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Proposed No. 83-29

ORDINANCE NO. 64 22

AN ORDINANCE relating to Comprehensive
Planning; adopting the Newcastle Community
Plan; adopting the Newcastle Area Zoning;
amending the King County Sewerage General
Plan (Ordinance No. 4035); amending the
Newcastle Area Zoning Guidelines (Resolution
No. 31816); and adding a new section to
K.C.C. 20.12.

PREAMBLE:

For the purpose of effective areawide planning
and regulation, the King County Council makes
the following legislativei:findings:

" (1) The Newcastle area is an.appropriate geographic
area for augmentation and amplification of the

King County Comprehensive Plan through the

adoption of the Newcastle Community Plan and

Area Zoning. The Newcastle Community Plan is

a continuation of the program to plan area-by-

area in King County.

(2) The Newcastle area is a growing area with
competing demands for land uses .and development
and requires areawide planning and zoning.

(3) King County, with the assistance of the
‘Newcastle Community Plan Committee, the Technical
Advisory Committee and general citizen input, has
studied and considered alternative policies, pro-
grams and other means to provide for the orderly
development of the Newcastle area and has con-
sidered the social, economic and environmental
impacts of the plan and areawide zoning. King
County has prepared and distributed an Environmental
Impact Statement for the Newcastle Community Plan
and areawide zoning. .

(4) The Newcastle Community Plan and areawide
zoning provide for the coordination and regulation
of public and private development and bear a sub-
stantial relationship to, and are necessary for,
the public health, safety, and general welfare

of King County and its citizens.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CQUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

SECTION 1. There is added to K.C.C. 20.12 a new section to
read as follows: The Newcastle Community Plan, attached to
Ordinance 642235 Appendix A, is adopted as 'an amplification
and augmentation of the Compfehensive Plan for King County and
as such constitutes official County policy for the geographic

.

area defined therein.

3

SECTION 2. The Newcastle Community Plan Area Zoning,

attached to Ordinance 64‘226.5 Appendix B, is adopted as the
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| 6422
official zoning‘contrdl for that portion og 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, prgviously adopting area
zoning for Newcastle on May 9, 1966, is hgreby amended in
accordance with Section 2.

SECTION 5. All pubiic testimony previously received by
the Newcastle Commuhity Plan Panel and the King County Council
on Proposed drdinance 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 Coqncil 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 /‘7‘4% day of

}A/WAAAM , 19 fb .
PASSED this 5(6* day of Max&] , 1982 .

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

=N

Chairman
ATTEST:
7 ~IClerk of the Council
APPROVED this 57 day of - Temo 1983,




King County Executive
Randy Revelle

June 7, 1983

The Honorable Bruce Laing

Chairman, King County Council
COURTHOUSE

3 ALNAOD ORI%
TINN0D ALK

20°€ #d L- WOF E861
SETNEREL!

RE: Newcastle Community Plan

Dear 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 Pian.establishes the following
requirements to assure responsible development:

e Up to two villages may be permitted to develop on Cougar Mountain., A
second village, however, will be allowed on]

y 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.

AAN KinaCamive Canmhnien . 818 Thicd Avamiia Caattla Wlachinman 00103 9ARI211 1040



The Honorable Bruce Laing
June 7, 1983 _
Page Two ' v .

o 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
plan.for capital facilities. :

'I,ébmmend'thé King County Council for your diligent work on the Newcastle Plan.

Difficult <sues were thoroughly analyzed and discussed. [ believe the
resulting 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 d1]1genceA 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 Execut1ve Staff at 344-4040, or call Holly Miller at
344-7503.

Hicer#ty,
e 2y) e

RANDY REVELLE
King County Executive

RR:RE:ew

cc: King County Councilmembers
: ATTN: Jerry Peterson, Council Administrator i
Holly Miller, Director, Department of Planning and Community Development
ATTN: Harold Robertson, Manager, Planning Division
Tom Fitzsimmons, Program Development Manager
ATTN: Rita Elway, Staff Assistant
Members, Newcastle Community Plan Committee
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PROPOSED NEWCASTLE COMMUNITY PLAN

PROPOSED ORDINANCE 83-29
KING COUNTY EXECUTIVE REVELLE'S VETU MESSAGE

AMENDMENTS TO THE PROPOSED PLAN AND AREA ZONING
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1/27/83 Introduced by: Bil; Reams

Proposed No. 83-29

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE relating to Comprehensive
Planning; adopting the Newcastle Community
Plan; adopting the Newcastle Area Zoning;
amending the King County Sewerage General
Plan (Ordinance No. 4035); amending the
Newcastle Area Zoning Guidelines (Resolution
No. 31816); and adding a new section to
K.C.C. 20.12,

PREAMBLE: .

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

the following legislative:findings:

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

King County Comprehensive Plan through the

adoption of the Newcastle Community Plan and

Area Zoning, ' The Newcastle Compunity Plan is

a continuation of the program to plan area-by-

area in King County.

{2) The Newcastle area is a growing area with
competing demands for land uses and development
and requires areawide planning and zoning.

