(d)(i); and(C)(iv) among others for Rural Development. 

(5)(b) - A rezoned parcel to NB helps accommodate rural economic 

advancement in an area not characterized by urban growth and as s 

permitted use of a produce stand is consistent with rural character. 

(c)(ii) - A fully zoned NB parcel would assure visible compatibility of 

rural development with the surrounding area (as a split zoned parcel, 

King County has already identified this parcel as an area considered 

Neighborhood Business). This requested change would fully 

implement the County vision for this property and area) 

(d)(i) - The rural element allows for limited areas of intensive rural 

development. As an existing commercial development, a fully zoned 

NB promotes infill for an area the county has already identified as a 

commercial space and any potential further development or 

redevelopment of the property. 

(C)(iv) - Development use, the existing local produce stand, is 

consistent with the character of the existing area and conforms to the 

new use (that was already identified by the county), of a 

Neighborhood Business. As such setting the NB zone along an 

established parcel line is a logical outer boundary of more intensive 

development that was illogically established by the County and did 

not preserve the character of the existing community, conform to 

physical boundaries, and did not prevent an irregular and abnormal 

boundary.   

Is there a Special District Overlay 

or Property Development 

Condition? 

Subject Parcel has a -P Suffix for property-specific development 

standards as indicated on the King County iMAP zoning layer 

Requested Change and Rationale Change the Split Zoned RA-5/NB-P Parcel to a single NB zone.  fully 

zoned will bring the property into consistency with the neighboring 

adjacent properties and further allow for commercial development. As 

a currently split zoned parcel, commercial development is limited for 

a local produce business that has been in operation and grown 

substantially over the years in tandem with the community.   

Proposed Uses of Parcel Neighborhood Business for local produce stand. 

How will change affect adjoining 

parcels? 

This will bring the property into a fully zoned Neighborhood 

Business parcel that is in line with all neighboring parcels on Renton-

Maple Valley Rd. 

How is change compatible with 

the surrounding area? 

The adjacent parcels on Renton-Maple Valley Rd are all fully zoned 

NB. The subject property is the only split zoned parcel in the vicinity. 

The requested change will ensure full compatibility with the 

surrounding area and establish a full NB area.   

 
 

B. Additional Submitted Materials 
The requester submitted 41 pages of additional materials.  These are included at the end of the Docket Submittals 

Report as Attachment A. 
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Docket Request # 6: Maple Valley Area Split Parcel Rezone 

County Maps of Docket Area (parcels highlighted in blue)  

Vicinity: 
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Docket Request # 6: Maple Valley Area Split Parcel Rezone 

Aerial: 
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Docket Request # 6: Maple Valley Area Split Parcel Rezone 

Zoning: 
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Docket Request # 6: Maple Valley Area Split Parcel Rezone 

Land Use: 

 

Property Specific Development Conditions and Special District Overlays: 
 
A development condition applies to only this property TR-P22: 284-79R. 

• Date: Established on August 18, 1997 by Ordinance 12824. 

• Summary: The building to be 2,500 square feet or less in floor area. 

• Link: https://kingcounty.gov/depts/local-services/permits/property-research-maps/property-specific-
development-conditions/Psuffix/TahomaRavenHeights/TR-P22.aspx 

• Link to Map: https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/permitting-environmental-
review/dper/documents/Psuffix-SDO-and-DPA-maps/scans/tr-p22.ashx?la=en 
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Docket Request # 7: North Highline Residential Rezone 

Name of Requestor(s): Richard Miller 
Council District: #8 
Summary Category: Land Use and Zoning Map Change 
 
Submitted Request 
Request to change zoning on one unincorporated urban parcel in the North Highline Potential Annexation Area 

from Urban Residential 8 to Urban Residential 24.  Request includes a land use designation change from Urban 

Residential Medium to Urban Residential High. 

 
Address/Parcel Identification Number 
0623049298 

Submitted Background Information 
A. Docket Form Answers 
 

Requested Change or Rationale Urban residential high.  

 

Comprehensive Plan Policies U-114. U-118, U-121, U-141,U-142 

 

Proposed Use of Parcel Apartment or townhouse 

How will parcel affect adjoining 

parcels 

Will not affect 

How is change compatible with 

the surrounding area? 

Site borders 4 story 76-unit complex 

 
B. Additional Submitted Materials 
None. 
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Docket Request # 7: North Highline Residential Rezone 

County Maps of Docket Area (parcels highlighted in blue)  

Vicinity:
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Docket Request # 7: North Highline Residential Rezone 

Aerial:
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Docket Request # 7: North Highline Residential Rezone 

Zoning: 
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Docket Request # 7: North Highline Residential Rezone 

Land Use:

 
Property Specific Development Conditions and Special District Overlays: 
n/a 
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Docket Request # 8: Materials Processing in Rural Area 

Name of Requestor(s): Seven Unincorporated Area Councils:  

Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council (GMVUAC); Enumclaw Plateau Community Association 

(EPCA); Green Valley/Lake Holm Association (GV/LHA); Soos Creek Area Response (SCAR); Upper Bear 

Creek Unincorporated Area Council (UBCUAC); Hollywood Hills Association (HHA); Green River Coalition 

(GRC); and Friends of Sammamish Valley (FofSV) 

 
Council District: Multiple 
 
Request:  See Additional Submitted Materials below. 

 
Summary Category: Policy, Text, and Code Change 
 
Address/Parcel Identification Number: n/a 

 

Submitted Background Information 
A. Docket Form Answers 
n/a 
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Docket Request # 8: Materials Processing in Rural Area 

B. Additional Submitted Materials 
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Docket Request # 8: Materials Processing in Rural Area 
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Docket Request # 8: Materials Processing in Rural Area 
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Docket Request # 9: Periodic Review and Reclamation Process 

Name of Requestor(s): Seven Unincorporated Area Councils:  

Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council (GMVUAC); Enumclaw Plateau Community Association 

(EPCA); Green Valley/Lake Holm Association (GV/LHA); Soos Creek Area Response (SCAR); Upper Bear 

Creek Unincorporated Area Council (UBCUAC); Hollywood Hills Association (HHA); Green River Coalition 

(GRC); and Friends of Sammamish Valley (FofSV) 

 

Council District: Multiple 
 
Request:  See Additional Submitted Materials below. 

 
Summary Category: Policy, Text, and Code Change 
 
Address/Parcel Identification Number: n/a 
 

Submitted Background Information 
A. Docket Form Answers 
n/a 
 

B. Additional Submitted Materials 
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Docket Request # 9: Periodic Review and Reclamation Process 
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Docket Request # 9: Periodic Review and Reclamation Process 
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Docket Request # 9: Periodic Review and Reclamation Process 
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Docket Request # 9: Periodic Review and Reclamation Process 
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III. FOR MORE INFORMATION 

The purpose of the Docket Submittals Report is to provide notification regarding the proposals 

that have submitted.  The report is posted shortly after the Docket deadline of December 31 and 

is therefore released prior to conducting analysis on the request(s).  The next steps in the 

process are described in the aforementioned Docket Reports. 

 

Contact: Ivan Miller, ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov, 206-263-8297. 



2022 Docket Report – Attachment A 

 

 

Attachment A: Additional Submitted Materials – Docket 6: Foley Split Parcels 

 

 



                                                             
                                                                                            Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business  

Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company, LLC 
PO Box 1224, Puyallup, WA 98371 

Phone: 253-435-3699   Fax: 253-446-3159 
www.abbeyroadgroup.com 

 

20 December 2021 
 

King County  
Office of Performance, Strategy, & Budget 
Regional Planning Section 
Chinook Office Building 
401 Fifth Ave, Suite 810 
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
RE: 21-112 | 21409 Renton Maple Valley, King County Comprehensive Plan Docket Process 

Form submittal for Parcel 2752200005 located at 21409 Renton-Maple Valley Rd SE, Maple 
Valley and within the jurisdiction of King County. 

 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
On behalf of our client Sean Foley, Abbey Road Group Land Development Services is submitting 
King County Comprehensive Plan Docket Process Form for the property located at 21409 
Renton-Maple Valley Rd SE, Maple Valley WA 98038, Parcel 2752200005.  
 
This property is unique in that it is split zoned as RA-5/NB-P. Per the King County Municipal Code, 
the RA-5 zone is for rural residential allowed uses and NB Neighborhood Business. The existing 
use and structures on the property currently fall in the NB zone which is the use of the property. 
 
This Docket Process Form is in support of a Rezone of the property from the current split zone of 
RA-5/NB-P to NB (Neighborhood Business) only. The rezone of the property to NB-P which allows 
for the existing allowed use of the property for a Food Produce stand and matches adjacent 
properties and the King County Comprehensive Plan for Neighborhood Businesses. A NB zoned 
parcel ensure visual compatibility, establish a logical outer boundary, and preserve the character 
of the existing community consistent with the Grown Management Act. 
 
Through this Docket Process for a Rezone and Land Use Designation amendment the property 
will be brought into compliance with the King County Municipal Code and would aid our client, the 
property owner, from having to pursue a lengthy and costly rezone classification process. 
 
