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THE PROPOSAL:

Upon adoption, the Highline Communities Plan, (HCP), will become an
element of the King County Comprehensive Plan and the basis for area

zoning.

The HCP's major function is to provide the Highline area with an economic
development and program policy guideline and area zoning guidelines.

Important elements of the plan consist of a policy text; recommendations
on programs, capital improvements, area zoning guidelines; and an
implementing schedule revealing priorities, estimated capital project
costs and operating and maintenance expenses.

IMPACTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT:

The plan is expected to be generally beneficial to the existing and
future natural environment.

Highlights of policy areas in the plan which will benefit Highline are
noted below:

policies providing for....

0 safeguarding the abundant natural features of view, water and
vegetation

0 the control of pollution and surface water flooding.

0 increased area economic stability through local capital improvements,
human service programs, and decreased neighborhood housing uncer-

tainties.

0 stabilizing and improving the retail trade centers, primarily
Burien and White Center

0 providing for anticipated growth and expansion in an organized
fashion

0 the improvement of surface transportation systems including pedestrian
and bicycles

0 the increase of recreation opportunities while maximizing efficiency
and minimizing new operation and maintenance costs.

) the encouragement of local government units to recognize each
other's existance and eliminate costly duplication of services

0 the encouragement of continued citizen involvement monitoring
County activities.
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PLAN CONCEPT

The Highline Communities Plan, (HCP), is a community planning document
that will guide future social and economic growth and development
patterns within the Highline Community.

Three distinct elements have been combined to form this plan. The first
element describes the basis for the plan and discusses the methodology
used or the planning process. Included in the second section is a

series of goal, objective, and policy statements reflecting the community
issues, concerns, and ideas. The third and final section is a description
of various recommended proposais including capital improvements which

have been arranged by categories and priorities. This section also
contains area zoning proposals designed to reflect the implementation of

recommended Tand use proposals.
PLAN PROCESS
Staff:

The King County Planning Division was assigned the task of developing a
community plan for Highline that would emphasize citizen involvement as
a major information source. Citizen involvement became an integral part
of the planning process. Data, plans, and material generated by the
Sea-Tac Communities Plan, (STCP) were also useful to the Highline plan

effort.

Several new studies were undertaken that advanced the upderstanding for:
park/recreation financing and needs for new faci]ities,l ecgnomic market
mechanisms for both Burien and White Center business areas,¢ and surface
transportation.3 These studies supplied the planning staff with useful
information relative to several aspects of the plan.

Technical Report: Forward Thrust Projects in Highline Communities
PTanning Area, Planning Division, King County Department of Planning
and Community Development, 1975.

Technical Report: -Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment in the High-
Tine Communities Planning Area, Planning Division, King County
Department of Planning and Community Development, 1976.

2 White Center Business Area: Economic Assessment, Planning Division,
King County Department of Planning and Community Development, 1976.

Burien Market Support Study, Planning Division, King County Depart-
ment of Planning and Community Deveiopment, 1976.

3 Burien Area Transportation Study, Planning Division, King County
Department of Planning and Community Development, 1977.




In all, four citizen reviews were “2la during the duration of the plan's
development. Each session served to reemphasize citizen concerns and
enabled the plan to be as sensitive to these concerns as possible.

SUMMARY OF PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS BY SUB-AREAS

The following summaries are intended to highlight major features of the
proposed Highline Communities Plan. Recommendations for land use,
drainage, utilities, housing, parks and recreation and transportation

are described for each of the six planning sub-areas. In addition to

the physical improvements recommended, there are general or administrative
proposals that relate o virtually all areas.

BURIEN:

The Burien proposals respond to community issues through programs aimed
at maintaining existing residential neighborhoods, providing incentive
for continued development and the redevelopment of the business area,
and improving levels of services and facilities in order to meet the

urban needs.

Land Use

Little change is proposed from the existing overall land use pattern.
Encroachment of higher density use into single family neighborhoods will
be discouraged. Recreation and transportation improvements are suggested
as reinforcement programs. The area between the airport and 1st Ave. S.
will remain predominantly single family residential. Multi-family
residential uses will be encouraged to continue to develop along the

edge of the business district. This multi-family zone will provide a
transition area between the commercial and single family residential

neighborhoods.

Vacant property in Burien now zoned for business use will be adequate to
meet population demands through the 1990's. Limiting the outward

growth of the commercial area will encourage the development of vacant
and underutilized commercial property creating a more compact shopping

area.

Application of a new mixed use zone will provide additional uses and
incentives for development of vacant property or redevelopment of older
and obsolete commercial buildings. Transportation proposals will

improve pedestrian, transit, and auto movement within the retail community
as well as improving the visual appearance and identity. Establishment

of a police precinct/court facility and a combination government center/
cultural arts facility are proposed on sites within Burien. The police/
court structure is slated for a 2.1 acre site adjacent to the existing
Burien Library and park complex. The governmental center/cultural arts
facility will loc:te at the former Chelsea Park Elementary School.



Traffic signal synchronization is proposed for 1st Ave. 5. and Ambaum
Blvd. Proposed improvements to S.W. 144th, S.W. 146th, and 24th S.W.
emphasize the en*rance to Ceahurst Park and provide bicycle and pedestrian
access to Seahurst Park and Seahurst Elementary School.

Metro Transit improvements in Burien include development of the park-n-
ride Tot, route signs, and two new transit shelters (S. 156th St. and
4th Ave. S.; Ambaum Blvd. and S.W. 144th St.). Operational improvements
proposed as part of the Metro 1980 Transit Plan include express service
to major employment areas south of Seattle and additional east-west

service.

Proposed local transit improvements include more frequent service on
routes 130, 132, 136 and 240, seasonal service to Seahurst Park, and
peak hour service connecting Burien and the Kent Valley.

WHITE CENTER:

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities, road improvements, transit services,
recreation facilities and drainage improvements are important concerns
in White Center. Key features of the White Center element provide
physical improvements to the business center, including solutions to the
surface water drainage problems.

Land Use

The business area plan focuses on defining the acceptable limits of
retail/commercial growth. This involves the development and redevelopment

of existing buildings and vacant land.

Plan recommendations for the business area are to initially concentrate
on redevelopment within the existing business district boundaries and
place priorities upon street and storm water drainage improvements. In
addition, the plan proposes some expansion of the high density residential
and auto oriented commercial use to the west of 16th Ave. S.

Drainage

Recommendations for White Center include formulation of a Salmon Creek
drainage improvement plan and completion of the Hermes Depression

drainage project.
Utilities

It is proposed that King County financially assist in the development of
sanitary sewers in the Beverly Park area, bounded by S.W. 100th on the
north, lst Ave. S.W. on the east, 4th Ave. S.W. on the west and S.W.

108th on the south. The proposal is to pay a portion of ULID assessments.

Housing

Housing repair assistance is proposed in the Beverly Park sewered area.



Drainage

A drainage plan for Miller Creek was established in the Sea-Tac Communities
Plan and is continued in the Highline Communities Plan. ~Retention ponds
are proposed in areas upstream from 1lst Ave. S.

The proposed Miller Creek Trail from Puget Sound will connect with the
pedestrian routes planned along Des Moines Way S. It will traverse the
Jurisdictions of King County and of Normandy Park.

