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Proposed No. 83-29

1 ORDINANCE NO. 6422

2 AN ORDINANCE relating to Comprehensive
Planning; adopting the Newcastle Community

3 Plan; adopting the Newcastle Area Zoning;
amending the King County Sewerage General

4 Plan (Ordinance No. 4035); amending the
Newcastle Area Zoning Guidelines (Resolution

5 No. 31816); and adding a new section to
K.C.C. 20.12.

6
PREAMBLE:

7 For the purpose of effective areawide planning
and regulation, the King County Council makes

8 the following legislative~:findings:

9 (1) The Newcastle area is an,appropriate geographic
- area for augmentation and amplification of the

10 King County Comprehensive Plan through the
adoption of the Newcastle Community Plan and

11 Area Zoning. The Newcastle Community Plan is
a continuation of the program to plan area—by-

12 area in King County.

13 (2) The Newcastle area is a growing area with
competing demands for land uses and development

14 and. requires areawide planning and zoning.

15 (3) King County, with the assistance of the
Newcastle Community Plan Committee, the Technical

16 Advisory Committee and general citizen input, has
studied and considered alternative policies, pro-

17 grams and other means to provide for the orderly
development of the Newcastle. area and has con—

18 sidered the social, economic and environmental
impacts of the plan and areawide zoning. King

19 County has prepared and distributed an Environmental
Impact Statement for the Newcastle Community Plan

20 and areawide zoning.

21 (4) The Newcastle Community Plan and areawide
zoning provide for the coordination and regulation

22 of public and private development and bear a sub
stantial relationship to, and are necessary for,

23 the public health, safety, and general welfare
of King County and its citizens.

24
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

25
SECTION_1. There is added to K.C.C. 20.12 a new section to

26
read as follows: The Newcastle Community Plan, attached to

27
Ordinance G422as Appendix A, is adopted as an amplification

28 -

and augmentation of the Comprehensive Plan for King County and
29

as such constitutes official County policy for the geographic
30

area defined therein.
31

SECTION 2. The Newcastle Community Plan Area Zoning,
32

attached to Ordinance 642e...es Appendix B, is adopted as the



6~22.
1 official zoning control for that portion of unincorporated King

2 County defined therein.

3 SECTION 3. Ordinance #4035, previously adopting the King

4 County Sewerage General Plan, is hereby amended in accordance

5 with Section 1.

6 SECTION 4. Resolution No. 31816, previously adopting area

7 zoning for Newcastle on May 9, 1966, is hereby amended in

8 accordance with Section 2.

9 SECTIONS. All public testimony previously received by

10 the Newcastle Community Plan Panel and the King County Council

11 on Proposed Ordinance 82-242 is hereby incorporated by this

12 reference and is intended to serve as a basis for the Newcastle

13 Community Plan documents attached hereto. Proposed Ordinance

14 82—242 was passed by the Council on December 20, 1982, as

15 Ordinance 6235 and was vetoed by the Executive on January 6, 1983.

16 INTRODUCED AND READ for the first time this _______day of

17 ___________________ 19~

18 PASSED this day of —, l9~9.

19 KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

22 Chairman

23 ATTEST:

24

25 __________

I ,—IClerk of the Council
26

APPROVED this ~ day of Q~.4..... , 19
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King County Executive
Randy Revelle

:.~ ~

June 7, 1983

—

The Honorable BruceLaing ~
Chairman, King County Council
COURTHOUSE ~

RE: Newcastle Community Plan

Oear Mr. Chairman:

We are pleased to transmit Ordinance 6422 adopting the Newcastle Community Plan
and Area Zoning. The adopted Plan is the result of many weeks of negotiation,
capping four years of hard work and commitment by many people. We believe the
provisions of this Plan will preserve the environment, assure responsible deve
lopment, and protect the Cougar Mountain Regional Wildland Park.

I have signed Ordinance 6422 because the adopted Planestablishes the following
requirements to assure responsible development:

• Up to two villages may be permitted to develop on Cougar Mountain. A
second village, however, will be allowed only after fifty percent of a
first village is completed.

• Although the Plan allows King County the possibility of adopting a-
revised schedule for phasing two villages, the Plan establishes a
rigorous process through which findings •must be documented and carefully
evaluated. Such a schedule would have to be established by ordinance as
part of the first village master plan approval. This process would
include a thorough review of planning, design, financing, and construc
tion details by King County and other agencies, the public, the Zoning
and Subdivision Hearing Examiner, as well as the King County Council and
the King County Executive.

• Any proposed village development on Cougar Mountain must be located and
designed to prevent significant adverse impacts on the natural environ
ment and the proposed Cougar Mountain Regional Wildland Park.
Transportation and visual guidelines in the Plan further define how the
Park is to be protected from noise, light, glare, and air quality
problems posed by roads and visual intrusion due to development.

• The eastern village site, which poses the greatest potential threat to
•the Park, can only be considered for a second village.

Icy,~C,..,,.k,~, tic rk~,-l .1,..,., C,..,,I,~ I4,....k..,,.,. floilli ‘Iflhll ‘Ihhh



The Honorable Bruce Laing
June 7, 1983
Page Two

• Specific criteria for village development include criteria for housing,
open space and recreation, commercial/industrial development, transpor
tation, drainage, utilities, energy, public services, and a financial
planfor capital facilities.

1 ~ommend th~ King County Council for your diligent work on the Newcastle Plan.
Difficult iSsues were thoroughly analyzed and discussed. I believe the
r&sulting PLan is in the public interest; it is a blueprint for responsible
development’in the Newcastle community.

We must now turn to the task of implementing the Newcastle Plan. Achieving the
Cougar Mountain Regional Wildland Park and carrying out the policies of.the
Newcastle Plan presents an agenda for renewed commitment and diligence. We
welcome your continued interest in meeting this challenge.

If you have any further questions about the Newcastle Community Plan, please
call me or Rita Elway of my Executive Staff at 344—4040, or call Holly Miller at
344-7503. ~

King County Executive

RR:RE:ew

cc: King County Councilmembers
ATTN: Jerry Peterson, Council Administrator

Holly Miller, Director, Department of Planning and Community Development
ATTN: Harold Robertson, Manager, Planning Division

Tom rfEisimrnons, Program Development Manager
ATTN: Rita Elway, Staff Assistant

Members, Newcastle Community Plan Committee
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CONTENTS OF THIS DOCIJMENT AS IT RELATES TO THE

PROPOSED NEWCASTLE COMMUNITY PLAN

I. PROPOSED ORDINANCE 83—29

II. KING COUNTY ExEcuTIvE REVELLE’S VETO MESSAGE

III. AMENDMENTS TO THE PROPOSED PLAN AND AREA ZONING
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Introduced by: ~ R~fl1S

83—29

1/27/83 ____________________

Proposed No. _________________

1 ORDINANCE NO.________

2 AN ORDINANCE relating to Comprehensive
Planning; adopting the Newcastle Community

3 Plan; adopting the Newcastle Area Zoning;
amending the King County Sewerage General

4 Plan (Ordinance No. 4035); amending the
Newcastle Area Zoning Guidelines (~so1ution

S No. 31816); and adding a new section to
K.C.C. 20.12.

6
PREAMBLE:

7 For the purpose of effective areawide planning
and regulation, the King County Council makes

$ the following legislative:findings:

9 Cl) The Newcastle area is an appropriate geographic
area for augmentation and amplification of the

10 King County Comprehensive Plan through the
adoption of the Newcastle Community Plan and

11 Area Zoning. The Newcastle Community Plan is
a continuation, of the program to plan area-by-

12 area in King County.

13 (2) The Newcastle area is a growing area with
competing demands for land uses and development

14 and requires areawjde planning and zoning.

15 (3) King County, with the assistance of the
Newcastle Community Plan Committee, •the Technical

16 Advisory Committee and general citizen input, has
studied and considered alternative policies, pro—

17 grams and other means to provide for the orderly
development of the Newcastle area and has con—

18 sidered the social, economic and environmental
impacts of the plan and areawide zoning. King

19 County has prepared and distributed an Environmental
Impact Statement for the Newcastle Community Plan

20 and areawide zoning.

21 (4) The Newcastle Community Plan and areawide
zoning provide for the coordination and regulation

22 of p~b1ic and private development and bear a sub
stantial relationship to, and are necessary for,

23 the public health, safety, and general welfare

24 of King County and its citizens.
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

25
SECTION 1. There is added to K.C.C. 20.12 a new Section to

26
read as follows: The Newcastle Community Plan, attached to

Ordinance as Appendix A, is adopted as an amplification
2$

and augmentation of the Comprehensive Plan for King County and
29

as such constitutes official County policy for the geographic
30

area defined therein.
31

SECTION 2. The Newcastle Community Plan Area Zoning,
32

33
attached to Ordinance as Appendix B, is adopted as the



official zoning control for that portion of unincorporated King

County defined therein.

SECTION 3. Ordinance #4035, previously adopting the King

County Sewerage General Plan, is hereby amended in accordance

with Section 1.

SECTION 4. Resolution No. 31816, previously adopting area

zoning for Newcastle on May 9, 1966, is hereby amended in

accordance with Section 2.

SECTION 5. All public testimony previously received by

the Newcastle Community Plan Panel and the King County Council

on Proposed Ordinance 82-242 is hereby incorporated by this

reference and is intended to serve as a basis for the Newcastle

Community Plan documents attached hereto. Proposed Ordinance

82-242 was passed by the Council on December 20, 1982, as

Ordinance 6235 and was vetoed by the Executive on January 6, 1983.

INTRODUCED AND READ for the first time this ________day of.

________________ 19

__________day of , 19.
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PASSED this

KING COUNTY COUNCIIA
KING COUNTY, WASBrNGTON

ATTEST:

Chairman

Cieric ot ti’e Council

JPPRQVED this _______day of ,l9

King County Executive
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CLEP~ OF THE COUNCIL

KingCounty Executive
Randy Revelle

January 7, 1983

The Honorable Lois North
Chairman, King County Council
COURTHOUSE

RE: Newcastle and East Sammamish Community Plans

Dear Madam Chairman,

The Newcastle Community Plan, adopted December 20, 1982, and the East
Samniamish Community Plan, adopted December 22, 1982, represent critical
land use decisions which will have significant impacts on future growth
in King County. Based on a thorough review, I have decided to veto the
adopted Newcastle Plan because it does not promote balanced and respon
sible growth n3anagement in the Newcastle area. The fundamental purpose
of my veto is not to reject outright the adopted Plan, but to provide
the opportunity to refine the Plan to meet the legitimate environmental
and development needs of the Newcastle area.

While I have several reservations about the adopted East Sammamish Plan,
for the reasons discussed below I have decided to allow it to become law
without my signature. The following discussion further explains my
position on each Plan.

NEWCASTLE COMMUNITY PtAN

My fundamental support of responsible growth management and my commit
ment to a Regional Wildland Park on Cougar Mountain are the two major
reasons for vetoing the adopted Newcastle Plan. The adopted Plan en
courages unnecessary development in an area unsuited for major growth.
Further, the adopted Newcastle Plan fails to ensure that the authorized
village development will have to provide housing for a range of income
levels, synchronize infrastructure with the village development, and
safeguard against undue burdens on the taxpayers of King County.
Finally, the adopted Plan is incompatible with the proposed Cougar
Mountain Regional Wildiand Park.

Village Development

On April 30, 1982, when I transmitted the enclosed letter and the pro
posed Newcastle Community Plan to the King County Council for review and
adoption, I strongly supported developing only a single village on
Cougar Mountain and establishing a Cougar Mountain Regional Wildland
Park. I continue to support only a single village development because:

40() KingcoiinivCoiirthouse 516 ThirdAvenue Seai0e Washington 98104 (Z061344-4040



Honorable Lois North
Page 2
January 7, 1983

(1) A single village represents a realistic response to meeting
the housing needs of the Newcastle community and King County;

(2) A single village would not unreasonably impact the proposed
:Regional Wildland Park; and

(3) The single village concept is supported by the majority of the
NewcastleCommunity Planning Committee and the Newcastle
community.

I respectfully urge the King County Council to restore the single vil
lage concept to the Newcastle Community Plan. Development of a single
village on Cougar Mountain would adequately meet the housing needs of
the Newcastle community well into the year 2000. Itwould also meet
these needs in a manner which respects the essential integrity of the
proposed Cougar Mountain Regional Wildland Park.

About 80,000 people are expected to be living in the Newcastle area in
the year 2000. The single village, along with other development in the
Newcastle planning area, would accommodate about 133,500 people. The
multiple village concept would provide unnecessary capacity for an
additional 16,500 people. Such an increase would have significant
adverse impacts in the Cougar Mountain area because of the physical con
straints of the land and the close proximity of village development to
the Park. The substantial growth capacity of the adopted East Sammamish
Gommunity Plan makes more than one village on Cougar Mountain even more
unnecessary.

In addition, it is important to give significant weight to the proposals
of the Newcastle Community Planning Committee, which ably represented
the diverse interests in the Newcastle area. The process used by the
Committee was thorough, equitable, and reasonable. The single village
concept represents a responsible compromise made by the Committee after
many months of discussions about development and growth management on
Cougar Mountain.

If the single village concept is not restored to the Plan by the County
Council, then development of the two villages should be phased. The
start of a second village could be contingent upon demonstrating that:
1) all facilities and services necessary for the first village are
assured; and 2) the village center containing commercial, retail, edu
cational, and civic uses is developing and will be completed commen
surate with thepopulation growth.

• About 5,000 people will support the kinds of activities contemplated for
the village center. Assuming a mix of seventy percent single-family and
thirty percent multi-family housing, about 1,800 occupied units would be
needed to support the village center activities. A similar phasing
provision is included in the adopted East Sarnmamish Plan and would make
development of two villages in the Newcastle area more acceptable.

On December 3, 1982, 1 sent the enclosed letter to the King County
Council explaining my continued support for the single village concept
for Cougar Mountain and the Regional Wildiand Park. In my letter, I
made one adjtistment to my previous position. I recommended that the



Honorable Lois North
Page 3
January 7, 1983

eastern village site be removed from consideration for village develop
ment because a village located on the eastern site would require con
struction of a road through the Regional Wildiand Park and remove a
critical area from the proposed Park.

The County Council’s adopted Newcastle Plan would allow one or two
villages to develop on any of the original three potential village
sites. The prospect of a road through the core of the Regional Wildland
Park is unacceptable. Also, I continue to support including in the Park
all of the additional 362 acres I previously recommended to the County
Council in the enclosed December 3, 1982 letter. in the adopted
Newcastle Plan, the Council encouraged village development in “the least
environmentally sensitive, undeveloped portions of Cougar Mountain.”
The Council needs only to be more explicit and delete the eastern vil
lage site to assure this criterion is met.

Master Plan Development Criteria

The adopted Newcastle Plan does not include the criteria proposed by the
County Council Panel to guide master planned village development, even
though the Cougar Mountain property owners did not contest them. The
guidelines remaining in the adopted Plan are more general than the
criteria and will not provide certain and explicit management of the
impacts and costs of growth. The prospect that conditions of village
development would be negotiated during the review of a specific proposal
is cause for serious concern. Such a process is unpredictable for
prGperty owners and inadequately protects residents of the Newcastle
area and King County.

The housing criteria ~omitted from the adopted Newcastle Plan by the
County Council would result in housing for a range of income levels.
Thirty percent of the total residential units would be used as a target
in providing housing affordable to median, moderate, and low income
persons.

The open space criteria would establish a target of forty percent of the
overall master plan area to be preserved in open space. The criteria
would also assure that capital improvements needed as a result of the
village development would be provided by the master plan development.
These improvements include •water and sewer facilities, school sites,
external access roads and internal streets, and drainage facilities.
Finally, the criteria omitted by the County Council address phasing to
synchronize facilities and services with development and financial
planning to assure the needed improvements are completed.

For village development to be in the public interest, the master plan
development criteria should be restored to •the Plan. Such an action
would be consistent with the County Council’s action on the adopted East
Lake Sammamish Plan, which includes all of the master plan development
criteria.



Honorable Lois North
Page 4
January 7, 1983

Cougar Mountain Regional Wildland Park

Achieving the proposed Cougar Mountain Regional Wildiand Park will
enable all citizens of King County to enjoy a precious natural resource.
That important goal should not become clouded by unrealistically tying
the Park to the development of villages on Cougar Mountain.

During the County Council’s debate on the number of villages, Council-
members discussed at length the dubious premise that by increasing the
number of potential villages, King County would increase the possibility
of obtaining the Regional Wildland Park property without paying for it.
That simply is not the case. Owners of large parcels within the Park
area have consistently stated their properties may be available for
purchase or trade; they have not said they would dedicate all or even a
significant portion of their land to King County.

The adopted Newcastle Plan states that “the master plan development may
include areas recommended for inclusion within the Proposed Regional
Park provi’ded that land is dedicated to the County as open space.”
Although this may result in a small amount of land being dedicated for
the Regional Wildland Park, dedication will not be the principal means
of establishing the Park. King County residents will have to pay for
the vast majority of the Park, either through trades or land purchases.
A second or third village would not alter this basic fact.

We are actively exploring submittal of a Cougar Mountain Regional Wild-
land Park bond issue and/or re-submittal of a County-wide bond issue as
additional options for achieving the Park. Each option will be sub
mitted to the County Council at a later date.

Owners of the major land holdings on Cougar Mountain have suggested they
may be willing to sign an option agreement with King County as a way of
cooperating in our efforts to acquire the Park This option agreement
would only be available if the property owners generally support the
final adopted Newcastle Plan. We plan to pursue the option agreement
with the property owners and the County Council, as appropriate, as well
as to explore the actual means of obtaining the Park land.

For the foregoing reasons, I respectfully request your careful and
timely reconsideration of the Newcastle Community Plan. My staff and I
are ready to assist the County Council in any way possible to achiev.e
our common goal of meeting our growth management responsibilities to the
residents of King County.

EAST SAMMAMISH COMMUNITY PLAN

The King County Council began reviewing the East Sammamish Community
Plan in 1979 -- two and one-half years before my election as King County
Executive. Because of the Council’s long history with the Plan, I felt
it would be appropriate for the County Council to continue its leader
ship role and inappropriate for me to take an active role in the Plan
review process.
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Adoption of the East Sammamish Community Plan by the County Council
resulted from many months of complex and difficult analysis~ While I
have reservations about the adopted Plan, because of the unanimous vote
I have decided to defer to the Council’s judgment and allow the adopting
ordinance to become law without my signature. I would, however, like to
summarize my reservations about the adopted Plan.

Growth Management

Similar to my concerns about the adopted Newcastle Plan, I am not con
vinced that the East Sammamish area needs a Plan that provides exces
sively for growth. The adopted East Sammamish Plan has ultimate capa
city for about three times the population forecast for the area in the
year 2000. That is particularly excessive, since the Newcastle Plan
also provides ample growth capacity, even with only one village.

I am also concerned about the higher densities authorized in the Evans!
Patterson Creek area (the Boeing property). Introducing one unit per
acre densities into this rural area may cause pressure for similar
densities throughout rural King County. This is particularly trouble
some because the County Council has not yet considered a comprehensive
rural land use policy. I plan to recommend such a policy to the Council
this year as part of the General Development Guide.

I would also like to offer my views on two -other aspects of the East
Sammamish Plan -- master plan development and the plan development!
review process.

Master Plan Development

Many residents of the East Sammamish area have expressed genuine fears
about the potential impacts of development. They have raised legitimate
concerns about the potential costs to surrounding residents, the impacts
of higher density development on semi-rural lifestyles, and the depend
ability of cost estimates for the infrastructure necessary to support
master plan development.

