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|. OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS

A. Phases of Public Participation

Outreach for the 2020pdate of the 2016omprehensive Plaj2020Updatg was focusean

three bodies of workscoping for the 2020 Updatdevelopment of the SkywaWest Hill Land
UseSubarea Plan, ardkvelopment of thublic Review Draft planTargetel outreach to

devel op the plan updat eds .Daotegkeforthé Skywawest t o o k
Hill Subarea Plan took place from October 20d.8une 2019, with extensive community

involvement Outreach on the Public Review Draft Plan tketeolders took place in spring

2019, while broader public outreach occurred during the public comment period open from July
1to 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 202{(p&dde.

A variety of stakeholders were engaged withhad alreadybeenengagedin this limited
timeframe with the County before the Executive scoping process began. Engagement included
discussion with the following:

A Community groupsegardingnonrindustrial uses in the Rural Area.
A Environmental stakeholdersgardingfossil fuel infrastructure.

A State agencie®gardingthe shoreline management plan anddtitecal areas section of
the zoning code.

A Agencies such as the Seattlimg County Boad of Healthregardingvapor products and
opportunity zones.

A Community members and multiple nprofit stakeholdersegardingsubarea planning,
with a focus on the Skywayvest Hill Land Use Plan

A Developersegardingthe Transfer of Development Rights Praxg review and other
housing related topics

A Developers and the County Agricultural and Rural Forest Commissigasdingthe
review of the Fouto-One program.

A Staff at multiple citiesegardingarea zoning and land use studies including the Cities of
Issaquah, Bellevue, Carnation, Maple Valley, and Woodinville.

A Residentsegardingand use and zoning in the Bear Creek Urban Planned Development.

A Farmers, property owners, County Commissions and cégedingAgricultural
Product Districtarea studies

Public Comment and Response Report
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A Residents and neprofit stakeholdersegardinga Countyowned property in White
Center.

A Comprehensive Plan Docket proponaeigardingpast requests on multiple issues and in
multiple geographies.

A Other general outreach activitiegardingmultiple ongohg 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 SkyMest Hill Subarea Plan was led by

subarea planning staff in the Permitting Division of the Department of Local Services (DLS),
assisted by communi cat i sQffce Bngagdmentwiththen t he DL S
SkywayWest Hill community began as the plan kicked off in the summer of.2R\riety of
engagement met hods were under t adamdmpreferencesinc or po
the Subarea Plan.

In October 2018, aht beginning of the development of the Skywdgst 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 Pl an
and exended to ensure the participation of the most diverse-sems®n 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 drafteéauBtm.Planning

staff alsoprovided regular briefings at West Hill Community Association and Skyway Solutions
meetingsand held open office hours atthe Skywsdp t er and Sewer District

The following table outlines the dates and topfoalis of the focus groupsAppendix E of the
SkywayWest Hill Subarea Plaprovides 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
13 business
Commercial Districts March 12, 2019 owners
Martin Luther King Corridor March 28, 2019 16 residents

Public Comment and Response Report
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The following tabldists the dates and locatioasthe communitforumsat the beginning and
end ofthe Subarea Plgplanning 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 inctrateslations
in Vietnamese, Somali, and Spanish.

Finally, two online and paper surveys were conducted from September 18 through November
30, 2018 and January 15 to Februas019.

Public Review Draft

The Public Review Draft Plan was released on July 1,.280®eb page devoted to the updated

plan components was created, and an email was sent to the comprehensive plan interested parties
emaillist informing them of the update and how to engage with the process, review plan
documents, and make commenthis information was shared through the Unincorporated Area
News email newsletter, and with Office of Equity and Social Justereail list An

informational flier was sent tabout7,400 property ownersffected or inproximity to proposed

plan componenigso make thenaware of proposed changes and the plan update schedulke, invit

them to public meetings, and detail how to engage with thategmtocessimages of outreach

emails, the flier, and the Public Review Draft webpage are includée ifollowing section of

this report

The Department of Local Services also advertised community meetgsoral media sites
Facebook, Nextdopend Instagramand contributed the meetings as events in Google Maps

Press releases were also serdigiiit media outletsand medianentions are listed ithe

following sectionof this report Advertisements announcing the plan update and community
meetngs ran in the print edition of the Sunday Seattle Times on July 7, 14, 21, and 28, as well as
in the online versiom of the paperAn example of the newspaper advertisemeiicluded in

the following section of this report

Five community meetings were hefda diverse set of areas aroufidg Countyto solicit
comment on the Public Review Draft Planth an additional meeting on Vashdfaury Island
focused on the proposed Sea Level Rise regukatiBased orthe sign-in sheetsappoximately
310 people attended the community meetjraghough it is likely that not every attendee signed
in. Information about theommunity meetingfollows in the tabldelow.

The community reetingswer e hel d i n an feepttemdees vdsieslexd f or mat

topically oriented tables to speak with King County staff on topics of interest during the first half

Public Comment and Response Report
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hour and last hour of each meetiry 20-minute presentation was provided after the first open
house half hour, followed by ifdinutes 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 July 2 McMurray Middle School, 49
Special Topic Meeting 9329 SW Cemetery Road,
Vashon WA, 98070
Bear Creek/Sammamish/Snoqualmie Valley | July 9 11530 320th Avenue NE 25
Areas Carnation, WA 98014
Skyway-West Hill Area July 11 Albert Talley High School 104

7800 S 132nd Street
Seattle, WA 98178

Four Creeks/Maple Valley/SE King County July 16 Maple Valley Library 17
Areas 21844 SE 248th Street

Maple Valley, WA 98038
Vashon/Maury Island Area July 18 Vashon High School 54

9600 SW 204th Street,
Vashon, WA 98070
North Highline Area July 25 Seola Gardens 54
Community Room
11215 5th Avenue SW
Seattle, WA 98146

Figure 1: Information on Community Meetings

B. Copies of Outreach Materials
The following graphics and links illustrate components of the public participaitomess.
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Comprehensive Plan Webpage

Office of the Executive
Performance, Strategy
& Budget

Regional Planning

Overview

Sammamish Valley Area Wine and
Beverage Industry Study

Demographics

Growth Management

King County Comprehensive Plan
2020 Public Review Draft
Current Adopted Plan
Proposing changes
Subarea plans
Plan History and Archive

Countywide Planning Policies

Benchmark Program

Home » Office of the Executive

performance, Strategy & Budget

King County Comprehensive Plan

News

July 12, 2019: king County is hosting five community meetings in July to discuss
the draft 2020 Comprehensive Plan update. In addition to the documents on the
2020 Public Review Draft page (see link in sidebar), below is additional summary
information:

* Slidedeck from community meetings
* FAQ for draft Fossil Fuel Facilities regulations
* FAQ for draft Sea Level Rise regulations on Vashon-Maury Island

July 1, 2019: after four months of intensive work, the Publ ft of
proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and associated development
code is now available. Release of the Public Review Draft represents an important
step in the update process. The draft includes proposed changes to text, policies,
code, and land use and zoning. There are associated Code Studies, Area Studies,
and Reports related to the Scope of Work Topical Areas. As noted below, there are
five community meetings scheduled and public comment will be accepted until July
31,2019,

June 2019: King County departments have been hard at work analyzing the
issues in the Scope of Work Motion 15329. The 2020 Public Review Draft of potential
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and associated Development Regulations
in the King County Code will be released on July 1, 2019. The following

flyer summarizes the list of issues being considered.

Following release, King County is hosting five community meetings during the 30-
day public comment period in July. At the meetings, you can learn more about the
potential changes and have a chance to talk to staff about what they may mean for
your area.

Special Topic Meeting - Vashon Sea Level Rise

Vashon / Maury Island Area
Tuesday, July 2

6:00 to 8:00 pm

McMurray Middle School
9329 SW Cemetery Road
Vashon, WA 98070

Regional Planning

King County Comprehensive Plan

Get Involved

| to submit comments

pe of the 2020
Midpoint Limited Update, or to
join the mailing list and be
notified of major project
milestones.

Useful Links

v

Docket Process

v

Proposed Updates to
Shoreline Master
Program

:hle Lands Report
» King County Code

> Planning (Title 20)

> Zoning (Title 214)

» Growth Management
Planning Council (GMPC)

» Dept. of Commerce,
Growth Management

» Puget
Council, Growth
Management

Public Comment and Response Report
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» Municipal
Comprehensive Plan Meetings: gerwceps Center,
Management
Bear Creek / Sammamish / Vashon / Maury Island Area
Snoqualmie Valley Areas Thursday. July 18
Tuesday, July 9 6:00 to 8:00 pm
6:00 to 8:00 pm Vashon High School
Stillwater Elementary 9600 SW 204th Street,
11530 320th Avenue Northeast Vashon, WA 98070
Carnation, WA 98014
Skyway - West Hill Area North Highline Area
Thursday, July 11 Thursday. July 25
6:00 to 8:00 pm 6:00 to 8:00 pm
Albert Talley High School Seola Gardens Community Room
7800 South 132nd Street 11215 5th Avenue Southwest
Seattle, WA 98178 Seattle, WA 98146

Four Creeks / Maple Valley /
Southeast King Areas
Tuesday. July 16

6:00 to 8:00 pm

Maple Valley Library

21844 SE 248th Street

Maple Valley, WA 98038

The Public Comment Period will continue until July 31, 2019. After this, departments will finalize the "Executive Recommended
Draft" and transmit to the County Council by September 30, 2019.

February 26, 2019: The County Council adopted the Scaping Mation for the 2020 Midpoint Update to the Comprehensive
Plan. Click here to see the items to be considered in the update process, subject to the dates noted in the October 29, 2018 news
posting below.

January 2019: Executive transmits the 2020 Comprehensive Plan Update S
process.

ing Docume

nitiating the 2020 update

December 2018: The 2018 D

et Report is now available.

October 29, 2018; The king County Council adopted the 2
direct a 2020 Midpoint Limited Update. Key dates in this process are as follows:

~amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. The amendments

® January 2, 2019 - Executive transmits a proposed Scope of Work to the County Council

¢ February 28, 2019 - Deadline for Council adoption of Scope of Work

® July 1, 2019 - Executive releases a Public Review Draft with a 30-day public comment period and public meetings (dates and
location TBD)

e September 30, 2019 - Executive transmits the Executive Recommended Plan to the County Council

Figure 2: Website image from July 31, 2019

Public Comment and Response Report
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Email Updates to Comprehensive Plan Email List

January 2, 2019

Scoping Process Begins

In October 2018, King County adopted Ordinance 18810, amending the 2016 Comprehensive Plan. The 2018 amendments shifted the County's
comprehensive planning process to an 8-year cycle, retained the option for limited updates at the 4-year midpoint, and directed that there be a 2020 midpoint
update.