Neighborhood parks are proposed between 21st Ave. S.W., Maplewild Dr.
and S.W. 158th St and on vacant school property at the south end of
Gregory Heights Elementary School. A passive neighborhood park is also
proposed for eventual development near Manhattan Elementary School.

Discussion of the possibility of a strip park along County right-of-way
at Three Tree Point (SW 172nd St.) has resulted in a proposal to research
and answer ownership and legal questions surrounding future use of the

road right-of-way.

Transportation

Des Moines Way S. is proposed for minor widening that will include
pedestrian and bicycle lanes making it the major north-south pedestrian/
bicycle route 1inking Burien and Des Moines.

Between S.W. 152nd St. and Sylvester Road, street paving, including a
combination bicycle/pedestrian facility is proposed for 21st Ave. S.W.,
S.W. 164th St. and 19th Ave. S.W.

Normandy Park is planning to grade, pave and provide underground storm
drainage and walkways on several arterials. Des Moines will add walkways
along Marine View Drive, 16th Ave. S., 10th Ave. S. and 7th Ave. S.
Transit service areas will remain relatively the same as existing service.
However, six new transit shelters, route signs, and improved operating
hours and frequencies on routes 130, 132 and 136 are proposed. The

Metro 1980 Transit Plan calls for express service connections to Burien,

Des Moines and Seattle.

NORTH:

Aircraft noise abatement stands out as the prime community issue, over-
riding all other considerations.

The Highline Communities Plan intends to augment the noise remedy
programs of the Sea-Tac Communities Plan, (STCP), with other proposals
aimed at neighborhood reinforcement. Increasing parks and recreation
facilities, confining strip development and improving transportation
facilities are key proposals in the North area.




Transportation

Proposed road projects would incorporate provisions for pedestrian and
bicycle movement on Military Road S., Des Moines Way S., Glendale Way,
S. 144th St. and S. 154th St.

Traffic signal synchronizations for S. 128th and S. 136th Sts. are
operational project proposals.

S. 116th St. is proposed for reconstruction providing two uphill travel
lanes and one downhill lane.

Transit improvements will provide service to previously unserved areas
and will create additional east-west transit links. Recommended capital
improvements in the area consist of five new transit shelters, route
signs, and two flyer stops on SR-509 at S. 112th and S. 128th.

The Metro 1980 Transit Plan proposes connections between Des Moines,
Sea-Tac, Burien, Southcenter and Seattle. Local transit improvements
include the recently implemented #140 Riverton service, re-routing of
the #240 to S. 136th or S. 128th, and improved operating hours/frequency
on routes 132, 240 and 432.

SOUTH:

Concerns of south area residents include neighborhood stabilization,
noise remedy programs, surface water drainage plans for Des Moines
Creek, and the future use of land acquired by the Port of Seattle.
Noise programs and drainage plans previously established by the Sea-Tac
Communities Plan will be continued in the Highline Communities Plan.

Land Use

Apartment and mobile home development is planned for the area between
24th Ave. South, (the eastern 1limit of Port acquisition), and the
Pacific Highway So. business strip south from S. 200th St. to S. 208th
St. New and redevelopment of the Pacific Highway South commercial

corridor will be encouraged.

Various parcels in the vicinity of Highline Community College and along
Kent-Des Moines Road are proposed for medium and high density apartments.
Single family residential neighborhood remain the primary land use in
the south area.

Proposals within and adjacent to the City of Des Moines reflect their
recently adopted Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

Drainage

The Sea-Tac Communities Plan established a holding pond scheme for the

Des Moines Creek basin. That plan is reflected in the Highline Communities
Plan and includes proposed ponds south of the Port of Seattle tank farm,
near S. 200th St. and 20th Ave. s., near S. 208th St. and the SR-509
right-of-way and in the vicinity of Marine View Drive at Des Moines Way S.

11



frequency on routes 130, 132, and 432, and a revision of #130 Normandy
Park routing to provide seasonal access to Saltwater Park. Currently
under consideration by Metro is a proposed service linking Highline
Community College and the Kent Valley.

EAST:

Concerns of land use, traffic encroachment and neighborhood circulation
patterns are primary to the areas east of the Airport.

Land Use

The Sea-Tac Communities Plan policies 1imit commercial expansion of the
"99 Strip."

Proposed changes of existing land use patterns near S. 170th St. and
31st Ave. S. by conversion to business and apartments are planned.
Additional changes near S. 164th St. and Military Road S. to clinics and

apartments are proposed.

Housing

Housing repair assistance is proposed for the McMicken Heights neighbor-
hood between S. 164th St., Military Road, 32nd Ave. S. and S. 176th St.

Parks and Recreation

Improvements to Valley Ridge park and renovation of the dock and boat-
house at Angle Lake park are recommended. New neighborhood parks near
Crestview and Madrona School facilities are also planned.

Transportation

It is recommended that access be improved to the Tyee/Chinook school
complex north of S. 188th and to the Angle Lake neighborhood by adding
2-way left turn lanes and traffic improvements on S. 188th and SR-99. A
pedestrian overcrossing of S. 188th st. in the vicinity of 46th Ave. S.
is recommended to 1ink the Angle Lake neighborhood and the schools.

In addition to a new south airport access road along the 28th Ave. S.
alignment, (Sea-Tac Communities Plan) auto, bicycle and pedestrian
access to the airport is proposed to be improved through upgrading of S.
170th St. 31st Ave. S. is proposed to extend from S. 166th to S. 170th
Streets with a controlled intersection at S. 170th.

Planned Military Road improvements include left turn lanes and landscaping.

Planned transit-related capital improvements include the development of

a flyer stop at Z4th Ave. S. and SR-518, three new transit shelters (two
to be built within six months) and route signs. The METRO 1980 Transit
Plan calls for the development of express transit linkages between Sea-

Tac and the Seattle Central Business District, Burien, Renton, Southcenter,
Bellevue and north. Local access would be available via SR-99. Local

13



Community Referral

The plan proposes to refer to the Highline Community Council, Burien
Chamber of Commerce, White Center Chamber of Commerce and Des Moines-
Midway Chamber of Commerce all conditional use permit, plat and rezone
applications in Highline: environmental impact statements for projects
in Highline, the proposed County program budget and the proposed County
capital improvement program (CIP).




The discussion of existing environmental conditions, as prescribed in

WAC 197-10-440, paragraph 12(a) of the State Environmental Policy Act,
guidelines, has been modified here in the interest of not repeating

material concerning the subgect which is already in print. The Sea- ey

Tac Communities Plan, (STCP), Environmental Impact Statement, (ETSY, yd

pubTished January 1976, describes existing envgronmenta1 conditions for X4

the same geographic area that is addressed in the Highline Communities P ‘

(HCP). The List of Elements of the Environment, W -

is located at the ned of this section. Individual subject discussions

are identified by document and page number.

f,"

The topics which follow relate to various subjects on the 1ist of Elements /
of the Environment, WAC 197-10-444, SEPA guidelines. /

COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS AND LAND USE

Land Use:

As development occured in Highline, many parcels were left unused or

were skipped over. Certainly a partial cause for non-development was
economic, however, there were many cases where 1imiting physical geological
characteristics prohibited easy development.

Urbanization occured more completely north of Burien including White
Center than it did in the balance of Highline. Vacant land is somewhat
scarce in these areas however the steeper slopes along the coast are
basically undeveloped due to the topography. Usable sites are few,
making proposals for new parks and other public facilities difficult to

locate.

