
From: Jeffrey Longstead
To: Legislative Staff, Council CompPlan
Subject: Comment on Comprehensive Plan
Date: Friday, December 13, 2024 8:57:42 AM

Please find my comments below on the referenced section of the Comprehensive Plan:

2710 ((E-483)) E-413 Wetland impacts ((should)) shall be avoided if possible, and

2711 minimized in all cases. Applicants shall demonstrate that impacts are

2712 unavoidable due to circumstances outside of the applicant's control,

2713 and not for the profit or convenience of development. Where impacts

2714 cannot be avoided, they should be mitigated on site if the proposed 

Comment: This language is different from State or Federal regulatory guidance for avoidance
and minimization of wetland impacts. “Outside of the applicant’s control, and not for the
profit or convenience of development” is nebulous and does not make any sense within the
context of growth management and watershed-based protection of aquatic areas. The writer of
this section of the Comprehensive Plan is obviously ideologically opposed to “profit” and
“convenience”, two things that are critical to making effective communities and planning for
growth in our County.   Zoning codes plan for development to occur in a specific way in the
County, for the betterment of it’s citizens. Developers of suitable development projects and
infrastructure must make a “profit” in order to stay in business and provide services and
products to King County residents. This is not a dirty word. “Convenience” is also important
for development projects who are tasked with meeting growth targets for things like housing
and services on appropriately zoned parcels. Underutilizing zoning codes is counterproductive
for planning for growth. It is critical in some cases to make development projects operate
“conveniently” in the community for future use of these structures. There are many examples
of development projects underutilizing current zoning designations to build a smaller or less
operable project in order to avoid a low value wetland or aquatic area, when far superior
options exist to mitigate for that wetland or aquatic area and build a better project.  This
language is short-sided and fails to take into account the options the county already has for
highly functioning mitigation solutions like the Mitigation Reserves program and State and
Federally Certified Wetland Mitigation Banks. I have toured these projects and they are far
superior than avoiding a small low functioning wetland on a highly zoned multi-family parcel
or industrial development that creates jobs and homes.  

Thanks,

Jeff     

mailto:jeffreylongstead@gmail.com
mailto:CouncilCompPlan@kingcounty.gov


 

 

 

 



From: Jensen, Chris (they/them)
To: Legislative Staff, Council CompPlan
Subject: FW: Ecology Comments on King County’s Draft Critical Areas Ordinance Update
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 9:40:24 AM
Attachments: 03142025_ECYLetter_KingCountyCAO.pdf

 
 
 
Chris Jensen – they/them
Comprehensive Planning Manager
King County Executive Department | Office of Performance, Strategy, and Budget
 
Sign up for email news about the King County Comprehensive Plan
 

From: Atkins, Emily (ECY) <eatk461@ECY.WA.GOV> 
Sent: Friday, March 14, 2025 9:33 AM
To: Jensen, Chris (they/them) <Chris.Jensen@kingcounty.gov>
Cc: Proebsting, Robin <rproebsting@kingcounty.gov>; Opolka, Teresa (ECY)
<topo461@ECY.WA.GOV>; Molstad, Neil (ECY) <NEMO461@ECY.WA.GOV>; jobu461
<jobu461@ECY.WA.GOV>; Aken, Jeff (COM) <jeff.aken@commerce.wa.gov>
Subject: Ecology Comments on King County’s Draft Critical Areas Ordinance Update

 
[EXTERNAL Email Notice! ] External communication is important to us. Be cautious of phishing attempts. Do
not click or open suspicious links or attachments.

Hello Chris Jensen,
 
Please see the attached letter from Ecology regarding comments on King County's
proposed draft Critical Area Ordinance update submitted to PlanView (Submittal 2024-
S-7674) on 10/29/2024.
 
Best,
 

Emily Atkins

She/Her

Critical Areas Ordinance Coordinator

Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program

WA State Dept of Ecology

emily.atkins@ecy.wa.gov | 360-628-6680
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 


DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
PO Box 47600, Olympia, WA 98504-7600 • 360-407-6000 


 
March 14th, 2025 
 
 
Chris Jensen, Comprehensive Planning Manager 


King County Executive Department | Office of Performance, Strategy, and Budget 


401 Fifth Ave, Suite 810  


Seattle, Washington 98104 
 


Subject: Ecology Comments on King County’s Draft Critical Areas Ordinance Update  
 
Dear Chris Jensen, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on King County’s proposed draft Critical Areas 
Ordinance (CAO) as part of the periodic update required by the Growth Management Act 
(GMA). We have reviewed the draft CAO uploaded to PlanView (Submittal ID 2024-S-7674) on 
10/29/2024 for 60-day review as well as the other documents uploaded.  
 
We greatly appreciate the efforts taken by the County during the drafting process to meet with 
the Department of Ecology (Ecology) several times and allow us to provide feedback on 
previous versions of the draft. On 08/16/2024 Ecology sent comments on the CAO draft dated 
March 2024 to the County. We appreciate that the feedback we gave on wetland banking was 
taken into consideration. The new language added in SECTION 71 that amends K.C.C 
21A.24.340 allows applicants proposing “direct impacts to wetlands and wetland buffers” to 
use ratios “consistent with the approved mitigation banking instrument”. This change 
addresses our earlier concerns about making mitigation banks more available for all applicants, 
small and large, and the new language is a good improvement. 
 
However, we do have some concerns with parts of the final draft CAO submitted to PlanView. 
We would like to provide the following feedback and recommendations for consideration by 
the County before final adoption.   
 
21A.24.170 Notice of critical areas. 
(D)(2) The addition of language regarding the use of critical area maps and classification are 
good additions. However, we would also recommend making it clear that site conditions should 
be the deciding factor in determining presence of critical area location and classification, 
regardless of what adopted maps might say. Site conditions can change over time and the 
existing maps for wetlands can be out of date or have potentially inaccurate data. We would 
recommend including the following language from Wetland Guidance for Critical Areas 



https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/summarypages/2206014.html
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Ordinance (CAO)  Updates: Western and Eastern Washington1 (Ecology Publication #22-06-014) 
for clarity:  
 


“The presence of critical areas on a parcel triggers the requirements of this chapter, 
regardless of whether or not a critical area or buffer is depicted on an official map.” 


 
21A.24.325 Wetlands – buffers 
(A)(2) In our wetland guidance for CAOs document we recommend buffer table options that are 
based on our interpretation of best available science (BAS). King County appears to use Option 
2 in the CAO with sufficient buffers based on intensity of land use. In our 08/16/2024 feedback 
we recommended that the County add additional specific land uses to the land use intensity 
table based on our guidance. In the PlanView draft CAO we support railroads and high use 
roads being added to high impacts. However, we still have concerns regarding “agricultural 
impacts without an approved farm management plan” being listed as moderate impact land 
use. Our feedback noted that “there are many agricultural uses that we would consider to be 
high impact use” and that we “highly recommend changing this to high or breaking out specific 
agricultural uses. Per our guidance, activities that we would consider high impact are: dairies, 
nurseries, greenhouses, growing and harvesting crops requiring annual tilling, raising and 
maintaining animals, etc”. We pointed the County to an example table of high and moderate 
impact agricultural land uses in our wetland guidance for CAOs on pg. C-6: 
   


Level of impact 
from proposed 
land use  


Types of land use 


High •Commercial  
• Urban  
• Industrial  
• Institutional  
• Mixed-use developments  
• Residential (more than 1 unit/acre)  
• Roads: federal and state highways, including on-ramps and exits, state 
routes, and other roads associated with high-impact land uses  
• Railroads  
• Agriculture with high-intensity activities (dairies, nurseries, 
greenhouses, growing and harvesting crops requiring annual tilling, raising 
and maintaining animals, etc.)  
• Open/recreational space with high-intensity uses (golf courses, ball 
fields, etc.)  
• Solar farms (utility scale)  


Moderate  • Residential (1 unit/acre or less)  
• Roads: Forest Service roads and roads associated with moderate-impact 
land uses  


 
1 https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/documents/2206014.pdf 
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• Open/recreational space with moderate-intensity uses (parks with 
paved trails or playgrounds, biking, jogging, etc.)  
• Agriculture with moderate-intensity uses (orchards, hay fields, light or 
rotational grazing, etc.)  
• Utility corridor or right-of-way used by one or more utilities and 
including access/maintenance road  
• Wind farm  


Low  • Natural resource lands (forestry/silviculture–cutting of trees only, not 
land clearing and removing stumps)  
• Open/recreational space with low-intensity uses (unpaved trails, hiking, 
birdwatching, etc.)  
• Utility corridor without a maintenance road and little or no vegetation 
management  
• Cell tower  


 
This concern was discussed with the County, but we still recommend the table list specific 
agricultural uses not using a farm management plan as high impact as noted in our table above. 
We believe that uses such as dairies, nurseries, annual tilling, etc. without farm management 
plans would be high impact land uses. Breaking these high impact uses out would be more 
protective of wetland functions. While we understand that the current table without these 
specific land uses is also in the County’s Shoreline Master Program (SMP) there might be 
broader concerns of agricultural impacts outside of the shoreline jurisdiction that the CAO 
should consider.    
 
The planning staff at King County have put a lot of time and hard work into the CAO update and 
it has been significantly improved regarding wetland management and mitigation banking. We 
recognize the difficulties involved in balancing the needs of the environment with the needs of 
King County and agricultural uses but believe both can be achieved. We hope our comments 
and recommendations are helpful to the County in their efforts to adopt regulations that meet 
the CAO’s purpose in “protecting unique, fragile and valuable elements of the environment 
including” wetlands. 
 