(3) King County, with the assistance of the
Newcastle Community Plan Committee, the Technical
Advisory Committee and general citizen input, has
studied and considered alternative policies, pro-
grams and other means to provide for the orderly
development of the Newcastle area and has con-
sidered the social, economic and environmental
impacts of the plan and areawide zoning. King
County has prepared and distributed an Environmental
Impact Statement for the Newcastle Community Plan
and areawide zoning.

(4) The Newcastle Community Plan and areawide

zoning provide for the coordination and regulation

of public and private development and bear a sub-

stantial relationship to, and are necessary for,

the public¢ health, safety, and general welfare

of King County and its citizens.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIIL OF KING COUNTY:

SECTION 1. There is added to K.C.C. 20.12 a new section to
read as follows: The Newcastle Community Plan, attached to
Ordinance as Appendix A, is adopted as‘:an amplification
and augmentation of the Comprehehsive Plan for King County and
as such constitutes official County policy for the geographic
area defined therein.

SECTION 2. The Newcastle Community Plan Area Zoning,

attached to Ordinance as Appendix B, is adopted as the
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official zoning control for that portion of unincorporated King
County defined therein.

SECTION 3. Ordinance #4035, previously adopting the King
County Sewérage General Plan, is hereby amended in accordance
with Section 1.

SECTION 4. Resolution No. 31816, previously adopting area
zoning forlNewcastle 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 thé 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 .

PASSED this day of . 19 .

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
- KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Chairman

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

APPROVED this day of , 19 .

King County Executive
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CLERK OF THE COUNCIL

JV B3 ns

King County Executive
Randv Revelle

January 7, 1983

The Honorable Lois North
Chairman, King County Council
COURTHOUSE

RE: Newcastle and East Sammamish Community Plans

Dear Madam Chaivrman,

The Newcastle Community Plan, adopted December 20, 1982, and the East
Sammamish Community Pian, 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 management 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 ]eg}t1mate 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 PLAN

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 Wildland 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:

400 King County Courthouse 516 Third Avenue  Seatte, Washington 98104 (2061 3444040



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
Newcastle Community Planning Committee and the Newcastle
community.

1 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. It would also meet
these needs in a manner which respects the essential integrity of the
proposed Cougar Mountain Regional Wildiand 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
HNewcastle 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
Community 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
Commitiee 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 couild 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 the population 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 Sammamish Plan and would make
development of two villages in the Newcastle area more acceptable.

On December 3, 1982, I sent the enclosed letter to the King County
Council explaining my continued support for the single village concept
for Cougar Mountain and the Regional Wildland Park. In my letter, I
made one adjustment 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 Wildland 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 viilage 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 veview of a specific proposal
is cause for serious concern. Such a process is unpredictable for
property 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 Wildland 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 provided 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.
& second or third village would not alter this basic fact.

We are actively exploring submittal of a Cougar Mountain Regional Wild-
iand 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 achieve
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 amplie growth capacity, even with only one village.

1 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. 1 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 Tifestyles, 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 Sammamish 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
commnunity planning process for use in developing the Bear Creek and
Snogualmie Plans. Also, the 1983 Executive Work Program will include
establishing a process for community plan updates. Finally, I hope to
work with Councilmembers to evaluate the role of Executive department
staff in the Council review and adoption process for community plans and
area zoning.

I would 1ike to take this opportunity to commend the King County Ceuncil
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.

1f 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.
ncerely, (255?::::>
RANDY €§;§1

King County Executive
RR:HR:m1m
Enclosures

cc:  King County Councilmembers '
ATTN: Jerry Peterson, Council Adm1n1strator
Harry Thomas, Deputy Execut1ve
King County Department Directors
Tom Fitzsimmons, 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 - Council action on 12/6/82

¥hite Pages - Council action on 12/20/82

December 20, 1982

——
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Policy N-2

The development of up to two villages may be permitted. Village development
should be encouraged within the least envirommentally 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
Wildland 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 Wildland 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 25, 1983
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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
hecessary 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.

ITI. 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 faecilities 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



APPENDIX A -- Add Sections 7-15 of the Criteria

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

SECTION 7. Developmert Critaria.

In additicn to compliance with K.C.C. 20.24.180, the approval,
denial or imposition of conditions upon a master plan development shazll
Be based upon the specific requirements, geals and paolicies identified in
sections 8 through 18 beiow and other applicsble stats and county
statutes, regulaticns, plans and Dolicies. .

- SECTION 8. Housing Criteria.

A. Housing for all incame levels,

1

"Low income" is an income level below eighty percent

(80%) of the median income for King County. Ten percant (10%) of the
total residential units shall be used as 3 target in providing housing in

each master
2

plan development affordable to persons of low income,
"Moderate income" is an income level Detween eighty

percent (80%) and cme hundred percent (100%) of the median income for
King County. Ten percent (10%) of the total residential units shall be
usaed as a target in providing housing in each master plan cdevelopment
affordable to persons of moderate income, :

3.