For those reasons, I believe the master plan criteria are very important
to ensure acceptable development. I strongly support the County Coun
cil’s inclusion of the criteria in the adopted East Sammainish Plan. As
stated previously, I also respectfully urge the Council to include the
criteria in the Newcastle Plan.

Plan Development/Review Process

Many people have expressed concerns to me about the development/review
process used for the East Sammamish Plan. Opponents of the adopted Plan
feel the 1978 Proposed East Sammamish Plan was treated unfairly. They
believe the adopted Plan was developed with little citizen involvement.
They also feel the Plan review process invited zoning changes to be made
with less detailed analysis than is provided by the Department of Plan
ning and Community Development in preparing the Area Zoning, or by the
Hearing Examiner in the reclassification process..
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I realize that the alternatives developed for the East Sammamish area
were reviewed at numerous public meetings and East Sammamish Panel work
sessions. I am very concerned, however, about the bitterness that grew
throughout the very long East Sammamish deliberations. Since the devel
opment/ review process contributed unnecessarily to this problem, I am
committed to working with the County Council to improve the process for
the future.

We will soon discuss with Councilmembers possible revisions to the
community planning process for use in developing the Bear Creek and
Snoqualmie Plans. Also, the 1983 Executive Work Program will include
establishing a process for community plan updates. Finally, I hope to
work with Councilmernbers to evaluate the role of Executive department
staff in the Council review and adoption process for community plans and
area zoning.

I would like to take this opportunity to commend the King County Council
for its diligent work on the East Sammamish and Newcastle Community
Plans. Many complex issues were addressed thoughtfully and responsibly.
We stand ready to work with the County Council in a cooperative effort
to make the Newcastle Plan the blueprint for responsible, development it
can and should become.

If you have any questions about my veto of the Newcastle Plan or.my
comments on the East Sammamish Plan, please contact me personally or
Holly Miller at 344-7503.

King County Executive

RR:HR:mlm

Enclosures

cc: King County Councilmembers
ATTN: Jerry Peterson, Council Administrator

Harry Thomas, Deputy ‘Executive
King County Department Directors
Tom Fitzsirnmons, Manager, Program Development

ATTN: Rita Elway, Staff Assistant



KING COUNTY COUNCIL

NEWCASTLE COMMUNITY PLAN

Council adopted plan consists
of the Plan and area zoning
documents as changed by the
following material in the -

following packet.

Yellow pages — Panel Recommendations

Blue Pages — Additional Panel recommendations
based on 12/6/82 public hearing

Pink Pages — Counci.l action on 12/6/82

White Pages — Council action on 12/20/82

December 20, 1982

(



5/25/83

Policy N—2

The development of up to two villages may be permitted. Village development

should be encouraged within the least environmentally sensitive, undeveloped

portions of Cougar Mountain. Village development within the undeveloped por

tions of Cougar Mountain should proceed only as part of a master plan. The

development should be located and designed to prevent significant adverse

impacts on the natural environment and the proposed Cougar Mountain Regional

Wildiand Park, as well as to provide for cost—effective infrastructure im

provements. No judgement about significant adverse impacts, if any, of any

village development will be made until King County reviews a master plan

development proposal. Village development within the undeveloped portions

of Cougar Mountain should proceed only as part of the establishment of the

Cougar Mountain Regional Wildiand Park by means of dedication and/or trade

and/or purchase of land. Master plan approval would be at least a two stage

process. The first stage would be general review of the overall master plan

development on Cougar Mountain. During the first stage of the review, the

County will make a determination on the phasing, timing, and location of

the villages. The County will determine the sequence of village development

based on a review of information submitted which must detail the proposed and

required facilities, services, and other information as outlined in the Master

Plan Development Guidelines. Depending upon the proposed phasing and timing

of development at each village site, one or more additional stages of review

would be required to assign specific land use and zoning designations, as

well as specific conditions for development. The review process for each

stage of approval would be the same as the existing zoning reclassification

process.

ADOPTED May 2.5, 1983



5/25/83

Policy N—2b

Any approval of a second village shall be considered only after

one of the two following criteria are met:

I. Fifty percent (50%) of the housing units in the first

village are completed, all facilities and services

necessary for full development of the first village

are completed or committed for construction, and the

first village center is established and will be com

pleted commensurate with the growth of the village.

II. If King County finds that the approval of a second village

is essential in order to make it possible to plan, design,

finance, and construct the facilities and services necess

ary for any village development, a schedule different from

(I) above may be established as part of the first village

master plan approval.

ADOPTED May 25, 1983



5/25/83

New Policy N—2c

The first village shall be limited to either the northern or

western potential village development site. The eastern

village site would be considered only for a second village.

ADOPTED May 25, 1983
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APPENDIX A -- Add Sections 7—15 of the Criteria

APPROVAL PROCESS AND CRITERIA FOR MASTER PLAN DEVELOPMENT
WITHIN THE COUGAR MOUNTAIN SUBAREA

SECTION 7. Development Criteria.

In add~ticn to comphance with K.C.C. 20.24. 80, the aoprovaj,
denial or imposition of conditions upon a master plan development shall
be based upon the scecific re~uiremen~, goals and policies identified in
sections 8 throuch 18 below and other applicable state and county
statutes, regulations, plans and policies.

SECTION 8. Housing Criteria.
A. Housing for all income levels.

1. “Low income’1 is an income level below eighty percent
(80%) of the median income for King County. Ten percent (10%) of the
total residential units shall be used as a taroet in providing housing in
each master plan development affordable to persons of low income,

2. “Moderate income” is an income level between eighty
percent (80%) and one hundred percent (100%) of the median income for
King County. Ten percent (10%) of the total residential units shall be
i~sed as a target in providing housing in each master plan development
affordable to persons of moderate income,

3. “Median incom&’ is an income level between one hundred
percent (100%) and one hundred twenty percent (120%) of the median
income for King County. Ten percent (10%) of the total residential
units shall be used as a target in providing housing in each master
plan development affordable to persons of median income,

4. Median income for King County and affordable monthly
housing payments based upon a percent of this income shall be deter
mined annually by the Department of Planning and Community Develop
ment,

5. Housing required by this section shall contain a reason
able mix of units designed for senior citizens and families.

B. A preliminary schedule for the phasing of the construction of
the housing called for above shall be included with each master ~lan
development application in order to assure that an adequate mix of
housing is provided in all phases of development and that the required
housing is dispersed throughout the development. A specific schedule
shall be submitted with each phase pursuant to Section 14 (B.6).

C. No low income housing will be required in any phase unless
publicly funded programs for such housing are available, provided that
the developer may be required to set aside sufficient land for that
purpose. Land may be required to be set aside for a period of up to
five years at a value ca~cuiated as follows: the ar~ of the set-aside
land multiplied times the average per square foot assessed value of the
prope~y in the phase for the year in which the phase is granted
approval. Computations shall be based on King County Assessor infor
mation.

If during that period, programs become available, the devel
oper shall cooperate with the public agency for the development of such
housing. !~ programs do not become availaz~te the anc snali oc re
leased for other ceveicpment consistent with the master plan develop
ment and the low income housing recuirement will be reevaluated at the
next phase.



D. The master plan development will be reviewed to establish a
minimum percentage for each housing income level. Criteria for estab
lishing these minimums shall include County-wide as well as community
plan area population characteristics, market, and economic factors
including but not limited to:

1. Cost of construction and financing,
2. Cost of existing housing,
3. Housing types and sizes available,
4. Percentage population within each income level,
5. Employment opportunities,
6. Availability of publicly funded housing programs for low

income persons,
7. Amount of existing assisted housing in the surrounding

area,
8. Overall need County-wide for low, moderate, and median

income housing for senior citizens and families.

SECTION 9. Open Space and Recreational Criteria.

A. Forty percent (40%) of •the gross area of the overall master
plan shall be used as a target in providing community open space.
“Community open space” means land in the master plan development
which is to be owned by the public or by an approved community or
homeowners’ organization at the option of the King County Department
of Planning and Community Development, and preserved in perpetuity
for the use of the public and/or residents of the master plan develop
ment.

B. Open space requirements for residential developments con
tained in King County Code titles 19, 20 and 21 shall be waived within
the master plan development; except that the open space requirements
of K.C.C. Chapter 21.56 and K.C.C. 21.08.080 shalt remain in effect
for PUD’s and for plats when using the lot averaging provisions. The
open ~pace required for PUD’s in K.C.C. Chapter 21.56 and for plats
in K.C.C. 21.08.080 when using the lot averaging provisions shall not
be included in the calculation of community open space.

C. The following areas shall be pr~eserved as open space:
1. Unique, fragile, and valuable elements of the environ

ment plus any necessary protective buffer areas, such as prime wildlife
habitats or natural drainage features,

2. Areas unsuitable for building due to natural hazards,
3. Agricultural and fisheries resàurces,
4. Physical and/or visual bufferswithir, and between areas

of urban development; except that private open spaceareas associated
with residential dwellings shall not b&included in the calculation of the
minimum community open space area,

5. Natural areas with. significant educational, scientific,
historic, or scenic values,

6. Outdoor recreation areas. Park and recreational facili
ties shall be provided by the developer in accordance with current
County standards (Ordinance 3813 and Motion 3527 and any applicable
future amendments).

9



7. Perimeter buffering of the master plan development.
8. Existing and proposed trail corridors.

D. The master plan development will be reviewed to establish a
minimum percentage of open space and recreational area.

1. Criteria for establishing this minimum shall include the
physical characteristics of the site, the amount of recreational facilities
and permanent open space in the surrounding area, the existing and
planned uses of adjacent land, and the types of uses proposed for open
space areas.

2. High priority shall be given to preserving, maintaining
and managing the existing natural drainage system by retaining signifi
cant drainage features including creeks, streams, lands and wetlands
within the open space area with minimal encroachment by other open
space uses.

3. Compatible multiple uses on such open space may be
specifically authorized at the time of approval of the master plan devel
opment.

4. Preservation of open space for environmental and buf
fering needs in excess of the community open space target shall not
relieve the master plan development from providing useable open space
for active use.

E. Open space shall be either dedicated to an appropriate gov
ernmental agency or held in perpetuity by an approved private organi
zation with responsibility for maintenance and operation at the option of
the Department.

F. Any open space property which is planned for dedication, but
is not dedicated promptly upon approval of the phase of the master plan
development in which the property is located, shall be maintained by
the applicant until dedicated, in accordance with an approved interim
maintenance program. The applicant shall submit a proposed interim
maintenance program for all such properties as part of the master plan
development application.

S ECT ION 10. Commercial/Industrial Criteria.

A. The master plan development shall provide neighborhood
business areas for the everyday shopping and service needs of the
community, consistent with applicable King County policies.

B. Mixed use buildings are encouraged in business areas.

SECTION 11. Utilities, Energy and Public Services Criteria.

A. The master plan development shall be responsible for all
improvements and additions to public and private water and sewer
facilities required as a result of the development, including off-site
facilities and improvements.

10



B. The master plan development shall provide for adequate fire
protection to the extent such need is created either wholly or partially
as a result of the development. In the event adequate facilities are not
available the developer shall have the option of dedicating sites, paying
fees or using other means capable of providing for fire protection.
Provision for adequate fire protection may include dedication of fire
station sites, construction of fire stations, and purchase of new equip
ment.

C. The master plan development shall include energy efficient
building types and efficient energy consuming systems. The master
plan development shall make use of renewable energy resources and the
provision of a choice of alternative fuel sources wherever possible and
economically feasible.

D. The master plan development shall provide for adequate
schools to the extent such need is created either totally or partially as
a result of the development. In the event adequate facilities are not
available the developer shall have the option of dedicating sites, paying
fees or using other means capable of providing for school services.
School site locations and access shall be determined in conjunction with
the appropriate district. Such sites shall be provided with utility
connections and shall be dedicated to the appropriate school district.

E. Methods for financing public and private improvements re
ferred to in this section shall be identified and approved by King
County pursuant to Section 15.

SECT ION 12. Transportation Criteria.

A. The master plan development shall provide:
1. External access streets, internal arterials and streets

meeting current King County road planning and improvement standards
or as otherwise provided pursuant to K.C.C. Chapter 19.20.

2. Facilities or design considerations which encourage the
use of alternative modes of transportation, including but not limited to,
transit, carpool, bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian trail facilities,

3. All on-site and off-site road improvements necessary to
mitigate the impacts of traffic on existing public roads caused as a
result of the development.

B. A transportation plan should be prepared by the applicant
for the master plan development and shall be reviewed and approved by
the Department of Public Works prior to issuance of any development or
building permit for the first phase of an approved master plan develop
ment. A transportation plan for each phase of development shall be
reviewed and approved before development of that phase begins, to
assure compatibility with the master transportation plan and adequacy of
facilities, and compliance with current King County standards. Care
will be given to ensure the plans are compatible with standards of the
adjacent jurisdictions.

C. Methods for financing of on-site ~nd off-site transportation
improvements required pursuant to this section shall be identified and
approved by King County pursuant to Section 15 of this ordinance.

11



SECTION ~ Drainage Criteria.

A. The master plan development shall provide an on and off-site
drainage facilities system which meets the following criteria:

1. The existing natural drainage system shall be preserved,
maintained, and managed to the maximum feasible extent. Significant
creeks, streams, lakes, wetlands, and supporting vegetative buffers
necessary to preserve the valuable functions of the natural drainage
system, shall be retained to the maximum feasible extent. Development,
including roads and utilities, within the natural drainage system shall
be kept at an absolute minimum. Any development proposed around
these features shall require studies pursuant to K.C.C. 2].54 and
Natural Features policies in the adopted Newcastle Community Plan.
These studies shall determine if development may be permitted and
determine appropriate setbacks and other mitigating measures to protect
the features if development is allowed.

2. The system shall be designed to be compatible with
applicable King County drainage basin plans and systems including
drainage basin plans required during the review of the master plan
development and any pre-existing basin plans. Care shall be given to
ensure the systems are compatible with those of adjacent jurisdictions.

3. The system shall be designed and constructed so as to
mitigate on-site and off-site impacts from increased runoff, erosion,
siltation, flooding and/or other impacts identified in drainage studies or
basin plans.

B. A comprehensive drainage study and plan addressing site and
downstream conditions for the master plan development shall be pre
pared by the applicant. The study and plan shall be reviewed and
approved by the Department of Public Works prior to issuance of any
development or building permit for the first phase of an approved
master plan development. A drainage plan for each phase of develop
ment shall be reviewed and approved before development of that phase
begins, to assure compatibility with the master drainage pla~, adequacy
of facilities, and compliance with current King County standards. Care
will be given to ensure the plans are compatible with standards of the
adjacent jurisdictions.

C. Determination of whether the drainage system and drainage
facilities shall be owned, managed, maintained, and funded by the
public, a priv~te organization, or shared public-private responsibilities
shall occur as part of master plan approval.

1. A manual shall be prepared by the applicant prescribing
preservation, maintenance and management procedures, practices and
responsibilities for the existing natural drainage system and any on-site
drainage facilities located within the master plan development.

D. Methods for financing of construction and maintenance of
on-site and off-site drainage improvements required pursuant to this
section sh~lI be identified and approved by King County pursuant to
Section ~l5 of this ordinance.

12



SECTION 14. Phased Development.

A. The term “phase” means a portion of a master plan develop
ment Site which is the subject of application for approval of one or more
subdivisions, planned unit developments, or site plans pursuant to
K.C.C. sections 21 .46.15O-.200; provided, that approval of a site plan
in the master plan development shall be based on compliance with the
guidelines, performance standards, permitted uses, or other require
ments imposed for that phase at the time of master plan approval.

B. A master plan development may be developed in phases,
provided:

1. An estimated time period for completion of all phases
shall be provided as part of the master plan application,

2. The development must be provided with adequate facili
ties and services at all phases of development,

3. Initiation of new phases may be prohibited until condi
tions imposed on previous phases have been met,

4. A detailed financial plan is submitted for each phase
pursuant to Section 15 below,

5. A general sequence of phases shall be required which
will assure a mix of uses and densities,

6. Prior to submission of development plans for each phase,
the applicant shall consult with the King County Housing and Corn
rrlunity Development Division to determine the specific number of low/
moderate/median income housing units to be developed in the proposed
phase.

C. Additional conditions of approval may be imposed on each
phase to obtain compliance with current County requirements provided
changes to the requirements in Sections 8 to 14 shall be reviewed
pursuant to Section 18.

SECTION 15. Financial Plan for Capital Facilities.

A. A preliminary financial plan shall be submitted as part of the
master plan development application which addresses:

1. On—site and off-site capital facilities required as a result
of the proposed master planned development as identified in Sections
11, 12, and 13.

2. Capital facilities required by the master plan development
that cannot be built incrementally as part of each phase and those
capital facilities required in conjunction with the development of each
phase.

3. Potential financing methods.
4. Areas within and outside of the designated master plan

development area that will benefit from the required facilities.
5. The master plan development’s fair share of the costs for

on and off-site improvements.

8. A detailed financial plan shall be submitted as part of each
proposed~ phase review. The detailed financial plan shall identifythe
proposed methods for financing the required capital facilities for the

13



phase and a schedule for its implementation. Alternative methods shall
be identified for those methods which are dependent on actions beyond
the applicant’s control.

C. Apprcv~l of the master plan development is for land use
purposes only and as such does not constitute prior County approvals
or decisions or make provisions for capital facility programming for
required off-site or on-site facilities.

14



May 25, 1983

NEWCASTLE COMMUNITY PLAN
CONSISTENCY BETWEEN PROPOSED LAND USE AND

AREA ZONING ON EAST RENTON PLATEAU

There is an inconsistency between the Proposed Newcastle Land Use
Map and the Area Zoning Map in the East Renton Plateau Subarea.

Land Use Map:

Developed areas in the Maplewood Heights neighborhood and several
other nearby locations in the western portion of the East Renton Plateau
are shown on the Proposed Land Use Map as single-family residential, 3
to 4 units per acre (see attached map). This designation reflects
existing subdivisions developed on 9600 square foot lots.

Area Zoning Map:

The Proposed Area Zoning Map shows the Maplewood Heights neighbor
hood and other nearby sites designated 3 to 4 units per acre on the
Land Use Map as SR-15,000 (Suburban Residential, 15,000 square feet
minimum lot size).

Staff Recommendation:

Zone the areas shown as 3 to 4 units per acre on the Land Use Map
RS-9600 (Residential Single Family, 9600 square foot minimum lot size)
to be consistent with the Land Use Map. The Land Use Map has been
shown on hearing notices mailed to all area property owners. It has
also been the official map during the King County Council review of the
Newcastle Community Plan.

The RS-9600 zone, rather than SR-9600, is recommended because the
S-R zone classification specifically states that 9600 square foot lots are
only permitted where served by sanitary sewers. The areas in question
are not presently served by sewers, and the RS-9600 zone does not
stipulate that sewers are required.

The Planning Division staff also recommend a small expansion of the
RS-9600/3 to 4 homes per acre designation to recognize existing subdivi
sions adjacent to Maplewood Heights (see attached map). This expan
sion area is also developed at the 3 to 4 unit density, and it is contig
uous with the area shown on the Proposed Land Use Map.

ADOPTED May 25, 1983
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Amendment

The Panel on 12/15/82 amended residential guideline B.2 and
the footnote from the village master plan guidelines. The
Council on 12/20/82 voted to restore the guideline as follows:

B. Residential Guidelines

2. Housing shall be provided—for all income levels, including
the low income. A target of 20% of the housing should be set aside
for low to median income persons: 10% low, 10% moderate, and 10%
mediaza. Low income housing shall be provided in conjunction with
publical].y funded programs.