If you have any questions I can be reached at (360) 628-6680 or emily.atkins@ecy.wa.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 


Emily Atkins 
Critical Area Ordinance Coordinator  
Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program 



mailto:emily.atkins@ecy.wa.gov
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cc: 
Robin Proebsting, King County Department of Local Services 
Neil Molstad, Department of Ecology 
Joe Burcar, Department of Ecology 
Teresa Opolka, Department of Ecology  
Jeff Aken, Department of Commerce 







From: Peter Rimbos
To: Perry, Sarah; Quinn, De"Sean; Mosqueda, Teresa; Dunn, Reagan
Cc: Balducci, Claudia; Barón, Jorge L.; Dembowski, Rod; Von Reichbauer, Pete; Zahilay, Girmay; Smith, Lauren;

Jensen, Chris (they/them); Smith, Megan (DNRP)
Subject: Joint Rural Team Review & Comment—KC Exec’s 2024 Prop"d Upd to the KC CAO & BAS
Date: Monday, March 17, 2025 10:38:57 AM
Attachments: KCCP CAO Upd-BAS--JRT Comments.pdf

KC Local Services and Land-Use Committee Chair Perry and Members,

Please accept the Joint Rural Team's Comment Letter (attached) on the King County
Executive’s 2024 Proposed Update to the King County Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) and
Best Available Science (BAS), October 2024, as part of our continuing review of the 2024
KCCP Major Ten-Year Update.

Peter Rimbos
Coordinator, Joint Rural Team--KCCP, CPPs, and VISION 2050
Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council (GMVUAC)
primbos@comcast.net

"To know and not to do is not to know."-- Chinese proverb

Please consider our shared environment before printing.

mailto:primbos@comcast.net
mailto:Sarah.Perry@kingcounty.gov
mailto:DeSean.Quinn@kingcounty.gov
mailto:Teresa.Mosqueda@kingcounty.gov
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mailto:Rod.Dembowski@kingcounty.gov
mailto:Pete.vonReichbauer@kingcounty.gov
mailto:Girmay.Zahilay@kingcounty.gov
mailto:Lauren.Smith@kingcounty.gov
mailto:Chris.Jensen@kingcounty.gov
mailto:Megan.Smith@kingcounty.gov
mailto:primbos@comcast.net



Joint Rural Team 
EPCA, FoSV, GMVUAC, GRC, GV/LHA, HHA, SCAR, UBCUAC 


March 17, 2024 


To: King Council Local Services and Land-Use Committee: Sarah Perry; De’Sean Quinn; Teresa 
Mosqueda; and Reagan Dunn 


cc: King Councilmembers: Claudia Balducci; Jorge Baron; Rod Dembowski; Peter von Reichbauer; and 
Girmay Zahilay; KC Director, Regional Planning: Lauren Smith; KCCP Manager: Chris Jensen; and 
KC DNRP - Clean Water Healthy Habitat, Government Relations Officer: Megan Smith 


Re: Review and Comment—King County Executive’s 2024 Proposed Update to the King County 
Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) and Best Available Science (BAS), October 2024 


The Joint Rural Area Team (*) has completed its review of the subject document, as part of the 2024 King 
County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) Major Update.  The document offers a greater level of protection 
to critical areas in the County.  Throughout, Best Available Science (BAS) is explained clearly, along with 
how it informs the regulations and protections with BAS sources noted.  If there is a conflict with CAO/BAS 
application and other Growth Management Act goals, this is noted and explained.  For example, buffers are 
smaller in Urban Areas to allow for the density of housing required.  It is noted that planting vegetation in 
buffers may mitigate for some of the reduced size. 


However, we are very concerned the promise of this required CAO update will fall short without ur-
gently needed major reform in the Department of Local Services, Permitting Division (DLS-P).  
Careful application of code, landowner assistance, updated materials and maps, adequate staff, 
and reliable and effective code enforcement are all needed, but wanting. 


It is a challenge to truly protect Critical Areas and allow use of private property.  This has been a tension in 
unincorporated urban and rural King County since the Sensitive Areas Ordinance (SAO) was adopted near-
ly three decades ago.  This update recognizes both and attempts to ensure a high level of Critical Area pro-
tection, while recognizing appropriate use within the structure of Growth Management.  However, much 
about this is hard for citizens to understand and apply.  While Stream and Wetland layers have been up-
dated on  King County I-Map, much new mapping is needed and we fear is years away.  Materials for citi-
zens all will need to be updated, when the CAO passes.  It is truly a huge task for citizens to know how to 
apply the regulations. In fact, many spend significant money hiring consultants, surveyors, and/or scientists 
to help them through the regulatory process.  Methods to defray some of these costs should be considered 
to help ensure citizen compliance.  Ideally this would include: (1) adequately staffing DLS-P to provide as-
sistance and guidance and (2) updating educational materials to be truly useful.  


Good intentions fail terribly without careful and consistent implementation, much of which is done through 
the permitting and code enforcement process.  We continue to be deeply concerned that these critical func-
tions are fundamentally broken and further complicated by recently State-mandated permit streamlining 
(which actually was proposed and passed to streamline permitting of needed housing in Urban Areas, but 
is being applied throughout unincorporated King County).  We also understand attempts at improvement 
are underway, which we applaud, but we have yet to see any positive results. If anything, in particular cas-
es, issues with permitting and code enforcement in rural King County are getting worse.  Yet effective per-
mitting and code enforcement are essential County services on which we all depend. 


1
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In the CAO update it states, "Regulations can only be effective when they are used consistently and cor-
rectly."  Pg 31.  The final page (Pg 203) is a table showing how many permit applications in the last three 
years have had a Critical Area Condition—40% !!!  This assumes critical areas correctly were identified and 
mapped. This update, required by the Growth Management Act and essential to protecting Critical Areas in 
King County, is dependent on significant and real improvement in the permitting and code enforcement 
process. We cannot overemphasize this point. 


Mapping is consistently noted as critical.  Many maps have been updated and there are plans to update 
more, but this work will still need funding.  These inform areas to be regulated, gives the Department of Lo-
cal Services, Permitting Division, important information when evaluating proposals or reviewing code en-
forcement actions, and gives property owners a realistic view of their property and what parts need special 
protection.  Important areas being updated are Channel Migration Zones with mapping ongoing; Critical 
Aquifer Recharge Areas with mapping due to be completed before the 2034 Comprehensive Plan Major 
Update; and a new category of Geologic Hazard / Alluvial Fan Hazard Area with mapping planned.  It is 
very clear mapping alone is not enough and site visits by knowledgeable people also must be conducted.  
Successful implementation of this CAO Update relies on good mapping, site visits when needed, code in-
terpretation, expert consultation, and code enforcement (as needed).  Otherwise, all these good legislative 
efforts likely will fall short of our shared goals to protect critical areas in the long term. 


We applaud the naming and extensive use of non-regulatory measures throughout.  These include new 
and improved mapping, monitoring, the Land Conservation Initiative, The Public Benefit Rating System 
(PBRS), voluntary sale of properties, storm water management, flood management planning, Best Man-
agement Practices, Farm and Forest Management Plans, restoration, and other proven strategies.  All of 
these have multiple benefits and provide some flexibility, while still ensuring compliance. 


We also note incentive programs that are mutually beneficial by providing both positive enhancement and a 
tax break, are important, desirable, and should be used whenever / wherever possible.  However, regulated 
set-asides, such a stream and wetland buffers, are not eligible for incentive programs like PBRS.  Thus, 
increasing the regulated area increases those areas that cannot be incentivized.  Incentive programs 
should be evaluated to ascertain if there are opportunities for positive gain in protecting critical areas.  For 
example, BAS notes that vegetation in a buffer is of major importance, so possibly, a regulated buffer could 
be incentivized to be enhanced.  Also, the tax structure should be looked at for opportunities to rethink as-
sessments when critical areas are a significant portion of a property. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important aspect and final piece of the 2024 King Coun-
ty Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) Major Update. 


(*) Joint Rural Area Team: Enumclaw Plateau Community Association (EPCA), Friends of Sammamish 
Valley (FoSV), Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council (GMVUAC), Green River Coalition 
(GRC), Green Valley/Lake Holm Association (GV/LHA), Hollywood Hill Association (HHA), Soos Creek 
Area Response (SCAR), Upper Bear Creek Unincorporated Area Council (UBCUAC), and Rural Tech-
nical Consultants—Mike Birdsall (Transportation Focal), Ken Konigsmark (Growth Management Focal), 
and Terry Lavender (Environmental Focal). 


Prepared by: 


Terry Lavender 
Environmental Focal, Joint Rural Area Team 
tmlavender8@gmail.com 


Approved by (on behalf of the Joint Rural Team): 


Peter Rimbos 
Coordinator, Joint Rural Area Team--KCCP, CPPs, and VISION 2050 
Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council (GMVUAC) 
primbos@comcast.net
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From: Paige, Robby
To: Legislative Staff, Council CompPlan
Subject: The Snoqualmie Tribe - CAO Comment Letter
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 2:28:39 PM
Attachments: 2025_3_KC_CAO_STComments.pdf

Hello,
 
Providing a copy of The Snoqualmie Tribe’s most recent comment letter for the Critical Areas
Ordinance. They asked if this could be distributed to the rest of the Councilmembers.
 
Best,
Robby
 
Robby Paige
Policy Analyst
Councilmember Sarah Perry
King County Council, District 3
206-445-9246
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March 27th, 2025 
 
King County Council Vice Chair Sarah Perry 
516 Third Ave, Room 1200 
Seattle, Washington 98104 
 
Via email to Sarah.Perry@kingcounty.gov 
 
RE: Snoqualmie Tribe’s comments on the 2025 update to the 2024 King County Comprehensive 
Plan and proposed critical areas ordinance 
 
Dear Councilwoman Perry and Local Services and Land Use Committee Members,  
  
On behalf of the Snoqualmie Indian Tribe (Tribe), please accept these comments on the 2025 
updates to the King County Comprehensive plan and proposed ordinance 2024-0408. We 
appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.   
  
