
KING COUNTY AGRICULTURE COMMISSION 
MEETING NOTICE 

THURSDAY, MARCH 9, 2017 
3:00 – 6:00 P.M. AT THE  

ENUMCLAW PUBLIC LIBRARY 
 

PROPOSED MEETING AGENDA                  (AGENDA ITEM TIMES ARE TENTATIVE) 
3:00 Call to Order 

• Introductions 
• Approval of Agenda     
• Approval of Minutes (February 9th) 

Leann Krainick, Chair Pro 
Tem 
 

3:10 Public Comment – please limit comments to 3 minutes/person  

3:20 Code Changes: Agriculture and Ag Use Definitions 
• Definition  
• Updates 
• Process 
• Q&A 

Erin Auzins, Principal 
Legislative Analyst, King 
County Council and  
Randy Sandin, Product Line 
Manager – Resource, DPER 

4:05 Marijuana Policy 
• Commission’s letter to Council re: Zoning  
• SHB 1692, 1st Substitute 
• Q&A 

Patrice Barrentine, KC Ag 
Policy 

4:15 Break  

4:20 Updates (approx. 5 min each) 
• Ag Program 
• Local Food Initiative 
• Commission Details  
• Selection Committee 
• Councilmember von Reichbauer's Town Hall meeting  
• King Conservation District  
• Farm Bureau 
• Snoqualmie Watershed Improvement District (WID) 

 
Richard Martin 
Mike Lufkin 
Patrice Barrentine 
Leann Krainick 
Leann Krainick 
KCD Staff 
Bruce Elliott 
Siri Erickson-Brown 
 

4:55 2016 Commission Accomplishments Presentation Patrice Barrentine 

5:10 Farmland Preservation Program 
• Highlights and Methodology 
• Recent Easements 
• Q&A 

Ted Sullivan, Farmland 
Preservation Program 
Manager 

5:50 Farm Fish Flood Update John Taylor, Assistant 
Director, WLRD 

6:00 Land Acquisitions: none to report Patrice Barrentine 

6:00 Adjourn Leann Krainick 

Next Meeting:  
April 13th~2:30-5:30, Snoqualmie Public Library  
 
 



2017 Meeting Topics Calendar 
 
Complete Topic Who When Outcomes 

Letter 
advising 
County 
Executive 

Notes 

 
Pike Place Market Tour and 
Farm Programming 

Leigh Newman-
Bell 

Jan   

 
Neighborhood Farmers 
Market Alliance Sales Report 

Chris Curtis Jan   

 
King Conservation District 
Regional Food Grant 
Program update  

Mary Embleton Jan   

 
Approval of Ag Commission’s 
FFF Recommendations 

 Feb   

 
Road Vacations King County Feb   

      

 What’s Going on with Ag in 
Other Counties? 

Skagit Fall   

 What’s Going on with Ag in 
Other Counties? 

Pierce Fall   

 Joint Meeting with Rural 
Forestry Commission 

    

 Commission Policies and 
Procedures: Review and 
Modify 

    

 Tours to cover: Purpose of Commission, FPP, ADAP, Buffers, Salmon Recovery, Drip 
Irrigation, Drought, WID, Reclaimed Water, Keller Ditch, Tall Chief, Ag Regulatory Changes 

 



 

Water and Land Resources Division 
Department of Natural Resources and Parks 
King Street Center 
201 South Jackson Street, Suite 600 
Seattle, WA 98104-3855 
206-477-4800   Fax 206-296-0192 
TTY Relay: 711 
 

King County Agriculture Commission 
DRAFT Meeting Minutes 

Thursday, February 9th, 2017 
Lake Wilderness Lodge, Maple Valley 

 

Commissioners P A Commissioners P A Commissioners P A 
Leann Krainick, Chair Pro-Tem X  Siri Erickson-Brown X  Leigh Newman-Bell X  
Amy Holmes, Vice Chair Pro-Tem X  Shelby Jors  X Larry Pickering  X 
Roger Calhoon X  Meredith Molli X  Bob Vos X  
Bruce Elliott X  Eldon Murray X     
P=Present; A=Absent 
 

County Staff Present 
Patrice Barrentine, DNRP Richard Martin, DNRP Rey Segui, DOT (Roads) 
Leslie Drake, DOT (Roads) Megan Moore, DNRP John Taylor, DNRP 
Leslie Manning, DOT (Roads) April Sanders, KCC  

 

Guests Present 
None 

 

Meeting Action Summary 

• KCDOT Road Vacations Presentation 
• Approval of January 12th, 2017 Meeting Minutes 
• County Updates: SWM, FFF, Remlinger Purchase, Ag Program, Land Committee 
• Other Updates: KCD, Farm Bureau 
• Next Meeting: March 9th, 2017 at Enumclaw Public Library (with tour) 

 

Meeting Called to Order at 4:22 pm (no quorum); 4:45 pm (with quorum) 
 

Road Vacations – Leslie Drake, Leslie Manning, and Rey Segui, KCDOT 
Leslie Drake, Leslie Manning, and Rey Segui of King County Department of Transportation presented on the 
road “vacations” process.  Ms. Drake explained vacations as when the County gives up interest in a right-of-
way (ROW) like a road, returning it to the abutting property.  She said many farming area ROWs are used 
privately, but are County-owned; in these cases, vacation can legalize private use for property owner(s). 
 

Mr. Segui said the vacation process begins with a petition and documentation submitted to the County by 
property owner(s) of a majority of frontage along a ROW.  The process includes: County review of the 
petition, a public and stakeholders’ hearing and determination, recommendation from a County Roads 
engineer to approve or deny the vacation, another public hearing based on that recommendation with 
additional recommendation to the King County Council (KCC) by the hearing examiner, then final review 
and determination by the KCC.  This process usually lasts nine to twelve months.  Ms. Drake noted not all 
ROWs can be vacated, if there is vested public interest (such as water access) or other law restricting it.  
When a ROW is vacated, it is usually evenly divided between abutting property owners, but this can vary 
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depending on individual circumstances.  There is no deed written for a vacation, but a KCC ordinance 
declaring it.  She added that generally a majority of owners abutting a ROW must consent to a vacation for 
it to be approved.  More information is on the County website, or by contacting her office directly. 
 

