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[bookmark: _Toc3466250][bookmark: _Toc11065263]I. Overview
Initially enacted in 1994, the Four-to-One Program is an award-winning discretionary land use process allowed under the Washington State Growth Management Act.  The goals of the program are to assist in the creation of a contiguous band of open space alongside the original 1994 urban growth area boundary and to reduce sprawl by focusing growth into the urban growth area.  The program allows eligible rural area zoned parcels to be added to the urban growth area, with four acres of the rural area land permanently preserved and dedicated to the King County Open Space System for each acre of new urban land.  The program is guided by the Countywide Planning Policies, the King County Comprehensive Plan, and the King County Code – collectively referred to herein as the "provisions" guiding the program.[footnoteRef:1] [1:   Initial establishment of program by Ordinance 11446.] 


This voluntary program provides the County with a mechanism to address unique local circumstances and create a strong public benefit.  Over the 25-year life of the program, some projects have adhered closely to the program criteria, and others have varied.  Based on these experiences, the details of the program have been revised; however, the central goals have remained unchanged.

The 2016 King County Comprehensive Plan contains a workplan action item that calls for a review of the Program, and directs the County to work on this through the King County Growth Management Planning Council.

Actions Related to the Growth Management Planning Council
The Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) is a separate formal body consisting of elected officials from King County, Seattle, Bellevue, other cities and towns in King County, special purpose districts, and the Port of Seattle. The GMPC developed the Countywide Planning Policies, providing a countywide vision and serving as a framework for each jurisdiction to develop its own comprehensive plan, which must be consistent with the overall vision for the future of King County. The GMPC is chaired by the King County Executive; five King County Councilmembers serve as members. Recommendations from the GMPC are transmitted to the full King County Council for review and consideration.  The GMPC develops its own independent work program every year; this section of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Workplan identifies issues the County will bring forward to the GMPC for review, consideration and recommendations.  King County will submit these Workplan items to the GMPC for consideration at its first meeting of 2017, with a goal of completing the GMPC review and recommendations by December 31, 2018.  

Action 18: Review the Four-to-One Program. The County's Four-to-One Program has been very effective in implementing Growth Management Act goals to reduce sprawl and encourage retention of open space. This is done through discretionary actions by the County Council, following a proposal being submitted by a landowner(s) to the County. Over time, there have been proposals that vary from the existing parameters of the program; these have included possible conversion of urban zoning for lands not contiguous to the original 1994 Urban Growth Area, allowing the open space to be non-contiguous to the urban extension, use of transfer of development rights, providing increased open space credit for preserved lands with high ecological value (such as lands that could provide for high value floodplain restoration, riparian habitat, or working resource lands), and consideration of smaller parcels or parcels with multiple ownerships. Allowing these changes have the potential for increasing the use of the tool, with attendant risks and benefits. The Growth Management Planning Council would review the Four-to-One program and determine whether changes to the existing program should be implemented that will strengthen the program and improve implementation of the Comprehensive Plan, including evaluation of the proposals listed above.

The Growth Management Planning Council was briefed on this topic in 2017 and 2018.  Action by the Growth Management Planning Council is anticipated in 2019, and action by King County is anticipated in 2020 as part of the Comprehensive Plan update.

[bookmark: _Toc3466251][bookmark: _Toc11065264]II. Review Topics
Based on the direction in the workplan, technical and policy review was conducted by County staff, and included outreach to city staff through the King County Interjurisdictional Team.  County departments involved in the review include the Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Department of Local Services – Permitting Division, King County Geographic Information System Center, and the Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget.  The review considered a variety of factors: overall program performance, site‑specific implementation experience, review of the eligibility and evaluation criteria, as well as a review of the procedural aspects of the program.  The following topics were included in the review.

Overall Program Review

Programmatic Issues
Land types allowed in program
Contiguity to the original 1994 urban growth area boundary
Variable ratios for lands with high ecological value
Smaller minimum parcel sizes and/or multiple ownerships
Level of detail and specificity in the Countywide Planning Policies, Comprehensive Plan, and Code

Procedural Issues
Role of Growth Management Planning Council
Application and initiation process
County review process and procedures
City and Special Purpose District review and recommendation process

Urban Lands
Allowed uses on the new urban land 
Relationship of program to County annexation goals

Open Space Lands
Allowing the open space to be non-contiguous to the urban extension
Allowing the use of transferable development rights
Criteria for, and allowed uses on, new open space lands
Open space evaluation criteria

Consistent with the workplan, the primary purpose of the review and driver of the recommendations is to determine whether changes to the existing program should be implemented to strengthen the program and improve implementation of the Comprehensive Plan.

[bookmark: _Toc3466252][bookmark: _Toc11065265]III. Summary of Program
The Four‑to‑One Program seeks to create a contiguous band of open space along the original 1994 urban growth area boundary.  For properties that meet the criteria, the program allows land owners to apply to have their land considered, with 20 percent of the land (i.e., the "one") potentially added to the urban growth area and the remaining 80 percent (i.e., the "four") permanently added to the King County Open Space System.  Given that Four-to-One projects amend the urban growth area boundary, they are approved at the discretion of the County as part of an update to the Comprehensive Plan.

The following bullets summarize the provisions guiding the Four-to-One program, with additional detail provided in the Program Review section of the report.  
Overall program acreage: The program sets a cap of 4,000 new urban acres.
Ratio: Typically four acres of conserved land for every one acre of new urban land (see the text following the list of bullets for more explanation).
Voluntary application: A voluntary tool for property owners to request to add land to the urban growth area.
Discretionary land use amendment: Four-to-One approvals are land use amendments, adopted by the King County Council, as part of an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan's land use map and urban growth area.  The Growth Management Planning Council reviews and provides a recommendation prior to County action.  The County is to consider both the quality of the open space and feasibility of urban development.
Expands urban growth area: Allows urban growth area to expand even if there is already sufficient capacity to accommodate twenty-year growth projection.
Upheld by Hearings Board: Program upheld by Growth Management Hearings Board as an innovative land use management technique, per 36.70A.090 Revised Code of Washington, due to "sufficient constraints in program to preclude its abuse."[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Vashon-Maury, et al v. King County case (Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board, Consolidated Case No. 95-3-0008, Final Decision and Order).] 

Eligible lands: Parcels must be physically contiguous with the original 1994 urban growth area, with minor exceptions to address critical areas (note: the Countywide Planning Policies just refer to the urban growth area).  Eligible lands include Rural Area zoned parcels.  Agricultural lands are exempted in King County Code, and all Natural Resource lands are exempted in the Countywide Planning Policies.  This difference has existed since the 2012 update to the Countywide Planning Policies. 
Allowed uses of new urban lands:  New urban land is limited to residential development and must achieve a minimum density of four units per acre.  The new urban land must be served by sewers and other urban services, and facilities must be provided directly from the existing urban area without crossing the open space or rural area.  In cases where the Four-to-One is adjacent to a city, the jurisdiction must agree to add the new urban land to their Potential Annexation Area.
Evaluation criteria for new open space lands: These include quality of open space for fish and wildlife habitat, protection of wetlands, stream corridors, ground water and water bodies; unique natural, biological, cultural, historical, or archeological features; and size of the open space dedication.
Use of new open space lands:  Four acres of new rural open space are required for each new acre of urban land, with the intent of creating a buffer between the new urban land and the surrounding Rural Area.  New open spaces are intended to connect to other open space parcels, thereby creating and enhancing public benefits.  Open space parcels are to retain their Rural Area land use designation; however, they can be used for agriculture and forestry.  Also, a small portion of the open space land can be dedicated to other uses such as trails or active recreation.  
Annexation:  In cases where the Four-to-One is adjacent to a city, the jurisdiction must agree to add the new urban land to their Potential Annexation Area.  No requirement or timeframe is established for the annexation to occur.
Implementation: A term-limited conservation easement is placed on the parcel(s) when the County approves the proposal.  Permanent open space dedication to the County occurs at final formal plat recording.  Four-to-One proposals can be reversed if the applicant decides to not pursue urban development or fails to record the final plat.

The heart of the Four-to-One Program is the ratio of one acre of new urban land in exchange for dedication of four acres of new permanent open space buffer land, and the resulting number of units allowed.  The following table demonstrates the impact of the ratio[footnoteRef:3] using two scenarios.   [3:  	The unit count numbers in this section of the report and are generalized based on the zoning designation; it is important to recognize that they could increase (for example, from density incentives) or decrease (for example, to meet drainage or requirements).] 