Extensive land acquisition by the Port of Seattle, (POS), both north and
south of Sea-Tac will help absorb the needs for park and recreation
land. A major disadvantage of these parcels (making them available in
the first place) is the noise impact created by the airport.

The variety of community uses allowed in these high noise impact and
safety hazard areas will be 1imited further by the Federal Aviation
Administration, (FAA). Permanent structures, 1ights for night use and
possibly the gathering of large crowds will be prohibited.

Land south of the airport, apart from parcels acquired by the Port of
Seattle, is more available making the task of park siting less difficult.

Historic Background and Community Attitudes:

Highline's history reaches back to the 1850's. Many of the early names
have remained, adorning various locations and structures of the region.

Where possible, the Highline Communities Plan (HCP), recommended certain
actions to preserve the communities historic past. Incerasing local
awareness and providing legal mechanisms for historical preservation are

key features of the HCP.
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LIST OF ELEMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT

This reference table is organized so that the reader can skim subject headings
of the Physical and Human Environments and quickly locate descriptions

of individual elements. Many of the descriptions are contained in support
documents in the Divisions' permanent working files.

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS
ELEMENTS OF THE

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT DOCUMENT PAGE NO.
Earth:
(1) Geology STCP EIS 27
(2) Soils ! 27
(3) Topography " 26
(4) Unique Physical Features . 26
() Erosion ! 28
(6) Accreation/Avulation N/A
Air:
(1) Air Quality STCP EIS 33-35
(2) Odor " "
(3) Climate ' " 28
Water:
1) Surface Water Movement STCP EIS 35-38
2) Runoff/Absorption " "
(3) Floods " "
(4) Surface Water Quality " "
(5) Surface Water Quantity " "
(6) Ground Water Movement .
(7) Ground Water Quantity N/A
(8) Ground Water Quality "
(9) Public Water Supplies STCP File Maps
Flora

(1) Number or Diversity of
Species N/A
(2) Unique Species "
(3) Barriers and/or Corridors

(4) Agricultural Crops

Numbers or Diversity of
Species STCP EIS 37

1)
(2) Unique Species
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Energy:

(1) Amount Required N/A
(2) Source/Availability t

Utilities:

(1) Energy N/A

(2) Communications !

(3) Water File Information & Maps

(4) Sewer "

(5) Storm Water STCP EIS 35-36
(6) Solid Waste " "

Human Health (Including Mental Health):

Aesthetics: STCP - 6 month
Report & Map Sup.

Recreation: HCP - 2 Tech. Reports,
10/75 & 4/76

Archeological/Historical: HCP, History of High-
1ine 8/76, White
Center Remembers,
Knapp M., 9/76

ADDITIONAL ELEMENT

Additional Population
Characteristics: STCP EIS 20-21

(1) Distribution by Age, Sex, and
Ethnic Characteristics

20



The Highline Communities Plan (HCP), is essentially a policy document
amend1ng the King County Comprehensive Plan. It will not, of itself, _
1mpose either beneficial or adverse impacts on the environment, however, -4
various program and project recommendations, acting as policy 1mp1ement1ng
actions will impact the environment. )

Specific HCP recommendations will each be required to comply with prof
visions of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). |

Impact discussions in this section will be limited to only those subJects
which seem reasonable. Subjects not dealt with here are listed in
"Appendix A".

ELEMENTS OF THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
Earth:

Future development in Highline requiring local govsrnment appr8va 161
be rev1?wed for consistency with plan policies H-1 5
and H-711, a1 pertaining to the natural env1ronment Ach1evement of
any development will occur only after a more complete understanding of
the existing physical conditions and natural systems has been accomp11shed.
Past 1nsens1t1v1ty of physical impacts cuased by disruption of unique
natural systems is less likely to occur.

The required approval process will include more stréngent development
controls for identified sensitive hazardous areas. Future development
will be less distructive to the natural slope, soil, and drainage systems.

By preserving these remaining natural systems, the usual expenses borne
by tax payers to correct developers mistakes will be reduced. Typically,
these expenses occur in the form of flooding, landslides, and their
control and clean up. Extending urban services, such as roads, gas,
water and sewer mains also will be accomplished in a more efficient

manner.

Where as tax payers will benefit by maintaining the natural systems,
thus eliminating the need for expensive man-made systems; the ultimate
consumer of properties developed in hazardous areas must pay the higher

7 Highline Communities Plan, King County, 1977, p. 19.

Ibid, p. 24.
°  Ibid, p. 24.
10 1pid, p. 26.
11 Ipid, p. 26.
12 Ipid, p. 102.
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The Highline Communities Plan (HCP), surface water management proposa117
extends the concepts developed by the Sea-Tac Communities Plan for Des
Moines and Miller Creek to Salmon Creek and Hermes Depression.

The immediate impact of the Salmon Creek proposal will require further
study and analysis to determine the exact parameters of the problems and
to evaluate solutions. This study has been funded for 1977.

The Hermes Depression proposal is considerably further along in the
process of resolving the flooding problems. Engineering studies are
complete and a statement of non-significance, per the State Environmental

Policy Act, WAC 197-10-335, is on file in the King County Department of
PubTic Works. Construction will take place in the summer of 1977.

Land Use:

Since World War II, Highline has experienced rapid urbanization. Today's
population is approximately 125,000 residents and that figure is expected
to grow in the next 15 years to about 147,000 people. Employment oppor-
tunities are also expected to increas? dramatically from 22,700 jobs in
1970 to 37,800 jobs by the year 1990.18

In order to cope with the expected growth, the Highline Communities Plan
(HCP), has developed detailed land use proposals for six sub-areas
within the planning boundaries. The land use plans contain area zoning
guideline recommendations. These recommendations will be employed both
as a strategy to achieve utimate land use through specific case by case
zoning considerations and, (for those owners whose requests are on
file), property area zoning action to follow adoption of the HCP.

Each sub-area will be reviewed separately to facilitate analysis of land
use impacts. The discussion will be Timited to general land use and
possible zoning implications rather than a point-by-point evaluation of
proposed projects, such as recreation and athletic uses within park and
open space land use areas.

White Center

White Center is an area where development has occurred most completely
as compared with the five other sub-areas in Highline. Salmon Creek
makes up the majority of the remaining open and undeveloped land in the

area.

Changes to land use over the next fifteen years in White Center will be
primarily a process of refinement and consolidation. Major concerns are
for an improved economic climate in the central business district between

17" Wighline Communities Plan, op. cit., pp. 25-27, & 87-89.

18 Ibid, p. 9 & 10.
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Single family neighborhoods have been maintained and strengthened to the
maximum extent possible, especially where noise and pollution have

already thregtened futher degradation. There are a number of HCP policiesl9
and programs<0 designed to achieve economic and social stability in

these Tiving environments.

Population:

The impact of the HCP on future populations increases in Highline can
only be assessed in terms of attempting to direct it to locate near the
urbanized centers of White Center, Burien and Manhatten.

New single family growth is possible in the South and East sub-areas;
however, a majority of new Highline residents will have to live in
apartments in the future.

Instead of attempting to encourage new population growth in Highline,
the HCP recognizes existing growth trends and has addressed the question
of where this growth should take place.

Housing:

The plan will eE{ect housing in two significant ways. Housing assistance
repair programs“- will allow older homes in need of repair to be fixed
up, meeting minimum building codes.

New apartment development is being encouraged in several areas, especially
adjacent to urban centers.