Approval of Meeting Agenda  
Leann Krainick postponed approval of the agenda and minutes until adequate attendance was reached for 
quorum.  Eldon Murray motioned to approve the agenda but add an item to discuss the County purchase of 
the Remlinger land near Carnation.  Siri Erickson-Brown seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
  

Approval of Prior Meeting Minutes    
Bob Vos motioned to approve the January 12th, 2017 meeting minutes.  Bruce Elliott seconded the motion, 
which passed unanimously. 
  

Public Comment 
There was no public comment. 
 

Stormwater Management (SWM) Fee Update – John Taylor, DNRP 
John Taylor updated on the proposed County SWM rate changes, recently approved with modifications by 
the KCC.  He said the SWM program created $27 million yearly from 2012-2016, shared among: current 
asset maintenance, Agriculture Drainage Assistance Program (ADAP) and other agricultural programs, 
habitat restoration, and NPDES permitting compliance.  Further needs identified to address are: more 
funds for capital programs, increased services for rural property owners, retrofit of antiquated stormwater 
infrastructure, repair/drainage of damaged roads.  He noted $750 million to $830 million in County 
drainage infrastructure is likely to fail in 50 to 100 years, up to $500 million of that in the next decade. 
 

The SWM rate change for 2017-2018 will create $8 million more annually; the residential rate (including 
farms) increases by 40% to $240.44 per parcel.  This revenue is slated for: expanded asset management 
and agriculture/rural services, $7.5 million to the Roads division, a new grant program for stormwater 
retrofits, and a discount rate for low-income property owners.  Bob Vos asked why a lack of a proportionate 
increase in ADAP/agriculture funds from the new revenue.  Mr. Taylor said the County sees ADAP as a 
“reduceable” cost due to being a cost-share program with private property owners; it can be cut with no 
staff impact.  He believes despite the fund reduction, the County can sustain its current rate of completion, 
about 13,000 linear feet of drainage ditches per year, but a major increase in this rate is unlikely. 
 

Meredith Molli asked if beaver control funds will address devising a control plan, or implementing a plan; 
Mr. Taylor confirmed it will do both.  Siri Erickson-Brown reported a new contract between the Snoqualmie 
Valley Watershed Improvement District (WID) and a beaver trapper: the WID will cover the cost of keeping 
the trapper on-call, but each instance requiring beaver control will be the individual landowner’s financial 
responsibility.  Mr. Taylor also confirmed that beaver control work funded by SWM should tie into Farm 
Fish Flood (FFF) efforts.  He added that new SWM funds will also support a new full-time regulatory 
specialist staff position for the County agriculture program.  Ms. Molli asked if the SWM budget breakdown 
information is available online; Mr. Taylor said he will send that to Commissioners.  Ms. Molli also asked if 
there was information available, and a way for the Commission to weigh in, on several developments in 
Duvall whose drainage systems drain to the Snoqualmie valley floor, where farming occurs.  Mr. Taylor and 
Patrice Barrentine agreed to research this and contact the city of Duvall. 

 

Farm Fish Flood (FFF) Next Steps – John Taylor, DNRP 
John Taylor reported the County is trying to convene a meeting on February 27th between FFF caucuses to 
discuss the Commission’s concerns and proposed report changes.  He noted interest in reaching agreement, 
chiefly with local tribes and the fish caucus, whom he sees as crucial to regulatory work.  Bob Vos noted the 
recent meeting of Citizens’ Alliance for Property Rights (CAPR)’s board and DNRP Director Christie True; 
he believed it led to better understanding between the two agencies.  Patrice Barrentine added she is 
working with Janne Kaje, who oversees salmon recovery management at DNRP, on categorizing the 
proposed report changes into separate documents; these should be ready for review prior to the meeting. 
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BREAK 
 

Remlinger Property Purchase – John Taylor, DNRP; Commissioners 
Eldon Murray voiced concern that a consensus from a recent Land Committee meeting, that it is not in 
anyone’s best interest for the County to buy property without prior case-by-case Commission review, was 
not being honored.  He cited the County’s recent purchase of the Remlinger property near Carnation.  This 
land has been considered for multiple proposals for a new housing addition; the land sits at the boundary 
of Carnation and the Snoqualmie APD.  John Taylor explained the KCC opposed modifying the city’s Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB) to rezone the land as urban.  KCC also had reservations about a “4:1” proposal, 
which would mean the portion of land unused by the housing addition being held forever by the County as 
“open space” and not allowed to be farmed, when its soils are considered prime for farming.  KCC’s TREE 
Committee directed County staff to quickly determine a fair solution.  The decision was for the County to 
buy the land as open space directly, divide it between Parks land and farmland, and sell the farmland. 
 

Mr. Taylor addressed concern this could lead to a situation like the complex County sale of Tall Chief.  He 
took responsibility for that complication, but added the County has learned from it and will now simply sell 
any farmland it buys.  Richard Martin said the County will maintain an FPP easement on the land, and 
possibly buy back one of the temporarily-stripped development rights to allow for addition of a farm house.   
 

Meredith Molli asked if all options were exhausted prior to the purchase.  Mr. Taylor answered that KCC 
strongly opposed moving Carnation’s UGB, there was no immediate option to sell the land, and KCC wanted 
an immediate solution.  He also said the County’s 4:1 program is being reevaluated, to look at an option of 
County land acquired in a 4:1 proposal not ending up held in perpetuity.  Bob Vos reiterated unease this 
purchase was not brought to the Commission for prior review.  Mr. Taylor admitted that while there was no 
full briefing, he had notified the Commission at its October 2016 meeting that this purchase was possible. 
 