Midpoint updates may consider substantive amendments to the Plan; however, the 2020 update is a discretionary action by the county and does not serve as
the 2023 statutory update as required by Growth Management Act.

On the first business day of January 2019, the Executive Recommended 2020 Midpoint Update Scoping Document was transmitted to the County Council. The
Scoping Document, which can be viewed at www kingcounty. gov/compplan/, identifies those items proposed by the Executive for consideration in the update. It
also describes the public participation process, and the State Environmental Policy Act review process, that will be conducted as part of the update.

The King County Code establishes a deadline of February 28, 2019 for County Council adoption of the Scoping Document. Following this, the Executive
anticipates releasing a Public Review Draft of the 2020 Plan by July 2019, with a 30-day public comment period and public meetings (dates and location
TBD). The Code then establishes a deadline for the Executive Recommended 2020 Plan fo be transmitted to the County Council by the end of September 2019

and for Council adoption by the end of June 2020.

The County invites your participation in the update process. Please review the document on the website noted above and please share your comments. With
the Scoping Document transmitted, comments should be sent to CouncilCompPlan@kingcounty. gov as the County Council deliberates and adopts the final
Scoping Document for the 2020 update by the end of February.

Working together, we can build on the success of past Comprehensive Plans, tackle important emerging issues, and ensure that the Plan continues to
sustainably guide our growth well into the future.

L] ing County

Figure 3: Email announcing the beginning of the scoping period, January 2, 2019
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Following four months of review and analysis, on July 1, 2019 King County will release the Fublic Review Draft of the 2020 Amendments to the Comprehensive Flan and Development
Regulations. The Draft will be available for a thirty-day public comment period unil the end of July.

Background

The King County Comprehensive Plan guides growth and development in the unincorporated areas of King County and sets County policy on major 1ssues,
including annexations, transportation, urban area boundaries, and environmental protection. The Plan 1s implemented through development regulations in
the King County Code. such as zoning, planning, land segregation. sewer and water, and more.

King County established a scope of work for the 2020 update in February 2019. The 2020 update includes multiple steps, including adoption of a scope of
work via motion 15329 in February 2019, release of public draft on July 1, 2019, transmuttal of an Executive Recommended Plan to the County Council 1n
September 2019, County Council committee meetings and hearings in the fall to spring. with adoption scheduled by June 2020.

Public Review Draft

The Public Review Draft contains revisions to policies, text, code, and maps, as well as supporting Area Studies, Code Studies, and Reports.

During the 30-day public comment period, there will be a series of community meetings. Click here to find out more about the draft amendments, the
community meetings, and to share your feedback on the draft changes. The draft Plan will uploaded to this page on July 1.

For More Information

To join the mailing list, visit http://langcounty sov/compplan. If you have questions about the draft amendments, contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive
Planning Manager, at 206-263-8297 or ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov.

k& king County

Figure 4: Email announcing the release of the Public Review Draft, July 1, 2019
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2020 Update to 2016 Comprehensive Plan

m King County

Executive Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget
401 5th Avenue, Suite 800

Seattle, WA 98104

206-263-9600 | TTY Relay: 711
www.kingcounty.gov/compplan

Learn about draft changes to the King County
Comprehensive Plan, ussociated

Land Use and Zoning maps.

Community Meeting.

Development Regulations, und the

A Public Review Draft of the amendments will be
released on July 1, 2019. Share your thoughts at a
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Potential Map Amendments

© Sea Level Rise Buffer Zone on Vashon-Maury Island: Establishes policy
and regulatory changes to prepare for sea level rise impacts; these affect
bluff setbacks, wellhead protection, home elevations, and bulkheads.

i @ Shoreline Environment Designations: Establishes designation on parcels

where they were unintentionally omitted in previous cycles, as well as on
parcels that are now in County ownership.

© Skyway-West Hill Land Use Plan: Considers zoning and land use changes
as part of the subarea planning process.

© Marijuana Retail, Producing and Processing Restrictions: Implements
recommendations from the 2018 Marijuana Study in Skyway, North
Highline, and Vashon Rural Town.

© Bear Creck Urban Planned Development (UPD): Establishes land use and
zoning consistent with UPD agreements and current conditions.

O Agricultural Production District (APD): Makes a small expansion to the
Snoqualmie APD in the Fall City and Carnation areas.

® Woodinville Roundabout Mitigation: Minor realignment of the urban
growth area boundary and APD boundary to mitigate for road impacts.

© Parcels North of Dick Thurnau Memorial Park: Changes land use and
zoning on a parcel in North Highline to co-locate affordable housing,
social services, co-working spaces, and other potential non-residential uses.

© Special District Overlay 230 Flood Plain Densities: Deletes development
condition from 1990s that has been superseded by stormwater regulations.

@ East Cougar Mountain: Changes land use, zoning, and urban growth area
to remove outdated UPD designation and development conditions.

@ City of Maple Valley Maple Ridge Highlands Subdivision: Minor
amendments to the urban growth area boundary to remove split urban-
rural designations on five stormwater detention ponds.

Public Comment and Response Report
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About the Plan

The King County Comprehensive Plan guides growth and
development in the unincorporated areas of King County and
sets County policy on major issues, including annexations,
transportation, urban area boundaries, and environmental
protection. The Plan is implemented through development
regulations in the King County Code, such as zoning, planning,
land segregation, sewer and water, and more.

2020 Plan and Code Update

The County adopted a scope of work for the 2020 update in
February 2019 via motion 15329. Based on this, the County is
considering updates on topics such as Sea Level Rise, Fossil Fuel
Facilities, Agricultural Production District Off-Site Mitigation, and
the Four-to-One Program and Transfer of Development Rights
Program. The draft also includes potential land use, zoning, and
urban growth area changes (5ee below).

Community Meetings

King County is hosting five community meetings during the 30-day public comment period in July. At the meetings, you can learn more
about the potential changes, talk to staff about what they may mean for your area, and provide feedback on the draft plan and code changes.

Bear Creek / Sammamish / Snoqualmie Valley Areas
Tuesday, July 9

6:00to 8:00 pm

Stillwater Elementary

11530 320th Avenue Northeast, Carnation, WA 98014

Vashaon / Maury Island Area

Thursday, July 18

6:00 to 8:00 pm

Vashon High School

9600 SW 204th Street, Vashon, WA 98070

Skyway - West Hill Area

Thursday, July 11

6:00to 8:00 pm

Albert Talley High School

7800 South 132nd Street, Skyway, WA 98178

North Highline Area

Thursday, July 25

6:00to 8:00 pm

Seola Gardens Community Room

11215 5th Avenue Southwest Seattle, WA 98146

Four Creeks / Maple Valley / Southeast King Areas
Tuesday, July 16

6:00 to 8:00 pm

Maple Valley Library

21844 SE 248th Street, Maple Valley, WA 98038

Get Involved
To join the mailing list or view the plan on July 1, visit:
! kingcounty.gov/compplan

If you have questions about the draft amendments, contact
Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Planning Manager, at:

{, 2062638207 [ ivanmiller@kingcounty.gov
To submit online comments, email the County at:

- compplan@kingcounty.gov

Steps in 2020 Update Process

The 2020 update includes multiple steps, from adoption of a scope of work, release of public draft, transmittal to Council, Council
committee meetings and hearings, and adoption scheduled by June 30, 2020. On July 1, 2019, a Public Review Draft will be released

for a 30-day public comment period.
2019

Public and 30-day Public
Stakeholder Comment

Engagement Period

Scope of Work Public Review
Adopted Draft Released

I
Executive Recommended 1
Plan Transmitted

H 2020

Public Public Comment
Comment Spring Opportfunities and Summer
Opportunities Public Hearing

ouncil Amendments
and Adopfion

kg King County

Council Committee
Amendments

Figure 5: Flier mailed to households, June 28, 2019
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Media Advertisements

2020 Update to 2016 Comprehensive Plan

King County

2020 Amendments to Comprehensive Plan and
Development Code

The Comprehensive Blan contains the overarching policies that guide
the county's land use regulation and service provision under the
Growth Management Act. Review draft amendments to the Plan and
the King County Code at www.kingcounty.gov/compplan/

Also, please join us at a meeting in your community:

Bear Creek / Sammamish / Snoqualmie Valley Areas
Tuesday, July 9, 6:00 to 8:00 pm

Stillwater Elementary

11530 320th Avenue Northeast, Carnation, WA 98014

Skyway -West Hill Area

Thursday, July 11, 6:00 to 8:00 pm

Albert Talley High School

7800 South 132nd Street, Skyway, WA 98178

Four Creeks / Maple Valley / Southeast King Areas
Tuesday, July 16, 6:00 to 8:00 pm

Maple Valley Library

21844 SE 248th Street, Maple Valley, WA 98038

Vashon / Maury Island Area

Thursday, July 18, 6:00 to 8:00 pm
Vashon High Schoal

9600 SW 204th Street, Vashon, WA 98070

North Highline Area

Thursday, July 25, 6:00 to 8:00 pm

Seola Gardens Community Room, Suite B

11215 5th Avenue Southwest Seattle, WA 98146

The public comment period runs for 30 days between July 1 and July
31, 2019. Visit the website, join us at 3 community meeting, join the
mailing list, and share your thoughts.

Media Mentions

Figure 6: Example of Print Advertisement

A http://whitecenterblog.com/2019/07/22/meetimgking-countycomprehensivplan-is-
this-thursdayjuly-25/

Public Comment and Response Report

Page 17


http://whitecenterblog.com/2019/07/22/meeting-on-king-county-comprehensive-plan-is-this-thursday-july-25/
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>

2020 Update to 2016 Comprehensive Plan

http://whitecenternow.com/2019/07/25/tonigtdrth-highlinemeetingaboutking-
countycomprehensivplan/commenpagel/

http://lwww.vashonbeachcomber.com/news/cotatks-comprehensivplanclimate
change/

https://www.vashonbeachcomber.com/news/islanlikheadsare centerof-countyland
usetalk/

https://komonws.com/news/local/kingountypreparingfor-rising-sealevelson
vashonisland

https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/dnrp/newsroom/newsrelease¥Arie/26Comp
PlanSealevel.aspx

https://auburnexaminer.com/kimgpuntyto-updateits-comprehensivglan/

http://www.vashonbeachcomber.com/news/kemmtysplan-for-climateimpactson-
islandnextweek/
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2020 Update to 2016 Comprehensive Plan

Proposed Changes Summaries and Topical Frequently Asked Question Documents

m King County

Readers Guide
to the 2020 Amendments to the
King County Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations

The 2020 Amendments address a range of issues that are 1dentified and included in the Scope of Work that was
adoption via Motion 15329 in February 2019. The 2020 Amendments are contained in a number of documents,
which are listed and explained below.

% Summary of 2020 Amendments: This document provides a high-level summary of all of the draft changes
found in the full st of documents.

