2021 Docket Report
King County Comprehensive Plan
April 2021
I. About the Docket Process
The King County Docket was established in 1998 in accordance with Revised Code of Washington
36.70A.470 in order to provide an opportunity for residents of the County to register comments on the King
County Comprehensive Plan and the associated development regulations. The Docket process, as adopted in
King County Code 20.18.140, is available to the public to identify a deficiency (i.e., an absence of required
or potentially desirable contents) or to propose changes to the Comprehensive Plan’s policies, area-wide land
use designations, development regulations, and site-specific land use and zoning. For Docket submittals that
require a site-specific change in a land use designation or zoning classification, submitters may be referred to
the appropriate process for requesting these changes. 1
The Docket process is open continuously and, once a year, the items registered in the previous twelve months
are considered. Submittals are compiled into a Docket Submittals Report 2 that is made available via the
Comprehensive Plan website and email list. Following this, Executive staff classifies whether each Docket is
appropriate for the annual update (which allows primarily technical updates, corrections, and amendments
that do not require substantive changes to policy language) or the four-year or eight-year updates (wherein all
changes may be considered). This classification guides whether the Docket item could be included in the
following year’s Comprehensive Plan update. 3
Following submittal and classification, the next phase includes analysis by County departments, outreach to
the proponent, determining the appropriate mechanism for public engagement (dependent on the type and
scale of the submittal), and coordination with relevant entities such as adjacent cities or special purpose
districts, again dependent on the submittal.
On the last business day of April, the Executive transmits a Docket Report with analysis and
recommendations to the County Council. The Council then includes all submitters of Docket items in the
mailing list for the relevant County Council meetings and notifies them of any other opportunities for public
testimony, as it considers the submittals. For Docket changes that are not recommended by the Executive,
the proponent may petition the County Council during its legislative review process.

1

King County Code 20.18.050 and 21A.44.060

2

Link to Docket webpage: https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regionalplanning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx

3

King County Code 20.18.140 and 20.18.030

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

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

Docket Item Council Submittal, Background and Recommendation
District
1. Mr. and
Submittal: Request to change land use and zoning on two parcels on the
9
Mrs. Fletcher
Renton-Maple Valley Road near the Cedar Grove Natural Area from
Neighborhood Business to Industrial. Parcel numbers are 3223069070 and
3223069052.
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Docket Item Council Submittal, Background and Recommendation
District
Discussion: This is a request for land use and zoning change. This Docket
request is identical to what was submitted by the property owner in 2018 and
again in 2020. That request was deemed not eligible for consideration in an
annual amendment as it would require substantive updates to
Comprehensive Plan policies. Additionally, the previous request was not
supported for several substantive reasons, and these are discussed in the
2018 Docket Report, which can be viewed at:
https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/performa
nce-strategy-budget/regional-planning/ComprehensivePlan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx

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

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

V. Public Comments on 2020 Docket Submittals
No public comments were submitted following the release of the 2021 Docket Submittals Report.
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VI. Attachments
The King County Code requires that the transmittal of the Docket Report to the County Council shall include
copies of the docket requests and supporting materials submitted by the proponents and copies of the
executive response that was issued to the proponents. Compliance with this is met through inclusion of the
following attachments:

A. Copies of the Docket Request and Submitted Supporting Materials – see Docket Submittals
Report, January 2021
B. Copies of the Executive Response – see Letter to Docket Proponents, April 2021
C. Public Comments on 2021 Docket Request
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Attachments to 2021 Docket Report
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Attachment A. Docket Submittals
Report, January 2021

2021 Docket Submittals Report
King County Comprehensive Plan
January 2021

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

II. OVERVIEW OF SUBMITTALS
The following item was received by King County by the deadline of December 31 for
consideration in this year's Docket process.
#
1

Name
Mr. & Mrs. Fletcher

Brief Summary
Request to change land and zoning on two parcels on the RentonMaple Valley Road near the Cedar Grove Natural Area from
Neighborhood Business to Industrial. Parcel numbers are 3223069070
and 3223069052.

2021 Docket Submittals Report

The following map identifies the location of the Docket item(s).

