
Chapter Five 

THE HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION 

MovEMENT 

IN KING CouNTY 

The King County Landmarks and Heritage Pro
gram c<?mbines traditional and innovative historic 
preservation practices in the most comprehensive 
heritage program in Washington State. In 1998 

. alone, the Landmarks and Heritage Commission 
served as the landmarks board for I 0 suburban cities, 
in addition to its work in unincorporated King 
County. In this same year it administered approxi
mately $800,000 in grant funds and provided a wide 
range of technical assistance and training services to 
over !50 organizations and agencies throughout 
King County. 

King County is a complex region in which to 
work. It encompasses 2,200 square miles and is home 
to 1.6 millionresidems.lt is the tenth most populous 
county in the United States and, as of 1999, has 39 
cities within its borders. Its geography is varied, 
stretching from the islands ofPuget Sound to the crest 
of the Cascade Mountains. Within this region the 
challenges facing historic preservationists are multi
faceted, ranging from preservation of archaeological 
sites to conservation of small-town historic commer

cial cores. The agricultural buildings and landscapes 
of the county are threatened by development. His-

toric vessels that sailed and steamed through the 
waters of Puget Sound and serviced its earliest com
munities are decaying. Much has been accomplished 
but a great deal remains to be done. 

DEVEWPING A LANDMARKS PROGRAM 

King County's preservation program was the 
outgrowth of several important trends and factors, 
but two catalysts stand out as being particularly sig
nificant. The first of these is the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, which spurred the devel
opment of federal, state, and municipal preservation 
programs; and the second is the United States Bicen
tennial of 197 6, which mobilized people across the 
country to get involved in heritage activities. Togeth
er, these initiatives contributed to a new public his
tory ethic in the region to preserve the wealth of 
historic and cultural resources in place-as part of 
the environment, as part of communities-and to 

organize and mobilize the citizenry to get the job 
done. These initiatives were the primary factors in 
the growth of heritage organizations in King County 
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and were the determining fuctors in the establishment 
of King County's Office of Historic Preservation in 
1978 (now the Landmarks and Heritage Program). 

During its preparations for the Bicentennial, the 
King County Arts Commission established a His
torical Committee, and Commissioners Dottie 
Harper, Elaine Griffin, and Pat Brunton were instru
mental in gerring the Landmarks and Heritage Pro
gram under way. King County funds were 
appropriated to malte small grants for heritage pro
grams. From these grants came a number of historic 
site guides, history books, and museum exhibits. In 
that same year, the Arts Commission hired Art Skol
nik as Historical Coordinator to work with histori
cal organizations and to plan for historic preservation 
in the county. Concurrently, representatives from a 
number of different heritage groups began to meet 
and discuss common interests. Working with the 
county's histOrical coordinator these activists organ
ized a working group that incorporated as the Asso
ciation of King County Historical Organizations 
(AKCHO) in July 1977. During this period the 
county launched the first phase of its Historic 
Resource Inventory project, which surveyed and 
documented 540 properties with the assistance of 
AKCHO members. 

Pacific Coal Company. Newcastle, 1909 . 

In 1976, the county amended its Comprehensive 
Plan to inclnde provisions to guide land use decisions 
involving historic sites. In 1978, with assistance from 
the AKCH 0, the county organized an Office of His
toric Preservation and appointed Jalte Thomas the 
first Historic Preservation Officer. 

King County recognized early on that economic 
incentives play an important role in encouraging pri
vate investment in historic building preservation and 
restoration. Shortly after establishing the Office of 
Historic Preservation, the county authorized Feder
al Housing and Community Development Block 
Grant funds for historic building restoration. Pro
viding incentives to property owners would become 
increasingly important after the county passed its 
Landmarks Ordinance. Although the authority to 
designate landmarks without property owner con
sent and to regulate changes to historic properties is 

. a key feature of the oidinance, incentives would 
prove critical to the success of the program. 