% Comprchensive Plan Amendments: This document contams the ine-by-line edits to Comprehensive Plan
policics, text, and appendices.

¥ aps : This document summarizes draft changes
to transpomnon clcmcnts of the Plan, mcludmg the 1ransponat|on Needs Report and Arterial Classifications.

% Land Usc and Zoning Map Amendments: This document contains draft map amendments related to land use,
zoning, property-specific development conditions, and special district overlays.

% Shorcline Map Amendments: This document contains draft map amendments related to shoreline property
designations.

< Skyway-West Hill Subarca Land Usc Plan: This plan replaces a 1993 community plan, and has a primary

focus on land use in one subarca. This is an element of the Comprehensive Plan.

A i i i 3 sis: This document was
dnclopcd bya lhud-pany consulram and focuses on service delivery and :ql.u:y analysis.

» Skyway-West Hill Land Use and Zoning Map Amendments: This document contains draft map
amendments related to land use, zoning, property-specific development conditions, and special district

overlays, in the Skyway-West Hill arca.

% Arca Land Use and Zoning Studics: This document contains cight studies related to land use and zoning in
various parts of the County. Issues include land use, zoning, urban growth arca boundarics, agricultural
production distnct boundaries, and more.

% Code Studics and Reports: This document contains two code studies, three reviews of long-standing
programs, as well as a status update for one subarea plan. Issues include incentive zoning programs, open
space conservation tools, and smaller unit housing.

% King County Code Amendments: This document contains the ine-by-line edits to the King County Code that
arc necessary to ensure consistency with amendments to the Comprehensive Plan

< Code Amendments Plain Language Summary: This document provides a plain language summary of the
proposed amendments to the King County Code.

Next Steps

On July 1, 2019, a Public Review Draft will be released for a 30-day public comment period. Following this, the
draft will be updated and an Exccutive Recommended Plan transmatted to the County Council by the end of
Scptember.  The County Council is scheduled to act by June 30, 2020.

Figure 7: Reader® Guide to the Plan
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2020 Update to 2016 Comprehensive Plan

m King County

Summary of 2020 Amendments
to the King County Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations

In 2018, King County established an option for a limited scope four-vear midpoint Comprehensive Plan update that could
consider, as established by motion, substantive changes to policies and land use amendments. The Poblic Review Dirafi
of the 2020 midpoint update contains a range of policy, text, and code amendments. It is a discretionary action and does
not serve as the statutory update required by 36.70A.130 Revised Code of Washington, which will occur in 2023, Below
is a plain language summary of the substantive proposed amendments.

Housing

< Regional Affordable Housing Task Force: References Task Force recommendations in advance of city-county
interjurisdictional subcommittee work at the Growth Management Planning Council.

< Cottage Housing: Incentivizes this type of development by removing maximum lot size, reducing parking in transit
areas, and changing design standards.

< Accessory Drwelling Units: Incentivizes ADUs by reducing minimum lot sizes in urban areas and rural towns, and
proposes the County create off-the-shelf plans for public use. Establishes regulations for accessory living quarters.

< Four to One Program: Expands evaluation criteria and requires annexation prior to development for some projects.
4 Transfer of Development Rights: Creates a new urban-to-urban transfer option in open space equity areas.

Environmental

4 Fossil Fuel Facilities: New policies and code addressing public health and safety interests in regulating these facilities;
defines categories of facilities; establishes permitted zones and permitting processes; establishes setback and enclosure
requirements; allows maintenance and upgrades but prohibits expansion; establishes a periodic review process.
Regulation includes a set of exclusions for smaller facilities, non-commercial facilities, uses preempted by federal rule
or law, renewable energy facilities, and others.

4 Sea Level Rise: New policies and code proposed for coastal areas on Vashon-Maury Island to establish a buffer
around the existing coastal high hazard flood areas. Regulations intersect with other critical areas, and address
elevation standards, sethacks on bluffs, wells for potable water, and shoreline stabilization projects. Policies require a
review of Sea Level Rise information every eight vears.

Land Use and Zoning
< Skyvwav-West Hill Land Use Subarea Plan: Land use and zoning changes in subarea. Proposes affordable housing
strategies, such as inclusionary zoning and anti-displacement tools.

< Marjuana Regulations: Will establish limit on retail stores in Skyway-West Hill and North Highline central business
districts. Prohibits producing and processing in Vashon Town Center and Skyway-West Hill business districts.

< Bear Creek Urban Planned Development: Establishes County land use and zoning in a manner consistent with the
original development agreements and reflecting current conditions in the area.

< Shoreline Master Program Designations: Establishes or amends shoreline designations on properties owned by the
County, and private properties on Lake Washington and Vashon-Maury Island.

4 Snoqualmie Agricultural Production District: Expands APD to increase opporunities for farming for two properties
with the support of the property owners.

< Sammamish Agricultural Production District: Expands APD to add propenties secured by the City of Woodinville as

mitigation for a roadway and roundabout intrusion. Properties to be leased to farmers.

<  White Center Hub: Amends zoning on one parcel near Dick Thurnau Memorial Park to allow co-location of
affordable housing units, non-residential buildings with social services, and co-working spaces.

Public Comment and Response Report
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< Special District Overlay S0-230: Flood Plain Densities: Removes a development condition that has been superseded

by newer regulations such as the critical areas ordinance and stormwater manual.

¢ East Cougar Mountain Potential Annexation Area: Removes three parcels from the urban growth area in part of
County that 15 constrained by environmental features and himited infrastructure.

< Maple Valley Urban Growth Area: Minor adjustments to UGA to facilitate transfer of city or water district owned
parcels with stormwater detention ponds or water tanks into the City's corporate boundary.

Policies and Programs

< Non-Eesource Industrial Uses in RBural Area: Technical changes to policies and text to clarify their existing intent.

< Vapor Products: Will extend the prohibition for smoking in "high use areas” of County parks to include vapor
products. Establishes County intent to regulate vapor products consistent with state law.

< Rural Water Availability and Exempt Wells: Text changes to acknowledge new state law. References County
participation in Watershed Restoration Enhancement Committees and references existing water service hierarchy.

< Off-Site Mitigation for Asricultural Production District Impacts: Increases fexibility for mitigating impacts from
public infrastructure projects in APDs.

Technical Changes

< Alternative Housing Demonstration Project: Changes dates and deliverables for this project, which is currently
considering projects in the Vashon Rural Town and in White Center.

% Dates Data, References Terminology: Minor technical and date changes to text, policies, and action items.

Appendix C - Transportation: Summary of changes to reflect new projects, changes in service providers, and other
minor changes. This includes arterial classifications, transportation inventory, and transportation needs report.

o

Appendix A - Capital Facilities: Updates to list of County functional plans that implement the Comprehensive Plan.
Mitigation Pavinent System' Removes references to MPS, following removal from the County Code.
Housing and Human Services Roles: Updates deseription of County regional human services roles and activities.

Rural Area Sidewalks: Updates to reflect that sidewalks are allowed in the rural area as a spot improvement to
address an existing safety /high use issue when other walkway alternatives would not be as effective.

L= -

< Status Report on Vashon-Maury CSA Plan Implementation: Status report on priority implementing actions.

Additional Items in Executive Recommended Plan
Additional items to be included in the Executive Recommended Plan in September are as follows:

% Develop an equity impact analysis that identifies and evaluates impacts of the proposed changes.

< Review potential to siting organics composting facilities in rural areas under existing policies and regulations.

% Report on current efforts to create affordable housing on County-owned property and plan for an inventory of
County-owned properties (due by June 2020).

¢ Finalize updates to the Transportation Needs Report.

Next Steps

On July 1, 2019, a Public Review Draft will be released for a 30-day public comment period. Following this, the draft
will be updated and an Executive Recommended Plan transmitted to the County Council by the end of September.  The
County Council is scheduled to act by June 30, 2020.

For more information- www kingounty.gov/compplan/

Figure 8: Summary of 2020 Amendments
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King County strategic planning resources and information

related to sea level rise

King County Comprehensive Plan—kingcounty.gov/CompPlan

Comment periods closes July 31, 2019

The Public Review Draft of proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and associated development
code is now available on the above web page. The draft includes proposed changes to text, policies, code,
and land use and zoning. There are associated Code Studies, Area Studies, and Reports related to the Scope
of Work Topical Areas. Comments will be accepted in person or by email to CompPlan@kingcounty.gov.

King County Shoreline Master Program—kingcounty.gov/Shoreline

In fall 2018, King County began a periodic review of its Shoreline Master Program, as required by the Wash-
ington State Shoreline Management Act. The County intends to adopt the updated program in 2019. The
Council's adoption process will include additional public comment oppertunities, including a formal public
hearing on the proposed amendments.

Strategic Climate Action Plan—kingcounty.gov/Climate

King County is updating its Strategic Climate Action Plan in 2020 that will outline the County’s actions on cli-
mate change for the next five years. The 2020 SCAP update will focus on reducing regional greenhouse gas
emissions, preparing for climate change impacts, and supporting resilience in communities disproportionate-

ly impacted by climate change.

King County Staff Contact Information

IName/Title Phone & Email
josh Baldi, Water and Land Resources Division Director [206-477-9440

Dept. of Natural Resources and Parks. josh.baldi@kingcounty.gov

Kollin Higgins, Environmental Scientist 206-477-4711

[King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks kollin.higgins@kingcounty.gov

[Christine Jensen, Legislative Policy Analyst [206-477-0581

King County Department of Local Services christine. jensen@kingcounty.gov

Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Planning Manager 206-263-8207

JKing County Executive Office ivan. miller@kingcounty.gov
lichael Murphy, Water and Land Resources Interim Deputy Division 206-477-4781

Director, King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks Michael murphy@kingcounty gov
lim Simmonds, Environmental Programs Managing Supervisor 206-477-4825

IKing County Department of Natural Resources and Parks im.simmonds@kingcounty.gov

[Greg Raboumn, VMI Basin Steward 206-477-4805

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks. greg rabourn@kingcounty gov

|Lara Whitely Binder, Climate Preparedness Specialist 206-263-0825

[King County Department of Natural Rescurces and Parks gov

For Floodplain Management questions, call the King County Permitting Division at 206-296-6600.

6:00 p.m.
6:30 p.m.

7:15 p.m.

8 p.m.

Sea Level Rise and Vashon-Maury Island

Meeting Agenda
July 2, 2019 — 6-8 p.m., McMurray Middle School

Open house: Meet with King County staff and review VMI maps
Presentations

1. Welcome and introduction—Greg Rabourn, Vashon Basin Steward

2. King County Compi Plan overvi Michael Murphy,
Interim Deputy Director, Water and Land Resources Division

w

Sea Level Rise and Vashon Maury Island—Lara Whitely Binder,
Climate Preparedness Specialist

4. Sea Level Rise Impacts and Response—Jim Simmonds,
Environmental Programs Managing Supervisor

Q&A session with presenters, followed by additional map review and mingling

Adjourn! Please join us in two weeks at the King County Comprehensive Plan
Update Community Meeting on Thursday, July 18 at Vashon High School.

