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APPENDIX Q

Comments on Draft Farm and Forest Report

Some of the reviewer comments included in Appendix ) refer to issues reported
about in the minutes of the Advisory Committee Meetings. A copy of the minutes is
Incated at the Natural Resources Division of King County.
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Janpary 31, 1996

To: Gene Duvernoy
Land & Environmental Services
1150 - 19th Ave. East
Szattle, Wa. 98112

From: Doreen Johnson §).
31404 5.B. 39
Enunclaw, Wa. S8022

Re: D[raft Rural Porest Report

This letter is to clarify my thinking on the secticns of the Draft Forestry
Report which were sent to the clitizen committee members. My initial written
comnents were mailed to you on Cctober 30, 1995 when I thought there would be
at least one more committee meeting. Since there apparently will be no meeting,
the only other reviewer comments I've read are those made by Faren Walter
representing the Muckleshoot Tribe. My additicnal coments and concerns are
explained below.

{1) The Draft %eport is a consW tants' report, with the citizens' com-
mittee acting in &n afvisory capacity oniy. This should be made clear in the
introduction. The only igrtlaimer I found-was on page 5 of Chapter 6 which
states re incentives: "In the last analysis, however. these recommendations
are the responsibility of the consultant team." Secocnd, if this were to be
a committee report, the cormittee would need to review and accept the report
as a committee. This was not done. Third: to the average reader the use of
"team” and "comnittes" were usad repeatedly and without clarification, super-
ficially appearing synonymous. - In reality, most comnittee members represented
employers or constitvencies; therefore, it is very important that our positicons
not be blurred or misrepresented, or else our names should not be included in
the report.

(2) There ware two goals for this Fural Forestry effort: (a) Conserve
the forest land base in King County's Rural Zone, and (b) Prepare an incentive
package to encourage/expedite Goal (a) above. Chapter 2 explains the concept
of "Rural Farm and Forest Districts® and encouragement throogh "incentives and
additional zoning protection". That explanaticn is satisfactory. However,
Chapter 3 starts with the statement that the criteria were applied by the con—
sultant team and citizens to the 61,000 acres of Rural forest land. That is
an incorrect statement. Throudhoot the committee process, I pushed unsuoccessfully
for getting the GIS and on—site work initiated because I consider that a vital
first step. Without site specific natural rescurce information, it is difficult
to justify district boundaries; whereas with good information, outreach to
affected landowners is moch more likely to be suvccessful. ©On that same first
page of Chapter 3 is the statement that "the teeam encountered cpen hostility
from landowvners" re possible "downzoning". At the two Black Diamond public
meetings I did not hear hostile remarks, and as an affected property owner
I am not hostile to the concept. An inacourate statement such as that seems
to form the basis for the report's emphasis on incentives only, whereas I believe
the districts concept is at the heart of the programm. Some property owners
will welcome districts, and some will be hostile. When the GIS and site analysis
is completed, then outreach can begin to assess landowners' goals and facilitate
mitually acceptable management plans. Chapter 3's brief two plus pages discusses
values of designating and procedures for additicnal designations but does not
accurately describe vhere werare npow.and what needs to be done to get where
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we wvant to be. Late in the process some of us agreed there wvas no time to do
the district work in 1995. However, we did not agree to drop the district work,
just push it into 1996. (This void since has been addressed :u.’i: separate 19%€
workplan devised by county staff and interested comnittes members.) Thus the
major concept of Rural Forest Districts, which has been carried forward from
the GPC's Fural Character Task Force to tha Comprehensive Plan to your contract
gets only brief and incomplete treatment in the Draft Report, insufficient

for a potential Rural Forest District landowner to understand and pin any long-
range planning upon it. Then in Chapter 6, page 6 the Rural Forest Districts
are correctly diagrammed as being at the center of the incentive program, but
it =still is not clear to an affected landowner what the sc-called "districts"
are all about and what the landowner's status is re districts.

{3) A third major concern is that this Draft Report is being mis—-interpreted
or misused. Because of its major weakness as described in (2) abowe, it is
being presented &s an incentives package only. Therefore, I have felt compelled
to say publicly that I don't believe the Draft necessarily represents the thinking
of the comittee and that it is a consultants' report only. The fact that we
have no knowledge of reviewers' comments on the Draft nor closure as a comnittesa
only increases my desire to distance myself from the final product.

{4) Chapter 6 — "A Strategy to Preserve Forests and Forestry" is the
longest and strongast part of the report. Along with commendaticns to your
team, I have some concerns. On'pagea 3—4 re the ranking of "Barriers To Consarve
Forest Lands" says the committee agreed on these. I am not in agreement that
"Critical™ is the level of important re current and future regulations. Property
and inheritance taxes and lack of knowledge by small forest landowners are far
more important in my ranking. The same applies on page 12 re regulatory certainty.
There is a difference between a "Foresty Commitment Agreement” and a "Habitat
Conservation Plan". <he latter is being publicly dsbated statewide at this
time and presmumably will be resclved and become a reality. That is why I encouraged
a model small landowner HCP be done cocperatively with the State Dept. of Fish
and Wildlife. However, most forest management plans I've seen primarily were
harvest plans, would not merit requlatery certainty, and in fact would make
it impossible for a county to agree to regulatory certainty when federal and
state laws would over-ride. The same applies re the Shorelines Management
Aot where King County correctly invoked its shoreline jurisdiction and than
grants permit relief based on site-specific characteristics and information.
(See my Oct. 30 letter.) Therefore, it is incorrect to say there was
comnittee consensus.

(5) Cbstacle 7, page 25, re optimal management units. I strongly support
this concept and am in agreement with the Draft Report. However, not menticned
was the value of including adjacent, willing, small-acreage landowners who can
be the protectors and the buffering properties to make forest management feasible.
If not included in the Forest District, Current Use Taxation is not available
for such landowners and the "highest and best use" tax rate often forces plat
division.

(6) Pages 34-35 and Chapter 7 on "Implementation®. Again, I reiterate
that "fee acguisition" with the $2.5 million was not a consensus decision unless
the term is clarified to recommend purchase of development rights as the top
pricrity.



{7) ©Pagas 42-43 re "licenses" for special resource and envirormental
purposes. There was consensus that this concept offered possibilities. The
term "license” iz misleading to the general public, who are wost familiar with
auto and businesa licenses which costs them meney, where as for these the funds
would go the other way to the private landowner. Cne industrial forest company
has a "Special Places in the Forest" program for similar land set-asides.

I believe that phrase more correctly describes to the public what the concept
i=.

(8) Chapter 7 re "Implementation®”. If this is the concluding chapter
on Forestry, again I would point to the deficiencies noted in Comment (2).
When no districts have been established, how can they be monitored? UOntil the
GIS and cutreach iz done; how can realistic monitoring be done? As I recall
committes discussions, for some areas a combination of zoning and incentives
might be more useful. How can the Comp Flan policy re zoning be ignored? In
the final paragraph, to be correct I think you can only say the comprehensive
incentives strategiea are a study team recompendation but not a committee recom—
mendation. I personally do not intend to make a decision on this divisive topic
until all the information is in from GIS, aite inspections, outreach to landowners.

and all possibilities explored for cooperative projects with other county projects
and programs.

In conclusion, thesa comments are intended as an Addendum to my Oct. 30
letter, and I support Karen Walter's two commenks letters also. Since there
has been no committes meeting, I am assuming our comments will be addressed
in the Final Report. The body of work compiled by your team re tax incentives,
funding scurces, and inheritance taxes were especially helpful. BHowever, I
have concerns that to readersa it will seem like a financial windfall for a few
large industrial landcwners, and perhaps it will Be just that. Remember the
guestion asked on this very issue at the first Black Diamond meseting? I hope
the problems can be worked cut. I remain committed to conserving Rural Zone
forests in King County.



31404 SE 352nd
Enumclaw, Wash. 98022
Decearkbar 26, 1995

Hancy Laswell
Firg County Ratural Resocurces Dept.
Smith Tower, Seattle, Wa.

Dear Ms, Laswell:

Thia letter is to express again wy support for the Fural Forestry project
proceeding in 1996, starting in Janvary.

As you know, I have been one of the Citizens' Committee working with staff
on the 1996 workplan and timeline. One of the Comnittee's disappointments was
that GIS analysis and "ground-truthing" of the proposed study areas were not
carried cut in 1995. Since we consider it the essential next step, it is proposed
for the first months of 1536.

In addition, a proposed 5200 million Open Space bond issue is being studied,
under a project led by Gene Duverncy. He and I have commnicated about the
possibilities of: (1) recommendaticns from the Rural Forestry Committee being
incorporated into the Open Space propesal, and (2) a Rural Forestry component
becoming a part of the bond proposal itself. To do either or both of these,
the GIS analysis, atc. of the proposed Rural Forest Study Areas would need to
be done in the first quarter of the new year to weet deadlines for the bond
proposal. Also, recommendations on the $3 milliion already approved for Rural
Forestry could be coordinated with the Open Space proposals to result in more
effective natural rescurce protection.

I realize the consolidation/recrganization makes this a challenging time
for administrators and thus difficult to commit immediately to all components
of cur work plan. I also appreciate that you are interested in our program.

I remain camnitted to the necesaiby for quick approval of the GIS,etc. component
to start the second week of January as planned and to be coordinated with the
Cpen Space bond proposal. I have promised Duvernoy that I would assist in

the coordination. If there is any way I can be of assistance to you in

expediting the project and getting quick approvals for continuing the necesssary
work as outlined, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Doreen Johnson



MUCKLESHOOT INDIAN TRIEE
FISHERIES DEPARTMENT

Memorandum

DATE: Meovember 8, 1985

TO: Gene Duvermnoy, Land Use and Environmental
Services _

FROM: Karen Walter, Watershed Coordinator, Klb:j
Environmental Division

RE: Foresiry incentives Fepor

8

Derek Foon, King County and Dorean
Johnson, WEC

1 have enclosed my comments to the report excerpts dated October 27, T would sppreciats it if you
could modify the neport 1o incorporate thess comments, If thers is disagreemens with the
comments, then we shonld discauiss them prier 1o the report submittal. T will be unable to represent
the Tribe as a participant if the neport does not address the concems outlmed below,

With respect to the incentive chart, my comments from October 18th still apply and should be

Although we were on a short time frame, 1 think that the Advisery Committes made some progress
towards resolving the forest land conversion issue, Again, it is disappointing that we were unabla
1o review the GIS maps in detail and designate the districts. 1 look forward to continning the work
initiated and hope that the Tribe will have the opportunity to work directly with the County on this
issue,

L_Values Statement

1. The recharge of aquifers statement should be modificd to include the maintenance of basciows
of streams and wetlunds since this is another function that aquifers provide. The universal criteria
in Chapter One does not restrict the consideration of aquifer recharge areas thar are vital to water

[ _Chapeer Two

designations iz not clear, A these policies from King County's Countywide Planning Policies
{which implies King County and iis cities approval) or are they from the King County
Comprehensive Plan? It is mportant to docoment where these policies came from for fuetare

29015 172nd Avenue 5.E. + Aubum, Washington BE052 « (206) B31-0652 « FAX (208) 931-0752



Muckdeshoot Indian Tribe's Fisheries Department- Environmental Division
Comments to the Forest Incentives Report 11/35 Page2

L Chapter Two (gopt)

2. Study area characteristics of forest lands,

Subsection D. should be modified as fullows:

“4, desigration by WDF/W, the federally-recognized Indian Tribes, and federal agencles as
providing critical fish and wildiife habitat ™ There areas outside of the Waterways 2004 program,
the wildlife habitat network, and the resource significant arcas that provide critical fish and wildlifs
hahitat The thres identified programs kave not been determined by the agencies that have
management aurthorty over Gsh and wildiife resources.

I Chapter Threg

1. The first paragraph is misleading. Although the Tribe and other committee member requested
that opportunity to review data, thers was no “thorough™ review of available data, GIS analyeis,
site visits, and an gerial tour by the commatize, 1 the siaff and consuliant teaone did such an
analysis, it should be stated as such with a reminder that the committes did net review such an
analysis. There areas within the Forest Production Distriet (hat are propossd to be changed 1o
other waes should have been reviewed by the commitize before being transmitted to the County
Council.

2. Since Figure 2 was not inchuded in the review packet, it cannot be analyzed to see if how it
compares to the study area map already.adopted by Council, We recommend that the adopbed
study map and Figure 2 be the same maps until a thorough amalysis can be done to determine the
parcels that should be designated in the study area.

3, The fourth bollet in the “Value of Dedignation” section should be modified by removing the word
“preservation” and adding the term “forest land bass conservation™.

IV. Chapter Four :
1. There shoald be maps that accompany each of the described landscapes.

2. The descriptions of the Iandscapes ofirural King County still need improvement. Generally the
forest and aquatic resources in ench landscape is threatened by development in the surrounding
area, not just Bear Creek. Bach section should be modified appropriately. Furthermore, the geal
10 “retain the forest buffers which protest aquifer recharge arcas and streams, retard surface water
runcif, and prevent sedimentatico and pollutant loading to sensitive areas™ should be stated for
cach landscape.

3. The term “district™ is used throughont the landseape descriptions without clearing defining its
meaning or distinguishing between the existing agricultoral and forest production districts, It may
be better to contimge to use the term “district stody area™ since the actunl study areas are not being
designated.

4. The goals for incentives in the Bear Creck landscape do not recognize that forestry Is a desirable
land use in this basin. While it may be desirable to take some land out of active forestry and
preserve it a8 Open space, it may nof be possible to preserve all aras, Tln:utiyhumnﬁmﬁ

cannot be preserved whens forsstry is a more desirable land use than other more intensive uses.
Environmentally-sensitive forestry should be encouraged in Bear Creck.



Mucileshoot Indian Tribe's Fisheries Depariment- Environmental Divigion
Comments to the Forest Incentives Repart 11/%95 Fage3

IV, Chapier Four (ccat.)

4, The southern portion of the Mountains 10 Sound landscape needs to be modified by noting that
Carey and Holder Creeks are designated as Regionally Significant Resource Arcas in the
adopted Issaquah Cresk Basin Plan. There is also & draft watershed conditions repart for May
Creek which should be consulted for addstional information.

5, The Cedar River landscape should be modified to discuss the condition of the landscape, not the
upstream portion that was oot considered as part of the rural forest district The basin plan and
our previous comments should be consolted for additional information. Rock Creck, a tnbutary
within the forest distriet study area, was selacted a8 a Waterwaye 2000 priofity reach.

&. The description section of the Kent Valley agricultural study arca should be modified to include
discussion of the figsh and wildlife resources within this area. A change o more intensive uses may
preciude the opportunity to do stream and wetland restoration which is critically needed throughout
the Green River and its tributaries from Aubum to Seattle,
Chapter Six
1. A major difference between farming and forestry is that King County has aggressively pursued
the preservation of farms and has st the forests converted to non-forestry uses withouot s fight.
Eing County should have pursued conserving forest land for several reasons:

a) The lands in the forest produstion district ane more likely to be constrained by access
and environmental fsgues than the lowland aress,

b} It iz likely that the lowland areas are more productive than those in the prodoction
Estrict. - :

¢) There is significantly more acreape identified as forests than farm land,

d) Mature forest retain a Jot of water which reduce flooding and the need for stormwater

2 mm&wmmmumuw noting that several of these parcels
have existing homes (page 4).

3. The deseription of “commercial™ forestry should be modified by noting that these are several
parcels comprising 1,000 acres or more-than are held by large industrial landowners such as Plum
Creek and Weyerhaueser,

4. Omn page 7, under nesct steps, the first'step should be modified by stating that the Executive and
Council agres with the concept of the forestry comenitment agreement,

2. There is probably a nesd to develop a right to forest law; however, this law should not be
drafted in such & way that peopls or affected parties cannot take action 1o stop or modify o practice
that will harm personal or public rescurces. The term “accepted” forestry practices needs to be
defined, too.

Strategies
6. The sentence on page 10 under the eost section does not make sense.  Perhaps the word “the™

* ghould be eliminated.



Muckieshoot Indian Tribe’s Fisheries Department- Environmenta! Division
Comments to the Forest Incentives Repdrt 11/9/95 Page 4

iX- ies {cont.
7. In subsection & on page 12, the sentence discussing coho should be modified as follows

“For mstance, if Puget Sound coho salmon stocks are hstcd, then it could affect rural Jand
owners.”

1 agree that the success of the program inay depend in part on providing landowners with
regulatory certainty through something fike the forestry commitment; however, I cannot agree with
the consensus statement as it is written. The statement reads as if the only thing blocking such an
action is agreement from state, tribal, and federal governments, not the landowners commitment to
avoiding short and long term impacts that lead to, in part, to changes in regulations. Througbcmt
the committee meetings, I have indicated that there are certain data and information requircments to

address site specific and cumulative impacts that should be met before, we could support a forestry
commitment agreement.