In 1979, AKCHO representatives once again 
worked with the county, this rime to establish the 
Museum AssiStance Program, unique in the region, 
which continues to administer grant funds and pro
vide technical assistance to many area heritage 
groups. The Community History newslerrer, issued 
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Tribal workers in the 51Wqualmie hop fields, niJW Meadowbrook form. Hops was one of the county's traditional early crops. 

since 1983 by the Landmarks and Heritage Program, 
was a direct outgrowth of the AKCH 0 minutes and 
newsletter. Charles Payton has served as the coordi
nator and support for these allied organizations and 
compiles and edits the newsletter. 

As the county's historic preservation program 
gained momentum, AKCH 0 members turned their 
attention to developing a mechanism for protecting 
significant historic resources. In 1980, the King 
County Council adopted Ordinance 4828, which 
established the King County Landmarks Commis
sion to designate resources of historic or architectur
al significance as landmarks and to regulate their 
restoration, alteration, and demolition. The com
mission's aUthority, however, extended only to unin
corporated King County. 

The ordinance outlined objective criteria against 
which all landmark nominations are to be reviewed 
for eligibility and also stipulated that the commission 
adopt design standards to guide its deliberations. 
One of the most important elements of the ordi
nance is the provision that designation does not 
require the consent of the property owner, reflecting 
the belief that landmarks are a community resource, 
protected and preserved for the benefit of all. · 

Criteria established by the county generally con
form to those used by the National Register, the 
state, and the city of Seattle to determine landmark 
status (see criteria in appendices B and C). The key 
differences are the age factor-the city designates 
properties 25 years old or older, whereas the county 
recognizes properties 40 years old or older-and the 
provision in the county criteria for designation of 
archaeological sites that yield important prehistorical 
or historical information. 

An object, improvement, site, or district may also 
be designated a Community Landmark if it is valu
able for its prominence, age, siting, or scale but does 
not meet the more stringent criteria for designation 
as a King County Landmark. Community Land
marks are identifiable visual features of a neighbor
hood or area and contribute to the neighborhood's 
or area's distinctive quality or identity. In Seattle, this 
urban design character is one of the criteria in evalu
ations for landmark status and is given equal weight 
to other criteria. 

By 1981, nine Landmarks Commission mem
bers had been appointed, the majority initially 
recruited from AKCHO member groups. The first 
chair of the commission was also AKCHO's first 
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president, Phyllis Keller. The first King County land
marks were designated in 1982. In King County 
work fOcused on protecting individual buildings and 
ensembles of buildings. And unlike the dense urban 
environment of Seattle, King County preservation
ists faced the unique challenges of protecting pre
dominantly rural resource types. The early 
designations tended to focus on properties of obvi
ous aesthetic, architectural, or historical significance. 
The historic contributions of women and ethnic 
groups and the simple vernacular forms of architec
ture which predominate in unincorporated King 
County, particularly properties associated with the 
county's agricultural history, were often not 
addressed. 

In an effort to better identifY, evaluate, and pro
tect heritage resources throughout the county, the 
Office of Historic Preservation undertook the prepa
ration of King County's Heritage Resource Protec
tion Plan in 1983. Modeled after a program 
developed by the U.S. Department of the Interior, its 
purpose was (I) to develop a process for efficient 
coordination among agencies that deal with issues 
affecting historic resources and (2) to establish a 
framework for rational, consistent decision making 
in the management of historic resources. 

The approach used to develop the plan included 
dividing cultural resources into 14 groups based 
upon King County history: (I) Agricultural;. (2) 

·"Commercial/Professional/Office; (3) Defense/Forti
fied/Military; ( 4) Educational/Intellectual; (5) 
Entertainment/Recreational/Cultural; (6) Funerary; 
(7) Ga.vernmental!Public; (8) Health Care; (9) 
Industri;l/Engineering; (10) Landscape/Open 
Space; (n) Religious; (12) Residential/Domestic; 
(13) Social; and (14) Transportation. The study iden
tified characteristics that define and give meaning to 
each resource group and established a context for 
evaluating King County vernacular buildings al1d 
rural landscape. Completed in 1985, the plan pro
vided a comprehensive framework for future desig
nation of properties in King County. Also in 1985, 
the county revised its Comprehensive Plan by 
adding a chapter called "Heritage Sites" that articu
lated eight historic preservation policies. 