"Median income' is anm income level between one huncred

percent (100%) and ome hundred twenty percent (120%) of the median

Q

income for King County. Ten percent (10%) of the total residentisl
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 affordzble monthly

housing payments based upon a percent of this income shali be deter-
mined annually by the Department of Planning and Community Deveiop-

ment,

S.

able mix of

B. A
the housing
development

Housing required by this secticn shall coniain a rezson-
units designed for senicr citizens and families.

preliminary schedule for the phasing cf the conmstruction of
called for above shall be included with each master plan
application in order to assure that an adegquate mix of

housing is provided in all pPhases of deveiopment and that the required
Pousing is dispersed throughout the development. A speczific schedule
snall be submitiad with each phase pursuant to Section 14 (B.6).

C. No low income Rousing will be required in any phase unless
publicly funded programs for such housing are available, provided that
the developer may be reguired to set aside sufficient land for that
purpose.  Land may be reguired to be sat aside for z period of up to
five years at a value caicuiztad as follows: the arez of the set-aside
land multiplied times the éverage per sguares foct assesses value of the

property in

the phase for the yesar in which the phase is grantec

approval. Cemputations shall be based en King County Assessor infor-

mation.
If

during that perioc, programs Decome availzble, the devei-

cper shall cocperate with the public agency for the cdevelcpment of such
Acusing. If orograms co nel =ecome avalissie tne iang snaii oe re-
leased for other ceveicpment consistent with the masier plan deveicg-

ment and th
next phease.

e low incame nousing requirement will be reevaluated at the



D. The master plan development will be reviewed to establish a3
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:

Cost of construction and financing,

Cost of existing housing,

Housing types and sizes available,

Percentage population within each income ievel,

Employment opportunities, : : :

. Availability of publicly funded housing programs for low

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

DOV AW

area,
8. Overall need County-wide for low, moderate, and median
income housing for senior citizens and families.

SECTION 8. 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. .

the master plan deveiopment; except that the open space requirements
of K.C.C. Chapter 21.56 and K.C.C. 21.08.080 shall 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 ot averaging provisions shall not .
be included in the calculation of community open space.

C. The following areas shall be preserved as open space: v

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 resources,

4. Physical and/or visual buffers within and between areas
of urban deveiopment; 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. Naturai 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). . - -

8



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 inciude 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 approvai 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. -

SECTION 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 pian development shall be responsible for all
improvements and additions to public and private water and sewer
facilities required as a result of the development, incjuding off-site
facilities and improvements.

10



B. The master pian develcpment 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 deveiopment shall inciude 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. S

. 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 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 deveiopment 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
Tacilities, 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 and off-site transportation
improvements required pursuant to this section shall be identified and
approved by King County pursuant to Section 15 of this ordinance.

1



SECTION 13. 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 shail 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. 21.54 and
Natural Features policies in the adopted Newcastie Community Plan.
These studies shall determine if development may be permitted and -7~
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 plan, 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 private organization, or shared public-private responsibilities
shall occur as part of master plan approval. :

1. A manual shall be prepared by the appiicant 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 reguired pursuant to this
section shail be identified and approved by King County pursuant to
Section 15 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 21.46.150-.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,
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 Com-
munity 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.

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 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. 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.

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 8600 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 revnew 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%
mediar. Low income housing shall be provided in conjunction with
publically funded programs. :

COUNCIL ACTION:

Approve (12-20-82)

Guidelines - Page 3



Amendment

Source: CNPQOA - Wally Toner
SECTION: Revised Master Plan Development Guidelines

Page 3

Residential Guidelines proposéd for amendment as follows:

B.3. A mix of aoproximately ((38%)) 40¢% multifamily (12+
D.U./acre),((and-ZG%-singLe-ﬁamily-att&ehggtané-detaehed
Rees+Ag)) 30% single family attached (8-12 D.U./acre) and 30%

single family detached (less than 8 D.U./acre) should pe
Provided.

Footnote:
((2-Mu4ti-$am44y—heuséag-4ae%aées-tewnhease-deveQesmeat-at-a---
e:-meve-dwe%iéag-aaéts-ser-aewe-aaé-aJJ-ethe:-HHJt#-iam#%y
éeveJaameﬂé—aeFmét%ed-éy-%he-an#ag-€sée?--54ngJe-ﬁamély-heus#ag
4ne%ades-siagJe-faaiéy-detaeheé-deveJssmeat-aad-tewnhease-
deveiesmeaé-ua-te-a-éwe444ng-uaéts-aer-aerev))

Panel Recommendation:

No Recommendation.

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

COUNCIL ACTION:

Approve (12-20-82)

Guidelines - Page 3 BQ?



AMENDMENT - Cougar Mountain subarea

APPLICANT: Walter B. Toner, Jr. representing the Central Newcastle
.roperty Owners Association.

PROPERTY LOCATION: Southwest of the Issaguah City Limits; east of
State Highway 900 (Renton-Issaguah Road.)

XKROLL MAP/NUMBER: 467E

EXISTING ZONING: FR, Panel has recommended 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 (MPD) Overlay District for Cougar Mountain.