Transportation/Circulation:

The result of the transportation element of the Highline Communities
Plan will be a safer, more efficient, low cost transportation system.
The primary concept of the proposed system will be to improve to bicycle
and pedestrian facilities, create a better balance between auto and
transit users and generally, enhance the safety and quality of moving
people and goods around Highline.

Public Services:

An important objective of the Highline Communitites Plan is to increase
the efficiency of public services above present levels.

For example, the plan proposes to:

maintain a closer working relationship with the local school districts
in order that maximum use can be made from existing publicly-owned

19 1Ibid, pp. 26-30 & 33-50.
20 1pid, pp. 92-155.
2l 1bid, pp. 96-99.
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recreation opportunities which could be lost due to non-recreation
private development; and dollar costs for acquisition, development and

maintenance.

Based upon the above criteria, HCP recommendations attempt to maximize
as many low cost or free recreation options as possible while still
offering quality recreation opportunities. Some examples of this policy
include 1ighting many existing tennis and fieldsport facilities, thus
satisfying demand without building expensive new facilities; attempting
new facility development on existing public land thereby eliminating
acquisition costs; grouping facilities that can share common maintenance
operations; and requesting other providers of recreation, chiefly

school districts, to coordinate and share facilities, hence gaining
greater overall facilities utilization. o

Benefits of HCP recreation policies and proposals are primarily social
and economic. The public will ultimately receive a much greater level
of recreation service for a reasonable level of added expense. Some of
the added expense will also be borne by future users in the form of user

fees.

The greatest adverse effect will be costs, considering that any additional
tax expense is adverse. The average ratio of recreation use per dollar

. should be increased, however, due to the greater efficiency expected.

Some users may disagree with user fees, however, the county can actually
provide more facilities while minimizing costs to those people who don't

use the recreation system.

Area Zoning Guidelines:

The ultimate implementing action for both the Sea-Tac Communities Plan
(STCP), and Highline Communities Plan (HCP), land use proposals is area

zoning.

A11 zoning issues contained in the HCP22 are directly related to specific
portions of the land use map proposals. Each of the six sub-area maps
display some zoning issues.

Zoning issues have been combined in the impact statement into major
groups where similarities exist.

Environmental impacts, whether beneficial or adverse, will be discussed
in terms of what kind of use the particular zone would allow. In most
cases, the greatest possible impact is economic.

White Center and Burien Districts

Zoning proposals in these two sub-areas will impact the physical environ-
ment very little. Proposed zoning changes will not result in any greater
total physical impact than what might be expected under the present

zoning.

22 Highline Communities Plan, op. cit. pp. 57-83.

27



Q

Adoption of the Highline Communities Plan (HCP) and implementation of
it's recommendations will generally enhance long-term growth as well as
provide for environmental recovery and stability.

PERIOD OF GROWTH

A majority of Highline's population growth took place since 1940.

15,000 people lived in Highline at that time but by 1950, it was 45,000.
Between 1950 and 1970, the population grew again to 120,000. A slight
decline occurred during the economic slump of 1968 to 1973; however, the
Tong range prediction is that by 1995, there will be 145,000 people
residing in Highline.

As the population and economic growth developed, the condition of the
physical environment changed. Flooding, pollution of lakes and streams
and airport noise became issues of intense local interst. Residents
became increasingly aware of environmental quality or lack of it. As a
result, many of the plan's recommended proposals are directed at resolving
problems of environmental quality.

IMPORTANT LEGISLATION

Since 1970, several new laws23 have been enacted which attempt to control
or reverse the apparent degradation of the natural environment. These
statutes have and will continue to influence the growth and development
of Highline to a significant degree.

Local governments and citizens alike are more sensitive to their physical
surroundings and resultant impacts of development decisions.

COMMUNITY PLAN FUTURES

Both the Sea-Tac Communities Plan (STCP) and the Highline Communities Plan
(HCP), are serious attempts at influencing and guiding HighTine's future.
The sensitivity and direction of that future has been, by in large,
determined by local residents, as participants in the planning process.

Citizen concerns, issues, comments and ideas24 formed the backbone of

the HCP. Development of the HCP has been a process of, one, recognizing
existing conditions, both physical and community attitudes, two, under-
standing future trends and estimating their probably impacts, and three,
effectively designing a policy document with implementing recommendations
which improves upon and enhances long-term productivity.

Open Space Taxation Act
Shoreline Management Act

State Environmental Policy Act
Air Pollution Act

Noise Pollution

24 Community Issues, Needs Concerns, and Ideas, op. cit.
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Adoption of the Highline Communities Plan (HCP) represents a commitment
by the King County Council and Executive Departments to implement plan
policy objectives. Amendments and modifications can be made to the plan
at any time adding to or reversing previous policy commitments.

The HCP does not in and of itself, commit resources for future capital
projects. Implementing activities, such as development of new streets,
parks, sewers, businesses, apartments and single family residences, all
resulting from plan recommendations, would each be required to comply
with the provisions of the State Environmental Policy Act.
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Existing as well as future environmental impacts resulting from community
growth are mitigated by design concept and by refining major project
impacts to future environmental assessment. Environmental impacts
identified will be evaluated in accordance with the SEPA guidelines.
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The plan is a series of policy statements and recommended implementing
proposals synthesized from identified community needs, issues, and
concerns, rather than an accumulation of alternative choices.

By design, the planning process allowed a full range of topics to be
advanced as legitimate subjects for discussion. As each topic was
reviewed, analyzed and/or modified, a concensus between the ad-hoc
citizen planning committee and the county planning staff was reached on
a majority of issues, thus allowing earlier drafts or positions to be
abandoned. Periodic public review was also held for the benefit of all

citizen participants.

This reduction process was responsible for the eventual content of the
final draft plan. Policy proposals that did not survive were generally
contrary to the majority opinion, however, much of the discussion centered
on not which policies to accept or reject, but instead on making improve-
ments to them, thus providing usable policies.

A much larger part of the plan text and implementing proposals, alter-
natives exist only in the sense that as each topic area was brought
forward and refined, various thoughts, not ultimately retained in the
plan, can be considered as alternatives.

Copies of all existing meeting minutes of the Highline Communities Plan
Citizen Committee meetings are attached as a partial record of the
alternative selection process in "Appendix B".

Some issues were not satisfactorily resolved, leaving considerable
disagreement among community groups. Recommendations on these issues do
appear in the plan, however, lively debate is expected during the final
adoption phase before the County Council.

The following paragraphs summarize these issues and existing alternatives.

The ultimate use of properties near the south end of the Sea-Tac Airport
became an important issue for discussion. This issue was not new having
been first debated during the formulation of the Sea-Tac Communities Plan
(STCP). The STCP established policies attempting to maintain perminent
residential neighborhoods adjacent to those areas acquired by the Port

of Seattle, (POS).

The center of the controversy is over the (active A1l Terrain Vehicle or
passive) use of County-owned property known as Des Moines Creek Park.

The park will be surrounded by the POS acquisition and noise reduction
programs. Policies in the STCP clearly direct that uses of land acquired
by the POS be non-noise generating recreation uses. The STCP did not
specifically address itself to the county property, however, the planning
staff and some citizens have argued that the policies affecting adjacent
parcels should also certainly apply to Des Moines Creek Park and therefore
not allow A1l Terrain Vehicles uses. This view has been challenged by
many citizens who want the site for motor cycles.