Figure 9: Vashon/Maury Island Sea Level Rise Meeting Agenda
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k£ ing County July 2019
Sea Level Rise in King County

Kimg County is proposing several changes to the Comprehensive Mlan and development regulations to address the risks ond

impocts associated with sea level rise. This Frequently Asked Questions (FAD) docoment provides more information on seo level
rise and the proposed changes to county code.

What are the proposed changes?

I summary: New policies and code proposed for coastal areas on Vashon-Maury Island to establish a buffer
around the existing coastal high hazard flood areas. Regulations intersect with other critical areas, and address
elevation standards, setbacks on bluffs, wells for potable water, and shoreline stabilization projects. Policies
require a review of Sea Level Rise information every eight years.

What couses sea level rise?
Several factors contnbute to sea level nise globally and locally. Major factors at the global scale include
warming ocean temperatures, which cause thermal expansion of the ocean, and ice melt from glaciers,

Greenland, and Antarctica. An important local factor is long-term changes in vertical land elevation (Le.,
uplift or subsidence) associated with plate tectonics.

How much has sea level changed in our area?

Sea level has nisen more than nine inches in Seattle since 1899, as measured at NOAA's tide gage at Coleman
Diock.

How much sea level rise is projected for Vashon-Maury Island?

Sea level on Vashon and Maury Island is projected to rise approximately 1 to 2 feet by mid-century and 2 to 5
feet by 2100, under a high *business as usual” greenhouse gas scenario. !

What are the impacts of sea level rise?

Sea level rise impacts include the following:
Increased coastal flooding and storm surge, including permanent inundation of low-lying areas,
Increased shoreline and bluff erosion in areas that experience more wave action,
Increased saltwater corrosion, and
Habitat loss where bulkheads prevent shoreward movement of coastal habitat in response to sea level
rise (a problem known as “coastal squeeze”).

The extent to which these impacts affect a specific location will vary depending on site-specific factors,
including topography, wave energy, and proximity of infrastructure to the shoreline. The rte of sea level rise
will also affect how quickly we experience these impacts.

Why is King County concerned about sea level rise?

Sea level nse can cause damage to public and private buildings and infrastructure, create public health and
safety hazards, reduce public acoess to beaches, and negatively impact our shoreline ecosystem in ways that
reduce the likelihood of recovering salmon. Taking steps to reduce the impacts of sea level nse will produce a
maore climate-resilient shoreline, and ensure that development and infrastructure in these areas, which will be
in place for decades, is properly sited and constructed.

* From Washington Coastal Resilience Project online data tool, http://www. wacoastalnetwork.com/washington-
coastal-resilience-project. hitmil.
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What is the proposed *‘sea level rise buffer”?

King County is proposing a new “sea level rise buffer” adjacent to the coastal high hazard ares falso knovwn as
the Ti0-year coastal floodplain) on Vashon-Maury Island. Many shoreline parcels on Vashon-Maury Island
already sit at least partially within the coastal high hazard area. The sea level buffer applics to areas that are
landward of the existing coastal high hazard area to an elevation of three feet above “base flood elevation™
(BFE), as shown on the preliminary FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps. BFE is the water level associated
with a 1% anmual chance flood event, inclusive of wave run-up (in the case of coastal floodplains). Coastal
high hazard area mapping does not take projected sea level rse into account.

What is required in the sea level rise buffer [if odopted)?
Az with the existing requirements in the coastal high hazard area, new construction ar substantial
improvement of existing buildings would need to be built to at least three feet above BFE in the new sea level
rise buffer. The following changes are also proposed for the sea level rise buffer:
®  New wells in the sca level nse buffer must be elevated so that the well casing extends to an elevation at
least three feet above BFE; and
*  When there is substantial improvement to a building, existing wells in either the 100-year coastal
floodplain or the sea level rise buffer must be decommssioned or retrofitted to ensure the well casing
extends to an elevation at least three fect above BFE.

Why three feet above Bose Flood Elevation for the sea level rise buffer?

The County currently requires building at least three feet above BFE in the coastal high hazard area. The sea
level rise buffer simply extends this requirement until the land elevation is equivalent to three feet above BFE.
This 1s roughly equivalent to preparing for two to three feet of sea level nise.

Is federal flood insurance required if my property is in the sea level rise buffer?
Flood insurance is required for any buildings that are fully or partially in the floodplain as shown on the Flood

Insurance Rate Maps. If your building is solely within the sea level rise buffer, then flood insurance will nos be
required.

What other changes related to sea level rise are proposed for the Comp Plan?
The following changes are also proposed. As with other regulations, reasonable use exemptions may be

allowed in certain crcumstances.

«  Bluff sethack requirements for any type of development ar site alteration will be increased to 50 feet
(with a geotechnical study) or 75 feet (with no study) if the bluff is both in the steep slope hazard zone
ang the toe of the bluff extends into the coastal high hazard area or the sea level nse buffer.

Mew wells in the coastal high hazard area will not be allowed;

Mew or replacement bulkheads would only be allowed if the cost of moving the at-risk building (and
assoriated utilities) out of harm's way is more expensive than building the bulkhead . If moving the
structure out of harm’s way is less expensive, the bulkhead would not be allowed.

When would the new provisions go into effect, if adopted?

These regulations would go into effect shortly after the County Council adopts them, or on the effective date
established in the adopting ordinance, if adopted. The Council is scheduled to adopt the amendments by the
end of June 2020.

Questions? Contact Michael Murphy, Interim Dieputy Division Director, King County Water & Land
Resources Division, Department of Natural Resources & Parks (206-477-4781,

Michael Mu kingcounty. or Lara Whitely Binder, King County Climate Preparedness Specialist
(206-263,0825, lwbinderf@ kingeounty. gov)

Figure 10: Sea Level Rise FAQ
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m King County
Fossil Fuel Policies and Standards

Summary of 2020 Amendments
to the King County Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations

King County s propesing several changes to the Compreheasive Plan and developmeat regulations fo address the risks and potentiol impacts
assocated with fossd fuel facilities. This FAQ decument prevides more information on fossil fuel focilities and the propesed chonges.

Why are the regulations being updated now?

< In carly January 2019, the Executive proposed a scope of work for the 2020 King County Comprehensive Plan
update that called for a review of polices, regulations, and permitting to ensure protection of public health and
safety, air and water quality, and habitats from the impacts of fossil fuel extraction, processing, production,
transport, storage, and usc. This direction was retained by the County Council when the scope was adopted at the
end of February 2019.

< At the end of January 2019, the King County Council adopted a six-month moratorium prohibiting the
establishment of new or expansion of existing major fossil fuel facilities and requesting a detailed study to address
the issues and circumstances necessitating the moratorium.  The Study is to be completed by the end of July 2019.

How are Fossil Fuels defined in the draft regulations?

+ Fossil Fuels are defined to include coal, petroleum products (such as crude oil or gasoline), and gascous fucls
(such as natural gas or propanc) which form in the carth from the remains of plants and animals that lived millions
of years ago. Fossil fuels are descnibed as being used prnimarily as a source of encrgy to heat buildings or to provide
power for equipment or vehicles.

4 The proposed regulations exclude the following in the definition of fossil fuels: non-fuel products, denatured fuel
additives, renewable fuels such as biodiesel, and fuels generated from waste management processes, such as
wastewater treatment, anacrobic digesters, landfill waste management, livestock manure, and composting.

How are Fossil Fuel Facilities defined in the draft regulations?

< Fossil Fuel Facilities are defined to include new or modified, a commercial facility used prnmanily to receive, store,
transfer, wholesale trade, or transport of fossil fuels, such as but not limited to bulk terminals, bulk storage facilities,
bulk refining and bulk handling facilities. Examples may indlude commercial facilities like oil refineries, barge
loading facilities for coal and oil, and large oil or gas storage tanks.

4 The draft regulations exclude the following in the definition of fossil fucl facilities: individual storage facilitics of up
to 30,000 gallons and total cumulative facilities per site of 60,000 gallons for the purposes of retail or direct to
consumer sales, facilitics or activities for local consumption, and non-commercial facilities (such as storage for
educational, scientific, or governmental use). The definition also excludes uses that pre-empted by federal rule or
law, such as manne transportation, railcars or interstate pipelines.

What are the draft 2019 changes?

< Coal mines: Prohibits the establishment of new coal mines in unincorporated King County.

% New and revised definitions for fossil fuels and related facilities: Definitions established, as well as size thresholds
for different types of facilities as noted below.

4 Development conditions and permitting processes for facilities: Development standards specify where facilities are
allowed, establish setbacks from gathering places such as a schools and natural systems such as lakes, streams and
Puget Sound, and establish enclosure requircments to minimize impacts to surrounding areas.
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What are the proposed thresholds for Fossil Fuel Facilities?

The thresholds for Type [ and Il include both size and volumes of types of fossil fuels for liquid fossil fuels, such as crude

oil, gasoline and some natural gases, as well as for dry fossil fuels:

% Fossil Furl Facility Type I- a fossil fuel facility having any combination of liquid fossil fuel with storage capacity
of s oo 378,000 gallons (approximately a 40x40 foot tank) or dry storage of 1,425 cubic yards (approximately a
34x34 foot tank).

% Fossil Furl Facility Type [1: a fossil fuel facility that includes any combination of fossil fuel liquid storage capacity
of mrore thar 378,000 gallons or dry storage of 1,425 cubic vards.

What are the proposed development standards for the largest facilities (Fossil Fuel Facility Type 11)?

% Sperial use permit required: A Type 11 Fossil Fuel Facility requires a special use permit. Facilities are allowed
within the urban growth boundary in unincorporated areas on industrial zoned parcels. In addition to all
applicable King County standards, facilities would need to demonstrate compliance with the following:

* 1000 feet from any schools, medical care facilities, and places of assembly that have occupancies of greater
than 1000 persons (such as arenas, gyms, auditoriums, etc.).

* 250 feet from any regulated wetlands and aquatic areas (such as lakes, streams, Puget Sound).
* 200 feet minimum property setbacks.
& Storage of fossil fuels must be contained within enclosed structures, tanks, or similar facilities.

Who could be affected?

These polices and standards would apply to all of King County’s unincorporated jurisdiction to proposals for:

% Coal mines: Mew or expanded coal mining, such as extraction, processing, production, transport, and storage.

% Fossil Fuel Facilities: Mew and proposed expanded facilities.

4 Dil & Gas Extraction: These require a special use permit. Zones where these are permitted are proposed to be
limited to exclude most residential or neighborhood business areas. Definitions changed to support the continued
transition to rencwable energy sources such biogas captured as an accessory product from the waste management

process (such as wastewater treatment, landfill waste management, livestock manure, and composting processes),
and solar and wind power.

