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I. OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS 

A. Phases of Public Participation 

Outreach for the 2020 update of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan (2020 Update) was focused on 

three bodies of work: scoping for the 2020 Update, development of the Skyway-West Hill Land 

Use Subarea Plan, and development of the Public Review Draft plan.  Targeted outreach to 

develop the plan updateôs scope of work took place in late 2018.  Outreach for the Skyway-West 

Hill Subarea Plan took place from October 2018 to June 2019, with extensive community 

involvement.  Outreach on the Public Review Draft Plan to stakeholders took place in spring 

2019, while broader public outreach occurred during the public comment period open from July 

1 to 31, 2019.  

 

2020 Plan Update Scoping 

Scoping for the 2020 Comprehensive Plan update occurred over the last eight weeks of 2018.  

The Executive initiated a process to develop and transmit a Scope of Work, guided by the 

adopted Comprehensive Plan Workplan 14, with initial and primary outreach to internal county 

agencies to identify topics that needed to be addressed in the 2020 Plan update. 

 

A variety of stakeholders were engaged with, or had already been engaged, in this limited 

timeframe with the County before the Executive scoping process began.  Engagement included 

discussion with the following: 

Á Community groups regarding non-industrial uses in the Rural Area. 

Á Environmental stakeholders regarding fossil fuel infrastructure.   

Á State agencies regarding the shoreline management plan and the critical areas section of 

the zoning code. 

Á Agencies such as the Seattle-King County Board of Health regarding vapor products and 

opportunity zones. 

Á Community members and multiple non-profit stakeholders regarding subarea planning, 

with a focus on the Skyway-West Hill Land Use Plan. 

Á Developers regarding the Transfer of Development Rights Program review, and other 

housing related topics. 

Á Developers and the County Agricultural and Rural Forest Commissions regarding the 

review of the Four-to-One program. 

Á Staff at multiple cities regarding area zoning and land use studies including the Cities of 

Issaquah, Bellevue, Carnation, Maple Valley, and Woodinville. 

Á Residents regarding land use and zoning in the Bear Creek Urban Planned Development. 

Á Farmers, property owners, County Commissions and cities regarding Agricultural 

Product District area studies. 
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Á Residents and non-profit stakeholders regarding a County-owned property in White 

Center. 

Á Comprehensive Plan Docket proponents regarding past requests on multiple issues and in 

multiple geographies. 

Á Other general outreach activities regarding multiple ongoing planning processes.  

 

In sum, County planning staff attended, hosted, or presented at multiple meetings over multiple 

months during scoping, and prior to scoping, related to the topics that were proposed in the 

Executive's proposed Scope.   

 

Skyway-West Hill Subarea Plan 

The public engagement process in developing the Skyway-West Hill Subarea Plan was led by 

subarea planning staff in the Permitting Division of the Department of Local Services (DLS), 

assisted by communications staff from the DLS Directorôs Office.  Engagement with the 

Skyway-West Hill community began as the plan kicked off in the summer of 2018.  A variety of 

engagement methods were undertaken to incorporate the communityôs voices and preferences in 

the Subarea Plan. 

 

In October 2018, at the beginning of the development of the Skyway-West Hill Land Use 

Subarea Plan, the County held a community forum to begin to gather input from the community.  

Based on feedback from that meeting, the Planôs public engagement process was restructured 

and extended to ensure the participation of the most diverse cross-section of the community 

possible.  The public engagement process included 22 stakeholder interviews, four focus groups, 

two public surveys, and a second community forum to review the draft Subarea Plan.  Planning 

staff also provided regular briefings at West Hill Community Association and Skyway Solutions 

meetings, and held open office hours at the Skyway Water and Sewer Districtôs offices.  

 

The following table outlines the dates and topical focus of the focus groups.  Appendix E of the 

Skyway-West Hill Subarea Plan provides more detail on each meeting.  

 

Focus Group  Date Attendance 

West Hill Community Association / Focus Group Approach February 13, 2019 WHCA Board 

Scenic Views  February 20, 2019 12 residents 

Commercial Districts March 12, 2019 
13 business 
owners 

Martin Luther King Corridor  March 28, 2019 16 residents 
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The following table lists the dates and locations of the community forums at the beginning and 

end of the Subarea Plan planning process: 

 

Community Forum   Date 

First Forum - Albert Talley High School, 7800 S 132nd  Street Seattle, WA 98178 October 30, 2019 

Second Form - Dimmitt Middle School, 12320 80th Avenue S Seattle, WA 98178 June 1, 2019 

 

Residents were invited to the community forums via a mailed flyer, which included translations 

in Vietnamese, Somali, and Spanish. 

 

Finally, two on-line and paper surveys were conducted from September 18 through November 

30, 2018 and January 15 to February 5, 2019. 

 

Public Review Draft 

The Public Review Draft Plan was released on July 1, 2019.  A web page devoted to the updated 

plan components was created, and an email was sent to the comprehensive plan interested parties 

email list informing them of the update and how to engage with the process, review plan 

documents, and make comments.  This information was shared through the Unincorporated Area 

News email newsletter, and with Office of Equity and Social Justice's email list.  An 

informational flier was sent to about 7,400 property owners affected or in proximity to proposed 

plan components, to make them aware of proposed changes and the plan update schedule, invite 

them to public meetings, and detail how to engage with the update process.  Images of outreach 

emails, the flier, and the Public Review Draft webpage are included in the following section of 

this report.  

 

The Department of Local Services also advertised community meetings via social media sites 

Facebook, Nextdoor, and Instagram, and contributed the meetings as events in Google Maps. 

 

Press releases were also sent to eight media outlets, and media mentions are listed in the 

following section of this report.  Advertisements announcing the plan update and community 

meetings ran in the print edition of the Sunday Seattle Times on July 7, 14, 21, and 28, as well as 

in the online versions of the paper.  An example of the newspaper advertisement is included in 

the following section of this report. 

 

Five community meetings were held in a diverse set of areas around King County to solicit 

comment on the Public Review Draft Plan, with an additional meeting on Vashon-Maury Island 

focused on the proposed Sea Level Rise regulations.  Based on the sign-in sheets, approximately 

310 people attended the community meetings, although it is likely that not every attendee signed 

in.  Information about the community meetings follows in the table below. 