The Highline Communities Plan does not recommend the formation of an All
Terrain Vehicle (ATV), park at this location.
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There are no environmental impacts contemplated as a result of the plan
that cannot be mitigated.

Individual projects recommended by the plan which may pose unavoidable
adverse impacts shall be dealt with at the time they are scheduled for
implementation.
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Appendix A

WAC 197-10-444, LIST OF ELEMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT

The SEPA guideline stipulates that any item not discussed in the body of
the text should be 1isted in an appendix with the symbol "N/A".

ELEMENTS OF THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

Flora N/A
Fauna N/A
Noise N/A

Light and Glare N/A
Natural Resources N/A

ELEMENTS OF THE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

Energy N/A
Human Health N/A
Aesthetics N/A

ArcheoTogical/Historical N/A




STATE OF OFFICE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

WASHINGTON 400 Capitol Center Building, Olympia, Washington 98504

Dixy Lee Ray
Governor

June 3, 1977

Mr. Dave Baugh

King County Department of Planning
and Community Development

Division of Planning, W-217

King County Courthouse

Seattle, Washington 98104

Re: Draft EIS, Highline Communities Plan
Dear Mr. Baugh:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above draft.

I reviewed it as did Mrs. Donna O'Reilly and we both felt
that it was quite complete in discussing the development of
the sub-county plan and its potential impacts. Our tardiness
in getting comments to you is largely due to some recent
internal shuffling. We would be interested in reviewing
other similar community plan EIS's.

Sincerely,

e

Joséﬁﬁ E. La Tourrette
Local Government Services

o

JEL:ib




Washington State Office of Community Development:

Thank you for your consideration and comments on the draft HCP EIS.



DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES I

ROOM 115, GENERAL ADMINISTRATION BLDG.
OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 98504

% X %s Phone: 753-6600 AKX XMUSOEX

M May 27, 1977 HIRE KX

Dixy Lee Ray Frank Haw
Acting Director

Governor

King County Planning Division
West 217 King County Courthouse
516 - Third Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98104

Attention Irving Berteig, Acting Manager

Gentlemen:

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Highline Communities Plan WRIA B-09

This letter is in response to your request to review and comment
on the above-referenceddocument. We heartily endorse the intent of the
plan as being "beneficial to the existing and future natural environment".

Our main interest in this area is preservation of the spawning and
rearing habitat of salmon in Miller Creek and Des Moines Creek. The
control of pollution erosion and storm-water runoff, along with preserving
or creating greenbelts, will do much in maintaining the integrity of these
streams. As correctly stated in the DEIS, these concerns have been
addressed in the Sea-Tac Communities Plan. Implementation of these policies
involving future development will be very helpful in protecting the fisheries

resource.
Thank you for the opportunity to review this document.
Sincerely,

Gene Deschamps, Environmental Coordinator
Fisheries Natural Production Division




Washington State Department of Fisheries:

Thank you for your comments concerning the preservation and re-
habilitation of Des Moines and Miller Creeks.



STATE OF DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
WASHINGTON Olympia, Washington 98504 206/753-2800

Dixy Lee Ray
Governor

May 25, 1977

Mr. Irving Berteig

King County, Division of Planning
Room W-217, Courthouse

Seattle, Washington 98104

Subject: Highline Communities Plan --
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Berteig:

Thank you for the opportunity to review your impact statement on the
proposed communities plan. The regional staff and I appreciate the
chance to comment.

At the present time we do not have any substantive comments to offer.
However, we will retain your EIS in our files for possible future
reference should the need arise.

If you have any questions, I may be reached at 753-6890.
Very truly yours,

o N aakes

Peter R. Haskin
Environmental Review

PRH:bjw

Sage 3
e



Washington State Department of Ecology:

Thank you for your consideration and comment on the draft HCP EIS.



GOVERNOR
DIXY LEE RAY

COMMISSIONERS

JEFF D. DOMASKIN
ROBERT W. DOWNING
KAY GREEN

JOE D. HAUSSLER
DON E. HODGES
RALPH E. MACKEY
EUSTACE VYNNE

DIRECTOR
CHARLES H. ODEGAARD

WASHINGTON STATE
PARKS & RECREATION COMMISSION

LOCATION: THURSTON AIRDUSTRIAL CENTER PHONE 753-5755

P. O. BOX 1128 OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 98504

May 16, 1977
IN REPLY REFER TO:
35-2650-1820
Draft EIS -
Highline Communities
Plan

(E-859) .

Mr. Irving Berteig, Manager

Planning Division

W 217 King County Courthouse

516 3rd Avenue

Seattle, Washington

Dear Mr. Berteig:

98104

The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission has reviewed
the above-noted document and does not wish to make any comment.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment.

sg

Sincerely,

7

/
C:::;E%;;?%z~1z(¢rlQ;/ (Ael

David W. Heiser, E.P., Chief
Environmental Coordination



Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission:

Thank you for your consideration and comments on the draft HCP EIS.



WASHINGTON STATE

HIGHWAY COMMISSION

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS

W. A. Bullay

Highway Administration Building
Olympia, Washington 98504 (206) 753-68005

D $..5
2ePartment of HIgW2E

May 17, 1977

Mr. Irving Berteig, Manager

King County Department of Planning
and Community Development

Division of Planning, Rm. W-217

King County Courthouse

Seattle, Washington 98104

King County
Highline Communities Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Berteig:

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the above project.

The proposal does not appear to conflict with existing or planned highway
facilities in the area.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this information.
Sincerely,

RUSSELL ALBERT
Assistant Director for
Planning and Research

""//I" o “‘/\,“/_/v ”//'
; Ry T/ i, v/
VAl
By: WM. P. ALBOHN
Environmental Planner

RA:ds
WPA/WBH

cc: Bogart
Ashford

Howard Sorensen, Chairman A. H. Parker Virginia k. Gunhy Julia Butler Hansen Lorna Ream

Ellensburg Bremerton Seattle Cathiaret Spokane

Dixy Lee Ray -
- Director

Governor

Lue Clarkson

secretary



Washington State Department of Highways:

Thank you for your consideration and comments on the draft HCP EIS.



410 West Harrison Street, P.O. Box 9863 (206) 344-7330
Seattle, Washington 98109

May 24, 1977

Mr. Irving Berteig, Manager
Planning Division
King County Department of

Planning & Community Development
Room W-217, King County Courthouse
516 Third Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98104

Subject: Highline Communities Plan
Dear Mr. Berteig:

Thank you for forwarding a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment for the proposed Highline Communities Plan.

We note that you have elected to utilize the air quality discussion in
the Environmental Impact Statement for the Sea-Tac Communities Plan to
cover that impact due to implementation of the Highline Communities
Plan. We have, accordingly, attached a copy of our statement to Mr.
Edward B. Sand which was sent in response to the Sea-Tac Communities
Draft EIS.

A brief review of the proposals in the plan leads us to the conclusion
that the air quality impact resulting from implementation and use of the
plan would be less than that resulting from uncontrolled growth. METRO
Transit improvements such as Park/Ride Lots, shelters, bicycle and pedes-
trian facilities, transit flyer stops, improved signalization, and
improved bus service to outlying areas seem to be a large part of the
plan. Such improvements are going to be necessary to attempt to offset
natural increase in air pollution due to growth.