Project Site Information: 
Current Lot: 

− Zoning: RA-5/NB-P (Rural Area, one DU per 5 acres; Neighborhood Business) 

− Site Area: 43,995 sf (NB-P zone: ~27,518.7 sf; RA-5: ~16,476.3 SF) 
Access: 

− SE 214th St 

− Renton Maple Valley Rd SE 
Proposed Zone: 

− NB – Neighborhood Business 
 
Enclosure(s): 



                                                              
                                                                                            Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business  

Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company, LLC 
PO Box 1224, Puyallup, WA 98371 

Phone: 253-435-3699   Fax: 253-446-3159 
www.abbeyroadgroup.com 

 

− Cover Letter 

− Docket Process Form 

− Vicinity Map 

− Zoning Map 

− Boundary and Topographic Survey 

− Site Observation Report 
 
If you have questions or would like to request additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact me by phone at (253) 435-3699 or via e-mail at Gil.Hulsmann@AbbeyRoadGroup.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

Gil Hulsmann 
CEO - Director of Land Development Services 
Abbey Road Group Land Development Services Company, LLC 
253-435-3699 Phone (ext 101) | 253-446-3159 Fax 
253-405-1246 Cell 
Gil.Hulsmann@AbbeyRoadGroup.com  
www.AbbeyRoadGroup.Com 
GFH/rj 
 
Job # 21-112 
T:\PROJECTS FILES (ACTIVE)\21-112, 21409 Renton Maple Valley RD\PERMITTING\Docket Process 
 
 
Enclosure(s): 

− Cover Letter 

− Docket Process Form 

− Vicinity Map 

− Zoning Map 

− Boundary and Topographic Survey 

− Site Observation Report 

− Feasibility Report 

mailto:Gil.Hulsmann@AbbeyRoadGroup.com
mailto:Gil.Hulsmann@AbbeyRoadGroup.com


 

 

SITE OBSERVATION NARRATIVE  
FOLEY RENTON-MAPLE VALLEY 

PROJECT 
21409 Renton- Maple Valley Rd SE  

Renton, Washington (King County) 
 

Job #21-112 

 

 

March 2021 

Prepared for: 
Sean Foley  

PO Box 1290 
Maple Valley, Washington 98038 

 
 
 
 
 

2102 East Main Ave, Suite 109, Puyallup, WA  98372 
P.O. Box 1224, Puyallup, WA  98371 
(253) 435-3699 / Fax (253) 446-3159 
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Site Observation Narrative 
 

Proposed Parcel Research Location   

This property assessment consists of 1 parcel: 2752200005. The physical address of this site is as followed: 
21409 Renton-Maple Valley Rd SE Renton, Washington 98038.  

Parcel Legal Description:  

GIBBON W D FARM UNREC N 275 FT OF E 260.70 FT MEAS ALG N LN AT R/A THTO LESS BEG 620 FT E & 100 FT 
S OF NW COR TH S 175 FT TH E TO W LN OF HWY TH NWLY TO A PT 200 FT M/L E FR BEG TH W 200 FT M/L TO 
BEG LESS CO RD Plat Block: Plat Lot #1 .  

Narrative Purpose: 

The information in this narrative is intended to provide substantial and accurate information of the above 
parcel in question to aid in the resolution for King County Code Violation Code Enforcement Case #ENFR20-
0079. This narrative will be limited to only onsite observations of the existing site conditions as well as some 
use of historical aerial photographs taken of the parcel provided by King County GIS Portal. 

This report will reference King County Code Violation Code Enforcement Case #ENFR20-0079 documents and 
these items will be included in Appendix A of this report.  

 

King County Code Violation Code Enforcement Case #ENFR20-0079 

This case was investigated by King County Code Enforcement Office Holly Swain and was reported to Mr. Sean 
Foley on the date of February 26th, 2020. The reported violations are listed below: 

1. Operation of a fruit and vegetable market from a parcel divided into two different zones (NB-P allows 
businesses, RA-5 does not allow business) in violation of Section 21A.08.070 ( Section 21A.08.070 is a 
Retail Land Used Table )  

2. Construction and Site Development:  
a. A cooler (900 Sq ft with 360 sq ft attached roof structure)  
b. Two-story wood building (approximately 250 sq ft Office Bldg.)  
c. Setup of a Tent Structure (frame left up year round, canvas put on structure for several months 

of the year) without required fire permit.  
d. Over 2,000 sq ft of new impervious for parking and other purposes, cumulative clearing over 

7,000 sq ft. Structures within setbacks and use of the RA-5 portion of the parcel, which is not 
zoned for this business, in violation of sections 16.02.240, 16.82.051, 21A.12.030, 21A.12.040, 
21A.28.020 of the parcel zoned NB-P All setbacks would need to be met.  
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Site Observation Remarks  

Upon reviewing this project and the King County alleged violations a Site Observation was conducted to verify 
or refute the allegations presented to Mr. Sean Foley. The below is a brief narrative of items observed onsite.  

Structures: 

Permanent Building Structures : 

Two Story Wooden Office Building /Shack (Total 240 SQ FT ). The office building is actually a 12’x 16’ (192 
SQFT) building with a 4’ wide porch on the front side, and the Freezer Unit (1,200 SQ FT). Both structures have 
been provided power. The Freezer unit appears to have a roof drain systems and French drain associated with 
it.  

2 Conex Storage Containers (160 SQ FT Each). These two items are technically a mobile items as they are 
shipping containers.  

Temporary Structures:  

The temporary event tent which is also the seasonal sales area for the Retail Nursery, Garden Center and Farm 
Supply Stores. Is approximately 4,500 Sq ft total, this area is split between NB-P zoning and RA-5 Zoning. The 
portion of the Covered area in RA-5 Zoning is 745 SQ FT. with the remainder 3,755 SQ FT being on the NB-P 
Zoning portion of the parcel.  The King County Violation References King County Code Section 21A.08.070. The 
below is the chart for this specific code. Under Rural Retail Nurseries are permitted with a conditional use 
permit that meets the condition listed below: 

 

 

 

9



                                                                            
                                                                                            Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business  

 

| P a g e  
 

An additional temporary RV Tent (340 SQ FT) was also observed on site and is used for additional storage.  

Lastly, the ecology block walls through out the parcel are considered a structural item. The ecology block walls 
in the “Loading Dock Area” are technically under 4-feet of height so they should not require a building permit. 
Unfortunately, approximately 60 linear feet of this portion of the eco block wall is constructed on the parcel to 
the west: Parcel 2752200009. This parcel is not currently owned by Mr. Sean Foley, because this was 
constructed on property that Mr. Sean Foley does not own then it is highly recommended to either remove 
the wall,  request an easement for the structure, or purchase this area from the current owner of parcel 
2752200009.  In addition to the wall section being constructed on the neighboring property there is 
approximately 25 linear feet of wall that has been constructed in the building setback area. This was 
specifically mentioned in the King County Violation Report.  

The wall along the southeastern property line shares the same complication as the loading dock section of the 
wall. This can be observed in the Existing Conditions Plan shown on Page 7 of this report.  

 

New Impervious Surfaces:  

This site has had added additional impervious surfaces over the years to include expanding the asphalt paved 
parking area, the gravel storage / work areas, additional buildings, and the small asphalt path to the loading 
dock area along the western property line.  

The total asphalt / gravel impervious surface on site totals approximately 24,640 SQ FT for both onsite and 
office constructed surfaces.  

The small asphalt path (approximately 10-feet Wide) has approximately 475 SQ FT of asphalted path 
constructed on the neighboring parcel 2752200009. Like the situation with the wall constructed on the 
neighboring property this portion of pavement will need to be addressed through easements, purchase, or 
removal. 

 

Violation Remarks:  

King County Violation item number 1 Operation of a Fruit and Vegetable Market from a parcel divided into 
two different zones is in violation of Section 21A.08.070.  

There is a number of resolutions to this violation, but it is Abbey Road Groups Recommendation that a 
conditional use permit be applied for as the Violation specifically states that the RA-5 Portion of the property 
is in violation, which is currently the case only because a Conditional Use Permit has not been applied for at 
this time. With the area of sales facility in RA-5 is under 2,000 SQ FT the application should be considered.  

If this option does not satisfy violation #1 then rezoning the parcel to be NB-P should be pursued.  
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King County Violation #2A – A cooler has been constructed on the RA-5 Portion of the property.  

This will require a building permit and will need to be included in the conditional use permit application 
process.  

 

King County Violation #2B - Two story Office approximately 250’  

This will require a building permit as an accessory  and will need to be included in the conditional use permit 
application process. 

 

King County Violation #2C- Setup of a Tent Structure (Temporary Use)  

This will require an additional permit – further investigation will need to be conducted for which permit type 
would be the most applicable for this facility. King County recommends a fire permit. This permit may be a 
yearly permit.  This also will need to be included in the Conditional Use permit application.  

 

King County Violation #2D- Over 2,000 SQFT of new impervious surface, clearing, and set back issues.   

The site will need to resolve the items that have been constructed offsite or in the process of resolving or prior 
to submitting a King County ABC (already been constructed) Permit. This permit will require a site plan and 
engineering calculations for walls, stormwater management, building structural engineering, etc. This will also 
need to be included in the Conditional Use permit.   

 

Note: Some of the violations can be resolved by simply contesting the violation. For example, King County’s 
Definition of “Clearing” is as followed: "Clearing" means the cutting, killing, grubbing, or removing of 
vegetation or other organic material by physical, mechanical, chemical or any other similar means. KCMC 
16.82.020(D).  