 

The community meetings were held in an ñopen houseò format, where attendees visited six 

topically oriented tables to speak with King County staff on topics of interest during the first half 
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hour and last hour of each meeting.  A 20-minute presentation was provided after the first open 

house half hour, followed by 10-minutes of question and answers. 

 

Dates and locations for the community meetings are listed below, with attendance numbers based 

on the sign in sheets. 

 

Community Meeting  Date Location Attendance 

Vashon and Maury Island Sea Level Rise 
Special Topic Meeting 

July 2 McMurray Middle School, 
9329 SW Cemetery Road, 
Vashon WA, 98070 

49 

Bear Creek/Sammamish/Snoqualmie Valley 
Areas 

July 9 11530 320th Avenue NE  
Carnation, WA 98014 

25 

Skyway-West Hill Area July 11 Albert Talley High School 
7800 S 132nd Street 
Seattle, WA 98178 

104 

Four Creeks/Maple Valley/SE King County 
Areas 

July 16 Maple Valley Library 
21844 SE 248th Street  
Maple Valley, WA 98038 

17 

Vashon/Maury Island Area July 18 Vashon High School 
9600 SW 204th Street,  
Vashon, WA 98070 

54 

North Highline Area July 25 Seola Gardens 
Community Room 
11215 5th Avenue SW  
Seattle, WA 98146 

54 

Figure 1: Information on Community Meetings 

 

B. Copies of Outreach Materials 

The following graphics and links illustrate components of the public participation process. 

 



2020 Update to 2016 Comprehensive Plan 

Public Comment and Response Report 

Page 11 

Comprehensive Plan Webpage 
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Figure 2: Website image from July 31, 2019 
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Email Updates to Comprehensive Plan Email List 

 
Figure 3: Email announcing the beginning of the scoping period, January 2, 2019 
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Á  
Figure 4: Email announcing the release of the Public Review Draft, July 1, 2019 
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Mailed Flier 
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Figure 5: Flier mailed to households, June 28, 2019 
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Media Advertisements 

 
Figure 6: Example of Print Advertisement 

 

Media Mentions 

Á http://whitecenterblog.com/2019/07/22/meeting-on-king-county-comprehensive-plan-is-

this-thursday-july-25/ 

http://whitecenterblog.com/2019/07/22/meeting-on-king-county-comprehensive-plan-is-this-thursday-july-25/
http://whitecenterblog.com/2019/07/22/meeting-on-king-county-comprehensive-plan-is-this-thursday-july-25/
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Á http://whitecenternow.com/2019/07/25/tonight-north-highline-meeting-about-king-

county-comprehensive-plan/comment-page-1/ 

Á http://www.vashonbeachcomber.com/news/county-talks-comprehensive-plan-climate-

change/  

Á https://www.vashonbeachcomber.com/news/island-bulkheads-are-center-of-county-land-

use-talk/ 

Á https://komonews.com/news/local/king-county-preparing-for-rising-sea-levels-on-

vashon-island 

Á https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/dnrp/newsroom/newsreleases/2019/June/26-Comp-

Plan-Sea-Level.aspx 

Á https://auburnexaminer.com/king-county-to-update-its-comprehensive-plan/ 

Á http://www.vashonbeachcomber.com/news/hear-countys-plan-for-climate-impacts-on-

island-next-week/ 

 

http://whitecenternow.com/2019/07/25/tonight-north-highline-meeting-about-king-county-comprehensive-plan/comment-page-1/
http://whitecenternow.com/2019/07/25/tonight-north-highline-meeting-about-king-county-comprehensive-plan/comment-page-1/
http://www.vashonbeachcomber.com/news/county-talks-comprehensive-plan-climate-change/
http://www.vashonbeachcomber.com/news/county-talks-comprehensive-plan-climate-change/
https://www.vashonbeachcomber.com/news/island-bulkheads-are-center-of-county-land-use-talk/
https://www.vashonbeachcomber.com/news/island-bulkheads-are-center-of-county-land-use-talk/
https://komonews.com/news/local/king-county-preparing-for-rising-sea-levels-on-vashon-island
https://komonews.com/news/local/king-county-preparing-for-rising-sea-levels-on-vashon-island
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/dnrp/newsroom/newsreleases/2019/June/26-Comp-Plan-Sea-Level.aspx
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/dnrp/newsroom/newsreleases/2019/June/26-Comp-Plan-Sea-Level.aspx
https://auburnexaminer.com/king-county-to-update-its-comprehensive-plan/
http://www.vashonbeachcomber.com/news/hear-countys-plan-for-climate-impacts-on-island-next-week/
http://www.vashonbeachcomber.com/news/hear-countys-plan-for-climate-impacts-on-island-next-week/
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Proposed Changes Summaries and Topical Frequently Asked Question Documents  

Á  
Figure 7: Readerôs Guide to the Plan 
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Figure 8: Summary of 2020 Amendments 
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Figure 9: Vashon/Maury Island Sea Level Rise Meeting Agenda 



2020 Update to 2016 Comprehensive Plan 

Public Comment and Response Report 

Page 23 

 



2020 Update to 2016 Comprehensive Plan 

Public Comment and Response Report 

Page 24 

 
Figure 10: Sea Level Rise FAQ 



2020 Update to 2016 Comprehensive Plan 

Public Comment and Response Report 

Page 25 

 



2020 Update to 2016 Comprehensive Plan 

Public Comment and Response Report 

Page 26 

 
Figure 11: Fossil Fuel Policies and Standards 
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Community Meeting Presentation 
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Figure 12: Community Meeting Slide Deck 
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II. COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  

A. Written Comments Received  

This section presents written comments received from individuals and organizations during the 

July 1-31, 2019 public comment period on the public review draft.  Comments have been copied 

and pasted from their native format without modification for spelling or typographical issues.  

 

Name Comment Response 

Cindy Alin 

 
Topic: 
Comprehensive 
Plan Process 

Comprehensive Plan Update Comment- 

 

Any meetings should be local 

 

On the day of the July 9th meeting the King County website 

was populated with inoperable links. So the opportunity to 

be fully informed prior to meetings is extremely limited. 

Citizens need ample opportunity to review a final draft and 

to provide comments on end product. 

 

An extended public comment is necessary, and it should be 

after the final draft has been publicly shared. 