Mr. Martin noted, in reply to a line of discussion on the Remlinger development rights, that the County is 
considering affirmative language to actively require farming on FPP land.  Mr. Taylor explained this concept 
came from the County’s “Kitchen Cabinet” initiative, but the County is aware this is difficult to enforce.  Mr. 
Martin further stated DPER staff have advised an amendment to the upcoming Comprehensive Plan could 
be submitted to adjust the Snoqualmie APD to add the Remlinger land.  Several Commissioners then 
expressed concern on possible perceived favoritism in County land sales, Ms. Molli citing Mr. Taylor’s 
earlier statement of perhaps offering the Remlinger land to one of the unsuccessful Tall Chief bidders.  Mr. 
Taylor admitted the County is in a difficult position. 
 

Siri Erickson-Brown asked what the Commission’s formal advisory role is in future County land decisions.  
Roger Calhoon asked if a few Commissioners advising the County on past decisions would have been 
beneficial; Mr. Taylor agreed, and further suggested bringing these decisions before the existing Land 
Committee for input.  Amy Holmes also noted a recent meeting with DNRP Deputy Director Bob Burns, 
where she was reassured the County’s ultimate land acquisition strategy for farmland would be through 
easements, not in-fee purchases; that the county’s mission is get farmland into the hands of farmers. 
 

Mr. Taylor stressed that, while the County would honor the Commission’s advisory role when at all 
possible, there will be a few cases where the County has to move forward in a land purchase before a 
Commission review is possible.  He cited the upcoming purchase of land from the Burns property; all 
potential buyers fell through and the Flood Control District saw acquisition of this land as urgent due to a 
need to protect part of Seattle’s water supply.  He recommended making County land acquisitions a regular 
part of Land Committee meetings, as well as adding a standing regular Commission agenda item to address 
them. 
 

Agriculture Commission Strategic Planning 2017 
Leann Krainick briefly touched on the subject of proposed meeting frequency for 2017, that Commissioners 
need to agree upon how often they want to convene meetings this year.  She tabled the full discussion until 
next meeting due to time constraints. 
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Updates  
• King Conservation District: Amy Holmes reported the EMDS modeling grant project with DNRP is 

now holding farmer testing meetings to identify suitable buffer planting areas with low impact to 
farming, as well as use for future agriculture strategic planning; Josh Monaghan and Cynthia Krass 
have more information.  KCD also received $500,000 from a lawsuit settlement to be invested in 
agricultural drainage projects; Ben Axt has more information.  The Regional Food Grant Program 
still wants feedback on improving the grant process; feedback should go to Mary Embleton.  Ms. 
Holmes also noted 2016 accomplishment highlights from the Farm Natural Resources Services and 
Farm Planning program, nearly all of which were well above anticipated levels. 

• Farm Bureau: Bruce Elliott spoke on his experience at American Farm Bureau’s Phoenix meeting 
last month, which included tours of a large-scale dairy farm and a desert cattle ranch.  He also said a 
recent county Bureau meeting brought up a need to reach out to north KC farmers; it was suggested 
that Siri Erickson-Brown and Meredith Molli, along with Snoqualmie Valley Tilth, aid with outreach 
and recruitment.  He reported on the annual “Legislative Day” in Olympia, where he heard several 
Bureau officers give statements for state Senate and House working groups, and also a bill hearing 
for two rural development bills, one by Larry Springer.  He added the Cattlemen’s Association is 
now contracting lobbyist services with the Bureau due to losing their Executive Director. 

• KC Land Advisory Committee: Leann Krainick said the Committee’s final meeting was held 
January 19th, and that a “2.0” version of the Committee will convene in August to continue their 
work.  She said there is still a need to locate additional funding, likely from private investors or 
voter levees, as well as a need to integrate their process with area cities.  She noted two items in 
their draft document addressing farms: community gardens/pea patches will not be considered 
farmland, and a vote to remove language requesting funds for old barn preservation.  She advised 
she would email out the final draft of this document when completed. 

• Agriculture Program: Richard Martin distributed a handout for review, summarizing County 
Agriculture staff’s 2016 accomplishments.  He requested any information on farmlands brought 
into production in 2016, to document progress towards the 400-acre annual County goal.  He also 
asked for information on agricultural lease values on County lands, as part of an analysis to ensure 
County agriculture lands are being leased at market rates.  He also noted that the County is now 
recruiting for the new agriculture regulatory permitting specialist staff position mentioned earlier 
by John Taylor; more information can be found on the County website or by contacting him. 

• Commission Details: 

o Patrice Barrentine asked Commissioners to return Financial Disclosure forms to her tonight, 
and to give feedback on the proposed meeting calendar for 2017.  She is trying to keep the 
Snoqualmie Public Library as a regular venue.  She also requested feedback on two possible 
farm tours this spring, as well as a tour with KCC members in fall.  Ms. Erickson-Brown and Ms. 
Molli said they are unavailable July to October, and prefer to spend time on meetings rather 
than tours, suggesting only one tour.  Mr. Elliott said ending meetings at 6:30 pm is best for his 
schedule.  Roger Calhoon voiced concern on key issues going unaddressed during Commission 
hiatuses.  Ms. Krainick suggested meeting at the Enumclaw library at 1:30 pm on March 9th to 
conduct her farm tour, then the Commission meeting at the library from 3:00 pm to 6:00 pm. 

o Ms. Barrentine reported the Regulatory Committee’s changes to the recent Comprehensive Plan 
have returned from KCC and are being reviewed by County and Executive Office staff.  She said 
the proposed changes will be ready by May for Commission review before returning to KCC. 

o Ms. Krainick requested any additions/revisions to the March meeting agenda be given at least a 
week in advance of the meeting. 