8. The bulk of the discussion on modifying existing reg\ﬂatlons is not applicable to the rural forest
lands and should be eliminated from the report.

We do not believe that regulations such:as shorelines are redundant. However, there are .
inconsistencies in the administration of regulations. For example, local jurisdictions are allowed
Bexibility in their administration of shovelines. King County dogs not have exactly the same
reqmrements as Auburn as does Issaquih. The SMA allows these dJﬁ'erenees

of exlstm ations sueh as shoreline and b lic proj - ulremmts Whl h

administered by other agencies. Furthermore, there are inconsistcnci:s between King County and
the Department of Natural Resources as to how waterbodies are classified and protected.

9. Class II, M, and TV(G) permits shoyld be stated as such to be consistent with the Forest
Practices terminology.

10. The other main difference between IV(G) and IT or I pemmits, is that TV(G) permits must go
through SEPA before they are approved. The only way a Class I or III permit can be approved
for z legal conversion ig if the site meets King County’s Sensitive Areas Ondinance requirements or
the site as been restored per King County requirements. The sentences on pages 13 and 14
regarding this issue are misleading. :

11. The issue involving the 1960 rule is that this date does not necessarily reflect the actual
conditions on the ground nor the landowners intent. There are lands that were platted before 1960
where the landowner already has a house on site and is secking to convert the land to another use
such as pasture or orchards which may or may not be required to get a Class IV(G) permit.
Another example is the property owner that wants to take down some “hazard” trees on alrwdy
developed property without replanting them and is issued a Class II or III pemnt. My experiepce
indicates that the DNR is inconsistent as to which type of permit they require which may make the
1960 rule ineffective.

I don’t think that there was consensus from the committee on this issue and it shouldn’t be stated
50.



Muckleshoot Indian Tribe's Fisheries Department- Environmental Division
Comments 1o the Farest Incentives Report 11295 Pages

12. 1 am not convineed that encouraging increased development while allowing forestry to
cootimue on remaining parcels while conserve the forest land base. Forthermore, there are
enviroamental issues raised in my October 19th letter which must be addressed before 1 could
support such a proposal.

The transfer of development nights should be encouragsd in the urban zone before it is used in the

rurel zone. There are propertics within the urban area that are not currently zoned to the maximom
potential (since 1995 Comprehensive Plan amendments for examples) which could be increased if
King County could develop the mechanfem and public outreach programs to do so.

Thﬂmﬂmh:ﬁngﬂ::ﬂhdmpaguﬂmminduhnﬁmﬁmﬂh:npmtnfﬁ;
County’s benchrrark program.

13. The mitigation banking section on page 39 should be modified by including the Muckleshoot
Indian Tribe in the section on the Mill Creek Special Area Management Plan {we're a member) and
to inchade the Tribe in the section on inventorying and determining which fands should be preserved
in cooperation with King County and ofber agencies. Again, there are other agencics responsible

14, The concept of allowing licenses to provide for restoration or additional protection nesds 1o be
explored in more detail (pages 42-42). There was no consensus on this issue,

15, T am not convineed that we should escourage non-forest uses exclusively on rural lands (pages
44-45) and I don't think that thers was consensus on this issue. Thess uses need to be narrowly
defined before we should make such a recommendation to Couneil.

16. There should be more recent information than 1991 reganding King Coonty’s revenune from the
timber tax (page 45).

17. On page 46, the report discosses the Bureau of Land Management Reveoues, How docs King
County receive revenues without baving BLM land in its jurisdiction? Ferhaps thess revenoes
should be from the US Forest Service. If these revenues are from the BLM, then the report noods
to document those revenues from the US Forest Senvice.

1. There is 100 much money being allocated toward the implementation of the fxrming program
when there is more acreapge involved with the forest lands. 1 cannot conour with the proposed
allocation,

a
L L 4 i RN i



“‘»:
king Lul.mv.'_'-'
Department of Development

and Environmental Services
3600 - 136th Place Southeast
Bellevue, Washington 98006-1400

November 9, 1995

tor, Parks, Cultural & Natural Resources Department (P,C & NR)

FM: Bob Derry jiestor, Development & Environmental Services Department (DDES)

m:mmmimm&mmqm

DDES staff have completed a review of the report "Farm and Forest, A Strategy for Preserving
the Working Landscapes of Rural King County”. Kathy Creahan, a member of the Staff
Advisory Committee for the project, was the primary reviewer, but she consulted with other
staff and with me to formulate the following comments. They nclude general comments about
the report as well as concerns specific to DDES.

The report is a successful representation of a major effort by the study team, county staff and
many citizens. It includes many valuable ideas. The following comments are suggestions to
improve the report and to help move the County toward implementation. We have not
attempted to comment on every strategy identified in the report. For example, we have not had
adequate staff time to reach conclusions about some of the very significant proposals for
forestry, such as the Forestry Commitment Program.

The report should more clearly present what the study team is pr. fosing immediately, such as
the district designations and policy changes (see below). It should also propose an overall
realistic strategy to make move forward from here. As discussed below, more work is needed
to set priorities and to develop the ideas presented info proposed work programs.

Designation of the Districts

The report does not accurately describe the level of analysis used to designate the rural farm
and forest districts. Chapter Two lists very detailed parcel-specific criteria to be used in
determining whether study areas should be designated. Chapter Three begins by saying that -
these criteria were applied to the study areas. Our understanding is that the study team did not
conduct a parcel-specific analysis of the study areas to determine which parcels should be
designated. They did a general review of the areas, and are making general recommendations
as aresult. The report's description of the analysis is therefore, not accurate, and should be
changed.

The report claims a GIS analysis was part of the study area review. Included in the report are
thirteen GIS-generated maps, each showing a theme. The reader might infer that the mapped
information was used in the analysis. However, the report does not reference most of the maps,
and does not indicate how the mapped data were used in the analysis. The reader might assume
the information on the maps were combined to determine whether properties should be part of
the districts. The maps should be removed from the report unless they are referenced with a
description of what the maps mean, how they were used in the ana1y51s or how they might be.
applied to future decision-making.

||||||||



Craig Larsen memo
November 9, 1995
Page 2 of 3

County staff worked with the study team to determine what aspects of the report would result in
a Comprehensive Plan amendment. Based on these discussions, my staff put forward two
policy amendments and the proposed map changes as part of the Comprehensive Plan
amendments. It was our understanding that the report would provide the raticnale and
background for those amendments. However, neither the proposed amendments nor
the rationale are included in the report. The primary issue is that the districts are being
designated now without incentives available, and without the accompanying zoning. I agree

¥ -with that may be the best course to take based on the public process that the study team

concducted. However, the report should include the proposed Comprehensive Plan
amendments, the rationale, and a recognition of other Comprehensive Plan policies or
Countywide policies that will need to be amended in the future,

Landscapes Concept

It is useful to have the specific descriptions of each of the study "landscapes”, and the goals
identified for each. The proposal for acquisition of farmland development rights refers to the
landscapes. Qutside of that sal, there is not an t link berween the strategies and
the landscapes. It is not clear if the study team tailored strategies to landscapes or if they are
proposing that further work on the strategies target the individual landscapes. The report
should indicate how the landscape concept was applied and give direction for applying it as the
strategies are further developed.

Strategies for Preservation

The report includes nmumerous worthwhile strategies to preserve farm and forest land. However,
many of the ideas have not been fully analyzed for costs and benefits, nor have the proposals
been developed far enough that they can be implemented. Generally missing is discussion of
pros and cons, especially the opposition viewpoint. Most of the proposals do not include a
request for funding, and even those that do, such as the acquisition program, do not propose
funding the staff effort that is needed to develop or administer the program. I am particularly
concerned if the strategy calls for unfunded DDES staff effort. [ am also concerned by the high

expectations of existing staff in other county departments, and of the Agriculture and Forest
Commissions.

It would be very helpful if the report would provide guidance as to which strategies are likely to
produce the greatest benefits. The timeline suggests that the County begin twenty-four of the
strategies in 1996. This is unrealistic; it wo 1p if the report suggested where to begin.

This is an example where there is not adequate analysis of how effective this strategy will be to
reserve farming nor identification of funding to carry it out. Most DDES customers would
ike fees and permit turn-around times reduced; however, a reduction requires a fee subsidy.
My recommendation is to 1) expand the residential permit class to target farmers and forest
landowners, as suggested in the repori; 1} the education fmgram to provide on-site
technical assistance in advance of or during the permit process; 3) provide training for County
staff on forestry issues, as suggested in the report; and E}I fund additional permit staff at DDES
to specialize in farm and forest permits (See next itemn). The first three items would require
fungr.eng of the DDES environmental education staff.



Craig Larsen
November 9, 1995
Page 3 of 3

1 jiend of the Fore '
A more effective use of the funding for these posmons would be to fund the perrmt staff in
DDES who process farm or forest-related permits. If staff were not funded by fees, they could
take more time to help applicants through the process, or to answer questions related to other
agency permits. But unlike the ombudsman, they would also be progressing on the permit
itself. An ombudsman outside of the department might actually slow the process by using
DDES staff time trying to get answers for the customer. I recognize that the report's
description of the Farmbudsman/Friend of the Forest includes other issues not related to DDES.
My suggestion is that the tearn consider more thoroughly what the problems are, such as lack of

information about tax programs and direct the funding to that task, rather than to an
ombudsman.

ate '
My staff intends to prepare addmonal comments on other specific strateg1es ‘The hectw pace
of the Council review of the Comprehenszve Plan amendments has made it difficult for staff to

take the time necessary for thorough review of every proposal. Kathy will let you know when
she can complete those comments.

Monitoring :
The report calls for monitoring the farm and forest lands and effectiveness of incentive
programs. The monitoring is crucial to future land use decisions for the district, including

possible downzoning. This is a major work program that does not include a proposa.l for
funding.

Missing Pieces

The Natural Resources Imﬁatlve which prov1ded funds and guldance for this report, identifies
the A-60 zone and agriculture zoning within the urban area parcels to be analyzed in the farm
and forest program. The report makes no mention of those issues. The study team should
report on their conclusions about those issues.

In closing, I congratulate the study team on the success of their efforts. My suggestions are
offered to help improve the report and the effectiveness of the programs the County will
develop as a result. The need for interdepartmental cooperation in the success of future work is
obvious. Ilook forward to the DDES participation as the County continues its eﬁorts o
preserve farm and forest lands and industries.

RSD:KC

cc: ¥'Gene Duvernoy, Project Manager, Land Use and Environimental Services
John Howell, Project Manager, Cedar River Associates
Tim Ceis, Executive Policy Director, King County Executive Office :
Clint Lank, Acting Chief, Agriculture and Resource Lands Section, P,C & NR Department
Nancy Laswell, Acting Chlef Natural Resources Section, Natural Resou:ces Dcpartment
Tkuno Masterson, Manager, Environmental Division
ATTN: Kathy Creahan, Acting Chief, Regional Planning Section
Claire Dyckman, Acting Chief, Environmental Education Section



MEMORANDUM
Movember 7, 1995
To: Tom Beyers
From: Anre Biklé, Cedar River Basin Steward

Bubject: Cedar River Waterahed Council Comments
on Farm and Forestry Initiative

1 am transmmitting comments on the Farm aad Forestry Inifiative from two members
of the Cedar River Watershed Council (CRC). Since neither of the members were
invelved with the ongolng public process you conducted for the Farm and Fovestry
Initiative, many of their comments are actually questions or requests for
clarification. However, both members ars interested in recciving the final report
and providing further comments if approprinte. Thanks Tom.



Comments from Cedar River Watershed Council Member Kim Odstreil on

King County Farm and Forest Project, Ideas for Public Discussion, September
1995

= The Draft Forest Commitment document must be readable and user-friendly if

it is going to be effcctive. A draft of the Forest Commitment document should
go through public review as well.

» “Friend of the Forest™ is 2 great idea, especially it they would help property
owners fill out all of the paper work associated with gelting these Natural
Resources Initiative (NRI) bencfils.

 How will the budget would be allocated on these NRI recommendations?
Would be helplul to have the budget broken out next to cach recommendation
so that readers can understand where the most emphasis will be placed,

s [t is difficult to know how much of an incentive many of these
recommendations would be to property owners without knowing how much
money properly owners would actually save. Forexample: p. 4 reducing
inheritance tax; p. 5 forest tax $2.50/year; p. 3 excise tax; p. 8 $30/year, There
needs to be more background information for these incentives. Teorms should
be fully defined and examples given of how they would work on a particular
property and how much mongcy a typical landowner would save.

» In the final document terms need to be fully defined. For example, Class 11,
Class 111, C'ass IV Department of Natural Resources permits should be defincd
for the layperson ,

s The Public Benefits Rating System needs more publicity in the Cedar River
basin. An article about the program”s incentives should be scnt to local
newspapers and a seminar should be held explaining the program to intcrested
property owners.



Movember 5, 1995
Eugene Duvernoy

Land Use and Environmental Service
1150 19th Avenue East
Seattle, WA 98112

Dear Gene,

This is to correct several errors in the Farm and Forest Strategy Draft and to explain in
more detail why your continued insistence on bonus density in the rural districts is
inconsistent with the goals of the strategy.

On the first page of the report three farm study areas are reviewed. The third describes
the lands upriver from Fall City. The narrative is correct as to land use but the airstrip and
suburban homes are on the North side of the river and east of the golf course lying north
of the river. There is a new smaller golf course next to Fall City on the south west but to
the east of this new golf course and south of the river are active farms and a significant
nursery. I believe the change that should be made is:

Therefore, the team recommends deleting the portion of the study area porth

fsouth) and east (west) of the river, and designating the balance of the study area s

a rural farming district.

In Chapter 6 on preserving Rural Forests at Page 13(original draft) the second paragraph
discusses impacts on junicr taxing districts of further reducing property taxes for rural
forest lands. I think this statement may be incorrect. Most of the taxes raised are in the
form of bonds and levies. These are fixed amounts that are distributed across the taxing
district and the rate per assessed value is determined by the total assessed value in the
district. If the assessed value for taxing forest land is reduced the impact is to increase
slightly the tax rate for the other lands. At least this is how Richard Tucker explained the
PBRS system to me. Since there is very little forest land not already in CUT and since the
vast amount of assessed value in these districts is from development there should be little
increase in the tax rate due to a small reduction in the forest land taxes.

On page 32 there is a reference in the paragraph on “cost™ to the Rural Farm District. Is
this supposed to be the Rural FOREST District.

On page 34 in acquisition criteria there is one that they be “cost effective”. On what basis
is the acquisition to be evaluated for cost effectiveness?

A year ago you began arguing that the County should allow transfer from rural to rural
and that it should have bonus density. I am pleased that you have noted that both of these
are in conflict with the Countywide Planning Policies. 1 have listened to your arguments
and admit that in the abstract they make sense. My concern is what it means on the land.
It is not my purpose to preserve open space, and I do not believe that was the intent of the
Rural Character Task Force or the GMPC in adopting the policies. Yet, that is the thrust



of this policy. The CPPs and the Comprehensive Plan strongly argue for 20 acre zoning
on the rural forest districts. This incentive puts the zoning at 2 1/2 acres.

Let me give you an example of how what you are proposing will be implemented on the
ground. From my window [ look at a hillside logged a few years ago by a developer. 1
think there is 40 acres and it should be zoned 10 acres now. He attempted to develop the
land after logging but the cost of meeting regulations for steep erosion hazard slopes made
it uneconomical. Now he hears of your bonus density program. He quickly calculates that
he has 4 buildable lots of about 10 acres. These are now selling for amywhere from
$70,000 to $100,000, He may be able to get this for the raw land but it is not going to be
simple to sell them. But he can figure his value at from $300,000 to $400,000 for the
incentive to be based on.

He has a gbout 7 acres that are close to the road and which are on the less steep land, So
he figures he can now put 14 sites on these 7 acres using the bonus density clustening
options offered. He assumes a developed 1/2 acre site will sell for about $25,000. So his
14 sites are values at $350,000, His land fits the forest incentive. He places the 33 acres
in forest use taxation - it isn't replanted but then he couldn't care less and besides the
incentives have funds to do that for um.

So now rather than 40 acres which are so steep and erosion prone that fewer than a few
acres could be used having maybe 4 residences, we have 14 residences in the Rural Forest
Diistrict, And based on your monitoring benchmarks this will be considered very
successful. After all 82.5% of the forest land has been preserved. At least that is what the
data in the files will show.

On the ground the difference will be somewhat different. The chances of more than 5 or 6
acres of these 40 being converted to impermeable surface is small to insignificant given the
regulations and the nature of the land. So the incentives program will result in a net loss
of forest land and other lands that act as natural buffers and wildlife areas. And the
incentives will bring 14 dwellings of a very suburban characteristic into the forest district.