SERVING: Very truly yours,

KING COUNT‘Y

.0 oo A. R. Dammkoehler

e Air_Pollution Control Officer

(206) 344-7330

KITSAP COUNTY

Dial Operator for Toll
Free Number Zenith 8385
Bainbridge Island, 98110
Dial 344-7330

. Pearson
PIERCE COUNTY __~ Senior Air Pollution Engineer
213 Hess Building

Tacoma, 98402

(206) 383-5851 fh

SNOHOMISH COUNTY
506 Medical-Dental Bidg. Enc
Everett, 98201

(206) 259-0288

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
VICE CHAIRMAN: Gordon N. Johnston, Mayor Tacoma;

James B. Haines, Commissioner Snohomish County; Glenn K. Jarstad, Mayor Bremerton;
Wes Uhlman, Mayor Seattle; A. R. Dammkoehler, Air Pollution Control Officer.

CHAIRMAN: Gene Lobe, Commissioner Kitsap County;
Robert C. Anderson, Mayor Everett; Patrick J. Gallagher, Commissioner Pierce County;
Harvey S. Poll, Member at Large; John D. Spellman, King County Executive;



0 Ve

December 17, 1876

Mr. Edward B. Sand

Director

King County, Land Use Management Division
W. 217 King County Court House

Seattle, Washington 88104

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement e
Sea-Tac Communities Plan ’

Dear Mr. Sand:

As you have requested, we have reviewed the draft environmental impact
statement for the proposed Sea-Tac Communities Plan.

Our emission inventory shows the Seattle-=Tacoma Inteirnational Afrport

to be a major point source (500 ons/year or greater) in niteogen dioxide,
non-methane hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide. This information

should be included in the "Atr Quality" section of the final statement as _
it could govern what uses should be assigned to land adjacent to the facility.

As no future expansion of the airport is indicated, implementation of the
Sea-Tac Communities Plan probably would not result in any significant
adverse impact on ambient air quality or prevent attainment of ambient

atr quality standards.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment

@

Yoursg very truly,

A, R. Dammkoehler
Air Pollution Control Officer

ARD:fn

becc: Chief - Eng. :
Chief-Tech. Services
Supv. Inspector — King County
Engineering Aide~ Hammond



Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency:

Thank you for your consideration and comment on the draft HCP EIS.
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ity of Seattle

Wes Uhiman, Mayo

May 13, 1977

Mr. Irving Berteigq, Acting Manager
King County Planning Division
W217 King County Courthouse

516 - 3rd Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. Berteig:

I appreciate the opportunity you have given to the City of
Seattle to extend comments on the Draft Envirommental Impact
Statement for the proposed Highline Cowmmities Plan.

The Department of Commmity Development has the general respon-
sibility for coordinating such comment activities for the City

of Seattle. I am enclosing for you a copy of the response
developed by the Department.

%@W

WU:fn
encl.



Mayor of Seattle:

Thnak you for your consideration and comments on the draft HCP EIS.



Your
Seattle
Community Development

Paul E. S. Schelil, Circctor
Wes Uhlman, Mayor

May 13, 1977

The Honorable Wes Uhlman
Mayor

City of Seattle

Dear Mayor Uhlman:

We have campleted our review of the Draft EIS prepared by King
County for the proposed Highline Communities Plan.

As part of this review, our staff contacted other City depart-
ments with a potential interest in the proposal. All of these
departments agreed that a substantive response to the Draft EIS
was not necessary.

Our staff found the Draft EIS to contain an adequate discussion
of the proposal, its potential impacts, and possible alternatives.

Very truly yours,

Director

JH:TE:fn

City of Seattle — Department of Community Deveiopment. 306 Cherry ‘Street. Seattle, Washington 98104 (206) 625-4521



City of Seattle - Office of Community Development:

Thank you for your consideration and comment on the draft HCP EIS.



“RT OF SEAITLE

SEA-TAC INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
PO. BOX 68727/ SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98188 i

May 4, 1977

Mr. Irving Berteig -

Manager, Planning Division fonal
Department of Planning & adl
Community Development

W217 King County Courthouse

516 Third Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. Berteig:

This will refer to your letter of April 29, 1977 transmitting a copy
of the Draft EIS for the Highline Community Plan for comment.
Inasmuch as several copies have been sent to individual staff members
at the Port of Seattle, it seems appropriate that one person be
designated as the responding representative. Therefore,

Mr. Arthur H. Yoshioka, Director of Planning & Research, will respond
on behalf of the Port of Seattle.

Thank you for the opportunity of commenting on the Draft EIS.

Sincerely,

/\ /7 /k’(-‘("’{‘/ : j kvrkfjf{—"‘\ }
Donald G. Shay
Director of Aviation

DGS/se

cc: A. H. Yoshioka
V. .Ljungren
D. Warmuth

Commission MERLE D. ADLUM o JACK S. BLOCK . PAUL S. FRIEDLANDER ° HENRY L. KOTKINS ° HENRY T. SIMONSON

P . e .. RS B s e endd d %



P RT OF SEATT] _E

T

P 0. BOX 1209 SEATTLE, WASHINGT 1
June 10, 1977 [ s ON 98111

Mr. Irving Berteig, Manager

Planning Division

Department of Planning & Community Development
Room 217W, King County Courthouse

Seattle, Washington 98104

Dear Irv:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement for the proposed Highline Community Plan. As
co-sponsor of the Sea-Tac/Communities Plan, we have a definite interest
in what happens in the neighborhoods surrounding Sea-Tac. Several Port
departments reviewed the draft document, hence the delay. All comments
are contained herein.

Many of the Sea-Tac/Communities Plan programs have been made more specific

in the Highline Plan. However, the current area of controversy, the

"Hilltop area" on the west side of Sea-Tac, has not been addressed. Retained
single-family residential land use is an important part of citizen, Port and
county planning in the area. The Weyerhaeuser Corporate Aviation Facility,
Boeing Headquarters Building and the landscaping proposals for the west side
of the airport have emerged subsequent to the issuance of the draft EIS. The
relationships of that development to retain residential land use should be
covered in the final Environmental Impact Statement.

Bike paths in the terminal area are proposed in the Highline Communities Plan.
The draft EIS does not address the impacts of cost, reduced traffic flow and
necessary traffic revisions that should be required to construct said bike
path (see page 25 of the draft EIS...transportation/circulation).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Highline Communities Plan.

Sincerely,

Arthur H. Yo
Director of Planning & Research

EP/24/01

cc: Ljungren, Shay, Warmuth--Port of Seattle



Port of Seattle:

The Sea-Tac and Highline Communities Plans support the continuation
of single family development on the airport's "westside".

The relationship between retained single family development and the
proposed corporation facilities is not certain at this time.
Environmental impact statements are being prepared for both the
Boeing and Weyerhaeuser corporate facilities. These documents
should address the physical, economic, and social issues rising
from development of the "westside".

Establishing a pedestrian/bicycle circulation system near and
around the airport terminal is sti1l dependent upon feasability

analysis.

The proposed bicycle and walkway systems in Highline must undergo
extensive engineering, traffic and cost analysis prior to a decision
to move ahead with construction.



Office of

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
SOLID WASTE DIVISION

MEMORANDUM
Irving Berteig, Manager
o Planning Division . . . . pATE . May 23, 1977 ... .......
FroM Richard A Southworth, Manager, Sqlid Waste Division C
susgecr: JDraft EIS for Highline Communities Plan . . . .. . ... . ... .. . .. ... ...