If this is truly accurate then every time someone mows their lawn in King County they are in violation of this 
code.  
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King County Violation Case ENFR20-0079 
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Site Observation Narrative Photographs 
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Above: Looking west at face of parcel   

Below:  Looking West inside gate 
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Above: looking Southwest at wall and temp tent  

Below: Ecology Block wall (2 Blocks High) 53” tall  
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Above: Looking West along wall  

Below: Looking Northwest over parking lot  

.
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Above: Looking Northeast over northern portion of parking lot and lot drain 

Below: Looking at Rip rap pad where lot drains to as well as CB in eastern parking lot  
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Above: Looking at Temp Tent structure  

Below: Temp Tent Structure tie-downs  north side of tent  
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Above: Temp Tent tie downs south side  

Below: tent die downs and gravel walking / operating path  
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Above: Wall on south side of Parking lot showing Handy-cap stall  

Below: Showing the east side of the Freezer Unit 
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Above: Freezer unit south side of building  

Below: Freezer unit west side of building  
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Above: freezer unit west side of freezer unit  

Below: Freezer unit north side  
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Above: Freezer unit French drain 

Below: Freezer unit 4” concrete pad below unit  
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Above: RV Cover Temp and Conex storage unit  

Below:  Both Conex storage units  

 



                                                                            
                                                                                            Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business  

 

 

Above: Office Building east side of structure  

Below:  10’ wide asphalt path to loading dock 
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Above: 10’ wide asphalt path to loading dock looking north  

Below: 10’ wide asphalt path to loading dock and eco block wall looking north   
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Above: loading dock looking northeast  

Below: Loading dock looking west  
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Above: loading area north of loading dock looking north  

Below:  Loading dock area looking south from Road  
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Above: Loading area looking southeast from road  

Below:  Looking north at driveway access and storm drain out fall  
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Above: Rip Rap Pad drainage from Renton Maple Valley Road and Parking Lot outfalls here  

Below: Driveway access looking northeast  
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Above: Driveway access showing catch basin looking north  

Below:  Eastern Parking Lot  looking south  
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Above: Eastern Parking Lot looking south  

Below: Eastern Parking Lot looking east  
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BOUNDARY AND TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY
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THIS SURVEY WAS PERFORMED BY FIELD TRAVERSE AND RADIAL METHODS WITH A TOPCON PS 103A 3" TOTAL STATION TOGETHER AND MEETS OR EXCEEDS THOSE STANDARDS IDENTIFIED BY WAC 332-130-090. 
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NAVD 88 PROJECT BENCHMARK KING COUNTY PUBLISHED HORIZONTAL/VERTICAL CONTROL DESIGNATION NO. 6358 PUBLISHED ELEVATION ELEVATION: 332.32 FEET NAVD 88 DESCRIPTION: 1 1/2" ALUMINUM DISK WITH "X" STAMPED "KING COUNTY 6358 1996" SET IN SHOULD OF SR-169 (RENTON MAPLE VALLEY ROAD).  MONUMENT IS 0.15' BELOW THE ASPHALT.
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21409 Renton Maple Valley Road SE
BOUNDARY AND TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY

A PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF THE NORTHEAST 1/4 , SECTION 09,
TOWNSHIP 22 NORTH, RANGE 06 EAST, WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN

COUNTY OF KING, STATE OF WASHINGTON

Se
an

 F
ol

ey
21

40
9 

R
en

to
n 

M
ap

le
 V

al
le

y 
R

d 
SE

M
ap

le
 V

al
le

y,
 W

A 
98

03
8

TO
PO

G
R

AP
H

IC
 S

U
R

VE
Y

RE
VI

SI
ON

S:

FO
R

:
TI

TL
E:

92
3 

SH
AW

 R
O

AD
, S

U
IT

E 
A

 P
U

YA
LL

U
P,

 W
A 

98
37

2
P.

O
. B

ox
 1

22
4,

 P
uy

al
lu

p,
 W

A 
98

37
1

(2
53

) 4
35

-3
69

9,
 F

ax
 (2

53
) 4

46
-3

15
9

Ab
be

y 
R

oa
d 

G
ro

up
La

nd
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

Se
rv

ic
es

 C
om

pa
ny

, L
LC

D
ES

IG
N

ED
 B

Y:

JO
B 

#:

AP
PR

O
VE

D
 B

Y:

D
R

AF
TE

D
 B

Y:

D
EV

EL
O

PM
EN

T 
R

EV
IE

W
:

D
AT

E:

SH
EE

T:

BY
:

CH
K:

AP
R:

DA
TE

:
PE

R: G
R

O
U

P

T:\
PR

OJ
EC

TS
 FI

LE
S (

AC
TIV

E)\
21

-11
2, 

21
40

9 R
en

to
n M

ap
le 

Va
lle

y R
D\

SU
RV

EY
\2

1-1
12

 Su
rve

y B
as

e.d
wg

4/
28

/2
02

1 1
:46

 PM
Plo

tte
d:

Fil
e:

Plo
tte

d B
y: La

rry
 W

alk
er

21
-1

12

L.
 W

AL
KE

R

L.
 W

AL
KE

R

AP
R

IL
 2

8,
 2

02
1

A
b b
e y
Ro

ad
SV

-0
2 

(S
H

EE
T 

2 
O

F 
2)

AutoCAD SHX Text
ECOLOGY BLOCK RETAINING WALL

AutoCAD SHX Text
ASPHALT DRIVEWAY  FOR ADJOINING FOOD BANK 

AutoCAD SHX Text
ECOLOGY BLOCK RETAINING WALL

AutoCAD SHX Text
ECOLOGY BLOCK RETAINING WALL NOTE:WALL PROFILE FOLLOWS ADJACENT ASPHALT AND IS NOT HORIZONTAL 

AutoCAD SHX Text
ECOLOGY BLOCK RETAINING WALL WITH TENT CANOPY SUPPORTS

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING CULVERT END IE=317.03 12" CPP (W)

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING CULVERT END IE=311.53 12" CPP (SE)

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING STORMDRAIN CATCHBASIN-TYPE I RIM=314.76 IE=312.82 12" CPP(E,W)

AutoCAD SHX Text
STEEL POLE TENT CANOPY

AutoCAD SHX Text
WALK IN FREEZER ON CONC. SLAB

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING SLOTTED DRAIN

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING 1.2' SQUARE YARD DRAIN RIM=321.69 IE=320.99 4" PVC(NE) IE=320.94 4" PVC(W)

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING CULVERT END IE=313.96 4" PVC (W)

AutoCAD SHX Text
WOOD FRAME OFFICE BUILDING ON BLOCKS

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONNEX CONTAINERS

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXTRUDED  CURB

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXTRUDED  CURB

AutoCAD SHX Text
HALF C CURB TRAFFIC ISLAND WITH "STOP" SIGN

AutoCAD SHX Text
FOOD BANK SIGN ON TOP OF KEYSTONE BLOCK BASE 

AutoCAD SHX Text
POWER METER ON 4X4 WOOD POST

AutoCAD SHX Text
FOGLINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
7' CHAINLINK FENCE W/ROLLING GATE

AutoCAD SHX Text
GRAVEL SURFACE PARKING AREA FOR ADJOINING FOOD BANK CONTINUES SOUTH AND WEST

AutoCAD SHX Text
GRAVEL SURFACE PARKING AREA FOR ADJOINING FOOD BANK CONTINUES NORTH AND EAST

AutoCAD SHX Text
GRAVEL SURFACE PARKING AREA FOR ADJOINING FOOD BANK CONTINUES EAST, WEST AND SOUTH

AutoCAD SHX Text
ECOLOGY BLOCK RETAINING WALL

AutoCAD SHX Text
ASPHALT LOADING DOCK  ECOLOGY BLOCK RETAINING WALL BASE

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING STORMDRAIN CATCHBASIN-2.5'X4.5' RIM=328.22 IE=325.70 12" CONC.(NW,SE)

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING STORMDRAIN CATCHBASIN-TYPE I RIM=327.15 IE=324.55 12" CONC.(N,NW,SE)

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING STORMDRAIN CATCHBASIN-TYPE I RIM=327.21 IE=324.23 12" CONC.(S) IE=324.15 12" CONC.(NW)

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING AREA DRAIN- 1.0' SQUARE RIM=318.14 IE=318.14 4" (NE)

AutoCAD SHX Text
ASPHALT WEDGE CURB

AutoCAD SHX Text
ECOLOGY BLOCK

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONC. CURB STOP (TYPICAL)

AutoCAD SHX Text
ASBUILT CENTERLINE (TYPICAL) SEE SURVEYORS NOTE 5 ON SHEET 1 OF 2

AutoCAD SHX Text
CALCULATED CENTERLINE (TYPICAL) SEE SURVEYORS NOTE 5 ON SHEET 1 OF 2

AutoCAD SHX Text
GUY POLE

AutoCAD SHX Text
HELD PUBLISHED NAD 83/91 STATE PLANE NORTH ZONE GRID BEARING OF  S 43° 55' 50" E BETWEEN AFOUND MONUMENT AT KING COUNTY HORIZONTAL CONTROL POINT DESIGNATION #6358 TO A FOUND MONUMENT AT KING COUNTY HORIZONTAL CONTROL POINT DESIGNATION #6137.