Since 1982, the county has designated nearly 70 . 
individual landmarks and four historic districts. Nev
ertheless, this represents only a small percentage of 
those buildings and sites that are potentially eligible 
for recognition and protection. Furthermore, the . 
rate of development in King County has far out-

paced the abilities of the Office of Cultural 
Resources. By the end of 1979, King County had 
identified over 900 historic sites, ranging from log 
houses to dairy farms to steamboats. They stretch 
across rhe landscape from Skykomish to Vashon and 
Enumclaw to Shoreline. But rapid population 
growth and expansion of industry and commerce 
into rural landscapes has taken its toll. In less than 20 
years, in some of the county planning areas, more 
than 40 percent of rhese important sites and proper
ties have been lost. 

ExPANDING THE ScoPE 

The focus of the King County program has 
evolved considerably over rhe last ten years under the 
leadership of Historic Preservation Officer Julie 
Kaler. While individual landmarks are still designat
ed, much more attention is paid to historic districts 
and downcown revitalization. Concerns about broad 
community appearance and landscape/townscape 
conservation issues are at the forefront. And archae
ological site identification and protection is a top 
priority. Better understanding of the broad cultural 
attitudes which underlie preserVation and recogni
tion of the critical role which education plays in 
engaging the public in the business of preservation 
are important underpinnings of the program's 
growth. 

Expansion of the program has also grown out of 
changing concepts of what is historic and what 
should be preserved. More and more people recog
nize that historic preservation is central to our qual
ity of life and has more to do with the present aria 
the future than with the past. Increasingly, historic 
preservation is rooted in the need for interconnect
edness and. continuity in our local communities. 

This awareness was stimulated and strengthened by 
the structure of the King County program and its 
close ties with the larger heritage community 
through the AKCHO .network. 

King County formally recognized the changing 
nature of historic preservation and its role in enhanc-
ing quality oflife for county residents when it revised 
Ordinance 4898 in 1992. Among the revisions was 
changing the uame of the Landmarks Commission-~ . 
to the Landmarks and Heritage Commission to 
reflect its role in providing funds and technical assis
tance for a broad range of heritage organizations and 
activities. 
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Cedar Mountain, 1883, was one of nuzny towns in the county that existed sole[y to house workers in the local timber industry. 

The ordinance was also revised to clarifY and 
strengthen the commission's authority to protect 
landmark properties from demolition and moving. 
These revisions were inspired by the loss of rwo sig
nificant buildings in the Burton Historic District on 
Vashon Island. Burton is typical of rhe many small 
"crossroads" communities that once dotted the rural 
landscape of King County. As gathering places for 
residents of outlying areas, these communities his
torically consisted of a general store/post office, perc 
haps a cafe, church, livery stable or garage, a few 
residences, and often a warehouse, grain elevator or 
other storage or shipping facility fur goods. Typical
ly, these crossroads communities were clustered 
around transportation nodes such as the intersection 
of two or more roads or the intersection of a road 
with a river of railroad crossing. 

In King County today only a handful of these 
communities remain sufficiently intact tO convey 
their historic origins. Burton was one of them. The 
community's significance was documented in 1985 
for inclusion in the county's Historic Resource 
Inventory as a historic di.?trict; however, it was not 
designated as a King County Landmark District 
untill990. The landmark designation was triggered 
by property owneri requests to relocate two historic 
houses from the center of the district to outside the 
district boundaries. In their place the owners pro-

posed to construct an inn. The houses were modest, 
vernacular buildings which had not been significant
ly altered since their construction in the early years of 
this century. As individual buildings, neither one was 
eligible for landmark designation but their location 
at the center of the district provided a critical anchor 
for the area's overall visual integrity. 