The Snoqualmie Tribe is a federally recognized sovereign Indian Tribe and a signatory to the Treaty 
of Point Elliott of 1855, in which it reserved to itself certain rights and privileges and ceded certain 
lands to the United States. As a signatory to the Treaty of Point Elliot, the Tribe specifically reserved 
to itself, among other things, the right to fish at usual and accustomed areas and the “privilege of 
hunting and gathering roots and berries on open and unclaimed lands” off-reservation throughout 
the modern-day state of Washington (Treaty of Point Elliot, art. V, 12 Stat. 928). The Tribe has lived 
on, tended, and managed this land since time immemorial and the rivers, lakes, and surrounding 
lands are vitally important both ecologically and culturally.   
  
We appreciate and support King County’s commitment to strengthening environmental protections 
for critical areas and the use of Best Available Science (BAS) to protect functions and cultural values 
of critical areas, including streams and wetlands, and reduce negative effects of development. We 
also recognize the County heeded tribal consultation and addressed Indigenous Knowledge (IK) in 
the BAS review to inform these updates. To reiterate the comments recorded from previous 
consultation, Indigenous Knowledge is an aspect of BAS (Kassi et al. 2022; Whyte et al. 2015), 
and should be included as a core aspect in the development of rules, regulations, and projects, 
rather than as a secondary opportunity to add value. IK is itself a form of science that offers depths 
of insights through deep time and deep space methodologies, concepts, training, and experience 
that the Tribe gathered from the stewardship and conservation of their resources for thousands of 
years that only the Tribe holds and can provide. This should be included alongside BAS, gathered 
through consultation, which may come in the form of comment letters such as this current letter.  
 


Docusign Envelope ID: 57C6E13B-DD52-44DD-A8CA-0A40218DB07D
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In reviewing the proposed ordinance 2024-0408, we commend the County for the revisions to 
provide more clarity and consistency in regulations and reporting requirements. These protections 
are necessary to help conserve ecological and hydraulic function and habitat in critical areas, which 
are essential for maintaining important fish, wildlife, and plant species. These species and places 
are not only ecological resources but are important cultural resources for the Snoqualmie Tribe. We 
support the requirement of mitigation sequencing and measures to ensure no loss of ecological 
function, expanded wetland buffers and riparian areas, and the inclusion of additional fish species 
beyond salmonids in stream considerations and clarification on identifying Type F waters.  
 
We do, however, suggest that the County could improve its inclusion of BAS and its protection of 
water quality by linking buffers (or, “management zones”) around water bodies explicitly to Site 
Potential Tree Height (SPTH), as recommended by the most recent guidance provided by 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (Quinn et al. 2020, Rentz et al. 2020).  The SPTH for 
western Washington ranges from 100 feet to 240 feet and does not distinguish between non-fish 
and fish-bearing streams, as intact riparian areas are vital to protecting ecological function for all 
streams. We recommend the adoption of the BAS and thus the utilization of the SPTH for 
determining management zone width. The adoption of this approach is consistent with protections 
passed by other Western Washington jurisdictions (See City of Stanwood SMC 18.804 (August 
2024), City of Woodinville WMC 21.51.120 [January 2025]).  We acknowledge the difficulty in 
balancing protecting critical areas with providing for sustainable development, however, intact 
riparian forests help preserve water quality and reduce flooding by increasing hydrologic 
connectivity and filtering capacity, and their protection is necessary for healthy streams and fish 
populations.  
 
We have several additional comments that we have summarized in the table below along with the 
corresponding sections of the code amendments.   
 
  
Section  Snoqualmie Tribe Comment  


20.44.040.A.1.e. Categorical exemptions Clarify the exemption threshold for fill and 
excavation of aquatic areas and wetlands. Does 
this mean that these areas are not eligible for an 
exemption?    


21A.06.122 Buffer  The language “an integral part of an aquatic area 
or wetland” should be retained in the buffer 
definition, as buffers are not just for protection 
and impact reduction but are a necessary part of 
functioning habitat. 


Docusign Envelope ID: 57C6E13B-DD52-44DD-A8CA-0A40218DB07D
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21A.06.XXX Climate-smart plants Include tribal consultation in the development of 
a list of climate-smart plants.  


21A.06.XXX Revegetation Require revegetation with native species and 
native seed blends for all revegetation 
requirements.  


21A.06.XX Species of local importance Include species of cultural importance to Tribes 
to list, gathered through consultation.  


21A.24.070.A.3.g. Critical area alteration 
exceptions 


Revise from potential salmonid spawning habitat 
to potential fish spawning, consistent with other 
revisions.  


21A.24.090.A. Disclosure of critical areas Include that the identification of critical areas 
being present or absent should be obtained from 
a qualified professional. 


21A.24.100.C.3. Critical areas review 
standards 


Add alluvial fan hazard areas to the list.   


21A.24.D.6.a. Criteria for critical area 
reports 


The BAS for post-restoration plant monitoring is 
10 years.  


  
We appreciate your efforts to date to include the BAS and IK in the county code. These updates to 
the amendment language are critical to provide protection for critical areas and to support 
sustainable development in King County that does not compromise the character of the county and 
the quality of life for those who live here. We ask the King County Council to take the Snoqualmie 
Tribe’s ancestral relationship with the lands of the region into account when making decisions that 
affect people, wildlife, and the shape of the landscape now and far into the future, and we also 
remain ready to continue to work with King County to protect the Tribe’s Ancestral Lands. 
  
Thank you for your consideration.   
  
Sincerely,   
  
  
  
Michael Ross  
Deputy Executive Director, Government Affairs and Special Projects  
 


Docusign Envelope ID: 57C6E13B-DD52-44DD-A8CA-0A40218DB07D





				2025-03-27T10:24:19-0700

		Digitally verifiable PDF exported from www.docusign.com











From: Vande Griend, Carryn
To: KCC - Legislative Clerks - Distribution Group
Subject: April 16: Local Services and Land Use Committee
Date: Monday, April 14, 2025 4:35:49 PM

Hello,
 
My name is Carryn Vande Griend and I work at Puget Sound Energy. I’m sending in PSE’s comments
ahead of the Local Services and Land Use Committee’s briefing on wildfire preparedness on April 16.
Thank you for distributing to the committee.
 
Puget Sound Energy takes a holistic approach to the evolving risk of wildfires by operating and
improving our infrastructure to create an electric system that is reliable, resilient, and above all, safe.
PSE's Wildfire Risk Management Program includes our year-round work to prevent wildfires by
investing in projects to strengthen our infrastructure, utilizing tools and new technologies to
enhance our situational awareness, monitoring real-time conditions and operating the electric
system at varying levels of sensitivity and partnering with emergency responders, local
organizations, and our customers to build more resilient communities.
 
We also use weather forecasting and modeling tools to evaluate conditions, and we may operate our
electric system more conservatively during critical fire weather conditions to prevent wildfires. This
includes turning on Enhanced Powerline Settings (EPS) or using a Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS)
to help keep our customers and communities safe. These measures can result in power outages, and
we want you to be prepared.
 
We consider multiple factors when deciding which measures to use to safely operate the electric
system, including wind speed, humidity, temperature, moisture levels in trees and brush, fire risk
modeling, and observations from field crews and local emergency response partners.   
 
During high-risk conditions, PSE uses Enhanced Powerline Settings on targeted lines to make the
electric system more sensitive to potential hazards, such as a tree branch touching a line, and
automatically turn power off to prevent sparks. Customers may experience unplanned power
outages when these settings are in place, and can find restoration updates on the outage map.
 
When conditions threaten our ability to safely operate the electric system, we may use a Public
Safety Power Shutoff to prevent wildfires from starting by proactively turning off power. We will
notify impacted customers and emergency response partners in advance of a PSPS and provide
updates throughout the event. 
 
As we approach the summer, here are some steps you can take to prepare for peak wildfire
season: 

·       Create and practice a household emergency plan and build an emergency kit. 
·       Learn more about how we operate the electric grid to prevent wildfires and keep

communities safe, including using Public Safety Power Shutoffs: pse.com/psps 
·       Make sure your PSE account contact information is up to date: pse.com 
·       If you use a medical device in your home that relies on electricity, apply for Life Support

status on your account: pse.com/medical  
·       Get your free Wildfire Ready Plan and take action to make your home and community more

resilient: wildfireready.dnr.wa.gov 

We appreciate all the work King County has been doing to prepare for peak wildfire season, and look
forward to working in partnership to keep our communities safe.

Thank you,
Carryn

 
Carryn Vande Griend
PSE Local Government Affairs
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From: Lauren Silver-Turner
To: KCC - Legislative Clerks - Distribution Group
Subject: Public Comment - Proposed Ordinance 2024-0408
Date: Wednesday, April 16, 2025 7:56:16 AM

Good morning Councilmembers,

My name is Lauren Silver-Turner and I'm the Executive Director of the Snoqualmie Valley
Preservation Alliance, a nonprofit working to protect and enhance the lives, livelihoods,
lands, and waters of the Snoqualmie Valley. Farmland protection, agricultural viability,
and a resilient local food system are core to our mission.

I am emailing to provide comment on the proposed critical areas ordinance updates.

To begin, I was surprised—and frankly disappointed—to hear that executive branch staff
cited robust outreach and engagement of agricultural stakeholders for this update
process. It was even suggested that the Fish, Farm, Flood Implementation Oversight
Committee, or FFF IOC, was consulted. As a long-time IOC member and the current
Farm Caucus Co-Chair, I must respectfully disagree. We had a single, presentation-style
meeting on the Best Available Science report, but no opportunity was given to provide
substantive input or collaboratively shape revisions.  

To my knowledge, the Agricultural Commission also received only a high-level overview
in Fall 2023. No drafts were shared, and while commissioners could ask questions, they
were not given the opportunity to offer recommendations or raise concerns about
potential impacts to agriculture.