AutoCAD SHX Text
BASIS OF BEARINGS

AutoCAD SHX Text
NAVD 88 PROJECT BENCHMARK KING COUNTY PUBLISHED HORIZONTAL/VERTICAL CONTROL DESIGNATION NO. 6358 PUBLISHED ELEVATION ELEVATION: 332.32 FEET NAVD 88 DESCRIPTION: 1 1/2" ALUMINUM DISK WITH "X" STAMPED "KING COUNTY 6358 1996" SET IN SHOULD OF SR-169 (RENTON MAPLE VALLEY ROAD).  MONUMENT IS 0.15' BELOW THE ASPHALT.

AutoCAD SHX Text
VERTICAL DATUM

AutoCAD SHX Text
NAD 83/91 STATE PLANE, NORTH ZONE AS COMPUTED FROM KING COUNTY DATA SHEETS AS HELD BY THE WGS SURVEY CONTROL RECORDS ARCHIVE (https://www.wgsarchive.org/).  ALL DISTANCES SHOWN HEREIN ARE GROUND.  PUBLISHED COORDINATES AT KING COUNTY HORIZONTAL CONTROL POINT DESIGNATION #6137 WERE HELD.  UNIT OF MEASUREMENT IS U.S. SURVEY FEET. 

AutoCAD SHX Text
HORIZONTAL DATUM

AutoCAD SHX Text
LEGEND

AutoCAD SHX Text
CALCULATED

AutoCAD SHX Text
MEASURED

AutoCAD SHX Text
(M)

AutoCAD SHX Text
(C)

AutoCAD SHX Text
SEE REFERENCED DOCUMENTS LIST

AutoCAD SHX Text
(RX)

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING STORMDRAIN CATCHBASIN

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING SIGN

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING 2 FOOT MAJOR  CONTOUR INTERVAL

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING 2 FOOT MINOR  CONTOUR INTERVAL

AutoCAD SHX Text
XXX

AutoCAD SHX Text
XXX

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING CONCRETE SURFACE

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING ASPHALT SURFACE

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING STORMDRAIN LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
XX.X

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING SURFACE SPOT GRADE

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING GRAVEL SURFACE

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING STORMDRAIN CULVERT END

AutoCAD SHX Text
TOP OF SLOPE

AutoCAD SHX Text
TOE OF SLOPE

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING WATER METER

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING WATER VALVE

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING FIRE HYDRANT

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING WATER HOSE BIB

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING OVERHEAD UTILITY LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING UTILITY POLE

AutoCAD SHX Text
CALCULATED SUBJECT PARCEL DEED LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
CALCULATED ROAD CENTERLINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
CALCULATED ROAD RIGHT OF WAY MARGIN

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING BUILDING OVERHANG LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
49921

AutoCAD SHX Text
D

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
H

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
Y

AutoCAD SHX Text
O.

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
K

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
04/28/2021

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE: 1" = 20'

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
20

AutoCAD SHX Text
40

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
FOR 22" X 34" SHEET

AutoCAD SHX Text
LINE IS 1" AT FULL SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
SHEET INDEX:

AutoCAD SHX Text
SV-01: BOUNDARY WORKSHEET, LEGAL DESCRIPTION AND NOTES SV-02: TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY MAP

AutoCAD SHX Text
DEED EXCEPTION AFN 8003040707

AutoCAD SHX Text
SE 214TH ST

AutoCAD SHX Text
RENTON-MAPLE VALLEY HIGHWAY (STATE ROUTE 169)



2024 King County Comprehensive Plan Update 
Executive Summary of "Mini-Docket" Scoping Requests 

 

4/22/22 
1 
 

# Proponent Request Summary of Executive 
Response 

1 Julie Buck Requested Change? I would like Urban Government services to include 
publicly accessible restrooms as a regional plan 
component subarea that tracks location and capacity, 
and includes them in planning. 

If addressed already in the plan 
or code, what change is 
needed? 

 

Why is this amendment needed? The King County Comprehensive Plan has prioritized 
pro-equity actions and includes institution for public 
health and the environment. Places to use the 
restroom without charge are in line with equity and 
address both public health and the environment. 

What are the expected or 
desired outcomes of this 
change? 

There are several expected desired outcomes to this 
being a part of the county's planning purview: fewer 
people urinating/defecating in public, lower amounts 
of untreated biowaste washing into Puget Sound, 
lower amounts of biowaste in public areas and the 
attendant risk of disease. It also would alleviate one 
of the major complaints from business owners and 
housed people about unhoused people, and offer a 
lot of people a modicum of dignity. 

What are the potential positive 
or negative impacts of this 
change? 

A positive impact of including restrooms as a public 
good planned for and inventoried by the county would 
alleviate the burden for restroom access from being 
borne solely by business owners and their staff, and 
provide coverage for when businesses are not open. 
Providing bathrooms to people is a secondary service 
for restaurants and cafes, not their primary 
responsibility, but they're often the only ones 
available. A negative impact might be the amount of 
time and effort to consolidate across parks, privately-
managed rest stops, and [SIC] 

The Executive will evaluate 
this request further as part of 
2024 Update or identify 
another appropriate venue if 
warranted as analysis 
continues.  Because this is a 
more discrete issue, this is 
not included in the Executive 
proposed high-level 2024 
Scope of Work. 
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# Proponent Request Summary of Executive 
Response 

How is this amendment 
consistent with the Growth 
Management Act? 

The GMA defines capital facilities to include public 
health and environmental protection services, and 
Urban Governmental Services like sanitary sewer 
systems. However, the current King County 
Comprehensive Plan does not track publicly 
accessible restrooms. Restrooms that are publicly 
available and limited-mobility-accessible are not 
currently "inventoried and showing locations and 
capacities". But access to restroom facilities is both a 
matter of public health and environmental protection, 
and an important component of creating a pro-equity 
environment in King County.    

 

Requested Change? I would like to request some changes to the planning 
of mass transit, including Metro service and rail 
expansion, as a part of the comprehensive plan. I 
would also like to[SIC] 

If addressed already in the plan 
or code, what change is 
needed? 

I would propose that additional funding needs to be 
sourced from employers beyond the voluntary ORCA 
card as a commute benefit. I would also like to see 
additional transit planning to address shift workers 
outside of the 9-5 workday and essential workers, 
and a better solution for particularly rural areas 
around a streetcar suburb/spoke model. 

Why is this amendment needed? It seems likely that the COVID-19 pandemic will have 
a permanent shift on the number of daily commuters, 
shifting away from a consistent Monday through 
Friday flow of office workers, which puts commute 
benefit programs into jeopardy as a source of 
funding. However, we can shift our service to help 
both people who work nontraditional hours and are 
more likely to need to be physically in their place of 
employment, and people who transit to places 
besides work. King County is experiencing a crisis 

This request is beyond KCCP 
scope and more appropriate 
for more detailed Metro and 
Sound Transit plans.  Based 
on this, the Executive does 
not support advancing this 
request as part of the 2024 
Update. 
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paying for rural road upkeep. Part of this is because 
rural populations have little choice but to drive, and 
individual car traffic means more congestion and 
more wear on roads. 81% of travel in King County is 
individual car trips according to the last update; that 
doesn't make sense from an accessibility, equity, or 
climate perspective. We need both more funding and 
more transit to shift the culture on how people get 
from place to place. 

What are the expected or 
desired outcomes of this 
change? 

I expect/desire a more consistent employer-based 
transit funding source, additional early morning and 
late night routes, and additional service within 
corridors in suburban/semi-rural areas between 
commercial and residential zones.   

What are the potential positive or 
negative impacts of this change? 

The positive impacts include fewer car trips, more 
stable funding to allow for easier planning, and 
greater mobility, particularly for seniors. The negative 
impact could be that employers may not like having 
to contribute to a public good, even if it benefits their 
employees. 

How is this amendment 
consistent with the Growth 
Management Act? 

This is consistent with the Growth Management Act 
concerns on climate change and equity, and transit is 
one of the county-level services that the GMA 
oversees. 

 

2 Peter Eberle Requested Change? There are language conflicts in service provision 
within potential annexation areas. These are in the 
Comp Plan and also in other documents used by 
King County such as the KC Annexation Databook. In 
the comp plan the language is on page 2-37 and in u-
207 page 2-40. In the Annexation Databook the 
langauge is in PF-3 on page 9. 

The current language on 
page 2-37 and in Policy U-
207 of the Comprehensive 
Plan is consistent with the 
directives of the Washington 
State Growth Management.  
Additionally, amending PF-3 
of the Countywide Planning 
Policies is out of the scope of 
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If addressed already in the plan 
or code, what change is 
needed? 

remove language that favors cities over Special 
Service Districts that currently provide services to 
PAA's. 

Why is this amendment needed? This is needed to protect SSD's finacially from lossing 
customer base that share in costs associated with 
maintaining and replacing aging infrastructure. 
Without this, debt load would be placed on a smaller 
base of customers and cause undue raises in rates. 

What are the expected or 
desired outcomes of this 
change? 

Many Special Service Districts find themselves with 
aging infrastruture that needs upgrading and or 
replacement. If it is thought that cities would take 
over systems in the PAA's on annexation they may 
be forced to change their business model and shift 
their focus to service areas outside of the PAA's. Also 
an outcome should be that all current service 
providers are to be part of any conversation about 
annexation and participating with any interlocal 
agreements with cities and the county. 

What are the potential positive or 
negative impacts of this change? 