COUNCIL ACTION:

Approve (12-20—82)

Guidelines - Page 3



Am e n d me n t

Source: CNPOA - Wally Toner

SECTION: Revised Master Plan DeveloDment Guidelines

Page 3

Residential Guidelines proposed for amendment as follows:

B.3. A mix of aoproximately ( (~.G%)) 40% multifamily (12+

~ 30% single family attached (8-12 D.U./a’cre) and 30%
single family detached (less than 8 D.U./acre) should be —

prov I ded.

Footnote:
~-4 Ae ~ee-~-g-- -

Panel Recommendation:

No Recommendation.

Note: The proposed mix of housing will result in additional
land for potential coen space.

COUNCIL ACTION:

Approve (12—20—82)

31Guidelines — Page 3



AMENDMENT - Cougar Mountain subarea~

7—4PPLI~ANT: Walter B. Toner, Jr. representing the Central Newcastle
.roperty Owners Association.

PROPERTY LOCATION: Southwest of the Issaquah City Limits; east of
State Highway 9~ (Renton-Issacuah Road.)

KROLL MAP/NUMBER: 467E

EXISTING ZONING: FR, Panel has recoimnended GR 2.5

PROPOSED ZONING: The applicant is requesting that the property owned
by Northwest Investors II, east of Highway 900, be added to the
Master Plan Development (NPD) Overlay District for Cougar Mountain.

CO~ENTS: The applicant contends that during thecornmunity plan
process, this land was included within the Cougar Mountain Subarea
and has been assumed as a part of the East Village. Arguably, the
stat~is of this land has been unclear; it has been both included and
not included in the NPD designated area during the community plan
process.

The land has a numaber of constraints to future development, including
steep slopes in excess of 40%, seismic III, erosion and coal mine
hazards, according to the King County Sensitive Areas Map Folio. The

4~plicant, however wishes to maintain zoning similar to that owned on
~he west side of Highway 900, in the proposed MPD area. The parcel
may qualify for dedicated open space required of any future Master
Plan developments in the area.

~EC0~ENDATION: Grant the addition of this parcel t~.o the Master Plan
Overlay District for Cougar Mountain.

COUNCIL ACTION:

Approve (12—20—82)
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R.EZONE REQUEST: COUGAR MOUNTAIN SUB-AREA

DATE RECEIVED: NOVEMBER 29, 1982

APPI..ICANT: Richard Hess.ler

PROPERTY LOCATION: SE¼ of the SWz •of Sec.. ~..24,.Z~’ownship 24. N, Range ‘SE,

KROLI, MAP 4~: 368 E .

EXISTING ZONING: SE -

PROPOSED ZONING: SE - -

REQUEST: The applicant is requesting a suburban cluster, sc-p
classification for his property-to~al1ow for--c1uste~ring of developrnent
-away from steep.slopes. •. ..~. ~. -

The subject properties are located ‘in he-deveiop~d ‘~ortjon:-of the
Cougar Mountain Sub area, along SE 6.0th Street. The residential
development in this area is ‘characterized by single family use on
lots that are 1 or more acres in size. Recognizing- the existing
suburban development in the area, the Proposed Newcastle Community
Plan designates this property and the surrounding area as SE
(2. unitper acre), as ismuch of the land along SE 60th also

fl currently designated. . .

The applicant’s properties are adjacent to.property owned by
• Mr. Charles Wexler, a prior ap~1icant for~oning.change in the

Newcastle area, zoning, Cougar Mountain Issue--~9. ~Simi1ar to Mr.Wex1er~
property,.. - the ~ub~ e~ propertyis situated ‘.~ón ‘~s’te~ply ~1oping land and
has been i~entified .. by King County’ s Sensit’ive~j’eas Map Folio ãs’
Class III seisrnc hazard lands. - ..:~ -

The Panel reconmended SC—? zonlng to Mr. Wexle~.on October 22, a982.
Due to the’ proximity of the subject .parc~1s~to. -those ‘of Mr. . Wexiers,
and the similarity in. terrain~-staff .recommend~that~ the -SC—P ‘zoning
classification be granted to th& applicant. .~ ~Iso, as in Cougar
Mountain Issue 1~9, a P-suffix -coñditioñ”~to ~the)sc zoning should. be
added, requiring dedication of:.pá anent:o~e~$~jpace. ‘rhis zoning
would allow flexibility in lot design.:to-avoiaLsteep slopes ~while ‘.

not increasing the one home per acre density~pf this neighborhood.

COUNCIL 4CTION - - — - - -. -

Approve (12/06/82) sc~p . . . ‘ ‘ .
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Factoria:. Issue #3

Applicant: Leong

Existing Zoning:RM—900

Proposed Zoning: RM—900P. (restricted to office use)
Request at 12/6/82 Public hearing: RM-900

C~UN~IL ACTION:

Approve (12-6—82)



~EZONE REQUEST:. F~CTORIA SUB-AREA

DATE RECEIVED:: OCTOBER 29, 1982

APPLICANT: SAIN~ MARGARET’S E?ISCOP.~L CHURCH

PROP~RTY LOCATION: ~ th~nbe~ 174 in the 2~E quadrant of
:. Section .16,:Township 24, Range East, atthé~. ~cQrner of the:

intersection of 128th Ave. SE and SE Newport Way. (See Newcastle --

Area Zoning, Factoria Property Group 7,?arcel No. 8),. -

KROLL NAP ~: 45 3E - — -- —- - - —- - ..- - - —

EXISTING ZONING: RS-7200

PROPOSED ZONING: RS-7200P - -- - -

REQUEST: The applicant is requesting a change -of~ zon’ing classification
from RS-7200 to RM-900 or BN to accor~nodate an ~zffice building on the
northern: portion of the property, to be. used ~for Wlicensed professionals,
church administration and church related business.”

CONMENTS: The subject parcel. is löcatéd in. the Factoria sub-area, in
an area formerly designated by the Factoria Development Plan, as well
as the Proposed Newcastle Community Plan., to be.~ developed ultimately
for residential use. While there are existing professional/office
uses across the street on the west side of SE 128th, additional
RN—900 or BN zor~ing would increase development pressure for office
and commercial uses in this area, instead of concentrating that type
of activity around the Factoria shopping center and/or north -of
SE 41st Street. Although the ap~1icant’s desire for office use is
acknowledged as legitimate accessory ~ase to the -church buildings.,
such dêvel.dpment’ may ~beaccommodate~iirough• use :of zoni~ consistent
with the surrounding uses. - - - -. - — -

RECOMMENDATION. - Staff recoxrciends a change in the zoning classificatio:,
from RS-72O~OP to RM-2400P. With the proposed underlying RN-2400p -

zoning on the parcel, offices that are accessory to the church building
are permitted. (If non—church relatedor~noñ~accessory officéb~ild- -

ings are desired, a change in zone classificifrion-would be hecessaryj
In addition, the underlying InultafanilY~esigna-tion of RM—2400p would -

be consistent with policies articulated~In -t~ie Eactoria Development -

Guide and. Proposed Newcastle Community Plan. - - -

The P-suffix conditions attached to thi ~arcél in the Area Zoning -

specify traffic improvements that would be required as a condition
far further, development. . It is .rècoended that :the P-suffix conditions
remaIn with the proposed RM~24.OO zoning ~esignation~

COUNCIL ACTION (12—6—82) RM-2400P .

fl . ~.. ..........~..
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December 15, 198?

NEWCASTLE COMMUNITY PLAN

Subject: Re—wording of last paragraph, p. 86, proposed Newcastle
Pian•~regarding SE 62nd St. between 152nd Ave. SE and
Lakemont Blvd.

REVISED TEXT

THE PLAN SUPPORTS THE FUTURE CONNECTION OF SE 63RD.. ST. BETWEEN
152ND AVE. SE AND LAKEMONT BLVD. AS A RESIDENTIAL ACCESS STREET.
THE PRIMARY FUNCTION OF THE STREET SHOULD BE TO PROVIDE LOCAL
ACCESS FOR ADJACENT PROPERTIES AND SECONDARY ACCESS FOR PROPER
TIES IMMEDIATELY TO THE WEST. USE OF THE STREET BY THROUGH
TRAFFIC, ORIGINATING OUTSIDE THE NEARBY AREA, SHOULD BE DISCOUR
AGED.

OLD TEXT

The Newcastle Community Plan Committee does not support the new
construction of SE 62nd Street between 152nd Ave. SE and Lakernont
Blvd. SE. Completion of this road would increase traffic on a non-
arterial Street, impact residential neighborhoods and deteriorate traffic
conditions on Coal Creek-Newport Rd. and at the intersection with Coal
Creek Pkwy. In light of these negative impacts, the project is not
recommended by the Plan.
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Amendment

Sc u rc e:

SECTION:

Harvey Manning

Wherever there’s a reference to the Cougar Mountain
Regional Park,

Page: Various.

ISSUE: Add “Wildland” to the name of the regional park.

Panel Recommendation:

Approve the change in name /

“Cougar Mountain Wildiand Regional Park wherever it appears.

oage2~ 1~48~rl6l7A/BL/hdm/]2l4~g2



Amendment

Source: Councilman Bruce Laing

SECTION: Revised Master Plan Development Guidelines (and
Apoendjx A.)

Page 3.

ISSUE: Residential guideljnes.proposzd for. amendment to delete
the 10/10/10/ housing targets but retain the Policy to
require housing for al-i income levels.

Panel Recommendation.

Approve as follows (See also Dages Sc3_, and~- _____for
associated changes):

B. Residential Guidelines

2. Housing shall be provided for all income levels,
including the low income.~

Low income housingshall be Provided in conjunction with PUblicly funded Procrarns.

Footnotes: -

(~
~4 ~_€e ~‘-~e~4e~-4 ~€e~e.r-—~a.~e4 ~e ~4y- ~ee~—a~
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Ame ndment

Source: City of Bellevue

SECTION: Revised New Master Plan Development Guidelines

Page 4

7ISSUE: Amend Village Residential Guidelines to add public
transit facilities as another requirement for the location of
the highest density housing.

Panel Recommendation:

AoDrove as follows:

B. 6. Highest densit3i housing should iSe l~cat.ed within and
surrounding the vallage centers, in areas with high view
amenities and solar access, adjacent to community coen
space and oublic transit facilities.

l5l7A/BL/hdm/i2l4~g2 ~



Ame ndme nt

Source: CNPOA — Wally Toner

SECTION: Revised Villages Master Plan Developrn~~~ Guidelines

Page 4

ISSUE: Add two guidelin~~ to the Commercial Guidelines for
development of a regional conference center and to allow
development of office space.

Panel Recommendation:

Approve as follows:

C. Commercial Guideljn~

1. Commercial areas should be designed so that they are
comoatible with the character of each village. Criteria such as
scale, color, use of materials, building form, and sign
standards should be Considered to ensure that commmercial sites
are Consistent with the overall scheme.

2. Commercial areas should be sized and develooedto
adequately Drovide for neighborhood needs. Commercial uses
should be designed and scaled so as to serve orimarily the
residents of each village.

3. Development of mixed commercial and residential use
buildings within commercial areas s~hould be encouraged.

4. Development of a regional conference center as a part of
a master plan should be encouraged.

5. Development of office space should be encouraged where
it w~Jld be comolementary with Surrounding office development~
arid where the result would contribute to internalizing work~
trios within Cougar Mountain.

l6l7A/BL/hdm/l2_l482 pag~4b ~



This N~p~ shows the general boundaries
of t~/proposed Cougar t4ountajgi Regional
Wildiand Park and potential village
development sites on Cougar Mountain.
The County may approve village development
within these village development sites.
Any remaining portions o the Regional
Wildland Park not approved for village
development may be dedicated as open space~
through the master plan approval process.
(See “G. Open S~ace1 parks and Recreation,
and Trail Guidelines; Parks and Recrea—

Poi tion #3” of the Master Plan Development

Guidelines.)
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Amendment

Source: City of Bellevue

SECTION: Revised New Master Plan Develooment Guidelines

Pages 8 and 12

ISSUE: Amend Village Drainage and Utilities Guidelines to
chance “should” to “must”.

Panel Recommendation.

Approve as follows:

II. H. Drainage Guide1~jnes (p.8)

2. A mechanism to construct and maintain the facilities
necessary to prevent additional or increased drainage
problems from the villages ( (s.~e~44)) shall be
established. Implementation of the neces~ry structural
measures can be required as a condition of the
development approval process. Maintenance of these
facilities is mandatory to achieve long-range control of
runoff. Maintenance can be accomplished by a variety of
means including but not limited to a special drainage
distrfct, U.L.I.D., stormwater utility, or trust fund
established by the developer.

II. J. Utilities Guideline (p.12)

Each ~‘illage development proposal ((s~e~4~)) shall
include an acceptable method for Providing imProvements
and additions to public and Private water and sewer
facilities required as a result of the developm~~~,
including off—site facilities and iñ~provements. Such
faci1iti~s must be in compliance with applicable County,
utility district, and other agency plans and regu1atio~5~

1617A/BL/hdm/l2...l4..82 page8~



Ame ridment

Source: CNPOA — Wally Toner

SECTION: Revised Master Plen Development Guidelines

LOCATION: Page 8

ISSUE: Drainage Guidelines procosed for amendment to include
homeowner’s association as one of the possible means for
maintenance of drainage facilities. .

Panel Recommendation:

ADDrove as follows:

“...stormwater utility, ((er)) trust fund established by the
developer, or homeowner’s association.

l6l7A/BL/hdm/l2_14_82 page~b ~



Amendment

Source: Seattle Master Builders - Bill Connor

SECTION: Revised Appendix A.

Page 2.

ISSUE: P-suffix COndjti~~5 proposed for amendment as follows:

II. For land within the master Dlan development overlay
district but outside the designated Dotential village
development sites:

Development of this ProDerty shall be limited to that
allowed under the Drovisjons of the GroWth Reserve_2.5 Acre
(GR-2.5) zone (KCC 21.21) PROVIDED that, village develooment as
part of an overall master plan may be apDroved subject to the.
review, process, and criteria outlined in ApDendix A of this
document.

If King County approves an overall master clan for village
development in the Cougar Mountain subarea and this Property is
not included within the boundaries of such a master plan, then
the owners of this Property may aDply for a reclassification
C
F € € ~ - e ~ - ~ € ~- ~ — ~ e ~ ~ e ~ - s ~ ~ - ~ - € e ~ s 4 € ~ e ~ - w 4 - ~ e - e ‘~ e ~
~4~ec-~4~, ))

Panel Recommendation: -

Amend as follows:

may a~p1y for a reclassification.

Aporoval of any such reclassification ap~licatio~ shall be
based on its Consistency with applicable County plans and
Dolicjes, itScompatibility with the land uses of the approved
master plan, and the availabilityof public facilities to the
site.

#01617A/BL/hdm/12_l482 pageZQ.. /~‘v. ~-4z’p. 4.



Amendment: For description see page3a.

Change Section 8 as follows:

SECTION 8. Housing Criteria.

-~e~wee~-e4p~y

~e~weeR—efie..

~

~e~4afi-4 ~€eme~

~e•~~

‘e ~ie4 e~ffIeT

~

f444es1))
A. The master plan develoDment shall meet houSinQ needs for~

all T~come levels by Providing. the following:
1. Various lot sizes,
! Both attached and detached single_family housing units,
3. •Multi..famj.1.y units,
~7 Housing units of various sizes,

B. A oreliminary schedule forthe ohasing of the

prooosed housingshall be included with each master olari development aopljcation
in order to assure that an adequate mix of housing is orovided
in all phases of development arid that the required housing is
disoersed throughout the development. ,A specific schedule shall
be submitted with each ohase pursuant to Section 14 (B.6).

C. No low income housing will be required in any phase
~ unless oublicly funded Programs for such housing are available.

P1
l6l7A/BL/hdm/l2_l4~g2 page~a. ??ev, ~4pp.~4



~e- ~ef- e-ye~-4 ~-w~4€~- e-~e~4 ~-~e~_~
Ge~4e~.s..

If during that period, Drograms become available, the
developer shall cooperate with the public agency for the
development of such housing. If Programs do not become
available

the low incomehousing ((~e~e.~e~)) needswiilbe reevaluated at the next
phase.

D. (~

Criteria to be used indeveloping the housi~ng mix shall include County—wide as well as
community plan area popufátjon characteristics market, and
economic factors including but not limited to:

1. Cost of Construction and financing,
2. Cost of existing housing,
3. Housing types and sizes available,
4. Percentage popul~tjon within each income level,
5. Employment oPportunities,
6. Availability of Publicly funded housing Programs for

low income persons,
7. Amount of existing assisted housing in the

surrounding area,
8. Overall need County—wide for low, moderate, and

median income housing for senior citizens and families.

]6l7A/BL/hdm/12_l4..82 page______ ev~



Amendment

Source: Seattle Master Builders - Bill Connor

SECTION: Appendix A.

Page 9

ISSUES: Section 9. Open SDace and Recreational Criteria.
Proooses deletion of 40% open space target for open space.

Panel Recommendation:

Retain existing language.

1617A/BL/hdm/12_]4_82 page~~ /~‘eL/1 ~pp, A



Amendment

Source: CNPOA — Wally Toner

SECTION: Revised Master Plan Developme~~ Guidelines

Pag~e 5.

ISSUES: School Guiideljnes Droposed for amendment to al1o~ land
deolcated for schools to be. co..unted as part of the open space
target.

Panel Recommendation:

Approve the proposal a≤ follows:

Appendix A Section 9 at Pages 9 and 10.

9.C. The following areas shall be preserved as Open space:

1. Unique, fragile, and valuable elements of the
environment plus any necessary protective buffer areas, such as
prime wildlife habitats or natural drainage features,

2. Areas unsuitable for building due to natural hazards,
3. Agricultural and fisheries resources,
4. Physical and/or visual buffers within and between

areas of urban development; except that private open space areas
associated with residential dwellings shall not be included in
the calculation of the minimum community open space area,

5. Natural areas with significant educational,
scienti.f.ic, hist~orjc, or scenic values,

6. Outdoor recreation areas. Park and recreational -

facilities shall be provided by the developer in accordance with
current County standards (Ordinance 381.3 and Motion 3527 and any
applicabl.e future amendments).

7. Perimeter buffering of the master Plan developmen~~
8. Existing and proposed trail corridors.
9. 80% of the land dedicated for school Purposes.

1517A/BL/hdm/12l4..82 page~6 ~ ~41~p~/l



4rnendment

Source:

SECTION:

Page 10 and 11.

ISSUE:

~page____ g~j1~ ,%~pp~ 4

cc ~
Seattle Master Builders

Revised Appendix A, Section 11

Proposes to delete the requirement for dedication of
sites for schools and fire districts.

Panel Recommendation: -~

R&tain existing language.



Amendment: For description see oageSQ..~

Chance Section 14.8. as follows:

SECTION 14. Phased5 Develooment.

B. A master plan developm.entma.y be developed in ~hases,
provided:

1. An estimate:dtjme.*eriod for completion of all
phases shall be provided as part of the master plan application,

2. The development must be Drovided with adequate
facilities and services at~a11 phases of development,

3. Initiation of new phases may be prohibited, until
conditions imposed on DTevious phases have been met,

4. A detailed financial plan is subinit.t~d for each
phase pursuant to Section 15 below,

5. A general sequence of phases shall be required which
will assure a mix of uses and densities,

6. Prior to.s~ubmissjon of development, plans for each
phase, the applicant shall consult with the King County Housing
and Community Development D1vi~1on to determine ((t~e—g~e€4~4e

whether or not oubljc~funded low income housing can be~phase.