That is one example which can be replicated innumerable times throughout the valley
hillsides along streams and rivers in the forest districts. So where natural landscape has
been successful in limiting development, the bonus density incentive with the generous 10
to 15% gratuity will open the land to suburban enclaves.

The other example is directly related to the large landowners who have wanted to benefit

from converting their rural forest lands since the agreement made m the 1985

Comprehensive Plan process. Citizens had succeeded in getting bonus density removed |
from the rural forest lands in the Snoqualmie and Enumeclaw Community Plans. Even '
without the bonus density the growth in these community plan areas has been far in excess

of what the County had planned. To paraphrase the planners - the rural areas took their i
“fair ghare™ of growth and much more. Check the Annual Growth Reports. The rural

area is the fastest growing area. Is this what GMA is all about? Is this what the CPP



policies support. Mo this is what the County designed pre-GMA, and this is what bonus
density will continue,

Back to the large landowner holdings. Will they convert if they have to break their land
into 20 acre lots? Probably not. Will they convert if they are allowed to cluster at the
1994 zoned density. According to Mike Stevens, prnbabl.}r not. If they don't what is the
result? The forest land is conserved and forestry continoes.

MNow throw in the bonus density with the 10 - 15% payback. They can’t afford not to
utilize it. They get to keep most of their forest land and they get to make more profit than
was available before GMA. They get to have their cake and eat it too.

And what will the landscape look like. The forest developers will use the same argument
as the developer mentioned above, They will find ways to achieve the 2 1/2 acre density.
The impact will be that the 25,000 zcres owned by the large land owners will result in
10,000 dwelling units being “zoned”. To be sure they will be in small “roral character™
suburban units nicely tucked into the landscape. So 5,000 acres will be converted to
impermeable use. And with this change in the forest districts the number of dwelling units
potentially in the rural area will go from 25,000 to about 50,000.

It will be these two landowner types who benefit from the bonus density incentive. The
smail landowner will not have the resources or the knowledge to take advantage of it. I
note as [ write this that those who will benefit are the same who contribute to political
campaigns, and those who don’t benefit usually don't have the resources to influence
politicians. Am T being naive in 2ssuming any other outcome was possible? 1 do recall the
many times you told me the votes weren't there in the Council,

However, as you noted these options are not permitted under the CPPs. There is a reason
for this. The Cities want the growth in rural lands to stop. The cities want to have a rural
landscape in King County, and while it may be right that they just want open space, that
isn't the input that I am getting regarding the Farmland Preservation Program. People feel
betrayed that the money they spent to preserve farms is resulting in playzrounds and other
NON-FeS0UTce SEs.

It seems to me, Gene, that you have been pushing bonus density far more than the
landowners. You have from the beginning refused to consider zoning which is clearly
called for by the CPPs and the Comprehensive Plan. 1 have always argued for incentives,
but as can be seen from the above examples, incentives alone cannot achieve what is
desired. 1 guess what bothers me most is that the first incentive offered is the one that will
dnﬂmmustfurthel:aaundgmugmnu the CPPs. I would be much more pleased if the
other incentives and variations of them were promoted first. 1 would see a bonus density
for transfer out of the forest districts as the first option, A second might be clustering
with bonus density transferred out. A third might be transfer to the “new rural” along the
line and could include bonus density. The very last should be bonus density in the forest
districts and T will always remain doubtful that it will achieve its purpose.



But I give up. If the advisory group, the consultants, and the Council want to have 2 1/2
acre zoning in the rural forest districts | am sure there is nothing 1 can do to prevent it. I
cun probably succeed in getting the Growth Hearings Board to agree that it violates GMA
but to what end. They wont require the County to fix it. They might even find it an
innovative technique in landuse planning. Only the current rural characters, the working
rural landscape, the wildlife and the habitat will notice the loss of rural King County.

Sincerely,

Alee

Steve Hallstrom



November 3, 1995

TO: Clint Lank and Nancy Laswell

FM: LeRoy A Jones. < it

=

BE: Famm and Forest Project Reson

This memo presents the results of my review of the Farm and Forest Project Report. The
commendations, comments and concemns expressed reflect not only my review of the
report itself but also my involvement in the development of the farm portion of the repon
and my personal thoughts and concerns for the future of agriculture in King County.

I must begin with a strong commendation to the consultants for both the amount and
quelity of work they accomplished in the short duration of the project. In retrospect, the
magnitude of the project was simply too great to achieve the level of detailed analysis and
decision contemplated last February, Nonetheless, the consultant’s public outreach
program and their open and even-handed manner of soliciting and accepting public input
have created a very positive environment for gaining public support of the contained
recommendations.

Concerning specific content of the report, again with primary emphasis on the Farm
portion, I offer the following,

1. Analysis/desionation of Rural Farm Districts: The data compiled for consideration of
designating Rural Farm Districts was simply insufficient and/or too late in the process to
be of use. Although small exclusions of readily apparent non-farm properties could be
made, there was insufficient data and time to carefully analyze the agricultur~l character
of other districts or determine how they might best be assisted in maintainir ¢ .4e
agriculture activity they contained. Moreover, the potential impact of desiguation on non-
farmed lands within the Rural Farm District boundaries has not been considered at all.
Althcugh no zoning is recommended and only beneficial-to-farming programs are
proposed, there is still insufficient analysis ofpotential impacts to support designation
beyond “further study.”

2. Map Data and Analysis: The maps prepared thus far are of questionable value for two
reasons; 2) they have not undergone sufficient inspection to insure the requisite level of
accuracy for useful analysis and b) they have not been used for an analytical purpose that
would determine if the information they produce is useful. It is unclear at this point who
should do the analytical work or if the consultant’s maps are any more useful than existng
county GIS information. Nonetheless, to the extent the consultants were to develop maps

and use them to analyze the potential impact of proposed zoning emendments or program
development, this task was not accomplished.



3. Agricultural Production Districts/Rural Farm District Focus: Few, if any, of the
proposed incentive programs are targeted within the APDs or Rural Farm Districts.
Admittedly, the repornt recommends that all acquisition occur within APDs but the other
incentive programs recommended for NRI funding would benefit farming anywhere in
King County, Some unfunded incentive programs such as right to farm legislation,
building permit regulations and tax incentives may be designed to differentiate berween
farms within and without the designated areas but until they are on-line it is difficult to
assess whether they would make landowners want to be designated.

4. County Staff Work Programs: The Farm and Forest Project Report is rather cavalier in
its recommendations concerning county staff involvement in implementing proposed
incentive programs. | imagine the Council will expect property specific recommendations
for acquismions. Unformunately exzensive staff ome will be required to both identify the
procedure for selection, conduct the procedure and design/refine the acquisition
instrument. Moreover, there nesds to be significant staff time dedicated to leveraging the
proposed 53 million through mitigation efforts for proposed flood control, road
construction and wetlands enhancement projects.

5. Funding Allocations; Finally, concerning the proposed allocations to the Farm Link
Program, the Agricultural Research Endowment, the Farmer's Marketing Association and
the Revolving Loan Fund it appears that each of these programs will require extensive
county administrative and budgetary oversight. [ am uncomfortable with assuming these
responsibilities within the Agriculture and Resource Lands section as now constitted.
Perheps the Arts Commission and/or Cultural Hentage grant programs may serve as
adequare models but granting administration of such fimds to the Agriculture Commission
without benefit of professicnal legal and finance counsel could be disastrous,



MEMORANDUM

DATE: 10/31/95

TO: Gene Duvermnoy

FROM: Paul Sommers, Northwest Policy Cenler, UW
SUBJECT: Forestry Incentives Report

Owerall [ think this is a very good piece of work. [have a few notes and quibbles
to affer:

1. List of Committes Members: It is generous of you to list me as a committee
member considering my attendance record, but if you do, 1 work at the
Northwest Folicy Center,/UW.

2. Ch. 6, p. 2 list of differences between farming and forestry: re Land
Fequirements: do you have any data on distribution of farm sizes and woodlot
sizes? Sirikes me that we have a handful of large farms still. If you take the &
big corporate players out of the forestry picture (your program could be targeted
to those below a certain size threshold), would the size distributions be so
different? On point 4 re nature of activity, much of this is could be challenged,
though maybe the distinctions are not all that important. However ... seems to
me [ have seen some dairies that are 100% dairy, and orchards that are 100%
orchard, whereas forests almost always have some distribution of different tree
species with perhaps one or two dominant species. There is an entire specialized
profession of timber cruiser who estimate the distribution of species so that an
outfit bidding on a logging contract can estimate the value of a stand. So I don't
lmow about that claim that the forest crop is more uniform. It's all fruit from an
orchard and all trees from a forest; in both cases there are multiple specles
involved. Furthermore, some forest owners gather special forest products (floral
green, mushrooms, ete.), or license others to gather such products on their lands.
The income can be encugh to pay the property laxes so it is non-trivial. This is
real different from agricultural practices where gleaners went out decades ago.
On point 5, types of owners, you get into the data that may justify the claim at
the bottom of the page, but | was thinking of the thousands of non-corporate
forest land owners that belong to groups like the Washington Farm Forestry
Association. | would make clear that you are talking about concentration of



ownership in corporate hands, and if possible offer some comparative data. |
suspect this difference in concentration is due to the rather marginal nature of
the remaining agriculture within King County as opposed to the still very
ﬂigﬂﬁca.nt forest lands.

page 7: Who is deing a small owner landscape planning model? | would be

p. 12: I wasn't present for discussion re Forestry Commitment Agreements, but I
am wondering how these agreements would handle new scientific evidence that
leads to radically different preferences by regulatory bodies. [ am thinking
about the spotted owl case in particular, as well as new forestry paradigms
involving leaving behind snags, seed trees, debris, ete. and relying partly on
natural re-seeding as well as deliberate nursery stock replanting rather than
clearcutting and slash buming before replanting. It was consideration of such
issues that lead NPC's Forestry Working Group to hone in on the idea of
certainty of harvest/ management practice rights fora pa'k:-d af Hrme in E:ﬂd'!ﬂng&
for a commitment to avoid conversion to non-forestry uses, followed by a pericd
of greater flexibility for both forester and regulator.

p. 13 Observing that inadequate training and coordination across agencies s not
an inconsistency of law does not help the beleaguered forest owner. 1 think you
should have an action item re getting the Council to recognize this issue and do
something about it, perhaps using the Forest Commitments as a tool along with
a "clean up your act" message from the Council to the agencies. This sort of
messy implementation issue is often swept under the nug yet may Lie behind
much of the anti-government rhetoric we encounter these days.

pp- 14-15 Re Ombudsmen and Friends of the Forest: these sorts of allegedly
friendly bureaucrats are often still perceived as bureaucrats. Another approach
is to confract with someone in the private or non-profit sector. The committee
evidently suggested consultants active in the forestry indusiry. Ancther
possibility might be an industry association. Most effective would be to geta
comparable commitment from the state so that state and Jocal government could
fund a single entity to provide an integrated service across levels of government
to the smaller forest land owners.

Friend of the Forest is a title that invites a fight with environmental groups who
will see the conditions of friendship differently than production minded
foresters. To be honest it should be called Friends of the Timberland Owners, or
maybe just Forest Ombudsman. (My title is good though because you could
have FOTO finishes - successfully completed permitting operations-yuk yuk).



p- 21 Forestry Fesearch Compilations: for £6,000 annually I would emphasize
compilation not conducting research. Further, [ would add a few more bucks for
supervision and administrative costs to get a faculty member minimally
involved. But this could be an interesting endeavor if a student regularly
scoured journals, the Forest Service Experiment Stations, a short list of
universities, and m&}'be an association or bwo for interesting stuff, Ttwould
have to be a work study qualified student for that kind of money to yield much,
and a key would be to get the attention of an individual faculty member or the
Center for International Trade in Forest Products at the College of Forest
Eespurces, MNote the name of the school. People to talk to about this include
Chad Oliver and Jerry Franklin, the competing gurus of different schools of "new
forestry" approaches. Since you mention coop extension, it may be worth

talking to this county’s extension agent, or the statewide office at WSU in
Pullman as well. Alternatively, you may want to keep it entirely out of coop
extension to avoid inter-university politics, and just deal with UW College of
Forest Resources, Another approach is to house the work study at the proposed
FoF office (renamed FOTO of course) and then just go to the UW to recruit a
student. It would be good to bump the budget up a bit and get some minimal
level of faculty involvement in my judgment.

A 520,000 research budget would have to be carefully managed. Who sets the
priority for the research, and who makes the actual decisions on who does what.
Maybe the proposed Forestry Commission could set priorities and award one or
two grants per year out of the $20K budget on a competitive basis. Maybe you
could ask for $50K given a compelling research agenda developed by the
Commission in consultation with a convincing number of landowners.

p. 23 Technical Training: you could go to the WA State CERT (advisory body to
which one applies for funds under the Clinton Administration Economic
Revitalization program for owl impacted areas) for funding to develop and put
this into initial operation. It would be a nice complement o the Jobs in the
Woods program they have funded that focuses on the worldorce employed in
the woods. You could also look into collaborative strategies with the Logging
Institute in Port Angeles which is getting some federal support. Thedr focus is on
new wave logging technologies from what I know, so if you got a broader land
owner management program going, they might be complementary which would
be appealing to the feds. There are two years left to the Clinton program,
assuming Congress does not do away with all of the underlying programs they
serve as an access and coordination point for, so the sooner the better, One
CERT member you could talk to to see how to apply is Ted LaDoux of the
Evergreen Partmership in Tacoma.



[ note that you have put the technical training piece off to 1998 in your workplan
on p. 48. You will miss the opportunity to access any of the special timber plan
federal dollars if that program is still active once the federal budget process ends
this year. In addition the opportunities to coordinate efforts with Jobs in the
Woods and the Logging Institute may pass by the county as well. | would move
this cne up to 1996,

And as long as I am lobbying for my favorite ideas among the lengthy list of
programs you have sketched in this document, | would suggest moving up the
conducting and compiling research piece. It would be very easy to get the
compilation part going and wait on the conducting piece until we see what a bit
of concentrated student digging and dissemination of research results can

accomplish.

I think [ ran out of energy half way through the document so [ hope these notes
on the first half are of use.



1 November 1995

TO: Clint Lank
MNancy Laswell
Fi: Derek Poon ( E E.E
RE: Natural Resources Initiative, Consultant Report

This memo clarifies points discussed regarding the recent consultant report on the Farm
and Forest Project. I hope it will be helpful to your design of a future course of action.

1.

The consultants did & yeoman’s job under a very difficult sitvasion. They compiled an
impressive amount of very valuable information, and coordinated an excellent outreach
process.

The information compiled is most usable as a baseline for development of future work
programs, but not for immediate program implementation.

Council intended to have incentives available before designation and zoning,

Based on the consultant’s report, most forestry incentive options are not
implementable in the near term until logistical, and in some instances, statutory
guestions, are adequately addressed. Those incentives that are implementable, such as
Public Benefits Rating System and the federally-funded Stewardship Incentive
Program, are understaffed or underfinded or both, and will require fiscal attention.

Absent available incentives and support staff, landowners heve no programs into which

they can enroll, or they will not know what is available. This undermines the notion of
voluntary enrollment before zoning,

Even if voluntary incentive programs are available, designation and zoning will need an
adequate analysis of opportunities and constraints. The consultant’s district
designation basically converts the study area into a district, with minor technical
corrections, when the intent of defining a study area is to identify a subset of the study
area, plus possibly new parcels outside of the area, for district designation. The latter
is a difficult but doable task.

Finally, the challenge is to take the good work done by the consultants and turn it into a
road map to improve management of our rural resource lands.

cc: Kamuron Gurol, Kathy Creahan, John Howell, Gene Duvernoy



To: Clint Lank

R |

From:; Marilyn Freeman I:' S
L
Date: 10/30/35°
Subject: Comments on draft of Farm and Forest

Thank you for providing a copy of the draft for review. | have asked others within
the WSU family to review the executive summary and selected excerpts from the
viewpoint of whether WSU caniwill respond to some of the recommended
strategies. Juana Royster, Curt Moulton, Jim Kropf, Armo Bergstrom, and Woody
Bernard may respond to you directly, as | will be out of the office on Tuesday
and Wednesday. | hope this was an acceptable way of handling WSU review.

My comments follow:

| think the consultants have done a thorough jeb given their tight time frame and
the essential but time-consuming citizen involvement. | especially like the non-
academic nature of the writing and find it easy to read.

Most of my comments are minor and about grammatical or typographical fine

peints. | have attached copies of the pages with my marks indicating where |
suggest such changes.

Can it be stressed somewhere that the county should place measurable goals on
these implementation measures? For example, "farmland has been
disappearing at the rate of X acres per year since 18—, the goal of this proposal
is to reduce that rate by one-half (or whatever)." Mot that the consultants need to
come up with these figures, but urge the county to do so.