The positive is that current capital plans and 
comprehensive plans of SSD would continue in the 
PAA's. 

How is this amendment 
consistent with the Growth 
Management Act? 

It should be consistant with GMA. 
 

the Comprehensive Plan (and 
the current language, as 
amended in 2021 as policy 
PF-4, is also consistent with 
the directives of the Growth 
Management Act).  Based on 
this, the Executive does not 
support advancing this 
request as part of the 2024 
Update. 

3 Futurewise Incorporate the updated housing element requirements in RCW 36.70A.070(2). 
 
We recommend that the comprehensive plan and development regulations update 
incorporate the new housing element requirements in RCW 36.70A.070(2). This will 
advance equity and affordable housing. 

Implementation of the 
updated housing element 
requirements of RCW 
36.70A.070(2) (as adopted by 
House Bill 1220) is included 
in the Executive's proposed 
2024 Scope of Work. 
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We support addressing climate change mitigation and adaption in the 
comprehensive plan. 
 
We support the decision to address climate in the comprehensive plan. Both mitigation and 
adaption to climate change are needed to address the adverse impacts of climate change. 
Comprehensive planning is an important method of reducing greenhouse gas pollution, 
mitigation, and adapting to the changes caused by climate change. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found that state and local governments can 
significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions through land and materials management 
practices such as materials efficiency, industrial ecology, green design, land revitalization, 
sustainable consumption, smart growth, pollution prevention, and design for environment. 
Land use planning that focuses growth in existing cities and towns and encourages the use 
of transit, walking and cycling, and the creation of mixed-use urban centers can improve air 
quality by reducing automobile trips and congestion. Focusing growth away from flood 
plains, areas with low instream flows and closed basins, and into existing cities and towns 
especially areas near high-capacity transit stations can help adapt to climate impacts on 
lands uses. 
 
Since HB 1099 will likely pass before the comprehensive plan update deadline if not this 
legislative session, we recommend that the requirements of HB 1099 be incorporated into 
the comprehensive plan and development regulations.  
 
We appreciate that the last comprehensive plan update included measures to address sea 
level rise. However, a recent analysis of sea-level measurements for tide-gage stations, 
including the Seattle, Washington tide-gauge, shows that sea level rise is accelerating. As 
of 2020, Seattle’s sea level rise was 1.974 millimeters a year and it was accelerating at a 
rate of 0.038 millimeters per year. Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS) “emeritus 
professor John Boon, says ‘The year-to-year trends are becoming very informative. The 
2020 report cards continue a clear trend toward acceleration in rates of sea-level rise at 27 
of our 28 tide-gauge stations along the continental U.S. coastline.’”  “‘Acceleration can be a 
game changer in terms of impacts and planning, so we really need to pay heed to these 
patterns,’ says Boon.”  
 

Advancing the climate change 
mitigation and adaptation 
directives of the 2020 SCAP, 
as well as local 
implementation of related 
elements of HB 1099, are 
included in the Executive 
proposed 2024 Scope of 
Work 
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Unless wetlands and shoreline vegetation can migrate landward, their area and ecological 
functions will decline. If development regulations are not updated to address the need for 
vegetation to migrate landward in feasible locations, wetlands and shoreline vegetation will 
decline. This loss of shoreline vegetation will harm the environment. It will also deprive 
marine shorelines of the vegetation that protects property from erosion and storm damage 
by modifying soils and accreting sediment. This will increase damage to upland properties. 
 
We appreciate that the sea level rise requirements adopted in the last update will provide 
increased protection for structures by elevating the structures and well casings. These 
requirements are well supported by the science and Futurewise supported them. We also 
recommend that new lots and new buildings be located outside the area of likely sea level 
rise where possible. These requirements will provide better protection for buildings and 
people and will also allow wetlands and marine vegetation to migrate as the sea level rises. 
 
In addition, we suggest that the County take a more comprehensive approach to adapting 
to sea level rise and its adverse impacts modeled on the process California’s coastal 
counties and cities use. The process includes six steps.  
1. Determine the range of sea level rise projections relevant to King County’s marine 
shorelines. The California Coastal Commission recommends analyzing intermediate and 
long-term projections because “development constructed today is likely to remain in place 
over the next 75-100 years, or longer.”  
2. Identify potential physical sea level rise impacts in King County’s marine shorelines. 
3. Assess potential risks from sea level rise to coastal resources and development. 
4. Identify adaptation strategies to minimize risks. The California Coastal Commission 
Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance includes recommended adaptation strategies to consider.  
5. Adopt an updated comprehensive plan and development regulations incorporating 
the selected adaption strategies. 
6. Implement the updated comprehensive plan and development regulations and 
monitor and revise as needed. Because the scientific data on sea level rise is evolving, the 
California Coastal Commission recommends modifying “the current and future hazard 
areas on a five to ten year basis or as necessary to allow for the incorporation of new sea 
level rise science, monitoring results, and information on coastal conditions.” 
The Transportation and Capital Facilities Plan Elements should invest equitably and 
in historically underserved communities. 

Advancing equitable 
investments and supporting 
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King County has excellent equity principles. One important method of implementing those 
principles is to ensure that the investments in the transportation and capital facility plan 
elements equitably invest in unincorporated King County. This should include investing in 
historically underserved communities and neighborhoods. 

efforts to invest upstream are 
included in the Executive 
proposed 2024 Scope of 
Work. 

Policies and regulations should require that new development must comply with 
applicable instream flow rules. 
 
Permit-exempt wells are reducing instream flows, reducing instream habitat, increasing 
temperatures, and reducing dissolved oxygen levels. The adverse impacts of development 
on instream flows is one of the reasons that RCW 36.70A.590 requires in part that 
“[d]evelopment regulations must ensure that proposed water uses are consistent with RCW 
90.44.050 and with applicable rules adopted pursuant to chapters 90.22 and 90.54 RCW 
when making decisions under RCW 19.27.097 and 58.17.110.” The rules adopted pursuant 
to chapters 90.22 and 90.54 RCW are the instream flow rules. The County should adopt 
policies and regulations that require developments using wells to comply with the 
applicable instream flow rules. Policies and regulations should also ensure that 
developments relying on existing water systems only connect to water systems that also 
comply with instream flow rules. Climate change is increasing winter flows and floods and 
decreasing summer and fall flows. So, the problem of low flows in county rivers and 
streams is only going to get worse. Policies and regulations that comply with RCW 
36.70A.590 are needed now. In addition to being a climate and environmental issue, this is 
also an equity issue. Low flows are suppressing salmon production, reducing the salmon 
available to everyone and especially Native American Tribes and Nations that have a treaty 
right to salmon. Equity, climate, and environmental concerns all require the County to 
address this important issue now. 
 
King County has a well-earned reputation for conserving agricultural land. Maintaining 
working farms and ranches requires water. We recommend that King County adopt a 
comprehensive plan policy and development regulations prohibiting the transfer of 
agricultural water to allow residential development. These policies and regulations are well 
within the County’s authority to conserve agricultural land and regulate subdivisions and 
other forms of residential development. 

Consistent with state law 
requirements, King County 
has long-standing policy 
direction that limits new 
permit-exempt wells and 
requires new development to 
be connected to larger public 
water systems, known as 
Group A water systems.  
Additionally, King County 
continues to participate in the 
State's watershed planning 
efforts required to further 
address the new instream 
flow rules.  The County 
continues to evaluate whether 
local regulatory changes are 
needed to implement the 
watershed plans as they are 
completed; what vehicle this 
occurs under (such as in the 
2024 Update or some other 
body of work) will be 
evaluated as needed. 
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The County needs policies and a system for directing traffic from cities off county 
roads and for obtaining mitigating from city projects that degrade county roads. 
 
Some cities located away from the large contiguous urban growth area (UGA), such as 
Black Diamond, are planning for growth that will result in increased traffic on county roads. 
Other cities within the large contiguous UGA are not planning for the housing needed to 
support their planned job growth. These growth trends will increase demands for capacity 
improvements to County roads, increase the need for safety improvements, and increase 
maintenance costs as more traffic than planned use those roads. The County needs clear 
policies that it will not provide capacity increases for county roads in rural areas and on 
natural resource lands. The County also needs policies and regulations to obtain funding 
from city developments that create the need for safety improvements and increased 
maintenance needs on county roads. 

The Executive will evaluate 
this request further as part of 
2024 Update, including 
advancing related 2021 
Countywide Planning Policy 
DP-11.  Because this is a 
more discrete issue, this is 
not included in the Executive 
proposed high-level 2024 
Scope of Work. 

The County needs to take a fresh look at its policies and regulations for the 
conservation of agricultural land to make sure they are conserving farmland and 
update them. 
 
King County is justifiably proud of its Farmland Preservation Program. Unfortunately, both 
the Farmland Preservation Program and the County’s Agricultural zones allow estates that 
do not farm the land on preserved farmland and within the Agricultural zones. As housing 
prices increase, estates on farmland are an increasing problem that will price farmers off 
the land. These estates can locate their large homes in areas that make continued farming 
operations difficult. They can also complain about nearby agricultural operations, 
increasing the difficulty of farming. 
 