/
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Amendment

Source: Seattle Master. Builders

SECTION:~ Appendix A

Page 15.

~SSUE: Propose adding new section which states that development
criteria used for the master plan development is not a precedent0

Panel Recommendation:

Approve as follows:

Section 19: Development Criteria Not a Precedent.

The Development Criteria of Sections 8~throug’h 18 are
imposed on village development proposals within the Cougar
Mountain Subarea. Nothingherejn shall be Construed as
authorizing or encouraging the applicatjpn of the requirem~n~~,
goals, and policies of Sections 8 through 18 to any other land
use approval or Permitting Process in King County. The
requiremen~t~, goals, and policies of Section 8 through 18 shall
not apply to zoning reclassificatIon5 SUbd1~j~jp~ or short
SUb.djv~~j~~ approvals, planned unit developmen~~, large lot
segregations, or other land use approvals or permits not pa~rt of
the master plan developmen~~ within the villages master plan
developm~~~ overlay district.

l617A/BL/hdm/12_14_82 Page/≤~i. fSl.’, ~ 4



Cougar Mountain Issue # 8

Existing Zoning: FR
fl.

Proposed Zoning: GR—5

Requested Zoning: 1/du per acre

Recommen da~ ion: GR-2. 5

Panel Recommendation: Retain GR—2.5 (12/15/82)

L
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Northwest: Issue 4

Apolicant: James Egge, representing~Herbert E. Mull, Inc.

Property Location: SW 1/4 of the NW 1/4 of Section 18, Township 24N,
Range SE

Kroll Map~: 554W

Existing Zoning: RS-7200

Proposed Zoning.: RS-7200

Request: The applicant is requesting an RD-3600 (two-family dwelling)
for his client’s property instead of the proposed RS-7200 zoning classi
fication. *

Comments: The subject property is located in the~ northeast quadrant
of the intersection of SR 901 and Interstate 90. The land is gently
sloping and portions, have been identified as erosion hazard land (K.C.
Ord. 4365). Water and sewer are available to the property. The area
immediately to the east is developed at a density of 4-6 homes per acre
(RS-7200). There is some RM-1800 zoning ~ few hundred feet to the
west and RM-900 zoning (a remnant of. an ~old mobile home park) a
half-mile east on West Lake Sammamish Parkway.

Policy N-13 states that “multifamily housing should be located. in, or
near, existing areas of intensive residential development or where this
level of use is recommend by the Plan”. Although a fair amount of
multifamily zoning exists nearby, this area is not primarily an intensely
developed area. Much of the RM-1800 zoning contains an existihg
elementary school and a bible camp. Granting the applicant’s request~
would be marginally consistent with policy N-13.

Panel Recommendation: Apply RD-3600-P with the following P-suffix
conditions:

1. Site plan review shall be subject to a public hearing by the King
County Zoning and Subdivision Examiner to allow testimony from
neighborhood residents.

2. Access shall be approved by the King County Department of Public
Works and the State Department of Transportation (for access
along SR 901, West Lake Samrnamish Parkway SE). .The preferred
major access shall be from tract “D” to 180th Ave.. SE, subject to
approval from the State Department of Transportation.

3. Parkiri9 and access shall be provided on the west (rear) side of
housing units to minimize impacts on single family residential
property to the east and northeast of the site.

~ 4~ Z~rni2c~i



4). Building height shall not exceed two (2) stories in height. The
maximum height shall be 30 feet, including top of roof.

5. A 20-foot type II landscaped visual buffer shall be provided where
the property abuts single family uses pursuant to King County
Code 21.51. Existing vegetation shall be retained in this buffer
area wherever possible.

6. Outdoor recreational activities, e.g., tennis courts, or swimming
pools, shall be located on the westerly margin of the property.
(December 15, 1982) V :
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Northwest: Issue 10

Area suggested for Reconsideration by Planning Division

Property Location: Forest Hill Drive Extension, N 1/4 Section 27,
Township 24N, Range 52 and Section 26, Township 24N, Range SE.

KrolI Map~: 459E

Existing Zoning: SR, QM and SE..

Proposed Zoning: SC-P

Requested Action: The Central Newcastle Property Owners Association
requests that RS7200-P be applied to the area within the subject parcel
north of Coal Creek and that the area wFthin tl~e subject parcel south
of Coal Creek be included in the Master Plan Overlay District in the
Cougar Mountain Subarea applying GR-2.5 to this area.

Comments: This roughly 300 acre ~site lies north of Newcastle and west
of Lakemont Blvd.; Coal Creek passes directly through the center of
the area. Most of the area north of Coal Creek is free of designated
sensitive areas, while the remainder is designated coal mine, seismic,
erosion, and landslide hazards.

The area to the north within the county is zoned RS-15,000 and is
within the LSA. Access to the site would be from either Forest Hill
Drive through Bellevue or onto Lakemont Blvd. The Proposed Plan
recommends SC-P zoning and excludes it from the LSA. Presently, this
area is zoned a combination of SE, QM, and SR.1

Panel Recommendatjon:~ Apply GR-2.5 in the area south of Coal Creek
and• include the area in the Master Plan Overlay District as requested
by the Central Newcastle Property Owners Association. Retain the
RS-15000 in the area to the north as recommended by the Panel on
October 22, 1982 in order to be consistent with RS-15,000 zoning north
of this area. (See Northwest: Issue 5.) (December 15, 1982)
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- East Renton Plateau: Issue S

Aoolicant: Steven P. Elkins, representing George Bales

Property Location: Parcel %5, Proposed Newcastle Area / Zoning, p. 61,
Holiday Foods Business Area (SW ¼ of Section 12, Township 23N, Range
5E)

Kroll Mao *: 807W

Existing Zoning: S-R, potential RM 900

Proposed Zoning: S-R (15,000)

Request: The applicant is requesting C-G (Commercial-General) zoning
for his client’s property to accommodate mini-storage.

Comments: The reason that the Proposed Newcastle Area Zoning re
moved the potential multifamily zoning on this property ~vas because the
area is outside the sewer local service area and multifamily development
would require sewers. The swbject property is east of existing com
munity business and neighborhood business zoning. Additional business
zoning was not deemed necessary at the Holiday Foods Shopping Area
during the development of the Newcastle Community Plan.

The Proposed Area Zoning removed some business zoning at the north-
west quadrant, of the Intersection of SE 128th St. and 164th SE. The
remaining area zoned for business use is about 10 acres, larger than
the 3 to 6 acre normal size of neighborhood business area. Also, based
upon the one to two unit residential density in this area, additional
business or industrial zoning would not be needed.

The’ Proposed Area Zoning also recommends removal of commercial.
general (C-G) zoning at the soutl~east quadrant of the intersection
because of the lack of sewer service and the low density residential
character of the surrounding area. Also, the County recently denied a
request for C-G Zoning (BALD File No. 156-79R) at the southwest
quadrant of the intersection. Therefore, C-G Zoning at parcel ~5
would be inconsistent with the past County actions in this area as well
as with Policy N-22 in the Proposed Newcastle Community Plan. Policy
N-22 states that “Existing n~ighborhood stores and business areas are
recognized as a usable part of the identity of neighborhoods. In these
areas, the existing neighborhood character of business uses should be
maintained.”

Panel Recommendation: Grant S-R (15,000), potential C-G-P to allow a
zone reclassification to permit mini-warehouse storage use subject to site
plan review. The P-suffix condition should include:

1. limiting the use to mini-warehouse storage; and
2. providing landscaping to screen the development from adjacent

single family zoned property. (December 15, 1982).
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REVISED NEWCASTLE COMMUNITY PLAN

POLICIES AND TEXT



REVISED POLICIES
Rep’lace Policy N-2, page 13 of Proposed Plan

N-2 THE DEVELOPMENT OF A MASTER PLAN ALLOWING UP’TO
THREE VILLAGES SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED WITHIN THE LEAST
ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE, UNDEVELOPED PORTIONS OF
COUGAR MOUNTAIN. VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE UNDE
VELOPED PORTIONS OF COUGAR MOUNTAIN SHOULD PROCEED
ONLY AS PART OF AN OVERALL MASTER PLAN.

Cougar Mountain provides a unique opportunity for a master plan of up
to three villages. Environmental constraints such as steep topography,
extensive coal mining areas, and seismk, landslide, and erosion hazards
encourage clustered development while the existence of large parcels of
undeveloped land allows effective master planning. Master planning and
village development can benefit the County in. several ways including
predictability, coordinated facility and service development, developer-
financed improvements and more ‘environmentally responsive develop
ment. Master planning also benefits.property owners by allowing pre
dictability and increased profitability of development.

Village development should be allowed only after the approval by the
County of a master plan covering- the three designated village, develop
ment core areas. Preparation and approval of a master plan covering
only one or two of the village development core areas shall include
consideration of the cumulative impacts of such proposed development
and other potential development within the master plan overlay area. If
the County finds that one or more of the potential village sites is not
feasible or does not meet the guidelines of this Plan, then the County
may approve development of less than three villages.

N-2a EACH VILLAGE SHOULD CONTAIN A MIX OF SINGLE AND MULTI
FAMILY HOUSING, NEIGHBORHOOD SHOPPING, AND REQUIRED
PUBLIC FACILITIES. NO VILLAGE SHOULD EXCEED 4000 DWELL
ING UNITS. WITHIN THE MASTER PLAN DEVELOPMENT AREA,
THE OVERALL DENSITY SHOULD NOT EXCEED 3 UNITS PER
ACRE.

While no village should contain more than 4000 dwelling units, the actual
size of each would be determined during the master plan review pro
cess. The actual extent of envirOnmental constraints and the limits. of
adjacent facilities and services would act to limit the amount of ‘develop
ment actually allowed.
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:REV}S~ED POLICY
.~%ep1~ces~ Policy:~N~1O, p~g~i9of~Proposed Plan

• -

~N-1O WHERE LOT CLUSTERING OCCURS IN THE SUBURBAN CLUS
)TER (S-c) ZONE, THE RESERVE TRACT SHOULD BE DEDI
CATED OR RESERVE~D AS PERMANENT OPEN SPACE PROVIDED
THAT R~ECRE~TlQNAL FACILI<TIES AND STRUCF~URE5 SUP
PORTING THE-K RAISING OR KEEPING OF LIVESTOCP~ ARE
ALLOWED WITHIN THE RESERVE TRACT

Policy N-1O would require the amendment of the suburban cluster
(S-C) zqne

• .•. •••
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~EVI$ED. POLICY
R~pI~aceS Pplicy~;N2i, page 24 of Proposed Plan

N-21 IN ORDER TO PROMOTE FACTORIA AS A RETAIL AND OFFICE
CENTER, GENERAL COMMERCIAL USES SHOULD BE PERMITTED
ONLY IN LIMITED AREAS, AND USES REQUiIRING HEAVY
TRUCKING AND HANDLING OF MATERIALS (SUCH AS ASSEMB
LY, FABRICATION, HEAVY REPAIR, STORAGE OR OUTSIDE
SALES) SHOULD BE CAREFULLY CONTROLLED

General Commercial (C-G) uses include auto-dependent and space-con
suming activities such as auto sales lots, bowling alleys, lumberyards,
discount stores, and highway facilities and services Sor9e uses tradi
tiotially part of General Commercial zones are potentially detrimental to a
retail business center like Factoria These uses can genei~ate consider
able truck traffic and noise~ conflict visually with retail shops and
office uses, or consume excessive amounts of land

Commercial uses which introduce heavy trucking and handling of mater
ials that can destroy the maximum service and attraction o~f the Factoria
business center are limited in two ways by the Plan. On 128th Ave
SE, the Plan recommends a change from General Commercial (C-G)
zoning to Community Business (B-C) zoning B-C zoning is more
restrictive, precluding more intensive types of commercial uses
Second, in areas zoned C-G, the Plan recommends that no assembly,
fabrication, heavy repair, storage or outside sales (e g , car, boat, or
trailer sales) be visible from 128th Ave SE, SE 38th St or the 1-90
fröntageröad.
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REVISED POLICY
Replaces Policy N-29, page 27 of Proposed Plan

N-29 THE MASTER ~LAN AREA COULD INCLUDE LAN~ WITHIN THE
COUGAR MOUNTAIN SUBAREA DESIGNATED NATURAL RE
SOURCES BY THIS PLAN IF OTHER CRITERIA OF THIS PLAN
ARE MET

Policy N-29 is consistent with policies N-2 and N-3 It recognizes that
natural resource lands within the potential master plan area are eligible
for inclusion into the village master plan Until the ap~provaI of the
overall master plan, however, the Plan encourages the coçitinued use~of
these lands for extractive industry and forestry operations
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• . . . REVISED TEXT.

Revised text on page 35 & 36 of Proposed Plan

RECOMMENDATIONS F E~r4ATIo~ ~OF HISTORIC SITES

This section would remain the ~same except that the sites listed would
not be ranked and the Thomas Rouse Road would be added to the list
of Sites Su~qested foi Consideration as bounty Landmarks

• ~ : . ••• .. •~ • .

n

., .. •. . . 8.
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NEW SPECIAL RECOMMENDATIPN
FolloWS Special ~~~ommendatb0t~ ~a, page r61 of proposed Plan

KING COUNTY ~SI~OULD STUDY THE ERQSlON/SEM~TAT~’~
PROBLEMS IN THE LAKEHURST LAN~E AREA 4~ND DRAINAGE
BASIN TO DETERMINE IF SPECIAL DESIGNATI~ IS APPRO
PRIATE

The Lakehurst Lane area, waterfront property along Lake Washington
and south of Newport Shores, has experienced severe sedimentation
associated with upstream development The limited capacity of the
outIet~ ir~to the lake has contributed, to this sedimer~tatiofl problem
Although the lakeshore property is within the City of B~eIlevUe, most of
the upstream properties which drain into this oi~jtIet are in~ the unincor
porated NewCaStle~ar~

The King County Department ~of Public Works has the authority to
designate critical drainage areas and other areas which require special
tr~atmeflt in locations where existing flooding, drainage, and/Or erosion
con~itiflflS present an imminent likelihood of harm to the welfare and
safety ‘of the 5~rroundiflg community (King County Code 20 50 055)
DevelOPment~ in designated areas must me~et, special ~dr~inage conditions
set by the Department such as volume m~inteflaflce (limitation of volume
of discharge to predeVeIOPm~~t levels), pr~eser~ati0fl of wetlands, or
more stringent erosion/sedimentation controls r 1

The Department of public Works, Surface Water Management Division,
should study the Lakehurst ~Lane situation to assess whether special
desIgflati0n~< ~s warranted If so, the Department would determine the
appropriate designation and conditions for the area

n
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REV[SED POLICY
Replaces Policy N-52, pa~e~8~ of Proposed. Plan

N-52 THE LOCAL S~/ICE AREA ESTABLISHED BY THIS PLAN
SHOULD BE AMENDED TO INCLUDE VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT
SITES~ON COUGAR MOUNTAIN WHEN A MASTER PLAN PRO
POSAL HAS BEEN APPROVED BY KING COUNTY AREAS AD
JACENT TO tHE VILLAGE MASTER PLAN MAY ALSO BE CON
SlDER~ED FOR INCLUSION IN THE SEWER LOCAL SERVICE AREA
EITHER CONCURRENT WITH OR FOLLOWING MASTER PLAN
APPROVAL INCLUSION OF THESE ADJACENT AREAS SHOULD
BE~CONSlSTENT WITH THE APPROVED P~IASTER PLAN

12
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NEW POLICY
Foflows Policy N~’52, page 80 of Proposed Plan
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Nt-3 Lakemont. Blvd. (.164th Way. SE
~ö 1-90)1.5 miles

Nt-4 Hilltop area access east 0 2 miles

Newcastle Rd.: Elbow 0.35 miles.

SE 68th. St. (11?th Ave. SE to
Lk..~ Washington Blvd.) 0..i miles

Nt-7 154th. Ave. SE (1.49th Ave. SE
to~.1.56thAve. SE)~0.2 miles

Nt-8 138th Ave SE extension (SE
128th St to Renton-Maple Valley
Highway) 1 7 miles

Nt-9 MaPle Hills access north 2.0 miles

:~Nt10 Factoria RID ..

Nt-li 128th Ave.. SE (SE. 41st St. to
Newport Way) 0.23 miles

Nt-.12 N:ewpo.rt Way (128th Ave. SE
.to1 Bellevüe). 0~,3 miles

Nt~13Càal Creek. Pkwy.. I (-405 to
~wpo.rt.Way) 0.5rniles

Nt-14 COal CreekPkwy. Ii (Newport
Wayto SE 72nd .St) 1.8.. miles

Nt-1,5..Coal. Creek ~ Ill (SE .72nd
St to Renton-lssaquah Rd )
2.3mi.les

.*lfl 1981 Dollars.

Nt5

Nt-6

/

REVISED TEXT
Revised Recommended Transportation Projects, pages 89-100

PROJECT OLD COST NEW COST*

Nt-i 130th Ave SE (SE 38th St $ 750,000 $1,010,000
to Newport Way) 0 6 miles

Nt-2 SE 41st St (128th Ave SE to 125,000 219,000
new 130th Ave SE) 0 13 miles

.. . . . 2,70G,000 .: 4;0;14~,G0o

150,000 314,000

430,000 1 ,306., 000.