 

Meeting Adjourned at 7:16 pm   
 

Next Meeting 
Thursday, March 9th, 2017 at 3:00 pm 
Enumclaw Public Library, Enumclaw (tour to precede meeting at 1:30 pm) 
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King County Agricultural Commission 
Selection Committee Meeting 
Friday February 17th 10:00-11:00am 
Conference call (no action taken) 

Attending  
Commissioners: Leann Krainick, Amy Holmes, Bruce Elliott 
Staff: Patrice Barrentine 
 

2016 Ag Commission Recruitment 

In this meeting, the committee discussed the areas of representation that are needed for 2017 
recruitment. 

We will be filling seats previously held by: 

a) Bob Tidball, strawberries and land use, Green River APD 
b) Nancy Hutto, honey, North Bend 
c) George Irwin, cattle, Enumclaw 
d) Eldon Murray, cattle, Enumclaw 
e) Larry Pickering, animal vet, Snoqualmie 
f) Bob Vos, cattle, Auburn 
g) Anne Becker, dairy/veg/policy, Snoqualmie 
h) Siri Erickson-Brown, vegetables, Snoqualmie (to be confirmed) 

We discussed the openings and types of skills as well as geographic representation needed to represent 
the Ag Commission charter and ESJ.  

Needed Sector Representation 

1.       Geographic 

a) Snoqualmie 

b) Green 

c) Enumclaw 

d) Vashon 

2.       Racial/ethnic diversity 

3.       Vegetables/ Fruit 



4.       Organizations 

a) Sno Valley Tilth 

b) Neighborhood Farmers Market Alliance 

c) KCD 

7.       Business/finance 

8.       Processing 

9.       Policy/Regulatory 

 

The committee recommended following up with promising candidates from the 2015 recruitment where 
appropriate and reaching out to other individuals and farm organizations. A list of potential candidates 
was made based on the needs above. 

Patrice agreed to summarize the notes from the meeting. 

Next steps  

1) Get contact info for list of people to recruit.  
2) Draft a recruitment notice for the committee’s approval. 
3) Draft the application for 2017 

In addition, Patrice put together a rough timeline for the process: 

• End of March – Announce and open recruitment 
• April 14– Applications due 
• April 24- May 5 - review applications (phone interviews, if needed) 
• May 9 -  Recommend to DNRP 
• May 11 DNRP Director recommends to County Executive 
• June –July Executive review and recommendation to Council 
• August-October – Commissioners gain voting privileges  
• September-November – Council Confirmation of commissioners 



Agricultural Uses 
Zoning Code 
Amendments 
KING COUNTY AGRICULTURE COMMISSION 
MARCH 9, 2017  



How did we get here? 

 2014 - Review of King County Agricultural Regulations for FFF Forum  
 

 2015 - 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update Scope of Work  
 DPER, WLRD, Ag Commission Regulations Committee 

 
 2015/2016 Code Revisions – Goals 
  
 Collaboration  

 



2016 King County Comprehensive 
Plan 

 Zoning Code Amendments proposed by Executive (March 2016) 
 
 Removed by Council from the Ordinance (September 2016) 
  
 Work Plan Item – due September 30, 2017 

 Review policy questions 
 Conduct outreach 
 Transmit an updated ordinance and a report 



2017 Interbranch Work 

 Interbranch Team 
 WLRD (Patrice, John), DPER (Randy, Lisa), PSB (Karen), Council (Erin) 

 Review of policy questions (January – March) 
 Changes made to code amendments 

 Feedback from Agriculture Commission (March) 
 Outreach to other interested parties (March – April) 

 Farm Bureau, Sno-Valley Tilth, Futurewise, CSA’s 

 Finalize report and ordinance (April – May) 
 Transmittal to Executive/Council (June - September) 
 Review and Adoption by Council (October – December) 

 



Summary of Agricultural Uses Zoning Code Amendments 

Changes to Permitted Uses 

• Addition of two new uses, to provide flexibility for agricultural uses 
o Agricultural Activities: permitted in the Agriculture, Forest, Rural Area, and Urban 

Reserve zones 
o Agricultural Support Services: Agriculture, Forest, Rural Area, Urban Reserve and R1-8 

zones 
• Allows an additional unit for agricultural employees for properties over 100 acres 
• No changes to the winery/brewery/distillery, or marijuana production/processing are included 

Agricultural Activities 

• Development standards include minimum lot sizes, maximum square footages, requirements for 
growing on-site or in Puget Sound Counties, setbacks, requirements for structures to be located 
on lands that are unsuitable for agricultural production, and limitations on retail sales of non-
agricultural products  

• These uses would be permitted outright up to 2,000 square feet each, for processing, 
warehousing/refrigeration, and retail 

• A new administrative review process, through the Agricultural Technical Review Committee, 
would allow modifications to the development standards, and would allow up to 3,500 square 
feet each, for processing, warehousing/refrigeration, and retail (and up to 7,000 square feet 
each for processing and warehousing/refrigeration in the Agriculture zone on properties greater 
than 35 acres) 

• Would also allow for a conditional use permit to exceed these square footage limitations 

Agricultural Support Services 

• Would allow agricultural activities, including processing, warehousing, retail sales, farmworker 
housing or farm operations, on lands that are unsuitable for agricultural production 

• Required to go through the Agricultural Technical Review Committee review process to be sited 
• Development standards in the Rural Area, Urban Reserve and R1-8 zones include minimum lot 

sizes, maximum distance from the Agricultural Production District, and vehicular access 
restrictions. 

• Development standards for all Agricultural Support Services include setbacks, the maximum 
square footages as Agricultural Activities, and requirements for growing on-site or in Puget 
Sound Counties 

• Allows for a conditional use permit if these development standards cannot be met. 