Comment acknowledged.  

Community meetings 

were scheduled based on 

venue availability and the 

scale of plan contents 

affecting various King 

County subareas.  The 

plan update website was 

monitored and updated 

as materials became 

available throughout the 

comment period.  

 

The comment period 

length is such to provide 

staff with time to 

incorporate public 

comment before 

transmittal to the County 

Council on September 

30.  During the County 

Council review, 

comments may be made 

any time for the Councilôs 

consideration. 

Anonymous 

 
Topic: White 
Center HUB 

I am writing to express my support of Amendment 8 of the 

Comprehensive Plan, which will allow for the rezoning of 

the parcels north of Dick Thurnau Park and allow for the 

creation of affordable housing co-located with social 

services to support the community in their efforts of self-

determination and housing permanency for the largely 

immigrant/multi-lingual community which has historically 

resided in the White Center area.  

 

Please do not include my name in the public comment 

record. 

The Executiveôs 

Recommended Plan 

retains the proposed 

rezone associated with 

the White Center HUB. 

Abby Antonelis 

 
Topic: ADUs 

 

Hi - I'm not sure how to give a public comment but the king 

county plan but there needs to be relief on Vashon and 

other unincorporated area in terms of housing and zoning 

regulations.  

 

Comment acknowledged.  

Accessory Dwelling Units 

are permitted in the rural 

area and within rural 

towns on lots that meet 
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Name Comment Response 

My taxes are sky rocketing but mostly based on land value.  

King county needs to loosen the regulations on ADU's so 

that those of us with some land can provide housing to our 

neighbors.  Make it easier to put up extra housing 

structures.  We need liveable space - the proposed pod 

complex isn't going to address our needs. It may give a 

small amount if relief but families can't live in 200 sq feet 

shared kitchen solutions and be expected to be successful. 

 

We have a farm and could really use an intern but we have 

nowhere to house them.  I know many other farmers that 

have the same issue.  I feel like it is my moral imperative to 

help people - king county should too. 

 

Abby Antonelis 

the minimum lot size and 

other development 

regulations.  Accessory 

Dwelling Units lot sizes in 

the Rural Area not 

proposed to be changed.   

Mike Barnett 

 
Topic Sea Level 
Rise 

My concerns center on sea level rise and permitting for 

bulkhead revisions: 

1. In general, the section on sea level rise is focused on 

adequate protections for new build or major remodels and 

emphasis to remove bulkheads from existing property. 

There needs to be more work on protections for current 

landowners from sea level rise. In many cases the property 

is small and there is no room to move the house or the 

bulkhead and the protections the bulkhead provides are 

needed more and more. 

2. The Process for engineering and review of bulkhead 

maintenance is onerous and without cost benefit analysis.  

3. Wording that says the foot of the new/fixed bulkhead 

needs to be at mean high tide doesnôt make sense when 

entire property is small, flat and in 100 year flood plain.  

4. While much of the country will be building seawalls to 

protect existing cities what is King County specifically doing 

to support and protect existing property owners on the 

Sound? 

5. There is nothing that deals with the negative effect that 

larger and larger ships are having on existing bulkheads. 

Where is King County in protecting our property interests? 

Does the big money behind the Ports and 

Environmentalists override the people who have property in 

King County? 

6. There needs to be an ombudsmen or entire review of the 

permitting process for maintenance of existing bulkheads. 

Currently it is ridiculously expensive, wasteful, mysterious, 

and not serving the interests of the property owners who 

have bulkheads protecting their property. More and more 

requirements are put on the landowner with no thought to 

whether the costs are balanced with the intended result. 

7. Since this plan on sea level rise covers unincorporated 

King County only, why are property owners with bulkheads 

at a disadvantage from property owners in cities within King 

In response to public 

comments, the sea level 

rise code changes related 

to bulkheads have been 

removed from the 

package.  The issue may 

be evaluated further in a 

future study. 
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Name Comment Response 

County who are working with the property owners on sea 

level rise and adequate bulkhead protections. 

Thank you, 

Mike Barnett 

Teri Barnett 

 
Topic Sea Level 
Rise 

To Whom It May Concern,  

 

First, thank you very much for the community meetings you 

held on Vashon Island. I attended both. I appreciated the 

first for the direct and matter-of-fact way that the scientific 

reality of climate change and sea level rise was articulated. 

Facts matter. Second, I appreciated you letting folks vent 

and share. I agree with the plan on many levels. First, 

having a 3 ft. buffer zone is progressive thinking for King 

County. I would not consider FEMA a standard for 

measuring progressive planning or responsiveness, so it 

makes sense that we base our plan on our facts. Second, I 

agree that we must consider the science when we look at 

new building in these critical zones. Finally, I appreciate 

what I heard repeated at the second meeting that ñthe 

safety of people and structuresò is your greatest concern 

and priority.  

 

As a current homeowner on Sandy Shores on Maury 

Island, it is the safety of my and my neighbors current 

structure that concerns me. These concerns were not 

addressed adequately and, in fact, the language in the plan 

is concerning. Here are my specific concerns. 

Å Where is the language for current homes with smaller 

properties where there is no adequate room to move a 

house or bulkhead? The idea that we would need to go 

through an assessment to determine if it would cost more 

to move the house is moot if one were to look at these 

properties. 

Å How much is a homeowner required to go through in 

terms of time and money if a home is in imminent danger?  

Å The language that states that the foot of the new/fixed 

bulkhead needs to be at mean tide doesnôt make sense 

when an entire property is flat, small and in the flood plain. 

The bulkhead is in the water for a reason, after all. 

Å What are you doing to ensure that the ñsafety of existing 

structuresò is nimble, responsive, and does not rest solely 

on the homeowner to go through an onerous often long 

process when their property is in danger? That question 

was not answered.  

Å Who is representing home owners in this plan? We need 

an advocate who can support the permitting process for 

maintenance of existing bulkheads.  

Å What has King County done to address the issue of the 

increasing and unregulated speed and size of the vessels 

going from port to port in the East Passage? The noise, 

draft, and wake left by these ships in high tide conditions is 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In response to public 
comments, the following 
sea level rise proposals 
have been updated to 
reflect the following: 
Å The changes related to 
bulkheads have been 
removed from the 
package; The issue may 
be evaluated further in a 
future study. 
 