109,000 170,000

260,000 . 517,000

.2,900,000 . 6,150,000

250,000 2,759,0O0

2,200,000 371,000

664,000 664;000

300,000. 620,000

775,000 . 1,119,000

1;700,000 3,656,000

3,000,000 6,407,000

n
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4,3

4,1’ ‘~ :: ..‘ .. :

PROJECT OLD COST NEW COST*
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3 $ 1 4
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• Revised Text
Replaces text on page 130 of Proposed Plan

The Parks Division has worked with the Planning Division to identify
park needs and projects to meet these needs in the Newcastle area
There is no major source of funding at this time to implement the Parks
program Even though projects may have no identifiable source of
funding, the Parks Division suggests that community plans continue to
serve as a guide to park acquisition and development if additional
resources. do~becàme availáblë. •

Opportunities may occur through a possible future bond issue. Some
acquisition and development of parks could be realized thorugh land
dedication and/or fees in lieu of dedications, as subdivisions are ap
proved Federal and state funds, while drastically reduced from pre
vious levels, will be sought by the Parks Division

18
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REVISED MASTER PLAN DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES
TO ALLOW THE DEVELOPMENT OF~UP TO THREE VILLAGES

I ON COUGAR MOUNTAIN

Replaces Chosen Plan Concept Single Village, pp 38-47
in The Proposed Plan and Alternative

Plan Concept, pp 48-53 in the Proposed Plan

The Newcastle Community Plan designates a Master Plan Development
(N~lPD) district within the undeveloped portions of Cougar Mountain
Within this district, up to three villages may be allowed if a proposal(s)
isk made which meets the following locational criteria and design guide
lines

Tl~ie master plan approval process contained in Appendix A would be a
P-suffix condition for the property within the master plan development
district and~ it would be described in the Newcastle Area Zoning If
village development is to occur on Cougar Mountain, it would be re
quired to follow the process and criteria presented in Appendix A in
addition to meeting these locational criteria and design guidelines

Master plan approval would be at least a two stage process The first
stage wuld be a general res.~,ew of the overall~ master plan development
of up to three villages on Cougar Mountain Dep~nding upon proposed
phasing and timing of development at each village site, one or more
additional stages of review would be required to assign specific land
use and zoning designations and conditions for each phase of develop
m~nt and/ or development of each village site The review process for
each stage of approval would be the same as the exi~sting zone reclassi
fi~ation process

Within the master plan development, the gross overall density including
both developed areas and open space should be limited to 3 housing
units per acre Within each village, development should be limited to a
maximum of 4,000 housing units Additional County policies and guide
lines an~ the design guidelines in Section II would ftrther control
development within each village

Th~e mini1mum size for each village~ should be 500 acres with a target of
40% of the village committed to open space

In addition to residential development, neighborhood shopping, and
public facilities, the master plan development may also include a re
gional ~conference center The conference center could include over
night accommodations and facilities for conferences, training, and semi
na rs

LOCATIONAL CRITERIA

A Sewer Facilities

-..fl Appropriate locations for village development are only those
areas that can be served by gravity sewer, provided that
those areas that would require service to the May Creek
Interceptor are not appropriate
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N
A General Guidelines

1. Each village should be .a separate and distinct corn-
mu n ity

2 Each village should have a center containing commercial,
retail, elementary education, and civic uses

3 The infrastructure which is necessary for each village
shall be determined and required as conditions of devel
opment during the villages approval process The
infrastructure and development of the village centers are
to be implemented in phases appropriate to village
growth

B Residential Guidelines

A village development shall provide a variety of housing
types, densities, and prices In order to provide a
range of housing prices and provide affordable housing
for the greatest number of people, a village development
plan shall include all of the following

a Various lot sizes,
b. Both attached and detached~ singlefamily housing

units.;
c Multifamily housing units,
d Housing units of various sizes,
e Housing units which minimize energy consumption

and maintenance costs

2 Housing shall be provided for all income levels, including
the low income A target of 30% of the housing should
be 1set aside for1 low to median incbme persons 10%
low , 10% moderate , and 10% median

3 A mix of approximately 30% multi-family and 70% single
family 2attached and detached housing should be pro
vided

4 Housing should be encouraged within commercial areas,
under the mixed use concept

Low to moderate income is defined as 80% and below of the King

County median income Handicapped and elderly persons are
generally assumed to be within this category

2 Multi-family housing includes townhouse development at 8 or more

dw~lling units per acre and all other multi-family development
permitted by the Zoning Code Single family housing includes
single family detached development and townhouse development up
to 8 dwelling units per acre.

3



5. Low residential densities should be located as buffers
between the village and existing low density develop
ment.

be located within and
n areas with high view
adjacent to community

C. cornrnerciai Guidelines

1. commercial areas should be designed so that they are
compatible with the character of each village. Criteria
such as scale, color, use of materials, building form,
and sign standards should be considered to ensure that
commercial sites are consistent with the overall scheme.

and developed to
needs, Commercial

~d so as to serve
ge.

and residential use
uld be encouraged.

National, State or County
~rotected.

2. Historic sites which are consider t by the
community1 but do not meet Natior County
standards, should be recognized and ~ when
possible.

E.. School Guidelines

1. Affected school districts should determine during the
master plan approval process the number, size and
location of sites necessary to serve the residents of each
village. This review shall include the ability to veto
proposed sites. The necessary school sites ~shall be
obtained by:

reof whose need
— ~ aiiu

b. Purchase by the school districts of any remaining
portion of the 5ites.

2. During the process of determining the necessary school
sites, the following should be considered:

4



a School districts should be encouraged to use exist
ing school facilities within the adjacent communities

b Schools should be an integral part of each village,
cor~ri~cted to pathways and adjacent to open space
areas Active recreation areas within the open
space system should be shared by the schools and
community

c Schools should have safe access to residentialareas, be off major arterials but close to or on

secondary roads

d Schools should be accessible to public transporta
tion.

3 Consideration should be given to the provision of active
recreational facilities in conjunction with and adjacent to
schools

a Site design and the location of buildings shall be
such that maximum use of the site can be made for
active recreational uses

b School buildings should be designed to accommodate
community use of outdoor recreational facilities,
such as providing outdoor access to restrooms

4 School buildings may allow a mix of public facilities such
as day care centers, senior citizen centers and libraries
Zoning which permits this mix should be applied

F Energy Guidelines

The overall design and density of the villages should
promote energy conservation For example, the villages
should be designed to be dense enough to assure effi
cient transit service

Areas which have the best solar exposure and are pro
tected from winter winds and fog should be encouraged
for higher residential densities and other land uses that
~can make the. best use of thes&opportuñiti.es..

.

. ,. ,.

Erm.rgy. ~ffici~~building types ~..süch .~ a~ townhouses~ and
multifamily dwellings, weatherized structures, and the
use of passive solar systems, should be encouraged

G Open Space, Parks and Recreation and TraLi Guidelines

Overall Requirement



t area, a target of 40% of
icluding parks and a trail

Open Sp :e

p thetically enhance each
ators and providing
open space include
rvat~on areas play

~as.

sitive Land

d by the Sensitive
,coai

areas,
• shbear

should be
~rrr space.

(valuable natural areas)

th unique or ecolog
• ch are valued for

Conservation areas
ofop~n
le areas
as the

• and Coal
~ould include environ-

should border the villages,
~n the villages and adjacent

3. upen space areas should be inter providing
for pedestrian and equestrian acce~ ~d between
the villages, to the proposed Cougar Mountain Regional
Park and to the region.

Open space areas should intorpo~ate the natural drainage
system.

• 5. Some open space areas should be useable and accessible
for active recreation.

6. i space areas should remain in a natural condi

tr~ r~z*ii~I amenities (i.e.,

6
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I 4~4 -~I; --‘ -~ -~ :

Parks and Recreation
n

A centr~al park/town square should be developed as a
focal point of each village

2 The~ 4sta~dards of the King County Park Policy Task
Force Report (lOrdinance 3813 and Motion 3527 and any
aplplica~Ie future park and recreational standards) shall
be~us~d as minimum requirements for park and recreation
facilities

3 Open space requirements for the village master plan can
b~e met ~through the dedication of lands within the village
sites as well as within the Proposed Cougar Mountain
Regional Park The master plan development may in
dude areas rec5mmended for inclusion -within the Pro
posed Regional Par~k provided that land is dedicated to
the County as open space If lands within the Park are
used to meet the 40 percent open space target, such

~d~diqation ldoes not remove the requirement to meet the
guidelines related to sensitive~areas, conservation areas,
outdoor recreation sites, buffer areas, trails within the
village and other appropriate village open space within
each village site

Trails

A natural hI;king and horseback riding trail system which
Is consistent with the Newcastle Community Plan, Policy
N-77 and trail recommended project Nt-71, should be
provided These trails should provide connections
within the villages, to the~ Proposed Cougar Mountain
Regional-Park and to the region

H Dr~ainage Guidelines

Runoff from the villages should not increase existing
drainage, erosion, or sedimentation problems or cause
r~ew 1problems in the onsite or downstream natural drain
age syst~m To adequately identify and assess con-
straints within the drainage system and the impacts of
the villages, drainage basin plans or drainage studies
and site suitability studiesl shall be required as part of
th~~mas~ter plan development application

a Site suitability studies should be provided prior to
the, first phase of IMPD approval to guide land use
designapons and to determine the extent of drain
age basin plans or other drainage studies which
may subsequently be required based on specific
village development proposals

I
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g Each village shall provide appropriate off-site road
Improvements, and traffic management systems such
as vanpooling and carpooling, necessary to mitigate
the impacts of traffic generated by the develop
ment~ l~mpcovements to existing roads made neces
sary by village traffic, shall be required as a
condition of approval for each village The im
provements shall be constructed in time to insure
the level-of-service of the road is not reduced
below LOS/D

h Alternative forms of transportation may be required
to discourage auto use and reduce traffic conges
tion This should include transit service, van-
pooling, pedestrian walks, bicycle paths, and
carpool. faciliti’es.:

Housing and activity centers shall be located so
that transit service by Metro and use by the resi
dents is encouraged

j Amenities for public transit and school buses, such
as bus turnouts, shelters and park-and-ride facili
ties, shall be provided Transit facilities shall be
encouraged in village commercial centers Decisions
on these amenities shall include consultations with
Metro and the affected school district

k Safe, protected pedestrian walks and bicycle paths
shall be provided, connecting residential areas to
schools, parks, and commercial areas within villages
and adjacent areas This shall include pedestrian!
bicycle facilities along roads and on separate rights-
of-way

2 Site Specific Village Development Guidelines - North
Village, West Village, and East Village

In addition to the transportation guidelines for Village
Development, the following guidelines have been added to
address the access feasibility characteristic of each
village site These supplemental guidelines have been
developed to address access problems caused by topo
graphy and sensitive areas and the impacts of roads for
each site Other guidelines may be applied during the
site plan review process for each village

North Village Transportation Guidelines

a A new Lakemont Boulevard connection to 1-90 shall
serve as the principal access to the north village
The road shall be a major arterial with at least four
lanes of travel

9
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d.. Traffic from the west village shall be discouraged
from passing through the Newport Hills and Hazel-
wood neighborhoods.

e. TtV~.;Ci,tieVs~Vof Bellevue and Renton . shall be con
sulted to determine the adequacy of city streets
which would be used by village traffic, the need
far improving or upgrading those streets, and fair
share funding. of road improvements to mitigate the
impacts of the village.

• f• The developer V of, the village shall work WIth the
Washington~ ~ . Department of• Tran~portation,

V King County, and Renton to• prepare~ and implement
a plan to address village traffic flow on 1-405 and

V V •V •. the V capacity, of the intérséctioh of Coal Creek

Parkway ~V and Vl~4O5V and the intersection of - Coal
V V VV Creek Parkway and SR-900. - V

East Village Transportation Guidelines

a. A road feasibility study shall be done to determine
V major access, routes (connectors to major arterials

• V and highways) to theVeastern village. V

•V’VV~. Major V ‘access routes: shall V:be suitable for all_season
use by traffic This should specifically be shown

V for’winter, lCV~ CQfldIVtlOflS. *

V VC~ Roads shall be located. and developed Vt minimize
negative impacts on the Cougar Mountain Regional

V V V park V V V VVV V VV V V

d. V Roads to the village shall not go through the desig
nated residential areas along SE 60th St between
168th P1. SE and Klein Hill Rd.

e New roads shall be laid out to discourage use of
V Forest l~V Ill ‘Drive= by village traffic V V V V

f The following routes shall be considered as alterna
V V tive mVajoVr arterial connections tO the village. The V

V east village shall be resVpohsible for funding the
construction of the arterial. V V V VV V

V V V V V V VV VVVVV * 2.. V.A route northVVoftheCougar Mountain Regional
Park to connect to Lakemont Blvd

V V V • V V VV V

V V V V V

:~VVVV V V VV V•V ~VVVVV:

V V V V V V V V V 1. V V~A route to. the east to connect tO V Ren,tonV_
lssaquah Rd lmprovements to the Renton
lssaquah Rd made necessary by growth in the
east village shall be funded and constructed at

V V V V the appropriate V time VbVy village developers.
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Utilities Guideline

Each village development proposal should include an accep~
table method for providing improvements and additions to
public and private water and sewer facilities required as a
result of the development, including off~site facilities and
improvements. Such facilities must be in compliance with
applicable County, utility district, and other agency plans
and regula

K Fire Service Guideline

Each village deveioprnent proposal should include an accep
table method for providing fire district improvements required
as a result of the development. Such facilities shall be
consistent with applicable County, fire district, and other
agency plans and regulations.

L. Visual Guidelines

1. Wherever possible, structures should be sited below and
set back from promontories, ridgelin and summits, so
that they are not silhouetted ‘cm
major view~i~int~ and w that ice is re
duced.

am
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44 4

3 Wherever possible, vegetation should be selectively
cleared and trimmed to enhance views from the si~e to
outlying areas, while screening views into the villages
from off-site

4 Wherever ~ossible, roads and building development areas
should be sited perpendicular to significant off-site lines
of sight in order to screen development from view

5 Vegetation should be preserved, and additonal landscap
ing and open space buffer areas using native p~ants
shall be provided between different land uses

S Contrasts between ~developmept and the surrounding
natural en~Ironment should be minimized by using color
tones which blend wi~th the surroundings and by select-
ing facade and roof surfaces which are non-reflective

‘:•~:.

V. : . •. . . . - - . . .-

n
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APPENDIX A
Replaces Appendix C on pp 143-144 in Proposed Plan,
.fórrnër Appendiàes A & B become Appendices B and .C

.

.

Appendix A contains bd~’th the Suggested P-suffix Conditions for Proper
ties within th~ê Master Plan Development Overlay District and the Ap
proval process and Criteria for Master Plan Development within the
Cougar Màuntain Subarea The P-suffix conditions will be applied to
properties ~within the master plan development overlay district in the
New~astle Area Z~nir~g The m~ster plan development approval process
ai~d criteria will also be included in the Area Zoning

/ ,. .. . 3
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~PRQ~VAL~ PROCESS AND, ~CRlTERlA ~FOR MASTER PLAN
DEva~P~ENTwlTHl~THE ~OU~A~R MOUNTMN~SU~BAREA~.

SECTl0N~,1 Eligtfi~t~y~ fo~r~Village Development

Anapplicatión~ for~ap’proval of a master plan for village develop
ment within the Cougar Mountain subarea of the Newcastle planning area
may be c~cep~ted~by, the ~epartment of Planning and Community Develop
~ment, hereafter called the Department, Building and Land Development
D~vision~~ and processed pursuant to the provisions of this
~J~f ~e~ar~ceL of land meets the land ~o~nei~sh~ req~i’r~ethénts of
‘Sé~tion 3 ~b~èlo~v~ and if it is, in ~an area which h~as ~beén desi~n~áted as
ap~ropriate~ for a~ r ster pl~n develop~nent in the adopted Newcastle
çqmmuh~y Plai~i and meets the locational criteria contained in that Plan

SE~t~[ô~N~ 2~ Size and Area Re~uirements.
~

A A tract ~ land~for ~hicha master plan developm~nt is ap
provêdn~st mèet~’the~size~and area criteria contained ir~ the ad9pted,
Newcastle ~Córñt~un[ty~ Plan. -

B. The size requirements referred ~to in thi~ ~c~ion thay be met
~by the a~ssembly of ~smallercontIguous~parceIs as provided in Section 3
~b~elow

~ C~ A trá~ct for which a master plan development is approved
m~!is1~ contain all th~ land within the outermost boundaries of the~ devel

— ~ ~~—t;9rpm~ent ,

~EC~rioN~3’: Land Ownership Requirements.

A. All ~p perty~owners Wi~hi~n the proposed ~master’ p~an develop
m~r~t mdst ~x~cut~an agr~eement T~pproved, by the Department and~
binding on t~irsu’èc~esso~’s~ in interest, in which~each~ own~r agi-e~s
th~t or~c~a~plication is made 1~or approval4of~a master plan development,

~ -~ ~ ~ -~ ~ . .- .-the owner shall~~any land
usé~i~prb~?a[~ or permit for property wit~~in the proposed ma~ster plan
development until either the proposed master plan development is either
approved or disapproved~1by the Council, except as authorized in ~Sec
tion 16 b~low or until the app~lication is withdrawn

B. rl~e ~greem~rit sp~eci~fied~in Section 3(A) shall designate an
~ppro~riaje~ agent -who shall 4have ~the authority to represent the owners
~n~d thei~ successors in interest in the process of obtaining approval of
the master ~lan development from King County and deveroping the
p~er~unt~ tp~any~-approval. - - -

‘~ ~ C~ ~iri~I~ legal entity ~hall be cre~ted prior to~a~pro~’al, ~of a
master plan development which shall have responsibility for comRllance
with all conditions of ~master plan development. approval

- - •~-~
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D. In the event of. disputes regarding a proposed master plan
d~veIopment application between owners of property within a proposed
master plan development, King County shall have no responsibility to
resolve such disputes and shall have the discretion to refuse to process
or approve a disputed application until such owners agree among them
selves upon a course of action with respect to such an application.

SEc~rroN4. Application for Master Plan Development.

The. application for approval of a master plan development shall
include ~the following:

A. Proof of compliance with Sections 1, 2, arid 3 above
B, A p~an arid supporting data pursuant to Section5 (~) below.
C. An environmental checkHst.
D. A list of all permits and approvals required for the project,

to the extent they can be identified.
E. A fee to cover the cost of processing the master plan devel

• oprnent.pro.posal as estabiished pursuant to Section 17 below.

• SECTIONS. Review Process.

An a~pl!cation for a master plan development on Cougar Mountain
shall be processed pursuant to procedures for reclassification of pro~

• perty pursuant to K.C;.C. Chapter 20.24 and other applicable ordi-~
nances; provided, that the application shall be exempt from the pro

~visions of K.C.~, 20.24.190. During this process propbsai~s) will be
reviewed to ensure they meet the criteria of the adopted Newcastle

• cor~munfty Plan~ Affected citizens, jurisdictions and public agencies
shall play an impor~nt part in this review, The process is outlined
below.

• . .. A. Prior to subm~ttai of a formal application the applicant shall
have the option of requesting ar! ~nforrnal conference with representa

• ~.tives from the. Department, other County departments; and affected
cities. The Department shall be responsible for organizing such a
conference. The purpose of this conference shall be to identify:

• 1. Permits or approvals which may be required.
2. Applicable regulations and standards
3. Alternatives regarding size, layout, :phasing and other

aspects of the proposal.
4. Additional information which may be required.
5. Available informnatjnri ~ources for environmental data.
6. . Potehtial problems

• No biridinq commitments or informal, may be re~
• quired of ør given by any ~U county department at suc:h

•a conference.

B. Village design shall e analysis and suit
ability studies. Cougar Mou , areas not suitable for

4



-~ ~- : -• - : - •-•~--

•dev~,lopment.1 The number á’nd ~s~ze of villages as specified in the
policies and guidelines inthe~dopt&d ~Ne~castle~ Con~munity Plan are
maximum ‘limits, not guaranteed -~commitments The actual n~mber,
location ar~d size of the viilages as well as the internal design~should be
based on the 1constraJnt~iáfld~op~ortunities of th~ land Some land is
characterized by~~nultiple, sever~ constraints to development Other
lan~s a~rç valu’able 4in their undeveloped state for cultdral, biological,
hydrological, or ~aesthetic reasons Development of’ some otherwise
unconstraifled lands may cause unacceptable off-sit’e hazards, damage or

~pubiic costs. Only detailed site capability analyses wiH~dethrmine if the
specified development~ limits can be achieved without creating unaccept

~ able levels of environmental damage, public costs, or hazard to human
lifá~

C The -lappllcant shall prepare and submit to the Department a
plan and supporting data ‘containing the following information and docu
rnerits: -~,

1~ A narrative statement describing in detail the area in
which a master plan ~development is proposed, including the~total acre
age and properties~ within five hundred (500~ feet, the exi~ting char
act~r and ~use, of ~the site, the location of an~’ sites or structures of
histor,c~ significance as1 defined in K~C C. 20 62, and current land use
~esignations~,

A~detailed~description of ~thè proposed1 master~ plan devel
opment, includii~ig proposed uses, zoning classifications, residential

~d~nsçties~ open ~space and’ recreational facilities, drainage facilities,
utilities and,,otF~er public1 service improvements, and ‘any si~nificant
physical alterations to the land requi’red by the’~ development, including
a description pf methods that will~be used to satisfy~the criteria identi
fled ir~ s~ctiór~s~-7 through 14 ~below,

3. An~ explanation of how the ~proposal would meet relevant
criteçia establjshedç by the Comprehensive Plan, the policies and design
guidelines,contained in~the adopted Newcastle Community Plan, and
other adopted King County plans and policies,

4 , A list of anticipated capital improvement projects neces
sitated in~ whole or in part by the proposal, including off~-site improve
ments, ~h~ei~~approximate cost, and an explanation of the proposed
method ~ ~fJnaiqing such ~projects and ~other iri~fórmation pursuant to
sec~ion-15,~~,of tI~is,~or~dinaAce, I

5 Maps showing the existing and proposed topography
(five~foot, contours), sensitive areas, as defined in K C C ~1 04,
existing ~nd?proposed~zoning classifications, location of streets and
utilities, open :spaces,, natural drainage systems, recreational facilities,
and other im’provements~. A vicinity map showing existing access,
zoning, recreational facilities, and open space shall also be provided,

6 A detailed description of existing conditions and potential
iinpacts from project development to~both the on-site and doWnstream
drainage system’ Analysis shall ‘be~extended to the major receiving
water bod~y The drainage analysis shall be suppàrted by s~te and
dpwnstream field~data This information shall be of sufficient detail for
~e-~Deptrnen~t ~o,deterrnine~the ~cope~ of required drainage studies
which may ‘include, a full, basin plan. I

7. A detailed description of the proposed phasing of the
development Including the phasing ,of housing and public facilities and

S
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services, such as recreational facilities and ppen spaces and drainage
facilities, and an estimated development timetable.