Agricultural Technical Review Committee Review Process 

• Comprised of DPER, DNRP, Public Health and the King Conservation District 
• Decisions are made by the DPER Director, or designee, based on the recommendation of the 

Committee. 
• Criteria for modification or expansion of Agricultural Activities, and siting of Agricultural Support 

Services include location on lands that are unsuitable for agricultural production, compliance 



with conservation easements and other zoning development standards, adequate on-site 
infrastructure to support the use, noninterference with neighboring properties, design that is 
compatible with the character and appearance of development in the vicinity, adequate public 
facilities, and non-conflict with the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code 

Changes made in 2017 

• Added cross references to other permitted use tables, to guide users to the new Agricultural 
Activities use in the Resource table 

• Removed separate permission for Agricultural Product Sales in the F, UR and R1-8 zones 
• Removed any changes to winery/brewery/distillery permissions 
• Added allowance for Agricultural Activities and Agricultural Support Services to the Urban 

Reserve zone, with the same requirements as for the Rural Area zone 
• Removed allowance for Farm Worker Housing in the Forest zone 
• Reduce the threshold for the Agricultural Technical Review Committee review process for 

processing to 2,000 square feet, and the threshold for a conditional use permit for processing to 
3,500 square feet in the Rural Area zone and lots less than 35 acres in the Agriculture zone 

• Removed allowance for equipment repair in the Forest zone 
• Clarified review process for Agricultural Technical Review Committee 
• Added language requiring sufficient screening vegetation, and a prohibition on use of urban 

services for Agricultural Support Services 
• Added language to the landscaping code that landscaping may be required as part of the 

Agricultural Technical Review Committee process 
• Repeals Chapter 20.54 and corrects cross references to that chapter. Chapter 20.54 is the 

Agricultural Lands Policy that was adopted in 1977, and has subsequently been replaced by the 
agricultural land use policies adopted in the Comprehensive Plan.  Executive and Council staff 
have reviewed the policies in Chapter 20.54 and in the 2016 Comprehensive Plan and current 
Zoning Code, and found that the policies in 20.54 are duplicative, outdated, and should be 
repealed. 



 

 
 
 
Agriculture Commission 
Water and Land Resources Division 
Department of Natural Resources and Parks 

King Street Center 
201 South Jackson Street, Suite 600 
Seattle, WA  98104-3855 

206.477-4800   Fax 206.296.0192  
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September 30, 2016 

 

The Honorable Joe McDermott 

Chair, King County Council 

516 Third Ave, Room 1200 

Seattle, WA 98104 

 

Dear Councilmember McDermott: 

 

I am writing on behalf of the King County Agriculture Commission in regard to Ordinance No. 

2016-0254.2, which was passed by King County Metropolitan County Council July 25, 2016 and 

enacted as ordinance number 18326. Ordinance 2016-0254.2 revises marijuana production, 

processing and retailing restrictions for properties zoned as rural (RA) or agriculture (A).  

 

The Commission is deeply concerned about conversion of farmland to marijuana production. 

In light of the County Executive’s Local Food Initiative with goals of increasing food production 

by 400 acres/year for the next 10 years, agricultural and rural designated lands are needed for 

food production.  This goal is complicated by actions that facilitate establishment or expansion 

of non-agricultural businesses within Agricultural Production Districts (APDs) or on lands zoned 

for agriculture, which potentially lead to abandonment of productive agricultural lands. 

 

Within areas zoned RA, the ordinance limits marijuana production to RA-10 and R-20 

properties, on parcels of 10 acres and larger, but does not require the acreage not utilized by the 

marijuana operation to remain in agricultural production. There is a potential, especially on 

smaller tracts, that the existing agricultural uses will be abandoned as management efforts focus 

on the more lucrative production and processing of marijuana.  Similarly, because marijuana 

production is allowed on most all A-zoned properties (4.5 acres and larger), there is significant 

risk of losing farming operations once a marijuana operation is established on a previously 

productive agricultural parcel.   

 

Farmland in King County has been protected as a natural resource since the early 1980’s through 

the publicly funded 1979 bond for Farmland Preservation.  That program has been supported 

through adoption of farmland protection sections in the Comprehensive Plan (e.g., R-101, R-204, 

R-205, R-209, and R-210) as well as the Growth Management Act designation of five 

Agricultural Production Districts.  Public support for farmland protection has been documented 

through a number of targeted surveys and initiative development efforts, including the 2009 

F.A.R.M.S report and the 2014 Local Food Initiative.  The King County Farmer Regulatory 

Survey and Report (2015) documented that the price of farmland is far above the state and 
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national average, which greatly restricts opportunities for local farmers to establish or expand 

their farming businesses.  Expansion of the marijuana industry into existing agricultural areas 

will only increase land access barriers.   

 

Therefore, although the Agriculture Commission is not opposed to marijuana production on 

lands zoned rural or agricultural, farming of the property not dedicated specifically to the 

marijuana production footprint, should be encouraged.  Furthermore, marijuana cultivation and 

processing on A-zoned lands should be permitted only as an accessory use to the primary use of 

food production. Council should consider modifying the ordinance to reflect these long-standing 

priorities that are more in line with the current allowed uses in A Zones and APDs.  

 

The Agriculture Commission supports the two zoning studies commissioned in this legislation 

and asks that the production and zoning study include an examination of the potential impacts of 

marijuana growing and processing to farming in King County.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Leann Krainick, Chair Pro Tem 

King County Agriculture Commission 

 

 

cc: King County Councilmembers 

 Dow Constantine, County Executive  

Christie True, Director, King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks  

      (DNRP) 

 Mark Isaacson, Division Director, Water and Land Resources Division (WLRD), 

                 DNRP 

 John Taylor, Assistant Division Director, WLRD, DNRP 

  

 

 

 

 



AN ACT Relating to agriculture and farming; and amending RCW1
7.48.310, 7.48.305, 82.04.213, 50.04.150, 49.46.130, and 82.04.330.2