My role at SVPA is centered on listening to and amplifying the voices of farmers. What
I’ve consistently heard is that they did not feel meaningfully engaged in this process. And
yet, these are the very people who manage the land and water every day—many of whom
care deeply about ecological health and salmon recovery.

In fact, SVPA and the Snoqualmie Watershed Forum conducted a community-based
social marketing study to understand farmers’ motivations for riparian restoration.
Nearly every participant cited environmental ethos and ecological function—such as
habitat or water quality—as their primary motivator. These are not farmers who need to
be coerced into stewardship; they are already participating, voluntarily, when
engagement is collaborative and incentives are clear.

If SVPA, the FFF Farm Caucus, the Agricultural Commission, the Snoqualmie Valley
Watershed Improvement District, SnoValley Tilth, and even King County Ag staff were
not engaged—then I ask: who was?

Beyond the process, I want to raise a deeper concern about alignment with the
collaborative Fish, Farm, Flood framework. Since 2013, the FFF caucuses and IOC have
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worked together in good faith to balance agricultural viability, salmon recovery, and
flood risk mitigation. That work led to Comprehensive Plan policies—including R-751—
which direct King County, through this collaborative watershed planning process, to
determine minimum acreage targets for agriculture and habitat in the Snoqualmie Valley
Agricultural Production District (SVAPD), and to develop a tracking system to monitor
land use.

Through years of work by the Buffers Task Force, the Buffer Implementation Task Force,
and Agricultural Strategic Plan Task Force, we’ve identified how many acres are needed
to maintain agriculture as the predominant land use in the SVAPD—while still meeting
multi-benefit, variable-width buffer goals. What’s unclear is how this proposed
ordinance—and the potential for mandatory buffer conversions—will be reconciled with
those targets.

We urge the Council to ensure that any new buffer requirements are integrated into the
existing framework, and that all land conversions—voluntary or mandated—are
accurately tracked. If these regulatory changes are layered on without aligning with
previous agreements, it risks unraveling over a decade of hard-won, consensus-based
work.

Finally, I want to flag two outstanding concerns:

The proposed definition of “commercial agriculture” is vague and the implications
for farmers is unclear.

And the new provisions could limit a farm’s ability to adapt to changing conditions
—especially if adaptations aren’t already written into a farm plan. Since plans are
tied to the individual, not the land, generational transitions could trigger new
requirements, posing yet another hurdle for family farms.

Thank you for your time and your thoughtful consideration. We urge you to ensure this
ordinance supports—not undermines—the future of agriculture in King County, and
upholds the integrity of the collaborative processes that so many stakeholders have
invested in.

Sincerely, 
Lauren 

Lauren Silver-Turner
Executive Director 
Snoqualmie Valley Preservation Alliance 
PO Box 1148, Carnation WA 98014 
c: (989) 464-1335 | o: (425) 549-0316  | w: SVPA.us 



From: Peter Rimbos
To: Legislative Staff, Council CompPlan
Cc: Auzins, Erin; Steadman, Marka; Hollingshead, Libby
Subject: Public Comment--KCCP CAO Update
Date: Saturday, April 12, 2025 11:21:04 AM
Attachments: KCCP CAO Upd-BAS--JRT Comments.pdf

KC Council KCCP Policy Staff,

On March 17 we submitted the attached Written Comments to the KC LS&L-U Committee.
We are re-submitting the same comments in response to the April 16
Meeting Announcement on Committee’s the Critical Areas Regulations Ordinance and
Schedule Update, which we received yesterday, calling for Public Comment.

Peter Rimbos
Coordinator, Joint Rural Team (JRT)—KCCP, CPPs, and VISION 2050
Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council (GMVUAC)
primbos@comcast.net

"To know and not to do is not to know."-- Chinese proverb

Please consider our shared environment before printing.
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Joint Rural Team 
EPCA, FoSV, GMVUAC, GRC, GV/LHA, HHA, SCAR, UBCUAC 


March 17, 2025 


To: King Council Local Services and Land-Use Committee: Sarah Perry; De’Sean Quinn; Teresa 
Mosqueda; and Reagan Dunn 


cc: King Councilmembers: Claudia Balducci; Jorge Baron; Rod Dembowski; Peter von Reichbauer; and 
Girmay Zahilay; KC Director, Regional Planning: Lauren Smith; KCCP Manager: Chris Jensen; and 
KC DNRP - Clean Water Healthy Habitat, Government Relations Officer: Megan Smith 


Re: Review and Comment—King County Executive’s 2024 Proposed Update to the King County 
Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) and Best Available Science (BAS), October 2024 


The Joint Rural Area Team (*) has completed its review of the subject document, as part of the 2024 King 
County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) Major Update.  The document offers a greater level of protection 
to critical areas in the County.  Throughout, Best Available Science (BAS) is explained clearly, along with 
how it informs the regulations and protections with BAS sources noted.  If there is a conflict with CAO/BAS 
application and other Growth Management Act goals, this is noted and explained.  For example, buffers are 
smaller in Urban Areas to allow for the density of housing required.  It is noted that planting vegetation in 
buffers may mitigate for some of the reduced size. 


However, we are very concerned the promise of this required CAO update will fall short without ur-
gently needed major reform in the Department of Local Services, Permitting Division (DLS-P).  
Careful application of code, landowner assistance, updated materials and maps, adequate staff, 
and reliable and effective code enforcement are all needed, but wanting. 


It is a challenge to truly protect Critical Areas and allow use of private property.  This has been a tension in 
unincorporated urban and rural King County since the Sensitive Areas Ordinance (SAO) was adopted near-
ly three decades ago.  This update recognizes both and attempts to ensure a high level of Critical Area pro-
tection, while recognizing appropriate use within the structure of Growth Management.  However, much 
about this is hard for citizens to understand and apply.  While Stream and Wetland layers have been up-
dated on  King County I-Map, much new mapping is needed and we fear is years away.  Materials for citi-
zens all will need to be updated, when the CAO passes.  It is truly a huge task for citizens to know how to 
apply the regulations. In fact, many spend significant money hiring consultants, surveyors, and/or scientists 
to help them through the regulatory process.  Methods to defray some of these costs should be considered 
to help ensure citizen compliance.  Ideally this would include: (1) adequately staffing DLS-P to provide as-
sistance and guidance and (2) updating educational materials to be truly useful.  


Good intentions fail terribly without careful and consistent implementation, much of which is done through 
the permitting and code enforcement process.  We continue to be deeply concerned that these critical func-
tions are fundamentally broken and further complicated by recently State-mandated permit streamlining 
(which actually was proposed and passed to streamline permitting of needed housing in Urban Areas, but 
is being applied throughout unincorporated King County).  We also understand attempts at improvement 
are underway, which we applaud, but we have yet to see any positive results. If anything, in particular cas-
es, issues with permitting and code enforcement in rural King County are getting worse.  Yet effective per-
mitting and code enforcement are essential County services on which we all depend. 
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In the CAO update it states, "Regulations can only be effective when they are used consistently and cor-
rectly."  Pg 31.  The final page (Pg 203) is a table showing how many permit applications in the last three 
years have had a Critical Area Condition—40% !!!  This assumes critical areas correctly were identified and 
mapped. This update, required by the Growth Management Act and essential to protecting Critical Areas in 
King County, is dependent on significant and real improvement in the permitting and code enforcement 
process. We cannot overemphasize this point. 


Mapping is consistently noted as critical.  Many maps have been updated and there are plans to update 
more, but this work will still need funding.  These inform areas to be regulated, gives the Department of Lo-
cal Services, Permitting Division, important information when evaluating proposals or reviewing code en-
forcement actions, and gives property owners a realistic view of their property and what parts need special 
protection.  Important areas being updated are Channel Migration Zones with mapping ongoing; Critical 
Aquifer Recharge Areas with mapping due to be completed before the 2034 Comprehensive Plan Major 
Update; and a new category of Geologic Hazard / Alluvial Fan Hazard Area with mapping planned.  It is 
very clear mapping alone is not enough and site visits by knowledgeable people also must be conducted.  
Successful implementation of this CAO Update relies on good mapping, site visits when needed, code in-
terpretation, expert consultation, and code enforcement (as needed).  Otherwise, all these good legislative 
efforts likely will fall short of our shared goals to protect critical areas in the long term. 


We applaud the naming and extensive use of non-regulatory measures throughout.  These include new 
and improved mapping, monitoring, the Land Conservation Initiative, The Public Benefit Rating System 
(PBRS), voluntary sale of properties, storm water management, flood management planning, Best Man-
agement Practices, Farm and Forest Management Plans, restoration, and other proven strategies.  All of 
these have multiple benefits and provide some flexibility, while still ensuring compliance. 


We also note incentive programs that are mutually beneficial by providing both positive enhancement and a 
tax break, are important, desirable, and should be used whenever / wherever possible.  However, regulated 
set-asides, such a stream and wetland buffers, are not eligible for incentive programs like PBRS.  Thus, 
increasing the regulated area increases those areas that cannot be incentivized.  Incentive programs 
should be evaluated to ascertain if there are opportunities for positive gain in protecting critical areas.  For 
example, BAS notes that vegetation in a buffer is of major importance, so possibly, a regulated buffer could 
be incentivized to be enhanced.  Also, the tax structure should be looked at for opportunities to rethink as-
sessments when critical areas are a significant portion of a property. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important aspect and final piece of the 2024 King Coun-
ty Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) Major Update. 


(*) Joint Rural Area Team: Enumclaw Plateau Community Association (EPCA), Friends of Sammamish 
Valley (FoSV), Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council (GMVUAC), Green River Coalition 
(GRC), Green Valley/Lake Holm Association (GV/LHA), Hollywood Hill Association (HHA), Soos Creek 
Area Response (SCAR), Upper Bear Creek Unincorporated Area Council (UBCUAC), and Rural Tech-
nical Consultants—Mike Birdsall (Transportation Focal), Ken Konigsmark (Growth Management Focal), 
and Terry Lavender (Environmental Focal). 