8. A detailed explanation of the proposed methods of manag
ing and maintaining required recreational facilities, open spaces, drain
age ac.ilities, and other public facilities or services,

9. Additional information as is necessary to evaluate the
propose master plan development for compliance with applicable state
Ia s and County policies, including but not limited to the standards
containe in the adopted Newcastle Community Plan and Area Zoning.

0. King ounty is receptive to the development of an interlocal
agreement between Bellevue, lssaquah, and King County. The Depart
ment will work. with the affected cities to determine whether or not an
interlocal agreement is appropriate. Such an agreeiT~ent would establish
the responsibilities of each jurisdiction and the process for reviewing
maste plan development proposals, including determining specific land
uses and identifying conditIons of development. It would also spell out
utility service responsibflities and identify municipal annexation boun
dar’es

E. The King county Executive shaH determine the scope of
required drainage studies. The studies shall take the form of site
capability studies, drainage basin plans, or specific drainage studies
coverng one or ore of the drainage basins where development is
proposed. The on-site and appropriate off-site studies shall be pre
pared by the applicant and submitted prior to master plan development
approval. The ounty Executive shall also determine the timing, man
ageme and funding of basin or drainage plan implementation. The
relationship between the drainage basin plans and other studies and any
required project environmental impac statement shall also be addressed.

• F. The ing county Executive shall determine whether or not an
environmental impact statement (EIS) is required. If an EIS is neces~
sary it ill be paid for by the applicant, arid the County shall select a
consultant to prepare the project EIS from a list submitted by the
applicant. If the county determines that there are no qualified consulS
ta ts on the list, then additional tiames shall be submitted.

The EIS shall evaluate at !east two alternative development
plans. This evaluation shall include an appraisal of the ability of the
al ernatives to meet the policies and guidelines contained in the adopted
Ne castle community Plan. Any required site capability, drainage
stud~es, or basin plans shall be used as part of the technical back
ground information in the ElS.

G Pursuant to K,~.C, 2O~24.15O, the Department shall prepare
a report to the Zoning and Subdivision Examiner on the master plan
develop ent application. This report shall be based on any environ-
men al review including an environmental impact statement and any
dr inag basin plans or other studies, input from affected cities, public.
age cie~, and County ~partment~, the adopted Newcastle Community
Plan and other County plans and policies; and the development criteria
contained in Sections 7 through 14, below.
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H. The Zoning and Subdivision Hearing Examiner and County
— Council shall process an application for a master plan development

pursuant to the procedures for reclassification of property contained in
K.C.C. Chapter 20.24, other applicable ordinances, and the adopted
Newcastle Community Plan; provided, that the application shall be
exempt from the provisions of K.C.C. 20.24.190. This process shall
include public hearings, recommendations, and final action.

I. Master plan approval would be at least a two stage process.
The first stage would be a general review of the overall master plan
development of up to three villages on Cougar Mountain. Depending
upon proposed phasing and timing of development at each village site,
one or more additional stages of review would be required to assign
specific land use and zoning designations and conditions for the devel
opment of each village site and/or each phase of development. The re
view process for each stage of approval would be the same as the zone
reclassification process.

SECTION 6. Approved Master Plan Development

A. An approved master plan development shall consist of the
following:

• 1. A detailed land use map of the subject property depict
ing the uses authorized for the entire subject property,

2. At the applicant’s option, one of the following two de
tailed zoning maps of the subject property depicting:

a. Approved zoning classifications implementing the
approved land uses on all or a portion of the subject property,

b. Potential zoning classifications for all or a portion
of the subject property to implement the approved land uses, as pro
vided in K.C.C. 21.46.060; provided, the base zoning for any portions
of the subject property designated with a potential zone is that ap
proved by the adopted Newcastle Area Zoning guidelines,

3. Any conditions of approval.

B~ Final conditions of approval, including on-site and off-site
improvements to be undertaken by the applicant, the approved plan,
and data described in subsections 2, 4, 5, 7 and 8 of Section 5(C)
and Section 8(A) of this ordinance, shall be embodied in a concomitant
agreement approved by the Department of Planning and Community
Development and the King County Prosecuting Attorney, and thereafter
executed by all property owners within the master plan development and
by King County in recordable form and filed for recording with the
King County Division of Records and Elections. Such an agreement
shall bind the property owners and their successors in interest to
develop their properties only in accordance with the final .conditions of
approval.

C. The master plan development approval shall not become effec
tive nor shall any development commence until the concomitant agree
ment has been recorded with the Division of Records and Elections.
The agreement shall be recorded as a covenant to the properties identi
fied in Section 6(B).

7



SE~TIQN 7. Development criteria.

In addition to compliance with K.C.C. 20.24.180, the approval,
denial or imposition of conditions upon a master plan development shall
b based pon he specific requirements, goals and policies identified in
sections 8 through 18 below and other applicable state and county
statute , regulations, plans and policies.

SECTION_8. Housing Criteria.
A. Housing for all income levels.

1. “Low incom&’ is an income level below eighty percent
(80%) of the median ;ncome for King County. Ten percent (10%) of the
total residential units shall be used as a target in providing housing in
each master plan development a fordable to persons of low income,

2. “Moderate income” is an income level between eighty
percent (80%) and one hundred percent (100%) of the median income for
King county. Ten percent (10%) of the total residential units shall be
used as a target in providing housing in each master plan development
affordable o persons of moderate income,

3. “Median incom&~ is an income level between one hundred
percent (100%) and one hundred twenty percent (120%) of the median
income for King county. Ten percent (10%) of the total residential
units shall be used as a target in providing housing in each master
plan development affordable to persons of median income,

4, Median income for King county. and affordable monthly
housing payments based upon a percent of this income shall be deter~
mined annually by the Department of Planning and Community Develop~
ment,

5. Housing required by this section shall contain a reason~
able mix of units designed for senior citizens and families.

B. A preliminary schedule for the phasing of the construction of
the housing called for above shall be included with each master ~lan
development app!ication in order to assure that an adequate mix of
housing is provided in all phases of development and that the required
housing is dispersed throughout the development. A specific: schedule.
shaH be submitted with each phase pursuant to Section 14 (B.6).

c. No low income housing will be required in any phase unless
publicly funded programs for such housing are available, provided that
t e developer may be required to set aside sufficient land for that
p rpo and may be required to be set aside for a period of up to
lye years at a value calculated as follows: the area of the set aside

land multi lied imes the average per square foot assessed value of the
property in the phase for the year in which the phase is granted
approval, computations shall be based on King County Assessor infor
ination.

If dur~ng that period, programs become available, the devel
oper shall cooperate with the public agency for the development of such
ho~sjn~. If proqrams CjL n’~ become a~ailah!e th land sh.~!! he re—
I ased or o her development cons!stent with the master plan develop—
merit and he low income housing requirement will be reevaluated at the
next phase.

8



D. The master p:lan~ ~eveiopment will be, reviewed to establish, a
• V minimum percentage for~eac.hhousing income level. Criteria for estab

lishing these minimums shall include County-wide as ~vell as community
plan area population ch~ractertstics, market, and economic factors
including but not limtte~’d~tô

1 Cost of construction and financing,
2 Cost of existing housing,
3 Housing types and sizes available,
4 Percentage population within each income level,
5 Employment opportunities,
6 Availability of publicly funded housing programs for low

income persons,
V V V V ‘7~V’ Amount of ‘existing assisted housing in the surrounding

V area, V V V V V

8 Overall need County-wide for low, moderate, and median
V ‘• V incomeV::housjng for senior citizens V and families.

SECTION 9 Open Space and Recreational Criteria

A Forty percent (40%) of the gross area of the overall master
plan shall be used as a target in providing communi~ty open space
“Community open space” means land in the master plan development
which is to be owned by the public or by an appro’~’ed community or
homeowners’ organization at the option of the King county Department

V V V of Planning and Community :Develópmneñt, and preserved in perpetuity
for the use of the public and/or residents of the master plan develop
ment

B Open space requirements for residential developments con
tained in King County Code titles 19, 20 and 21 shall be waived within
the master plan development, except that the open ~pace requirements
of K C C Chapter 21 56 and K C C 21 08 080 shal~l remain in effect
for PUD’s and for plats when using the lot averaging provisions The
open space required for PUD’s in K C C Chapter 21 56 and for plats
in K C C 21 08 080 when using the lot averaging provisions shall not

V V be included in the’ calculation of community open space. V V

C The following areas shall be pr~eserved as ~pen space
1 Unique, fragile, and valuable elements of the environ

ment plus any necessary protective buffer areas, suèh as prime wildlife
V , habitats. or .:flVatUral:drainage features, V V • V V

V 2,. ‘~Areas ,un,~Ujtablé for building due to natural hazards, • V

V V 3. Agricultural V and ‘fisheries V resources,
4 Physical and/or visual buffers within and between areas

of urban development, except that private open spac~ areas associated
with residential dwellings shall not be included in the calculation of the
minimum community open space area,

5 Natural areas with significant educational, scientific,
historic, or scenic values,

6 Outdoor recreation areas Park and recreational facili
V • ties shall be provided by the developer in accordance. with current V

County standards (Ordinance 3813 and Motion 3527 and any applicable
future amendments)

9 I
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7. Perimeter buffering of the master plan development.
8. Existing and proposed trail corridors.

D. The master plan development will be reviewed to establish a
minimum percentage of open space arid recreational area,

1 - Criteria for establishing this minimum shall include the
physical characteristics of the site, the amount of recreational facilities
and permanent open space in the surrounding area, the existing and
planned uses of adjacent land, and the types of uses proposed for open
space areas.

2. High priority shall be given to preserving, maintaining
and managing the existing natural drainage system by retaining signifi
cant drainage features including creeks, streams, lands and wetlands
within the open space area with minimal encroachment by other open
space uses,

3. Compatible multiple uses on such open space may be
specifically authorized at the time of approval of the master plan devel
opment.

4. Preservation of open space for environmental arid buf
fering needs in excess of the community open space target shall not
relieve the master plan development from providing useable open space
for active use.

E. Open s ace shall be either dedicated to an appropriate gov
ernmental agency or held in perpetuity by an approved private organi
zation with responsibility for maintenance and operation at the option of
he Department.

F. Any open space property which is planned for dedication, but
is not dedicated promptly upon approval of the phase of the master plan
development in which the property is located, shall be maintained by
the applicant until dedicated, in accordance ith an approved interim
maintenance program. T ~ applicant shall submit a proposed interim
maintenance program for all such properties as part of the master plan
deve oprne t application,

SEcTIONIO. ~ommerciei/lndustrial Criteria.

A. The master Ian development shall provide neighborhood
usiness areas for the everyday shopping and service needs of the

community, consi tent with applicable King County policies.

Mixed use ul~Jng.s are encouraged in business areas.

SECTION 11. Utilities, Energy and Public Services Criteria.

A. The master plan development shall be responsible for all
improvem nts and additions to public- and private water ~rid sewer
facill ies requi ed as a result of the development, including off-site
facilities and improvements.

10



B. The master plan deve!opment shall provide for adequate fire
protection to the extent such need is created either wholly or partially
as a result of the development. In the event adequate facilities are not
available the developer shall have the option of dedicating sites, paying
fees or using other mea~s capable of providing for fire protection.
Provision for adequate fire protection may include dedication of fire
station sites, construction of fire stations, and purchase of new equip
ment.

C. The master plan development shall include energy efficient
building types and efficient energy consuming systems. The master
plan development shall make use of renewable energy resources and the
provision of a choice of alternative fuel sources wherever possible and
economically feasible.

D. The master plan development shall provide for adequate
schools to the extent such need is created either totally.or partially as
a result of the development. In the event adequate facilities are not
available the developer shall have the option of dedicating sites, paying
fees or using other means capable of providing for school services.
School site locations and access shall be determined in conjunction with
the appropriate district. Such sites shall be provided with utility
connections and shall be dedicated to the appropriate school district.

E. Methods for financing public and private improvements re
ferred to in this section shall be identified and approved by King
County pursuant to Section 15.

SECTION 12. Transportation Criteria.

A. The master plan development shall provide:
1. External access streets, internal arterials and streets

meeting current King County road planning and improvement standards
or as otherwise provided pursuant to K.C.C. Chapter 19.20.

2. Facilities br design considerations which encourage the
use of alternative modes of transportation, including but not limited to,
transit, carpool, bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian trail facilities,

3. All on-site and off-site road improvements necessary to
mitigate the impacts of traffic on existing public roads caus~d as a
result of the development.

B. A transportation plan should be prepared by the applicant
for the master plan development and shall be reviewed and approved by
the Department of Public Works prior to issuance of any development or
building permit for the first phase of an approved master plan develop
ment. A transportation plan for each phase of development shall be
reviewed and approved before development of that phase begins, to
assure compatibility with the master transportation plan and adequacy of
facilities, and compliance with current King County standards. Care
will be given to ensure the plans are compatible with standards of the
adjacent jurisdictions.

C. Methods for financing of on-site ~nd off-site transportation
improvements required pursuant to this section shall be identified and
approved by King County pursuant to Section 15 of this ordinance.

11 7
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SECTION 14 Phased Development

A The term “phase” means a portion of a master plan develop
ment site which is the subj~ct of application for approval of one or more
subdivisions, planned qnit-~dek~’eIopments, or site pIai~s pursuant to
K C C sections 21 46 150- 200, provided, that approval of a site plan
in the master plan development shall be based on compliance with the
guidelines, performance standards, permitted uses, or other require
ments imposed for that phase at the time of master plan approval

B A master plan development may be developed in phases,
providód:

1 An estimated time period for completi~n of all phases
shall be provided as part of the master plan application,

2 The development must be provided with adequate facili
ties and services at~aIl phases of development,

3 Initiation of new phases may be prohibited until condi
tions imposed on previous phases have been met,

4 A detailed financial plan is submitted for each phase
pursuant to Section 15 below,

5 A general sequence of phases shall be required which
will assure a mix of uses and densities,

6 Prior to submission of development plans for each phase,
the applicant shall consult with the King County Housing and Corn
niunity Development Division to determine the specific number of low!
moderate/median. income hoUsing’~Units• to bé developed in. the proposed
phase

C Additional conditions of approval may be imposed on each
phase to obtain compliance with current County requirements provided
changes to the requirements in Sections 8 to 14 shall be reviewed
pursuant to Section 18

SECTION 15 Financial Plan for Capital Facilities

A A preliminary financial plan shall be submitted as part of the
master plan development application which addresses

1 On—site and off-site capital facilities required as a result
of the proposed master planned development as identified in Sections
11, 12, and 13

2 Capital facilities required by the master plan development
that cannot be built Incrementally as part of each phase and those
capital facilities required in conjunction with the development of each
phase

3 Potential financing methods
4 Areas within and outside of the designated master plan

development area that will benefit from the required facilities
5 The master plan development’s fair sha~re of the costs for

on and off-site Improvements

B A detailed financial plan shall be submitted as part of each
proposed phase review The detailed financial plan shall identify the
proposed methods for financing the required capital facilities for the

.13



phase dud a for its implementation. Alternative methods shall
be identified methods which are dependent on actions beyond
the applicant’ i.

C. Approval of the master plan development is for land use
purposes only and as such does not constitute prior County approvals
or decisions or make provisions for capital facility programming for
required off~site or on~site facilities.

~EcTlONi6 Combination With Other Applications.

A. An application for a master plan development or an amend
ment thereto may be combined with applications for King county ap
proval or related land development permits and approvals for the site
which implement the master plan development, including but not limited
to, subdivisions, planned unit developments, Local Service Area amend
ments, shoreline permits, flood control permits, and building permits.

B. The following types of ap~Iications may be processed con~
currently with an application for a master plan development: arnend~
rner~ts to utilIty district comprehensive plans, franchises and sewerage
general plan amendments. Amendments to such plans may encompass

ore property I:han that of the proposed master plan development if
consistent with the adopted Newcastle Community Plan and other applic
able adopted county plans and policies.

SECTION_17. Fee

A fee, shall be paid by the applicant to finance the master plan
review pr cess in amounts to be determined• by the Department at the
time of application. Such fee shall equal the estimated cost of proces
sing the master plan development application for all affected Executive
County agencies. After receipt of an application for a master plan
development, the Department shall consult with all affected Executive
county agencies and sh~W establish a budget setting forth the estimated
cost of reviewing the application. The applicant shall pay the budgeted
amount,and at the applicant’s option, payment may be made in regular
installments dun q t:he review process. All county departments in~
volved in he review process shall keep accurate records of their actual
ime and costs expended in reviewing the application. After the appli~

cation has been approved or disapproved by the council, the budgeted
mount shall be adjusted to equal the actual cost of processing. The

ap lica t shall thereupon pay any ernaining deficit to King county, or
he County shall thereupon refund any remaining surplus to the appli

cant.

SECTION 18. Master Plan Development Amendments.

An approved master plan development, including any of the re
quired elements thereof, the concomitant agreement, or any conditions
of approval, may be amended or modified by the Council of King County
at th requ St of King county, the applicant, or he applicant’s succes

14



sor in interest, if the Council findsl after notice, and hearing under-.
taken in accordance with procedures for reclassification of property
pursuant to K C C Chapter 20 24 and other applicable ordinances, that
conditions in the area haye changed, that development as originally
approved would be infe~sib~ ~or that the proposed amendment or modi
ficat,on~ would better pr~ombte the health, safety, or welfare of King
County residents

~‘:‘
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NEW APP~ -~‘~p;t X ID TRANSpQRTAfloN PRpJE~ ~‘ FEASIBILITY AND cOST

New qoq~Udt~n ~n~Majd~Wjk~gProjects

PROJECT FEASIBILITY COMMENT, OLD COST NEW COST~

Nt—i 130th Ave. SE Construction is physically possible. Some grade sepa— $ 750,000 $ 1,010,000
(SE 38th St. to ration problaus exist. Coordination with Beilevue
~Newport Way) required (i~Icluded in Bellevue s Richards Valley/
0.6 miles Factoria Sub-area Plan). F~ind1ng ~uld be through the

private~ sector as part of a p-suffix condition for
developuent.

Nt—2 SE 41st St. Construction is physically possible. Properties have $ 125,000 $ 219,000
(1:2~th~ Ave.SE to dévéloped during the q~ursé of thé~Plan, r&ludingthe
new 130th Ave. SE) corridor s1~wn In the draft Plan.. A new loaation ~uld
0.13 miles be needed to connect 128th Ave. SE and 130th Ave. SE.