Scenarios Demonstrating Result of Four-to-One Ratio to Number of Units
	
	
	Before 4:1
	
	
	After 4:1
	
	Change

	
	Rural
Zone
	Developable Acreage
	Units Allowed before 4:1
	Conversion to Urban Zone
	Developable Acreage (the "new urban land")
	Units Allowed after 4:1
	Factor of Increase

	Scenario 1
	RA-5
	20
	4
	R-4
	4
	16
	4

	
	
	
	
	R-6
	4
	24
	6

	
	
	
	
	R-8
	4
	32
	8

	
	
	
	
	R-12
	4
	48
	12

	Scenario 2
	RA-10
	20
	2
	R-4
	4
	16
	8

	
	
	
	
	R-6
	4
	24
	12

	
	
	
	
	R-8
	4
	32
	16

	
	
	
	
	R-12
	4
	48
	24



As shown in the first scenario, a 20-acre parcel that is zoned Rural Area 5 (1 unit per 5 acres) could currently subdivide and four units could be built under existing regulations.  Under the Four-to-One Program, assuming all other criteria are met, and after the open space portion was dedicated to the County, the zoning on the new four acres of urban land would require a minimum of 16 units (with the minimum density R-4 zoning), the number of units would quadruple.  Four units per acre results in lots sizes of 10,890 square feet, or one-quarter of an acre.  Note that this density could increase to 48 units if the development was at 12 units per one acre (R-12 zoning), which are densities more consistent with townhouses.  This is a twelve-fold increase the existing density even after the open space land is dedicated.

In the second scenario, a 20-acre parcel zoned Rural Area 10 (1 unit per 10 acres) could currently subdivide and two units could be built.  Under the Four-to-One program, the zoning on the new urban land would require the same minimum of 16 units (under R-4 zoning), resulting in a minimum eight-fold increase in units.  If townhouse densities were built (such as under R-12 zoning), there could be 48 units, or a twenty-four fold increase in density.  

Note:  The scenarios use single family (R-4) to townhouse (R-12) densities for illustration of the program; however, the program does not prohibit a proposal for greater densities, and the County has density bonus programs that could increase yields.  This means a proposal could be made for R-24 (twenty-four units per acre) or R-48 (48 units per acre).  

In summary, under the Four-to-One Program, even after the open space land is removed, there is a minimum four-fold increase in the number of units allowed on the parcel as compared to the units allowed under existing rural zoning.  And, the program currently allows the densities to increase even more significantly.

[bookmark: _Toc3466253][bookmark: _Toc11065266]IV. Profiles of Four-to-One Proposals to Date
Note: Brief summaries are provided for each project in this report.  Additional detail on each Four-to-One project can be found in Appendix A: Description of Four-to-One Projects.

Between when the program was initiated in 1994 and 2018, the County approved twelve Four-to-One projects, with three of these later reversed due to site-specific development constraints. 

The Four-to-One approach to expanding the urban growth area was used most heavily in the mid-1990s after the initial urban growth area was established in 1994 under the Growth Management Act.  The program was originally structured as a one-time application process.  A second application process was implemented and, ultimately, it became an ongoing, although infrequently used, program.  Nine projects were approved in the 1990s, including three that were reversed, and three approved in the 2000s-2010s.

Including projects that were approved and built, as well as proposals that have been approved but not yet built, the Four-to-One Program has created or will create about 360 acres of new urban land and conserved or will conserve about 1,400 acres of new open space.  This is significantly below the 4,000 new urban acres program cap.  These developments have included about 1,160 units with more anticipated from the approved but unbuilt projects.  

Below is a summary of each of the Four-to-One projects.
Glacier Ridge/ McGarvey Park: Approved in 1994, this development is located in the Fairwood/ Renton area.  The project resulted in approximately 100 new urban acres that remains unincorporated, 400 new open space acres, and 475 units built.  The open space is adjacent to the urban in one contiguous block that surrounds the new urban lands.
Ravenholt / Ravenhill Open Space: Approved in 1995, this development is located in the Sammamish area.  The project resulted in approximately 8 new urban acres that were annexed, 33 new open space acres, and 21 units built.  The open space is adjacent to the urban in one contiguous block that surrounds the new urban lands.
GoldStar / Willows Road: Approved in 1995, this development is located in the Kirkland area.  The project resulted in approximately 9 new urban acres, 31 new open space acres, and 33 units built.  Unique among the projects, this was amended in 2004 to annex the entire site, both the urban and open space, into the City of Kirkland.  The open space is adjacent to the urban in one contiguous block, and partially buffers the new urban lands.
Emmerson / Patterson Creek Natural Area: Approved in 1996, this development is located in the Sammamish area.  The project resulted in over 6 new urban acres that were annexed, 25 new open space acres, and 26 units built.  The open space is adjacent to the urban in one contiguous block and surrounds almost all of the new urban lands.
Polygon-Maple Ridge Highlands / Maple Ridge Highlands Open Space: Approved in 1997, this development is located in the Maple Valley area.  The project resulted in approximately 163 new urban acres that were annexed, 653 new open space acres, and 579 units built.  The open space is two large contiguous blocks; one of the blocks fully surrounds the new urban land, and the other was conversed using Transfer of Development Rights.
Ruth / Soos Creek Park: Approved in 1997, this development is located in Kent, near the Soos Creek Park area.  The project resulted in approximately 4 new urban acres that remains unincorporated, 16 new open space acres, and 15 units built.  The open space is adjacent to the urban in one contiguous block, and partially buffers the new urban lands.
Marshall / Evans Crest Natural Area: Approved in 2001, this development is located in the Sammamish area.  The project resulted in approximately 5 new urban acres that were annexed, 34 new open space acres, and 14 units built.  The open space is adjacent to the urban in one contiguous block that surrounds the new urban lands.
Reserve at Covington Creek: Approved in 2008 and modified in 2016, this development is located in the Black Diamond area.  The project resulted in approximately 51 new urban acres (only 40 counted towards the ratio) that remain unincorporated, and with a future dedication of 160 new open space acres.  The project allows off site transfer of development rights to meet the conservation requirement; up to 12 percent is allowed to be onsite.  The project has not yet been built.
Rainier Ridge / Black Diamond Open Space: Approved in 2014 and modified in 2016, this development is located in the Maple Valley area.  The project resulted in approximately 14 new urban acres that were annexed, and will require 56 new open space acres.  The open space is adjacent to the urban in one contiguous block, and partially buffers the new urban lands.  The project has not yet been built, meaning that the future open space lands are under term conservation easements now, but not yet dedicated in fee.

Three additional Four-to-One projects were adopted in 1995 that never moved to development and were reversed in 1998.  At that time, the program did not require development review, meaning that the development concepts were adopted but they turned out not to be feasible to build.  These three are referred to as Spring Creek (24 urban acres) in the Fairwood area, Plum Creek (48 urban acres) in the Black Diamond area, and Marshall/Oatfield (12 urban acres / later readopted as Marshall) in the Sammamish area.

In addition, three large developments known as Joint Planning Area Development Agreements were permitted based on Four-to-One "principles" that required open space conservation.  Joint Planning Areas were identified as the County began its planning under the Growth Management Act in the early 1990s.  Work between the County and a number of the Cities in the Rural Area occurred with the intention of finalizing these cities' urban growth area boundaries.  

The following summarizes the projects, using 2018 data.
Black Diamond Joint Planning Area / Black Diamond Open Space: Approved in 1996, with over 400 urban acres (most of which was annexed) and 1600 open space acres.  Some of the open space was dedicated to the County's open space system, and some was not.  As of 2018, about 80 units were built, but many more will developed in the coming years.
Grand Ridge Issaquah Joint Planning Area / Grand Ridge Park:  Approved in 1996, with almost 490 urban acres that were annexed and 1400 open space acres.  The development has almost 3,750 units.
Issaquah Highlands (Grand Ridge Expansion Area) / Park Pointe Open Space:  Approved in 2010, with 35 urban acres that were annexed and 144 open space acres.  The development has almost 150 units.

With cities urban growth area boundaries finalized, these types of projects are not anticipated to occur again, and therefore they are not likely to be part of future Four-to-One proposals.  

On the next page is map that shows all of the projects discussed – the nine Four-to-Ones, the three reversed projects, and the three JPA developments.



As shown on the map, along with other public lands, Four-to-One projects provided a modest but meaningful impact on permanently securing the urban growth area boundary. 