Å Buffer increases for 
marine steep slope 
hazard areas are only 
required for new buildings 
or substantial 
improvements to existing 
buildings; existing 
structures that do not 
meet the substantial 
improvement standard 
are not impacted. 
 
Å The proposals for 
existing wells have been 
removed from the 
package; The issue may 
be evaluated further in a 
future study.  The 
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Name Comment Response 

dramatic to say the least. I would recommend a study along 

the East Passage of the rate and speed of these vessels 

during various conditions.  

Å Why does it seem that the priority of permitting both at the 

meetings and in practice is for new construction and not 

current home owners willing, ready, and eager to work with 

the county to secure their well-loved piece of shoreline? 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to share these with you in 

person at the community meetings and here, by mail. I 

appreciate the expertise, knowledge, and democratic 

approach that this comprehensive plan process seems to 

be taking. Please continue to impress me with this process 

and inform me of next steps in terms of public input and 

plan revision for current properties so that I, too, feel that 

ñthe safety of structuresò is truly the Countyôs priority. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Teri Barnett 

Executiveôs 
Recommended Plan still 
proposes additional 
regulations for new wells. 

A. Becher 

 
Topic: Sea 
Level Rise 

It seems that if I need to augment (or re-build) my bulkhead 

)at the toe of a steep slope, my house being on the edge of 

the bluff above), that thereôs a proposed requirement to 

place the ñnewò or ñreplacementò bulkhead much further 

back, out of the flood plain entirely. This I physically close 

to impossible. I hope to someday replace my concrete wall 

bulkhead with boulders that are better for the natural 

habitat. Iôd hope that the new regulations would allow me to 

put it where the existing bulkhead wall is, rather than 

forcing it to be placed far back and away ï because that 

would probably just preclude doing anything. But my 

current 1930ôs era sea wall already gets over topped 1x or 

2x per year with king tides.  

 

I donôt want to wait for it to be so badly damaged by king 

tides etc that I have to apply for an emergency permit to 

add to its height. Iôm trying to think outside the box and 

more toward a more habitat friendly hill retention solution, 

but the proposed ñif youôre relocating a bulkhead, put the 

new one back/up the hillside 3-5 feet furtherò rule actually 

would box me in so I canôt do it. 

In response to public 

comments, the sea level 

rise code changes related 

to bulkheads have been 

removed from the 

package.  The issue may 

be evaluated further in a 

future study. 

Cole Beck 

 
Topic: Skyway-
West Hill 
Subarea Plan 

Hello, 

 

I would like to provide some input and request my 

comments and concerns be added to future publications 

regarding the proposed upzoning. 

 

I live in the proposed upzoning area of unincorporated King 

County 98178 (56th Pl S).  My main concern is that recent 

concerted upzoning efforts in other major cities have NOT 

resulted in more low-income housing supply or less 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed upzone from R-

24 to R-48 on parcels 

south of MLK Jr Way 

South is included in the 
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gentrification.  Recently published studies from MIT show 

the opposite has been true in Chicago, especially in areas 

around transit, and summarily state "...the short-term, local-

level impacts of upzoning are higher property prices but no 

additional new housing construction" 

(https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/1078087418

824672?journalCode=uarb&). 

 

You are trying to sell people on upzoning, giving them the 

hopes that their rents will decrease or they won't be priced 

out of their home; in reality you are providing a massive gift 

to developers and real-estate speculators.  I have begun 

receiving cash offers on my home, no-doubt by someone 

who would tear it down and put up a triplex or four-plex of 

3-story, equally-priced or slightly less-expensive homes.  

The down-payments on the homes will still be out-of-reach 

for many.  Developers want to build what makes them the 

most profit, that isn't low-income housing.  Take a look at 

all the townhomes already springing up around this 

otherwise low-income area and tell me I am wrong. 

 

Additionally, I just don't see the area having the 

infrastructure currently to support it.  If you tear down a 

single-family home and throw up a triplex or four-plex in its 

place, or even an apartment building, where will everyone 

park?  The transit options in this area are a joke.  There's 

no park-and-ride at MLK train station, there are hardly any 

sidewalks to walk to the bus stops or safely through the 

neighborhood even, the busses for the South-end routes 

often break-down.  I feel bad for all the people living in the 

apartments along MLK because they have zero safe 

sidewalk infrastructure along four lanes of traffic.  The 

walkability and transit options are just terrible. 

 

Can we maintain affordability if we have to add/improve 

infrastructure?  The money for building sidewalks or 

increasing the sewer capacity or adding more streetlights 

and crosswalks has to come from somewhere, and we 

have all experienced that an increase in property tax 

means an increase to everyone's mortgage and rent 

payments, effectively making the area less affordable.  

Don't get me wrong, these are all improvements I would 

like to see made but people should realize ahead of time 

that those things have to be paid for now or down the road 

through increased taxes or utilities fees. 

 

I also echo the concerns of others about the preservation of 

greenspace.  This area has a lot of trees and that is 

something I do not want to see change. 

 

Executiveôs 

Recommended Plan. 

 

Comments 

acknowledged.  The 

scope of the Skyway-

West Hill Subarea Plan is 

limited to land use policy, 

and does not include 

infrastructure 

improvement proposals, 

but the connection 

between land use, 

gentrification, and 

neighborhood livability is 

acknowledged and 

supported.  In the 

Subarea Plan, SWH 

Action 1 calls for the 

creation of an Equitable 

Housing Development 

Strategy Report focused 

on a variety of affordable 

housing strategies 

specific to the 

neighborhood to mitigate 

against displacement 

pressure and rising 

housing costs.  Land use 

amendments 7 and 8 add 

a pedestrian overlay to 

portions of Martin Luther 

King Jr. Way South and 

Rainier Avenue South to 

ensure new development 

facilitates safer walking 

environments.  While 

outside of the scope of 

the 2020 Plan Update 

and Subarea Plan, Metro 

service improvements are 

planned for the future, 

more detail can be found 

in the Metro Connects 

Long Range Plan, and 

through Metroôs mobility 

framework work.   
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I hope you consider my commentary, I have put a lot of 

thought and research into the proposed Skyway-West Hill 

Subarea Plan and I just don't see it benefiting people the 

way we are being told it will. 