Project tied to Nt-i. ‘Funding through private sector as
part of p-suffix c~dition for developnent.

Nt—3 Lakaiont Blvd. Construction is physically possible. Soil tests, done , $ 2,700,000 $ 4,014,000
(164th Way SE to in thç past, support cOnstruction fêasibilily. Radway
1—90) establishment was done in 1971 to preserve a road cor—
1.5 miles ridor. An 80 to 100—foot right-of-way corridor has been

acquired by the O~pnty Preliminary design ~lans &~u
plet~d ~before projct was dropped from Fbrwar~ Thrust.

- -~ Fun~jng tfrough private sectoras part of new village(s)
~,aflc1~xssible County CIP’ Participation’.

Nt—4 Hilltop area ~stfl]ction is physically possible. Resud~ntial access $150,000 $ 314,~Q~
access~east stfeet as part of new Subdivisions Location of con
0~2 miles nection point to 164th w~ SE to be determined as part

of sublivisiàn process. Funding through private sector
as part of subdivision process. -

*





D TRA~SPORTATlONPnOJE( FEASIBILITY ANDCOST
- New Construction and Major Widening Projects

PROJECT = FEASIBILITY COMMENT OLD cosT NEW cOST*

Nt—5 N~astle ~ Consthiction is physically pos~ ible . Requires new right— $ A 30,000 $ 1,306,000
elbow - of-way and bridge crossing of Coal Creek. Need to cxordi
0.35 miles “ nate with park project Np-la Q)al Creek Park extension.

minding through County CIP process with possible parti
cipation by new village(s). -

Nt—6 SE~68thSt., Construction is physically possible. Exlstj.ngbouses $ 1o9,O0O~ $ 170,000 ‘- -

(11 2th~ Ave. sE to located north and south of road tight-of-way. F\mding
~Lk. Washl4ton through County CIP process.

• Blvd. )~,
0.1 miles ~‘•

• -• ~

Nt—7 154th ~ SE Construction is physically possible. Requires right— $ 260,000 $517,Ol)0~
(149th Ave. SE to of-way ~urchase for new road alignn~nt. If Nt-B (138th
156th Ave. SE) Ave. SE extension) is-not I:uilt, this project ~uId~häve. •

0.2 miles Increased priórityfor iiple~ientation.
S S -~ -

Nt—8 138th Ave. SE Construction may not t~e possible. Detailed study and $2,’9O0,OQO $-6,150,000
‘exiens ion testing ~e~ed to make a determination. Prob1~ns with.
(SE 128th St. to right-of-way acqui~ition, bouslng relocation, 1tbpography,
Renton—Maple Valley and conflicts wfth Cedar River Park. High construction
Highway) cost.’ F~rid1ng thtbugh’Côunty. CIP process.

- 1-’.-~-miles—~ •~-~‘----~----——---—---------—--~--- -

Nt—9 ~Má~le Hills Consttilction is physicailypossille. Residential acáess $ 250,000 $2,759,000
access north street ap part pf new subilvisions. North section Qf - S

2.0 miles road conneàting to May Valley Rd. established in 1979 as
- part of~ Sunset Valley Fa subd1vision~. Funding through , 5 -

private sector as part of su1iii~,is ion process.

Nt—b Fac~ri~~D •~, Constructed, ~~ept for SE ~lst St. bet~en 124th Ave. $ 2,200,000 $ 371~000~
SE and 128th Ave. SE’. Construction of ‘SE 41st St~ is a
required condition of prope v to north and wiil be~

— - biilt 1w DrivM-R -I-ne- •
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TRANSPOF~TA~flON PROJECT FEASWILflT AND COSt

New Construction and Major WidenIng Projects

PROJECT IEASIBILITY COMMENT OLD COST NEW COS

Nt-i 1 128th Ave. SE Construction is physically possible 5c~~E~ ‘ri~htofway $ 664, 000 664,000
(SE 41st St. to acquisitionJ.s required. Funding through County CII’
Newport Way) process. Rad Iiiprovement District funding is an alter~
0.23 miles native, tlxugli ixt likely due to extensive pLablic pro

perty frontage alcm~ street.
.~ I

k ~,

Nt-12 Newport Way (Xzstruction is physically possible, Scine grade separa-~ ~ 300,000
(128th Ave • SE tO ~ion prob1es~ exist ~ich may recluire scine “cut and fill”
Bellevue) along the road. Coordination with Bellevue required
0.3 miles ~, (included in I3eilevue’ s Richards Valley/Facthria Subai “ , .‘.

Plan). Funding through the County CIP process.

-‘p I .4

Nt-13 Coal Creek Pkwy. I -. Construction is~phySically~po~si~le.’ SQI~’ rig
(1-405 I~o, may I~e required’ for-fill to”the south of th~~
Newport Way) , Possible conflict ~th acquisition of fleer
0.5 miles “in Coal Creek Park.. Funding throughCounty CIP proce~

1’ POssible private sector participation as part of nçw
village(s) to mitigate off-site traffic ‘iirpact. -

~Nt—i4 Coal Creek Pkwy. II Construction ts’physi.càllypossible.’ Until1982, wasp~ ~ió~,ooo
(Newport Way to of County CIP bit was dropped due to funding shoçtage
SE 72nd St.) and~Ktgher project priorities elsewhere. Right-of-way
1.8 miles presently graded to allow widening. Funding through

- , County LIP process. ~Possible private sector participa-’ ‘~‘ -‘ -.

• tion as part of, new village(s) to mitigate off-site traff
in~ct. ‘ “ ‘•, ‘‘~

Nt~15 03à1 Creek Pkwy. Iij- Construction isphysicaily possible. flre~tj~~l
(SE 72nd ~. ~ - - right-of-way (fran 60 to 100 -feet) -along a- 0.3 mile’:
Renton-Issaquah Rd..) seCtion. Sone t. aphy Constra!nts-, re~uirj~
2.3 miles and fills along t1~e road, wuld carry- . Requires widening of May Cre~ ~3ridge ol~

Fur~d1ng through (~qpty Cii’. J~y~ite ~
~ ~.4- i~F ~ -



C TRANSPORTATION PHOJEC( EASIBILItY AND COST
New Construction ønd Major Widening Projects

PROJECT FEASIBILITY COMMENT

~ pj~j~ ~ (bnstzuction I.e possible ):ut difficult due to exl.a
(Fãron~s Ave. to curbs and 9utters and under~zossing of I-40B. Fundin
11k. Washington Blvd.) through State.
0.6 wiles

It—17 SE 128th St./NE 4tI~ ~ CZmstruction
(138th Ave. SE to frcmtage along
1—405) 1—405 undercroe
1 • 5 miles Renton CIP proc

t-1 8 1-405 HOV Lanes F

(190 tO 5R900) ~~
5.0 miles ~Uon delayed unti’. 1985 due tcj lack

STIMATED IN 1981 DOLLARS



TRANSPORTATION PROJECT ( ~SlBIL PlY AND COST~, ~‘:~

New Copstructjon and Malor Widening Projecti’ . .:. •‘

PROJECT :. .. .. FEASIBILITY COMMENT. . . OLD COST.

128th Aye, ~ . . Construction ~8 physically possihie. Scine: 4,000
(SE 41st St. ~ . acquisition is required.
Newport Way) . ~)IOcesS, Rad [n?rove1n~
0.23 miles ,. native,, though pot likely due to e~

perty frontage along street.. , .:

Newport Way .~ . . . Construction is physically possible. ~ Swt~ ‘~

(128th Ave. SE to’ .. tion probl~ exist which may require scsi~ “cut
Believue) ‘, . along the road. Coordination with Bellevue required
0.3 miles ~. (included in Bellevue’ a ~~ ‘ ia Sub~

!~i~a)• Fund~~roiigh

~t-13 Coal. Creek Pkwy, ~ ‘‘

(1—405 to : ‘may be ~‘ the
Newport Way) . •, Possible .....ith eded i -

0.5 miles in Coal Creek Park. Funding througt~ County CIP process1
Possible private sector participation as part of new.’
village(s) to mitigate off—site traffic iirpact,

Coal Creek Pkwy. II Construction is physically possible, ., Until 1982~
(Newport Way to ‘ of County CIP bet was dropped due to fuii~iIn~
SE 72nd St.) and higher project, priorities elsewhere.
1.8 miles presently graded to allow widening. Funding through

County CIP process. Possible private sector particF
tion as part of new village(s) to mitigate off-site t.r~
inçact, . . : , .

It—15 Coal Creek Pkwy. [II (~struction is physically possible. RquJre~ Jitiona]. ~ 3,000,000
(SE 72nd St. ~ ‘ right-of—way ~from 60 to 100 feet) along a 0,3 —i’- ‘

Renton-Iss~juah ~ ) section.. Scsne topography constraints ,requirii
~ 2.3 miles and fills” along the road, ~ould carry high cx

Requires wic~ening of May Creek Bridqe o~ a new
Funding through County Cli’. .~ Private sector part
i-I rw~ r~~~4- i-sc ~ - ..~a ii~ . - .. . . — — -



TRANSPORTATION PHOJbiJ !ASIBILITY AND COST.
New Conitruction and Major Widening Projects l •

PROJECT FEASIBILITY COMMENT

Jt-16 NE Park Dr. Construction is possible I~t. diffi.c
(Edaonds Ave. to curbs and gutters and undercrosslng of I-4C
Lk. tcashlxigton Blvd.) thrOu9h State. •. S S

0.8niiles

1117 SE 128th St./NE 4th 51. COnstructio~ ispo~
(138th Ave. SE to frcrktage along road, existing curbs and
1-405) 1—405 undercrosslng. Funding through County
1.5 miles Renton CIP.process.

It-18 1-405 IK)V Lanes Cbflstruction iaphysicaliy1
(1-90 to SR—900) mE~1tal analysis have been oonpietai..
58 miles tion delayed unt1.1~ 1985 clue to l~k

STIMATED IN 1981 DOLLARS
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NEWCASTLE AREA ZONING AMENDMENT PACKAGE

Cougar Mountain Issue 1

Applicants Alhadeff, Franco and Murdoch

Property Location SE quadrant of the intersection of Lakemont Blvd
and SE Newport Way

Existing Zoning SE

Proposed Zoning GR-5

Request Multifamily or Townhouse zoning, with a small amount of BN
zoning..

Comments :•

The Planning Division has expanded the area to be considered for
possible zoning changes beyond this 32 acre parcel to a total of about
45 . acres located at the SE quadrant of 1-90/Newport Way and the pro
posed Lakemont Blvd~ All of the property in this area has similar
natural characteristics and is adjacent to I-SO. The western 200 feet
slopes steeply down into Lakemont Gorge through which flows Lewis
Creek The western 500 feet alQng Newport Way slopes steeply up, the
remaining, land along, that road,. to a depth of.~about 500 feet,, is rela

• •tively level. The . remaining area is moderately, to •rnoderat&y steeply
sloped~ The Sensitive: Areas Folio, designates the western and southern
portion of the area as a Class: lit erosion and seismic hazard area. The.
area is not within the LSA but is adjacent to it.

The applicants in Cougar Mountain Issue 1 request RM or RT zoning
with a small amount of BN’ zoning. •The Panel tentatively recommended
RM-.1800-P for afproperty to the west (Northwest: Issue 1, Fiorito).

• This property. is. separated from the area. by a steep wooded hillside, a
30-foot’ cement retaining wall, Lakemont Blvd., and Läkémont Gorge.
The Panel’s recommendation was based on the p~roperty’s view amehities
and proximity to 1-90. Although the subject area is near the freeway
interchange and has fewer development limitations, it has no or . very
little.. view amenity.

Although there is some multi-family zoning at this Intersection’, it is
scattered .and separated by single-family uses, an elementary school,
trees, and rights-of-way. . In addition, although some neighborhood
business :..use wou.ld be’ appropriate at. this intersection, the only exist
ing. BN zoning there is proposed for removal in the Proposed Newcastle

• Area. Zoning. Without some commercial. use at the intersection, multi
family use in the subject area may not be appropriate However, there
i,s no good site for BN zoning here. The best site is now zoned RM
P80.0, but it is adjacent to .tt~e elementary school.

Other potential sites have similar problems. The subject area, while it
has. sufficient room for~ business ~ is physically and visually
separate from the majOrity äf its potential market.
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C: Cougar Mountain: Issue 4.~

Applicant Richard Friesen

Property Location SE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of Section ~7, Township 24 N,
Range SE

KroIl Map* 459W

Existing Zoning RS-15000

Proposed Zoning GR-5

Request The appl~cant would like to retain the existing zoning of
RS-15000 for his prope~rty

Comments The subject property ~s located just within the north~
western boundar~y of the Cougar Mountain subarea, and is directly
south of the property owned by Maurice Benyon (Issue 2) The prop
erty is approximately 8 49 acres in size, and is undeveloped The
property is surrounded by large (5 acres or more) undeveloped lots
The subject property is identified as a Class Ill seismic hazard area in
King County’s Sensitive Area Map Folio

(See Cougar Mountain Issue 2 for a discussion of~this issue)

Panel Recommendation Apply the GR-2 5 designation recommended by
the Newcastle Panel for the master plan development overlay district in
the Cougar Mountain ~Subarea (October 22, 1982)

• ~
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ThePlanning Division expanded. the. area under consideration for zoning
changes to include the entire south slope of Cougar Mountain, because
the prop~rty in this area contains similar physical characteristics and
limited services This area includes about 2 square miles of moderately
to steeply sloping lands on th~e south slope of Cougar Mountain There
are also a few relatively level pockets The steepest portions are on
the western and eastern sections (see map) These sections are broken
up into large (5 to 20 acre and above) lots served by unpaved private
roads The central section contains the Ellenswood (platted 5 acre lots)
and Licorice Fern . (frelimlnarily platted 5. acre lots.) developments.
These are served by both paved and unpaved private roads

Within the May Creek Basin, areas, without ‘sewer; are general.ly.given a
density of; either 1 du/acre or 1 du/5 acres by the Proposed Plan The
1 du/acre density is on the East Renton Plateau, and this area is fairly

/

Cougar Mountain Issue S

Applicant Thomas A Goeltz, representing James Magstadt and Charles
-Owen

Property Location Section 1, Township 23N, Range SE

Kroll Map# 802W

Existina Zoning G

Proposed Zoning G-5

Request The applicant, would like to have an S-C or GR-2 5 zoning
classification for his client’s property instead of the proposed G-5
zoning classification

Comments~ The subject pro~erty is located just within the southern
boundary of the Ci9ugar Mountain subarea and borders the May Valley
subarea The prop~rty is approximately 286 acres in size and sits on
the southern flank of Cougar Mountain The property consists of
steeply s~oping land and ‘has been identified as Class Ill seismic and
erosion hazard lands in King County’s Sensitive Areas Map Folio The
subject property is bordered on the east by the Ellenswood plat Lots
in that plat range from 1 to 7 5 acres in size, with an average of 5
acres To the west of the subject property are large (20 to 38 acre),
undeveloped parcels To the north of the property is Cougar Mountain
and to the south, the May Valley subarea

Currently the subject property is zoned G (General, 1 unit per acre),
the proposed Newcastle Community Plan designates the pr~operty for G-5
zoning (General, 1 unit per 5 acres) The subject property is not
within the current Sewer Local Service Area (LSA), and the proposed
LSA extension will not include the subject property The property has
also been identified by the Draft Newcastle Environmental Impact State
ment (DEilS) as having soils with severe limitations for conventional
septic systems. , . . ‘ . ~‘ . . . . . .

fl,’
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Apolicant R G Harms

Prope—~” l SE 1/4 àf the NE. 1/4 of the NE 1/4 of Section 30,
Town: GE -i .

Existing . ..

ProDose~

-~ j~r~

Commén~. prope~ies are located in the Cougar Màuntain

subarea, and sitson the northeastern flank of Cougar Mountain. King
County’s Sensitive Area Map Folio has identified the subject properties,
and the surrounding area,, as seismic hazard lands.. The subject pro- .-

perties are not within the current Sewer Local Service Area (LSA), and
the proposed extension of the LSA will not include the properties

In Junedf 1980~he applicant short ~la~ed his property and created
four separate lots ~SP-10790i0).. Their tax. lot numbers and acreage are

as follows: .TL: 24 -- 2~34 a~es;. TL 36 .~, 2.67 acres; TL 34 -. 3~24

— -- - - acres and TL 38 1.7 acres

:: The Pr~po~d Ne~~stIe- CothrnUhfty’ Plan ~identifies the undeveloped..- . portions of the Cougar Mountain subarea as a residential reser~’e (policy - .‘ -.

N-3). Since theápplicant’s property is• surrounded by 10 to 20 acre
parcels’,: it meets the criteria for inclusion into the . reserve (p.. 14,
Proposed Newcastle Community Plan).