Between 2015 and 2017, a number of additional Four-to-One projects were proposed, and others were amended.  The following summarizes these proposals.
Snoqualmie Interchange: This proposal was included in the Scope of Work for the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update.  The proposal is located at the northwest corner of the Interstate 90-State Route 18 interchange.  It was proposed at a time when the County was being challenged legally by the City of Snoqualmie regarding these properties.  The city's desired outcome was for commercial development, which is not consistent with the program criteria.  Dialogue with the city did occur; however, a number of the property owners choose not participate in the process.  Given the inconsistency with the criteria, and lack of property owner involvement, this project did not move forward.
Carnation Fields:  This proposal was included in the Scope of Work for the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update, and later included as a property owner Docket request.  While the property adhered to the procedural aspects of the Four-to-One Program, it was withdrawn and ultimately the County bought the property to conserve it for agricultural use.
North Bend:  This proposal was included in the Scope of Work for the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update.  The proposal included a number of property owners, some of whom had not heard that the County included their land in a Comprehensive Plan process.  Some of the property owners were not interested in having their land used in this manner.  Given the lack of property owner interest, this project did not move forward. 
Cedar Hills/Maple Valley:  This Four-to-One proposal was focused on land in and around the Cedar Hills landfill.  Consideration of the proposal became moot when the license to operate the landfill was extended.  This area will be considered as part of a future Community Service Area Subarea Planning Process. 
Reserve at Covington Creek:  This Four-to-One proposal was approved in 2008.  The project resulted in approximately 51 new urban acres (including 40 acres for development plus an 11-acre athletic field) being added to the urban growth area, and would require about 160 new acres of rural land to be conserved.  The project has not yet been built.  The proposal included a pre-annexation agreement and required that the development be consistent with the City of Black Diamond's regulations and guidelines.  In 2016, both of these conditions were removed, with a "no-contest to annexation" provision added.  Also, the requirement for conservation of rural area land was modified to include rural, agricultural or forestry lands (with up to 20 acres onsite open space allowed to count towards the open space requirement).  In both the 2008 and 2016 adoption, transferable development rights were allowed, with the result being open space conservation that did not include the land being permanently dedicated to the County.
Rainier Ridge:  This Four-to-One proposal was approved in 2014.  The project resulted in 14 new urban acres, and would require approximately 56 new open space acres.  Initiating an annexation process was required prior to actual development.  In 2016, this requirement was replaced with a requirement to annex to the City of Maple Valley before 2017.  These two changes reflected ongoing work between the property owner and the City to move the area towards annexation.  This area has been annexed to the city.

The experiences and knowledge gained during each of these Four-to-One projects and projects led to changes in the program over the years, resulting in the program that is in place today.  These experiences informed the review of the topics noted at the beginning of this report. 

[bookmark: _Toc3466254][bookmark: _Toc11065267]V. Review of Program
This section addresses the review topics noted at the beginning of the report, and fall into the categories of overall program review, programmatic issues, procedural issues, urban lands, and open space lands.  

[bookmark: _Toc3466255][bookmark: _Toc11065268]A. Overall Program Review
The Four-to-One program was enacted almost 25 years ago and has been used infrequently.  The majority of the proposals were processed in the late 1990s; however, the program has continued to this day and Four-to-One proposals were approved sporadically in the 2000s and 2010s.  

The program goal was to create a contiguous band of open space next to the original 1994 urban growth area boundary and to address unresolved urban growth area issues.  The program results, while limited, have helped to secure the urban growth area boundary in some areas.  Nine Four-to-One projects have been approved, adding about 360 new urban acres and conserving over 1,300 open space acres.[footnoteRef:4]  These open space lands currently comprise a meaningful part of the total land acreage of the County's Park System, and the acquisitions have complemented other land use and conservation tools.  And, the new urban land acreage is well below the 4,000-acre maximum limit on the total urban acreage that can be added to the urban growth area because of the program.   [4:  	These calculations do not include the Joint Planning Area Agreements that were not Four-to-One projects, but were based on Four-to-One "principles."] 


The open space land dedications have resulted in multiple permanent benefits, including creation of functional buffers along the urban growth area boundary, serving as community separators, protecting critical natural resources, enhancing fish and wildlife habitat, preserving tree canopy and reduce fragmentation of forested lands as well as providing opportunities for various types of passive recreation, such as hiking, mountain biking and horseback riding.

Given that the program is well within the urban acreage limits, and given the open space benefits, it is recommended that the program be retained and no changes are recommended related to the overall goals of the program.  Recommendations are provided, however to the provisions that guide the program to improve consistency, clarity and the effectiveness of the program.

[bookmark: _Toc3466256][bookmark: _Toc11065269]B. Programmatic issues
Land types allowed in program: Since inception, the program stated that rural area land could be considered in the program, and it specifically stated that agricultural lands were excluded.  The provisions were silent on other types of natural resource lands – forestry and mining.  The rationale for focusing on rural lands alone was that there fewer tools designed to protect rural lands, and there was countywide agreement that agricultural lands should be permanently protected.  In the 2012 update of the Countywide Planning Policies, the language was expanded to exclude not only agricultural lands, but all natural resource lands.  The rationale for excluding forest and mineral lands is the same as for agricultural lands, particularly land in the Forest Production District, with some portions Forest Production District being directly adjacent to four cities (Issaquah, Black Diamond, North Bend and Enumclaw), and therefore at risk.  It is recommended that the Comprehensive Plan and King County Code be amended to be consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies and prohibit allowing natural resource lands from using the program.
Contiguity to the original 1994 Urban Growth Area boundary: Since inception, the program stated that the County would actively pursue open space dedication to create a contiguous band north and south along the original 1994 urban growth area boundary.  During the 2012 update of the Countywide Planning Policies, language was amended in a manner that simply referenced the urban growth area boundary rather than the 1994 original boundary.  It is recommended that the Countywide Planning Policies be amended to be consistent with the original intent of the program and to align proposals with the 1994 boundary.
Variable ratios for lands with high ecological value: Since inception, the ratio has been four acres of open space to one acre of new urban land (note: a separate ratio of three-and-a-half to one for proposals that include a specific percentage of affordable housing exists, however it has only been used once).  A review of the program highlights its core goal of achieving multiple benefits, including those listed in the workplan.  These include floodplain restoration, riparian habitat, or working resource lands, fish and wildlife habitat including wildlife habitat networks, habitat for endangered and threatened species, protection of wetlands, stream corridors, ground water and water bodies, and more.  Given the multiple criteria and numerous program goals related to ecological value, a more complex system with differential numerical ratios would add significant complexity and might lead to a less holistic approach.  Also, not only are lands with high ecological value already included in the program criteria, often these lands have less development potential without public ownership.  It is recommended that the ratio be retained for all projects. 
Smaller minimum parcel sizes and/or multiple ownerships: Since inception, the minimum size of projects has been 20 acres.  The rationale was based on two factors: (a) ensuring that the scale of the new urban area was sufficient to make development feasible, and (b) ensuring that the size of the open space parcel was sufficient to allow for efficient management and public benefit.  Also, the program has always allowed smaller parcels to be combined to meet the minimum acreage.  A review of the theoretically available parcels indicates that there are approximately 1,800 parcels available to use the program and, while the vast majority are below the minimum size, they could be combined to meet the minimum required size.  Of these parcels, about 90 are over 20 acres and an additional 100 are over ten acres. 

Related to parcel size, and therefore the size of the open space dedications, the most significant benefits to the open space system have resulted from the larger connected acreage dedications.  When lands are located adjacent and connect to existing open space the benefit increases in terms of habitat and recreational value.  Conversely, the smaller and disconnected open space parcels have presented management challenges for the County.  Some parcels have access challenges as private properties need to be crossed to access the County owned open space.  Also, some of the smaller open spaces are not a high priority for public access or maintenance and restoration; in short, they are too small to easily manage.  Last, while King County owns and monitors thousands of acres of natural area and forest conservation easements, due to the location of these open spaces (i.e., closer to more densely developed areas with higher populations), these lands have experienced more prohibited uses, activities and encroachments.  Given these factors – an allowance to combine smaller parcels and the complexity of managing small, disconnected open space parcels – retaining the existing minimum parcel size is recommended. 
Level of detail and specificity in the Countywide Planning Policies, Comprehensive Plan, and Code: Provisions related to the Four-to-One Program are found in the Countywide Planning Policies, King County Comprehensive Plan text and policies, and the King County Code.  Each of these documents plays a role in the hierarchy of planning under the Growth Management Act.  Countywide Planning Policies are focused on intergovernmental issues and often contains the broadest policy statements.  Comprehensive Plans are more specific and include policies that guide jurisdictions' decision-making.  Last, development regulations such as the King County Code contain the most detailed provisions that are used during permit review and to implement the Comprehensive Plan policies.  The review of the existing provisions revealed a number of ambiguities, varying levels of detail or omission of details, or location of provisions in one set that would be more appropriate in others (i.e., narrow details in the Countywide Planning Policies that would be more appropriate for the King County Code).  A number of changes are recommended to move and align the provisions to create greater clarity, consistency, and to ensure an appropriate level of detail among the provisions. 