These policies and standards are designed to not affect the following uses:

4+ Local businesses, such as gas stations, and the local distribution of natural gas or other fossil fuels, as defined in
the County code.

4  Existing or new business that use non-fuel products, denatured ethanol and similar fuel additives, and biodiesel
and renewable diesel with less than 5% fossil fuel content.

What are the next steps?

Following completion of the public comment period on the public review draft of the 2020 amendments, the
Executive will make final revisions and transmit the Executive proposed version by September 30, 2019.

When would the new provisions go into effect, if adopted?

These regulations would go into effect shortly after the County Council adopts them, or on the effective date established
in the adopting ordinance. The Council is scheduled to adopt the amendments by the end of June 2020.

For more information: www kingeownty gow/cempplan/

Figure 11: Fossil Fuel Policies and Standards
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If you are not fluent in English:

Welcome

» Thank you for coming
» Meeting format
» Brief discussions with staff at small tables
» Summary presentation
> In-depth discussions with staff at small tables
» Provide written comments on comment sheets

Public Comment and Response Report
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Overview of Presentation

» 20 minutes or less

» What is the Comprehensive Plan

» Discuss process — past, present, future
» Description of all the documents

» Breakout to small table discussions

» Q&Awill happen in small table discussions

Small table breakouts
Q&A will happen in small table discussions

» Housing

» Transportation / Metro

» Land Use Studies

» Permitting Studies

» Natural Environment

» General / Everything Else

v

Strategic Climate Action Plan update

Public Comment and Response Report
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What is the Comprehensive Plan

» The King County Comprehensive Plan guides growth and
development in the unincorporated areas of King County and
sets County policy on major issues, including annexations,
transportation, urban area boundaries, and environmental
protection.

» The Plan is implemented through development regulations in
the King County Code, such as land use, the urban growth area
boundary, forest and agricultural district boundaries, zoning,
planning, land segregation, sewer and water, and more.

Process
2020 update has a unique and shorter schedule

» Oct. 2018: 2018 Comprehensive Plan adopted (via Ordinance
18810, which requires 2020 update)

Jan. 2019: Executive Proposed Scope of Work transmitted
Feb. 2019: Scope of Work adopted (via Motion 15329)
July 2019: Public Review Draft released for 30-day public comment

Sep. 2019: Executive Recommended Plan transmitted to Council

vV v v v v

June 2020: Plan scheduled to be adopted

Public Comment and Response Report
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2020 Update Documents
Partiofli

» Comprehensive Plan Amendments: Contains line-by-line edits to
Comprehensive Plan policies, text, and appendices.

» Transportation Appendix Amendment Change Report and Maps:
Summarizes draft changes to transportation elements of the Plan, including
the Transportation Needs Report and Arterial Classifications.

» Land Use and Zoning Map Amendments: Contains amendments related
to land use, zoning, property development conditions, and special overlays.

» Shoreline Map Amendments: Contains draft map amendments related to
shoreline property designations.

2020 Update Documents
Partll of Il

» Skyway-West Hill Subarea Land Use Plan: Replaces 1993 community plan, focuses
on land use. This is a part of Comp Plan.

» Appendix D: Service Delivery Comparison and Equity Analysis
» Skyway-West Hill Land Use and Zoning Map Amendments

» Area Land Use and Zoning Studies: Contains eight studies; includes land use, zoning,
urban growth area boundaries, agricultural production district boundaries, and more.

» Code Studies and Reports: Contains two code studies, three reviews of long-standing
programs, and a status update for a subarea plan; includes incentive zoning, open
space conservation tools, and smaller unit housing.

» King County Code Amendments: Contains line-by-line edits to the County Code
necessary to ensure consistency with amendments to the Plan.

Public Comment and Response Report
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‘ Lg King County
Scope of Work \

Skyway-West Hill Land Use Plan Review Four to One Program Redmond Ridge Urban Planned
Development
Fossil Fuel Facilities Review Transfer of Development Snoqualmie Ag. District
Rights Program
Sea Level Rise Review Residential Density Incentive | Sammamish Ag. District (Woodinville
Program Roundabout)
Rural Industrial Policy clarifications Review Cottage Housing White Center Social Services Mixed
Regulations Use Project (HUB)
Agricultural District Off-Site Review Accessory Dwelling Unit Floodplain Densities Special District
Mitigation Regulations (and ALQs) Overlay
Vapor Products Equity and Social Justice Analysis of | Carnation Area Annexation
2020 Amendments*
Transportation Appendix Organics Composting Facilities* East Cougar Area Annexation
Technical updates to data, County-Owned Properties and Maple Valley urban growth boundary
references, dates, terminology Affordable Housing* modifications

* In September Plan - -—

" kSl ing County

¢

Small table breakouts

Y

Q&A will happen in small table discussions

[Policy | Code/Program Studies

Housing ADUs and ALQs, Cottage Housing, Residential Density Incentive Program

Transportation / Metro Transportation Appendix, Metro

Land Use Studies Skyway-West Hill Plan, all Area Studies

Permitting Studies Sea Level Rise, Fossil Fuel Infrastructure

Four to One Program, Transfer of Development Rights Program, Agricultural Offsite

Natural Environment Mitigation

Vapor Products, technical updates, Rural Industrial Policy clarifications, Iltems not

Genaral Everyihing Else completed (Equity, County Properties and Affordable Housing, Organics Composting)

» Identify County Staff at each table

Public Comment and Response Report
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For more information

www.kingcounty.gov/compplan/

» Click on “2020 Proposed Plan” page

» Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Planning Manager
Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget
206-263-8297 | ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov

Figure 12: Community Meeting Slide Deck
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II. COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

2020 Update to 2016 Comprehensive Plan

A. Written Comments Received
This section presents written commemrgseivedrom individuals and organizations during the
July 1-:31, 2019 public comment period on the public review dr@atimmentsave beermropied
and pastedrom their native formatvithout modification for spelling or typographidakues

Comprehensive
Plan Process

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.

Name Comment Response

Cindy Alin Comprehensive Plan Update Comment- Comment acknowledged.
Community meetings

Topic: Any meetings should be local 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
anytimef or t he
consideration.

Anonymous

Topic: White
Center HUB

| 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 Executived s
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

Public Comment and Response Report
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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. | know many other farmers that
have the same issue. | 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 ti
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.

Public Comment and Response Report
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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. | attended both. | 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, | appreciated you letting folks vent
and share. | agree with the plan on many levels. First,
having a 3 ft. buffer zone is progressive thinking for King
County. | 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, |
agree that we must consider the science when we look at
new building in these critical zones. Finally, | appreciate

what | heard repeated at th
safetyof peopleand structureso is vy
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.

A Where is the |l anguage for
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.

AHow much is a homeowner required to go through in
terms of time and money if a home is in imminent danger?
A The | anguage that states
bul khead needs to be at mea
when an entire property is flat, small and in the flood plain.
The bulkhead is in the water for a reason, after all.

AWhat are you doing to ensur
structureso is nimble, resp
on the homeowner to go through an onerous often long
process when their property is in danger? That question
was not answered.

A Who is representing Wenesd
an advocate who can support the permitting process for
maintenance of existing bulkheads.

A What has King County done
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:

A The change
bulkheads have been
removed from the
package; The issue may
be evaluated further in a
future study.

A Buffer i
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.

nec

A Tpmoposals for
existing wells have been
removed from the
package; The issue may
be evaluated further in a
future study. The

Public Comment and Response Report
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Name

Comment

Response

dramatic to say the least. | would recommend a study along
the East Passage of the rate and speed of these vessels
during various conditions.

Awnhy 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. |
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
ithe safety of structureso

Best regards,

Teri Barnett

Executiveods
Recommended Plan still
proposes additional
regulations for new wells.

A. Becher

Topic: Sea
Level Rise

It seems that if | 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), thatt her e6s a proposed
place the finewd or HArepl ace
back, out of the flood plain entirely. This | physically close
to impossible. | hope to someday replace my concrete wall
bulkhead with boulders that are better for the natural
habitat. Il 6d hope that the
put it where the existing bulkhead wall is, rather than
forcing it to be placed far back and away i because that
would probably just preclude doing anything. But my
current 19306s era sea wall
2x per year with king tides.

I dondt want t o waantagefl lwykingi t
tides etc that | have to apply for an emergency permit to

add to its height. 1 dm tryi
more toward a more habitat friendly hill retention solution,

but the proposed fAi f youdre
new one back/up the hillside3-5 f eet furt hel
would box me in so | canodt

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,

| 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

Public Comment and Response Report
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Name

Comment

Response

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
8246727journalCode=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. | 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 | am wrong.

Additionally, | 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. | 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 | 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.

| also echo the concerns of others about the preservation of
greenspace. This area has a lot of trees and that is
something | do not want to see change.

Executiveods
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. Inthe
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 Metr
framework work.
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Name Comment Response
I hope you consider my commentary, | have put a lot of
thought and research into the proposed Skyway-West Hill
Subarea Plan and | just don't see it benefiting people the
way we are being told it will.
Regards
Molly Boll Dear Mr. LeClair: King County does not
This letter of July 31, 2019 requests that you reconsider the | have a zoning
Topic: Bear proposed rezoning of the Trilogy area due to our expiring classification specific to
Creek UPD UPD documents. Parks and Open Space.
Plat restrictions limiting
Please preserve the golf course zoning which currently is the change of use from a
one unit per five acres rather than six units per acre. | am golf course/open space,
an original homeowner and it was explained to me that the | and applying the land use
open spaces and the golf course were zoned in this designation
manner because the zoning matched the area adjacent to par ks and wi
Trilogy and this lower density area was needed to protect ensure protection of the
this environmentally fragile area. critical areas, golf course,
and private park parcels.
The documents provided at the time | purchased my home | No change to the
ensured me that these spaces would always remain open Executive
and used as a golf course unless 90 percent of the Recommendation is
homeowners agreed to a change. Why would this area be | proposed.
rezoned to a more dense area?
Thank you for considering this proposed change.
Molly Boll
Trilogy Resident
12534 230th PLace NE
Redmond, WA 980153
Suzanne Hi Kevin, In response to public
Brewer comments, proposed
A neighbor informed me of the proposed changes to the Bryn Mawr rezone from
Topic: _ | zoning on 87th Ave S. | would like to voice my concern to R-6 to R-18 will not be
pic: Skyway . . . L . ;
West Hill reconsider this rezoning. | don't think it would be a good included in the

Subarea Plan

idea and | don't think it would bring more money to the
West Hill. | 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. | understand the need
for more housing and especially more affordable housing. |
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. | 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. | hope

Executiveods
Recommended Plan.
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Name Comment Response

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 Hello, In response to public

comments, proposed

Topic: Skyway- | learned today of the plans to re-zone the lakeside hill area | Bryn Mawr rezone from
West .HiII near 84th and Rainier Ave. S. for large multi-unit residential | R-6 to R-18 will not be

Subarea Plan

buildings. | wanted to express my concern about this plan,
as | 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,

included in the
Executiveos
Recommended Plan.