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON:3

Sec. 1.  RCW 7.48.310 and 2009 c 200 s 3 are each amended to read4
as follows:5

For the purposes of RCW 7.48.305 only:6
(1) "Agricultural activity" means a condition or activity which7

occurs on a farm in connection with the commercial production of farm8
products and includes, but is not limited to, marketed produce at9
roadside stands or farm markets; noise; odors; dust; fumes; operation10
of machinery and irrigation pumps; movement, including, but not11
limited to, use of current county road ditches, streams, rivers,12
canals, and drains, and use of water for agricultural activities;13
ground and aerial application of seed, fertilizers, conditioners, and14
plant protection products; keeping of bees for production of15
agricultural or apicultural products; employment and use of labor;16
roadway movement of equipment and livestock; protection from damage17
by wildlife; prevention of trespass; construction and maintenance of18
buildings, fences, roads, bridges, ponds, drains, waterways, and19
similar features and maintenance of stream banks and watercourses;20
and conversion from one agricultural activity to another, including a21

H-1823.2
SUBSTITUTE HOUSE BILL 1692

State of Washington 65th Legislature 2017 Regular Session
By House Agriculture & Natural Resources (originally sponsored by
Representatives Buys, Sawyer, Chapman, Condotta, Stanford, Lytton,
Vick, Blake, and Fitzgibbon)
READ FIRST TIME 02/17/17.

p. 1 SHB 1692



change in the type of plant-related farm product being produced. The1
term includes use of new practices and equipment consistent with2
technological development within the agricultural industry.3

(2) "Farm" means the land, buildings, freshwater ponds,4
freshwater culturing and growing facilities, and machinery used in5
the commercial production of farm products.6

(3) "Farmland" means land or freshwater ponds devoted primarily7
to the production, for commercial purposes, of livestock, freshwater8
aquacultural, or other farm products.9

(4) "Farm product" means those plants and animals useful to10
humans and includes, but is not limited to, forages and sod crops,11
dairy and dairy products, poultry and poultry products, livestock,12
including breeding, grazing, and recreational equine use, fruits,13
vegetables, flowers, seeds, grasses, trees, marijuana, useable14
marijuana, and marijuana-infused products, freshwater fish and fish15
products, apiaries and apiary products, equine and other similar16
products, or any other product which incorporates the use of food,17
feed, fiber, or fur.18

(5) "Forest practice" means any activity conducted on or directly19
pertaining to forestland, as that term is defined in RCW 76.09.020,20
and relating to growing, harvesting, or processing timber. The term21
"forest practices" includes, but is not limited to, road and trail22
construction, final and intermediate harvesting, precommercial23
thinning, reforestation, fertilization, prevention and suppression of24
diseases and insects, salvage of trees, brush control, and owning25
land where trees may passively grow until one of the preceding26
activities is deemed timely by the owner.27

Sec. 2.  RCW 7.48.305 and 2009 c 200 s 2 are each amended to read28
as follows:29

(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter,30
agricultural activities conducted on farmland and forest practices,31
if consistent with good agricultural and forest practices and32
established prior to surrounding nonagricultural and nonforestry33
activities, are presumed to be reasonable and shall not be found to34
constitute a nuisance unless the activity or practice has a35
substantial adverse effect on public health and safety.36

(2) Agricultural activities and forest practices undertaken in37
conformity with all applicable laws and rules are presumed to be good38
agricultural and forest practices not adversely affecting the public39
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health and safety for purposes of this section and RCW 7.48.300. An1
agricultural activity that is in conformity with such laws and rules2
shall not be restricted as to the hours of the day or day or days of3
the week during which it may be conducted.4

(3) The act of owning land upon which a growing crop of trees is5
located, even if the tree growth is being managed passively and even6
if the owner does not indicate the land's status as a working forest,7
is considered to be a forest practice occurring on the land if the8
crop of trees is located on land that is capable of supporting a9
merchantable stand of timber that is not being actively used for a10
use that is incompatible with timber growing. If the growing of trees11
has been established prior to surrounding nonforestry activities,12
then the act of tree growth is considered a necessary part of any13
other subsequent stages of forest practices necessary to bring a crop14
of trees from its planting to final harvest and is included in the15
provisions of this section.16

(4) Agricultural activities involving marijuana, useable17
marijuana, and marijuana-infused products shall be considered to have18
been established as of the date that the activity was licensed by the19
Washington state liquor and cannabis board.20

(5) Nothing in this section shall affect or impair any right to21
sue for damages.22

Sec. 3.  RCW 82.04.213 and 2015 3rd sp.s. c 6 s 1102 are each23
amended to read as follows:24

(1) "Agricultural product" means any product of plant cultivation25
or animal husbandry including, but not limited to: A product of26
horticulture, grain cultivation, vermiculture, viticulture, or27
aquaculture as defined in RCW 15.85.020; plantation Christmas trees;28
short-rotation hardwoods as defined in RCW 84.33.035; turf; or any29
animal including but not limited to an animal that is a private30
sector cultured aquatic product as defined in RCW 15.85.020, or a31
bird, or insect, or the substances obtained from such an animal32
including honey bee products. "Agricultural product" does not include33
((marijuana, useable marijuana, or marijuana-infused products, or))34
animals defined as pet animals under RCW 16.70.020.35

(2)(a) "Farmer" means any person engaged in the business of36
growing, raising, or producing, upon the person's own lands or upon37
the lands in which the person has a present right of possession, any38
agricultural product to be sold, and the growing, raising, or39
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producing honey bee products for sale, or providing bee pollination1
services, by an eligible apiarist. "Farmer" does not include a person2
growing, raising, or producing such products for the person's own3
consumption; a person selling any animal or substance obtained4
therefrom in connection with the person's business of operating a5
stockyard or a slaughter or packing house; or a person in respect to6
the business of taking, cultivating, or raising timber.7

(b) "Eligible apiarist" means a person who owns or keeps one or8
more bee colonies and who grows, raises, or produces honey bee9
products for sale at wholesale and is registered under RCW 15.60.021.10

(c) "Honey bee products" means queen honey bees, packaged honey11
bees, honey, pollen, bees wax, propolis, or other substances obtained12
from honey bees. "Honey bee products" does not include manufactured13
substances or articles.14