III. SUBMITTALS
The tables below include all the information provided with the Docket submittal. For clarity and
context purposes, but not analytical purposes at this stage in the process, maps are provided by
the County that show the vicinity of the area, an aerial photo, the Comprehensive Plan land use
designation, and the zoning classification. If special district overlays or property-specific
development conditions are present, these are provided as well.
Docket Request # 1: Fletcher
Name of Requestor(s): Michael and Linda Fletcher
Council District: #9
Summary Category: Land Use and Zoning Change
Submitted Request
Request to change the current zoning and land use designation from Neighborhood Commercial (NB)
to Industrial (I). Combined size is 3.54 acres.
Address
18407 Renton-Maple Valley Highway, Maple Valley, WA 98038. Parcel identification numbers
3223069052 and 3223069070
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Docket Request # 1: Fletcher
Submitted Background Information
The owners have attempted twice to align the actual use (industrial recycle center) with the correct
zoning (Industrial) as are the adjacent land uses to the south. As stated before, the use is nonconforming (gradfathered) and poses a big issue in the need to resell/re-finance the property if a crisis
arises (i.e. Covid-19, etc.). Fortunately, there is not an urgent need, but the Fletchers are elders in the
community and things could change in an instant.
Enclosed is the docket request form along with supporting materials. I also enclosed a letter I sent
Councilperson Dunn back in 2018 that was part of the first request.
We urge you and your team to give this some serious thought during your evaluation. We encourage
any meeting(s) that may be helpful whether in-person or electronically. This is very important to them
and there are no hardships/repercussions to these properties or the adjacent properties in making the
revision.
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Docket Request # 1: Fletcher

2021 Docket Submittals Report | Page 4

Docket Request # 1: Fletcher

2021 Docket Submittals Report | Page 5

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

Property Specific Development Conditions and Special District Overlays:
None are present on the subject properties.

As noted in the submitted materials, this Docket item was submittal previously in 2018 and
2020. Links to Docket Reports for those years is as follows:
• 2018 Docket Report.
• 2020 Docket Report.

III. FOR MORE INFORMATION
The purpose of the Docket Submittals Report is to provide notification regarding the proposals
that have submitted. The report is posted shortly after the Docket deadline of December 31 and
is therefore released prior to conducting analysis on the request(s). The next steps in the
process are described in the aforementioned Docket Reports.
Contact Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, 206-263-8297, and
ivan.miller@kingcounty.gov.
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Attachment B. Letter to Docket
Submitter, April 2021
Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget
401 5th Ave. Suite 800
Seattle, WA 98104
206-263-9600

TTY Relay: 711

April 30, 2021

Michael and Linda Fletcher
18407 Renton-Maple Valley Highway
Maple Valley, WA 98038

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Fletcher,
Thank you for participating in this year's Docketing process for the King County Comprehensive Plan.
The Docket process 1 is available to the public to identify a deficiency (i.e., an absence of required or
potentially desirable contents) or to propose changes to the Comprehensive Plan’s policies, area-wide
land use designations, development regulations, and site-specific land use and zoning. The Docket
process is open continuously and, once a year, the items registered in the previous twelve months are
compiled into the Docket Report with Executive branch recommendations. This is transmitted to the
King County Council for their review and consideration
Submittal: Request to change land use and zoning on two parcels on the Renton-Maple Valley Road near
the Cedar Grove Natural Area from Neighborhood Business to Industrial. Parcel numbers are
3223069070 and 3223069052.
Discussion: This is a request for land use and zoning change. This Docket request is identical to what
was submitted by the property owner in 2018 and 2020. That request was deemed not eligible for
consideration in an annual amendment as it would require substantive updates to Comprehensive Plan
policies. Additionally, the previous request was not supported for several substantive reasons, and these
are stated in the 2018 Docket Report, which can be viewed at:
https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regionalplanning/Comprehensive-Plan/2018_Docket_Report.ashx

1

Docket Process website: http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/kingcounty-comprehensive-plan/amend/docket.aspx, and Docket Process in the King County Code:
https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/council/clerk/code/23_Title_20.pdf, at 20.18.140

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

Lauren Smith
Director of Regional Planning
Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget
cc:

Jim Chan, Director, Department of Local Service – Permitting Division
Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget

Attachment C: Public
Comments

Attachment C: Public Comments on 2021 Docket Request

Reagan Dunn
Councilmember, District 9

Metropolitan King County Council

March 31, 2021
April Putney
Chief of Staff, King County Executive Dow Constantine
Executive Office
401 5th Ave. Suite 800
Seattle, WA 98104
Dear Ms. Putney:
I am writing to bring attention to an issue of joint concern and to voice my strong opposition to the 2021
Docket request submitted to change land zoning on two parcels, parcel numbers 3223069070 and
3223069052 on the Renton-Maple Valley Road near the Cedar Grove Natural Area, from Neighborhood
Business to Industrial.
King County’s policies as described in the King County Comprehensive Plan intend to limit the expansion
of industrial zoning in rural areas. This is to protect rural areas by safeguarding against the adverse
impacts of industrialization. It is understood and established that a rise in industrial use can cause harm
to the local environment and components critical to rural character, including natural resources, habitat,
and farmland.
Regarding parcels 3223069070 and 3223069052, the 2018 Docket Report outlines many concerns that
would need to be resolved if re-zoning were to be considered. There are many reasons these parcels
wouldn’t be able to accommodate industrial use, including the lack of septic systems, drainage systems,
other utilities, and parking. These findings where affirmed in the 2020 Docket Report, noting there these
conditions of the subject parcel and the conditions of the subject area has not changed substantially.
The parcels are also designated as Category I critical aquifer recharge area, and industrial zoning would
make drinking water highly vulnerable to contamination. The Cedar River is also critical habitat for
migrating salmon, populations of which would also suffer under industrial contamination.
Speaking in my capacity of the elected representative of residents of unincorporated Renton and Maple
Valley, I can say that nowhere in King County has industrialization been a more intrusive threat than in
this community. Residents of this area have repeatedly, over many years, voiced their concerns over a
proposed zoning change of parcel 1923069026, which is adjacent to parcels 3223069070 and
3223069052. The proposed new use for parcel 1923069026 is for an asphalt manufacturing facility. An
online petition has garnered almost 8,000 signatures from neighbors who vehemently oppose the

zoning change. Taken together, these three parcels would represent a huge intrusion of industrial use
into this rural neighborhood if King County approves re-zoning.
For all of these reasons, I would expect the finding to be consistent with the 2018 and 2020 decisions to
deem the property not eligible for consideration in an annual amendment. I strongly believe that it
would be negligent for King County to move forward with industrial zoning within rural areas of Renton
and Maple Valley, specifically in regards to parcels 3223069070 and 3223069052. It is of critical
importance that we listen to impacted communities and prioritize the protection of our environment—
including our potable water and struggling salmon population—over industrial businesses.
Thank you for considering this request.
Sincerely,

Reagan Dunn
Vice Chair
Metropolitan King County Council
cc:

Jim Chan, Division Director for Permitting
Shannon Braddock, Deputy Chief of Staff, King County Executive Office
Karan Gill, Director of Council Relations, King County Executive Office

Docket Item (D.I.) #1
Location: 18407 Renton-Maple Valley Highway (SR-169)
Parcel ID Nos.: 3223069052 and 3223069070
“Request to change land and zoning on two parcels on the Renton- Maple Valley Road near the Cedar
Grove Natural Area from Neighborhood Business to Industrial. Parcel numbers are 3223069070 and
3223069052.”
INTRODUCTION
The D.I. requestors’ own submitted background information explains exactly what is happening here:
“The owners have attempted twice to align the actual use (industrial recycle center) with the
correct zoning (Industrial).… As stated before, the use is non-conforming (gradfathered [sp]) and
poses a big issue in the need to resell/re-finance the property….Fortunately, there is not an
urgent need, but the Fletchers are elders in the community.…”
Clearly, the D.I. requestors’ are getting on in age and seek to sell. Rezoning the parcels from
Neighborhood Business (NB) to Industrial (I) could and, most likely, would, greatly increase the asking
prices for the parcels. The D.I. Request has nothing to do with continuing the existing use on the parcels
as that use is allowed as a “non-conforming” use, as the D.I. requestors’ state in their own words.
DISCUSSION
We previously have submitted detailed comments on the D.I. requestors’ past two attempts for a
rezone through the Docket Process: 2018 and 2020—those are attached and fully explain our supporting
rationale. In our 2018 response we also included “Final Zoning and Subdivision Examiner's Decision and
the BALD Report 124-88-R, 1989,” which we again attach (separately) for convenience.
Further, King County, in denying the D.I. requestors’ 2020 D.I. Request it deemed it:
“…not eligible to be considered until 2024, which is when the eight-year cycle update will occur.”
We could not agree more; however, we believe it again should be denied in 2024.
RECOMMENDATION
D.I. #1 should be denied for the third time.
Attachments:
1. Comments on D.I. Request #2, GMVUAC, March 3, 2020.
2. Comments on D.I. Request #4, GMVUAC, October 2, 2018.
3. Final Zoning and Subdivision Examiner's Decision and the BALD Report 124-88-R, 1989. [pdf is
attached separately]