[bookmark: _Toc3466257][bookmark: _Toc11065270]C. Procedural issues
Role of Growth Management Planning Council: The Growth Management Planning Council reviews expansions of the urban growth area, but their role in reviewing contractions is unclear.  As the urban growth area boundary is a countywide construct, it is recommended that the Growth Management Planning Council review all amendments. 
Application and initiation process: The policies and code are silent on how proposals are initiated; however, they typically start through submittal of a Docket Request by the property owner.  In 2016, a number of proposals were included in the Scope of Work for the Comprehensive Plan update.  Having the County include a site specific land use change without property owner consent, might create an appearance of support for the proposal even before it is reviewed, and creates complexity for the property owner (and the surrounding community) if they do not support the concept.  It is recommended that future Four-to-One proposals initiated by property owners come through the Docket Process.  This links the review to the Comprehensive Plan process.
County review process and procedures: The existing King County Code requires that site suitability and development conditions of Four-to-One proposals be established through the Preliminary Formal Plat process.  This is a complex and costly process and is typically used in the development phase of a project, not the review phase of a concept.  Given that Four-to-One proposals usually start as a concept rather than a formal proposal, and the discretionary nature of the program, it may be more appropriate to use a simpler process for the initial review prior to Council adoption, while retaining the Preliminary Formal Plat process for review during the development process.  One well-established process is the Mandatory Pre-Application Review process.  For a Four-to-One, the typical review would consist of 5 to 6 staff, including land use, engineering, transportation, geo-technical, aquatic, and natural resources and parks staff.  The Permitting department determines the necessary disciplines based on the complexity of the proposal.  For a Four-to-One review, this level of review is recommended to support the Executive in making a recommendation to the County Council in the Docket Report.  
For projects that are in areas that are not ready for annexation (i.e., such as a project at the far edge of a large unincorporated area and not adjacent to a city), standard land subdivision and development processes would still be required after Council adoption if the project develops under County regulations.  For projects that are in areas adjacent to cities, it is proposed that these projects develop under City standards only after annexation of the land occurs (see below).  Depending upon the proximity to a city, and therefore the potential requirement for annexation prior to development, this would also impact the number of staff needed, and the issues raised, in the Pre-Application Review Process. 
City and Special Purpose District review and recommendation process: The Countywide Planning Policies require that the city agree to add the new urban area of a Four-to-One proposal into their Potential Annexation Area, given that services are to be provided directly to the new urban land, and these would be provided by a city or the local special service districts.  Currently it is unclear as to how the City makes a recommendation.  And, given the proposed new requirement that annexation occur prior to development for sites adjacent to an incorporated area, it is recommended that the City adopt legislation (i.e., a resolution or motion) rather than relying on correspondence from staff.  

Related, the County Code requires that proposals be referred to the affected special purpose districts for recommendations.  While this outreach is appropriate and useful, it is important to recognize that jurisdictions have the primary responsibility for service provision not special purpose districts.  Given this, it is recommended that the aforementioned city legislation be recognized as the commitment to serve the proposal, and the special purpose district recommendation be afforded due consideration, but not be determinative.

[bookmark: _Toc3466258][bookmark: _Toc11065271]D. Urban Lands
Allowed uses on the new urban land: Since inception, the new urban land has been required to be residential and achieve a minimum of four dwelling units per acre.  This has allowed for housing but not for commercial development at the edge of the urban growth area.  Other factors include direction on where the urban infrastructure is to be located on the urban portion of the site, direction that the infrastructure not count towards the open space calculation, and direction regarding establishing the boundaries of the urban land to avoid critical areas.  Other than technical changes for consistency among the three sets of provisions, no changes are recommended.
Relationship of program to County annexation goals: Annexation of unincorporated urban land is a central theme in the Comprehensive Plan; however, the Four-to-One program results in new unincorporated urban lands, with one third of the past Four-to-One projects still not annexed.  In cases where the Four-to-One is adjacent to a city, under existing code they must agree to add the new urban land into their potential annexation areas but they are not required to annex.  It is recommended that the program be amended so that when projects are adjacent to a city, annexation is required prior to project development.  That way, the new development occurs under city standards and processes.  To ensure that the County's interests (such as ratios, densities, protected areas, and allowed uses) are represented in the post-annexation outcomes, it is recommended that County approval include an interlocal agreement that ensure the conditions are binding on the title.  While city standards will guide development of the urban portions of the projects, identification of the open space will occur when the Council acts to approve the Four-to-One.

[bookmark: _Toc3466259][bookmark: _Toc11065272]E. Open Space Lands
Allowing the open space to be non-contiguous to the urban extension: The majority of past projects have located all of the required open space on the same site as the new open land.  This helped to ensure that the new urban lands are buffered from the surrounding rural area; however, this is not required.  It is recommended that the provisions state that the open space is to primarily be on the parcel.  The provisions should also state that the new urban area be buffered from the surrounding rural area.  This, along with other provisions such as generally configuring the open space in a way that connects with open space on adjacent properties, should provide ample protection while still retaining a level of discretion for the applicant and the County to adjust to site-specific conditions.
Allowing the use of transferable development rights: The Transfer of Development Rights program provides a meaningfully different outcome than the Four-to-One Program.  Under the Four-to-One program, "conserved" open space is dedicated to the County in fee simple ownership, meaning the land becomes public and provides a clear public benefit.  Under the Transfer of Development Rights program, "conserved" land remains in private ownership and the rural land owner is compensated by a developer (or the county) who purchases the development rights for reuse in increased density in urban areas.  Both result in conservation, but the public benefits are different.  Also, the Four-to-One program is focused on securing the original 1994 urban growth area boundary, whereas the Transfer of Development Rights program looks at a much broader suite of lands.  As discussed in the previous bullet, if the open space is primarily on the parcel, and the on-site open space buffers the new urban from the surrounding rural, the core purpose of the program is met, and any remaining open space requirement may potentially be met through off-site open space.
To understand the relationship of transferable development rights to the Four-to-One program, one project – the Reserve at Covington Creek – is analyzed given that the County allowed it to use transferable development rights to meet the conservation requirement.  As discussed previously, and illustrated in Appendix A, nearly all of the past projects conserved land onsite or on nearby Rural Area parcels.  This was based, in part, on the restriction that through the program only Rural Area land can be added to the urban area;[footnoteRef:5] given this, developers either used part of their sites or acquired nearby sites. [5:  20.18.180 "Rural area land may be added to the urban growth area..."] 

The Reserve at Covington Creek project added over 51 acres of new urban land (only the developable 40 acres counted toward the conservation ratio) and would have therefore required about 160 acres of fee simple conservation[footnoteRef:6] of rural area land if this project fully followed typical practices.   [6:  20.18.170.C. "Upon final plat approval, the open space shall be permanently dedicated in fee simple to King County."] 

Note: it is unclear on whether the term "rural area land" as written in 2008 means land with Rural Area zoning, or whether it means any land that is not urban.  This distinction was made clearer in the 2016 amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.  For the sake of this analysis, the definitions as they exist in the 2016 Plan are used as this was the time period in which the 2008 conditions were amended.
If the developer had to buy 160 acres of Rural Area zoned land in 2018, or dedicate this amount of their own land, the cost to buy or value if dedicated would be approximately $5.8 million (based on the average cost for 2014-18 Rural Area zoned land purchases).  However, because the Reserve at Covington Creek allowed the use of transferable development rights rather than fee simple ownership, the cost parameters were changed.  If the developer purchased 160 acres of Rural Area easements, at an average cost of $11,500 per acre, the cost would have been reduced from $5.2 million to $1.8 million.  If the developer purchased Agricultural easements, at an average cost of $6,200 an acre, the cost would have been $990,000.  In 2018, the developer purchased 160 acres of forest easements, at a total actual cost of $44,000 (an average of $275 per acre).  The decrease from high-end estimate for fee simple acquisition of Rural Area acreage (i.e., the standard outcome of a Four-to-One project) to the actual cost illustrates the significant impact of allowing transferable development rights.  
Based on this experience, and the fact that the conservation benefit occurs on land that remains in private ownership rather than land that gets added to County's open space system, it is not recommended that conservation be achieved through the Transfer of Development Rights program. 
Criteria for, and allowed uses on, new open space lands: The provisions state that the open space land retain its rural area designation but other provisions allow it to be used as natural areas, passive recreation sites, resource lands for farming or forestry, and allow that a small portion of the open space can be used for trails, wetland mitigation, and limited areas for active recreation uses.  To create consistency, it is recommended that the new open space lands be allowed to have a Rural Area, open space, or farm or forestry uses, consistent with its proposed use.
Open space evaluation criteria: The provisions contain a number of evaluation criteria for proposals.  Based on program experience, some projects created challenges to the County to efficiently manage the open space (i.e., access, connection to other open spaces, and more) and challenges for public access.  It is recommended that evaluation criteria be added on both of these topics. 