 

Regards 

Molly Boll 

 
Topic: Bear 
Creek UPD 

Dear Mr. LeClair: 

This letter of July 31, 2019 requests that you reconsider the 

proposed rezoning of the Trilogy area due to our expiring 

UPD documents. 

 

Please preserve the golf course zoning which currently is 

one unit per five acres rather than six units per acre.  I am 

an original homeowner and it was explained to me that the 

open spaces and the golf course were zoned in this 

manner because the zoning matched the area adjacent to 

Trilogy and this lower density area was needed to protect 

this environmentally fragile area. 

 

The documents provided at the time I purchased my home 

ensured me that these spaces would always remain open 

and used as a golf course unless 90 percent of the 

homeowners agreed to a change.  Why would this area be 

rezoned to a more dense area? 

 

Thank you for considering this proposed change. 

 

 Molly Boll 

 Trilogy Resident 

 12534 230th PLace NE 

 Redmond, WA 980153 

King County does not 

have a zoning 

classification specific to 

Parks and Open Space.  

Plat restrictions limiting 

the change of use from a 

golf course/open space, 

and applying the land use 

designation of ñother 

parks and wildernessò will 

ensure protection of the 

critical areas, golf course, 

and private park parcels.  

No change to the 

Executive 

Recommendation is 

proposed.   

Suzanne 
Brewer 

 
Topic: Skyway-
West Hill 
Subarea Plan 

 Hi Kevin, 

 

A neighbor informed me of the proposed changes to the 

zoning on 87th Ave S.  I would like to voice my concern to 

reconsider this rezoning.  I don't think it would be a good 

idea and I don't think it would bring more money to the 

West Hill.  I live on the corner of 87th and 116th in the Bryn 

Mawr neighborhood.  We have lived here since 1984...and 

have seen a lot of changes over that time.  Most of the 

residents have lived here for a long time and would be 

impacted with this change in zoning.  I understand the need 

for more housing and especially more affordable housing.  I 

don't think these houses or condos would end up being 

affordable to most people anyway being that they would be 

so close to the lake.  I think a better idea would be to 

update the zoning in the skyway business district to multi-

use so there could be housing above and businesses 

below like what they have done in many places like 

downtown Renton, Columbia City, and many other places.  

I think it would draw more businesses there as well.  I hope 

In response to public 

comments, proposed 

Bryn Mawr rezone from 

R-6 to R-18 will not be 

included in the 

Executiveôs 

Recommended Plan. 
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you take into account the concerns of the residents here in 

Bryn Mawr before going thru with this plan. 

 

 Thank you for your time, 

 

 Suzanne Melchor 

Amy Burn 

 
Topic: Skyway-
West Hill 
Subarea Plan 

Hello,   

 

I learned today of the plans to re-zone the lakeside hill area 

near 84th and Rainier Ave. S. for large multi-unit residential 

buildings. I wanted to express my concern about this plan, 

as I don't think it is what our community needs. I'm 

concerned about property values decreasing due to lost 

views, increased traffic, and a less attractive looking 

residential area, all while lining developer's pockets and 

increasing taxes.  

 

I love our community and would hate to see its charm and 

diversity negatively impacted by this type of development, 

 

Thanks for your time, 

Amy Burn 

West Hill resident 

In response to public 

comments, proposed 

Bryn Mawr rezone from 

R-6 to R-18 will not be 

included in the 

Executiveôs 

Recommended Plan. 

Michael Chen 

 
Topic: Bear 
Creek UPD 

Kevin, 

 

Good morning. I left you a voice message yesterday but 

thought I would follow up with our rezone comments in 

writing. The following comments stem from the attached 

proposed Bear Creek UPD zoning ï Public Review Draft 

Version July 1, 2019 (with a date of June 24, 2019). 

We are in general agreement with the Industrial (I) and 

Office (O) designations assigned to the Redmond Ridge 

Business Park. However we are concerned with the 

proposed Neighborhood Business (NB) zoning designation 

for Redmond Ridge Lots BP Parcels BP-1, BP-4, BP-5, BP-

6 and TR-PP-801. 

 

As you are aware we spent the last 2 years completing 

Redmond Ridge UPD  major modification #44 which 

provided a boarder use of retail to the identified parcels. 

During the modification process PacTrust has always 

wanted to maintain the flexibility to keep the industrial/office 

park use on the referenced parcels. By rezoning to NB this 

would prohibit the future development of 

industrial/manufacturing. Uses such as the aerospace 

facility on BP-16 and BP-17 or any other future high tech 

company would not be an allowed use under the NB zoning 

designation. The intent of the Redmond Ridge UPD 

Business Park is to create an 

office/industrial/manufacturing work place to fulfill the 

conditions of the UPD permit (up to 1,000,000 square feet). 

Public review draft was 

revised to include use 

restrictions to the 

Industrial zoned parcels 

in the business park.  The 

parcels north of 

Marketplace Drive were 

revised from NB zoning 

to O zoning with a special 

district overlay to match 

the conditions approved 

in the 2018 major 

modification. 
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The ultimate build out of the remaining identified parcels is 

still undetermined, we do know not all referenced parcels 

will be build out as retail or other uses allowed under the 

NB designation (with the exemption of professional office). 

We would like to request the County investigate the 

possibility of keeping the referenced parcels as Industrial (I) 

with a Special Overlay or an alternative method that 

references Redmond Ridge Modification #44 and 

specifically the uses allowed as identified under Attachment 

4 (Business Park).  

 

Please let us know when youôre available to discuss via 

conference call. We would also like to stay informed of all 

public comments period/meetings for the Bear Creek UPD 

rezone process. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Michael Chen, LEED Green Associate 

Associate Principal | Land Use Planning 

Sandra 
Chivers 

 
Topic: Bear 
Creek UPD 

Dear Mr. LeClair: 

 

I would like to be on record as of today, July 30th, 2019, to 

voice my comments about the expiring UPD;s here at 

Trilogy et al. 

 

I am extremely concerned as to how King County will be 

rezoning the whole area at Redmond Ridge, Redmond 

Ridge East  and especially the golf course area here in 

Trilogy. 

 

I am in hopes that the County would zone the golf course 

an ñopen spaceò area rather than rezone it for high density 

home sites. 