Prepared by: 


Terry Lavender 
Environmental Focal, Joint Rural Area Team 
tmlavender8@gmail.com 


Approved by (on behalf of the Joint Rural Team): 


Peter Rimbos 
Coordinator, Joint Rural Area Team--KCCP, CPPs, and VISION 2050 
Greater Maple Valley Unincorporated Area Council (GMVUAC) 
primbos@comcast.net
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From: Carolyn Boatsman
To: Legislative Staff, Council CompPlan; KCC - Legislative Clerks - Distribution Group
Cc: Proebsting, Robin; Bowles, Mason
Subject: Comments draft critical areas regulations April 16, 2025 meeting of Local Services and Land Use Committee.,

Item 6
Date: Wednesday, April 16, 2025 1:20:45 AM
Attachments: Comments LSLU meeting April 16 2025.docx

LSLU Committee Members:
My comments are attached.  Thank you for considering!
Sincerely,
Carolyn Boatsman
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Greetings Council Members:

Thank you for your work on the draft critical areas regulations and for the opportunity to comment.

I would like to bring to your attention a section of the draft Critical Areas Regulations that will have negative effects upon wildlife - including anadromous fish.

The draft includes a new definition:  “Climate-smart plants:  native plant species currently or prehistorically found within the surrounding ecoregion that are predicted to maintain their abundance under climate change, as identified by the department of natural resources and parks.”

The definition unpacked:  Climate smart plants are native plants, but then they can be plants that don’t even grow here now, such as prehistoric plants or plants from the vague “surrounding ecoregion”.  They are identified by DNRP – instead of science - based upon how well they grow in a warming climate.  What a departure for a department that has prided itself on good science and ecosystem protection over the decades!

The rationale for climate-smart plants is to expand the list of allowable plant species for use in restoration and mitigation projects to improve survival in the face of climate change.  Would that it were so simple as to swap out the plants for tougher ones!  Would that “success” be defined as vigorous survival of plants without regard for the ecosystem!

In reality, plants that have not co-evolved with local animals do not function as the foundation of the food web.  Local insects are pretty picky about which plants they lay their eggs on.  They have evolved so that their larvae can metabolize the myriad toxic substances in the leaves of local plants.  When fewer native plants are present, insect populations decline, and every creature depending upon the insects, either directly, or in levels up, loses food.  If this regulation is adopted, our fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas and our wetlands will be vegetated, at the discretion of permit holders, with sequoias, redwoods, gingkoes, and a whole collection of non-native plants each one relative non-participants in the local food web, depriving anadromous fish, birds, amphibians, birds, and mammals of their nutrition.  No net loss?  I doubt it.

It was good news to read in the Seattle Times in March that foresters with DNRP have initiated a project to test the vigor of the tree seedlings that are native to King County but have been sourced from hotter, drier climates.  The hope is that the trees will prove to be more resilient to the local climate of the future.  This is a positive step that because it starts with seeking to support native species.  It is consistent with the approach taken by federal and state land agencies for addressing stressed forests.  This test should provide useful information for King County’s restoration regulations.  But bottom line, functioning ecosystems must be the goal, not convenient non-native plant choices left up to permit holders.

Executive staff-proposed changes to the definition do not lessen the harm of the proposed code amendment. The modifications don’t change the fact that DNRP proposes to upend the food chain.  I recommend that the Council insist that DNRP staff detail the sections of the Best Available Science Report that support substitution of native plants with non-native plants in revegetating fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas and wetlands, not to mention other projects in King County that could be providing optimal vegetation to support wildlife, such as road rights of way and parks.  Evidence should be provided indicating that such a policy will not result in a net loss of ecosystem function.  While the report includes some wishful statements, it does not, in my view, include the necessary scientific support.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Last, agenda documents assure the Council that DNRP will provide a technical report in the second quarter of 2025 listing department-approved plants to be included in climate-smart list.  Thus plant selection appears to be an administrative decision, taken out of the purview of the Department of Ecology who reviews King County’s critical areas regulations to ensure consistency with GMA requirements.  Yet it is the very plants on the list that will determine whether or not revegetation will result in a net loss of ecosystem function.  Therefore, the draft regulations should hold DNRP to a tight definition of actual native plants to be used in revegetation so that subsequent administrative decisions about what plants will be included will meet the needs of wildlife.

Thank you for considering this viewpoint.

Sincerely,

Carolyn Boatsman













From: mthomas424
To: Legislative Staff, Council CompPlan; Communications, Comments
Cc: Perry, Sarah; Schneider, Lynn; Marote, Corrina; Mosqueda, Teresa; Paige, Robby
Subject: Comment regarding Comp Plan Update: Critical Areas BAS Update Issues / Local Service & Land Use Committee

4/16 Comment
Date: Wednesday, April 16, 2025 5:06:43 PM
Attachments: Objection to adoption of 2024 Comp Plan- .pdf

﻿
Comment on Meeting on the Critical Areas Regulations Ordinance and Local
Services and Land Use Committee 4/16

In furtherance to my verbal comment today (4/16)

There are problems with the critical areas update and critical aquifer recharge areas. The maps
are in need of update, the methods behind the critical area definition are deficient and
inconsistent with the Groundwater Management Plan in East King County such as rainfall, are
questionable science by the updates own references, and implications of maps do not match
actual experience and characteristics in the North Bend area.

Statements that critical aquifer recharge area maps do not need to be updated because the
methodology King County uses has not changed does not consider the reality of well
management and advances in wellhead protection mappjng are questionable. Wells can be
added, moved, changed, and abandoned. New mapping can become available changing to
more advanced methods such as addressing topography and movement of groundwater. This
means the underlying wellhead protection area may change and the critical aquifer recharge
area change. The process by which wellhead protection areas are adopted is governed by WA
DOH ODW as part of water system planning and the county reviews and approves water
system plans which have wellhead protection as a component and subject to significant
review.

There are expensive requirements to being mapped to a CARA; one of which from a septic
system owners perspective is the requirement to reduce nitrates pand arbitrarily set at <1 acre
in KCC 21A.24.313-316; however, the method which is the basis of 1 acre is suspect... areas
of the county get far more rainfall than the average used to make the 1 acre recommendation
(and in East King County rainfall is part of the East King County Groundwater Management
Plan), and areas such as North Bend (within East King County) are in topography (mountains)
and have high horizontal movement of groundwater. There is no history of nitrate issues in
public drinking water sources in North Bend and in the presence of 1000s of aging and basic
septic systems that do little to address nitrates. Reducing nitrates in septic systems is
expensive, and costs relative to very simple gravity systems owners currently have to one that
reduces can be 10k's of dollars more... and not needed.

I attach an earlier memo which has additional
information about the inadequacy of CARA methodolgy and BAS which are the basis of KCC
21A.24.313-316 and should be taken as comment on the land use and policy elements and
critical area regulations update. It is very clear it is problematic and needs change to fairly
address OSS costs and protect water resources.

Mrs. Perry's office has been previously contacted on the matter last year but there has been no
followup. This issue can waste $10k's per septic system and there are 1000s in North Bend
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In extensive review of critical areas guidance and specific to critical aquifer recharge
areas (CARAs) and associated policies and regulations to be adopted ithese are
insufficient to protect both surface and groundwaters of the county and beyond in
violation of the GMA.  These policies are inconsisent with adopted local management
plans such as the East King County Groundwater Managemnr Plan. The policies and the
mapping and underlying methods determine what uses may be allowed on a given
property or not and also the conditions and limitations for a property in other cases where
considerable expense to meet the conditions in the regulations in KCC 21A.24 and
matters of equity and justice, such as in requirements for on site septic systems (OSS) for
properties within CARAs (and the impact of these requirements is an additional reason to
not adopt the Comprehensive Plan as stated). OSS are further part of some new
development helping the county and cities to achieve its growth and housing goals;
existing OSS no doubt sustain properties and housing and commercial enterprises with
them; keeping these affordable aids in housing affordability, reduced cost of living, and is
further a social justice issue given OSS are concentrated in less affluent areas and may
have resulted from past racial injustice (see 4). If a property is not within a CARA it is not
subject to certain limitations; if it is it is subject to limitations or conditions of use.  The
2024 BAS (see 1) has incorrectly concluded no update is needed and incorportated 2004
BAS (see 3). Land use and other policies and other regulations need update to permit use
of the superior available science, methods, and adaptive management where it is available
versus the proposed 2024 approach to support the goals regarding social justice and
equity, environmental protection, housing affordability, economic growth and sustaining
existing economies, and health especially where OSS affected. Further the critical areas
regulations in KCC 21a.24.313-316 and any regulation referencing critical aquifer recharge
areas is suspect. There are adopted county groundwater management plans such as tbe
East King County Groundwater Management Plans which support different outcomes and
conclusions the county is putting forward and contrary to BAS and readoption of
numerous county regulations regarding critical aquifer recharge areas.  


Michael Thomas
North Bend WA


The following are noted:


- The critical aquifer recharge area maps are considerably out of date and not updated in







tandem with adoption of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan. It is clear these maps do not
incorporate fundamental changes such as updates to wellhead protection areas, wells
added, wells moved since last update to the plan. The shapes of the areas in the map do
not correspond to these areas. This is important in that wellhead protection areas form
the basis of CARAs; when those CARAs are not correct the underlying restrictions on land
use meant to protect ground or surface water associated with being in a CARA may not
be applied. There are considerable additional items such as hazardous waste spill
management depending on the land use that can be impacted.


- One of the key methods by which a wellhead protection area is defined is known to
underprotect or overprotect.  From a 2019 presentation made by Washington State
Department of Health Office of Drinking Water "WHPAs created with the
CFR method tend to: Erroneously identify potential hazards. Under-rank hazards that are
identified by modeling"  and "the CFR method sometimes include the WHPA defined by
modeling, but often do not include areas that need protection"


The CFR method is a basic method for group A and B water systems that may not be able
to perform more sophisticated analysis.  CFR appears as circular areas in CARA.
Numerous circular or circular arcs areas appear in King County critical aquifer recharge
area maps as CARA category 1.