[bookmark: _Toc3466260][bookmark: _Toc11065273]VI. Recommended Revisions to Program
Based on the review, revisions to the program are recommended.  The revisions are summarized below, and the text of the actual amendments is included Public Review Draft.  Program revisions are both narrow and substantive, and are recommended to the Countywide Planning Policies, Comprehensive Plan, and County Code.  The revisions fall into three categories: (1) changes to clarify and increase consistency, (2) changes to the programmatic and procedural aspects of the program, and (3) changes to the eligibility and evaluation criteria.

[bookmark: _Toc3466261][bookmark: _Toc11065274]A. Revisions to clarify and increase consistency
Countywide Planning Policies should be revised to match Comprehensive Plan and Code to reference that Four-to-One proposals be adjacent to the 1994 original urban growth area.
Countywide Planning Policies should be revised to match Comprehensive Plan and Code to reference that Four-to-One proposals are limited to residential development, consistent with the long-standing goals of the program.

[bookmark: _Toc3466262][bookmark: _Toc11065275]B. Revisions to the programmatic and procedural aspects of the program
All provisions should be revised to more accurately reflect the reactive rather than proactive nature of the program.  Other minor text changes for clarity.
All provisions should be revised to require that for projects adjacent to an incorporated area, development on Four-to-One parcels occur only after annexation.  Comprehensive Plan and King County code should establish that annexation interlocal agreements are developed that ensure development is consistent with the conditions included in County's adopting ordinance.
County Code should be revised to change level of review prior to adoption from a Preliminary Formal Plat Approval to a Pre-Application Review Process.  
All provisions should clarify that Growth Management Planning Council review all urban growth area amendments, not just expansions.
Comprehensive Plan and County Code should be revised to require property owner initiated Four-to-One proposals to be initiated through the Docket process to link decision-making to the Comprehensive Plan update process.

[bookmark: _Toc3466263][bookmark: _Toc11065276]C. Revisions to the eligibility and evaluation criteria
Comprehensive Plan and County Code should be revised to match Countywide Planning Policies to exclude all forest resource lands.
All provisions should be revised to require that the new open space land is to primarily be on-site and should provide an open space buffer between the new urban land and the surrounding adjacent Rural Area parcels.
Comprehensive Plan and Code should be revised so that criteria for open space to include: (1) evaluation of the potential for public and/or county access to open space, and (2) evaluation of the County to efficiently manage the open space.
Comprehensive Plan should be revised to allow the new open space land to be assigned a land use designation of agricultural, forest or open space, consistent with the intended use.

Amendments to code and policy are included in the Public Review Draft of the 2020 Comprehensive Plan.  Consistent with the aforementioned recommendations, the amendments seek to clarify the procedural and substantive components of the program, make the provisions more consistent, and meet the goal of the workplan to strengthen the program and improve implementation of the Comprehensive Plan.


-End of Report-




[bookmark: _Toc3466264][bookmark: _Toc11065277][bookmark: _Toc527985214]Appendix A: Description of Four-to-One Projects
This appendix supplements the discussion and analysis in the Four-to-One Program Review Report.  It provides detail on nine adopted Four-to-Ones projects, three projects that were reversed, as well as three Joint Planning Agreement project that used Four-to-One "principles" to guide their development.  The following projects are described:

A. 	Adopted Projects
Glacier Ridge / McGarvey Park
Ravenholt / Ravenhill Open Space
GoldStar / Willows Road
Emmerson / Patterson Creek Natural Area
Polygon-Maple Ridge Highlands / Maple Ridge Highlands Open Space
Ruth / Soos Creek Park
Marshall / Evans Crest Natural Area
Reserve at Covington Creek
Rainier Ridge / Black Diamond Open Space
B. 	Projects That Were Reversed
Spring Lake
Plum Creek
Marshall/Oatfield (replaced by Marshall)
C. 	Joint Planning Area Agreements Projects
Black Diamond Joint Planning Area / Black Diamond Open Space
Grand Ridge Issaquah Joint Planning Area / Grand Ridge Park
Issaquah Highlands (Grand Ridge Expansion Area) / Park Pointe Open Space



[bookmark: _Toc3466265][bookmark: _Toc3466953][bookmark: _Toc3466992][bookmark: _Toc11065278]A. Adopted Projects
This section focuses on the nine Four-to-One projects that were adopted and built or are still eligible to be built.  These nine are shown on the map below.  The map included in the main report, in section IV. Four-to-One Projects to Date, provides additional context-setting information for these projects. 
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[bookmark: _Toc3466266][bookmark: _Toc3466954][bookmark: _Toc3466993]Glacier Ridge / McGarvey Park
Adopted by Ordinance 11575, this was the first Four-to-One project.  The site is located at the edge of the unincorporated area of Fairwood.  All of the open space is contiguous and located on-site.  All of the new urban area was surrounded by the new open space, except for a portion in the middle of the site.  This non-open space portion is still rural – zoned RA-2.5, with a wetland management special district overlay designation – and owned by Rainier Christian School.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Urban Lands:  The new urban land was approximately 99 acres.  The development resulted in 475 units, included single-family detached and attached townhouses ranging from 4,000 to 7,500 square feet in size for the detached residences, and 2,500 to 3,500 square feet for attached dwellings.  The overall density is approximately 5.7 dwelling units per acre.  The area remains in unincorporated King County, and is zoned R-6-P. 

Open Space Lands: Acquired in 2000, McGarvey Park Open Space is a 400-acre forested park connecting King County’s 88-acre Petrovitsky Park (located to the south) and Wetland 14 Natural Area (66 acres) and Spring Lake/Lake Desire Park (393 acres) to the east.  This large, contiguous open space provides a buffer to the urban unincorporated development in the Renton area to the west.  A small private school and church are also located along the western boundary of the park and several stormwater tracts are located within it.  Large rural parcels lie to the north of the park.

McGarvey Park also contains eight streams and four wetlands that provide critical habitat for many birds and amphibians as well as beaver and a variety of native wetland plants and fungi.
Over five miles of trails well visited by hikers, mountain bikers and equestrians wind through McGarvey Park and connect with the 11-mile trail system at Spring Lake/Lake Desire Park.

Conclusions about Project: The urban land of the project is divided into two portions.  The southern portion is well integrated with the adjoining unincorporated urban land to the west.  The northern portion is separated and one road crosses the Rural Area to provide access.  Following this project, the program was amended to no longer allow access to the new urban land through the Rural Area.  

The new open space became McGarvey Park, and was a significant addition to the King County Park system.  It comprises close to one half of a connected 950 acres (four sites) park open space system.  Major management challenges are lack of public parking, private school “inholding” presence of significant archeological resources and some community concern about forest stewardship practices.

Glacier Ridge / McGarvey Park Map
[image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc527985215][bookmark: _Toc3466267][bookmark: _Toc3466955][bookmark: _Toc3466994]Ravenholt / Ravenhill Open Space 
Adopted by Ordinance 12061, this site is located near the northeast edge of Sammamish. This Four-to-One project included open space that is contiguous and located on-site, and it connected to other adjacent publically owned lands. The majority of the new urban area is surrounded by the new open space.

Urban Lands: This project included 8 new acres of urban land, although some of the urban land remained in open space tracts and recreation tracts. The project resulted in 21 new housing units.  These are all detached single-family residences, ranging from approximately 5,500 to 6,500 square feet.  Density is approximately 4 dwelling units per acre. 

Open Space Lands: Acquired in 2001, Ravenhill Open Space is a 26-acre site composed of two nearly adjacent parcels, separated only by a portion of a five-acre King County stormwater tract, which also contributed to the required open space dedication.  On Ravenhill’s remaining south side is a very small residential development within the City of Sammamish.  King County’s 760-acre Soaring Eagle Park is east of Ravenhill.  Since Patterson Creek Natural Area (339-acres) lies immediately north of Soaring Eagle, these three county park lands create 1125 acres of contiguous public open space.  The site is zoned RA-5-P.

Open Space Benefits: Ravenhill Open Space sits above Patterson Creek on the edge of the Sammamish Plateau along the western flank of the Snoqualmie River Valley.  It contains mostly mature forests, a small section of a significant Class 1 wetland complex (in the northeast section) and a Class 2 stream and a tributary of Patterson Creek, regionally significant as it supports high quality habitat for several fish species.  This forested open space helps provides sanctuary for black bear, bobcat, black tail deer and more than 40 species of birds.  A Wildlife Habitat Network (as designated in the King County Comprehensive Plan) transects the site east/west through the northern portion.  