The Landmarks Commission acted quickly to 
designate the district and to work with the property 
owners to explore adaptive reuse of the houses for 
innkeeping purposes; however, a number of forces 
converged which eventually thwarted these effurts. 
The property owners, already well along in their 
planning for the inn, were not amenable to revising 
their plans to incorporate the historic buildings. 
Their sentiments were supported by some of the 
adjacent property owners, who were surprised by the 
swiftness with which the commission designated 
their buildings as part of the district and were wary 
of the implications of designation for their own 
properties. 

Following a long and contentious review of the 
Certificate of Appropriateness application to move 
the buildings, the commission denied the request, in 
large part because the propertyownets failed to pro
vide convincing evidence that removal of the build
ings was necessary in order to establish an inn on the 
site. The property owners appealed the decision to 
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The Boeing A£rplane Company "red barn" at £ts original site near the 
Duwamish River; 1917. 

the King County Council, the council overturned 
the commission's denial of the application, and the 
buildings were subsequendy removed from the dis
trict. Following the loss of these houses, the com
mission removed Burton from Historic District 
designation, citing irrevocable loss of historic fabric 
and overall visual integrity. 

The Burton Historic District might still be intact 
today if not for an important missing piece in the 

·• commission's arsenal of regulatory tools. Although 
the ordinance gave the commission authority to deny 
relocation oflandmark buildings, and even provided 
for evaluation of the economic impact on the prop
erty OW11J;f of approval or denial of such a request, it 
failed in two critical areas. It did not require that the 
owner prove a condition of unreasonable economic 
return, and in doing so take into consideration all 
available economic incentives and other possible 
alternatives to moving the buildings. Nor did it spell 
out the information that is required of the property 
owner to support a claim of unreasonable economic 
return. Had these provisions been in place at the time, 
the commission would have had a much stronger 
legal basis on which to deny the request. 

King County's commitment to historic preserva
tion and the heritage community was further articu
lated in the Comprehensive Plan, which was revised 
in 1992. The new "Cultural Resources" chapter of 
the plan significandy expands the original "Heritage 
Sites as Open Space" chapter to protect and enhance 
the King County cultural envirpnment and regional 

cultural systems. It includes policies to preserve sig
nificant historic resources and to guide King Coun
ty in creating and sustaining heritage facilities and 
services. The chapter focuses on the need for part
nerships and collaboration with other jurisdictions, 
organizations, and individuals. 

To ensure that all county residents have access to 

the tools of preservation, in 1994 the Landmarks and 
Heritage Program developed what is now called the 
Historic Preservation InterlocalAgreement Program. 
As of 1999, 10 cities in the county participate in this 
program and several more are interested in joining. 
In order to participate, a city must adopt a landmarks 
ordinance modeled after the county's and then enter 
into an interlocal agreement with the county for pro
vision of designation and regulatory services. All 
municipally designated landmarks within the cities 
are eligible for participation in the county's incentive 
programs. 

As the legislative and legal underpinnings for his
toric preservation have been strengthened by the 
county, so too has its commitment to funding historic 
preservation activities. Several factors have contributed 
to this. During the 1980s, federal cutbacks in funding 
for domestic programs decreased dollars available to 
the preservation community. In King County, the 
Community Block Grant moneys that had been used 
for restoration projects were eliminated for that pur
pose in 1989. This, combined with rapid loss of his
toric resources due to suburban growth, led to a special 
initiative by the Landmarks Commission in 1989 to 
establish stronger local support ')Ild to build an incen
tive package which would encourage people to restore 
and preserve their buildings. 

PROVIDING INCENTIVES 

Today, King County has an array of incentive 
programs ranging from low-interest loans to special 
tax programs which encourage property owners, 
nonprofit organizations, and local governments to 
preserve their historic properties. 

Tax Progtams 

The controls imposed by landmark designation 
are balanced by a generous program of incentives. 
Two of these programs, Special Valuation and Cur
rent Use Taxation, rely on the local property tax sys
tem to create preservation incentives. The SpeCial 
Valuation program, enacted by the state in 1985 and 
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implemented in King County in 1989, subtracts eli
gible costs associated with the restoration ofhistoric 
properties from the owner's property taxes for up to 
I 0 years. The primaty benefit of the program is that 
during the 10-year special valuation period, proper
ty taxes do not reflect the value of improvements 
made to the property. The Landmarks and Heritage 
Commission actS as the review board .for projects in · 
King County. The typical restoration project in the 
county is generally much smaller than the large com
mercial rehabilitation projects that have benefited 
from this program in the city of Seattle. 