 

I am also concerned about the rezoning of the two 

business areas here at Redmond Ridge.   

When I purchased my home here in Trilogy I was assured 

that the zoning would stay the same as it is now for the 

areas mentioned in this email. 

 

It worries me greatly that the County will change the zoning 

in this area and bring down not only the property values but 

considerably alter the ñfeelò of this whole beautiful area of 

Redmond Ridge, Bear Creek. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this letter!!! 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Sandra B. Chivers 

King County does not 

have a zoning 

classification specific to 

Parks and Open Space.  

Plat restrictions limiting 

the change of use from a 

golf course/open space, 

and applying the land use 

designation of ñother 

parks and wildernessò will 

ensure protection of the 

critical areas, golf course, 

and private park parcels.  

No change to the 

Executive 

Recommendation is 

proposed.   

 

The zoning proposed for 

the business areas was 

selected based on the 

current uses allowed and 

present intent for those 

areas.  The zoning and 

land use designations 

selected are intended to 

preserve the existing 

density and scale. 
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Trilogy Resident 

Sandy Cobb 

 
Topic: Bear 
Creek UPD 

Hi Kevin,  

 

Question for youé It seems that "office" or "Industrial" will 

be applied to each parcel individually. The Board would like 

to know how this is carried out and if any empty lots will 

receive the "I" zone. Marijuana is NOT the only concern 

with I zone. Smell emitting uses would be inappropriate and 

negative....dog food plant, recycling plant....also noise 

emitting uses would be inappropriate as well. Certain 

Industrial uses would bring negatives with high risk of fire, 

explosion, attracting to crime, 24-hour light emitting uses 

etc. Reassuring us that a pot plant doesn't go in is not 

enough.  

 

Our biggest concern is that overlays, special use 

restrictions, etc., must be clear and applied in our Business 

Park. Zoning a property that is currently used a certain way 

would not protect the community if it were sold and 

repurposed to a different industrial use. The zoning must 

be well thought out and applied with the understanding that 

smart zoning should protect the community now and into 

the future.  

Can you give me an idea of what the overlays and 

restrictions there would be for the Business Park parcels? 

 

Thank you! 

 

Sandy Cobb,  CMCA, AMS 

Redmond Ridge ROA 

Association Director 

Office - 425-836-1064 

www.redmondridgeroa.com 

Public review draft was 

revised to include use 

restrictions to the 

Industrial zoned parcels 

in the business park.  The 

parcels north of 

Marketplace Drive were 

revised from NB zoning 

to O zoning with a special 

district overlay to match 

the conditions approved 

in the 2018 major 

modification. 
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Sheila & 
Richard Doane 

 
Topic: Sea 
Level Rise 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In response to public 

comments, the sea level 

rise code changes related 

to bulkheads have been 

removed from the 

package.  The issue may 

be evaluated further in a 

future study. 

 

 

 

 

Community meetings 

were scheduled based on 

venue availability and the 

scale of plan contents 

affecting various King 

County subareas.  The 

plan update website was 

monitored and updated 

as materials became 

available throughout the 

comment period.  

 

The comment period 

length is such to provide 

staff with time to 

incorporate public 

comment before 

transmittal to the County 

Council on September 

30.  During the County 

Council review, 

comments may be made 

any time for the Councilôs 

consideration. 
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Thank you for your 

detailed review of the 

proposed Sea Level Rise 

regulations.  In response 

to public comments, the 

following sea level rise 

proposals have been 

updated to reflect the 

following: 

Å Buffer increases for 
marine steep slope 
hazard areas are only 
required for new buildings 
or substantial 
improvements to existing 
buildings; existing 
structures that do not 
meet the substantial 
improvement standard 
are not impacted. 
 
Å The proposals for 
existing wells have been 
removed from the 
package; The issue may 
be evaluated further in a 
future study.  The 
Executiveôs 
Recommended Plan still 
proposes additional 
regulations for new wells. 
 
Å The changes related to 
bulkheads have been 
removed from the 
package; The issue may 
be evaluated further in a 
future study. 
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Claudia 
Donnelly  

 
Topic: Stream 
Dredging 

Good morning:  

 

I saw in the Sundayôs paper a notice about the meeting that 

was held in Maple Valley.  

 

I have a comment that I would like to add. 

 

I live east of Renton in KC with a Class 3 stream flowing 

through my yard to May Creek.  In 1989, a property owner 

above me clear cut his property for development.    Starting 

in 1990, I got flooding, ersion problems, sedimentation 

problems, crud, etc.   In 1995, I called KC SWM for help 

and an engineer came out to investigate.    My neighbors 

and I wanted the stream enlarged.     The engineer ð Alan 

Meyers ð recommended that the County dredge a portion 

of the stream.     Mr. Meyers left County employment.     

The flooding problems lasted from 1990 - 97.    Starting in 

1997, WLRD has said that ñwe ð meaning the County 

donôt allow private property owners to dredge the stream to 

protect their property.    I took a number of pictures that 

Brian Sleight has that they donôt think is relevant.    In May 

2018, I gave a set of these pictures to the Newcastle City 

Attorney so she could get a restraining order against some 

proposed logging on DeLeo Wall area of Cougar Mountain.     

SHe took the pictures to a judge and got the restraining 

Comment acknowledged.  

Topic is out of scope for 

the 2020 Plan Update. 
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order (let me know if you want me to come in to show you 

the pictures of my property).  

 

Anyway, KC has since dredged May Creek, the Black 

River, and the Cedar River of sedimentation, but wonôt let 

private citizens dredge their property in order to protect it.     

Also, Renton dredges the mouth of Cedar River and local 

streams to protect their citizens ð yet KC wonôt allow its 

citizens to do so.     Please fix the County 

Code/Comprehensive Plan to allow KC residents to fix and 

protect their property ð by allowing dredging.  

 

Thank you for your help.      You can contact me at 425-

255-4340.     Councilman Dunn gave us some ideas after 

he visited:     One was that the KC Conservation Office 

could help us ð but you know what, that is for agriculture 

problem like we are having.     It wonôt help us.     The 

second idea he suggested was to use the KC Flood District 

for money to help us ð but that is for cities (like Renton) to 

get money to help them dredge and protect their citizens.    

KC doesnôt care about itôs own citizens. 

 

Thank you. 