When the final document is published, can the Farmland Advisory Committee
and the Forest Advisory Committee listings be more consistent? One lists name
and location only, the other lists affiliation.

Please be sure the pages of the executive summary are numbered.

The executive summary refers to figure 1, so don't forget to include i, and
maybe have a list of illustrations at the beginning of the document.

Executive summary implementation section: here and on (unnumbered) page 6,
why not indicate that the budget lumps the 53 million of the NRI funding with
$1.4 million from the PDR program?



Similarly, In the background section, why not say a few words about the $%
Council allocated for this project, when it was established, etc.?

| am having problems applying the concept of mitigation banking to the
preservation of forest lands. | apologize for not commenting on this topic before,
but | have not been as deeply involved in forest as in farm issues. As |
understand it, the county would identify lands important to preserve, issue credits
for these preserved acres, and someone who has acreage to convert would
purchase those credits, thus providing money for preservation.

It seems that for every acre identified for preservation, the county is establishing
an acre to be converted. Doesn't this lead to the possibility that half the existing
timber land could be converted?

Mitigation banking has traditionally been used when development destroys or
harms a resource and has to make up for it by providing a substitute resource. A
resource which already exists and is in prime cendition is not a substitute. A
more appropriate subsfitute might be marginal land which is somehow improved
to be betier timber land, or the preservation of land which was certain to be
developed prior to the developer acquiring it for mitigation.

My only concern at this point, since | am too late to be involved in discussing this
issue, is o be cautious in presenting this strategy, especially in the executive
summary. State more openly that there may be problems with this approach and
the recommendation is merely to study the possibility.

Thanks again for letting us comment.



October 30, 1995

To: Gene Duvernoy
Land & Envirommental Services
1150 = 19th Ava. East
Spattle, Wa. 98112

From: Doreen Johnson A
314034 5.E. 392nd, Emanclaw; Wa, SB0D22

Fe: Fural Forest Districts Report

Your "Farm and Forest Report" was received on Ockt. 2B. It is difficult to evaluate
when not seen in its entirety, =0 the comments below are on information received.

Chep. 3,Introductory paragraph.

This paragraph incerrectly implies that the citizen committee analyzed
GI3 data and visited zites; when actually the CAC did not have time to study
GIS data or specific districts. My understanding is that this would be priority
work as a part of the implementation in 1996, and citizens would be asked to
cantinue to participate.

Chapter &, Strategies

2., page 12, re regulatory certainty. There was not consensus on this
within the comnittee for two reasons: (a) Uncertainty on what the duration
and substance of a Forest Commitment Agreement would be; (b) Cuestions re legality
of exempting landowners from future legislation. What the committee did seem
favorable toward wvas the pessibility of Habitat Conservation Plans for small
landowvners and continue to meet with the State Dept. of Fish and Wwildlife
re such 2 model being tried inn King County.

3.(a): page 13, re modification of existing regulations. This section
iz misleading as written because on page 14 it implies there was consensus on
the committee re all three strategies when in fact there was consensus on only
the second and third parts. The first part re King Coonty jurisdiction for
the Shorelines Mgmt. Act was a hotly-disputed issue, and there was no agrecment
reached. The last sentence incorrectly states: "King County should gﬁnl: this
permit relief on lands on which a Forest Comnitment has been signed."™ Again,
when the duration and substance of a Forest Commitment Agreement is unknowm,
it is impossible to grant permit relief. Secondly, it is likely to be illegal
to grant relief from future legislation. As I pointed out repeatedly, the
Shorelines Momt. Act was passed by the vote of the citizens of the state, and
county jurisdicticnal autherity has been affirmed in court. It is not appropriate
for promises or even recommendations to be made on such a2 statewide law 1n our
advisory committee forum. I hope you will clarify this in your final draft.

3.(b), page 14. First paragraph needs re-writing to clarify intent.
Delete first sentence. Start with 4th sentence: "Many landowners..." Continue
as follows: "The regulatory construct is technically complex and m:l'r_injm:iaﬁ}.r:tl
and scmetimes is perceived as burdensome and misdirected. A forest ombuxdsman
program could provide invalusble assistance to these smaller farm foresters
in understanding the varicus harvest requirements and technical asgistance programs
available." Continue as written with "This service...”



£+ D. Johnson, page 2

Clustering and transfer of development rights, pages 27-31. It is confusing
vhen %-1 acre. %-2 acre, and %4-2% acres are used without major principles clarified.
The committes never considered anything larger than 1 acre for a clustered lot,
and if so, would losa the advantage of clustering to conserve maximm acreage
for forestry. On page 31 where density increase of 1 per 2% acres is mentioned
for transfer credit, that is actually a density bonus if 1 per 10 is the zoning,
although being transferred off-site. The discussion I recall was adding additional
units off-zite as the off-site zoning could accept and to make it economically
viable for saving the forest land base. The intent gets lest in the madbers,
whereas we focused on the concepts: which need emphasis.

hoquisitions, pages 33-35. My position orally and writtem was that the
most land could be conserved for forestry through purchase of development rights,
This is not mentioned in the repert, and instead outright acguisitien is described.
This may be a recompendation from your staff, but needs clarification that it
iz not a committee recommendation. In fact, I thought we had agreed that recommend-—
ations on the 52.5 million would be delayed to 1996 as part of the GIS analysis
and site visits, We discussed a weighted criteria for evaluating sites and
that development rights purchase would be preferable to outright accuisition
unless site was of uvnusually high natural resource value and could cnly be preserved
through acguisition. Therefore, it is incorrect to say on top of page 35 that
there was consensus on the comnittee. The same comments apply for page 45,

sentence stating "The allocation of the 53 million..."and for implementation
in Chapter 7.

Chart of Strategies. page 48. No mention is made of GIS analysis and site visits
re designation of districta. See previous comments for necessity of this.

Two final suggestions:

(1) GRE and 4:]1 programs need to be more closely coordinated or folded into
the Rural Forestry Districts program.

{2) There is no mention made of a combined Rural Forest/Rg District. We discussed
that these were compatible and would encourage re—forestation in formerly
high-production lowland forest areas.

Owerall, your report includes great amounts of valuable informaticn and
thought-provoking issues for King County government and citizens to consider.
I hope the effort can be continued into 1996 and implemented for producing forests
in King County's Rural Area in perpetuity.

co: ©link Lank
Derek Poon
Toby Thaler, WEC



COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
E Washington State University

KING COUNTY SCE Sacord Avenue, Suits 512
Spallle, WA 58104-2394

S06-266-35C0/TTY-TDD 2965242

FAX 206-256-0552

Monday, October 30, 1985

Clint Lank

King County Department of Agriculture
506 Second Avenue, Suite 612
Seattle, WA 898104

Clint:

Marilyn Freeman shared a copy of "Farm and Forest: A strategy for Preserving the
Working Landscape of Rural King County "Draft report with me for my perusal and
comments. As well, she shared copies with Curt Moulton and Woody Bernard,
former faculty in Cooperative Extension, King County and, who are Chairs in
Pierce and Snohomish Counties, respectively; and with Armmo Bergstrom and Jim
Kropf, Pierce/King area faculty in forestry and commercial horticulture, who are
based in Pierce County. The four individuals will contact you directly regarding
their comments on the draft report.

When | read the document over the weekend | became very excited. | see
Cooperative Extension playing an active, integral role with the Farm and Forest
project in the following ways:

» Technical Support. The current vacant agriculture position will be filled
by January 1996. The person hired will have technical expertise in
livestock and small farm production and in time, will assist with
mentoring, conflict resolution, mediation, and the like.

» Our WSU statewide dairy team is ready to meet and discuss King County
dairy issues and next steps. In fact, Dr. Roger Cady, W3U Dairy
Specialist, has arranged to meet with the King County dairy industry
Thursday, November 16, 1995 for that very reason. You, LeRoy and
other staff members are welcome 10 join us.

+ We welcome an opportunity to establish and maintain a learning
demonstration farm. About four or five years ago we came close 10

Cazpe g aune<s. Yaskesitn S Wranssy, WAL Ceogarrar of dgriculnrn. and Bing Cauany. CIOLAriSyE Saseaton Snocrams ond Bplopagm org
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such an idea with King County Parks. | envision the two new agriculture
faculty (King/Pierce and Pierce/King)] teaming on this project.

Since we produce newsletters, news releases, brochures and the like, |
feel we can develop a farm report.

Developing Information on  regional and national farmers’
cooperatives/associations and assisting with securing permanent sites for
farmers' markets, Is something we do well.

What really excites me is an avenue for Cooperative Extension to partner
with King County, community colleges and other agencies/organizations
through Washington State University's integration process, extended
learning centers [ELCs] (see attached information). Dr. James J.
Zuiches, Dean, College of Agriculture and Home Economics (CAHE), and
Director, Cooperative Extension and Research, is working in concert with
Dr. Thomas "Les" Purce, Vice President, Extended University Affairs, to
select five (05) ELCs for 1996-1997. Of course, | put in a strong bid for
King County [see attached).

Considering the very short time frame and just in case they would like to
contribute information andfor ask you gquestions directly, | sent Drs. Zuiches and
Purce each a copy of the Farm and Forest report. They have hectic schedules and
may not contact you. However, | trust my information will assist you in some
way. Should you have any questions please call me at §-3900.

Sincerely yours,

Juana R. Royster
Chair, King County

Enclosures: {03)

cc:

JRR:aa

Dr. Les Purce

Dr. James Zuiches
Dr. Harry Burcalow
Sadikifu Akina-James

CyfWidr0-26-CL



COOPERATIVE EXTENSION

- ! & -
S Washington State University
= NG COUNTY S0B Second Avenue, Sulte 612
Searde, WA S8104-2304
HE-P9E-3000T T Y-100 2885242
FAX 206-206-0952

Friday, October 20, 1585

TO Dr. James Zuiches
Dean, CAHE, Director, Cooperative Extension and Research

FM Juana R. Royster
Chair, King County

RE ddition i for Kin

« Greatest diversity
+ Strong W3U presan;cﬁ
« Strong support, once leaders and communities understand and see WsU's
commitment to urban setting.
+ Maximize concept community learning
« Although surrounded by other institutions of higher learning, W3SU's
Distance Learning Centers would be community-based. '

» Great center for hands-on, applied research.

WEL CE KE Admn
JRA:as F10020055
exfefiireticnds
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WSU COOPERATIVE EXTENSION KING COUNTY

October 20, 1995

TO: Juana Royster

FROM: Sheliah M. Johnson

CC:

RE: CAHE Extended Learning Centers
ADDITIONAL THOUGHTS:

1. King County should be listed as number one for the following reasons:

a In terms of sustainability, Seattle is considered a "city state®. Meaning
that it has access to technology, imports, exports and considered viably
self sustaining. In terms of economic and growth projections, 300,000
additional people will be added to the King County area during the nesxt 3-
5 years. That will mean additional jobs, industries, taxes, income, use of
public schools, universities and other services. It is projected that most of
the influx will come from Califomia, Oregon, the mid-west and east, No
other county in the state has these types of growth or economic
projections.

b.  During each period of phasing in sites, WSU should seek to have sites
added throughout the state in & balanced manner. This should be done to

EMSUTE:

- Rural, urban, suburban and others have equal access to the centers.

- Adequate preparation, input and promotion time is allowed, so that
citizen's can help plan how the centers will enhance their communities.

- One WSU campus should be added during each phase period. This

should be done to enzble everyone to have an opportunity to participate

without the highest priorities being given to WSU campuses.

- Community college in-put should be sought, so that they will be able to

maximize the use of the centers and produce employable graduates.

ﬁi .
W\ 3 Ib‘zﬂ hs"



K Washington State University

EIEE Co5ege of Agricullure ard Home Econcmics

Otfice of the Dean

Pullman, WA 991546242
Tekeghons  S09.3254561
FAX 509-335-1065

TO:  Paricipants in CAHE Leaming Canter Workshop
RE:- Recommendalions Far Pilol Siles lor Exiended Leaming Cenlers

Al the Cctober 17, 1985 CAHE Leeming Cantar Workshop, Ine (ollowing siles were recommended lo be
pilot efforts In the developmant of exlended leaming centers, Flease compiele the matrix, prieritizing
your choice of sites for the supplemenial request, the nex bianniurm, 2nd beyond and list the reasons for
your choices in the comment section. Allached is the criteris for sile selection, as defined by the Oclober
17 weorkshep poricipants, A detsiled description of each proposed sile, as given by its nominalor, is also
allzched. Please returmn (his (orm no later than 5:00 p.m. en Friday, October 20, 19%3, 10 Dean

Zuler =, 421 Hulbert Hall, Pullman, WA $9154-6242; fex; 508/335-1085; e-mall: zuiches@wsu.edu.

RECOMMENDED SITES

tres County (Tri-County Group) King County _ *
WSL Puyaliup Chehalis Tribe—Puget Seund Tribal Council
Pierce County—Salichan Jefferson Counly ’
Spokans Counly\WSU Spokana WSU Vancouver/Gaoldendaie/LongviewLong

Coules Dam Ares
WSL) Wanaiches

Beech ;
Skagit Counly (Mulli-County NWW Cluster)

Yakima County Walla Walla County
Ranking | %996-37 Supplemental 15!!7:'-59 Biennium 1999-2000
3 f-ri“;._.n_n.-.u - g

1 |KING S :

2 |CHEHALIS

3 | SPOKANE o =

¢ |usu vancouy =

S t_WE = ==t

E S g : PIEREE e

1 EEanes PUYALLUP

s Emeaias
e =

8 Eees === COULEE DAM AREA =

10 i;- e SASTEVENS ..

11 PErERery SKAGLT

12 pipeas : JEFFERSON
N

13 PR WALL LA

Mama JUANA R. ROYSTER and Staff, Cooperative Extension, King County

Commaents (pleass use roverse side or a separate sheety:
Sandeag Pecpip prd Peusitiss Thivught bamouga, Researsh, end Eranpion



WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY AND COUNTY GOYERNMENT PARTNERSHIP
WORKING TOWARD THE FUTURE
August 22, 1995

Washington Slale University has made several changes since Prosident Sam Smith spoke 2t the 1984
WSAC Convention. Cooperative Exiension has been rearganized into the Extended University Affairs
drvisicn, and the recrganization has eliminaled an administrative layer within the College of Agriculiure
and Home Economics. The process for filling positions, aflocating resourcas and enhancing
entreprenewrial efforts will need o be medified with input and agreement among all pariners.
Commissianers and county councll members will have the opporfunity 1o panticipate in a round table
discussion with YVice President Thomas L. Perce; Dean of College of Agricuiture and Home Economics
and Direcior of Exiznslon Jim Zuiches: Direclor of Exiended University Services Muriel Qaks, and
Ormganization Development Speclalist Kelsey Gray at the Fall WSAC District Meetings., Wa feel & i
critical thal we share in the funher development of working partnerships between WSAC member
counties and W3U Cooperative Exiension. From this discussion we anficipate identifying a working
group oo

Crvelop joint partnership working agreemenis.

|dentify options for overcoming buresucratic roadblocks.

Identify optional mechanisms for resource development and allocation.

Develop a2 workable communication system imvolving local County Extension chalrs, County
Commissioners, and County Ceuncil members.

This effort 5 Important to both county govemment and the university, WSLU and the counties must
continue to build upon their mulcally supporive relationships that have sustained the partnerships for
many years. We envision a unique oulreach program which is abla {o change with community needs as
assessed by the community and its elected officials.