Amy Burn
West Hill resident
Michael Chen | Kevin, Public review draft was
revised to include use
Topic: Bear Good morning. | left you a voice message yesterday but restrictions to the
Creek UPD thought | would follow up with our rezone comments in Industrial zoned parcels

writing. The following comments stem from the attached
proposed Bear Creek UPD zoning i 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).

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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Name

Comment

Response

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 (1)
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).

Pl ease |l et us know when vyou
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.

| 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 fiopen spac e oreznedtéorhigadersigyr
home sites.

| am also concerned about the rezoning of the two
business areas here at Redmond Ridge.

When | purchased my home here in Trilogy | 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 ffee
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
parks and wi
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.

Public Comment and Response Report

Page 41




2020 Update to 2016 Comprehensive Plan

Name Comment Response
Trilogy Resident
Sandy Cobb Hi Kevin, Public review draft was
revised to include use
Topic: Bear Question for youé | tIndastia"wil restrictions to the
Creek UPD be applied to each parcel individually. The Board would like | Industrial zoned parcels

to know how this is carried out and if any empty lots will
receive the "I" zone. Marijuana is NOT the only concern
with | 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

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

Sent via email: compplan@kingcounty.gov PUBLIC COMMENT

July 30, 2019

King County
Executive Branch

ATTENTION: 2020 Comprehensive Plan
401 5th Avenue, Suite 810

Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Executive Branch Members,

This letter is our public comment on the proposed changes to King County’s (KC) Comprehensive Plan
and related codes.

In summary I'm requesting:

1. Remove all proposed amendments to section 21A.25.170 Shoreline Stabilization.

2. Amend existing section 21A.25.170 Shoreline Stabilization paragraph E.2. to apply to only new
bulkhead: iated with new d on vacant parcels.

3. Amend 21A.25.170 Shoreline Stabilization paragraph D. to increase the maximum height
restriction of a bulkhead from 1 foot to 2 feet above the elevation of extreme high water. It needs
to be increased to account for sea level rise and freighter waves on the East Passage of
Vashon/Maury Island.

4. Be proactive and identify shoreline properties with homes/utilities that are already out of harm’s
way and financially incentivize those homeowners to voluntarily remove or relocate their
bulkhead landward. KC could partner with King Conservation District or seek grants to fully fund
bulkhead removals at no cost to the homeowner.

5. Work with other government agencies to help reduce damage to the shoreline caused from
freighter waves.

6. Give residents better notice of substantial changes and another opportunity to comment before
the 2020 Comprehensive Plan goes to the full council.

1attended the July 2 (special topic - sea level rise) and July 18 (general) 2020 Comprehensive Plan
meetings held on Vashon.

The July 2 special topic meeting was held the day following the release of the draft 2020 Comprehensive
Plan. This left very little time for Vashon’s community to comprehend, research and come prepared with
questions and/or comments to assist King County staffin understanding how the proposed policy changes
impact Vashon property owners.

After the July 2 special topic meeting, | had a chance to read the proposed language and realized a
significant change was not addressed at this meeting. Specifically, KC did not address the proposed code
change in paragraph F. {see below) in its public presentation or within the Sea Level Rise FAQ that was
distributed at the meeting. I notified KC of this material omission on July 11.

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
consideration.
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£ {(it allowsd. s)) Shoreline stabilization along feeder bluffs and critical saltwater habitat ((must)) shall

and on sedment conveyance systems_and elevation of
1he toe of the shoreline stahiization shall he hioher than the ordnary huoh waler mark

On July 14, | notified KC that the three special topic meeting presentations were not posted on KC's
website, however KC did post the general session presentation and two FAQs. | also recommended that
the link to the Sea Level Rise Maps be placed on the 2020 Public Review Draft webpage.

As you can see below, the list of reference materials released on July 12 does not include the three
ions that h atth ial topics meeting, nor are they listed on the 2020 Public Review
Drah webpage. In addition, the Sea Level Rise FAQ is still silent on the proposed requirement for

bulkheads to be relocated landward, so the toe of the bulkhead is above the ordinary high water mark.
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The Sea Level Rise Maps are not included in either of the lists above. Instead, they are hidden on the

News page under June 2019, |say hidden because the hyperlink is the title of the special topic meeting,

nearly the same color, and it does not include the word "map.” The Sea Level Rise Maps reside on the

Watershed and Rivers webpage, not on the Office of the Executive webpage where all the other
ive Plan resource reside.
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Also, the Sea Level Rise Map is based on the “preliminary” 100-year floodplain that is not approved, nor
is the “prelimi: " 100-year map to be approved prior to the proposed 2020
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Comprehensive Plan and revised codes taking effect. Below is the Sea Level Rise Map KC displayed at
the meetings and is posted online {area is Burton peninsula). As you can see, a majority of the homes on
the peninsula are not impacted by the addition of a 3 foot sea level rise buffer. Parcels within the red
box are zoomed in below.
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However, Local Services’ Permitting Division reviews both the “preliminary” 100-year floodplain map
and the regulatory map when ing a building ion. They default to the more
conservative of the two maps. Below is the regulatory floodplain map zoomed in on the same parcels
shown above, with 5 foot elevation lines. As you can see, house numbers 9232, 9216, 9202 and 9132
are currently outside the regulatory floodplain, although would very likely be within the 3 foot sea level
rise buffer had KC used the regulatory map versus the “preliminary” 100-year floodplain map.

[~ ]
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If the “preliminary” 100-year in is not by FEMA prior to KC Council adopting the
proposed changes to the C ive Plan or if FEMA i its approval on KC making changes
to the “preliminary” map, homeowners will have been misled. Until the “preliminary” 100-year
floodplain map is approved, Local Services will rely on the more conservative of the two floodplain
maps, which is most commonly the regulatory map.

At the July 18 general meeting, the omission of the proposed shoreline stabilization requirement was
acknowledge and addressed by King County’s Environmental Programs Managing Supervisor, Jim
Simmonds. However, as of this writing, those who attended and registered their email address at the
special topic meeting on July 2 have not been notified of this material omission. In addition, the Sea Level
Rise FAQ remains silent on the requirement of moving bulkheads out of the tidal zone, the three sea level
rise meeting presentations are not posted and the Sea Level Rise Maps are difficult to find and are based
on amap FEMA has yet to formally approve.

Based on the above, it feels like KC has fallen short of its obligations to fully educate the public of the
proposed changes to the Comprehensive Plan.

As it relates to code changes under Shoreline Stabilization paragraph E. and F., I've listed my concerns and
questions below:
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Unnecessary Cost & Time: Requiringa homeowner to evaluate the costs and feasibility of three scenarios.

(elevate house, relocated house, rebuild is not only {eg.
studies, additional application fees, time off from work to meet multiple contractors), but will require an
enormous amount of time to gather the i ion as contractor I are typically booked

weeks if not months out, The most “cost-effective” model may actually make a project unaffordable.
o Has KCevaluated the proposed policy’s financial impact on a homeowner?

Rainwater as Sole Source of Potable Water: Requiring a homeowner to elevate or relocate their home
(which extends the life of their foundation) will require the homeowner to bring their water/septic
systems up to current code, regardless if the well/septic system are outside the floodplain. When a
homeowner does not have an adequate sanitary well buffer and Group A/B water systems are not
available or cannot provide service in a timely or reasonable manner (which is the case on Summerhurst
Beach), the only water source that is approved to feed a septic system is rainwater. Rainwater is the least
preferred approved water source, with Group A/B and individual wells being preferred over rainwater.
This proposed policy could impose a less reliable water source on a homeowner, reducing the value of a
home and/or difficulty attracting future home buyers.

Septic_Systems: As ioned above, ding the life of a ion triggers health code

requirements. Many of the beach homes will not be able to bring their septic system up to code due to

the topography and size of their lot. There needs to be a quick and simple process to make this
i 50 the “ flective” can be by-passed early on in the process.

Homeowners Insurance: We currently have a home built on post and beam, and cannot insure our
structure for its full value due to the increased risk of fire developing under the house. If the most “cost-
effective” option is to elevate the house so future sea level rise can roll under the structure, the proposal
will impact a homeowner’s insurance premium, reduce the insurable amount on their house and
potentially diminish the home’s resale value and appeal.

Environmental Impact: If a house is relocated, it could require the removal of mature native trees and
thatare ial to the envi and i to manage drainage.
e How is clearing native mature trees and landscaping balanced against allowing an existing
bulkhead (in the same footprint) to be replaced?
KC currently requires shoreline homeowners to plant three trees for every one tree that is removed from
their property. Because many of the waterfront lots are narrow, replanting where the old foundation
footprint used to be with native trees will block views.

Property Value: Not allowing a homeowner to protect their property and major investment is not
(and likely ituti
* IfKC makes a determination that the homeowner cannot replace an existing bulkhead, how is the
homeowner compensated for the taking of land, decks, stairs, sheds, fire pits, etc. that will
succumb to the ocean, and as d above the ibility of di ished
e How is this loss factored into the “cost-effective” method?

views?

Safe Passage: For the parcels on Summerhurst Beach {a walk-in community), the only access is on the
boardwalk between the homes and the bulkhead. If there is no bulkhead, there is no reasonable access
for non-disabled and disabled persons. With our home in mind, if we were not able to rebuild our
bulkhead, the stairs that lead to our bulkhead would be washed away. We'd no longer have safe passage
to the beach as we would be left with a steep embankment. Also, a major consideration when buying a

5

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:

A Buffer inc
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.

A The propos
existing wells have been
removed from the
package; The issue may
be evaluated further in a
future study. The
Executiveds
Recommended Plan still
proposes additional
regulations for new wells.

A The change
bulkheads have been
removed from the
package; The issue may
be evaluated further in a
future study.
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home is ease of accessibility, so one will be able to age in place and not have to move out when mobility
becomes too difficult.
* How does the “cost-effective” method address access needs?

Reasonable Use: Our parcel has a boathouse that is 8 feet landward of the bulkhead and built into the
side of the hill. Relocating or elevating the boathouse would diminish its value and intended use as we
would no longer be able to easily store our boat and other water related equipment in it. We also have a
spar that lifts our boat from the beach to our bulkhead, where we store our fishing boat and dinghy. If
our bulkhead cannot be replaced, we will no longer have a place to safely store our boats, as all that will
be left is a steep hill. Our dinghy is how we get to and from our permitted mooring buoy.
e Will there be pi uses and i i i so legally
structures/bulkheads can be rebuilt in their current footprint?