(((3) The terms "agriculture," "farming," "horticulture,"15
"horticultural," and "horticultural product" may not be construed to16
include or relate to marijuana, useable marijuana, or marijuana-17
infused products unless the applicable term is explicitly defined to18
include marijuana, useable marijuana, or marijuana-infused products.19

(4) "Marijuana," "useable marijuana," and "marijuana-infused20
products" have the same meaning as in RCW 69.50.101.))21

Sec. 4.  RCW 50.04.150 and 1989 c 380 s 78 are each amended to22
read as follows:23

(1) Except as otherwise provided in RCW 50.04.155, the term24
"employment" shall not include service performed in agricultural25
labor by individuals who are enrolled as students and regularly26
attending classes, or are between two successive academic years or27
terms, at an elementary school, a secondary school, or an institution28
of higher education as defined in RCW 50.44.037 and in the case of29
corporate farms not covered under RCW 50.04.155, the provisions30
regarding family employment in RCW 50.04.180 shall apply.31

(2) Agricultural labor is defined as services performed:32
(((1))) (a) On a farm, in the employ of any person, in connection33

with the cultivation of the soil, or in connection with raising or34
harvesting any agricultural or horticultural commodity, including35
raising, shearing, feeding, caring for, training, and management of36
livestock, bees, poultry, and furbearing animals and wild life, or in37
the employ of the owner or tenant or other operator of a farm in38
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connection with the operation, management, conservation, improvement,1
or maintenance of such farm and its tools and equipment; or2

(((2))) (b) In packing, packaging, grading, storing, or3
delivering to storage, or to market or to a carrier for4
transportation to market, any agricultural or horticultural5
commodity; but only if such service is performed as an incident to6
ordinary farming operations. The exclusions from the term7
"employment" provided in ((this paragraph)) subsection (1) of this8
section shall not be deemed to be applicable with respect to9
commercial packing houses, commercial storage establishments,10
commercial canning, commercial freezing, or any other commercial11
processing or with respect to services performed in connection with12
the cultivation, raising, harvesting and processing of oysters or13
raising and harvesting of mushrooms or in connection with any14
agricultural or horticultural commodity after its delivery to a15
terminal market for distribution for consumption.16

(3) The terms "agricultural," "agriculture," "farming,"17
"horticultural," "horticultural commodity," "horticultural product,"18
and "horticulture" may not be construed to include or relate to19
marijuana, useable marijuana, or marijuana-infused products unless20
the applicable term is explicitly defined to include marijuana,21
useable marijuana, or marijuana-infused products.22

Sec. 5.  RCW 49.46.130 and 2013 c 207 s 1 are each amended to23
read as follows:24

(1) Except as otherwise provided in this section, no employer25
shall employ any of his or her employees for a workweek longer than26
forty hours unless such employee receives compensation for his or her27
employment in excess of the hours above specified at a rate not less28
than one and one-half times the regular rate at which he or she is29
employed.30

(2) This section does not apply to:31
(a) Any person exempted pursuant to RCW 49.46.010(3). The payment32

of compensation or provision of compensatory time off in addition to33
a salary shall not be a factor in determining whether a person is34
exempted under RCW 49.46.010(3)(c);35

(b) Employees who request compensating time off in lieu of36
overtime pay;37

(c) Any individual employed as a seaman whether or not the seaman38
is employed on a vessel other than an American vessel;39
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(d) Seasonal employees who are employed at concessions and1
recreational establishments at agricultural fairs, including those2
seasonal employees employed by agricultural fairs, within the state3
provided that the period of employment for any seasonal employee at4
any or all agricultural fairs does not exceed fourteen working days a5
year;6

(e) Any individual employed as a motion picture projectionist if7
that employee is covered by a contract or collective bargaining8
agreement which regulates hours of work and overtime pay;9

(f) An individual employed as a truck or bus driver who is10
subject to the provisions of the Federal Motor Carrier Act (49 U.S.C.11
Sec. 3101 et seq. and 49 U.S.C. Sec. 10101 et seq.), if the12
compensation system under which the truck or bus driver is paid13
includes overtime pay, reasonably equivalent to that required by this14
subsection, for working longer than forty hours per week;15

(g) Any individual employed (i) on a farm, in the employ of any16
person, in connection with the cultivation of the soil, or in17
connection with raising or harvesting any agricultural or18
horticultural commodity other than marijuana, useable marijuana, or19
marijuana-infused products, including raising, shearing, feeding,20
caring for, training, and management of livestock, bees, poultry, and21
furbearing animals and wildlife, or in the employ of the owner or22
tenant or other operator of a farm in connection with the operation,23
management, conservation, improvement, or maintenance of such farm24
and its tools and equipment; or (ii) in packing, packaging, grading,25
storing or delivering to storage, or to market or to a carrier for26
transportation to market, any agricultural or horticultural commodity27
other than marijuana, useable marijuana, or marijuana-infused28
products; or (iii) in commercial canning, commercial freezing, or any29
other commercial processing of any agricultural or horticultural30
commodity other than marijuana, useable marijuana, or marijuana-31
infused products, or with respect to services performed in connection32
with the cultivation, raising, harvesting, and processing of oysters33
or in connection with any agricultural or horticultural commodity34
after its delivery to a terminal market for distribution for35
consumption;36

(h) Any industry in which federal law provides for an overtime37
payment based on a workweek other than forty hours. However, the38
provisions of the federal law regarding overtime payment based on a39
workweek other than forty hours shall nevertheless apply to employees40
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covered by this section without regard to the existence of actual1
federal jurisdiction over the industrial activity of the particular2
employer within this state. For the purposes of this subsection,3
"industry" means a trade, business, industry, or other activity, or4
branch, or group thereof, in which individuals are gainfully employed5
(section 3(h) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended6
(Public Law 93-259));7