COMMENTS: The applicant contends that during the community plan
process, this land was included within the Cougar Mountain Subarea
and has been assumed as a part of the East Village. Arguably, the
status of this land has been unclear; it has been both included and
not included in the MPD designated area during the community plan
process.

The land has a number 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 Folic. The
pplicant, however wishes to maintain zoning similar to that owned on
che 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. '

RECOMMENDATION: Grant the addition of this parcel fo the Master Plan
Overlay District for Cougar Mduntain.

COUNCIL ACTION:

Approve (12-20-82)

g &
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REZONE REQUEST: COUGAR MOUNTAIN SUB-AREA

DATE RECEIVED: NOVEMBER 29, 1982

BAPPLICANT: Richard Hessler

DROPERTY LOCATION: SE% of .the SWy of Sec.'24, Township 24 N, Range 5E.

B L . PR

KROLL MAP #: 568 E - ;.;fQ-f",ibqg sollen Tl L LT

. EXISTING ZONING: SE . I T I L '
PROPOSED ZONING:.. SE e -Q*Eifaﬁﬁa;T TS

_ REQUEST: The applicant*isyrequesti$g3d'sﬁbﬁrbéﬁ%clﬁSter,.SCﬁg_ , -
classification for his property to.allow for-clustering of development -
-away from steep slopes. .. . . .. _ .. .. i S PRI S .

e = . . .- w - - e e -—

The subject properties are located in ‘the developed -porticn-of the |
- Cougar Mountain Sub area, along SE 60th 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
(1 unit per acre), as is much of the land along SE 60th also

) currently desicnated. |

‘The applicant's properties are adjacent to.property owned by

- Mr. Charles Wexler, a prior applicant for .zoning .change in the _
Newcastle area zoning, Cougar Mountain Issue 9. .Similar +o Mr. Wexler's
property, the subject property is situated-on iSteeply sloping land and -
has been identified by King County's Sensitive Areas Map Folio as- T
Class .III seismic hazard lands. o e T

m—.

~ The Panel recommended SC-P zoning to Mr. Wexier-on October 22, 1982,
- Due to the proximity of the subject parcels to.those of Mr. Wexlers, _--
and the similarity in.terrain;staff recommends“that the .SC—P" zoning - -
" classification be granted to the " applicant.7Also, as in Cougar . -

Mountain Issue '#9, a P-suffix condition-to the:SC zoning should . be
added, requiring dedicationof;-pe:manent:cpeq&s_pace. This zoning -
would allow flexibility in lot design . to avoid :steep slopes while
- not increasing the one home ber acre density of ithis neighborhood. -
‘COUNCIL'ACTION{MA L. TR R A s e
Approve (12/06/82) SC-p : |
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Féctoria:rlssue #3

Applicant: Leong
Ex1st1ng Zonlng RM-QOO :
Proposed Zoning: RM-900P (restrlcted to offlce use)
Request at 12/6/82 Public hearing: RM-900

| COUNCIL-ACTION:

Approve (12-6-82)



REZONE REQUEST: FACTORIA SUB-AREA

DATE RECEIVED: = OCTOBER 29, 1982

APPLICANT: SAINT MARGARET'S EPISCOPAL CHURCH .-

PROPERTY LOCATION: Tax lot number 174 in the NE gquadrant of

Section 16, Township 24, Range 5 East, at the'NE -corner of the - T
-intersection of 128th Ave. SE and SE Newport:Way. (See Newcastle _ -
Area Zoning, Factoria Propeérty Group 7,ParceliNo. '8). . - .- TAE

KROLL MAP #£: 453E _ - ;i .c. orf il FhASAR I L
'EXISTING ZONING: RS-7200 % S o -
' PROPOSED ZONING: RS-7200p.::’; ‘il ' “Fi- S e

P R ML | e cm——e

. : ot T T e T T .
 REQUEST: The applicant is requesting a ‘change ©f. zoning classification
. from RS-7200 to RM=-900 or-BN to accoemmodate an - -office ‘building on the .. .
~ northern portion of the property, to be used.for "licensed professionals,
church administration and church-related “ business." T e

COMMENTS: The subject parcel is located 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/cffice
uses across the street on the west side of SE 128th, additional :
RM-800 or BN zoning would. increase development pressure for office .
and commercial uses in ‘this area, irstead of concentrating that type
of activity around'the.Factoria-shoppingfcenter'and/or.northﬁofv' :

- SE 41st Street. Although the applicant's desire for office use is -

- acknowledged as legitimate’ accessory 1se to;the-church buildings, & .-
such development may ‘be accommodated through-use ‘of zoning consistent ° -

with the surrounding uses. A e - 7 TP I

e T R Y _FUREP YN s O il e e - 3 -

- RECOMMENDATION: - Staff recommends a change in-the 'zoning‘classification _
- from RS-7200P to RM~2400P. With the proposed ‘underlying RM-2400p - -
zoning on the parcel, offices that are accessory-to the .church building ..
are permitted. (If non-church related or-non-=accessory office 'build- -
ings are desired, a change-in zone classification-would be -hecessary.) - °
In addition, the underlying ‘multifamily-designation of RM-2400P would -

be consistent with policies a'r.tic;ﬂated‘f_‘a'.x;_-;@e-;Fact'or"i'a Development -
Guide and Proposed ‘Newcas-tle.-Cg':rgnnunity_-;}’_]__._an. Ll e e lemoioo L

e L e TR g teh W= e

The P-suffix conditions attached to:the ‘parcél*in the Area:Zoning . -.--
specify traffic improvements.that ‘would be-required as a.condition T
for further development. 'It'is recommended that ‘the P-suffix conditions
remain with the proposed RM-2400 zoning designation. » '