Small pathways within the residential neighborhood south of Ravenhill connect to 12 miles of backcountry trails within Soaring Eagle Park regularly used by hikers, mountain bikers, and equestrians and is popular for trail running competitions.  The main trailhead parking facility for Soaring Eagle lies adjacent to the development.  In addition, Soaring Eagle Regional Park is served by a bus route originating from the Issaquah Highlands Transit Center.

Open Space Management Vision: Ravenhill Open Space is being managed as a forested ecological conservation and passive recreation site; guided by the recommendations contained in the 2000 Soaring Eagle Master Plan and the 2018 Soaring Eagle Draft Forest Stewardship Plan.

Conclusions about Project:  The urban lands are integrated with the surrounding area and have been annexed.  The open space value is largely based on adjacency to the regionally significant Soaring Eagle Park Area.  This open space provides an additional buffer for the park between a large residential community to the south and rural forested parcels to the north and west.  Its steep slopes limits recreational trail development opportunities and a stormwater pipe transects the site affecting small wildlife species passage.
Ravenholt / Ravenhill Open Space Map
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[bookmark: _Toc527985216][bookmark: _Toc3466268][bookmark: _Toc3466956][bookmark: _Toc3466995]GoldStar / Willows Road
Adopted by Ordinance 12061, this site is located near the northern edge of Kirkland.  This project was approved in 1995 when the entire site was rural.  It was amended in 2004 to annex the entire site, both the urban and open space, into the City of Kirkland.  The new city zoning for the open space area maintained the development restrictions on the site.  The proposal utilized the 3.5:1 ratio that was allowed in the policies at the time for developments that provide affordable housing. 

Urban Lands:  The site is about 9 acres, and 33 housing units were built.  The overall density is approximately 3.6 units per acre.  There is no visual indication in the subdivision as to which units were designated as affordable at the time of development.  The character of this urban development is very consistent with adjacent development.

Open Space Lands:  The open space is within the City of Kirkland.  It is contiguous to lands that are unbuilt as they include a significant change in elevation.  To the west of this band of unbuilt parcels is the Sammamish River Agricultural Production District.

Conclusions about Project:  The urban lands are integrated with the surrounding area and have been annexed.  The benefit to the County of this project is different from others, as the open space has been annexed into the City.

GoldStar / Willows Road Map
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[bookmark: _Toc527985217][bookmark: _Toc3466269][bookmark: _Toc3466957][bookmark: _Toc3466996]Emmerson / Patterson Creek Natural Area
Adopted by Ordinance 12531, site is located near the northeastern edge of Sammamish.  This project created a small pocket of new urban land that was annexed to a city, and the open space preserved lands that had development challenges due to significant changes in elevation.  The open space is contiguous and located on-site, and connects to other adjacent publically owned lands.  All of the new urban area is surrounded by the new open space.

Urban Lands:  The project added over six acres of new urban land, resulting in 26 single-family housing units, ranging in size from 6,600 to 7,700 square feet.  The density is approximately four units per acre.  The area remains in unincorporated King County and is zoned R-4-P.

Open Space Lands: Acquired in 2001, this acquisition added 25 acres to Patterson Creek Natural Area directly south of an existing small isolated parcel within the natural area.  This addition borders most of a small urban residential neighborhood within the city of Sammamish.  Two stormwater tracts located immediately to the west and south of the natural area and a shared homeowner open space tract also located to the south add to this small contiguous open space.  The remaining portion of the site is surrounded by rural residential parcels.  Since the 4:1 parcel was dedicated to King County, DNRP has purchased an additional 25 acres directly adjacent (east).  Patterson Creek Natural Area is now 339 acres.  The site is zoned RA-5-P.

Open Space Benefits: The Patterson Creek Natural Area is located within the Patterson Creek Basin of the Lake Washington Cedar River Watershed.  The Patterson Creek basin was identified as a conservation priority under the Waterways 2000 Program and is regionally significant because it is relatively undeveloped and supports high quality habitat for such fish species as Chinook, Coho, Steelhead/rainbow trout and Coastal cutthroat trout.  The natural area it contains extensive floodplain, forested  and emerging wetlands; patches of forested uplands and thousands of linear feet of Patterson Creek-- all which  provide habitat for a variety of resident and migratory birds as well as aquatic and terrestrial mammals, amphibians, and reptiles.

Currently, there is little opportunity for even low-impact recreational use of much of the Patterson Creek Natural Area since it is largely comprised of critical areas such as wetland, streams, steep slopes and their associated buffers.  Rather, the focus is on interpretation of on-site restoration on education regarding watershed processes and significance of conservation efforts.  The 4:1 parcel does accommodate some limited local community passive recreation use such as hiking and nature observation.

Conclusions about Project: The urban lands are slightly separated from the surrounding area by a short spur road.  They are similar in density although have a more modest scale than some of the surrounding higher-end developments.  The open space is located within an area identified as top tier priority for conservation under the Waterways 2000 Program.  Open space value is primarily ecological (protection of streams/wetlands) and based on adjacency to King County’s Patterson Creek Natural Area, which is a key focus for salmon recovery efforts.

Emmerson / Patterson Creek Natural Area Map
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[bookmark: _Toc527985218][bookmark: _Toc3466270][bookmark: _Toc3466958][bookmark: _Toc3466997]Polygon-Maple Ridge Highlands / Maple Ridge Highlands Open Space
Adopted by Ordinance 12824, this site is located near the southeastern edge of Maple Valley. This was the largest Four-to-One project in terms of geographic size.  There is one portion of the northern open space area that was excluded from the conservation area as it was intended for development as a school (now Tahoma Junior High School).

Urban Lands: The project added approximately 163 acres, resulting in 579 housing units.  Units are single-family detached and range in size from approximately 4,000 to 10,000 square feet.  The density is about 3.8 units per acre.  The new urban residential area is surrounded by the new open space, and the urban land has been annexed.

Open Space Lands: This is comprised primarily of the Danville-Georgetown Open Space and the Henry's Ridge Open Space. 

The Danville-Georgetown Open Space is a 341-acre site and one of the larger blocks of forestland in the Rock Creek valley.  It comprises a significant part of the buffer separating Maple Valley from Black Diamond.  The site is bordered by King County’s 145-acre Rock Creek Natural Area and the 315-acre Kent Watershed.  The County’s 101-acre Big Bend and 87-acre Landsburg Reach Natural Areas, as well as the Cedar River Regional Trail, are nearby.  This open space provides fish and wildlife habitat for a diversity of species, and high-quality fish habitat that are important for salmonids found in the Cedar River Basin.  The former log hauling roads provide an extensive system of backcountry trails on the site.  Trailhead parking is available along the Summit-Landsburg Road.  There is a current proposal through the King County Parks’ Community Partnership Grant program for an equestrian facility.

The Henry’s Ridge Open Space is a 247-acre passive park forested site, which forms a continuous band of green space that borders the north, east and south sides and half of the west side of a large residential development within the City of Maple Valley.  Henry’s Ridge is bordered on the south by King County’s 1102-acre Black Diamond Open Space and is nearly contiguous with three county park lands to the east: Cemetery Reach Natural Area (46 acres), Ravensdale Park (42 acres) and Ravensdale Retreat Natural Area (146 acres), together forming a large regional open space.  In addition, the Green to Cedar Regional Trail corridor is nearby.  There are approximately 19 miles of trails that are used extensively by mountain bikers and hikers.  Three trailheads within the Maple Ridge Highland’s development as well a number of informal access points from adjacent neighborhoods provide access to the open space.

Conclusions about Project:  The new urban land is adjacent to the city and the character of development is not dissimilar to the city, and the land has been annexed.  The open space lands contributed significantly to the King County Park system at a time when the southern part of the County was growing rapidly, and are popular for hiking, biking, and equestrian activities.  Issues that remain some drainage pond parcels that are split by the urban growth area boundary and a small sliver of county-owned open space that is inside the city. 

Polygon-Maple Ridge Highlands / Maple Ridge Highlands Open Space Map
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[bookmark: _Toc527985219][bookmark: _Toc3466271][bookmark: _Toc3466959][bookmark: _Toc3466998]Ruth / Soos Creek Park
Adopted by Ordinance 12824, this was one of the smallest Four-to-One projects in terms of geographic size.  This site is located near the southwestern edge of the unincorporated Fairwood area.

Urban Lands:  This project added 4 urban acres, resulting in 18 lots, with 15 total units.  The development was in townhouse units, with lot sizes of approximately 2,000 to 4,000 square feet.  The density was approximately 5 units per acre.  The area is still in unincorporated King County and has R-6-P zoning. 