A pro~ of broad appeal in King County has 
·been theCurrent Use Tai<ation program. Under this · 
program, propeny owners majr be eligible for some 
tax relief if their land contains one or more cultural 
or natural resources, such as designated landmarks, 
archaeological sites, forest or farmland, recreation 
areas, watersheds, or scenic view corridors. Imple
mented in 1992, the program works to preserve open 
space on private propeny by establishing a "current 
use taxation" property tax assessment that is lower 
than the "highest and best use" assessment which 
would otherwise prevail. The reduction in taxable 
value ranges from 50 percent to 90 percent for the 
portion of the property in "current use." Landmarks 
qualifY for a 50 percent reduction in the taxable value 
of the land portion of the assessment. City of Seattle 
landmarks and properties listed on the National Reg
ister of Historic Places are also eligible to participate 
in this program. 

The Tax Reform Act of 1986 permits owners of 
buildings listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places to take a 20 percent income tax credit on the 
cost of rehabilitating these buildings for industrial, 
commercial, or rental residential purposes. Many 
King County landmarks are eligible for listing in the 
National Register. An owner investing in rehabilita
tion of a registered historic propeny will have credit 
against federal taxes. The Preservation Assistance 
Division of the National Park Service monitors this 
program. 

Low-Interest Loan Program 
Revolving loan funds have long been an impor

rant preservation tool, largely because of the limited 
funds available to most preservation organizations 
and because these programs leverage a tremendous 
amount of private-sector support. A revolving loan 
fund is a pool of money that is loaned out, ofi:en at 

significandy reduced interest rates, and as the loan is 
paid off, the funds return to the pool to be loaned out 
again. Most preservation loan funds are used to pur
chase endangered properties either directly or by 
means ofloans to other parties. 

King County launched its revolving fund in 
1992 when the King County Council appl}>priated 
$500,000 for that purpose. Unlike many preserva

. tion loan funds, the King County program is used 
for restoration and rehabilitation purposes rather 
than to purchase endangered properties. Tht: Land
marks and Heritage Program works cooperatively 
with two private banks to administer the _program: 
residential loans are available through W;!Shingron 
Mutual Bank for owner-occupied landmark proper
ties; and loans for commercial properties are available 
through Valley Community Bank in Duvall. Interest 
rates for both programs are generally three to four 
points below the current market rate. ""> · 

Only property owners of King Count)'" land
marks and landmarks located in participating 
"interlocal" cities are eligible to apply at this time. 
However, it is a goal of the Landmarks and Heritage ~ 
Commission to increase the principal available in the 
fund and to expand the pool of eligible properties to 
city of Seattle landmarks and those listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places. Use of the fund 
may also be expanded to include purchase of endan
gered properties. 

Grant Programs 
King County has supported landmark restora

tion and rehabilitation projects through direct 
grants-in-aid for many years. Relatively small invest
ments of public dollars have leveraged millions of 
private dollars and returned scores of deteriorated 
historic buildings to new life. 

King County's Hotel Motel Tax revenue funded 
grant programs have become significant sources for 
the support of landmark restoration and historic 
preservation projects in Seattle and King County. Of 
particular note is. the Cultural Facilities Grant Pro
gram, which supports landmark projects, although 
its uses are currendy restricted to a particular catego
ry of properties. For the first two years of the pro
gram, funds could be used to purchase, restore~ or 
rehabilitate any designated King County landmark. 
However, in 1992 state legislators restricted the pool 
of eligible applicants. Eligible properties now must 
be used predominantly as cultural facilities. 