- The Best Available Science document see 1 review does not recommend a map update
concurrent with the comprehensive plan update but rather defers to a later date. The
county itself revised ordinances updating the defintion of CARAs to be the one year
time of travel area associated with an approved wellhead protection area by DOH in 2008
(see BAS review 1 pg 129). The lack of map update impedes the recommendation that
leverages superior and available methods of wellhead protection area defintion and which
are readily available also in 1 pg 129.   The limitations of the CFR method and superior
methods of defining a wellhead protection area are discussed in the 2004 review (see 2)
and referenced in the 2024 update (see 1). Page 2-21 of 2 which is referenced by 1
supports the issues related to the use of CFR.


- There is extensive discussion of other characteristics of the methodology used to
determine CARAs in 2 (page 21)--notably a lack of incorporating T (topography) and R
(recharge)--and 3; however, there no discussion of the implications of this in 1. Many
areas in the county have radical changes in topography such as North Bend where







mountains are in proximity and large open areas including mountains exist affecting
rainfall capture (greater land area than a flat uniform surface) and recharge. Reference 3
page 6-18 documents key limitations regarding the lack of uniform topography and
disregards lateral groundwater flow similarly for land uses and conditions (land area) for
developments with OSS. Page 2-21 of 2 which is referenced by 1 supports the issues
related to the lack of R and T.


- Reference 2 page 2-24 which is referenced by 1 contains a key statement in terms of
OSS: "The literature is not conclusive regarding OSS density issues and more research
appears warranted." It is clear the models used by the county neglect recharge and
topography. Further with the maps being out of date and with the possibility of not using
numeric or more advanced groundwater flow mapping and modelling done and allowed to
be used under the 2008 amendment and available to many wells in the county and as part
of water system plan review done under the auspices of WA DOH as part of an approved
wellhead protection plan the best available science is not being used to protect drinking
water. Note those advanced methods as part of an approved WHPP can contain
considerable local information such as topography, recharge, measurements of
groundwater characteristics in an area, and others that are superior than simpler models
implied by the county's proposed BAS for 2024.


- A key reference in the 2024's county BAS see 3 contains an equation on p 6-18 that is
used to estimate lot area and recharge is a key variable. Recharge varies greatly in the
county and multiple maps illustrate just how much which has implications for many,
perhaps one acre is too large and results in unneeded nitrogen reduction and in others
too small.  The East King County Groundwater Management Plan shows more than double
the recharge that was used to justify the one acre lot size by the BAS. The ranges for
most of North Bend are 51 to 60 in; the reference for the BAS and one acre is 15 to 25 in.
 The same 2024 BAS reference points to a 1998 USGS study for multiple Puget Sound
counties which has a map figure 15 showing the variation of recharge and clearly under
the mimimum in the BAS reference. The methods that generate CARA are limited--the
2004 references 2 and 3 identified in the 2024 BAS reference are far more explicit in
discussing the limitations which call into question its use as a settled matter for OSS.


1. Best Available Science Review and Updates to Critical Area Protection February 2024.







2. Best Available Science VOLUME II
ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCES
KING COUNTY EXECUTIVE REPORT February 2004
Critical Areas, Stormwater, and Clearing and Grading Proposed Ordinances.


3. Best Available Science Volume I A Review of Scientific Literature King County Executive
Report February 2004 Critical Areas, Stormwater, and Clearing and Grading Proposed
Ordinances.


4. The Cost of Addressing Failing Septic Systems in King County
A Wicked Problem at a Point of Crisis
Prepared for
Public Health Seattle - King County
January 17, 2024


5. Drinking Water Souce Protection Funding. Washington State Department of Health Office
of Drinking Water. 10/23/2019. http://infrafunding.wa.gov/downloads/
2019_Conference_Presentations/S36.pdf











6. East King County Groundwater Management Plan 1998.



















7. Hydrogeologic Framework of the Puget Sound Aquifer Recharge System, Washington
and British Columbia USGS 1998.















alone. I very much agree with remarks by the farmer who feels their rights are affected; septic
owners in areas with no record of nitrate impacted public drinking water and supported by
science and actual experience should not be faced with expensive requirements. An over
arching theme expressed today by those speaking about the Snoqualmie Valley is the failure to
engage those affected and I must agree.

Michael Thomas
North Bend WA



From: Auzins, Erin
To: Legislative Staff, Council CompPlan
Subject: FW: 5-21-25 LSLU Written Public Comment - NONE
Date: Wednesday, May 21, 2025 8:45:48 AM
Attachments: 2024-0408 Dulin Written Comments.pdf

 
 
From: Steadman, Marka <Marka.Steadman@kingcounty.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2025 8:36 AM
To: Auzins, Erin <Erin.Auzins@kingcounty.gov>; Calderon, Angelica
<Angelica.Calderon@kingcounty.gov>; Daly, Sharon <Sharon.Daly@kingcounty.gov>; Dunn, Reagan
<Reagan.Dunn@kingcounty.gov>; Eccles, Cody <Cody.Eccles@kingcounty.gov>; Hollingshead, Libby
<Libby.Hollingshead@kingcounty.gov>; House, Erin <Erin.House@kingcounty.gov>; Mosqueda,
Teresa <Teresa.Mosqueda@kingcounty.gov>; Ngo, Jenny <Jenny.Ngo@kingcounty.gov>; Perry,
Sarah <Sarah.Perry@kingcounty.gov>; Quinn, De'Sean <DeSean.Quinn@kingcounty.gov>; Steadman,
Marka <Marka.Steadman@kingcounty.gov>; Swift, Bryndel (KCC) <Bryndel.Swift@kingcounty.gov>;
Williams, Gabbi (she/her) <gabriela.williams@kingcounty.gov>
Subject: 5-21-25 LSLU Written Public Comment - NONE

 
Attached is written public comment submitted in regard to today’s Local Services and
Land Use Committee meeting.
 
If part of the submission is an attachment to an email, double-click on the attachment to
open it.
 
Marka
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From: Dulin, Evan
To: KCC - Legislative Clerks - Distribution Group
Cc: Andrews, Kristen; Magrane, April; McGovern, Eliza; Dougherty, Gary
Subject: WSDOT Comment Letter on Proposed Ordinance No. 2024-0408 for Local Services and Land Use Committee
Date: Wednesday, May 21, 2025 7:47:38 AM
Attachments: WSDOT_KC_CAO_Comment20250521.pdf


Good morning Local Services and Land Use Committee,
 
The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) is providing a public
comment letter on the proposed ordinance (2024-0408) that revises the King County’s
Critical Area Ordinance. Attached you will find that letter. In addition, we plan to
remotely attend today’s committee meeting and provide oral comment.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed revisions to King
County’s Critical Area Ordinance.
 
Evan Dulin (he/him)
Mitigation Lead
Mon-Thurs 6:30am to 5:00pm
Cell 214-931-3256 | Evan.Dulin@wsdot.wa.gov


  WSDOT | HQ Environmental Services Office | Wetland Program
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May 21, 2025 
 
 
 



King County Council - Local Services and Land Use Committee 
516 Third Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98104 



 
Subject: WSDOT Comments on the King County Proposed Ordinance 2024-0408 
 
Dear Local Services and Land Use Committee, 
 
The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) appreciates the opportunity to 
provide additional comments on the proposed ordinance (2024-0408) that revises the King 
County’s Critical Area Ordinance (CAO). WSDOT offers the following comments and 
recommendations on the proposed CAO revisions.  
 
Wetland Mitigation  
 
1) Mitigation Banks and Advance Mitigation Ratios (Section 71 – K.C.C. 21A.24.340)  



WSDOT supports the proposed inclusion of mitigation bank ratios that are in line with a 
bank’s approved Mitigation Banking Instrument (MBI). However, there are two issues that 
remain unresolved and require additional guidance. 



a. Bank ratios for Wetland Buffers. The proposed CAO updates state that direct 
impacts to wetland and wetland buffers shall be consistent with the MBI ratios, 
but that direct permanent wetland impacts would not be less than one credit to 
one acre of impact (Section 71, E.1.a). However, it is not clear if this 1:1 
minimum threshold also applies to permanent direct wetland buffer impacts as 
well. This needs further clarification to avoid confusion. It is our 
recommendation that language be added that states compensatory buffer 
mitigation would follow what is recommended in the MBI. The approved 
mitigation banks in King County range from four to five acres of buffer mitigation 
per one credit. As written, it would be easy to misconstrue the code to be 
requiring a 1:1 minimum credit-to-acre mitigation for buffer impacts, which 
would result in at least a 4:1 acre-to-acre mitigation requirement.  



b. Ommission of Advance Mitigation. Permittee-responsible advance mitigation is 
a great tool for both applicants and regulators to expedite project review and 
permitting, while providing ecological benefits prior to project impacts. Like 
mitigation banks, advance mitigation sites are built at least two years prior to 
project impacts, if not further in advance, and replaces lost wetland functions 











sooner than concurrent compensatory mitigation, demonstrating site success 
prior to using credit generated from the site. Advance mitigation reduces 
temporal loss and risk of failure, which are the two key factors that define 
mitigation ratios. Currently, the proposed CAO updates do not provide any 
guidance on using advance mitigation. This omission discourages the use of this 
beneficial practice by WSDOT and many others developing projects in King 
County. We recommend adding language for reduced ratios that are in line with 
Chapter 4.2.2 Advance Mitigation in the Wetland Mitigation in Washington 
State: Part 1 – Agency Policies and Guidance (Version 2) (Ecology et al. 2021). 