Open Space Lands:  Acquired in 2002, the site includes approximately 16 acres of land that was added to the Soos Creek Park and Regional Trail site through this 4:1 acquisition.  This parcel is bordered entirely on its west side and on a majority of its south side by King County park land; lands to the northeast and east and partially on the south side are all small rural zoned parcels; a small urban residential neighborhood lies directly adjacent to the northwest buffered by a homeowner’s tract.  The land is zoned RA-5-SO. 

Open Space Benefits: Lloyd Creek, a tributary to Soos Creek, flows through this property in a wet meadow and alder forested area.  This parcel lies within a King County Comprehensive Plan designated Wildlife Habitat Network.  Since this property contains sensitive areas, and a dense forest canopy and a formal trailhead parking lot is located nearby to the west, there are no connecting trails or facilitated public use on this site.  It functions as natural area and scenic buffer for regional trail users and adjoining residences.

The very popular paved eight mile King County Soos Creek Regional Trail runs north/south on county property to the west.  The trail features a gentle grade in a natural setting suitable for leisurely strolls, bicycle rides and horse rides and provides a connection to the nine mile Lake Youngs Trail about a mile south. 

Open Space Management Vision: This site is managed consistent with the overall management goals of Soos Creek Park, which are to: conserve and enhance the site’s ecological value, facilitate appropriate passive and minimal active recreation use to minimize ecological impacts and expand and maintain the regional trail network for recreation and mobility and connectivity.  King County is managing this site per the recommendations included in the 2013 Soos Creek Regional Trail and Park Site Management Guidelines.

Conclusions about Project:  The urban portion of the project is denser than surrounding developments, but not out of character.  Conservation value of this small open space is based on its adjacency to the regionally significant Soos Creek Regional Trail/Park.  While it does not provide any additional public use opportunities, it provides an additional ecological and scenic buffer to the popular regional trail corridor and further protects a Wildlife Habitat Network. 

Ruth / Soos Creek Park Map
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[bookmark: _Toc527985220][bookmark: _Toc3466272][bookmark: _Toc3466960][bookmark: _Toc3466999]Marshall / Evans Crest Natural Area
Adopted by Ordinance 14241, this site is located near the northern edge of Sammamish.  This was a standard Four-to-One Project, with the new open space contiguous to the urban development and all on on-site. 

Urban Lands: The project added approximately five acres, resulting in 14 new single-family detached dwellings.  The density is just above three dwelling units per acre.  The development has been annexed into the City of Sammamish.  The new urban area is surrounded by the new open space.  

Open Space Lands: Acquired in 2006, the Evans Crest Natural Area is a 30-acre forested hillside providing a green belt buffer that surrounds three sides of a small urban residential neighborhood within the city of Sammamish.  A small stormwater tract located immediately to the north of the natural area and a homeowner shared open space tract to the south, add to this small contiguous open space buffer.  The remaining portion of the site is surrounded by rural residential parcels.  The site is zoned RA-10-P.

Open Space Benefits: The natural area lies within the Evans Creek, a subbasin of the Bear Creek Basin, within the Lake Washington Cedar Basin.  Evans Creek is home to chinook as well as substantial populations of Coho and sockeye salmon.  This forested canopy of the natural area helps mitigate stormwater flows, provides refuge and foraging habitat for a variety of wildlife species and a visual buffer between the urban residential area and the rural character of the valley below.  Although there are some informal backcountry trails on some areas of the site, due to limited site access and the steep topography of the area, only a minimal portion of the natural area is used for passive recreation purposes, primarily providing a benefit to just the local residents in this development. 

Open Space Management Vision: Due to the limited size, natural condition and limited public use of this natural area, a site-specific stewardship plan has not been developed for this natural area.  Its management is guided by the King County DNRP Ecological Programmatic Plan and the 4:1 Program policies and code provisions.

Conclusions about Project:  The urban portion is isolated from the surrounding area and is accessed by a short spur road.  The open space tract is surrounded by private parcels, and can only be accessed through a heavily vegetated landscape tract with unmaintained social trails.  The open space provides minimal “regional” benefits due to its location, size, topography, and lack of easy public access.  It contains a high percentage of critical areas, which would affect its development, and protection under the Four-to-One Program resulted in minimal benefit.  This site functions like a homeowner association sensitive area tract.

Marshall / Evans Crest Natural Area Map
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[bookmark: _Toc3466273][bookmark: _Toc3466961][bookmark: _Toc3467000][bookmark: _Toc527985221]Reserve at Covington Creek 
Note: This project was adopted in 2008, amended in 2016, and has yet to be implemented.

Adopted by Ordinance 16263, and amended by Ordinance 18427, this site is located near the northwestern edge of Black Diamond.  First adopted in 2008, this proposal varied from the program criteria with the open space proposed to be off-site.

Urban Lands:  The new urban land is about 51 acres, however, 11 acres for the Kentlake Athletic Fields were excluded from the calculation because they would not be developed, and therefore reduced the open space requirement.  The remaining 40 acres of new urban land had a property specific development condition that required a pre-annexation agreement with the City of Black Diamond prior to development, along with other conditions.

In 2016, the conditions were amended in relation to the urban lands.  The pre-annexation agreement requirement, and requirement for consistency with the City of Black Diamond's regulations, were removed.  The amendment did impose a requirement that the property titles include a notice that the site shall not contest annexation after the site had been rezoned and platted.  In addition, the amendment allows the project to occur under county regulations, and could thereby affect the likelihood of annexation as part of development of the project.

Open Space Lands:  The project is located in an area that would not be contiguous to other County open space or park lands.  The required 160 acres of Rural Area, Agriculture, or Forest land were secured in 2017-18.  The approved project allows the open space requirement to be met through the use of Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs).  The requirement was not specific on whether they would be contiguous and/or surround the new urban area, or be off-site.  TDRs were used, meaning the open space will not be owned by King County.  That is counter to the language of the Four-to-One program states that upon final plat approval, the open space shall be permanently dedicated in fee simple to King County (20.18.170.C). 

In 2016, the conditions were amended in relation to the open space lands.  The requirement for permanent conservation of 160.63 acres of rural land through transferable development rights (TDRs) was changed to direct that 20 acres could be conserved onsite, and that the remaining acres could be rural, agricultural and/or forestry lands to meet the remaining acreage requirement.  It is unclear as to whether required set-asides per the County's development regulations will be allowed to count towards the open space requirement. 

Conclusions about Project: The proposal as a whole was innovative in that it went beyond the program parameters and required that the move towards annexation as part of development of the project.  For the open space, by allowing onsite land but not providing any parameters, the amendment might allow land that is already be required to be undeveloped on the site to be counted towards the open space requirement.  Also, the amendment to allow the open space to natural resource lands rather than Rural Area may create a new precedent. 

Reserve at Covington Creek Map
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[bookmark: _Toc3466274][bookmark: _Toc3466962][bookmark: _Toc3467001][bookmark: _Toc527985222]Rainier Ridge / Black Diamond Open Space 
Note: This project was adopted in 2014, amended in 2016, and has yet to be implemented.

Adopted by Ordinance 17842, and amended by Ordinance 18427, this site is located near the northeastern edge of Black Diamond.  As part of the review of the proposal, the City of Maple Valley stated its intent in writing to annex the newly created urban area, and stated that the area would be annexed prior to actual development. 

Conditions on the project stated that within one year of approving the proposal, the City of Maple Valley must commence annexation proceedings and an interlocal agreement be established.  If this condition was not met, the project would be re-designated in the next Comprehensive Plan update to its pre-application land use and zoning designations. 

In 2016, the conditions were amended.  First, the requirement to initiate annexation proceedings and adopt an Interlocal Agreement was removed, and replaced by a requirement to complete the annexation by 2017.  These two changes reflected ongoing work between the property owner and the City to move the area towards annexation, and agreement on the parameters of the development under city regulations, thereby obviating the need for an interlocal agreement.  

Urban Lands:  This proposal added 14 acres to the Urban Growth Area adjacent to the City of Maple Valley.  It is proposed to result in about 72 lots, with a density of about 5 units per acre. 

Open Space Lands:  This open space site is approximately 56 acres and is conserved via a term conservation easement only at this time, as it is proposed to be dedicated in fee in the future and become an addition to the Black Diamond Open Space site.  It is located south of an urban residential development within the City of Maple Valley and east of a rural development; The County’s Green to Cedar River Regional Trail corridor and Black Diamond Open Space lie to the west.

Conclusions about Project:  The requirement for annexation, and development under City standards, goes beyond the requirements of the Four-to-One program.  This requirement aligns with the County's annexation goals, and avoids the creation of a new urban unincorporated area.  The urban land would develop at densities and in a pattern not dissimilar from adjacent developments.  The new open space lands are directly contiguous parcels and add to the County's open space system. 