The Solid Waste Division has reviewed the subject draft EIS. Our
review indicates that neither the plan nor the draft EIS discuss
the solid waste issues of the Highline Community. Of particular
concern is the lack of reference to the King County Solid Waste
Management Plan which has recently been adopted by the King
County Council and by all the municipalities within the Highline
area. The key recommendation of the Solid Waste Management Plan,
as it affects capital improvements of the Highline Communities
Planning area, is the Bow Lake Transfer Station. The service
this transfer station provides and the need for a new facility

to replace it should be addressed in the Highline Communities
Plan either through direct reference to the project or to the
more encompassing recommendations of the King County Solid

Waste Management Plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS.

RAS:RGP:jhv



King County - Solid Waste Division:

Solid waste management was not of particular concern to the residents
of Highline, unlike their concerns for parks, roads, land use etc.

By ignoring lesser demanding issues, the HCP was able to address
higher priority community concerns in more detail. The existance

of a Solid Waste Plan for King County makes the job of re-addressing
that issue in the HCP unnecessary.



King County ¢ :of Washington
John D. Spellman, County Executive

S,

{ L A

Department of Public Works

Jean L. DeSpain, Director

%' s g 900 King County Administration Building
Ry Seattle, Washington 98104

June 2, 1977

Mr. Irving Berteig
Manager, Division of Planning
Cc OURTHOUSE

RE: Draft E. I. S. - Highline Communities Plan

This department has been an exofficio member of the
team effort in compiling data and information for the
subject report, We wish to compliment you on the
format used iw the presentation.

D. R. HOREY,‘/’P(. E.
County Road Engineer

DRH/OHR:pe



King County - County Road Engineer:

Thank you for your consideration and review of the draft HCP EIS.



dudte’

N

$rom:

svbjget:

May 27, 1977

Dave Baugh, Planning Division:..~

1""’“
Tom Eksten, “Recreation Planner, CIP, Parks Division

Response to Highline Communities Plan Draft EIS

PTease include the following statement in the Parks Division
response to the Highline Communities Plan Draft EIS:

The Draft EIS statement on Page 32 relating to the
proposed ATV use south of Sea-Tac should be rewritten.
The statement does not reflect the nature of controversy
surrounding the ATV proposal.

To our knowledge, no one has questioned whether or not

the STCP applies to County owned property as stated in the
draft EIS. We assume that it does apply. The controversy
is whether or not the ATV proposal would conflict with the
STCP. »

We believe that the statement developed by the Community
Development Committee of the Policy Development Commission

is a concise and accurate statement of the ATV controversy.

It should be substituted for the statement now in the
draft EIS.

The CDC statement reads as follows:

"ATV Site at S. 200th St. and 18th Ave. S.

The Highline Communities Plan Committee recommends
that the ATV proposal be allowed at the stated
site. The Planning staff disagrees with the
recommendation. The Sea-Tac Communities Plan Open

Space Policy states:



King County - Parks Division:

The all terrain vehicle (ATV) issue, which was debated in the
community during the formulation of the HCP, never was proposed as
a park project in the plan. A11 references to the ATV proposal and
its debate have been removed from the plan as suggested by the
County Council Planning and Community Development Committee.



NDennis L, Robertson

Mikwila-MclMicken Action Committee

16038 );8th Avenue South
Sesttle, Washingston 98188
May 22, 1977

Irving Berteig

King County Devartment of Planning
and Community Development

Division of Planning

Room W-217

King County Courthouse

Seattle, Washington 9810l

Gentlemen,

The Tukwila-McMicken Action Committee, a newly formed group
patterned after the Seattle Community Councils, would like to
comment on the Highline Communities Plan. Thn geographic area
we represent, the area entitled “ast sub area in your Plan,
does have the nroblems you identified in vour 5TS. Land Use
and traffic encroachment are our major concaerns.

Land Use is becoming a very important issus with the single
family residences being threatencd by commerc’al and apartment
developments. Also, automobile snd aircraft traffic are major
problems contributing far more noise, nollution, and safety
problems then are desireable for a residential area. VYour

plan identified the problems--but instead of providing solutions
to them it contributes to them in several areas. Your plan
appears to have carried its concent of increasing the intensity
of land use to prevent economic stagnetion in the Burien and
White Center areas to our ares.

The area east of the airport doss not need stimulation for
increased economic growth. Wor is higher density housing
necessary to provide extra economic stimulntion to the commer-
cial concerns in our area. Our area is a single family resi-
‘dential area sandwiched between the growing commercial/indus-
trial park near Southcenter snd the ever growing airport and

its commercial neignbors. We need protection-- but buffer zones
do not help if voa take the land for them out of existing single
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Tukwila-McMicken Action Committee (Dennis Robertson & Ernest Onorati):

The comment from the Tukwila-McMicken Action Committee addresses

HCP issues rather than potential deficiencies of the EIS. Modi-
fication of the HCP was accomplished per the Tukwila-McMicken Action
Committee's request, during meetings of the Councy Council's
Planning and Community Development Committee.



May 29, 1977

Gentlemen:

We are responding to the recently issued Environmental Impact
Statement on the Highline Communities Plam., We find a number of
descrepencies which we hope can be discussed and resolved at an
early date.

We believe the E.I.S. does not reflect the considerable input
of active members of the Highline Community. For example, the idea
expressed in the E.I.S. of g "Governmental-Community Center" does
not conform with the desires of area residents as outlined in meetings
with county officials,

In addition, the Task Force appointed by the Highline Community
Council to make recommendations concerning the closed Chelsea Park
Elementary School reported an entirely different proposal from
that expressed in the Communities Plan. That report, presented to
Paul Barden, John Spellman,  the Community Council and Burien Chamber
of Commerce, recommended the school become the Art School,- as an
ad junct to the Museum and Little Theatre to be built on the 2.1 acres
next to the Burien Regional Library.

It was also reported erroneously in the E.I.S. that the property
was purchased for the development of the Police-Court-Jail. The County
Council stated to reporters and community leaders before they voted
to purchase the property that this building would include a Museum
and Little Theatre. An account of this statement appeared in the

Seattle Times in a story by Lou Corsaletti.



Dorothy Harper:

Comments contained in Mrs. Harper's letter are directed at the HCP
rather than the EIS. The projects mentioned have been continually
discussed by various factions within the community throughout the
planning process. Since the time this letter was received, the old
Meyer's property has been set aside as a future location for a
cultural arts facility. Modifications supporting this concept have
been made to the HCP text.

Other issues were addressed in a July 5, 1977 reply to Mrs. Harper's
letter from the Director of the Planning and Community Development
Department, Jack Lynch. A copy of that letter is attached here for

reference.
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July 5, 1977

Mrs. Dorothy Harper, Chairman
Burien Arts Association

1626 S. W. 156th Street
Seattle WA 98166

Dear Mrs. Harper:

This Tetter is in response to points raised by you in the Highline Times and
in a Tetter to King County (dated May 29, 1977 and received by King County

on June 15, 1977), which discusses the Highline Communities Plan and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

1. Governmental/Community Center Facilities

King County's current plan for development of the Meyers'
property should not be viewed as the district courts/police
precinct versus a cultural arts center. Corollary to that
project is the proposal to remodel Chelsea Elementary School
as a community center to include a performing arts component.
Cost would be about 1/7 that of a new cultural center.