 
2) Credit-Debit Method for Permittee-Responsible Compensatory Mitigation (Section 71 - 



K.C.C. 21A.24.340) 
The proposed Section 51, D.5.b states that the Credit-Debit method may be used in the 
ecological critical area report to determine no net loss of functions and values. However, 
the mitigation section (Section 71) does not mention the Credit-Debit method at all. 
Ecology’s development of this method was with the intention of it being used as a more 
accurate way of calculating the replacement of wetland impacts instead of using traditional 
compensatory mitigation ratios. This method represents the best available science from 
Ecology for determining functional replacement of impacts and accounts for temporal loss, 
risk of failure, functional lift of restoration, and other metrics that traditional compensatory 
mitigation ratios attempt to address. Several other counties are proposing to add the use of 
the Credit-Debit method as an acceptable substitute for mitigation ratios. WSDOT 
recommends adding this method of calculating impacts and compensatory mitigation as an 
approved option for projects in King County.  



Riparian Area Compensatory Mitigation  
 
3) Ratios for Off-site Riparian Area Compensatory Mitigation (Section 75 - K.C.C. 21A.24.380) 



The proposed CAO update allows reduced ratios for on-site riparian area compensatory 
mitigation when a combination of primary and secondary restoration actions are taken, as 
defined in Section 75, F.3. However, off-site compensatory mitigation is not given a similar 
option for reducing ratios when implementing these restoration actions. This inadvertently 
disincentivizes projects to implement those beneficial restoration actions when off-site 
compensatory mitigation is the only option for that project. WSDOT often works in narrow 
corridors, sometimes resulting in the need to pursue off-site riparian area compensatory 
mitigation due to surrounding land restrictions. WSDOT recommends adding language to 
promote the use of the beneficial restoration actions listed in F.3 for off-site with reduced 
ratios, perhaps ranging from 2:1 to 3:1 in a similar format to the table in F.2. 
 











4) Overlapping Wetland Buffer and Riparian Areas (Section 75 - K.C.C. 21A.24.380) 
In Sections 73 and 75, the code explains how to determine the extent of riparian areas and 
the required compensatory mitigation, respectively. However, there is no explanation in the 
code for determining the required compensatory mitigation when wetland buffers and 
riparian areas overlap, which is a common occurrence on the landscape. It is WSDOT’s 
recommendation that language be added stating if wetland buffers overlap with riparian 
areas, the overlapping area would be mitigated as riparian area only. This would provide 
the greatest protection for these areas because the proposed compensatory mitigation 
ratios are higher for riparian areas than for wetland buffers.  



 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed revisions to King 
County’s Critical Area Ordinance (CAO). Please contact me via email at 
April.Magrane@wsdot.wa.gov or by phone at 206-714-4681 if you would like to discuss any of 
the comments provided.  
 
Sincerely, 
 



April Magrane 
 



April Magrane, Biology Branch Manager 
WSDOT Headquarters Environmental Service Office  



 
 



cc: Eliza McGovern, WSDOT Northwest Region Environmental Manager 
  








			May 21, 2025


			King County Council - Local Services and Land Use Committee


			516 Third Avenue


			Sincerely,









From: Auzins, Erin
To: Legislative Staff, Council CompPlan
Subject: FW: 5-21-25 LSLU Written Public Comment
Date: Friday, May 23, 2025 8:43:59 AM
Attachments: 2024-0408 Kreymer Comments.pdf

 
 
From: Steadman, Marka <Marka.Steadman@kingcounty.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, May 22, 2025 1:21 PM
To: Auzins, Erin <Erin.Auzins@kingcounty.gov>; Calderon, Angelica
<Angelica.Calderon@kingcounty.gov>; Daly, Sharon <Sharon.Daly@kingcounty.gov>; Dunn, Reagan
<Reagan.Dunn@kingcounty.gov>; Eccles, Cody <Cody.Eccles@kingcounty.gov>; Hollingshead, Libby
<Libby.Hollingshead@kingcounty.gov>; House, Erin <Erin.House@kingcounty.gov>; Mosqueda,
Teresa <Teresa.Mosqueda@kingcounty.gov>; Ngo, Jenny <Jenny.Ngo@kingcounty.gov>; Perry,
Sarah <Sarah.Perry@kingcounty.gov>; Quinn, De'Sean <DeSean.Quinn@kingcounty.gov>; Steadman,
Marka <Marka.Steadman@kingcounty.gov>; Swift, Bryndel (KCC) <Bryndel.Swift@kingcounty.gov>;
Williams, Gabbi (she/her) <gabriela.williams@kingcounty.gov>
Subject: 5-21-25 LSLU Written Public Comment

 
Attached is an additional written public comment submitted in regard to yesterday’s
Local Services and Land Use Committee meeting.
 
Marka
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From: Darya Kreymer
To: KCC - Legislative Clerks - Distribution Group
Subject: Written Testimony on Proposed Ordinance 2024-0408 – 2025 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Thursday, May 22, 2025 12:11:11 PM


Dear King County Councilmembers,


My name is Darya Kreymer, and I am a high school student at Cedarcrest High School,
Duvall, and I am writing in support of Proposed Ordinance 2024-0408, which updates the
Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) and advances King County’s 2025 Comprehensive Plan.
As a resident of Duvall, who deeply values the environmental sustainability and responsible
land use planning of our county, I believe this ordinance represents a necessary and
science-driven step forward to protect our region’s public health, safety, and natural
ecosystems, and should be adopted and implemented.


One of the key strengths of Proposed Ordinance 2024-0408 is its comprehensive approach
to strengthening protections for King County’s critical areas, places like wetlands, streams,
steep slopes, and other high-risk or environmentally sensitive zones. These are the parts of
our landscape that help prevent flooding, support biodiversity, and maintain water quality,
yet they are often the most vulnerable to damage from development. I support this
ordinance because it directly responds to those risks by expanding buffer zones around
sensitive areas, increasing mitigation standards, and applying updated science to
determine how these areas should be protected. These steps will help prevent irreversible
environmental harm and ensure development happens responsibly.


I also strongly agree with the inclusion of new hazard classifications like tsunamis and
alluvial fan zones. These additions show that the County is planning for future risks, not just
reacting to current ones. Including these areas in the code means future development will
need to account for real geological dangers, protecting both people and property. It also
shows that the County is taking seriously its responsibility to use the best available science
to guide policy, something that I believe is crucial in an era of increasing climate
uncertainty.


Additionally, the added definitions and reporting standards help avoid confusion and give
professionals the tools they need to do their work accurately. As someone who supports
clear environmental policy, I think these updates make the code easier to follow while still
holding projects to high standards. I’m also glad to see that the ordinance removes
outdated or little-used programs like the Rural Stewardship Plans and instead offers
updated tools that give flexibility to homeowners, farmers, and restoration efforts. This is a
practical approach that supports both environmental health and community needs. The
updates show a balance between protection and usability, and I think that’s key to building
lasting public support for environmental regulations.
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In conclusion, I believe this proposal embodies a balanced, scientifically informed update
that strengthens our county’s ability to plan for the future of our citizens, while safeguarding
critical ecosystems that are important for our well-being. I support the notion of the Council
moving forward with the adoption of Proposed Ordinance 2024-0408 and maintaining the
strong protections, ecological awareness, and technical clarity that define this version of the
CAO.


 Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on this policy, and for giving me and my
fellow neighbors the ability to speak on these critical issues.


Sincerely,


Darya Kreymer


Duvall


Cedarcrest High School







From: Auzins, Erin
To: Legislative Staff, Council CompPlan
Subject: FW: MBAKS Written Comments re: Ordinance 2024-0408 (Critical Area Regulations)
Date: Wednesday, May 28, 2025 3:57:40 PM
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From: Veronica Shakotko <Vshakotko@mbaks.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2025 3:56 PM
To: Perry, Sarah <sarah.perry@kingcounty.gov>; Quinn, De'Sean <desean.quinn@kingcounty.gov>; Mosqueda, Teresa
<teresa.mosqueda@kingcounty.gov>; Dunn, Reagan <reagan.dunn@kingcounty.gov>; KCC - Legislative Clerks - Distribution Group
<kcccomitt@kingcounty.gov>
Cc: Auzins, Erin <erin.auzins@kingcounty.gov>; Ngo, Jenny <jenny.ngo@kingcounty.gov>; Rowe, Mark <mrowe@kingcounty.gov>; Chan, Jim
<Jim.Chan@kingcounty.gov>; Richardson, Leon <lrichardson@kingcounty.gov>
Subject: MBAKS Written Comments re: Ordinance 2024-0408 (Critical Area Regulations)

 
Dear Chair Perry, Vice Chair Quinn, and Councilmembers,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on Ordinance 2024-0408. As you consider updates to the Critical Areas Ordinance, we
encourage you to carefully evaluate how the proposed changes may impact housing affordability, permitting timelines, and overall clarity in the
development process.
 
MBAKS supports King County’s efforts to update critical areas regulations in line with environmental goals. However, we also encourage the
Council to consider how proposed changes may impact other key Growth Management Act (GMA) goals, including housing affordability, urban
growth, timely permitting, and clarity in the development process.
 
In our attached comments, we raise concerns around implementation clarity, ambiguous language in key definitions, and the need for more
predictable permitting requirements.  We ask that the Council carefully evaluate proposed changes to setbacks, buffer widths, and mitigation
standards—ensuring that any revisions are supported by best available science (BAS) and do not unintentionally increase housing costs or
delays.  We also want to express our strong support for the use of mitigation banks and other programmatic mitigation tools, which are
recognized by state and federal agencies as more effective and predictable than traditional permittee-responsible approaches. Aligning with
these modern practices would improve outcomes for both the environment and applicants.
 
We appreciate your work on this important update and are happy to serve as a resource as the process moves forward. If you have any questions,
please don’t hesitate to contact me at vshakotko@mbaks.com or 425.435.8990.
 