COUNCIL ACTION (12-6-82) RM-2400P _ ,
e
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December 15, 1982

NEWCASTLE COMMUNITY PLAN

Subject: Re-wording of last paragraph, p. 86, proposed Newcastle
Planjregarding 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 Newcastie Community Plan Committee does not support the new
construction of SE 62nd Street between 152nd Ave. SE and Lakemont
Bivd. 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, :

-

Pge . Revied Pl Plto: %]
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Amendment

Source: Harvey Manning

SECTION: Wherever there's a reference to the Cougar Mountain
Regional Park.

Page: - Various.

ISSUE: Add “W11d1and“ to the name of the rea1ona1 Dark

Panel Recommendat1on

Approve the change in name

“Cougar Mountain Wildland Regional Park wherever it appears.

¢Ab
>

1617A/BL /hdm/12-14-82 page A4 ZCL 7///(/5//765



Amendment

Source: Councilman Bruce Laing

SECTION: Revised Master Plan Development Suidelines (and
Appendix A.)

Page 3.

ISSUE: Residential guidelines.proposed for amendment to delete
the 10/10/10/ housing targets but retain the policy to
require housing for all income levels,

Panel Recommendation:

Approve as follows (See also pages 83’, and 1S for
dssociated changes):

B. Residential Guidelines : '

2. Housing shall be provided for all income levels,
including the low income. ((A-tapgetrei-sg%-eﬁ-the-hessing
sheslé-be-set-asiée-ies-lew-te-meéian-ineeme-senseas+--lG”-
low 3-49%-mederaéelg-aad-l@’-medéans)) Low income housing
shall be provided in conjunction with publicly funded proarams.

Footnotes:
((l-&ew-%e-medewate-#aeeme-és-deféaeé-as-sg“-aaé-belew-ef-the
K#ng-ceua%y-mediaa-#neemeq--Haﬂééeaaeeé-aad-eideFJy-serseas-aFee
gene:aiJy-assumed-te-be-wéthéa-%his-ea%egery,))

4
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Amendment

Source: City of Bellevue
SECTION: Revised New Master Plan Development Guidelines

Page 4

I 4
ISSUE:  Amend Village Residential Guidelines to add public
transit facilities as another requirement for the location of
the highest density housing. ... » . '

'Pane1 Recommendation:

Apbrove as follows:

B. 6. Highest density housing should ‘be located within and
surrounding the vallage centers, in areas with high view
amenities and solar access, adjacent to community open
space and public transit facilities.

-y (
1617A/8L7hdm/12-14-82 pageﬂ“él//dé//”ff | ‘);Zﬁl



Amendment

Source: CNPOA - Wally Toner

" SECTION: Revised Villages Master Plan Development Guidelines
Page 4

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

Panel Recommendation:

Approve as follows:

C. Commercia) 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 commmercial sites
are consistent with the overal) scheme,

2. Commercial areas should be sized and developed to
ddequately provide for neighborhood needs. Commercial uses
should be designed and scajed 50 as to serve primarily the
residents of each village.

3. Development of mixed commercial and residential use
buildings within commercial areas should be encouraged.

4. Development of a reg{ona1 cbnference center as a part of
8 master plan should be encouraged.,

5. Development of office space should be encouraged where
it would be complementary with surrounding office developments
and where the result would contribute to internalizing work
trips within Cougar Mountain.

p M

Gudlppes 3
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Amendment

Source: City of Bellevue

SECTION: Revised New Master Plan Develooment Guidelines
Pages 8 and 12

ISSUE: Amend Village Orainage and Utilities Guidelines to
change “"should" to ®must".

Panel Recommendation:

Apporove as fo110w§:

IT. H. Drainage Guidelines (p.8)

2. A mechanism to construct and maintain the facilities
nécessary to prevent additional or increased drainage
problems from the villages ((skewtd)) shall be
established. Implementation of the necessary structura}

- meéasures can be required as a condition of the
development approval process. Maintenance of these
facilities is mandatory to achieve long-range contrel of
runoff. Maintenance can be accomplished by a variety of
means including but not limited to @ 'special drainage
district, U.L.I.D., stormwater utility, or trust fund
established by the developer.

IT. J. Utilities Guideline (p.12)

-Each village development proposal ((shewld)) shall
include an acceptable 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 regulations.

8 _ ,20%/.
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Amendment

Source: CNPOA - Wally Toner

SECTION: Revised Master Plan Development Guidelines
LOCATION: Page 8 |

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

Panel Recommendation:

Approve as.fo1lows:

"...stormwater utility, ((s¥)) trust fund eﬁfab]ished by the
developer, or homeowner's association.