• The applicant is..àonèerned. abou~t his ability to build on his property,
and is under the impression that the proposed GR-5 zoning will take
away his rights to build on his property. If the Proposed Plan and

- Area Zoning are adopted, the GR-5 zoning classification will not prevent
the applicant, from building on his property .(K.C.C. 21.21. 050, item:
C) —

Panel Recommendation:’ Apply the GR-Z.5 designation recommended by
the Newcastle Panel for the master plan development overlay district in
the Cougar Mountain Subarea. (October 22, 1982) -

. - ... - f 8_• - -. .
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Cougar Mountain Issue 7

Applicant Julia Gunn Kissel

Property Location SE 1/4 of the SW ‘1/4 of Section 20, Townsi~up 24 N,~
Range 6E lying northernly of State Highway *21

Kroll Map* 558W~

Existing Zoning G

IProposed Zoning. SE

Request The a~plicant is requesting a commercial or light industrial
zoning classification for her parcel of land

Comments The subject property is located Just within the northeastern
boundary of the Newcastle planning area at the foot of the Cougar
Mountain The property sits in the northwestern quadrant formed by
the intersection of SE Newport Way and the lssaquah City limit bound
ary line~

The Proposed Ne~castle Community Plan identifies the Cougar Mountain
suba~ea as a re~identiaI reserve (policy N-3) Howeveir, policy N-26
states tha1t “conventional industrial development is enc&iraged withing
the activity cente~rs located adjacent to the Newcastle planning area”,
and 1policy N-24 states that “commercial areas should be kept compact
rather than allow~d to extend into strips along ~arterials” The 1subject
property is also ?r:ented away from the Cougar Mountain Sub~rea and
faces the City of lssaquah

The City of lssaq~iah has zoned its land, just east of the~ subject prop
erty, as CI (G~neral Industrial) There are a number of warehouses
and a trucking firm located on the parcels lssaquah has also recently
annexed -~a portion1 of land just north and west of the subject property
The zoning classif~cation that was place on this newly annexed land was
RS-15000

Panel Recommenda~jon Apply RS-15,000, potential M-P with the stipula
tion that the property should not be rezonec to outright M-P zoning
until sewer and ~ater service is available from the City of lssaquah
(October 22, 1982)~

9
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Cougar Mountain: Issue 8

licant: Gary C. & Kendra L. Warner

of the SW 1/4 of Section 29, Township 24

R-5

would like to have a zoning classification that
1 dwelling unit per acre.

sInr~ ~,f Cougar

Ill
fin

LSA
~en
act

conve

Plan I intain
re to
in a

master
• -.

recommended bydistr~t. in

a. (October 22, 1982)
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Cougar Mountain Issue 9

Applicant Charles Wexier

Property Location NE 1/2 of the W 1/2 of SW 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of
Section 19, Township 24N, Range 6E

Kroll Map*: 557W

Existing Zoni.n~•:• FR /

Proposed Zoning SE

Request The applicant is requesting a RS or SR-15000 zoning classifi
cation with allowances for clustering or attached condominiums for his
property I

Comments The ~subject property is located in the developed portion of
the Cougar Mountain subarea The property is situat~d on steeply
sloping land and has been identified by King County’s Sensitive Area
Map Folio as Class Ill seismic hazard lands

The area in which the subject property is located is characterized by
single-family residential development on lots that are 1 or more acres in
size This residential development Is located mostly along SE 60th
Street which runs through this area~ This neighbornood is not cur
rently within the Sewer Local Service Area(LSA), and the proposed
LSA extension will not include the subject property This area is
served with private or community wells Recognizing the existing sub
urban character of this area, the Proposed Newcastle Community Plan
designates this property and [the surrounding area as SE (1 unit per
acre) Much of the developed area along SE 60th Street is already
zoned SE Although the proposed zoning change on this property,
from FR to SE does not increase the allowable density, the SE zone
does allow increased flexibility in development The requested RS or
SR-15000 (with allowances for clustering or attached condominiums)
would be inconsistent with the existing character of the area and the
proposed SE zoning classification

Panel Recommendation Grant SC-P zoning with a P-suffix condition
requiring dedication of permanent open space This zoning would allow
flexibility in lot design to avoid steep slopes while not increasing the
one home per acre density of this neighborhood (October 22, 1982)
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o Participate in the funding of a signal, intersection widening,
widening of Coal Creek Parkway, widening of SE 72nd St , and
addition of turn lanes as deemed necessary by the Department of
Public Works Partic’p~tion to be based o a percentage of antici
pated vehicle trips generated by the proposed development in
relation to total traffic at the site of the~ improvement and to be
done at such time as traffic conditions warrant Improvements
(September 14, 1982)
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Request The applicants are requesting that their property retain the
existing SR-15000 zoning classification

Comments The subject property is approximately 20 acres in size and
consists primarily of steeply sloping lands The northeast corner of
the site, however, is relatively flat The property has been ider~itified
as Class Ill seismic and erosion hazard lands (K C Ord 4365) The
subject property borders the May Valley subarea, and is within the May
Creek drainage basin

Northwest Issue 7

Applicant Paul B Liao~, C T~ Ting and W S

Property Location NW 1/4 of the NW 1/4 of Section 34,
Range 5E

Kroll Map* 460W

Existing Zoning SR-15000 & SR

Proposed Zoning SC-P

Tàwn.ship•. .24N,

Policy N-9 of the Proposed Newcastle Community Plan limits residential
densities to 1 unit per acre (SC) as a means of providing protection of
environmentally sensitive areas The SC zone allows a greater degree
of clustering than is allowed in the current RS-15000 zone The Pro
posed Plan would place the northeast corner of this site in the LSA
Under the SC zone, a minimum lot size of 9690 square feet could be
allowed within the LSA Under normal conditions the RS-15000 could
allow greater residential densities than in a SC zone However, be
cause a majority of the site has slopes which ar~ too steep to build on,
the Planning Division feels that the SC zone may allow greater residen
tial densities than what may be achieved under the existiflg RS-15000
zone

Panel Recommendation Grant RS-15,000 zoning and add the entire
property to the sewer local service area (August 4, 1982)

19 ,. . .
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Northwest Issue 8 I

Applicant Leslie A Donher

Property Location Two properties near the SE 72nd St dnd Coal
Creek Parkway business areas a) south of Parcel 6 (Parcel~ 18 and
property to the south on new map) and 2) east of parcels 10 and 11
(Parcel 19 on new map)

Existing Zoning a) RS-7200 and b) Q-M

Proposed Zoning a) RS-7200 and b) RS-15,000

Request a) multifamily zoning and b) RS-7200 or medium1-density
multifamily (RM-2400) (The applicant also requests that P-su1~fix con
tains be removed on property in the same area This request is cover
edinlssue9)

Comment~ The SE 72nd St and Coal Creek Parkway business area is
primarily undeveloped The zoning necessary tol allow business develop
ment in this location, however, has been place for several year~s The
Proposed Plan recommended few changes in zoning in the area other
than “actualizing” potential zones The following table compares the
present zoning acreages to those recommended in the Proposed Plan

:~

Present Zoning Recommended Zoning

BC 2066 1564ac
CG 069 216ac
RM-900 4 98 7 37 ac
RM-1800 14 10 15 17 ac
MP 1892 1892ac

The Panel’s tentative action on Northwest issue 6 would add 1 2 acresto the BC category under “Recommended ZoningP’ and remo’~ie 1 ~2 acres

from RM-1800

This business area is bordered by both developed and undeveloped
single-family area (zoned RS-7200) on the west, north, and south On
the east, properties would be zoned RS-15,000 under the Proposed Area
Zoning This zoning reflects the approved density of ~the Rainier
Crest/Olympic Ridge which borders the business area Business zoning
here reflects the 1964 Comprehensive Plan designation of a po~-tion of
this area as “industry” Tnis designation recognizes the existing brick
plant to the northeast Business zoning here al~so reflects Comprehen
sive Plan Policy B-21 (“A community business area shall locate at the
junction of a secondary and major arterial “) However, by designa
ting considerable BC zoning south of SE 72nd St , the zoning 9onflicts
with B-48 (“ most of the business area should be on one (qua-

F drant) “) The Proposed Plan encourages a ~nix of retail and resi
dential uses at this intersection (Policy N-23)

F 20
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Parcel 20 See discussion of transportation P-suffix c~ndit,ons
below under Issue 9 (September 14, 1982)
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Applicant Leslie A D~onner

Property Location Property at intersection of Coal Creek Parkway and
SE 72nd Street

Request Removal of the following P-suffix conditions from area zoning

1 Conditions for parcels 3 and 4
a Share common driveway access
b Construct sidewalk along 128th P1 SE
c Landscaping I

2 Conditions for parcel 5
a Share common driveway with parcel 7a
b Construct sidewalk along SE 72nd Street

3 Conditions for parcels 7a, 13, and 15
a Participate in funding signal and intersection widening
b Construct sidewalks
c Landscaping
d Participate in widening Coal Creek Pkwy
e Obtain drainage plan approval
f Access locations and driveway alignments

Background

1 The Newcastle Community Plan Committee recommended land
use and policies Planning staff developed zoning and P
suffix conditions based on land use, policies, and comments
from the Committee

2 A single property may not cause a need for improvement by
itself, but cumulative growth of B-C developments at the
intersection and•:local traffi.c will require improvements.

Panel Recommendation

The P-suffix conditions should be retained with the ¶ollowing
exception Under 3 above (Conditions for Parcels 7a, 13 and~ 15),
items a) and d) should be dropped and the following wording

sub~tituted:

o Participate ~ the funding of a signal, intersection widening,
widening of Coal Creek Parkway, widening of SE 72nd St ~ and
the addition of turn lanes as deemed necessary by th~ De~artment
of Public Works Participation to be based on a percenta~e of
anticipated vehicle trips generated by the proposed developm~nt in
relation to total traffic at the site of the improvement an1d to be
done at such time as traffic conditions warrant impro~ements
(September 14, 1982)

Northwest: Issue 9.

1
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Applicant Richard G ~sWiUiams

Property Löcà~tiàn: N: 1/2 of. the .5
Section 17, Township 23N, Range 6E

KrolI Map~ 814W

Existing Zoning SR

Proposed Zoning SC-P

Request The applicant is requesting an RS-15000 zoning cIa~sification
for the portion of his property that lies between Lake MacDonald Rd
and the creek that flows through his property The applicant is also
requesting an SE zoning classification for the remaining portion of his
property

Comments The subject property is about 10 acres~ in size and is
located near the edge of the May Valley subarea A majority of the
property lies on the hill that overlooks the May Valley subarea Por
tions of the subject property have been identified as C~lass Ill landslide
hazard lands and almost all of the property has been identified as
erosion hazard lands (K C Ord 4365) The subject property i~ sur
rounded generally by undeveloped, large pai~cels Immediately to the
south along MacDonald Rd , however, are three~ lots about 9600 square
feet in size Further to the south lies the Bridle Wilde Park sub
~ivision, also with lots about 9600 square feet in size A number of
septic tank over flows have occurred in this subdivision

The applicant opposes the proposed SC-P zoning His understanding is
that the SC zone requires clustering and the dedicatiàn of 5~% of the
site to the County The SC zone does require clustering on parcels
ver 5 acres but the 50% reserve or open space tract is not dedicated

to the County Instead it would be placed as permanent open space
owned by either the owners of the lots in the subdivision1 or the
County If the open space tract is retained in private ownership it
~vouId bé~: avaIlable for use by. residents~ . . . . ~ .

Panel Recommendation Retain the SC-P recommenclatipn of the Pro
posed Newcastle Area Zoning The Panel also recommends revisions to
the S-C zone to allow the use of permanent open spac~ for recreational
structures and stables Building and Land Development Division staff
i~s now preparing an ordinance amending the zoning code with these
rrevisions (October 12, 1982)

.~.. EastRenton Plateau:~ Issue.3

.the. NW 1/4. of1/2 of the~..SW .1/4:ofS..
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East Renton Plateau

lApphcant Clarence M~ Marvich

Property Location SE quadrant of the
164th Ave SE

fEx47stin~, Zo~ni.ñ_. : .BN;.

H

lssué4.~

Rentop.~lssaquah Higl~way and

• H
• ;~••;

~ .1

~.:

..t~:

:~ -i ‘V
~ I

~‘::

‘*:LH,

~

~•

~‘, ,:.
: ‘~ V.

:. I. s ••‘ •.

~

‘Proposed Zoning BN

Request The applicant requests CG zoning

Comments the subject property lies on the southeast quadra~,t of the
intersection of the Renton-lssaquah Highway and 164th Ave SE in the
Càaifi’eld business area This property is abput 1/2 ~acre in size and
~n.~aip~ existing commercial uses According to the owner, the prop
~rt~is ~presently used for the storage of trucks and machine shop
~qwüipment, and the building has been used by a sucession of~CG-type
~ises ~Prior tenants include a plumbing shop, grodery store, rock
shop, ~nd an automobile overhaul and repalrr shop r The property
immediately across 164th Ave SE was recently rezoned from BN to BC

allow the remodeling of an existing tavern

~The Proposed Plan recommends maintaining the neighborhood character
bf~the Coalfield business area BN zoning was applied~ many years ago
to reflect the~County’s desire to promote and maintain this neighborhood
character For these reasons, the Proposed Area Zoning recommends
retaining the existing BN zoning

Panel Recommendation Grant the CG zoning classification requested by
the applicant (August 4, 1982)
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Squak Mountain Issue 1 L

~rea s~~ggested for ~or~bid~-ation by Planning Division based on
com~ients at public hearing

I I
Property Location Upper May Valley area, N~th of Cbalf~eld-lssaquah
goad (May 1Valley Road) and East of SR 900 (Renton - Ilssaquat7 Road)
~W 1/4 1of Section 7,~ Township 23N, Range SE ~nd SW 1/4 of Sectllon 6,
To~~~&~1p 23N~, Range SE

Içroll Map* 808W and 803W

ExIsting~Zoning SE
1 Ij I

Proposed Zoning G-5-P, S-E
I 7V1 ~VV~

~ommentsI The ~‘Proposed Newcastle Area Zoni~,g designates the upper
f~1a~ Valley downstream of Old May Valley Road~as G-5 i Those ~areas in
the floodplain also were designated with the P-suffix The rationale for
this density included existing large lot sizes, severe floodin~ prob
l~ms during even small storms, and the need to maintain fl~odplain
s~torage to protect downstream areas A smallI area nrth of Old May
\(alley Road was also designated as G-5 because it was well known that
flooding, occurred regularly on those parcels It was not extended
f~rther upstream or to the east because at the time no detailed top
~graphy maps could be found to relate calculated flood eleva~ions to
ground surface features. It was also known that there were no re~ular
cbmplaints of flooding from these property owners

buring ~he review of the proposed zoning, it was pointed out1 that
fiooding conditions exist on other properties north of Old May \~aIley
I~oad Further investigations disclosed that recent detailed information
~ças avai1lable from three short plat applications and 7a Water Di~tri~t 90
topography map of the vicinity A more detailed look at the hydrologic
ir~formation provided by these short plats indicated that flood conditions
ir~ this upper area are similar to those farther downstream For exam
p~Ie, 1the building setback lines for SP-779038 ~efine almost half of the
t9tal area as undevelopable Similarly, the setback area for SP 379136
eliminate~ almost 30% of the land for developmei~t Both of these esti
mates were based on 25 year storm calculations1 instead of the 100 year
storm fI~ws used for the lower portions of the valley Using 100 year
f~ows would undoubtedly further decrease developable area on these
lots

II

31
A~ditional topographic information for SP-478060 and SP-379136, with
oipe foot contour elevations, showed that less land was impacted1 by the
1~0 year~ flood than was sspécted from the original five foot contour
data However, the fact remains that the land is poorly drainedi during
tt~e winter Pond areas and saturated soils which showed up in our
infra-red~ aeriel photography on this property were probably not1direct-
l~ caused by flood waters from the creek, but r~ather firom poor~ di~’ain
age to the creek and from the propprty itself Any future development
on this property would herefoi~e till~ be severTely restricted by, these
hy~.lj~ .;cbn~i.t1óñs ~ 1~oted. du~fi:eI~.. •in.vestigati~—~

31
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~adt~Ha~: ~
A

Applicant Leshe~A ~Donn~r
-~ ______________ <

~propert’~i .L®atipn~: ~~‘roperty, Group~7, ~4p~arce~1:4~h of SE Newport
~ ~ ~- ~

Existin~ IZor~i~g Rq~-36OO I

Prop~~ Zóhi~ R~D~36Ô~4P /

Reg~aest. ~The/ ,app~i~ant~reqUe5tS removal 4~the~ proposed P suffix
H ~~ -

~4Comments This property ~ts located on the T~sd~.j~hern edge of the Fac
toria subare~ on the north side of Newp9rt~ ~y lt~is pres~nt~ly un
1developled 1lmmediately to the west is a churrch, the property ~to the
north and east is undeveloped, and ~several hundred feet to the ~east is
an exi~ting day-care center Generally the pi~operties to the south of
Newp~rt~Way are d~vèlo~ed ~single-~amily ré~Jdences. I

1~ I
4.

The ~xi~ing1 ~pnIng. is RD-3600 an~ ~hç Area ZprTiu~ig only p,~oposes
adding~cc~rtair1 P~suffix conditior~s to the ~*ist~ng zdning Specifically,
the P-~uffix4conditions proposed are

H o~The app1i~it shall obtain appi~qval by t~~e Kin~’C~un~ Q~fiëe of i—H
t1~e Prosecuting Attorney for the~w9rdingmpf a ~‘co~.cenant whidh shall
bind the~3ppli~ant a4nd hi~ successors inIowner~s~upof this1 prop
erty, to ~suppor~ all futur~ Road Improvement Districts~ çor 128
Ave SE from SE 41st St to SE Newportl[Way, approximatelS’ 1 ,450

4 feet The Road lmpi~ovemen1 District shall inclu~e the widening of
128th Ave SE to 5 lanes with curbs, gu~tters, slidewalksI, l~ighting
ar~id street trees Work shall be compatible with~ 128th A~ve~ SE to
the north. The appl~cànt shall cause thàL-appro~’ed covenan~t ~to be
reàorded.

I -

o P~’ovide new north-south- road with aftgnrñent similar to th~a~ shown4

L on the map
~ -at~ “~N~ew~ort~ Way with that resUfti~ig from t~ie new,
~~aiighnment of 129th P1. SE.

~o ~P1~ovide additional right-of~way along N~wport ~Way to al~9w for
~~f~turerdad-ex~aflS1qfl. ~

- I~

The applicant disagrees with all of these P-sdffix co,~iditions He feels
1~hat b~cau~se ~the property is small (less~than 1/2 ~acre), ~ad1ditional
rigt~t-of-way along Newport Way has alread’~Y been provided, and is not
benéfi-fed by re-constrüction àf 128th Ave. SE, the -p~ osed cojiditi~ns -

4. -~ 4ré~Tnápp~op~iate.

~anel Recomm’~ndatiOfl Grant the applican~s1 request ~nd r~move the
~the~Proposed Newcastle Area~Zàning and retain
t~e ~i ~g~~36Ob ~ ~(Au~i~t’17, ~1982Y

~4~I ~ I ---V - - I f ~
- I_ ——
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The su~bject property was: rezoned to RM-18O0~P~ (100-76R) around the
time of~ the development of Factoria Square ~bout two years after the
approv4l of this rezone, the owners of Factoria Square requested a
rezone of the propeI~tyh1 immediately to the nprth from SR (Potential
RM-1800) to BC (File No 109-78R) The applicants requested this
rezone to allow the expansion of Factoriá Square. •. . . .

Rezone ~109-78R.. was one of. several .rezonihg requests made in Factoria
at that~ time These rezoning actions prompted the development of the
Factorid Development Report This report -- requested by the County
Council[ and prepared by the Planning Division -- was based on the
recommendations of the Newcastle Community Plan Committee and the
Factori~ Planning. Committee. . The Report recbmméhded office1 use for
the property subject to rezone 109-78R and high-density multifamily
residen1~ial use for the property which Is the subject of tl~is issue
paper. . . .

the. Ne~castle. Community Plan.: contains the ~àlicies upon which the
Factori ai Development Report based its recommendation, particularly
policies N-14 and N-20 In addition, the Report noted these concerns

“Eihcroachment upon single family neighborhoods, lack of cohesive
ne~s, concern for scale and land use trai,sitions, and. adve~’se
impacts upàn public facilities and the transportation ~system.”

Although the County Council approved rezone ‘109-78R, it didt so with
two imp~rtant conditions First, the Council required that any build
ings associated with Factoria Square not to extend into the southern
half of this property and that landscaping be provided to bufferadja
cent properties to the south and west These conditions were designed
t~. b.uff4r: the. existing .and . potential rnuItifamily~areas south of SE 41st
Street and west of 124th Avenue SE This setback was intended to
functlonl as a ~substitute buffer instead of the office use recommended in
the Factoria Development Report And second, the Council required
the desi~n of the intersection of SE 41st Street and 124th Avenue ~E to
prevent the use of 124th Avenue SE as a rout~ between Newport Way
and Facitoria Square This design would ensure that 124th Avenue SE
remains a local access street In addition, the Examiner’s report recom
mends that the property to the south (the subj~ect of this issue paper)
be allow~d to develop with office uses if 1) proposed in the Newcastle
Communi1ty Plan, .2) [imited to 50,000 square. fe~t of building area, and
3) the w~stern half of the. site. is dedicated as a park.

After th~ approval of rezone 109-78R, the owners applied for a rezone
ofthis ~.outhern property from RM1800 to RM-900 ~159-80R). As noted
above, this rezone request conflicted with both the Factoria Develop
mént Report . and the Newcastle Community Plan. The County Council
voted td deny rezone 159-80R primarily based on its impacts on the
local.•acc~ss character of 124th Avenue SE. .~

Proposed Plan:~ The Propgsed. Plan supports high-density.rnultjfamjly
resideñtiial use and RM-1800P: zoning for~ this site.. As stated above,
concern about conflicts with nearby single-family uses and school facili
ties, maintenance of a balance of commercial, office, and residential
uses in F~actoria, and traffic impacts prompted this~ recommendation

35•~
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