Claudia Donnelly  

Sharon and 
Joe Dreimiller 

 
Topic: Sea 
Level Rise 

Comments on the Proposed 2020 Comprehensive Plan 

Update  

To Whom It May Concern: 

Thank you for coming to Vashon Island on July 18 for the 

proposed 2020 Comprehensive Plan Update. We have the 

following concerns/comments to add. 

 

For Permitting with regards to Sea Level Rise: 

It was stated that your proposed rule changes would allow 

one to build or replace a bulkhead only when the cost of 

moving an at-risk building out of harm's way is more 

expensive than building the bulkhead. If one does raise a 

bulkhead, it was stated that it may only be elevated one 

foot above the extreme high tide water mark. If this remains 

in the comprehensive plan, this is a fatal flaw. A County 

representative stated that King County is the most 

innovative organization in the country, when dealing with 

rising sea levels.  Common sense would then seem to 

encourage property owners to be allowed to elevate a 

bulkhead to deal with the projected sea level rise in the 

next few decades and would not require a property owner 

to elevate a bulkhead over and over. This should be 

included in the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

The current proposed changes handicaps all of us, 

disheartens us, and ultimately cripples us from doing 

anything to protect our property, rather than allowing us to 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In response to public 

comments, the sea level 

rise code changes related 

to bulkheads have been 

removed from the 

package.  The issue may 

be evaluated further in a 

future study. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In response to public 
comments, the following 
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do WHATEVER possible to keep it from falling into the sea. 

Again, it was stated that property owners would have to 

document that raising a bulkhead would be less expensive 

than moving an at-risk structure. What if it is obvious that a 

structure cannot be moved?  Why should a property owner 

have to incur thousands of dollars of studies, etc., to show 

something that is obviously not an option? Additionally, 

requiring a property owner to spend thousands of dollars 

on studies may be the difference between protecting a 

property and having a structure fall into the Sound. Who 

would this approach benefit? Surely, if structures are falling 

into the Sound, then there is the whole other issue of major 

pollution and environmental damage being done to the 

shoreline habitat. Rather than penalize property owners 

with endless and costly studies, why canôt the County 

encourage positive incentives for property owners to 

address sea level rise? This would require some creative 

thinking.   How about a tax break for a set number of 

years? How about offering compensation to property 

owners who proactively elevate their bulkhead or deal with 

an existing structure to be ready for a sea level rise?  How 

about setting up some grants as the County once did to 

preserve farmland in the County? People have been 

offered incentives to install solar energy, than why canôt this 

be done for sea level rise? How about drastically 

streamlining and drastically cutting the permit fees, etc. for 

one to deal with elevating a bulkhead or dealing with a 

structure to deal with sea level rise?  If land and structures 

are allowed to wash away, the County would then also lose 

tax revenue. Surely, there are people in the County 

government who can problem solve these issues in a 

proactive, positive, and productive manner that would be a 

win-win for property owners and the County.  

 

One community member stated that a property owner may 

elevate his/her bulkhead or move his/her home, but if 

others nearby do not do something, sea level rise will still 

impact a personôs property. It was suggested that the 

County be open to a large number of property owners in 

the same area being able to go through one permit process 

as a group to make it cheaper and more beneficial for the 

long term safety of a specific area. This type of thinking 

should be included into the Comprehensive Plan. This 

would be beneficial to property owners and the County. 

 

One area of concern that was not adequately addressed at 

the meeting.  One resident shared extensive information 

about bulkheads. It seemed as if the County is not on the 

same page as NOAA. This community member said the 

following about information he had received from the 

County website:  

sea level rise proposals 
have been updated to 
reflect the following: 
Å Buffer increases for 
marine steep slope 
hazard areas are only 
required for new buildings 
or substantial 
improvements to existing 
buildings; existing 
structures that do not 
meet the substantial 
improvement standard 
are not impacted. 
 
Å The proposals for 
existing wells have been 
removed from the 
package; The issue may 
be evaluated further in a 
future study.  The 
Executiveôs 
Recommended Plan still 
proposes additional 
regulations for new wells. 
 
Å The changes related to 

bulkheads have been 

removed from the 

package; The issue may 

be evaluated further in a 

future study. 
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ñ"The maximum height of the proposed shoreline 

stabilization shall be no more than one foot above the 

elevation of extreme high water on tidal waters, as 

determined by the National Ocean Survey published by the 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration" 

There is no such thing as the "National Ocean Survey", it is 

the National Ocean Service and they are using two 

different sets of tide data, as 'ordinary high water mark' is a 

Dept. of Ecology tidal point vs. extreme high water being 

set by NOAA. 

 

The effect of it is when you need to repair a bulkhead or do 

substantial improvements to your existing property you'd 

need to remove the existing bulkhead and build one that is 

mostly out of the tidelands.  The distance between one foot 

above extreme high water and ordinary high water mark 

varies but is around 18-24 inches. 

 

The July 2nd meeting (one day after they released the 

proposed amendments) was supposed to cover the above 

issue but they missed it out.ò 

 

The community member indicated that it was requested 

that clarification be included in the meeting on the 18th, but 

it still seemed like this needs clarification. If the County and 

the State/Federal information is not on the same page, how 

does that help a property owner have confidence that what 

is being put out as potential policy?  This must be clarified 

before the Comprehensive Plan is finalized.  

 

*For the Roads Division: SW Luana Beach Road has had a 

major road issue for a few years now. A few years ago part 

of the eastern lane was washed out. For many months part 

of this loop road remain closed. Only after a number of 

people in the area extensively complained, and it was 

pointed out on more than one occasion, that the closed 

road put residents in danger because fire trucks, etc., were 

unable to get to residents without backing up the truck.  

Eventually, ecology blocks were placed at the washout and 

the road became a one-way road with a stop sign in that 

area. As of today, this area does not have a permanent fix 

and according to the County representatives, it is not on 

the Countyôs radar to be fixed anytime soon. Another major 

incident could impact the security and safety of many 

County residents. This problem should be added to your 

plan. I was asked to add this to our comments when I 

discussed this with a representative from the Roads 

Division. 