Through the Cultural Facilities Grant Program, 
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Vitd transporta1Wn links in early King COunry such as the Kmaskat StatUm of the Northern Pacific Railroad, have disappean:d. 

landmark properties throughout King County have 
been restored and adaptively reused, including the 

'" Enumclaw Masonic Hall, the Blue Heron Art Cen
terNashon Odd Fellows Hall, the Dougherty House 
in Duvall, the Snoqualmie Railroad Depot, the 
Neely Mansion and its Japanese American bath
house,,rhe Issaquah Railroad Depot, and the Renton v., 
Fire Station. 

King County has also invested millions of dollars 
in the restoration and adaptive reuse of a number of 
city of Seattle landmarks that are also cultural facili
ties, including the Good Shepherd Center, the Vt"r
ginia V, the schooner "Wawona, the Georgetown 
Stearn Plant, the Dearborn House, the Rainier Val
ley Cultural Center, ACT Theater, the Seattle Asian 
Art Museum, the Log House Muse~m, and the Pilre 
Place Market. 

The Cultural Facilities Grant Program has sup
ported the acquisition, construction, and rehabilita
tion of museums and other heritage facilities, as well 
as equipment, fixtures and other fixed assets, includ
ing storage fixtures, environmental controls and 
lighting systems. 

Recognizing that the Cultural Facilities Grant 

Program is limited in breadth, the King County 
Council from time to time makes special grant mon
eys available to support landmark restoration, stabi
lization, and rehabilitation. In 1993, the council 
made a special appropriation of $100,000 to stabi
lize four endangered landmarks in rural communi
ties. In 1995, $500,000 was awarded to 30 landmark 
projects. Grant awards ranged from $2,920 for 
facade stabilization of rhe Colvos Store on Vashon 
Island to $67,000 for restoration of the administra
tion building at Camp Waskowitz, a Civilian Con
servation Corps Camp located in North Bend. 

From its inception, the Landmarks and Heritage 
Program has nurtured the belief that historic preset
vation is about more than saving buildings. It is also 
about saving the stories of the past and making that 
history come alive in museums and through educa
tion progiams and interpretive materials. Since 
1990, the Landmarks and Heritage Program has 
helped heritage groups of all types reach a broader 
audience and deepen understanding and appreciation 
of the past. The Special Projects Grant Program has 
helped fund a variety of heritage activities ranging 
from historic resource surveys in the cities to the pub-
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lication of major new histories to the development of 
long-term exhibits. It is also a major funder of 
exhibits, videos, and tour guides that feature land
marks and historic sites in Seattle and King County. 
Finally, the Cultural Education Grant Program has 
brought heritage organizations and specialists into 
classrooms across the county to develop educational 
resources that allow students to better understand our 
past and to cultivate a sense of place. It is, perhaps, the 
region's greatest source of support for historic preser
vation education programs that interpret the built 
environment as well as archaeological heritage. 

· Technical Assistance . 
Owners of designated King County landm~ks· 

and landmarks located in participating cities are eli
gible to receive a range of technical assistance servic
es from the Landmarks and Heritage Program. 
Primary anlong these are consultations with mem
bers of the Design Review Committee, who review 
and approve all changes to designated features of sig
nificance of landmark properties. Tbe committee 
comprises architects and preservation specialists, 

who share their technical and practical.information. 
In addition, the office maintains information on 
both preservation issues and local history and pub
lishes the monthly newsletter Community History, 
which keeps readers informed of issues and changes 
in the historic preservatiOn field on a statewide level. 

Although King County has. made significant 
advances in the last 20 years in the preservation fund
ing arena, much work remains to be done. Among 
the immediate goals are establishment of an annual 
dedicated revenue source for landmark restoration 
and archaeological site preservation, and significant 
expansion of the loan fund. The county is also active
ly exploring opportunities for expanding the private · 
sector's role in supporting preservation. 

CHALLENGES 

T.he greatest threat to the county's historic 
resources is the rapid pace of suburban development, 
which is destroying archaeological sites and historic 
agricultural communities and landscapes and send
ing property values skyrock~ting. Continued efforts 

· in integrating preservation into local land use plan
ning, developing local political support for preserva
tion, and finding new funding sources are critical if 
preservation is to succeed in this environment. 