GMVUAC

1

April 6, 2021

Attachment 1—GMVUAC Comments on D.I. Request #2, March 3, 2020
D.I. Request #2—Fletcher (past Metal Recycling Facility at 18407 Renton-Maple Valley Rd [SR-169],
just south of the Cedar Grove Rd intersection)
This is a re-submittal of a 2018 request. However, in this case, the requester specifically asks for: “the
opportunity to sit down with the councilman and staff to discuss the merits of this request.” The GMVUAC
submitted formal comments to King County on the original 2018 D.I. Request recommending it be
rejected (see attached).
The 2020 D.I. Request remains the same as that rejected by the County in 2018: change zoning from
Neighborhood Business (NB) to Industrial (I). The site has been cleared of much of its past business and
possibly in anticipation of a zoning change or to be sold? Clearly, a zoning change could greatly increase
the value of the property.
It is our understanding that a “site-specific” amendment needs to wait a total of three years before resubmittal. The original submittal was less than two years ago in 2018.
We completely support the Executive’s excellent rationale for recommending rejection of this request
in 2018.
We request the Executive to recommend this D.I. Request, again, be firmly rejected.

GMVUAC

2

April 6, 2021

Attachment 2—GMVUAC Comments on D.I. Request #4, October 2, 2018
Docket Item (D.I.) #4
Location: 18407 SR-169
Parcel ID Nos.: 3223069052 and 3223069070
“Reclassify zoning on two parcels from NB (Neighborhood Business) to I (Industrial). The land use would
remain Rural Area. Combined size is 3.54 acres. The purpose for the request is to provide consistency
with the actual land use activity (recycling center) that has been in operation for over 25 years. An
industrial use (grand- fathered) – a metal recycling facility. The use and zoning will be consistent with
what is actually developed in the immediate vicinity and on these specific properties.”
INTRODUCTION
The D.I. states the site’s existing business is an “industrial use” that is “grandfathered.” The D.I.
request is to rezone the site from Neighborhood Business (NB) to Industrial (I). If the existing “metal
recycling” business is indeed “grandfathered,” then no change in zoning is necessary.
Of critical concern is that should the site be rezoned, the next owner could propose a different
industrial use (much like the proposed Asphalt Facility on a parcel along SR-169, which was the subject
of a successful rezoning request through the D.I. process). [Note; The site in question was not evaluated
earlier this year in KC DPER’s Cedar River Sites Industrial Moratorium (CRSIM) Study as part of the KC
Council’s Asphalt Facility discussions, because it was not zoned “Industrial.”]
BACKGROUND
The D.I. specifically refers to the adjoining site to the south and its "I" zoning as justification for the
site in question to be rezoned to "I". Attached is the final Zoning and Subdivision Examiner's Decision and
the BALD Report 124-88-R— (Note: The Building and Land Development Division is the predecessor to
present-day DPER), which supported the 1989 rezone of the adjoining site to "I-P" (“I" zoned, but with a
P-suffix—which imposed express limitations on future use).
The "I-P" zoning for the adjacent site was adopted by the KC Council as Ordinance 8865 and
incorporated into subsequent Comprehensive Plans (and Tahoma-Raven Heights Subarea Plan by
Ordinance 12824 in 1997). The uses of that “I-P” zoned site are limited to those allowed in the Regional
Business (RB) zone and "vehicle interior refurbishing and re-upholstering.”
DISCUSSION
The 1989 rezone was unique and cannot, and should not, constitute grounds for rezoning the site in
question from "NB" to a general "I" without any P-suffix to substantially limit its future use. The attached
BALD Report gives an extensive history of this area and land uses that existed in that vicinity for many
years. D.I. #4's assertion that a “rezone of their property to ‘I’ - Industrial would be consistent with the
zoning and use of the property to the south” simply is not accurate.
We remain highly skeptical and very concerned that a rezone to a generic “I" could result in another
debacle, as has been encountered with the proposed Asphalt Facility on a parcel along SR-169. As with
the former rezone of that parcel to simply a generic "I", rezoning of the site to allow lawful continuation of
an existing nonconforming use has severe and, perhaps, unintended consequences, where such rezone
is not limited in scope to allow only that particular existing use and any other uses that are in fact
consistent with such existing use. In fact, since the existing business can continue under existing zoning,
no rezone is necessary.
Finally, any proposed site-specific rezone (e.g., from "NB" to “I”) inconsistent with the KC
Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) must be considered and resolved first through a Hearing Examiner
following a public hearing (KCC 20.20.020(E) and KCC 20.22). Annual amendments to the KCCP are
deemed legislative; whereas, a site-specific rezone is quasi-judicial and must be reviewed as a Type 4
permit application. Clearly, an annual D.I. request should not be part of any bifurcated process (i.e., KC
Council amends zoning designation, refers it to Hearing Examiner, who, sends recommendation back to
KC Council for a final decision).
RECOMMENDATION
D.I. #4 should be denied.