Unforeseen Cost Overruns: There is significantly more risk for cost overruns and damage when
elevating/relocating an existing house versus building/replacing a bulkhead. If I want to build a bulkhead,
Isimply call Sound Bulkheads, and they manage the project from beginning to end. Elevating/relocating
a house requires many contractors (e.g. geotechs, engineers, architects, clearing and graders, foundation
builders, building movers, plumbers, septic designer, rainwater system designer, well drillers, brigade of
repair people to address cracked tile floors, sheetrock, windows, paint, chimney, leaky roof, etc). Some
of the homes on Vashon might not actually survive a move.

* How are those risks factored into the most “cost-effective” method?

* How does KC ensure that unforeseen costs to elevate/relocate a house will not end up costing

more than it would have to rebuild an existing bulkhead?

By the time the homeowner collects all the quotes and KC issues the permit, the quotes will likely have
expired.

Human Impact: Beyond unexpected cost overruns (plus burden of paying your mortgage, temporary
rental and fumniture storage), KC should factor in how disruptive and stressful itis to move outof a house,
into temporary housing and back into a house again. Displacing a person/family could be detrimental to
one’s physical and mental health.
* How long does KC estimate a homeowner would be displaced from their home?
* Rental housing on Vashon is not abundant, nor are short-term rentals. How will KC address lack
of adequate rentals, potentially having to find temporary short-term housing off the island?

Timely and Reasonable:
Laura Casey from the Department of Local Services Permitting Division, says in the July 4 print edition of
the Vashon-Maury Island Beachcomber, “It takes longer to get through this permitting process than it
used to due to understaffing, in my opinion. People may not understand the process or they may decide
it’s too complex and say ‘I'm just going to do it.””

o How is an already time-consuming and fairly onerous permitting process going to be addressed?

®  Has the “cost-effective” method been mapped out and is the process timely and reasonable?

o Is the onus on the homeowner to get bids, or is there a formula KC will use to make the
determination?
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If bids, does the KC take the highest, average, lowest of the bids to make the

determination or does the homeowner submit the bid for the contractor that they would

actually hire?

Bids have a shelf life, so how will KC expedite the permit process to ensure the
is the most “cost-effective” method?

Will KC provide a checklist of all the potential costs associated with elevating/relocating

a house, so an unexperienced homeowner who has never attempted such a project

knows what expenses to take into consideration?

What if moving the house is risky and you can’t get a contractor to provide a bid, then

what?

Appeal Process:

What does the appeal process look like, or will there be exemptions for properties with obvious
topography, lot size and accessibility constraints or other unique needs?

All three methods {elevating house, relocating house or rebuilding a bulkhead) meet the mission of
“...protecting building and utilities from coastal erosion and landslides.” July 2 special topic meeting slide

below.

Proposed: Use the most cost-effective
method for protecting building and utilities
from coastal erosion and landslides

New or replacement bulkheads would only ba permittad
if the cost of moving the at-risk-structurs (and associater
utillies) cutt of harm's way is more expensiva U
building the bulkheac.

For the most part, | think all homeowners subscribe to the idea of choosing the mast “cost-effective”
solution, however there are compelling reasons why the most “cost-effective” may not be the best

solution. As well, miring down an already onerous, lengthy and costly application process to arrive at
one of three acceptable solutions seems counter-productive for all parties involved.

Has KC analyzed whether elevating/relocating an existing house is likely more “cost-effective”
than constructing a replacement bulkhead? If so, what are the projected number of bulkheads
that will not be able to be rebuilt on Vashon?

Based on the number of non-emergency bulkhead replacement permits that have been issued in
the past five years, how many projects under the proposed policy would have likely resulted in
elevating/relocating a home?

If maintenance repairs require a section or sections of a bulkhead to be replaced, is that
considered a replacement bulkhead? Please provide details on how replacement repairs related
to maintenance will be impacted by the proposed policy changes.

Requiring an existing legal bulkhead to be rebuilt landward so the toe of the bulkhead is above the
ordinary high water mark may not be feasible or is not reasonable (e.g. walk-in communities with
boardwalks, loss of use and value of existing improvements, loss of safe passage to the beach, loss of
useable land, etc.).
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Name

Comment

Response

Recommendations:

1. Remove all proposed amendments to section 21A.25.170 Shoreline Stabilization.

2. Amend existing section 21A.25.170 Shoreline Stabilization paragraph E.2. to apply to only new

with new on vacant parcels.

3. Amend 21A.25.170 Shoreline Stabilization paragraph D. to increase the maximum height
restriction of a bulkhead from 1 foot to 2 feet above the elevation of extreme high water. It needs
to be increased to account for sea level rise and freighter waves on the East Passage of
Vashon/Maury Island.

4. Be proactive and identify shoreline properties with homes/utilities that are already out of harm’s
way and financially i ivize those h to ily remove or relocate their
bulkhead landward. KC could partner with King Conservation District or seek grants to fully fund
bulkhead removals at no cost to the homeowner.

5. Work with other government agencies to help reduce damage to the shoreline caused from
freighter waves.

6. Give residents better notice of substantial changes and another opportunity to comment before
the 2020 Comprehensive Plan goes to the full council.

Sincerely,

Sheila and Richard Doane
2503 SW 169" Place
Burien, WA 98166

cc: joe.mcdermott@kingcounty.gov
pete.vonreichbauer@kingcounty.gov
reagan.dunn@kingcounty.gov
jeanne kohl-welles@kingcounty.gov
larry.gossett@kingcounty.gov
rod.dembowski@kingcounty.gov
dave. upthegrove @kingcounty.gov
kathy.lambert@kingcounty.gov
claudia.balducci@kingcounty.gov

Claudia
Donnelly

Topic: Stream
Dredging

Good morning:

I saw in the
was held in Maple Valley.

Sundaybés paper

| have a comment that | would like to add.

| 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, | got flooding, ersion problems, sedimentation
problems, crud, etc. In 1995, | called KC SWM for help
and an engineer came out to investigate. My neighbors
and | wanted the stream enlarged.  The engineer 8 Alan
Meyers 8 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 hasd saanidgthe Gaurity A w
dondét allow private propert
protect their property. |took a number of pictures that

Brian Sleight has that they

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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Name

Comment

Response

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
private citizens dredge their property in order to protect it.
Also, Renton dredges the mouth of Cedar River and local
streams to protect their citizensd yet KC wonot
citizens to do so.  Please fix the County
Code/Comprehensive Plan to allow KC residents to fix and
protect their property 6 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 8 but you know what, that is for agriculture
problem |Iike we are having.
second idea he suggested was to use the KC Flood District
for money to help us 8 but that is for cities (like Renton) to
get money to help them dredge and protect their citizens.
KC doesndt care about 1itos

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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Name

Comment

Response

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 stu
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

of fered incentives to insta
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

i mpact a per dtovasGueggepteddhptehe t vy .
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:

A Buffer inc
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.

A The propos
existing wells have been
removed from the
package; The issue may
be evaluated further in a
future study. The
Executiveods
Recommended Plan still
proposes additional
regulations for new wells.

A The change
bulkheads have been
removed from the
package; The issue may
be evaluated further in a
future study.
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Name

Comment

Response

i" The maxi mum height of the
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
i ssue but they missed it ou

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 Countyds radar to be fi
incident could impact the security and safety of many
County residents. This problem should be added to your
plan. | was asked to add this to our comments when |
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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Name Comment Response
Thank you,
Sharon and Joe Dreimiller
Property Owners on Vashon Island
Kate Elias | strongly support the rezoning proposed in Amendment 8 Comment acknowledged.
because we need affordable housing and quality services Executiveods
Topic: White in South King County. White Center is a vibrant, welcoming | Recommended Plan
Center HUB place, and the plans proposed in Amendment 8 for a hub of | proposes the rezone
community engagement will ensure it continues to support | associated with the White
its people. The agencies and individuals involved in making | Center HUB.
these services a reality in White Center are committed to
quality, equity and inclusion: a vision that benefits
everyone.
Thank you,
Kate Elias
Amir Bryn Mawr Comment acknowledged.
Fakharzadeh Please allow for existing setback to maintained for new The zoning of the
construction due to topography (embankment) on my commercial area on
Topic: Skyway- vacant land Iocated_at the north er_1d qf Rainier Avenue _ Rainier Ave was modified
West Hill South next to the City of Renton city limits boundary. This from entirely

Subarea Plan

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.

| also support higher density zoning from R-6 to R-18 in the
area adjacent to Rainier Avenue South as | own this
property as well as we need more residential density which
| want to build.

Thank you!

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
Executiveods
Recommended Plan.

In response to public
comment, proposed Bryn
Mawr rezone from R-6 to
R-18 will not be included
in the Execu
Recommended Plan.

Harell
Firestone

Topic: Skyway-
West Hill
Subarea Plan

Dear Mr. Leclair:

| write because | 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, | 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 Execu
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. | 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 I have a house built on land that has a bulk head to protect | In response to public

it from tides. | appreciate the counties forward thinking on comments, the sea level
Topic: Sea raising setback/flood lines for the next 100 years, but it is rise code changes related
Level Rise very important to me that the code does not stop me from to bulkheads have been

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.

removed from the
package. The issue may
be evaluated further in a
future study.
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Futurewise rooA |
816 Second Ave, Suite 200, Seattle, WA 98104
future - woszzose
Topic: Various wise | e
July 31, 2019

Mr. Ivan Miller, a1cP, Comprehensive Planning Manager
Ms. Karen Wolf, AICP, Senior Policy Analyst

King County

Performance, Stratepy and Budget

M/3 CNEK-EX-0810

401 Fifth Ave.

Seattle, Washington 95104

Dear Mr Miller and Ms. Wolf

Subject: Comments on the 2020 Public Review Draft Amendments to the King
County Comprehensive Plan and development regulation updates.
Send via email to: compplan(@kingeounty.gov

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2020 Public Review Draft Amendments to the
Kang Connty Comprehensive Plan and the development regnlation npdates. Futnrewise strongly
supports the update including the draft Fossil Fuel Facilities repulations and the draft Sea Level Rise
regulations. The update and especially these two sets of regulations are necessary to address the
ongoing global climate catastrophe. So, we strongly support them. We do have some supgestions to
strenpthen the updates to the comprel plan and develog regulations included in this
letter below. In addition to the comments in this letter, Futntewise will be submitting separate
comments on the Public Review Draft of Skyway-West Hill Land Use Subarea Plan with a one of
our partners.

Futurewise works thronghout Washington State to support land-use policies that enconrage healthy,
equitable and opportunity-rich communities, and that protect our most valuable farmlands, forests,
and water resources. Futuzewise has members and supporters throughout Washington State
including King County.

Comments on the 2020 Public Review Draft Amendments to
the King County Comprehensive Plan

Futurewise strongly supports the comprehensive plan narrative and policies, C
the draft amendments call for increased equity. omments
In numerous ateas of the comprehensive plan nacrative, policies, and the draft amendments calling aCknOW|edged .
for increased equity. This builds on the cucrent equity policies and we strongly support the
amendments.