Many smaller communities around the county, 
such as Fall City and Preston, and cities such as Kirk
land and Shoreline are reeling under the impact of 
new and proposed development. Destruction of sig
nificant historic buildings and incompatible infill 
development in these areas have disrupted the 
ambiance of once peaceful communities. Developers 
are constructing new buildings to the full extent per
mitted under land use laws. The county and its part
ner cities must look carefully at existing land use 
controls in older areas to ensure that zoning densi

ties, height allowances, and floor area ratios do not 
..encourage destruction of the historic .environment. 

)3t}ilding codes, must also be systematically examined 
to reduce conflict with preservation goals. Much 
work remains to be done in the field of archaeology 
as well. Current laws are inadequate to protect these 

non-renewable resources. ~-
·Ji. 

One Eastside city that has responded to tfie chal-
lenges of growth is Kirkland. The Kirkland Hi~toric 
Commission was founded in 1976 and changed its 
name in 1992 to the Kirkland Heritage Society to 
reflect the broader objectives of its members. Some "· 
of the organization's goals include: recording and col
lecting historical data for eventual establishment of 
an archive and museum; locating, designating, an.d 
protecting historic sites and structures; creating and 

promoting legislation for such preservation; and 
encouraging private-sector acquisition of endangered 
sites. In 1994, Bob Burke and Barbara Loomis took 
the lead in preparing a preservation report to educate 
and provide adequate resources to the city council, 

the growth management commission, planning 
commission, and city staff in updating the Land Use 
Policies Plan. The report included an overview of 
Kirkland history, identified historic resources based 
upon 1992 and 1994 surveys, and suggested a his
toric preservation plan element and implementation 

strategies. 
Despite its small membership (about 100), the 

Society has increased public awareness of heritage in 
the community with programs in oral history, a cur-· 
riculum for elementary schools, historic interpretive 
markers, and monthly lectures. Downtown proper
ty and business owners have recently organized a 
Main Street program modeled afi:er the program ini
tiated by the National Trust for Historic Preserva
tion. Their most visible effort in 1999 was the 
successful move of the Greek Revival style Christian 
Science Church (1922)-the last historic church 
building in the city-from a site scheduled for con-
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dominium development to safe ground at the the 
corner of Central Way and Market Street. 

The King County Landmarks and Heritage Com
mission's work to maintain its existing programs and 
to develop a regional preservation program requires 
maintaining and developing local political support for 
preservation. The successes to date are the result of 
working closely with AKCHO and with King Coun
ty elected officials to ensure that preservation interests 
are on the table at all times. Now efforts must be 
directed to the suburban cities where elected officials 
and staff are facing preservation issues for the first 
time. Successful partnerships with the cities must be 
based on strong local leadership, which requires a clear 
understanding of the importance o{ preservation to 
their communities and a clear vision of what preser
vation can and cannot do for their communities. 

A successful regional preservation program 
requires adequate staffing and broad volunteer assis
tance. It also requires that preservationists be repre
sented on the many boards and commissions that do 
not have preservation as their primary function, such 
as planning commissions and urban design boards. 
It is only through the political process that preserva
tionists will make preservation a priority of local 
government. 

. With broadened political support, King County's 
preservation community can continue to expand 
funding opportunities, but, in the competition for 
scarce public dollars, this will require even greater 
innovation and accountability. Accessibility to his
toric properties must be expanded to a broader pub
lic, and education must be at the forefront of this 
efforlj,. Improved funding for preservation will 
requir~ that new and stronger networks be estab
lished between local governments, preservationists, 
nonprofit organizations, and the private funding 
community. 

Preservation of rural agricultural resources is one 
of the most challenging issues confronting King 
County. As historic farming practices die out, or as 
new farming technologies render buildings obsolete, 
the impetus to retain the historic buildings is gone. 
Nowhere is this more evident than in the dairy com
munities of the Snoqualmie Valley and the Enum
claw Plateau. Here, the once prominent dairy 
industry has all but disappeared, and the picturesque 
barns, outbuildings, and landscapes are being lost at 
a rapid rate. 