WsU, ke many other instiiulicns, is in the process of change. Our university has begun to respond 1o
societal neads in more fluid and dynamic ways, WSLU sees iis organization and siructure as a system; as
a leaming crganization and as one possessing a self-renewing capacity. A ceniral efement of WSU's
historic land-grant mission is providing access to education and information 1o people statewide. WSU
has created Exlended University Affairs, a division of the university, that will bring additional educational
services o siudenis and constituenis. This means welding two major unlis that exiend leaming=—
Cocperative Exiension and Exiended Universily Services,

As we continue partnerships between WEU and county govemment, we anlicipate developing leeming
centers In each area of the state—typically at Cooperalive Extension offices., In countles with W3U
campuses or research units, the canters would be collaborative effarts wilh a site that best meets local
needs, The leaming centers—front doors to WSLU in every part of the slate will:

» Provide access lo higher educstion at the both bachelor's and master's degree levels 1o an
increasing number of prespective students; 2

» Frovide cillzens access tg educatienal cuftural resources, and expertise 1o the entire WSU syslem;

« |mprove opportunities for cilizens of the siate to obtain credil and non-credit education using
distance education technology; :

» Contribule knowledge thal helps individuals and communilies solve pressing problems, build
sustainable families and communilies, and presarye the environment; ;

= Build a more diverse funding base necessary due to the resirictions imposed by Initiative 601 and
other changes in state allocations; and

» |ncrease efficiency through entrepreneuvrial endeavors,

Today, a live, interactive television system links WSWU's leaching locations, incuding branch campuses
in Spokane, Tr-Cities, and Vancouver. The YWashington Higher Education Telecommunicalion Sysiem
(WHETS) has also expanded 1o serve new sites statewide—{rom 6 In 1985 lo 12 In 1995. This process
offers education lo working adults in cost effective ways. In 132, WSU launched an Extended Degree
Program 1o provide bachelor's degrees in social sciences lo serve rural areas of the state] in 1595 &



became avallable throughout the siate, MNew dellvery systems make it possible 1o brng credit classes,
degree pregrams, and professional davelopment programs direclly {0 communities statewide. Courses
ar2 availazia wherever students five, wilth student services and professor interaction available through a
varigly of proven distance educatlon technologies,

Cocperative Exiension salellile system, with downlinks in every counly, has produced 32 salsiife
broaccasts on subjzcts including Community Decisfon Making, Health Care Reform, Canada Free Trade
Agreement, and School Age Child Care a5 8 Small Business reaching over 1081 sites. To provide such
sarvicas for communities in change 5 no different from what Cocperative Extension has done for

agriculture and 4-H and R supporting infrastructure since inception of the Land Grant system. Serving
all of the community in such diversa ways will affect Cooperative Exiension's relalionship wilh the
university as a whole and require a persistent effart by both Cooperative Extension and county officials.

Critical to WSU's responses o these challenges are the siralegic communications with our county
pariners. The relationship between Coocerative Extension and county government in Washington State
is property called a pannership. As with many parnerships it is sometimes characterized by silenca,
ignorance, and benign disinterest, Crisis, usuaily {riggered by staffing or budgetary decisions, forces
conlempoyary questions about the nature of the parfnership to the fore. These questions may include:

What s Cooperative Exlension and how is it funded?

Why i3 it connected to county govemment?

Who direcis and controls Cooperalive Exiension? s power shared?

Have changes in agriculture changed Cooperative Extension?

Winat ciher services mighl Cooperative Exlension provide Tor the cilizens of the couny?

Are their sepvices and information, unrelated to Cooperative Extansion's agricullural past, avaiable
from WS for which Coopes stive Exlension could be the conduit into the community?

A major part of {his ongoing effor will be tha clarification of partnership between county govemment and
WELU, True pannerships exist when four faclors are in place: common gosalks, interdapendencs,
commilment, and 2zcouniability,. Common Goals: Goals are expressed as arficulsied culcomes,
Jointly developed, future oriented goals are crilical to meefing communidy neads. Interdependence;
Meither the universily nor the county offices can manage the parinership alone. Sharing and developing
new resources requirz equal collaborstive effords, Commitment; Commitrment must be demonstrated
toward the goals and the process for aftainment, This means a commilment to sharng power and
decizian making, Decisions related fo recruilment, hifng, and both program and grant development
must be shared, Accountability: Finally, it is crucial that the pariners together be held accountable for
the outcomes or egreed upon goals. It is through this sharing of power and rewards that the collaborative
system is most effeclive. Parinering is the establishment of a relationship, not a deal. If it is only 2 deal,
high prionily is placed on what the organization gets oul of the deal right now. A relationship ks more than

a deal because il is ensures an option for fulure opportunities by requiring mutuality, or the sharing of
tanefils a5 well as responsibililies,

As communilies face populstion growih, demographic changes, shifling economic forces, envirenmental
degradation, and new regulatery conirols, Ihere are needs for programs 1o train and retrain the werk force
50 our citizens can develop the cuills necessary to compete in complex new systems. All of these shifts
create demand for new and differeni services that do nol presently exist in all communities. '!'ha
demands are essentially egucational and can be provided by the university if il is willing, and if there s a
mechanism in place 1o malch needs with university capabllities.

Critical te WSU's success in serving the people of the stale is the r.‘nr.m!.:;r parinership. In keeping this
parinership strong, strategic communicstion is essential. [t is anticipated that this paper will act as a
calalyst for this type of communication.

Thiz colaboraiive paper was developed based on cormespondence from Gary Lows, WSAC Execulive Direstor, July 19, 1“'5:"'“_'“
Caks, Direcior, Exlenced Universiy Senices: Kelsay Gray, Organizafion Developmend Speciafist, W5U Spokane Cooperalive Extanson
and from the Concept Paper for the Extanded Unhersty Affairs Division of Washington Slale Universy, Spring 1995,
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-CRITERIA FOR PILOT SITE SELECTIONS FOR
WSU EXTENDED LEARNING CENTERS

A University Prioritles and Criteria

Incraasing access and gecgraphic distribution
Expanding diversity of participation
Strengthening partnership relations

Building on faculty resources and infrastructure
Community investment in sffort
‘Legislativa commitment

L = T = T«

B. Genera! Criterla

= Local demand and leadership, both faculty and community
Abiiity o maximize resources on site and Jocal area commitment (sile, space.
techinology) ‘
Cosls of moving to the next stage and timeline 1o success
Exlernal funding cpportunities in addition lo legislature
Readiness to deliver a meaningful curricula lo the zrea
Parinerships—internal and external (community colleges, other colleges,
Partnarship 2020, PRI, EOP, nursing school, WHETS)

" Geogrephic distribution—ruraliurban, regional ;uslers
Technological awareness of county, faculty, and'peopis involved

o Falitical strength of the area and its ability to contribute 1o the effort going

through the legislaturs
a Made! for others

g H oo

oo

King County—aven though close to Puyallup and Pierce County, they have a different 55}1 of
things going on thai are hard to link with other countias; K.:Inﬂ Fwnt}' and Metro arg merging
inlo one effective january 1, 1996; this is a major rerm;amzahnp for the em}ansiun office;
major issues for King County are families and childran, youth violence, environmental
stewardship; Community Block Grant office and Housing Opporiunities Fund have moved (o
their division wilhin the last few menths; While Center implementation plan has been
promoled for soma time, executive's top priority for children and families and youth viclence;
extension is very involved in that center; faculty member has moved with CHff Mocre to
astablish a center within White Canter; talking with Seaitle Community Caollege system Fbﬂut_
an extandad degrea program cenfer within each of their 3 campuses and to also establish a
distance learning center; have a relaticnship wilh the Center for Urban Horticulture, axtensive
job readiness program with young pecple and 4-H youth development; extremely diverse
county. University of Washington is there; have a satellite office within the cantral ares nf
Seallls; SEDC, WSU West, and WSU Restaurant EWMH are ﬂ'b&f?: county is In
the process of astzbiishing a local erean .8nd Jeee N8 ; starled training classes to
_ensurs that evervena in the office is prepared for the reorganizalion process; in 13or14
commurily centers out of 23 cenlers in Seattle; getting into more of Ihe:n:r. ax::ell.ent
-relationship with Sez'tle Perks & Recreation Depertment and good rarqtaWM|p wilh H.ir!g
County; good relztiznship with Seatile School District; faculty are \very interested in ljalnn_g a
distance lesrring center there; they want 1o teach coursas within their area of experise.

%ﬁ'hm;wwm’m'



COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
E Washington State Urdvermty

 SHNOHOMISH COUNTY - BDO 12Mh Sireel SE
Everall, WA 58208
2055200
TO: Chnt Lank
(Fax: lﬂE-IEE-HH}
w
FROM: Jehn W:Emu:d =
DATE: October 30, 1595
RE: Farm and Forest Strategy

Tharks for the opportunity to respond to the plan for preserving agriculture and forest lands in

King County.

I think it is 2 well done document. 'm faxing hand-written comments on the documeat. There
are a couple of items which T believe could be added.

There was no statement about support services. Those would be like equipment
dealers and repair services. Also, suppliers that are handy and in the area.
Maintaining & large area of similar crops encourages adjoinine =ipport services.

Three "Farmbudsmen” may be unrealistic, but might be more palatable if those
people also offered technical support. mlhﬁant:d,lh:rﬁemuldb:ﬂmpcm
Extension employees.

There is a lot of discussion about Cooperative Extension’s role. Much of this .
could be done if the Extension budget was unlimited. This is, of course, not the
case. What was nol addressed was doing thsmthExwwnnp:rmunﬂwhum
not faculty. These people could be hired as Extcnsion people, tied to the WSU

resources, but with primary funding by King County.

Hope this will be helpful.

ec:  Juana Royster
Marilyn Freeman

LS, Dw of agrcyiure, and Sroheeigh County
Lolyarging BgECing. Hl'ﬂﬂdlli"lluum-h A, ﬂ:”



Forests Project are tailored to the unique circumsiances of each district. The “landscapes™

The Sammamich Valley

The Bear Creele Plateany

The Lower Snoqualmie Valley
The Mountsin ta Sound Gresmwvay
The Ceder Biver Watershed ;
The Middle Green Biver Valley
The Enumclaw Pleatean

The Eznt Valley

WVashon Island

YYYYYYYYY H

With the diverse needs of the landscapes in focus, the study team and itz advisory
commitiees began to identify the obstacles to farming end foresiry within the districts and
to creste strategies 1o overcome them. These strategies are designed to emphasize
incentives rather than rsg'l.ﬂ.l.l:'[q.n_ Thiz choice was made baced on the advice nfcit:b;cus on
the advisory commitiee and at the public mestings who strongly asserted the view that the
residents within the rural aress are still adapting to the changes in zoning that have
occurred in conjunction with the Comprehensive Plan, and that the impact of thoss

remaing 1o be seen, They also pointed out (and the team observed in its public
mectings) that there is currently a high degree of uncartainty about the County”s intentions
among many residents of the rural area. In that environment, stralcgies based on
incentives were perceived to have mors promise than further regulation. Commitice
members also pointed out thay, should the incentive measures fail to !:mduf:u the desired
results, the County would retain the option to consider future changes in Zomng.

Based on this analysis, the study team devoted its encrgies to developing a comprehensive
fist of incentive strategies for preserving farming and foresury in King County.

A STRATEGY TO PRESERVE FARMING IN KING COUNTY

King County's visionary Farmlands Prescrvation Program succeeded in securing the
development rights on approximately 12,500 acres of prime agricultural lands Wl"l.'l:.l:l the
county, These protected lands represent less than onc-third of the remaining agricultural
Innds in the County. Although iz was an impressive beginning, the Farmiands Prumuﬂ_nn.
Program did not secure the future of farming within the County. There are two major

issues that must be addressed if farming is to be preserved:

L The protected land base for farming must be expanded to assure that & critical mass of
land remains available for farming, and

2. The practice of farming must be encouraged by County policies and programs.
o T Ve T S T - 4 gt At Tesa T
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concept of incentives to protect farming and forestry were stressed as the Counry's
preference.

From this perspective, designation of the Rural Ferm and Forest Districts will serve
multiple purposes:

« It vall reinforce the public's perception of the County's determination to preserve the
working landscape within the rural zone;

» It will provide an important signal 1o farmers and foresters that their activities l-ﬂ!}ﬂﬂ-l

important to the County,

o Tt sets the stage for efforts to protect agriculture and forestry through "right to farm®
and “right to forest” protections within the distriets;

» It will provide a benchmark for measuring the impact nf'p;‘mrmﬂnn strategies; and

« It will allow the County, when necessary, to target its funding and staff resources 1o
the areas in which they can be expected to have the greatest impact.

It is important to note, however, that many of the incentives recommended in this study
(particularly those for farming) are intended to be used Counfy-wide, and will not be
applicd exclusively within the districts. MNevertheless, it is likely that designation will
becoine more important aver time as the County seeks ways to target limited resources.
Therefore, the team suggests that the County establish procedures to designate additional
rural farm and forest disuicts upon the request of citizens. The team’s recommended
procedures for requesting additional designations (or deletions) ere contained in Chapter 3
of the report

THE LANDSCAPES OF RURAL KING COUNTY:
GOALS FOR PRESERVATION INCENTIVES

The rural farm and forest districts play very different roles in the local landscapes in which
they arc locared. For example, some forest districts are now important primarily as w
berween urban development and agricultural lands, others provide essential fish habitay;
and still others remain highly productive commercial forests,

If incentive programs are 1o be successful in presarving the lands for these purposes, they
must be designed with an understanding of the differences among the districts, their
specific contributions 1o the varied landscapes of rural King County; and differences ia
ownership-patterns and development potential, '

To this end, the team established nine sub-areas or *landscapes™ within the rural zone and
developed goals to ensure that the incentive programs developed as part of the Farms and



The strategy we recommend attempts to add.sss both those issues, and builds on the
exdsting tools the County has put in place to preserve farming. One of the most important
of these is the Agriculture Commission, which was re-established by the County in 1554,
The Commission, through the advisory commities, contributed immeasurably to this
stwdy. Its members reflect & broad cross-section of the diverse farming interests in the
County, and provide a ready-made panel of citizen experts to assist in implementing these
proposils. We recommend that the Agriculture Commission's role be strengthened
and expanded.

Second, we suggest that there is & nesd to address the fact that many farmers, foresters
and other residents of the rural areas presently feel disenfranchised from their County
government. This attitude has its most visible manifestation in the movement 10 form &
new "Cedar County™ comprised of the eastern portions of the County. Many of those
who attended our public hearings voiced similar sentiments,

It is the study team's perception that this sense of disenfranchisement is not the result of
any one policy or zoning action. Instead, we believe it is caused by the perception that the
County simply does not place a very high priority on rural issues and concemns,
Participants in-the public meetings seemed upset over what they perceived to be "over-
regulation®, but when guestioned clossly, seemed more upset by the lack of information
and responsiveness of the County than the regulations themselves. Members of the study
team frequently questioned participants at the hearing about how they had attempted to
handle problems that had arisen with the County. One typical response was * I don't know
who to call. When I have 2 preblem T have to take a whole day off, drive into the
Courthouse and start going from office to office until I can get an answer,, and sometimes
nobody gives me one,®

Some participants reported that they had good huck in getting help £ 1| member of the
County Councll, but thar they "hated 10 bother the Council member with things that really
should have been handled by someone else™, In general, however, there was a consensus
among those attending the public meetings that the Counry needed to do much more to be
responsive 1o residents of the rural areas. ! }f

To address this need, the study team recommends that the County create the position quﬁe,
of "Farmbudsman™ to serve as an advocate, problem solver, and interpreter ur{ )
County policies and regulations to the farming community, and of the communirty's 06 ’
concerns to the County, Those who play this role should be skilled in working within

the bureaucracy, but they also need 1o be knowledgeable about farming and the
communities they represent.  Although they would spend 1 pontion of their time sohing

problems for farmers at the courthouse, their base of operations should be in the rural
communities,

The team suggests that thres of these positions be created, One would serve the farmers
in the Agricuhural Production Districts and the rural farm disticis north of I-80, a second

™y ’i_ﬂ"”'ﬁ‘"'ﬂ"ﬁq N O P o S
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would serve the districs south of 1-50, and & third would serve farmers outside the
districts and provide staff support for the Agriculture Commission, :

Onee this organizational framework is in place, the County will be prepared to move
forward to address the specific barriers that stand in the way of farming in King County.
Those barniers, and the strategies Fecommended to address them, are summarized below:

Barrier I: The High Cost of Land

Many of the farms which have not been protected by the farmlands preservation program
are facing intense development pressure. New farmers can no lenger afford to purchase
farmland, and existing farmers canpot afford to expand their operations.  In this
environment, many farmers feel pressured to sell their land and get out of farming.

Potential Strategies:
| A.Equir: additional development rights Tor key farmlands.

The study team is recommending that § 3 million in Arts and Natural Resources
Initiative funding be used to purchase development rights to unprotected farmlands
in the agricultural production districts. Since funding for this purpose is severely
limited, we recommend that these funds be carafully targeted within the Lower
Green River APD, the Erumnclaw Plateau and the southern portion of the Lower
Snoqualmie Valley in order to create a critical mass of protected lands in these
arcas. In order 1o preserve the practice of farming as well ar the land base, the
team suggests that the criteria fer the selection of lands include the extent to which
farmers are willing to commit to participate in the "farm-link” program and other
measures to assure continuity of farning. activity on their land.