Skagit County has directly addressed this problem by using siting criteria for residential 
uses in its agriculture of long-term commercial significance zone to require residential uses 
to have an association to the agricultural use of the land. King County should adopt policies 
and regulations limiting residential uses allowed in the Agricultural zones to dwelling units 
occupied by those who own or work on the farm and their relatives. A comprehensive 
review of the County’s other agricultural policies and regulations may identify other needed 
reforms to keep farmland available to farmers. 

Review of resource 
regulations is included in the 
Executive proposed high-level 
2024 Scope of Work, 
including ways to increase the 
amount of farmland in active 
production 

King County needs to adopt regulations to protect forest cover and limit impervious 
surfaces to protect salmon and steelhead habitat. 

The Executive will evaluate 
this request further as part of 
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The declining salmon in King County and Washington State show the need to better 
protect the aspects of the environment that provide salmon habitat. These include forests 
and pervious areas. Forest cover is declining and impervious surfaces are increasing and 
we must reverse these trends. 
 
Unfortunately, King County’s innovative 65/10 requirements were struck down by the Court 
of Appeals. The continued decline of the salmon underlines the need to update those 
requirements to comply with the court’s decision or to adopt a new measure to 
accomplishes the same purposes. 
 
For example, King County had been working on a method that could be used as an 
alternative to clearing and impervious surface limits, the “Suitability (Limitations) and 
Sensitivity Analysis: A Framework for the Choice of Best Management Practices for 
Landowners.” This is a promising alternative. 

2024 Update.  Because this is 
a more discrete issue, this is 
not included in the Executive 
proposed high-level 2024 
Scope of Work. 

Require case-by-case determinations of landslide buffers based on the risk to the 
proposed development. 
 
The March 22, 2014, Oso landslide “claimed the lives of 43 people, making it the deadliest 
landslide event in United States history. Of the approximately 10 individuals who were 
struck by the landslide and survived, several sustained serious injuries.” So properly 
designating geologically hazardous areas and protecting people from geological hazards is 
very important. 
 
Homeowner’s insurance does not cover the damage from landslides. “Insurance coverage 
for landslides is uncommon. It is almost never a standard coverage and is difficult to 
purchase inexpensively as a policy endorsement.” 
 
None of the Oso victims’ homes were covered by insurance for landslide hazards. And that 
is common when homes are damaged by landslides. For example, on March 14, 2011, a 
landslide damaged the home of Rich and Pat Lord. This damage required the homeowners 
to abandon their home on Norma Beach Road near Edmonds, Washington. Because their 
homeowner’s insurance did not cover landslides, they lost their home. This loss of what 

The Executive will evaluate 
this request further as part of 
2024 Update.  Because this is 
a more discrete issue, this is 
not included in the Executive 
proposed high-level 2024 
Scope of Work. 
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may be a family’s largest financial asset is common when homes are damaged or 
destroyed by landslides or other geological hazards. 
 
Landslide buyouts are rare and when they occur the property owner often only recovers 
pennies on the dollar. The property owners bought out after the Aldercrest-Banyon 
landslide in Kelso, Washington destroyed their homes received 30 cents on the dollar.25 
This underlines why preventing development in geologically hazardous areas is just plain 
ordinary consumer protection. 
 
Landslides in King County and Western Washington can run out long distances. The 1949 
Tacoma Narrows Landslide, in Tacoma “failed catastrophically along steep” 300 feet high 
bluffs and ran out 1,500 feet into Puget Sound.26 This is five times the buff height. The 
2014 Oso slide ran out for over a mile (5,500 feet) even through the slope height was 600 
feet. This was nine times the slope height. Recent research shows that long runout 
landslides are more common than had been realized. This research documents that over 
the past 2000 years, the average landslide frequency of long runout landsides in the area 
near the Oso landslide is one landslide every 140 years. The landslides ran out from 656 
feet to the 6,561 feet of the 2014 landside. The 2013 Ledgewood- Bonair Landslide on 
Whidbey Island extended approximately 300 feet into Puget Sound. In a study of shallow 
landslides along Puget Sound from Seattle to Everett, the average runout length was 
197.5 feet (60.2 m) and the maximum runout length was 771 feet (235 m). So limiting 
landslide buffers to 75 feet as K.C.C. 21A.24.310B.2. does if a critical area report is not 
submitted will not adequately protect people and property. Further, as the long runout 
distances documented above show, limiting the requirement for a critical area report to 
steep slope hazard areas that only extend into property being developed or into the coastal 
high hazard areas or the sea level rise risk areas will also not protect people or property 
due to the long landside runouts from the source of the slide. 
 
The Joint SR 530 Landslide Commission recommends identifying “[c]ritical area buffer 
widths based on site specific geotechnical studies” as an “innovative development 
regulation[]” that counties and cities should adopt. So we recommend that all properties 
that may be adversely impacted by a steep slope hazard should have their buffers based 
on a critical areas report for that site. Construction should not be allowed in buffer areas. 
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Some argue that adopting landslide buffers that reflect actual runout data would consume 
too much land. The Washington Geological Survey inventoried known landslides in the 
western two-thirds of King County, including the part of Bothell in Snohomish County. The 
survey identified 2,838 landslides and 1,251 landslide fans covering approximately 4.3 
percent of the study area. The survey identified a high landslide density along Puget Sound 
bluffs, river corridors, and in the upland areas of the Cascade Range. While these 
landslides pose a significant risk to life and property, the landslides and their buffers do not 
occupy a large enough area to affect the land available for development. 

4 Julie Seitz Preface: “This cemetery” is 23646 Military Rd S, Kent, WA in unincorporated South King 
County. 
 
King County Zoning Title 21A.06.180, 21A.27.030 
 
I. This cemetery 
 
Requested Land Use Designation Amendment: 
What we are looking for on Docket Form Page 2 under “Requested Land Use Designation 
Amendment doesn’t exist in the drop-down menu.  
We request a cemetery be used exclusively for a cemetery and for cemetery purposes.  
Land use designations on a cemetery property should have a specific cemetery use, not 
anything unrelated to a cemetery.  Regarding economic development, a wireless facility 
siting and collocation (modification of antenna) are not cemetery uses and not accessory 
uses to a cemetery.  The cell tower project here is inside active Burial Block 13 at this 
historic 2-acre cemetery. Humans, pets, and K-9 Officers are buried here since 1948. The 
property is officially eligible for King County Landmark designation per King County HPP. 
 
Requested Zoning Classification Amendment: 
What we are looking for on Docket Form Page 2 under “Requested Zoning Classification 
Amendment” also doesn’t exist in the drop-down menu.  
We request a separate zoning for cemeteries and/or a suffix to NB zone to clearly show 
zoning means that this is a cemetery and land uses will be restricted.  We request a 
cemetery be used exclusively for a cemetery and for cemetery purposes.  Regarding 
economic development, a wireless facility siting and collocation (modification of antenna) 
are not cemetery uses.  The two permits (wireless facility siting 2020 and collocation 2021) 

Change land use designation 
on Parcel 1522049162 (Pet 
Cemetery) from Industrial to 
Neighborhood Business 
Center to match NB zoning - 
The Executive will evaluate 
this request further as part of 
2024 Update.  Because this is 
a more discrete issue, this is 
not included in the Executive 
proposed high-level 2024 
Scope of Work. 
 
Regulate cemetery uses (add 
a p-suffix to this specific pet 
cemetery property to limit it to 
only cemetery activities/uses; 
change land use tables in 
K.C.C. Title 21A to limit 
cemetery properties to only 
have cemetery 
activities/uses; create a 
Cemetery zone; and/or 
require notification of 
cemetery patrons of proposed 
land use actions on such 
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were permitted under IP zone. The cemetery property has never been zoned IP. This 
cemetery property is zoned NB.  You cannot have a 100 foot cell tower in an NB zone.  
How did this happen? To avoid confusion in the future, a cell tower project in a cemetery 
will not be permitted. 
 
Requested removal of cell tower project: 
The cell tower project here was a relocate from a Sound Transit eminent domain takeover 
a little less than a half mile away. It was imposed on the multi-diverse, racial and ethnic, 
marginalized South King County neighborhood and marginalized cemetery patrons. This is 
a neighborhood of immigrants and lower income people. We request the cell tower project 
be removed on grounds of social justice and equity. 
 
II. This cemetery and every cemetery in King County 
 
Requested notification of cemetery patrons for proposed land use actions.  A cemetery in 
King County should have its own zone or a zone with or without a suffix so that the 
cemetery property be used exclusively for a cemetery and for cemetery purposes.”  A 
cemetery be “… used exclusively for a cemetery and for cemetery purposes.” RCW 
68.24.040 
Every cemetery in King County should be subject to state cemetery laws and codes. 

properties) - The County does 
not create broad land use 
regulations to address 
situation/site-specific 
concerns.  Aside from the 
concerns with this current cell 
tower on this pet cemetery 
property, the County has not 
experienced or heard about 
concerns/issues regarding its 
cemetery regulations.  Based 
on this, the Executive does 
not support advancing this 
request as part of the 2024 
Update. 
 
Removal of existing permitted 
cell tower – This request is 
outside of the scope of the 
2024 update.  In addition, the 
cell tower has already been 
permitted and the permit was 
not appealed; so, the County 
does not have authority to 
revoke the permit.  Based on 
this, the Executive does not 
support advancing this 
request as part of the 2024 
Update. 