New Approaches 
Historic preservation has been democratized in 

King County. The Landmarks and Heritage Com
mission no longer focuses only on individual build
ings or districts. Today the commission is concerned 
with preserving entire landscapes, roadways, and 
communities. Bur the tools for this work are inade
quate. A new vocabulary is required. 

To address this expanded view of what is worthy 
of being preserved, the commission is exploring sev
eral new approaches, one of which is the conserva
tion district. Unlike traditional historic districts, 
.conservation districts are not limited to areas of obvi
ous architectural value or certifiable historic signifi
cance, nor are they constrained by specific age 
requirements. They are designed to protect areas 
whose character or value is found in the relationships 
among topography, vegetation, architecture, open 
space, and other appurtenant features, regardless of 
age. These areas have a distinct local identity worthy 
of preserving, but they may not have architecture as 
a primary focus. History as a criterion of significance 
may not be applicable. As communities and rural 
areas throughout King County are threatened by 
rapid growth, conservation districts may be an 
important new mechanism for protecting special 
qualities that would otherwise be lost. 

The evolution of King County's Landmarks and 
Heritage Program must also include ongoing refine
ment of the existing regulatory framework. At this 
writing, the commission is reviewing a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for demolition of the Elliott Farm, 
the last intact example of an early-20th-century dairy 
farm in the Maple Valley area. The farm is sited on a 
knoll above the Cedar River just east of the city of 
Renton. Highly visible to travelers on the adjacent 
Maple Valley Highway, the farm is cherished by res
idents of the area and passersby alike. 

The f.um was purchased in 1995 by a developer 
who subsequently constructed housing units on land 
adjacent to the farm and who now wants to demol
ish the farm buildings to construct additional units. 
The owner's argument for demolition is that the 
buildings have deteriorated beyond the point of rea
sonable restoration. Not convinced, the commission 

hired its own experts to assess the situation and their 
findings support adaptive reuse of the buildings as a 
viable alternative to demolition. But the commis
sion's hands are tied. Although it can deny the dem
olition request, the· ordinance does not contain 
minimum maintenance or antineglect requirements, 
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The various outbuilding; a:nd barns ofEUiott Farm could be razed for housing. 

thereby leaving the owner free to effectively demol
ish the fatm by not maintaining it. 

In response to the Elliott Farm controversy, the 
Landmarks and Heritage Commission is considering 
revising the ordinance to include minimum mainte
nance or antineglect (or affirmative maintenance) 
requirements. Minimum maintenance provisions 
typically stipulate that buildings be maintained in 
accordance with local building and housing codes, 
while antineglect requirements often go a step fur
ther by specifYing a list of defects that must be 
repaired on a continuing basis. While provisions 
such as these raise a number of questions, such as 
how inspections oflandmatks for defects ate to be 
made and who pays for the necessary repairs, they ate 
a necessary patt of the commission's tool kit if preser
vation is to succeed. 

At the same time the commission refines its 
approach to preservation of the built environment, it 
is creating a comprehensive archaeological resource 
protection program. In 1999, working in partner
ship with the King County Transportation Division, 

the commission will begin a countywide planning 
process to identifY, document, and protect the rap
idly disappearing archaeological resources located 
throughout the county. 

As it explores new tools to get the job done, the 
King County Landmarks and Heritage Program is 
also exploring new strategies and organizational 
structures for funding historic preservation. A goal of 
the commission in the millennium is to educate 
those individuals and entities who control wealth 
about the value of historic preservation. Founda
tions, corporations, and local endowments have the 
potential to support preservation activities at a much 
higher level than is now the case. Other local gov
ernments must also be encouraged to step up to the 
funding plate. Perhaps the time has also come for the 
formation of a broad-based regional preservation 
agency that can actively leverage public dollars 
through private and corporate grants and provide a 
cohesive, articulate voice for historic preservation 
and heritage in this region. 
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