Respectfully,
Veronica
 

Veronica Shakotko
Senior King County Manager
Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties
m 425.435.8990
335 116th Ave. SE, Bellevue, WA 98004

 
      ­­­

We believe everybody deserves a place to
call home.
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May 28, 2025 


Honorable Sarah Perry, Chair 
King County Local Services and Land Use Committee 
516 Third Avenue, Room 1200  
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
RE: Proposed Ordinance 2024-0408, amending the King County Critical Areas ordinance 
 
Dear Chair Perry, Vice Chair Quinn, and Councilmembers: 
 
With nearly 2,500 members, the Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish 
Counties (MBAKS) is the largest local homebuilders’ association in the United States, 
helping members provide a range of housing choice and attainability. MBAKS welcomes 
the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed draft ordinance 2024-0408 
amending the King County Critical Area regulations. 
 
Balancing Critical Area Updates with GMA Goals 
The Growth Management Act (GMA) outlines 15 planning goals to help guide 
comprehensive plans and development regulations. These goals are not ranked by 
priority and are intended to be balanced to reflect each community’s needs. MBAKS 
supports Goal 10: “Protect and enhance the environment and the state’s high quality of 
life.” However, as the Council considers updates to critical areas regulations, we urge you 
to also weigh how these changes could affect other key GMA goals, including: 
 
• Goal 1: Urban Growth. Encourage development in urban areas where adequate 


public facilities and services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner. 
• Goal 4: Housing. Plan for and accommodate housing affordable to all economic 


segments of the population of this state, promote a variety of residential densities 
and housing types, and encourage preservation of existing housing stock. 


• Goal 6: Property rights. Private property shall not be taken for public use without 
just compensation having been made. The property rights of landowners shall be 
protected from arbitrary and discriminatory actions. 


• Goal 7: Permits. Applications for both state and local government permits should be 
processed in a timely and fair manner to ensure predictability. 


 
To strike the right balance, we ask that any proposed changes avoid adding unnecessary 
costs or delays to housing development. Please direct staff to clearly identify which 
proposed amendments are required by the GMA or based on new Best Available Science 
(BAS), and where there may be flexibility or alternative approaches. 
 
We encourage the King County Council to ask the following questions as you review the 
proposed code changes: 
•     Could any of the proposed updates increase the cost of building housing or cause 


delays in the permitting process by adding new requirements? 
•     Will any of the changes lead to new or higher permit fees? 


 







 


 


• Does the draft ordinance support GMA Goal 7 by ensuring permit processes are timely, fair, and 
predictable? Have overly complex or vague requirements been removed? 


• Are all the new or revised code sections required by state law or Best Available Science (BAS), or are 
some optional? Please clarify. 


• If certain changes could negatively impact housing, are there other approaches that still meet BAS but 
reduce those impacts? 


• If so, what are those alternatives? 
 
By asking these key questions, we can help ensure that efforts to protect the environment don’t unintentionally 
drive up housing costs, especially during a housing crisis. We encourage the Council to closely consider how the 
proposed changes might impact housing affordability and permitting timelines. The final plan should clearly 
show that making housing more attainable remains a top priority for the County. 
 
MBAKS will have additional comments as this process moves forward but we submit the following comments 
at this time. 
 
SECTION 26 - K.C.C. 21A.06.750: Definition of Mitigation 
Mitigation: an action taken to compensate for unavoidable adverse impacts to the environment resulting from a 
development activity or alteration after all appropriate and practicable avoidance and minimization measures 
have been accounted for and implemented. 


 
Comment: Terms like “appropriate” and “practicable” are unclear—how are they defined, who decides what 
qualifies, and how can applicants know what’s expected in advance? We recommend keeping the current 
definition as-is. If changes are made, the language should be clarified to remove ambiguity and provide clear, 
consistent guidance for applicants and reviewers. 
 
SECTION 39 - K.C.C. 21A.24.010: Purpose of the Critical Areas Ordinance 
Subsection J is proposed to be amended as follows: 


J.  Providing county officials with sufficient information ((to protect)) at the time of permit application 
submittal to determine whether proposed land uses, activities, or development could negatively 
impact critical areas. 
 


Comment: While applicants providing sufficient information is important, it is also vital that county codes are 
clear, easy to read, and do not contain ambiguous language. We request that Subsection J. be amended further 
to read: 


J.  Based upon codes and application requirements which provide clear permit application requirements and 
processes, providing county officials with sufficient information ((to protect)) at the time of permit 
application submittal to determine whether proposed land uses, activities, or development could negatively 
impact critical areas. 


 
SECTION 40 - K.C.C. 21A.24.020: Applicability of the Critical Areas Ordinance 
This section is proposed to be amended as follows: 


A. This chapter applies to all land uses and activities in King County, and all persons within the county shall 
comply with this chapter. 







 


 


B. King County shall not approve any permit or otherwise issue any authorization to alter the condition of 
any land, water, or vegetation or to construct or alter any structure or improvement without first 
ensuring compliance with this chapter. 


C. Approval of a development proposal in accordance with this chapter does not discharge the obligation 
of the applicant to comply with this chapter. 


D. If an area or site contains more than one critical area or natural resource land use designation, all 
designations shall apply. 


E. When ((any other chapter)) another provision of the King County Code conflicts with this chapter or 
when the provisions of this chapter are in conflict, the provision that provides ((more)) greater 
environmental protection to ((environmentally)) critical areas shall apply unless specifically provided 
otherwise in this chapter or unless the provision conflicts with federal or state laws or regulations. 


 
Comment: In Subsection A, the phrase “and activities” is overly broad and undefined, which could lead to 
confusion or misinterpretation—particularly for “activities” not typically regulated by the County. We 
recommend removing this language to ensure clarity and consistency. Additionally, Subsection D appears 
redundant, as it simply restates that multiple critical area designations can apply to the same site—something 
already addressed throughout the code. For simplicity and readability, we suggest removing Subsection D 
altogether. 
 
NEW SECTION - SECTION 51: Amendments to K.C.C. Chapter 21A.24 
Proposed amendments to K.C.C. chapter 21A.24 reads: 


A. An applicant for a development proposal that requires ecological critical area review under K.C.C. 
21A.24.100 shall submit an ecological critical area report at a level of detail determined by the 
department to adequately evaluate the proposal for all probable impacts. 


 
Comment: The proposed language requires applicants to submit an ecological critical area report "at a level of 
detail determined by the department," which creates uncertainty for applicants. It’s unclear who decides the 
level of detail required or when that determination is made. This contradicts the intent of Section 39, which 
emphasizes the need for clear information at the time of application submittal.  
 
To provide more clarity and consistency, we recommend revising the language to read: “…shall submit an 
ecological critical area report at a level of detail consistent with the requirements of K.C.C. Chapter 21A.” 
Clear submission requirements are especially important given RCW 36.70B, which states that an application is 
deemed complete when local procedural requirements are met. Applicants need predictable, upfront guidance 
to navigate the permitting process efficiently. 
 
SECTION 56 – Proposed Amendments to K.C.C. 21A.24.200 
Proposed amendments to K.C.C. 21A.24.200 read: 


Unless otherwise provided, ((an applicant shall set buildings and other)) structures shall be set back 
a minimum distance of fifteen feet from the edges of all critical area buffers, or from the edges of all critical 
areas((, if no buffers are required)) where buffers are not required.  ((When the)) If site disturbance is within 
a critical area or an associated buffer, the ((building)) critical area setback ((line)) shall be measured from the 
((building footprint)) edge of the structure to the edge of the approved site disturbance.  The following are 
allowed in the ((building)) critical area setback area: 


 
       B.  Uncovered decks less than eighteen inches above grade; 







 


 


Comment: The revised language limits allowed decks in the critical area setback to only those less than 18 
inches above grade. We ask for clarification on why this change is being made. Unless there is BAS showing that 
decks higher than 18 inches cause greater environmental impacts, we recommend keeping the current 
language, which allows for more flexibility. Without supporting evidence, this change could unnecessarily 
restrict common design options without clear environmental benefit. 
 
SECTIONS 69, 71, and 73 – Proposed Amendments Increasing Buffer Widths 
Comment: While we support balanced environmental protections, any proposal to increase buffer widths 
should be clearly supported by BAS and grounded in local data. Before adopting these changes, we ask that staff 
demonstrate how existing buffer standards are performing and whether they are failing to meet ecological 
goals. What evidence shows that increased buffers are necessary, particularly in the context of actual projects 
permitted by the County? Without this data, it's unclear how proposed increases align with observed outcomes 
or address specific shortcomings. We respectfully request a clear rationale tied to BAS before any buffer 
expansions are finalized. 
 
Aligning Mitigation Policy with Modern Best Practices  
We understand that the Council has received feedback supporting the use of mitigation banks and other 
programmatic mitigation tools—and we want to express our strong support for that position. The proposed CAO 
update does not reflect the clear shift in best available science and federal and state policy favoring mitigation 
banks and in-lieu fee programs over outdated, permittee-responsible approaches. These tools are more 
effective, predictable, and aligned with watershed-scale planning goals. Most jurisdictions across the state—
including neighboring Pierce and Snohomish counties—have already updated their codes accordingly. We 
encourage King County to do the same to ensure consistency with modern standards, reduce unnecessary costs, 
and improve outcomes for both the environment and applicants. 
 
We look forward to working collaboratively with the County to refine the ordinance and ensure it effectively 
supports the environment while not impacting housing.  We appreciate your hard work and want to serve as a 
trusted resource for you, your staff, and the community. Please reach out with questions or if you would like 
more information.  
 
Sincerely, 


 
Veronica Shakotko 
Senior King County Government Affairs Manager 
Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties 
 
Cc:   Erin Auzins, Lead Staff 
 Jenny Ngo, Council Staff 
 Mark Rowe, Deputy Director for Permitting  


Jim Chan, Division Director for Permitting   
Leon Richardson, Director, Department of Local Services 
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