GMVUAC

3

April 6, 2021

Docket Item (D.I.) #4
Location: 18407 SR-169
Parcel ID Nos.: 3223069052 and 3223069070
“Reclassify zoning on two parcels from NB (Neighborhood Business) to I (Industrial). The land use would
remain Rural Area. Combined size is 3.54 acres. The purpose for the request is to provide consistency with the
actual land use activity (recycling center) that has been in operation for over 25 years. An industrial use (grandfathered) – a metal recycling facility. The use and zoning will be consistent with what is actually developed in
the immediate vicinity and on these specific properties.”
INTRODUCTION
The D.I. states the site’s existing business is an “industrial use” that is “grandfathered.” The D.I. request is
to rezone the site from Neighborhood Business (NB) to Industrial (I). If the existing “metal recycling” business
is indeed “grandfathered,” then no change in zoning is necessary.
Of critical concern is that should the site be rezoned, the next owner could propose a different industrial
use (much like the proposed Asphalt Facility on a parcel along SR-169, which was the subject of a successful
rezoning request through the D.I. process). [Note; The site in question was not evaluated earlier this year in KC
DPER’s Cedar River Sites Industrial Moratorium (CRSIM) Study as part of the KC Council’s Asphalt Facility
discussions, because it was not zoned “Industrial.”]
BACKGROUND
The D.I. specifically refers to the adjoining site to the south and its "I" zoning as justification for the site in
question to be rezoned to "I". Attached is the final Zoning and Subdivision Examiner's Decision and the BALD
Report 124-88-R— (Note: The Building and Land Development Division is the predecessor to present-day
DPER), which supported the 1989 rezone of the adjoining site to "I-P" (“I" zoned, but with a P-suffix—which
imposed express limitations on future use).
The "I-P" zoning for the adjacent site was adopted by the KC Council as Ordinance 8865 and incorporated
into subsequent Comprehensive Plans (and Tahoma-Raven Heights Subarea Plan by Ordinance 12824 in
1997). The uses of that “I-P” zoned site are limited to those allowed in the Regional Business (RB) zone and
"vehicle interior refurbishing and re-upholstering.”
DISCUSSION
The 1989 rezone was unique and cannot, and should not, constitute grounds for rezoning the site in
question from "NB" to a general "I" without any P-suffix to substantially limit its future use. The attached BALD
Report gives an extensive history of this area and land uses that existed in that vicinity for many years. D.I.
#4's assertion that a “rezone of their property to ‘I’ - Industrial would be consistent with the zoning and use of
the property to the south” simply is not accurate.
We remain highly skeptical and very concerned that a rezone to a generic “I" could result in another
debacle, as has been encountered with the proposed Asphalt Facility on a parcel along SR-169. As with the
former rezone of that parcel to simply a generic "I", rezoning of the site to allow lawful continuation of an
existing nonconforming use has severe and, perhaps, unintended consequences, where such rezone is not
limited in scope to allow only that particular existing use and any other uses that are in fact consistent with
such existing use. In fact, since the existing business can continue under existing zoning, no rezone is
necessary.
Finally, any proposed site-specific rezone (e.g., from "NB" to “I”) inconsistent with the KC Comprehensive
Plan (KCCP) must be considered and resolved first through a Hearing Examiner following a public hearing
(KCC 20.20.020(E) and KCC 20.22). Annual amendments to the KCCP are deemed legislative; whereas, a
site-specific rezone is quasi-judicial and must be reviewed as a Type 4 permit application. Clearly, an annual
D.I. request should not be part of any bifurcated process (i.e., KC Council amends zoning designation, refers it
to Hearing Examiner, who, sends recommendation back to KC Council for a final decision).
RECOMMENDATION
D.I. #4 should be denied.
Attachment: Final Zoning and Subdivision Examiner's Decision and the BALD Report 124-88-R, 1989.