1617A/BL /hdm/12-14-82 nageab_ [7(//@///75_5- A



Amendment

Source: Seattle Master Builders - Bil] Connor
SECTION: Revised Appendix A,

Page 2.

ISSUE: P-suffix conditions proposed for amendment as follows:

IT. For land within the master plan development overlay
district but outside the designated potential village
development sites:

Development of this property shall be limited to that
allowed under the provisions of the Growth Reserve-2.5 Acre
(GR-2.5) zone (KCC 21.21) PROVIDED that, village development as

part of an overall master Plan may be approved subject to the ... ..

review, Process, and criteria outlined in Appendix A of this
document.

If King County approves an overall master plan 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 aoply for a reclassification.
((ef-éhe-zeniag-PRQV%QEQ-%heé;-any-reeJassiiéeeééen-@reated-?s-a-'
resaié-ef-saeh-a-sequesz-shaJJ-be-eensésten:-wéth-éhe-eve¢e4l
maszer-pdany))

Panel Recommendation:

Amend as follows:

«++ may apply for a rec]assification;
((eﬁ-the-zeﬁing-QRQV}DED-thatr-any—peelassiﬁieatien-gpanted-as-a-
Fesult-ei-sueh-a-Feqaest-shall-be-eensis:ent-with-the-evepall
mascer-plan,)) '

Abproval of any such reclassification application shall be
based on its consistency with applicable County plans and
policies, its compatibility with the land uses of the approved
master plan, and the availability of public facilities to the
site. : ,

1617A/BL/hdm/12-14-82 page 2.0 Bory /4/7/9'4 %



Amendment: For description see pagegaz
Change Section 8 as follows:

SECTION 8. Housing Criteria.
'((Af--Hessiag-iep-allbineeme-levels, » .
: lr--ﬂhew-iaeemeﬂ-is-an-ineeme-level-be¥ew-eigh%y—aeseent
'48@%}-e£-the-meéiaa-ineeme-ieFfKiag-Geuntyf--:en-eepeest-élg%}
ei-the-tatal-pesiéential-uaits-shall-be-&sed-as-a-tapget-in--. ,
ppe$iéing-heusiag-in-eaeh-mast&s-alan-develepment-aiienéablelte-
Persers-of-low-incomes ) : o
27--ﬂMederate-iaeeme!;és-an-éaeeme-4eve4-between-eighéy"
9ereent-£8@%é-and-eae-huadred-pereent-{#@@%é-ei-the-mediaa-
#aeeme-$er-Kiag—€euﬁtyx--Iea-sereent-{l@%%49$-the-teta4 '
'FesideatiaJ-uai%s-shaJJ-be-useé-as-a-%afget;4a-previdéng-heuséng
4n-eaeh-maste¢-94an-devé4egmeat-a$$erdé54e-%e-eeﬁseas-ef-
mederaie-incemesy ' -

: Qe--ﬂMedéan-4neemeﬂ-#s-aa-$neeme-4eve4-between-eae-

huadred-aereea%-{499%9-and-ene-huadred-tweaty—pereent—%%QQ%é-ef-
*%he-medéan-#aeeme-fer—K#ag-Geuatye-eIen-aereent-(le%é-ef-ehe-*
%e%al-res#deaééai-unéts-she44-be-useé-as-a-target-én-arevidiags
heeséag-#a-eaeh-mester—s#aa-deve%eemeat-ai#erdab#e-te-sersehs-eﬁ
- Reedidn-incomes -

41—-Meééea-éﬁeeme-$eF-K$ag-éeaaéy-aad-afferdaé%e-meatth )
heu54ag-seymeaés-based-asen-a;eereeat-ef-thés-#ﬁeeme-shal4-ée+ .
determéaed-aaaanJy-by-éheeQepartaent-ef-P%ana#ng-aad-eemmuaéty- ‘
Sevelepmenis a

57-;Hea54ng-Fequéred-by-thés-seeiéea-sha##-eeﬁ%aén-a-

FeaseaabJe-méx-ef-uﬁéts-deségaed-fe?-ﬁeaéer—eitizens-aad-
famiddess)) v v

A. The master plan development shall meet housina needs for -
all TﬁbomerTeve1s by providing the Tollowing:

- 1. Various Tot sizes, , e

. Both attached and detached single-family housing units, -
. Multi-family units, ' -
4. THousing units of various sizes,

‘ B. A preliminary schedule for the phasing of the , .
((eeastraetﬁeﬁ-e$-%he-heeséag-eal%eé-fer-abeve)) prooosed housing .
shall be included with each master plan development abplication

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). o

C. No low income housing will be required in any phase E

. unless publicly. funded programs for such housing are available.