Rainier Ridge / Black Diamond Open Space Map
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc527985223]


[bookmark: _Toc3466275][bookmark: _Toc3466963][bookmark: _Toc3467002][bookmark: _Toc11065279]B. Projects That Were Reversed
This section focuses on the three Four-to-One proposals that were adopted but then reversed.  The map included in the main report, in section IV. Four-to-One Proposals to Date, provides additional context-setting information for these projects. 


[bookmark: _Toc527985224][bookmark: _Toc3466276][bookmark: _Toc3466964][bookmark: _Toc3467003]Spring Lake
Adopted by Ordinance 12061, and reversed by Ordinance 13273, site is located near the southeastern edge of the unincorporated area of Fairwood.  This project was proposed to add 24 urban acres and 83 open space acres.  This proposal varied somewhat from the program criteria with the open space proposed to not be located entirely on the site; however, the open space would have connected to and infill other surrounding publically owned land.  In addition, the proposed urban area was only partially buffered by the proposed open space.  This site utilized the 3.5:1 ratio that was allowed as it proposed to provide affordable housing.  The proposal was adopted in 1995, but then reversed in 1998 due to challenges with creating access to the site from the nearby city lands.  

Spring Lake Map
[image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc527985225][bookmark: _Toc3466277][bookmark: _Toc3466965][bookmark: _Toc3467004]Plum Creek
Adopted by Ordinance 12061, and reversed by Ordinance 13273, site is located near the western center of Black Diamond.  This project was proposed to add 48 urban acres and 192 open space acres.  This was a traditional 4:1 proposal and adhered to the program criteria, with open space that is contiguous and located on-site.  The proposed urban area was only partially buffered by the proposed open space.  The proposal was adopted in 1995, but then reversed in 1998.

Plum Creek Map
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[bookmark: _Toc527985226][bookmark: _Toc3466278][bookmark: _Toc3466966][bookmark: _Toc3467005]Marshall/ Oatfield (replaced by Marshall)
Adopted by Ordinance 12061, and reversed by Ordinance 13672, site is located near the northern edge of Sammamish.  This project was proposed to over 12 urban acres and 50 open space acres.  This was a traditional 4:1 proposal and adhered to the program criteria, with open space that is contiguous and located on-site.  The project spanned two parcels with different owners.  The proposal was adopted in 1995, but then later reversed in 1998 at the request of the property owners.  A subsequent 4:1 proposal was adopted in 2001.  Issues precluding development-included access to the Oatfield parcel would have required bridging a ravine.  The experience on this project led to the requirement for a Formal Plat Review. 

(Note: See the Marshall Project description and map; the Oatfield property)

Oatfield Property Map (see parcel denoted with B3) 
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[bookmark: _Toc527985227][bookmark: _Toc3466279][bookmark: _Toc3466967][bookmark: _Toc3467006][bookmark: _Toc11065280]C. Joint Planning Area Agreements Projects
This section focuses on the three Joint Planning Area Agreement projects.  The map included in the main report, in section IV. Four-to-One Proposals to Date, provides additional context-setting information for these projects. 

[image: ]

Joint Planning Areas
When the urban growth area was first adopted in 1994, a number of cities had a Joint Planning Area identified.  This was a designation for areas where agreement on the boundaries of the City’s urban growth area boundary had not been reached.  The designation required the City and County to complete a joint planning process to determine the final urban growth area boundary for each city.  As a result of the planning process, an Interlocal Agreement was adopted with these cities that utilized Four-to-One principles to provide for increased urban growth while also achieving open space conservation. 



[bookmark: _Toc527985228][bookmark: _Toc3466280][bookmark: _Toc3466968][bookmark: _Toc3467007]Black Diamond Joint Planning Area / Black Diamond Open Space
As established in Ordinances 12065 and 12533, the Joint Planning Area Agreement adopted new urban areas wherein development could occur. 

Ratio and Configuration: The parameters of this project are significantly different from a typical Four-to-One.  The open space calculation for this project included both rural land and open space land that would be located within the City of Black Diamond.  The amount of open space required was based on developable land within the urban growth area rather than all land moved into the urban growth area.  The open space areas are not contiguous and are not all adjacent to the urban growth area boundary.  Many of the new urban areas are not surrounded by new open space.

Urban Lands: The Joint Planning Agreement brought about 417 acres into the urban growth area boundary.  Since that time, due to a variety of legal and political factors, limited development has occurred, resulting in 78 units.  Note that many units are currently under construction at the time this report was developed.  The final agreement will allow thousands of units to be built.

Open Space Lands: Acquired in 2006, the Black Diamond Open Space is located south of the city of Maple Valley, and portions surround the city of Black Diamond.  The open space site was originally established in 2006 through a project using 4:1 principles that dedicated 942 acres to the county.  It is managed in three geographic units.
· The northern unit is the largest and is located adjacent to the 247-acre Henry’s Ridge Open Space, and within the Cedar River Basin and Green River Basin.  This unit the fish-bearing Ravensdale Creek, and along a tributary with good habitat for fish.  This unit has numerous trails that can be accessed from nearby trailhead parking lots.
· The southwest unit is mostly steep forested slopes in the vicinity of Crisp Creek which enters into the Green River, and provides spawning and rearing habitat and serves as the water supply for the Muckleshoot’s’ Keta Creek Hatchery.  This unit also provides forest, wetland, and riparian area habitat for a variety of wildlife species.
· The southeast unit is located near Icy Creek and the Green River and supports young and mature forest, and adjacent to public lands managed by Washington State Parks (Black Diamond Bridge and Hanging Gardens sites).  King County’s 471-acre Bass Lake Complex Natural Area abuts this unit.

Additional open space preserved as a part of this project included nearly 700 acres of forestland and dedicated open space within the UGA.
Black Diamond Joint Planning Area / Black Diamond Open Space Map
[image: ]
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[bookmark: _Toc3466281][bookmark: _Toc3466969][bookmark: _Toc3467008]Grand Ridge Issaquah Joint Planning Area / Grand Ridge Park
As established in Ordinance 12302, the Joint Planning Area Agreement adopted new urban areas wherein development could occur. 

Urban Lands: The Joint Planning Agreement brought about 490 acres into the urban growth area boundary.  This has resulted in building about 3,748 units.  Some of the new urban acreage (136 acres) was excluded from the Four-to-One requirements because it was to be used for a city park.  The majority of the new urban area is surrounded by the new open space.  The site has been annexed by the City of Issaquah.

Open Space Lands: Acquired in 1997 through 2007, Grand Ridge is a 1,300-acre forested park rising to 1,100 feet in elevation east of the City of Issaquah and Lake Sammamish.  The park serves as a buffer between suburban and rural landscapes and contributes to a large contiguous open space buffer due to its location between three other King County park sites—the  70-acre Canyon Creek Headwaters Natural Area and the 490-acre Mitchell Hill Forest to the east and the 135- acre Duthie Hill Park to the north.  The Issaquah Highlands residential development and Central Park are adjacent to the park’s western border.

Grand Ridge’s northern edge contains an extensive forested wetland complex within the headwaters of salmon-bearing Canyon Creek of the Snoqualmie Watershed.  Its forest is characterized by second-growth hardwood and conifers.  A very popular 12 mile trail system used by hikers, equestrians and mountain bikers traverses the long and linear park, wandering through a variety of forested landscape settings.  Grand Ridge has a number of different trailhead access points, parking facilities, and is served by a Park and Ride.  The remainder of approximately 100 acres of preserved open space is owned by the City of Issaquah.

Grand Ridge Issaquah Joint Planning Area / Grand Ridge Park Map
[image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc3466282][bookmark: _Toc3466970][bookmark: _Toc3467009][bookmark: _Toc527985230]Issaquah Highlands (Grand Ridge Expansion Area) / Park Pointe Open Space 
Adopted by Ordinance 16919, as amended by Ordinance 16949, this project is adjacent to the Grand Ridge Issaquah Highlands development discussed above.  This site was identified as a potential expansion area in the 1996 Grand Ridge Joint Planning Area Interlocal Agreement with the City of Issaquah (this area was also referred to as the “WSDOT expansion area” in the agreement). 

Urban Lands: The project added about 35 urban acres.  The new urban lands are contiguous to the existing urban development.  This development resulted in 64 new housing units.  The scale and character of the development is consistent with other developments in the area.

Open Space Lands: The project added 144 acres of open space, with 43 on-site and 101 conserved off-site through off-site Transferable Development Rights.  The off-site open space was secured on the "Park Pointe" property within the City of Issaquah, given that that this site was adjacent to the urban growth area boundary.

Issaquah Highlands (Grand Ridge Expansion Area) Map
[image: ]

-End of Appendix-
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