5 Joint team of 
King County 
Unincorporated 
Rural Area 
organizations - 

1. Event Centers 
Event Centers are not defined in KC code and, therefore, not allowed in the Rural Area. 
However, the Winery/Brewery/Distillery (WBD) controversy opened a can of worms. There 
are several entities that just want Event Centers, and they thought they were going to get 

There is Winery/Brewery/ 
Distillery legislation currently 
being reviewed by the Council 
that could address this issue.  
That is currently the most 
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Enumclaw 
Plateau 
Community 
Association 
(EPCA), 
Friends of 
Sammamish 
Valley (FoSV), 
Greater Maple 
Valley 
Unincorporated 
Area Council 
(GMVUAC), 
Green River 
Coalition 
(GRC), Green 
Valley/Lake 
Holms 
Association 
(GV/LHA), 
Hollywood Hills 
Association 
(HHA), Soos 
Creek Area 
Response 
(SCAR), and 
Upper Bear 
Creek 
Unincorporated 
Area Council 
(UBCUAC) 

them through the WBD legislation. That seems highly unlikely at this point, given the 
conflict with the GMA. However, we fear is that if these people don’t get Event Centers as 
part of WBD legislation, they will come back to the County and try to get them another way. 
 
Consequently, we seek a KC Code change such that Event Centers, as “stand-alone” 
operations, are not allowed in the Rural Area and on Ag-zoned parcels. We also seek a 
definition for Special Events be included in the KC Code. 

appropriate venue to address 
concerns about such events.  
Based on this, the Executive 
does not support advancing 
this request as part of the 
2024 Update.  However, the 
Executive proposed 2024 
Scope of Work in reviewing 
regulations for resorts in the 
rural area, which might 
include regulation of other 
events associated with those 
resort uses, pending 
additional analysis. 

2. Rural Area As Receiving Site for TDRs 
Existing KCCP Policy R-313 states: “The purpose of the Transfer of Development Rights 
Program is to reduce development potential in the Rural Area and designated Natural 
Resource Lands, and its priority is to encourage the transfer of development rights from 
private rural properties into the Urban Growth Area.” 
 
This should be retained and language should be made clear that parcels in the Rural Area 
should not be receiving sites. 

Review of Transfer of 
Development Rights 
regulations is included in the 
Executive's proposed 2024 
Scope of Work. 

3. Agricultural Production District Mitigation 
In the 2020 KCCP Mid-Point Update the KC Council rejected this Line Amendment: 

“Amends mitigation requirements for when land is removed from an agricultural 
production district. Land is required to be replaced at a 1:1 ratio in the same 
agricultural production district, at a 1.5:1 ratio in a different agricultural production 
district, or 2:1 ratio for the financial value of the land if no other land is available.” 

The existing code language that requires a 1:1 swap in the same Agricultural Production 
District (APD) should be retained and strengthened. 
 
BACKGROUND RATIONALE: 

This topic was recently 
addressed in the 2020 
midpoint update of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Based 
on this, the Executive does 
not support advancing this 
request as part of the 2024 
Update. 
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The effect of the failed language above is that speculators will buy land in close-in APDs 
near urban centers (such as the Sammamish Valley APD) and try to swap it out for land in 
APDs that are in farther flung corners of the County. This will destroy the close-in APDs. 
Even worse, the subsequent line amendment allows for financial consideration. All a 
speculator has to do is pay off at twice the value in cash and they can sit on farmland. 
 
It might be argued that speculators won’t get development rights from permitting, but there 
is never a guarantee. Further, any sign that the Council is weakening protections for APD 
farmland means speculators will be more encouraged to buy and hold for a future 
weakening. Even if a speculator can’t get it developed in the near term, just sitting on it—
which they can usually afford to do—means it is not leasable to farmers. Farmers require 
10-year leases to justify the improvements they must make to the land. Speculators won’t 
do long-term leases to farmers, removing access to APD farmland for farmers, which 
fundamentally destroys farming. 
 
Speculation is not theory. This situation already exists in the Sammamish Valley APD, 
where speculators (and WBD violators) are just sitting on APD farmland waiting to see 
what happens with the WBD code. They ultimately want to commercialize the APD land 
and are willing to wait out the legal process to see if they will be able to do so, and to what 
extent. Weakening the swap rules puts yet another “For Sale” sign on farmland and signals 
to speculators the tide is turning in their direction. 
 
Also important to consider is that an APD ecosystem need to maintain enough protected 
acreage and rural buffer areas to remain ecologically viable for farming. Chipping away bit 
by bit at rural buffer areas and the farmland itself can set in motion a chain reaction that 
ultimately renders the entire APD unusable for farming.  
4. Pacific Raceways Map Amendment 

 
In the 2020 KCCP Mid-Point Update the KC Council approved this Line Amendment: 

“Modifies Map Amendment 9 to modify the uses allowed on the site, the reversion of 
the zoning to RA-5 if the racetrack use is abandoned, the procedural and 
substantive requirements for a conservation easement, and a process to undo the 

Map Amendment 9 in 
Attachment D to the 2020 
Comprehensive Plan is a 
reference map that is specific 
to direction of zoning 
classification changes on 
properties in the zoning atlas 
map and/or land use 
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changes in the Map Amendment if the requirements of the conservation easement 
aren't met.” 

 
We refer to Map Amendment 9: Pacific Raceways contained in the adopted KCCP, 
Attachment D to Ordinance 19146: “Amendments to Land Use and Zoning Maps 2020 
update to 2016 King County Comprehensive Plan,” dated July 20, 2020 
(https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/ performance-strategy-budget/regional-
planning/2020-Comprehensive-Plan-Update/2020-CompPlan- 
Adopted/2020_KCCP_Attachment_D_MapAmendments.ashx?la=en). 

 
We seek changes to the Pacific Raceways Map to reflect: 

(1) Recently enacted conservation easement with Pacific Raceways which 
additionally requires revegetation of the currently disturbed areas within the 
conservation easement area. 

(2) Buffer requirement on the steep slopes in the northwest area of Pacific 
Raceways property where Soos Creek flows.  

designation changes on 
properties on the land use 
map.  These requested "mini-
docket" changes are about 
unrelated reference 
information that do not 
address zoning classifications 
and/or land use designations.  
Therefore, it would not be 
appropriate to change the 
reference information in that 
map at this time if no 
additional zoning and/or land 
use designation changes are 
being proposed.  Further, 
even such information was 
added to a current proposed 
map amendment, it would 
only be for point-in-time 
reference purposes and 
would not carry any legal 
weight, as zoning and land 
use map amendments do not 
and cannot impose or 
implement conservation 
easements or critical areas 
and their buffers.  Based on 
this, the Executive does not 
support advancing this 
request as part of the 2024 
Update. 

5. Non-Resource Industrial Uses in the Rural Area 
 

This topic was recently 
addressed in the 2020 
midpoint update of the 
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We seek to strengthen KCCP Policy language. “Non-Resource Industrial Uses in the 
Rural Area” were addressed during the 2020 KCCP Midpoint Update KC Council 
deliberations and striker proposals, some of which sought to “Modif(y) Policy R-512 to 
limit new industrial-zoned lands to existing sites or those that have long been used for 
industrial or comparable purposes with similar impacts.” That was completely 
inconsistent with existing policy and the SEPA review, e.g., changing wording that states 
there are three sites to citing three named sites simply as “examples” and changing 
policies to allow sites to be zoned Industrial if they have "long been used" for 
"comparable purposes with similar impacts" to industrial. Clearly, these were last-minute 
changes that were not well thought-out, nor vetted, and had no place in the Update, as 
they would have allowed new sites to be added during any annual update and allow 
them to be located anywhere in the Rural Area. 
 
Fortunately, our concerns were heeded by the KC Council when it decided to retain the 
existing KCCP language. 
 
We seek to retain the existing language and strengthen it, as non-resource industrial-scale 
facilities simply do not belong in the Rural Area.  

Comprehensive Plan.  
Further, the Executive does 
not support the premise that 
non-resource industrial 
facilities do not belong in the 
rural area.  Based on this, the 
Executive does not support 
advancing this request as part 
of the 2024 Update. 

6. Non-Hydroelectric Facilities in the Rural Area 
 
Current County Code TITLE 21A.08.100 Regional land use allows such facilities in the 
Rural Area under Development Conditions 12 and 29 using a CUP or SUP, 
respectively. Such facilities should not be sited in the Rural Area. 

 
At a minimum, all such facilities sited in the Rural Area should require a SUP and the 
requirements under Development Condition 29.  

This topic was recently 
addressed in the 2020 
midpoint update of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
Further, the Executive does 
not support the premise that 
non-hydroelectric facilities do 
not belong in the rural area; 
and the Executive feels the 
very limited allowance of 
accessory facilities via a 
conditional use permit is 
appropriate.  Based on this, 
the Executive does not 
support advancing this 
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request as part of the 2024 
Update. 

7. Property Specific Development Standards/Special District Overlays 
 
We are concerned with existing standards for alternative development for sites with 
unique characteristics not addressed by the general zoning requirements of KC Code. 
These include “Property Specific Development Standards” (-P Suffix) and the 
designation for “Special District Overlay” (-SO Suffix), as described in County Code 
Chapter 21A.38, General Provisions- Property Specific Development 
Standards/Special District Overlays. 

 
We seek changes to Chapter 21A.38 that would tighten up language on definitions and 
requirements related to both the -P and -SO suffixes.  