GMVUAC

!1

October 2, 2018

2020 Docket Items to the KCCP

Comments
D.I. Request #2—Fletcher (past Metal Recycling Facility at 18407 Renton-Maple
Valley Rd [SR-169], just south of the Cedar Grove Rd intersection)
This is a re-submittal of a 2018 request. However, in this case, the requester
specifically asks for: “the opportunity to sit down with the councilman and staff to
discuss the merits of this request.” The GMVUAC submitted formal comments to King
County on the original 2018 D.I. Request recommending it be rejected (see attached).
The 2020 D.I. Request remains the same as that rejected by the County in 2018:
change zoning from Neighborhood Business (NB) to Industrial (I). The site has been
cleared of much of its past business and possibly in anticipation of a zoning change or
to be sold? Clearly, a zoning change could greatly increase the value of the property.
It is our understanding that a “site-specific” amendment needs to wait a total of three
years before re-submittal. The original submittal was less than two years ago in 2018.
We completely support the Executive’s excellent rationale for recommending
rejection of this request in 2018.
We request the Executive to recommend this D.I. Request, again, be firmly rejected.

GMVUAC

1

March 3, 2020

2020 Docket Items to the KCCP

Comments
D.I. Request #5—Rainier Christian School (just NW of Lk Desire in an
unincorporated Urban area)
This property is directly adjacent to the GMVUAC’s western border. The request is to
use the 4:1 program to take the ~34.5-ac, RA-2.5 zoned site and adopt urbandesignated development of R-6 (6 DUs/ac) over 20% of the site (~7 ac), thereby
creating ~41 lots.
Our biggest issue is this entails extending sewer lines from the Urban Growth Area
into the Rural Area to serve the projected ~41 home sites. Although the requester states
there is an existing sewer line that extends through the site to serve the existing school,
that line should be tightlined (as specified in the King County School Siting Task Force
which convened in 2011-2012—GMVUAC member, Peter Rimbos, served on the Task
Force). We expect the requestor cannot achieve the density that would accompany the
requested R-6 zoning with septic systems and, thus, needs extension of sewer lines.
Extending sewer lines in to the Rural Area would violate County-Wide Planning Policy
(CPP) DP-17c [“Can be efficiently provided with urban services and does not require
supportive facilities located in the Rural Area”].
One of the GMVUAC’s bedrock principles is to “Keep the Rural Area rural” and one
very strong way to do that is to not extend sewer lines into the Rural Area. King County
policy agrees with this and it was a heavy determinator during the School Siting Task
Force deliberations and recommendations.
In addition, a direct access road is required to be extended from the from the Urban
Growth Area. The only existing road (174th Ave SE) to serve the school enters from the
southeast, all in the Rural Area, from Lake Desire Dr.
Finally, the City of Renton would have to designate this area as part of its Potential
Annexation Areas (PAAs), according to CPP DP-17g [“Is subject to an agreement
between King County and the city or town adjacent to the area that the area will be
added to the city’s Potential Annexation Area. Upon ratification of the amendment, the
Countywide Planning Policies will reflect both the Urban Growth Area change and
Potential Annexation Area change.”]. The City of Renton already has several designated
PAAs. One of which lies directly adjacent to the west of this area. For many years the
City has chosen not to annex any of these PAAs, nor do we expect it would do so here,
even if the city designated it as a PAA, thus defeating the purpose of requiring the sub
sect of the 4:1 to be part of a designated PAA.
We request the Executive to recommend this D.I. Request be rejected, in part, due
to the need for sewer line extensions into the Rural Area and the strong possibilities that
the City of Renton, although it might designate it as part of its many PAAs, would have
no real intention of annexing it in the future.
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