2. Imclude farmlands preservation as an integral part of a future npe.u; space
bond measure

Although the County has succeeded in acquiring the development rights on more
than 12,600 acres, this represents less than one third of the lands within the County
in agricultural use. Acquiring sdditioral lands in the APDs and the rural farm
districts would serve multiple purposes. It would enable the County to enlarge the
relatively contigueus Jands within the APDs, and solidify farming as a permanent
part of the Jandscape. It would also assure that there is 2 critical mass of farmland
so that the infrastructure necessary for farming ( suppliers, marketing outlets, ete.)
remaing viable,

3. Create a “Farm Link Prn:nm" mat:hing rt.ﬁﬂ'ni farmers with PEHFIE who
will continoe to farm the land.



I-'!rmI-_inkngnmsmnnwbﬁng used in 23 ﬂn:stbraduc:ﬂmmnnf%%%?’
conversion of farmland. The programs are designed to match farmers who are .
planning to retire with younger people who are interested in acquiring the land to {',5
farm. Since more than 50% of the nation's farmlands are owned by farmers who

&rc over age 35, this straregy is especially important.

- The Team recommends that King County establish a Farm-Link Program modelad
on those underway in Pennsylvania and Nebraska, which have proven to be highly
successful, If possible, this program should be developed in cooperation with
Snohomish, Pierce, and Thurston Counties, where farmers face similar problems.-
To get this program started, the team is recommending that the County sllocate
5300,000 to fund the start-up of the Farm-link Program during its firet three years
of operations.

Acquire farmland or use land that is currently owned by the County to
create a lease-back program [or new {armers.

Many of the people of King County who wish 1o earn their Ivelihoods by farming
have no land, and no realistic prospects for acquiring land to farm without
assistanze. Included among these people are many refugees from Southeast Asia
and other areas of the world whose strong agrarian traditions would help 1o renew
and diversify the practice of agriculture of King County.

A few local experiments are underway which seek to make land available to new
farmers. The City of Bellevue has recently acquired lands within its borders thar
were traditionally used for farming and is leasing the land to new farmers. The
Farmland Preservation Trust has also acquired 12 acres in the Sammamish Valley
1o lease to those who would otherwise be unable '~ farm.

The Study team recommends that the County initiate an effort to identify _lmds
within its inventory which can be used to nﬂbﬁsb:ﬂ{ﬂhluum and in the
event insufficient lands are identified, consider purchasing lands for this purpose.

5 The County should consider clustering, transfer of de.wlnpmm: rights and
density bonuses if it can be demonstrated that will encourage landowners to

keep their land in agricultural use
Barrier IL:  The low profitability of farming

The farmers in King County are under intense pressure from national and even
international economic forces that make it difficult for them to compete. Whle there 15
litle the County can do about these major economic forces, the advisory committee did
identify a number of actions King County could take to improve the financial prospects for -
local farming.



Potential strategies:

1. Enhance the esisting current use tazation programs to provide additional
protection for farmers.

The current use taxation program has helped many families stay in farming by
providing a measure of protection from property 1ax increases that result Fom
nearby development. More than 1,900 owners of farm properties are now enroiled
in the program.

Nevertheless, the program does not provide as much benefit as it could to farmers
because it applies solely to the value of the land, and not to farm buildings and
other improvements on the land. The study team recommends that King County
take the lead in attempting 1o secure State legislation which weuld grant the local
option 1o extend current use taxation to include farm building and Improvements.

There may also be scme cases in which the County's Public Benefit Rating System
may afford farmer's with greater protection than the standard current use taxation
program. ‘The County is just beginning to apply PBRS to farm properties, and
these efforts should be continued.

2. Allow greater flexibility to farmers to pursue commercial activities which are
directly related to agriculture

ﬂm_nus in rural King County are very restrained in the commercial activities they

can pursue. For example, farm stands are limited to no more than 500 square feat

m’.a.ﬂ of covered area, and there is a requirement that at Jeast §0% of the produce sold
ok f’ﬁ_muﬂ be grown in Kng County.

"b‘::,v"'}‘ The team recommends that the regulations goveming these activities be reviewed
. to provide farmers with greater flexibility 1o be eatrepreneurial in secking 10
o . market their products and sustain their families,

—
anﬂfjfp 3. Develop a cost-sharing program to help farmers meet environmental
requirements,

?)F’?&L : In recent years, farmers have been asked to comply with increased ru:giﬂa:inn
"mj * designed 1o protect water quality and scil conditions. These regulations are
designed 1o achieve important public benefits, but they have proven costly to many

farmers who are operating a very thin financial margin. Although some federal

programs currently provide fmiled assistancs, the advisory comumities believed

that additional assjetanes from the County would be beneficial and serve the dual

purpases of speeding compliznce and helping farmers to remain solvent.



The study team recommends that King County develop 2 grant or Jow-interest loan
program 1o help farmers meet the costs associated with meeting Counry
regulations, Based on the potential benefits 1o water quality, the team suggests the
County consider funding the program through the Metro rates for sewage
treatment,

Acssist farm [amilies in securing health insurance

Members of the farm advisory committee and the Indochinese Farmers Association
have raised the high cost of health insurance as a barvier to remaining in farming.
Fortanately, Washington State has enacted a pioneering Basic Health Plan 1o
provide health insurance to working people of modest means, and the Seattle-King
County Health Department is currently organizing outreach activities to assist
famnilies in applying for coverage through the plan. The study team recommends
that these outreach eforts be targeted to farm families as well as other

underserved populations, W .
ot ‘3“‘”:

Barrier IIl:  InsufTicient technical support = M ;!E-MA-*J

new farmers report difficulty in obtaining the tr.c}uﬁ_
Oration they need 1o operate their farms efficiently u.'rlid adjust to changing
the farming community in King County has diminished in recent decades, 5o

have the resources that offer this kind of support.

Potential strategies:

. Work with the Cooperative Extension Service to assure that King County
farmers have dedicated ageniz Tor livestock, and horticulture, and adeguate
: resources from a state-wide dairy tcam,

2.

Create an eadowment fund to provide grants for specific rescarch projects
and educational programs that would aid local farmers.

The study team recommends that 5400,000 be 2llocated from the Arts and Natural
Resources Initiative funds 1o establish an endowment for these purposes. The
endowment would be expected 1o produce about 530,000 anmeally with which the
Agriculniral Commission could commission research on issues that are specific 10
the challenges of farming in King County.

Develop a mentoring program (in conjunction with Farm Link) to provide a
mechanism for experienced farmers to share their knowledge with new
people entering the field.

A recent study by the Minnesota Depanment of Agriculture found that the best
way 10 encourage susiainable farming practices was 1o foster mutual support

't



MUCELESHOOT INDIAN TRIBE
FISHERIES DEPARTMENT

October 19, 1995

Cene Duvernoy

Duvernoy Land Use and Envircamental Services
1150 19th Avenue East

Ceattle, WA 93112

RE: King County's Forest Advisory Committee Proposals and Final Report
Dear Gene;

The Environmental Division of the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe has reviewed all of the propesals and
documents that were presented and discussed in the Forest Advisory Commitiee and offer specific
comments cn each (enclosed). As promised at the last mesting, you will also find some language
sugpestions with respect to environmental issucs in areas that will be converted that should be
addressed m the decision-making process.

We are disappointed that the forest study districts will not be proposed with zoning changes as a
result of the Committee’s efforts. In lieu of designations and zoning changes, we recommend that
the existing rural forest study district map be kept without modification for the time being, while
the Tribe works with King County and other agencies to see that the incentives measures are
aggressively pursued, 'With an intensive outreach effort combined with an increased understanding
of the existing and fiture conditions of the rural forest study areas, King County may be able to
conserve the majonty of the 66,000 acres identified as forest lands.

We had hoped that our participation in the Forest Advisory Committee would have stimulated the
establishment of a rural forestry program in Crisp Creek.  Although it was not possible to Jook at
individual study areas, we anticipate that such an effort will be done in the Crisp Creck watershed
in the upcoming year,

We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the issue of forest land conservation and
conversion within King County. We look forward to continuing these initial efforts on the newly-
created Forestry Committes, If vou have any questions regarding our comments, please call me at
93 1-0652 extension 116.

Sincerely,

pb—.

ren Walter
Watershed Coordinator

39015 172nd Avenue S.E. « Aubum, Washington 88082 + (206) 831-0852 - FAX (208) 831-0752
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I INCENTIVES FOR RURAL FOREST MATRIX
1. Goal of Incentives Package

The priority goal for the incentives should be to conserve the forest land base in the rural arca so
that this land retains its public and private benefits,

2. Urbanization interfares with good forestry practices

We agree with all of the responses to the obstacle of “surroundmg urbanization interferes with
good forestry practices™. An additional recommendation should be added to the response list that
creates a “mode] forest” where inspiring or current landowners could come and leam more about
best managemant practices and effective forestry techniques.

The recommendation to ereate rural forestry fee access programs should be phrased so as to not
preclude agency personnel (federal, tribal, stﬂ:n,mlilncaﬂ&mnlm'.'mgnms to propertics to
perform their work duties.

3. Uncertainty about the breadth and scope of future regulations and how thay may
affect rural forestry

It is our understanding that the Committes generally found that the regulations are consistent;
however, how they are implemented may vary. We could argue that there are inconsistencies
between King County regulations and the cities which may result in an increase in annexation and
mnmal conversions for some crftl'ls smdy areas, We @gﬂ that this issue be n@g

Another response that is mizsing from this obstacle would be to have King County continue and
expand the information oo its Growth Management Act Hotline, There are two basins within the
Rural Forest Area (Bear and Issaquah Creeks) that have significant restrictions on clearing and
grading; however, forestry conducted under a Class I, T0, 111, and TV Special permits are exempt.
This information needs to be transmitted to King County residents as soon as possible because
recent newspaper articles contained misleading information.

4. Existing regulations prevent land owners from efficiently engaging in forest
practices

Another broadcast response would be fo facilitate the conversicn of idle farm land to working
forest where possible and identifying and removing any potential obstacles such as tax programs.

The specific suggestion of having the “Friend of the Forest” provide landowners with information
about available grants is okay, but it should be more specific because many grants are not
applicable to private landowners themselves. 1t would be useful to identify some possible
examples such as King County’s Community Stewardship Grants. The Friend of the Forest should
also provide information Mmﬂhﬁhﬂmmma who may be interested in
securing the development rights of the sensitive arcas while leaving the landowner the remaining
area to be managed for forestry.
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The Friend of the Forest should coordinate and supplement the technical assistance to what is
already available from WSU, DNR, and ather providers.

We belicve that existing King County funding should be diverted from programs such as 4:1 to
initiate the Friend of the Forest program. King County should hire someone with forestry
experience who can negotiate and deal with people for this position.

The exemption to platted after 1260 mule may work, but we should modify the recommendation by
also requiring a forest and road management plan in addition to the affidavit.

6. The burden of estate and other taxes can make forestry unprofitable
The reduction of the inheritance tax is a good idea, particularly for those lands that are idle or
existing farm or pasture arezs that could be converted to forestry.

The “Dynasty Trust” should be pursued because it seems like it would have the potential to keep

forest lands between generations.  However, it may not be pessible to use this option for families

without children or interested heirs. Would it be possible to create a structure that allows private

investment into these lands? There should be a program that would give people the opportunity to
buy forest land before allowing it to be developed.

The current use taxation program should be targeted for those who are not now in it now. There
are numerous volunteer and activist groups (i.e. WETNET) who would be willing to get involved
in this outreach that can supplement the dwindling County staff,

We support the use of excise tax monies collected on forest lands to be put back into the rural
forest land program.

The application fees for regular forest practics permits and conversion permits should be the same
to eliminate the carrent financial incentive,

Each district should have its own ‘model forest” that is open to forest landowners and non-forest
landowners alike. After every change in elected officials, there should be a field day that brings the
newly- elected officials out to the model farms and forests to remind them of the importance of -
these programs.

Rather than the creation or enhancement of training programs for forestry students, perhaps the
recommendation should be that landowners can get “free” or discounted forestry services if they let

smdents and instructors help them manage their lands. wuﬂlﬂmﬁmﬂ
Forest Commission examine in detail.

7. Aid in reforestation

There are existing programs that provide tree seedlings to assist in reforestation. This information
should be collected and dispense to landowners throughout outreach and the “Friend of the Forest™
programs. It may be possible that the applicable state and federal programs need to be enhanced or
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modified. For example, it is unknown how the 1.5 Forest Service administers this program in
Eing County. It would be useful to work with the Army Corps of Engineers and/or the Federal
Emergency Management Agency staff on this issue since forest retention is an important
component to flood control,

8. Cash flow or emergency needs can interfere with or even preclude a landowner
from practicing long rotations.

The financial resources netded to develop a cost shanng program to help landowners mest
regulatory requirements shoald come from developing land. The County should also consider

using Surface Water Management fees for such a purpese since these lands will retain water when
mglure.

The existing stewardship incentives program should be expanded; however, the acreage amount
should bé left at 1,000,

8, Many of thase lands are not in optimal management units which increases tha
cost and difficulty of practicing forestry

The issue of manageable units needs to examined in mech more detail by the Rural Forestry
Committee with considerable input from the WFFA and WFPA. We have not addressed the
potential issue of access limitations of harvesting equipment on private roads that are commonly
created in the rural zone. It will also be necessary 1o look into where reads wall be built and how
they will be managed to address environmental and trespass concemns.

We could support King County providing equipment and operators to cut brush to improve public
access as long as sensitive areas were not involved, We do not suppmtheuﬂufhtrhlmdﬂ for
such 2 program,

10. Significantly smaller return frem forestry compared to conversion for residential
use in the rural zone creates major economic disincentive for long term forestry.
We discussed this issue a lot; however, we never produced any physical data given the adopting of
the 15"94 Cmmmh:mw Plunand mnmg cl:angﬁ tl‘m.murmd in Tiﬂe 21. The Rural Forest

The proposed aliernative o allow clustering of residences on a portion of the site and keeping the
rest in forestry will allow impacts due to development and forestry to occur together in time and
space. The following is a summary of environmental impacts that must be considered:

A Water Quantity impacts - Changes in runoff volumes.

There would be differences betwesa developing properties that have a portion left i forest
retention (clearing and grading restrictions such as 35% maximum clearing) and those that are
logged. The current literature indicates that runoff increases due to logging can last up to ten years
after a site has been cleared. On the flip side, it also recognized that clearcut harvesting can
increase low flows, The increase in low flows has to be compared to the increases in peak flows
that would come from both developed and logged portions to see if the benefits outweigh the costs.
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The increase in low flows due 1o forestry has to be compared to the decrease i low flows due 1o
the creation of impervious surfaces. Even with mitigation to address the impacts of the increased
peak flows, there are still adverse impacts such as increased duration of flows above the pre-
developed conditions. These mitigation measures may not even be required for the rural zone
given the proposed changes to the Surface Water Design Manual,

B. Water Quality Impacts

It is recognized that forest practices have the capability of increasing sediment delivery to stream
channels. If logging is done in addition o increased development, then it may be pessible for more
sediment containing urban pollutants (heavy metals, oils, pesticides) to enter the streams and
wetlands. The question is what is the ability of receiving waters to accept new impacis? [t would
not be desirable to increase these impacts in arcas such as Covington Creck where there are
documented water quality problems, 1t is also important to note that there are no mitigation

measures that are 100% effective at eliminating the problems of poliution in stormwater that are
generated by urbanization.

Envi catal | s R ot |
Given the uncertainty regarding impacts that may occur due to a combination of development and
farestry on the same property, we have the following recommendations that should be used to
modify the responses:

1. The Quality Rural Environment project should pursue this issue in one area as a pilot where
there is significant existing information, i.e. an adopted basin plan. The project should be required
to mode] the water quantity and quality impacts associated wath development and forestry versus
developing the land with the current zoning and restrictions.

2. Transferring the residences that would be allowed 1o be constructed on site to another property
{Alternative I, Proposal B) is a good proposal for the large commercial landowners and may work
for some of the small landowners. This proposal should be purseed.

3. Alternative Il Proposals A and B that consider the purchase of a property’s development rights
and/or land trades involving land held in trust for the County by DNR should be pursued.

4. The recommendation to require developers in urban areas wio want to destroy or alter wetlands
to purchase permanently preserved wetland sites from landowners needs further evaluation before
we can support it. The implied assumption that wetlands in urban areag are of less value is not
always valid. Furthermore, we have no evidence that existing regulations (i.e. SAQ) are not
warking except for the potential loophole that is augmented by differences between the Forest
Practices Act and the SAQ. There are several urban arcas that should not have been designaied a5
such based on sensitive areas.  Altermative D needs further evalugtion, too, in light of King
County's proposed wetland mitigation banking agreement.

11. Difficulty selling rural forest land (especially, perhaps, those permanently
conserved for forestry) to new landowners

We support the recommendation to develop a forest link program. Again, nmnyhv:us:ﬁlltﬂlnﬂk
into the possibility of having unrelated people investing into a property that will be kept in long
term forestry to encourage “cash poor but interested” people into ewning and managing forest land.
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12. Setting aside land for environmental and wildlife purposes can be prohibitively
expensive for landowners.