Existing p-suffix property-
specific development 
regulations and special 
district overlays are required 
by the King County Code to 
be reviewed, and updated 
where appropriate, as part of 
the development and 
adoption of subarea plans.  
This allows for both the 
available to resources and 
appropriate phasing to tackle 
this very large body of work.  
It also allows for robust 
community-centered 
engagement in the review 
and refinement of these 
standards.  Based on this, the 
Executive does not support 
advancing this request as part 
of the 2024 Update. 

8. Demonstration Projects in the Rural Area 
 
KC Code Title 21A.55 DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS states in 21A55.010 Purpose 
that: ”All demonstration projects shall have broad public benefit….” However changes in 
code language are needed that backs up and reinforces this purpose. 

 
For example, 21A55.105 Regional motor sports facility – master planning process 
demonstration project and 21A55.1010 Remote tasting room – demonstration 
project A do not belong in the Rural Area.  

The current provisions for 
adopted demonstration 
projects appropriately reflect 
applicable code requirements.  
Based on this, the Executive 
does not support advancing 
this request as part of the 
2024 Update. 
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9. Surface Water Management—Drainage Districts 
 
Proper Surface Water Management (SWM) requires Drainage Districts to have their 
activities directed and managed by King County, otherwise Drainage Districts should be 
re-thought and King County perform their functions, including maintaining 
ditches/waterways. 

 
We seek changes to King County Code to address this issue. 

 

This request is inconsistent 
with the authority of drainage 
districts as established under 
state law.  Based on this, the 
Executive does not support 
advancing this request as part 
of the 2024 Update. 

10. Cumulative Impacts of Mineral Extraction Operations 
Limitations are needed on the number of mineral extraction sites in a Subarea. Mitigation 
of collective impacts on roads, safety, environment need to be systematically addressed 
per King County goals to reduce Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions 80% by 2050. 

 
In addition, operations at mineral extraction sites should not include material 
processing/debris storage/disposal operations (no stumps, or “inert material” allowed from 
offsite), as allowing same creates additional impacts and makes mitigation within a 
Subarea much more difficult to identify and monitor. 

 
Although we have more research to conduct here, we cite the following KCCP Policies: 
R-616, R-681, R-686, and R-690. We seek appropriate changes in KCCP Policy and 
King County Code, as necessary.  

The Executive will likely be 
reviewing some of the 
County's mineral processing 
regulations as part of the 
2024 Update.  The scope and 
nature of this review will be 
dependent on available 
resources, which is still to be 
determined, however.  But the 
Executive will aim to consider 
this request as part of that 
review, where possible.  
Because this is a more 
discrete issue, this is not 
included in the Executive 
proposed high-level 2024 
Scope of Work. 

11. Code Compliance for Permitting on Resource Lands 
It is important that King County retain productive resource lands—mines and forests. 
However, due to lack of enforcement of King County Code and specific Permit Conditions, 
the retention of productive resource lands is in jeopardy. When bad actors continue to 
have compliance issues, yet continue to receive permit after permit, the system begins to 
fall apart. Besides the obvious long-term environmental issues that arise, such behavior 
costs King County money. 

There is existing code 
language that already allows 
the County to deny permit 
applications if there are 
outstanding code compliance 
issues related to the 
property/site/project that a 
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We seek changes in King County Code, so that permits are not granted to applicants with 
outstanding compliance issues on the same or other applicant-owned properties. We 
see that the Rural Forest Commission (RFC) possesses the similar concerns (see the 
soon-to-be-published King County Rural Forest Commission Strategic Priorities: 
Recommendations and Actions for Conservation of Forestland in King County, 
January 2022—Focus Area 1: Protection, Restoration, and Stewardship of Private 
Forestland; 1.6.7 Revise King County Code so that permits are not granted to applicants 
with outstanding compliance issues on the same or other applicant-owned property.)  

permit is applied for.  The 
Executive has concerns about 
the legality of taking such 
action for properties/ 
sites/projects owned by a 
person that is subject of an 
unrelated code enforcement 
case on a different property/ 
site/project.  Based on this, 
the Executive does not 
support advancing this 
request as part of the 2024 
Update. 

6 Water District 
90 

Requested Change?  The King County Annexation Databook, page 9, policy 
PF-3 states “Within the Urban Growth Area, as time and 
condition warrant, cities will assume local urban services 
provided by special service Districts.      

If addressed already in the 
plan or code, what change is 
needed? 

  Included in previous Comp Plans and included in the 
Databook as noted above.     

Why is this amendment 
needed? 

    We strongly disagree with this statement and feel 
that there is no evidence to support it. Why should cities 
be the preferred providers of services. Since all we do is 
water (no parks, streets, police, etc.) why isn’t there a 
presumption that Special Purpose Districts can actually 
do this job better.  

What are the expected or 
desired outcomes of this 
change? 

   We would like this policy revised as it is not 
accurate.  Please see facts about SPD at 
economic_impact_flyer.pdf (waswdmap.org)  

Amending the language of 
Policy PF-3 of the 
Countywide Planning Policies 
as referenced in an 
informational County report is 
out of the scope of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Not 
only is that report not part of 
the Comprehensive Plan, but 
any changes to that policy 
would need to be proposed, 
reviewed, and approved as a 
formal amendment to the 
Countywide Planning Policies 
(which is separate from the 
Comprehensive Plan).  
Further, the current language 
of the policy (as amended in 
2021 as policy PF-4), is 
consistent with the directives 
of the Growth Management 

http://waswdmap.org/data/economic_impact_flyer.pdf
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What are the potential 
positive or negative impacts 
of this change? 

   Special Purpose Districts (SPD) serve potable water 
to 19% of the state, and sewer services to 14%. SPD’s 
are paid by ratepayers, not tax payers. Annually SPD’s 
spend $135 Million on infrastructure improvements; 
SPD’s pay $17 million in Excise tax. Now most SPD’s 
are also taxed by their city and/or county.   

How is this amendment 
consistent with the Growth 
Management Act? 

  Chapter Nine of the 2016 Comp Plan, updated in 
2020 includes policy F-101 & F-102. These policies do a 
better job of stating the intended relationship between 
the city/county/special purpose Districts.  See page 9-2.  

 

Act.  Based on this, the 
Executive does not support 
advancing this request as part 
of the 2024 Update. 

 


	0059 REPORT - 2021 Docket Report
	4 2021 Docket Report
	I.  About the Docket Process
	II. Summary of Submittals
	III. Submittals and Recommendations
	IV. For More Information
	V.  Public Comments on 2020 Docket Submittals
	VI. Attachments

	4 Attachments to 2021 Docket Report
	4 Attachments to 2021 Docket Report Cover Sheet
	4 Attachments to 2021 Docket Report
	4a Attachment A - 2021-Docket-Submittals-Report
	I. BACKGROUND
	II. OVERVIEW OF SUBMITTALS
	III. SUBMITTALS
	III. FOR MORE INFORMATION

	4b Attachment B - Exec Letter to Mr Fletcher 2021 Docket
	4c Attachment C - Public Comments on 2021 Docket Report
	PC1 CM Dunn Letter - re Parcels 3223069070 and 3223069052_
	PC2 GMVUAC Comments - 2021 Docket 1
	PC2a GMVUAC - 2018 DI #4 Response
	PC2b GMVUAC - 2020 D.I. Requests--Comments
	PC2c GMVUAC - BALD File No 124 88 R



	0086 REPORT - 2020 Docket Report
	4 2020 Docket Report final
	I.  About the Docket Process
	II. Summary of Submittals
	III. Submittals and Recommendations
	IV. For More Information
	V.  Public Comments on 2020 Docket Submittals
	VI. Attachments

	5 2020-Docket-SupportingMaterials-Attachment-A
	Attachment Cover Sheets public comment
	5 2020-Docket-SupportingMaterials-Attachment-A
	5 2020-Docket-SupportingMaterials-Attachment-A
	5 2020-Docket-SupportingMaterials-Attachment
	Binder1
	KC 2020 Pierce Docket Request_NB letter

	Binder2
	Attachment Cover Sheets attachment a
	2020-Docket-Submittals-Report

	Binder3
	Attachment Cover Sheets attachment b




	combined_letters.pdf
	2020 Docket 1-Pierce letter
	2020 Docket 2-Fletcher letter
	2020 Docket 3-Lamanna letter
	2020 Docket 4-Montgomery letter
	2020 Docket 5-RainerChristian letter
	2020 Docket 6-7-GMVUAC letter
	2020 Docket 8-Miller letter



	2022-Docket-Submittals-Report
	2022-Docket-Submittals-Report
	Docket Attach A-Foley SplitZone BackgroundMaterials
	21-112_21409 Renton Maple Valley Road_Boundary and Topography Survey_20210428
	21-112_Cover Letter
	21-112_Foley Renton-Maple Valley_Site Observation Report_3.18.21
	21-112_Vicinity Map
	21-112_Zoning Map


	ADP5082.tmp
	1. Event Centers
	2. Rural Area As Receiving Site for TDRs
	4. Pacific Raceways Map Amendment
	5. Non-Resource Industrial Uses in the Rural Area
	6. Non-Hydroelectric Facilities in the Rural Area
	7. Property Specific Development Standards/Special District Overlays
	8. Demonstration Projects in the Rural Area
	9. Surface Water Management—Drainage Districts
	10. Cumulative Impacts of Mineral Extraction Operations
	11. Code Compliance for Permitting on Resource Lands