(i) Any hours worked by an employee of a carrier by air subject8
to the provisions of subchapter II of the Railway Labor Act (459
U.S.C. Sec. 181 et seq.), when such hours are voluntarily worked by10
the employee pursuant to a shift-trading practice under which the11
employee has the opportunity in the same or in other workweeks to12
reduce hours worked by voluntarily offering a shift for trade or13
reassignment; and14

(j) Any individual licensed under chapter 18.85 RCW unless the15
individual is providing real estate brokerage services under a16
written contract with a real estate firm which provides that the17
individual is an employee. For purposes of this subsection (2)(j),18
"real estate brokerage services" and "real estate firm" mean the same19
as defined in RCW 18.85.011.20

(3) No employer shall be deemed to have violated subsection (1)21
of this section by employing any employee of a retail or service22
establishment for a workweek in excess of the applicable workweek23
specified in subsection (1) of this section if:24

(a) The regular rate of pay of the employee is in excess of one25
and one-half times the minimum hourly rate required under RCW26
49.46.020; and27

(b) More than half of the employee's compensation for a28
representative period, of not less than one month, represents29
commissions on goods or services.30

In determining the proportion of compensation representing31
commissions, all earnings resulting from the application of a bona32
fide commission rate is to be deemed commissions on goods or services33
without regard to whether the computed commissions exceed the draw or34
guarantee.35

(4) No employer of commissioned salespeople primarily engaged in36
the business of selling automobiles, trucks, recreational vessels,37
recreational vessel trailers, recreational vehicle trailers,38
recreational campers, manufactured housing, or farm implements to39
ultimate purchasers shall violate subsection (1) of this section with40
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respect to such commissioned salespeople if the commissioned1
salespeople are paid the greater of:2

(a) Compensation at the hourly rate, which may not be less than3
the rate required under RCW 49.46.020, for each hour worked up to4
forty hours per week, and compensation of one and one-half times that5
hourly rate for all hours worked over forty hours in one week; or6

(b) A straight commission, a salary plus commission, or a salary7
plus bonus applied to gross salary.8

(5) No public agency shall be deemed to have violated subsection9
(1) of this section with respect to the employment of any employee in10
fire protection activities or any employee in law enforcement11
activities (including security personnel in correctional12
institutions) if: (a) In a work period of twenty-eight consecutive13
days the employee receives for tours of duty which in the aggregate14
exceed two hundred forty hours; or (b) in the case of such an15
employee to whom a work period of at least seven but less than16
twenty-eight days applies, in his or her work period the employee17
receives for tours of duty which in the aggregate exceed a number of18
hours which bears the same ratio to the number of consecutive days in19
his or her work period as two hundred forty hours bears to twenty-20
eight days; compensation at a rate not less than one and one-half21
times the regular rate at which he or she is employed.22

Sec. 6.  RCW 82.04.330 and 2015 3rd sp.s. c 6 s 1103 are each23
amended to read as follows:24

(1) This chapter does not apply to any farmer in respect to the25
sale of any agricultural product at wholesale or to any farmer who26
grows, raises, or produces agricultural products owned by others,27
such as custom feed operations. This exemption does not apply to any28
person selling such products at retail or to any person selling29
manufactured substances or articles. This chapter does not apply to30
bee pollination services provided to a farmer by an eligible31
apiarist.32

(2) This chapter also does not apply to any persons who33
participate in the federal conservation reserve program or its34
successor administered by the United States department of agriculture35
with respect to land enrolled in that program.36
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(3) The exemption to the application of chapter 82.04 RCW1
provided in this section does not apply to sales of marijuana,2
useable marijuana, or marijuana-infused products.3

--- END ---
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News 
Metropolitan King County 
Council News 

 

Washington State Department of Agriculture 
Director Derek Sandison to Headline Panel 
Discussion 
Summary 

A conversation will be held on the important role agriculture plays in 
South King County. 

Story 

Metropolitan King County Councilmember Pete von Reichbauer will host a Town Hall 
meeting - South King County Agriculture on Tuesday, March 21:  

  

Tuesday, March 21 
7:00 p.m. 

Auburn Performing Arts Center, Auburn High School 
702 4th Street NE, Auburn  

 
The panel of community leaders includes Washington State Department of Agriculture 
Derek Sandison, South King County 4-H Clubs Coordinator Nancy Baskett, King County 
Agriculture Commission Chair Leann Krainick, Washington State University Research 
and Extension/Puyallup Director John Stark and South King County Farmers Markets Bill 
Peloza.  
 
A conversation will be held on the important role agriculture plays in South King 
County. The panel discussion will focus the conversation on many aspects of agriculture 
including economic, environment and resources.  
 
“Our region is known for its organic produce, colorful flowers, and much more,” said 
Councilmember von Reichbauer. “Our agricultural resources play an important role to 
our region economically and help to create a better life for all of our neighbors.” 
 
For additional information on the Town Hall, you can contact Councilmember von 
Reichbauer’s office by phone (206) 477-1007, or by e-mail.  

http://www.kingcounty.gov/council/councilmembers/vonreichbauer.aspx
mailto:pete.vonreichbauer@kingcounty.gov
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Join us for a 
conversation about 
South King County 

Agriculture

Pete von Reichbauer
King County Council
516 Third Avenue, Room 1200
Seattle, WA 98104  
(206) 477-1007

facebook.com/pete.vonreichbauer

Pete.vonReichbauer@kingcounty.gov
www.kingcounty.gov/vonReichbauer



Join Councilmember Pete von Reichbauer and a panel of Agriculture experts for a 
conversation at a special Town Hall meeting to discuss the important role agriculture 
has in South King County.  

South King County Agriculture Town Hall Meeting

TUESDAY, MARCH 21, 2017 
7:00 p.m. - 8:30 p.m. 

AUBURN PERFORMING ARTS CENTER, AUBURN HIGH SCHOOL 
702 Fourth St. NE 

Auburn, WA 98002
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