,((spewiéeé-thet-the;éevelepep-m&y-beAFequiFeé-te-setsasiée S L

suﬁiieieat-Lané-iep-thét-aaFpeser--kaaé-may-be-:equipeé-te-se% B ‘
@y\;
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aséde;ier-a-aefiéd-efiua-te;$4ve-yeafs-aé-a—valaeeeaJGHJateéaasf
594Jawse-sihe-area~ei-the-se%-asiée-iaaéfma4$4aJéed-témes-the
aveyage-eer-square-iee%-assessed-value-ef-the-areeerty-%nathe-
ahese-ier-the-yeer-én-whéeh-the-shase-is-g#ented-aaerevi},
Gemauta%i9ﬁs-shaii-be-baseé-eﬁ-Kiag-Geuaty-ﬁssgsseﬂ,

daformatdeny))

If during that period, programs become available, the

~developer shall cooperate with the public agency for the

development of such housing. If programs do not become o
available ((the-lané-shall-be-neleaseé-iep-ethep-develepment

~eeﬁsistent-with-the-mastep-plan-éevelepment-and)) the low income

housing ((neq&ipement)) needs 'will be reevaluated at the next
phase. :

D. ((Jhe-master;pJgaAdeveJesmeat-w{JJ-be-rev#ewed-ta-_ | _
estab#ish-a-miaémam-aereentage-fer-eaehlheusinge4ev341--erite¢$a Cie
£er-es€ab44sh4ng-$hese-m4a4mums)) Criteria to be used in- '

~developing the housing mix shall include County-wide as well as

- community plan area population characteristics, market, and

economic factors including but not limited to:

Cost of construction and financing,

Cost of existing housing, .

‘Housing types and sizes available,

Percentage population within each income level,

. Employment opportunities, o ' '
- Availability of publicly funded housing programs for -

DO B W —

‘low income persons,

, 7. Amount of existing assisted housing in the
surrounding area, ‘ , '
8. Overa117need,County-wide for low, moderate, and
median income housing for senior citizens and families.

-

SN

| - o I N0k
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Amendment

N

Source: Seattle Master Builders - Bf]] Connor
SECTION: Appendix A.

Page 9 !

ISSUES: Section 9. Open Space and Recreational Criteria..
Proposes de]etiqn of 40% open space target for open space.

Panel Recommendation:

Retain existing language.

/ ’ \

15 %
e
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Amendment.

" Source: "CNPOA - WéT1y’Tonér

SECTION: Revised Master Plan Development. Guidelines

Page 5.

ISSUES: School Guiidelines oroposed for amendment to allow land
dedicated for schools to be counted 8s part of the open space
target. , . o ,

Panel Recommendation: R S it

Approve the proposal as follows:

-

Abpendix A Section 9 at pages 9 and 10.

9.C. The following areas shalj be preserved as gpen space:
‘ 1. Unique, fragile, and valuable elements of the -
environment plys any necessary protective buffer areas, such as
prime wildlife habitats or natural drainage features, I
2. Areas unsuitable for building due tg natural hazards,
3. Agricultural and fisheries resources, .
4. Physical and/or visual buffers within and between
areas of urban development; eéxcept that private open space areas

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

6. Outdoor recreation areds. Park and recreational .
facilities shall be provided by the developer in accordance with
~ . current County standards (Ordinance 3813 and Motion 3527 and any

applicable future amendments). : e ’
7. Perimeter buffering of the master plan development.
8. Existing and proposed trail corridors. : ,
9. 80% of the land dedicated for school purposes. T

) ;

7z

- o | /Lkijgﬁ
| paégiZfé_”fgéL/,fé?;9‘7q o - 33

)
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_ Amen dment

- Source: Seattle Master Builders '

‘Panel Recommendation:

S

SECTION: Rev1sed Appendlx A Sectlon 11 o '}f‘ |

Page 10 a.nd 11.

ISSUE: Proposes to delete the re

L - sites for schools and fir

Retain existing laﬁguage.'_

- o .é/Pagem[Ld'_

quirement for dedlcatlon of
e districts.

_')'ﬂ

Rev. App. A

.
¥



Amendment:  For déscrintiqn see‘nageéaaoufuﬁ“v

Change Section_14.Bp-és_fb110wsi

SECTION 14. Pthed?peyelopment.'

B. A master plan development may be developed in phases,
provided: ' S D
~ 1. An estimated time period for completion of ail

Dhéses(shaII be provided as part of the master plan application,

2. The development must be provided with adequate
facilities and services at .all phases of development, ~
, 3. Initiation of new phases may be prohibited untit
conditions imposed on previous phases have been met,
4. A detailed financia) Plan is submitted for each .
phase pursuant to Section 15 below, -

5.~ A general sequence of phases shall be required which

will assure @ 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 Community Develooment Division to determine ((the-specific

nembep-eﬁ-%ew;medesate#meéian-ineeme-heusiag-unitsete-be-
deweleseé-in-the-psepesed-phaser)) whether or not oublicly

1617A/8L/hdn/12-18-82  page AIG- .ﬁev, Af/} A,

7 v /

- funded low income’housing can be imolemen%edwﬁnwthat~phase, e



Amendment-
. Source: | Seatt]e.MésférIBu{]ders B (
SECTION:,  Appendix A N

Page 15,

1SSUE: Propose adding new section which‘states that development
criteria used for the master plan development ig not a precedent.
. } ) i . . . B