We hope our comments are given serious consideration 

and we hope that they are incorporated into the final draft 

of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Luana Beach Road 

project is not included 

within the Transportation 

Needs Report.  The road 

is currently functioning, in 

its current state, to serve 

the community and 

Roads will continue to 

monitor this road, as part 

of the County road 

network it manages on 

Vashon Island. 
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Thank you, 

Sharon and Joe Dreimiller  

Property Owners on Vashon Island 

Kate Elias 

 
Topic: White 
Center HUB 

I strongly support the rezoning proposed in Amendment 8 

because we need affordable housing and quality services 

in South King County. White Center is a vibrant, welcoming 

place, and the plans proposed in Amendment 8 for a hub of 

community engagement will ensure it continues to support 

its people. The agencies and individuals involved in making 

these services a reality in White Center are committed to 

quality, equity and inclusion: a vision that benefits 

everyone. 

  

Thank you, 

Kate Elias 

Comment acknowledged.  

Executiveôs 

Recommended Plan 

proposes the rezone 

associated with the White 

Center HUB. 

Amir 
Fakharzadeh  

 
Topic: Skyway-
West Hill 
Subarea Plan 

Bryn Mawr  

Please allow for existing setback to maintained for new 

construction due to topography (embankment) on my 

vacant land located at the north end of Rainier Avenue 

South next to the City of Renton city limits boundary. This 

area is not conducive to walk-up pedestrian use. The high 

costs of building a retaining wall would be prohibitive to 

build on this should a zoning/setback change made to this 

property as currently under consideration. 

 

I also support higher density zoning from R-6 to R-18 in the 

area adjacent to Rainier Avenue South as I own this 

property as well as we need more residential density which 

I want to build. 

 

Thank you! 

Comment acknowledged.  

The zoning of the 

commercial area on 

Rainier Ave was modified 

from entirely 

Neighborhood Business 

(NB) to a mix of NB and 

Office (O) zoning.  The 

additional P-suffix 

development condition 

requiring new 

development to be 

pedestrian oriented was 

not modified in the 

Executiveôs 

Recommended Plan.  

 

In response to public 

comment, proposed Bryn 

Mawr rezone from R-6 to 

R-18 will not be included 

in the Executiveôs 

Recommended Plan. 
 

Harell 
Firestone 

 
Topic: Skyway-
West Hill 
Subarea Plan 

Dear Mr. Leclair: 

 

I write because I am very much against the proposed 

zoning changes around Rainier Ave. S. in the subject 

proposed plans. 

 

As a homeowner in this area who has been here for over 

ten years, I have great concern about the negative impacts 

these proposals would have on the existing community in 

the area that would be affected - which, oddly, is not the 

area where positive change is most needed. The 

In response to public 

comment, proposed Bryn 

Mawr rezone from R-6 to 

R-18 will not be included 

in the Executiveôs 

Recommended Plan. 
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Skyway/West Hill community core literally and 

geographically is not on Rainier - it is near the Skyway post 

office.  

 

The dwellings proposed will be waterfront/lake view units. 

On the whole, these will be high-rent, skewing the average 

income artificially higher, with no benefit to those with the 

plans' noted income, health, etc. issues. The proposed 

zoning changes will only benefit the developers and other 

entities entities proposing it, and the public officials 

supporting it. You would be cramming it down the throats of 

the actual community that has been here for anywhere 

from a few years to generations, all of whom enjoy a quiet 

neighborhood that already has great transportation access, 

medical care, and other nearby amenities at The Landing, 

in downtown Renton, and in Skyway's true core with the 

post office, library, etc.  

 

What you would be doing is putting up a wall that will take 

away the open yards, the peace, and the beautiful lake 

views from my community, whose members certainly have 

less income than those who will rent or buy these 

waterfront residences. Our relatively undeveloped area is 

an oasis along the Lake Washington shore, and its benefits 

are central to the people who live here. We also have a 

wonderful population of eagles, ospreys, and other birds 

who frequent the many trees that would be cut down to 

make room for the proposed condos/apartments. I am sure 

there is other wildlife in this habitat along the water and in 

the green areas of our neighborhood, as well.  

 

All of this would very quickly disappear if these proposals 

become reality. What we would then have would be 

increased congestion, parking issues, and a lot of high-

income people living in towers on the lake - all to the 

detriment of a very well established community. You can be 

quite sure that the people in these towers will not be 

spending their money in Skyway/West Hill; they will be 

heading to Renton and Seattle for their needs, their 

entertainment, etc. 

 

The claim that this proposal will benefit the surrounding 

community is farfetched, contrived, and even duplicitous. It 

actually runs contrary to the goals stated in the plans. If you 

want to do good for the people who need help, a start 

would be the revitalization and renovation of the Skyway 

core near the post office and continuing along Renton 

Avenue. As noted in the plans, this is where the true need 

is. It is quite befuddling to think about how putting new 

buildings on the waterfront addresses the pain present in 

our community. The plans present the hypothesis that the 
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subarea's income numbers are skewed upward. The 

proposed development would only skew this even further, 

rather than bringing up the lower end of the numbers. Why 

would one do this? Because development on the lake is a 

great investment opportunity, and those building and 

supporting it stand to benefit hugely - at the expense of the 

community you claim to want to help. 

 

Let's not play this "rich get richer" game. Let's do 

something that actually benefits this community. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Harell Firestone 

Giles Frith 

 
Topic: Sea 
Level Rise 

I have a house built on land that has a bulk head to protect 

it from tides. I appreciate the counties forward thinking on 

raising setback/flood lines for the next 100 years, but it is 

very important to me that the code does not stop me from 

being able to repair, maintain and if needed modify (e.g. if 

flood levels change) the existing bulkhead on my property. 

Please do not pass new code that would prevent me from 

maintaining my currently legally permitted bulkhead. 

In response to public 

comments, the sea level 

rise code changes related 

to bulkheads have been 

removed from the 

package.  The issue may 

be evaluated further in a 

future study. 
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Futurewise 

 
Topic: Various 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments 
acknowledged. 
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Comments 
acknowledged. 
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Comments 
acknowledged. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Executive agrees 
with the spirit of this 
addition; language was 
revised to reflect this 
comment.  
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Date removed in the 
Executiveôs 
Recommended Plan. 
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Comment acknowledged. 
 
 
 
Language revised to 
reflect allowance for 
sidewalks in Rural 
Towns.   
















































































































































































































