L
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M. Ivan Miller and Ms. Karen Wolf RE: Comments on the 2020 Public Review Draft
Amendments to the King County Comprehensive Plan and development regnlation updates
July 31, 2019

Page 2

Futurewise strongly supports the amendments to remove coal, cil, and gas Ccomments
from county identified mineral land resource lands and to prohibit and

adequately regulate these uses. Please see Draft Amendments to the aCknOW|edged'
Comprehensive Plan page 18, pages 22 to 32, and pages 49 to 55

As King County knows due to its leadership in addressing the global climate crisis, our world only
has until 2030, a little over 11 years, to achieve substantial reductions in greenhonse gas pulhlhun to
avoid the worst impacts of thcglobal climate coisis.! Opening or reopening coal mines and oil and
gas wells are incompatible with the necessary reductions. Given that we need to substantially reduce
greenhouse gas pollution by 2030 and be at zero emissions on net emissions basis by 2050, none of
these minerals has long-term commercial significance.? There is just no role for new oil, gas, or coal
production. For this reason, we strongly support the amendments removing coal mining as a mineral
resource activity in the comprehensive plans and regulations to prohibit this use.

We also strongly support the policies calling for adequate regulations of fossil fuel uses. Here are a
few examp]es Fumrewise stronply support the requirement for a life cycle analysis of preenhouse
gas emissions in proposed policy F-330c along with the other provision of that policy such as
consultation with the public, sw_l:oundm.g property owners, and with Indian Tribes and Nations.
This will better respond to the ongoing climate emergency and better protect people, property, and
teeaty rights. We also support proposed policy F-330fs prohibition on new or expanded coal mines.
Agau.\.,tbs is necessary to respond to the ongoing climate emergency.

We also recommend that the county adopt a policy directing new development to use electricity and
alternative energy sources rather than heating oil, natural gas, liquified natnral gas, or other fossil
fuels. With the recent legislation requiring electricity in Washington to become carbon neutral,
electricity is the energy sonrce with the lowest Tevel of greenhouse gas pollution along with catbon
polluhon free alternative enerpy sources. King County should have a policy calling for the use of
those fuels andd.lsooumgmg the nse of fossil Fuels. This policy should then be implemented through
development regulations inclding discretionary permits.

We support improved policies R-655 and R-656 to better protect Agricultural
lands. Please see Draft Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan pages 20 and
21

VIPCC, 2018: Summary for Paligmakers. In: Global Warming of 1.5°C. An IPCC Sprcial Report an the impacs of lobal warming of
1.5°C abose pre-industrial ievels and related plobal greembonse gas emission parbways, in tbe context of serenptbening the plobal response to the
threa of climate change, sstainable develgpmient, and efferts o eradicare poversy p. 12 [Masson-Delmotte, V., P. Zhat, H.-O.
Péctmer, D. Robests, . Skea, PR Shukla, A Picani, W. Moufouma-Okia, C. Péan, R Pidcock, S. Connors, JBR.
Matthews, ¥. Chen, X Zhow, ML Gomis, E. Lonnoy, T. Maycock, M. Tignor, and T. Watesfield (eds.]. In Press.
Accessed on July 29, 2019 at: https:/ /www.ipce.ch/srl 5/ chapter/ summary-for-policy-makers/ and enclosed in 2

sepasate emadl with the Slename: “SR15_SPA_version_teport LR.pdf”
214

L
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Mr. Tvan Miller and Ms. Karen Wolf RE: Comments on the 2020 Public Review Draft
Amendments to the King County Comprehensive Plan and development regulation updates
July 31, 2019

Page 3

We support improved policies R-655 and R-656 which will better protect Aggicultural lands. The
Washington State Supreme Conrt has held that connties are “required ro assure rhe conservation of
agricultsral lands and to assure that the wee of adacent lands doer wot imterfere with their continued wuse for the
production aof food ar agriculnral products™ In the Soccer Fieldr decision the Washington Supreme Cont
held that “[]n order to constitute an innovative zoning technigue [authorized by RCW 36.70A.177]
consistent with the overall meaning of the Act, a development regnlation must satisfy the Act’s
mandate to conserve agrienltural lands for the maintenance and enhancement of the agricultural
industry ™ Outdoor recreational facilities failed this test and cannot be allowed on agricultural lands
becanse they will remove “designated agricnltural land from its availability for agricultucal
production ™

In the Ienir County decision, the State Supreme Court built on the Sawver Fields decision and upheld a
Growth Management Hearings Board (Board) decision that the “County’s ordinance allowing
residential subdivisions and other non-farm uses within designated agricultural lands nndermined the
GMA conservation requirement. ™ In addition to residential subdivisions, the illegal nses were public
facilities; public and semipublic buildings, structires, and nses; and schoals, shops, and airports

In the Kimiras County decision, the state Supreme Conrt again upheld a Board decision finding that a
variety of conditional nses allowed on ATTTCS violated the GMA. The conditional nses violated the
GMA becanse “the Connty has no protections in place to protect agriculinral land from harmful
conditional nses™ The conditional nses that violated the GMA inclnded “kennels, day care centers,
community chibhouses, governmental uses essential to residential neighborhoods, and schools with
no limiting criteria or standards.™

Based on this line of cases, public, private, and semi-public nses cannot be located on agricultural
lands of long-term commercial significance including the King Conaty Agricultural Prodnction
Districts. We support the proposed measnres to improve policies R-655 and R-656. We also
recommend that policy R-655 be strengthened. We recognize that some public facilities, such as an
expansion of an existing road or an expansion of an existing water line may have to locate in the
Agricultural Production Districts. So, we recommend that Policy R-655 be clasified to provide that
only public secvices and utilities that cannot be located outside the Agrienltural Prodnction Districts
may be allowed on Agriculture lands. Ot recommended addition is double nnderdined and onr
recommended deletion is donble strack through in Policy R-655¢ below.

c. Incases when King County agrees that public ((orprivately-owned)) faciliies mesting regional needs cannot
Dbe located outside and must sskis-intrude into Agricultural Production Districts, the County shall establish

* Fing Cpv. v. Cenr. Pager Sound Grouth Mpres. Hearings B, (Soceer Fild), 142 Wn.2d 543, 356, 14 F.3d 133, 140 (2000)
emphasis in orginal
* Soccer Fizids, 142 Wn.2d at 560, 14 P.3d at 142,
* Soccer Fields, 142 Wn.2d 3t 562, 14 P.3d 3t 143,
1. v. W. Washingron Groaws Mymr. Hlsarings Bd., 157 Wn.2d 458, 509, 139 P.3d 1096, 1106 (2006).
, 157 Wn.2d 2t 507, 526 — 27; 139 P.3d at 1105, 1114 — 15.
7. 3. E. Washington Growsh Mpmr. Flearings Bd. 172 Wn 2d 172, 15
* Kistizas County Conservation v. Kittitas Coxngy, EWGAHE Case No. 07-1-0015,
21, 2008 WL 1766717, at *13.

L

6 P.3d 1193, 1206 (2011),
'inal Decision Order (March 21, 2008), at

Comments
acknowledged.

The Executive

agrees

with the spirit of this
addition; language was
revised to reflect this

comment.
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M. Ivan Miller and Ms. Karen Wolf RE: Comments on the 2020 Public Review Draft
Amendments to the King County Comprehensive Plan and develop lation updates
July 31, 2019

Page 4

‘agreements with the relevant jurisdiction or agency to ensure that the infrastructure ({they.should)) be bult

and located to minimize disruption of agricultural activity. |f public infrastructure reduces total acreage in the:
ricultural Production District, these agreements shall follow the criteria established in policy R-656.

We also support the improvements to R-656 for offsetting the conversion of agricultural lands to
other uses. This will help maintain King County’s agricultural land base and maintain opportunities
to provide safe local food

Update the reference to the Phase | Municipal Stormwater Permit to reflect
the new permit will go into effect on August 1, 2019. Please see Draft
Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan page 36

Since the new Phase I Municipal Stormrwater Permit will go into effect before the comprehensive
plan amendments are adopted, we recommend that the references to the Phase I Municipal
Stormwater Permit be to the new permit to avoid foture confusion as to whether there is a permit in
effect or not.

Futurewise strongly supports proposed policy E-215¢, proposed policy 5-
652, and the sea level rise buffers. Please see Draft Amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan pages 36, 38, and 39

Sea level rise is a real problem that is happening now. Sea level is rising and floods and erosion are
increasing In 2012 the National Research Council concluded that global sea level had risen by about
seven inches in the 20" Centusy." The new report Projacted Sea Level Rive for Washington State — 4 2018
Assessment projects that for a low greenhouse gas emission scenario there is a 50 percent probability
that sea level rise will reach or exceed 1.9 feet by 2100 for the area on the east side Vashon Island
and on Maury Island. # Projected Sea Level Rise for Washington State — A 2018 Assessment projects that for

a higher emission scenario these is a 50 percent probability that sea level rise will reach or exceed 2.4
feet by 2100 for the area on the east side Vashon Island and on Mangy Island 2 Projections are
available for all of the marine shorelines in King Conaty. The general extent of the projected sea
level rise currently projected for coastal waters can be seen on the NOAA Office for Coastal

# National Research Council, Sea-Lese] Rise for the Coases of Caljfornia. Oregon, and Wasbington: Pasr. Presens, and Fatare p. 23,
p- 156, p. 96, p. 102 (2012) last accessed on July 30, 2019 at: hetps://'wrorw pap edu /download /13389,

" Relstve Sea Level Prjcions For RCP 4.5 For the Caastol Area Near: 474N, 1224 last accessed on July 30, 201 at
huttp:/ /. k com /werp-d intml and enclosed with this letter with the Hlename; “Copy of
RSLProjections_Lat47 4N_Long122.4W. The meth 7y used for these proj is available in Miller, IAL,
Morgan, H., Manger, G., Newton, T., Weldon, B, Schmidt, D., Welch, AL, Grossman, E,. Projeceed Sea Level Rise for
T ashington State— A 2018 Assescment (A colaboration of Washington Sea Grant, University of Washington Climate
Impacts Gronp, Oregon State University, University of Washington, 2nd US Geological Survey. Frepared for the
Washington Coastal Resilience Froject: 2018).

1% Relative Sea Level Projecsions For RCF 5.5 For tbe Coasmi_Ara Near: 474N, 12241 last aceessed on July 30, 2019 ar
hitp:/ ¥ com werp- html and enclosed with this leter with the Slename; “Copy of
RSLProjections_Laeé7 4N_Long] 224"

L

Date removed in the
Executivebds
Recommended Plan.
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Comment acknowledged.

Language revised to
reflect allowance for
sidewalks in Rural
Towns.
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