Panel Recommendation:

Approve as follows:

Section 19 Devé]opmeqt Criteria Not a Precedent.
‘The Development Criteria of Sections 8fthrough 18 are

- Imposed on village development proposals within the Cougar -
Mountain Subarea. Nothing.herein shall be construed as -
authorizing or éncouraging the application of the requirements,
goals, and policies of Sections 8 through 18 to any other land

- use approval or permitting process in King County. The ’

requirements, goals, and policies of Section 8 through 18 shall |

not apply to zoning rec1assificatﬁons, subdivision or short
subdivision approvals, planned unit developments, large lot

Ségregations, or other land yse approvals or permits not part of

the master plan developments within the villages master plan
'develqpment overlay district. ‘ ; . ‘

’1617A/BL/h;m/12-14-§2 pagelq;?Z' é@?bﬁ f@pr' %7 , -
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'.Cougar‘Moﬁntaiﬁ_Issue_# 8

Existing Zoniﬁg: " EB} -
'P%Qpbsed Zén&ng;’, GR-SJi' 
Requested Zoning: l/dﬁ per écre
Recommendafion: - GR-2.5

ﬁénel Recommendation: Retain GR-2.5 '(12/15/82)

‘

10a Are 2077/')’27
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. " Northwest: Issue 4
Aeolicant:s James Egge, representing Herbert E. Muil, Inc. v
1 U o

Propérty Location :’ SW 1/4 of the NW 1/4 of Section .18} Township 24N,
Range 6E , : s

s o : ~

Kroll Map#: 554w
Existi-‘ng_ZoniLg_: RS-7200 S

- Proposed aning: RS-7200 - e e e . t

ﬁeguest:, ~The applicant is requesting an RD-3600 (twyo-familyi dwe‘llih“g)'
for his client's property instead of the proposed RS-7200 zoning classi=
fication. . o \ ‘ ‘ .

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 a 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 "multifa"riiii'y_housing s'houl'dﬂfbe,'.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 existing
elementary school and a bible camp. Granting the applicant's request;
would be marginally consistent with policy N=13. o

Panel Recomméndativon: "Apply. RD-3600-p with the following ,P’-s\ﬁfﬁx
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. . e

2. Access shall be approved by the King County Departmént of Public
~Works and the State Department of Transpor'tati'on (for access
along SR 901, West Lake Sammamish 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. Parking 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. .

N .
- . . T . ’ -
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Building 'héight shall not exceed two (2) stories in- height. The
maximum height shall be 30 feet, including top of roof. |

A 20-foot type |l landscaped visual buffer shall be provided where
the property abuts single family uses pursuant to King County
Code 21.51. Existing vegetation shall be l:etained in this buffer

area wherever possible.

Outdoor recreational activities, e.g., tennis ~courts, or swimming
pools, shall be located on the westerly margin of the property.
(December 15, 1982) ' — :

)
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Northwest: Issue 10

“

- o . {
Area suggested for Reconsideration by Planning Division

'"'Prooerty Location: = Forest Hill Dbive “‘Exterjsion, N 1/4 Section 27,

Township 24N, Range S5E and Section 26, Town%hip 24N; Range SE.
Kroll Map#: 459E S
\Existing ZoninJg_:‘ SR, QM and SE_. " SR o

Propesed Zoning: SC-P

" "Reguested Action: The Central Newcastle Property bwners Association -

requests that RS7200-P be applied to the area within the subject parcel
north of Coal Creek and that the area within the subject’ parcel south
of Coal Creek be included in the Master Plan Overlay District in the
Cougar Mountain Subarea appiying 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. S

\The area to the north within the county is zoned -RS-‘IS,OOO and is

within the LSA. Access to the site wouid be from either Forest Hiil
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./ | o

Panel Recommendation:! 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: [ssue 5.) (December 15, 1982)

S 250 A»fea;ZW?/?f \”’7;4
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East Renton Plateau: issue 5

>

N

Apblicant: Steven P. Elki‘ns,' representing George Bales

~~Property Location: Parcel #5, Prof:osed Newcastle Area, Zoning, p. 61\, !
Holiday Foods Business Area (SW % of Section 12, Township 23N, Range
SE) _ M

” ) ;

Kroll Map #: 807w ' ' ‘ ‘ J

Existing Zoning: S-R, potential RM 900
Proposed Zoning_': S-R (15,000) * |

Reguest: The applicant is requesting C-G '(Commercial-General) zoning -

s

for his client's property to accommodate mini=storage. o
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 subject 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 guadrant. 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 southeast 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 neighborhood 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." K .
/

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. limifing the use to mini-warehouse storage; and- .
2. providing landscaping to screen the development from adjacent
single family zoned property. (December 15, 1882). o :

i
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REVISED NEWCASTLE COMMUNITY PLAN

POLICIES AND TEXT

1



REVISED POLICIES o
Replace 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 seismic, landslide, and erosion hazards
encourage clustered development while the existence of large parcels of
undeveioped 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 inciude
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 actuaily allowed.