Several comments can be made to this statement. First, this issue was not documented with data
that could help the committes justify this recommendation, . Second, one also neads to consider cost
of the land that is voluntarily set aside by the landowner as a visual buffer along roads and existing
developments which is not required by the current forest practice rules. This may be an izsue for
those landowners who are regulated by the forest practice rules and did ot get full market value
for their timber; however, without data is dificult to make this conclugion. The Rural Forest
Committes shewild look into this issue in detail,

: 'ﬂmpmgmnsmp:yhndmmﬁnrwﬂdhféhahm:qur&rmﬁug:m .mdm;langzmd
species habitat protection may work, The L -
King County staff to determing how mm:ht‘tus ]:Wﬂ!ﬂdﬂ!‘l ﬁ:rﬂgmm] mm

We cannot support the recommendation to allow “compatible noa-forest”™ uses on rural forestry
lands since these uses will encourage the conversion of forest fand.

1L FINAL REPORT

Since we do not have a draft final report to comment to yet, we would like to make a few
suggestions that could be incorporated in its development. [t is unclear if the study districts will be
deseribed and discussed in the report since we are not designating such areas at this time. If the
individual study areas will be discussed in the report, then we supgest that this section follow the
format that we submitted for the Enumelaw Plateau, Middle Green River, the Cedar River, and the
May/Issaquah Creek study areas. The latest draft had several key pieces of information which
needs to be gathered before drafling the report.  We would be willing to assist you in gathering this
information.
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King Conservation District
935 Poweldl Ave. SW - Remton, WA 88055 - (208) 22684867

Cictober 16, 1995

John Howell

King County Farm & Forest Incentive Project
2400 Smith Tower

Seartle, W 04

Dear Mr. 11:

A few weeks ago we met to acquaint vou with the Conservation District activities in an effort to
determine the proper role the Conservation District should or could play in the Farm and Forest
Incentive Project. | was to get back to you with some of my ideas as to what functions King
Conservation Distnct could carry out.

Since we met, you have forged ahead with public meetings and advisory commitiees in your
effort to define problems and develop solutions to those problems related to farming and forestry
in King County. You are to be commended for your work on this project. I suspect it is the most
comprehensive look at the subject ever done in King County, or most likely, in the state..

To formulate an answer about King Conservation District's role in the future of King County's
Commercial forest and agriculture life, I think it might be beneficial to briefly look at the
evolution of the District since 1949 when it was started.

In King County the first people to bring local farmers together to discuss formation of a
Conservation District was Cooperative Extension. The advantage of forming a Conservation
District was to get the expertise of the US Department of Agriculture’s Soil Conservation Service
(SCS). The District sponsored SCS agents could provide soils information that was not then
available, but badly needed. Also available would be technical assistance on the subjects of
drainage of wet areas and also irrigation and soil erosion prevention and some flood prevention
work, The first item of work for SCS once the citizens voted to form the Conservation District
was to do the soil survey for the County. This soil survey was later updated in 1973 and
provides basic information today on soil types and their descriptions. They are commonly used
now by not only farmers, but more often by developers and sanitation engineers.

The idea of conservation districts being formed throughout the nation was to utilize local people
in determining the highest priority projects in the local area for the US Department of
Agriculture to work on. Since 1949 the SCS now called Natural Resource Conservation Service
( NRCS), staffing level has been reduced while population increases heve increased local
problems. This has cansed the need for District Supervisors to look for ways to hire their own
local staff to carry out the varied work. The last few years the need for urban assistance with
Matural problems has become more evident. Also the increase in noncommercial horse
population spurred on the need for more assistance in management of the animals. In the mid

DOMSERYATION - DEVELOPMENT : SELF-GOVERMMENT



seventies the Board of Supervisors sew a need to better control soil erosion from the many
development sites for housing and commercial building activities. In each case the Supervisors
were able to work with local governmenis to help them develop a solution to the problem or for
the District to develop their own programs to address the problem. Another recent situation
where the Conservation District has been used effectively in a new role is the Federal
Governments Urban Resources Partnership where seven Federal agencies were asked to work
together in the Seattle Metropolitan Area to get their combined technical assistance into use
solving urban natural resources problems. As a group without any common administrative
structures they were not able to function as a team. Their sclution in King County to this
problem was to have the Conservation District hire the Director and administer the funds being
provided by various Federal agencies. The Conservation District was chosen to do this work
because the District is an independent agency working with everyone in the County from
individual citizens to various cities on to County departments and Federal Government
departments.

What [ see happening in your Farm and Forest Incentive Project is determining new and different
approaches to the many barriers being identified. The role of the Conservation District in
assisting in this effort should probably be left to people and groups charged with developing the
working solution to the barriers. 1 suspect some new role or roles will be developed as
possibilities that I could not begin to address at this time. The Conservation District can play a
lot of roles. The only restrictions the Board of Supervisors have been bound by in the part are
the requirements in the State Conservation District law preamble (enclosed) and by their own
determination to be non regulatory. The preamble provides a wide latitude of opportunity that
generally revolves around soil and water protection, but also brings in other factors, such as
wildlife, tax base, health, safety, and general welfare of the people of the state.

One stumbling block in the past to effective Conservation District work has been funding.
Everyone sees a need for our work, but wants someone else to pay for it. As a result our projects
are often hit or miss grant proposals or feeble local funding. In order to be effective the
Conservation District needs a stable base level of funding. With that in place the Conservation
District is quite flexible in being able to meet new needs in the County. Your project may
identify some never dreamed of before.



Title 89

RECLAMATION, SOIL CONSERVATION
AND LAND SETTLEMENT

£9.08.010 Preamble. It is hereby declared, as a
nater of kegislarive determination:

(1) Thar the lands of the stat= of Washington are amoag
the hasic assets of the state and that the preservasion of hese
lands is gecsssary o prowect and promets the bealth, safery,
ind general welfare of its people; thar improper land-use
mmwmmmwmmm to, and are now
causing apd congibuting 1o, 4 progressively maore seioos
evosion of the lands of this sate by wind and water; that the
breaking of narnral grass, piant and fores: cover have
intarfered with the paroral factors of soil suabilization,
cansing Joosening of soil and sxhavsdon of humos. a0d
developing 1 soil condidon that favors erosion; that the
topeail s being Mown and washed off of lands; thar thers
mmmmmﬁmmu:mm_m
srocesses of crosion by wind and warer spesd up with
semoval of absorprive topsoil, causing exposure of less
absorptive and less protecive but more erosive subsoll; thar
failure by any land occupier w conserve the soil and commml
erosica opon bis lands may canse a washing and blowing of
sail from his lands oo other lands apd makes the coaserva-
tion of soil and conmol of erosion on such other lands
diffienit or impossible, and that exe=nsive denuding of land
far development creates critical erosion areas that are
difficalt to efectively regenerate and the resuidng sediment
cses extensive pallution of sweams, ponds., lakes and other
Wagers.

(2) Thar the conseguenc=s of such soil esion in the
form of sail blowing and soil washing are the silting aad
sedimenmarion of swream channels, reservoirs, dums, diches,
snd harbors, and loading the air with sofl pardeles; the loss
af fertile soil marerial in dust storms; the piling op of 5ol on

lower slopes and b deposit over allavial plains; the redus- -

jon in productivity or ounight muin of dch booom lands by
overwash of poor subsoil materdal, sand, and gravel swept
out of the hills; dessriorarion of soil and jts ferclity, deserio-
ration of crops grown thereon, and daclining acre yields
despit= development of scieatific processes for increauing
such ylalds; Joss ufﬂﬂﬁdwmwﬁmmm
of food aad cover for wildlifs; a blowing and washing of

warer shormares, intensifies peciods of drought, and canses |

erop faflores; an increase in the spesd and volume of minll
run-off. casing severs and incressing Joods, which brng
suffering, discase, and death; impovedshment of families
arempdng o farm eroding and eroded lands; damage o
floods and from dust storms; and losses in navigaoon,
hjdt&ﬂﬂﬂﬂiﬂpnm.mmﬁ-&gi‘lmmpﬁhtﬂm
developmenrs, farmirg and pramng.

{3} That to conserve soil resources and contel and
Wmmﬁﬁuﬁnumdmfhaqumdmﬁtm
damages, and frther agricaineral and sopagriculmral phases
ﬂmmmuﬂ:ﬂmﬂw&
wates, It i nessssary that land-gse practices congfhoting o
soil wastmge and sofl eosion be disconraged and discontin-
warks of improvement for flood prevendaon of agricalmral

and ponsgricaiural phases of the conservarion. development,
ulizaticn. and disposal of water be adopred and cardfed oues
that ameag the procedumes necsssary for widespread adop-
tiom, are the caying oa of enginesring operations such as
the constrocden of erracss, (srmacs gutless, check-dams,
Gesilting basins, flood water retarding stoemres, channal
floodways. dikes, ponds, ditches, and the like: the udlizaton
of sirip copping, conmar caltivating, and conmour firrowing;
land irrigation; seading and planting of waste, sloping,
atandoned, or eoded lands w water-conserving and erosion-
preventing plants, tress, and grasses: foresadon and refores-
tation; retaton of crops; soil stabilizedons with me=s,
grasses, legumes, and other thick-growing, soil-holding
crops, retardaton of run-off by Incressing abserpdon of
rainfall: and retirement from culdvation of stesp, highly
erosive areas aad areas pow badly gullied or otherwise
erodad. :

(4) Whemeas, there i 2 pressing pesd for the conserva-
Hon of mnewable resooress in all aress of te stats, whethes
wrban, soberban, or reral, and that the bensfirs of resoures
pracicss, programe, and projects, 3 cxried out by the stats
conServaton commission and by the contervadon dismicts,
shouid be avadiabie 10 ail such arexs; thessfore, it is hershy
declared m be the policy of the legislamre o provide for the
consexvadon of te reacwable resourcss of this sme, and for
the contrel 2od prevendon of soil erosion, and for the-
preveadon of flood wamer and sediment damages, and for
furthering asdicalreral and nonagricuingad phases of coaser-
vation, development, wilizadon, and dsposa] of water, md
thereby o preserve namws] resgurces, coomol Boods, prevent
impairment of dams and reservoirs, assis i maismining the
eavigabiliry of dvers and barbors. preserve wildlifs, prowet
the tax bass, protect public lands, and protect and promote
the heslh, saery, and gemeral welfare of the people of tis
Stmre, To this ead all incorporared cites and towas bereto-
fore excloded from the boundaries of a conservarion distwict
established pumnant w the provisions of the sme conseva-
Hon district law, as amended, may be approved by the
conservation commission 45 bemg included fn and des=med
a part of the dismict tpon recsiving a petidon for znnexation
signed by the governing sutherity of the oty or wown and the
comservagion dismict within the exterior boundasies of which
it lies in whole or in part or o which it Ges closest. [1973
st exs ¢ 184 § 2: 1939 c 187 § 2; RRS § 10725-1]
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TO: Kathy Creahan Acting Chisf, Regional Plarmmg Section
Sandrs Towne, Four-ta-One Program Coordinator

FM: Tom Fitzpatrick, Regional Plahner m

FEr AoETiTves 10 LInsteT an

The 1994 King Comnty Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) calls for King County to study the costs and
benefits of using chistering and densty transfers 2z meentives to protect Rural Farm and Forest
Distrdcts. This memo has three purposss: first, to recap K.CCP policy direction for clustering,
dengity moentives and Rure]l Farm and Forest Districts in the Raral Ares, and to note where policy
smendments might be needed; gcond, to summarize the Zoning Code's provisions for clostering
and transfers of development dredits; and thind, to evalnate the economic attractiveness to the
private sector of clustered subdivisions and density trensfers in the RA-5 zone, using very
simplified assumptions sbout site design and development costs.

Let me state st the outset that, on the basis of ' King Comnty Asceesor sales dsta for lots in the
Paral Area znd Resourcs Lands from Jamuary, 1993 to July, 1995, there is no clear economic
nesd to offer density incentives to developers to-induce them 1o clusten

1. ECCP Policy Direction

¢ Policy B-108 mandstes establickment of Fural Farm end Forest Districts, and requires them to
be designsted and zoned by December 31, 1595,

» Policy R-203 states that density inceatives should not be offered in Rural Areas except to
protect farm and forest lands as designated by R-108, R-203 also provides for transfers of
density from Rursl Farm and Forest Districts to both Urhan and Roral Aress,

& R-217 calls for & study of using density trangfers to Urban Area gites (already allowed by the
Zoning Code) to pretect Roral Farm and Forest Distriots; this appears to conflict with =203,
since &tz language oaly permits transfers to Urban Arcag. The policy provides that even once
they are downzoned (to RA-20), Roral Farm and Forest District properties could transfer
density at the zoned densities in place in 1994 (n most cas=s, one home per 3 or 10 acres).



Although #e language is very convohited, I think Countywide Planning Policy LU-13 does allow
the Coumty to use density meenthves with clustered development in the Rural Area. I will argus,
however, that LU-13' stricture that the impacts of additional dwelling units most be mitipated,
plos the policy direction in the GMA, other CPP's and in other parts of the Comprehensive Plen,
means thet if Rural Area density incentives ar¢ allowed, it must be no more then nesdad to make
clostering economically competitive with non~clustered development T think thess other directives
also meam that we should seriously consider Hmiting Rural Area density Incentives to specific
locations, such a8 near or adjacent to the UGA, within the "New Rural” areas, ete, as well as
offering them only when clustering will protect lands meeting the criteria set forth in LU-13, All
this mterpretation of LU-13, however, may be moot given CPP LU-14, which allows density
transfars in Rural Areas, ot only if they resolt m "no net increase i densgity in the Rural Area *
This sppears to mle oot wse of density meentives I conjumetion with density transfers, vnless this
lamgoage is amended.

Onty one policy change is essential to sllow density tranefers amd incentives in Rural Areas, namely
s sEght rewording ta R-217 to make it consistent with R-203, Ifit sppears doubtful that RA-20

zoping can be epplied to designated Boral Farm and Forest Districts by the end of the year, then Re -
108 also should be amended 10 extend or climvinate ts December 31, 1995 deadline,

IL Cluster and Density Transfer Provisions of the King County Zoning Code

Chustered sobdivisions have been allowed in what is now the Rural Area since 1979, when the G-5
zome was added to the old code, The AR zome included the chustering option when it was adopted
in 1986, and the County carted the ralés basically intact into the new code, The roles fior
chustering in the RA zone are fornd in KCC section 21A.14.040(B). The code limits clusters to no
meore than eight lots under 2.5 acyes in sizo, prohibits more than elght lofs under 2.5 acres from
being served by a single cul-de-sac, and reserves for the County the suthority to Kmit chustering “to
a lovel that can be adequately served by rural facilities and services These limite on rural
chustering are wimed at large subdivisions, m an sttempt to prevent large concenfrations of one-
acre lots that would feel and fometion Hke suburban sreas (e.g Wildermess Rim outside North
Bend),

Density transfer rules are in Chapter 214 36. The approach in the code is intended to be both
simple (mechanically, 8 transfer works just Hke clustering and takes advsntage of the same vesting
rules spplicable to 2 normal subdivisien) and noncommirtsl (i.e, there are no flosting or banked
TDRs, 50 if the tranafer option were later repealed nobody would be left bolding nnnsable
d:u:kwmmt-:lighu].

Tn Ene with previous pelicy, the cods currently allows residential density to be traneferred from
just sbout smywhere, but allows it to land on "receiving sites® oaly it zomes used nside the Urban
Growth Area. I there §s wide support for allowing receiving sites in Rural Arcas for density
transferred from Rural Farm snd Forestry Districts and therefore the kinks in KCCP Policy R-217
are removed, an amendment to KCC scetion 21A.36.040 would be needed. An mmendment also
would be needed to the density table in KCC 21A.12.030 to add maximoum densities for Boml



receiving sites if it were deemed appropriate to have rules mnilar to thoss applied in urban
residential zones,

I Chstering and Dengity Transfers, With or Without Density Incentives: The Bottom Line

In consjdecing whether or not to offer density incentives for clusteting and/or density transfers in
the Rural Area, it is important to think cléarly sbout how much incentive is appropriate. If
developera find clustering Snancially attractive without density mcentives, it would be inconsistent
with the GMA, CPP's and King County's environmental, growth and development objectives for
Rural Areas to offer them. If incentives are needed, they should be sct at 2 level snfficient to make

chistering financially attractive compared with non-clastered devdcpmcnt, but no highr.t then
necessary to make this happen,

As 1 meang of gugmg the need for and effect of density moe:nﬁves, Ihave developed some

simplified scenarios mvo}v-mg subdivisions of various sizes in the RA-5 md RA-10 zones. The
scenarios allow commparison of the land and development costs and assumed "retail® value of
chustered and non-clustered subdivisions, and denmry transfers, with and without density
incentives, 29 3 way to look at their relative economio attractiveness. The underlying assumption
is that an economically rational developer or property owner will often, if not atways, seek to
develop a site using the most profitable approach.

