REGULATORY REVI EW COWM TTEE

- M NUTES -

MEETI NG DATE: Decenmber 19, 1997

TO  Building Services Division Staff Land Use Services Division Staff
Lynn Baugh Mar k Car ey
Chris Ricketts Li sa Pringle
Pam Dhanapal Mari |l yn Cox
Terry Brunner Lanny Henoch
Ken Di nsnore Gordon Thonson

Priscilla Kaufmnn

G eg Kipp, Deputy Director
M chael Sinsky, Prosecuting Attorney’s Ofice

FM  Sophi a Byrd, Code Devel opnent Coordi nat or

Present: Conni e Blunen, Sophia Byrd, Tom Fitzpatri ck,
Kanmur on CQurol,

Lanny Henoch, Priscilla Kaufmann, Betty Sal vati, Gordon
Thonson,

(Susan Marlin, recorder)

| ssue:

1. s an interpretation necessary to clarify the sending
site criteria for Transfer of Devel opnment Credits in
K.C.C. 21A 36.030(B)? Many of the features listed in
B.1-9 are not defined in the Zoning Code or Conp Pl an.

Di scussi on:

The group di scussed how Chapter 21A 36.030(B) lists sending
site features which are very broad in definition and that
specific criteria are needed to determ ne how an area
qualifies as a sending site.
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It was agreed that a review of what qualifies as sendi ng-
site criteria needs to take a conmonsense approach. A
witten interpretation is not necessary, but rather the RRC
bel i eves the code provides sufficient direction to | ook to
t he King County Conprehensive Plan policies and ot her
particular plans as stated in 21A. 36.030(B). *“ Sending
sites nust contain one or nore of the follow ng features, as
defined in the Conprehensive Plan, Open Space Pl an, other
functional plan or a community plan:

Open spaces

WIldlife habitat

Whodl ands

Shorel i ne access

Communi ty separ at or

Regi onal trail/natural |inkage

Hi storic | andmark designation

Agricul tural land not encunbered through the
county’s farm ands preservation devel opnent rights purchase;
or
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9. Park site that neets adopted size, distance and
ot her standards for serving the receiving sites to which the
density credits are being transferred.

The group di scussed each of the nine features and agreed
that there are definitions and policies identifying criteria
for each, e.g. in the Conp. Plan, community plans, the
Shoreline Master Program Parks and Open Space Pl an, zoning

desi gnations, and specific area mapping. It was al so agreed
upon that “ conmmunity separator” is synononmous with “ urban
separator.”

Concl usi on:

It was decided that an Adm nistrative Interpretation is not
necessary at this tine. An anendnent to this section of the
code is being drafted as part of the broader TDR program

In the neantine, the RRC agreed that DDES shoul d eval uate
whether a site qualifies as a TDR sending site under

21A. 36.030(B) by exam ning applicable policies, definitions,
maps, etc., that exist in the various plans.
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