In developing these scenarios I sought both public and private sector help in deciding what kind of
numbers to use for development ¢osts and Jand values. Residential appraisal staff in the King
County Depariment of Assessments provided me with lot sales data for Bastern King County from
Janusry, 1993 through July, 1995 that Tused to make assumptions sbout land values and possible
retail prices of subdivided lots. This data was for vacant lots ranging in size from one acre to six
acres, Two different developers very kmdl'y sha.redwnh e their expertise about site development
costs and about the relative market attractiveness of clustered versus non-clustered subdivisions.
The street and utility development cost numbers used in the scenarios cat be taken gs very reliable.
The surface water/environmental mitigstion cost and land vahie assumpﬁons are totally
hypothetical, but sensitivity anslysis shows that significant variation in these nurcbers does not
change the conclusions sbout the need for or effectiveness of dmsrty mcentives, The most
important variable in these scenarios is the assumed difference n prices of five- and 10-acre Iots in
non-clustersd subdivisions, and the nominal 3-acre lots resnlting from clustered subdivisions. For
purposes of differentiafing Bepween glxﬁ red and non-clustered scengrios, I assimed a much

greater price spread between I-acre lots and 5- and [0-acre lots than the datg would support.

A. Clustered vs. Non-Chustered Subdivisions

To evalnats how density incentives would affect clustered development in the RA=5 zone (mral
residential, one home per five acres) I modeled two development scenarios: an -lot subdivizion on
40 acres, and a 128-lot sobdivision on 640 acres. Tassumed no holding costs, mmd no difference in
marketability of clustered va. non-clustarsd lots. (it shonld be noted that both developers I



consulted thomght 1-scre lots would be more marketable than 5-scre lots, even if there wers littls
or no price gpread between them.) T 2esumed no difference m mitigation coss, becauss some of
the mitigation might be for off-gite faclitics, even though surface water manzgement costs shenld
be legs with clustering. I aloo assumed ideal site conditions for both sabdivisions, allowing a very
gimple pattemn of straight roads and standard S-acre Iota (§60' X 330" rectangles) in the non-
chastered sitemstive, and old-style 35,000 square-foot *horse acre” lots (135 X0 260° rectangles) in
the clustered altermative. (See Figores 1 and 2.) )

Eight-lot 40-acre pnglnstersd sobdividon:

Ttem Jtem Unit Com, Total
Land £5000/acre - 5200,000
Mitigation §1500/acre $50,000
Strepts/Water Liney $200/Jin, ft. _£200,000
Total Cost $460,000
Grogs Proceeds $120,000/10t §960,000
Less Total Cogt : (£450,000)
Gross Profit £500,000

Eight-lot 40-acre glustered subdivison:

Item _Item Unit Cogt Tots]
Land $5000/20re $200,000
igat 51500/acre 560,000
m&mﬂug Lingg §200/1in, ft. $21,000
Total Cost £341,000
Gross Procesds §90,000/1ot 5720,000
Less Total Cost ' ($341,000)
Gross Profit $379,000

Under the sssamptions stated above, the clustered subdividon appears less profitable by §121,000
or about $15,000 per lot, than the toclugered subdivision, even thongh development costs are less
by slmost the seme amoust per lot. This becauss' of the larger ($30,000) assumed retsil price
spread betwesn 35,000 square-foot Jots and five-acre lots, Jn fped, actug! Eﬁiﬂ data i@mﬂ;




Land $5000/acre - ' $3,200.000

Mitigation $1500/acre $960,000
tr ater i $200/fn. &, $4,224.000
Total Cost , . 58,334,000
Gross Proceeds $120,000/10t $15,360,000
LessT g ($8.324.000}
Gross Profit ' : ‘ §7,036,000

128-1ot s;lm:tr.md sobdivigion:

Item Itemn Unit Cost ' _Total

Land $5000/acre ' §3,200,000
Mitigation $1500/acre : $960,000
Streeis/Water Lines $200/1in. ft. §2,088.000
Total Cost : $6,248,000
Gross Proceeds $90,000/10t £11,520,000
Less Totsl Cost . . ($6.248,000)
Gross Profit ' " 85,272,000

Under the assumptions stated above, the 128-lot clustered subdivision is less profitable by
$1,764,000, or sbout $13,800 per lot, than the non-clustered subdivision. Given the results in the
above scenarios, and most importantly assuming no difference in marketability of 5-acre vs, 1-acre
lots in the Rural Area, # would be reasonsble to conclnde that in most cases 2 developer would
choose not to cluster, absent unbuildsble environmental constraints or ather site conditions that
radically incresse developmeni costs for standard 5-acre lots. Agz_zm, modeling these scenarios

2ad ed ¢ actual] sale ad o 1 usion tha
clustering woudd abways be more profitable, even without demfg; incentives.

Below are subdivision scenarios for subdivisions on 40-acre and 640-zcre sites, first with & 10-
percent density incentive, then with 4 20-percent density incentive, Under the sssumptions used

here, the 10-percent incentive still results in less profit than a non-clustered development, but & 20
peroent incent:vc makes clustenng more profitable than a non-clustered dsvelopment _.siaggrg:_

-

1] enfde ity iricent] ; ra 2 than o 2 sfere:fd' e! mem

Eight-lot 40-acre clustered subdivision with 10-percent incentive (one extra lot):

Item Ttem Uit Cost Total
Land $5000/acee i $200,000

Mitigation $1500/acre $60,000



Streain/Water Lines 5200, £, 5108000

Total Cost §368,000
Gross Procaeds £90,000/T0t $810,000
T.as8 Total Cogt (S358,000)
Gross Profit . - $442,000

Under the sesumptions stated sbove, the clustered subdivision mill appears less profitable than the
non-clostered subdivislon, slthough the gap is greatly rednced. Development costs are shightly
higher becanse more road mud water Fine most be installed to reach the additional lot.

Eight-lot 40-acre glpsiered sobdivision with 20-percent incantive (two exiry lots);

Ttem Ttem Tinit Cost Total

Land $5000/zcre $200,000
Mitigstion $1500/acre 260,000
Streets/Water Lines _5200/7im, £, $106.000
Tatal Cost $368;000
Gross Proceeds £90,000/10t 5900,000
Lass Total Cost (S368,000)
Gross Profit £532,000

Under the assumptions stated above, the clustered subdivison with & 20-percent density increase is
more profitable than the ynclstered subdivision by $32,000.

128-Tot clygterad subdivision wifh 10-percent inpenthve (13 mxtry lots):

Tiem Ttem Unit Cost Total

Land $5000/acre £3,200,000
Mitigation $1500/2cre $060,000
Strects/Water Tinea . 5200/m ft __$2.250.000
Total Cost ~ $6,410,000
Gross Procesds $90,000/1ot $12,600,000
Less Totsl Cogt (£6,410.000)
Gross Profit $6,280,000

Under the sssumptions stated sbove, the chustered sibdivision is still less profirable than the
unchastered subdivision by $756,000.



128-1ot ghustered subdivision with 20-percent incentive (26 extrs lots):

Item Trem Unit Cogt Total

Land £3000/scre 53,200,000
Mitization ' $1500/scre 5060,000
StreetyWater Lines _£200/lin, f. ' 542,400,000
Total Cost 56,560,000
Gross Proceeds $90,000/1at £13,860,000
Less Tajg] Cost. : (56,560,000
Gross Profit $7,300,000

Under the assumptions stated shove, the clustered subdividon with 20 percent more density is
more profitable than the non-clostired development by just over 5260,000, Consistent with the
Zoning Code's requirements, all the clustered development scenarios for the 640-acre assume that
the Jots are grouped into 8-lot clusters, ench requiring the same amonmt of road and utility footage
a5 the single cluster in the 40-acre development, plug gbout 4,000 feet of spine or collector street

with water lines, Additional road and utility footage was added to sach of the Incentive-based
scenarios to serve the exirs lots.

From the scenarios outlined sbove, # is reagonable to conclude that for 3 wide range of subdhvision
sizes, & 20-percent density mceptrve will make clustered development more economically attractive
1o dmlupmthm nm-:hmmd iwdﬂpmﬂ.t'hﬂm F-A;-ﬁ mu. MMM

Mozt of the designated Rural Ares m Eing County is zoned RA-5. However, adjacent to the
Forest Production District there is 2 significant amount of land zoned RA-10 (one home per 10
aczes), ncluding much of the lind bemg studied for designation x5 Roral Forest Distdet. Some of
thig lund may be zoned RA-20, in sccordence with KCCP policy R-108. Below are clustersd and
non-clustersd subdivision scenarios for development of 8 160-acre parcel at one homs per 10
acres. Both land and development costs should start to change from the scenardos in the RA-S
zone, due to the lower dencity, Land costs should go down, but non-chastered road snd water ling
casts per lot go up, due to the sgnificantly greater lot frontage (6607). Environmental and facility
mitigation costs should go down significantly at thess densities; therefore, Tused & figure of $2000
per ynit rather than the $1500 per acrg used in the RA-5 zoned examples. The scenarios below are
for & 160-acre (quarter-section) site in the RA-10 zone, comparing non-clustered subdivisions with
clustered subdivisions using both one-gcre and 2.5-acre lots. 1 did not have the chimee to review
sales data for lots larger than six acres for Eastern King County, 20 I have no additional meight

about the realizm of the price spreads sssumed bedween 10-acre Iots md the smaller lots m the
scenarios below. 3



16-lot ppn-clustered mbdivison, RA-10 zode:

Rem

TItem Unit Cost Total

TLand £3000/scTe S480,000
Mitigstiom | 52000/ anit £32,000
StreetsWater Lines §200/1n. ft. $792.000
Totzl Cost £1,304,000°
Gross Proceeds £180,000/10t £2,880.000
Less Total Cost ($1,304,000)
Groas Profit $1,576,000
16-lot ghustered mubdivision, RA-10 zoos, ¢ne-acre lots:
Ttem Ttem Unit Cost Total
Land $3000/acre $480,000
Mitigation §2000/unit © 232,000

52001, &, $162.000
Total Cost $674,000
(ross Proceeds £50,000/1ot 51,440,000
Less Total Cost
Gross Profit 766,000
16-1ot clagtered subdivision, RA-10 zone, 2. 5-acre lots:
Ttem Ttem Unit Cost Total
Land $3000/acre S480,000
Miigstion $2000/unit $32,000
StrectsWater Times £200/Tm, £t 2306,000
Total Cost $908,000
Gross Procesds $120,000/l0t $1,920,000
Less Total Cost L]
Gross Profit 51,012,000

Tn both RA-10 alternstive scenarios, the clustersd sobdivision is substantially less profitsble than
the non-clustered mibdivision, even with a 20-pescent density incentive. However, it is apparent

that the profita

bility of chastered va. non-chestered development in all of these examples varies

ﬂﬂﬁﬁumﬂrwlhﬁn:mﬁdwﬂupﬂu of the finished lots and the sssumed costs of land and
Algo, it is agsumed that the ownership fmterest in the open space created by the cluster
is not sold with the lots; such =n ssummption might make many, if not most, chustered soenarios in



both RA-5 and RA-10 zones competitive or more profitsble than non-clustered scenarios even
without density Incentives,

B. Density Transfers

Use of density transfers within the Roral Area (ie. tranaferingto s site with RA zoning) would
reqmre amendments to both KCCP policies a3 cited sbave, and to the Zoning Code. The first
scenario below assumes dengity transfers are authorized to the RA-5 zone {or to- a designated
gabset of RA-5 propettms, e.g those abutting or near the Urban Growth Ares) on the same bagis
as now permitted in urban residential zones. Thig would mean 8 150-percent cap on Gensity
increases on the receiving site, 5o thst rather than 0.2 dwellings/acre (cne howe per Gve acres),
maximum density. on a receiving site with a transfer conld be 0.3 dwel]mgs/acre (plus or minns one
home per 3.3 2cres, depending on rounding).

The density transfer scenarios outlined below will be compared with separste development of the
sending end receiving eltes. The density transfer example below does not require that the density
cap meationed above be sospended or modified, but this probably would be needed if the density
transfer option were o be attractive to owners of smaller recelving sites. The examples also
asgume chistexed layouts and AR-10 zonmg at the base density of'the sending sites.

Eight-lot 40-acre subdivision,

Hem ' Ttem Unit Cost Totat
Receiving Site o $5000/z01e . $200,000
Sending Site $3000/acre . $120,000
Mitigation $1500/acre £60,000
Streetg/Watey Tines $200/1in. £}, $121,500
Total Cost $£501,000
Gross Proceeds | $90,000/lot -  $1,080,000
Less Total Cogt - : _ _($501,000)
Gross Profit ' : _ $579,000

In thig scenario, the developer realizes an additional revenue of $360,000 from the four extra Jots.
The added increment of development cost attributed to these lots is $167,000 including land and
streets/water lines, If mitigation costs also xose proportional with the added density (another
$30,000), the total added cost increment would be $197,000, and profit would drop to $549,000.

The separate development scenario would be the aggregate,of the clustered development scenarios

for the eight-lot 40-gcre subdivision on the RA-S receiving site and a 4-lot clustered development
on the RA-10 gending gite,



Eight-lot 40-acre clustered snbdivision, RA-3 zone (receiving site):

Ttem

Ttem Unit Cost Total
Tand . $5000/scre $200,000
Mitigation - o $1500/acre - ~ 860,000
Strests/Water Iines $200/lin. fi. $81,000
Total Cost = . - : 3341,000
Gross Proceeds - '$50,000/10t - §720,000
Legg Total Cost - - _(8341,000)
Gross Profit R ' | $379,000
4-lot 40-acre clustersd subdivision, RA-10 zone (sending site):
Hem RN Ttem Unit Cogt . ___Totsl
Land S $3000/acre -~ $120,000
Mitigation $2000/mit $8,000
Streets/Water Lines . $200/lin, ft.. S $40.000
Total Cost _ $168,000
Groze Proceeds . $90,000/fot 3360,000
Lesg Total Cost : (3168,000)
Gross Profit : Lo : 3192,000
$547.000

The development scenario with & density transfer but no density incentives is more profitable than
the separate development of each site under the assumptions outlined 2bove by $32,000. . Sines
this is a difference of less than 10 percent between two very hypothetica] situations, and since I did
not add mitigation costs proportionate with the added density to the density tranafer scenario
(which would make the profit of the two hypothetwal cases'mtually identical), I will limit pyself
to concluding that the denmiy transfer option is at least competitive with separate development of
the sending and receiving sites, further'assuming no downzoning of the sending site as reqm:eﬂ by
KCCP policy R-217, Kthe dsveloper chose not to cluster in either case, the competitivenass of
the development transfer optiont would depend on the price spresd between 3-acre lots and 5- and
10-zcre lots (a8 opposed to 1-acre vs 5- and 10-acre lots),

Policy R-217 28 adopted requires that the density transfer oconr based on the zoning in place when
the 94 KCCP was sdopted; for much of the land being stndied for designation 25 Rumal Forest
Districts, this would be RA-5 or RA-10. Poloy R-108 further requires these lands to be zoned
RA-20, 50 a 100 to 300-percent density incentive gver the RA-20 zone is built into the density
transfer option, The policy alsa requires designated Rural Farm District ands to be zoned RA-10;



parcels previously zoned RA-5 would have a 100-percent density incentive boilt nto the density
transfec option over rthe RA-S zone. Tn the example shove, i the sending site is downzoned to

RA-20 ag required by the K.CCP, development costs could drop by $40,000 or more (depending
unhuwmndl.lmun-m!uﬂuiwhﬂﬂma::wﬂaﬂhm:mhtchﬂu],
ot the gross proceeds drop by $180,000, which means the total gross profit of the separats
development soenario would drop te around $407,000, which would be $172,000 or almost 30
percent less than the density trankfer scenario.

But&mm&ddmgﬂumﬂm:hwh,lmnchdnﬁﬂdmﬁwmim‘twﬂlhmm
economically attractive to moet developers than development of sending sites in the Rural
Rascurce Districts if they are downzoned consistent with KCCP policy R-217. Countywids
Planning Policy LU-14, which addresses density transfers "o encourage retention of resource-
based uses in the Rural Ares,” directs that such density transfers result in "no nct mcrease in
density in the Rural Avea ™ From this I conclnde that offerng density meentives n conjimetion
with deasity transfers would be in vielation of the CPF's s now sdopted, sa well g unncesgary
from & strictly economic gandpoint.

Please call me =t 296-7125 if you have questions or comments on this paper,

cé:  Doug Osterman, Regional Plinnes
Mike Quinn, Reglonal Flanmer |
Kammren Gurol, Regionsl Flanner
Julie Shilwyse, Quality Rursl Esvironment Projeet Plamer
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