Community opinion is mixed on the priorities involved in this
issue. We recognize that there are some active proponents
for the idea of developing the Meyers' property as a little
theater. There are also opinions somewhat documented by the
1975-1976 County Council budget survey which would indicate
that a performing arts center is not a priority item of the
area.

Last summer the Planning Division considered whether additional
opinion research would help toward reaching consensus on this
issue. Most citizens advised against it, including the Highline
Communities Plan Committee. )

The differences of opinion that do exist have been considered
in making recommendations. In this instance, the County Council



Mrs. Dorothy Harper
July 5, 1977
Page 3

access to the park along with providing improvements for
auto from Ambaum Boulevard S.W., a major arterial.
Proposals for bicycle and pedestrian improvements on S.W
146th St. and 14th Ave. S.W. and S.W. 152nd St. are also
included in the plan, which would increase the ease of
access to Seahurst Park from the Lake Burien area. A
major emphasis of the plan is the development of a system
of bicycle and pedestrian pathways to connect major
activity areas, which includes Seahurst Park. The
majority of concerns expressed at public meetings was

to minimize new arterial construction and to emphasize
improving existing arterials through operational and
minor widening projects, thus minimizing financial and
environmental impacts. Improvement to the signals along
Ambaum Boulevard S.W. illustrates this point.

The final recommendation for improving access to Seahurst
Park involves extending transit service. The King County
Planning Division has recently requested Metro to in-
vestigate the feasibility of including service to Seahurst
Park on Route 136 during seasonal off peak times. This
service would provide non-transfer service to the park for
five elderly, handicapped group housing facilities and one
transfer service for most of the remaining group housing
facilities in the study area.

3. Nodes and Linkages - Burien Bicentennial Program

A comparison of the Burien Bicentennial Program and the
proposed Highline Communities Plan shows that the elements
are basically the same, even though differences exist in
the ways selected to achieve the overall concept. Since
you served as a member of the Highline Communities Plan
Committee, we continue to be surprised that you do not
recognize the extent to which the Highline Communities
Plan will implement the Bicentennial Program proposals.

Burien Bicentennial Program Highline Communities Plan

1. "Burien also is planning a major 1. Civic Center - Library, police/
acquisition of land and reassign- court facility, governmental/
ment of facilities to develop a community center at Chelsea
complex to include a civic center, School (described earlier in
Tocal government offices, cultural this letter).
facilities, a Town Forest, and Local Government Offices -
improvements to sports facilities at Chelsea School (described earlier
Moshier Athletic Center." in this Tetter)

Cultural Facilities - Chelsea
School, including proposed



Mrs. Dorothy Harper
July 5, 1977
Page 5

Burien Bicentennial Program Highline Communities Plan

S. T44th St. (Si 17) to reduce
accident problems at the intersection
and to provide a safe pedestrian
crossing connecting residential areas
west of Des Moines Way to the open
space and .recreational areas existing
and planned north of the airport.

Implement the recommendations of the
Citizens Des Moines Way Task Force
to provide improvements for bicycle
and pedestrian travel along the
corridor. These improvements will
provide access to the open space
and recreational areas in the north
acquisition area, Moshier Field,
and Sunnydale Elementary School.
Access 1is also provided to Highline
School, and the Burien Business
District.

Underground or relocating utility

Tines is desirable; more specific
evaluation is needed to determine
feasibility. Implement the
recommendation of the Citizens Task
Force with regard to preservation

of existing trees and supplemental
planting of additional street trees.
Additional historic park sites should
be reviewed and acquired as part of

the restoration of Des Moines Way, with
special attention given to the triangle
at S. 152nd St./8th Avenue S/Des Moines
Way."

4. "...restoration of the historic 4. Historic House - The plan proposes
house at 154th St." project Ps6, Morasch House Historical

Park, to renovate the Morasch House
on the Roy Kurosu property, as an
additional segment of the Moshier Park
Expansion, Pc6. The home could be
used as an historical museum to
display pioneer artifacts and crafts

of the Highline area.
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Proposed Transporation Improvements

4th Ave. S.W. From S.W. 148th St.

To S.W. 152nd St.

Construct new two-Tane arterial with Teft turn channelization at
intersections. Provide curb, gutter, sidewalk, street lighting,
traffic control and appropriate landscaping, including street trees.
Include space for public art or landscaping focus at the S.W. corner
of S.W. 150th St. and 4th S.W. Incorporate provision for bicycle
travel.

S.H. 150th St. From 6th Ave. S.1.

To  2nd Ave. S.U.
Acquire previously owned right-of-way and reconstruct 44 - 57 feot
roadway with left turn channelization. Provide curb, gutter, side-
walk, street T1ighting, traffic control and appropriate Tandscaping.
Acquisition of right-of-way should be an immediate step to insure

continuity of the route.

S.W. 143rd St/ From Ambaum Blvd.
S.W. 144th PT. To  16th AVe. S.W.
Reconstruct and pave two-lane roadway with a minimum of six feet
paved for a walkway/bikeway each side of roadway. Install storm
water drainage pipe. Paint stripe (or equivalent) for pathway.
A Tandscaped median strip should be provided between Ambaum and
the entrance to Seahurst Park, if feasible. Large signs identifying
the Seahurst Park entrance, should be provided by the Parks Department.

I1st Ave. S. From S. 136th St.

To S. 160th St.
Repave existing roadway and provide curb, gutter, sidewalk and land-
scaping with street trees the entire length of project.

S.W. 152nd St. From Ambaum Blvd.

To 21st Ave. S.W.
Reconstruct roadway to provide two 12-foot travel lanes, parking on
both sides, walkway/bikeway on both sides, and drainage. Design and
construct to incorporate existing trees. Additional landscaping will
be needed.

S. 152nd St. From 1st Ave. S.

Sr18

To  Des Moines Way

Reconstruct roadway to provide two 12-foot travel lanes, walkway/
bikeway on both sides, parking on both sides, and landscaping, in-
cluding street trees. Coordinate with Highline High School, the
community offices and adjacent property owners to determine the type
of parking restrictions needed and the location of crosswalks.

8th Ave. S.W. From S.VW. 148th St.

To S.W. 152nd St.

Reconstruct roadway and provide curb, gutter, sidewalk and land-
scaping entire distance on both sides of roadway. A 40-foot roadway
section would include two 12-foot auto lanes and two eight-foot parking
lanes.




Proposed Transportation Improvements (Cont'd)

Sm8 6th Ave. S.W. From S.W. 148th St.

To S.W. 156th St.
Development of a pedestrian mall and park within the 6th Ave.
S.W. corridor between S.W. 148th Street and S.W. 152nd Street.
Closing this portion of 6th Ave. S.. to auto traffic would

- be a necessary part of this development.

At S.W. 148th St. this pedestrian corridor would 1ink up with the
Tibrary, police/court, park, art gallery and governmental/community/
cultural center facilities between S.|. 146th and S.W. 148th Sts.

Between S.W. 150th St. and S.W. 152nd St. development would be
the responsibility of the property owners. 20-foot minimum side-
walk between S.W. 148th St. and S.W. 150th St. Where there are
streets, construct 8-foot sidewalks on the east side and 5-foot
sidewalks on the west side between S.W. 152nd St. and S.W. '156th
St. Landscaping along the entire route on both sides. Benches
on the 20-foot and 8-foot sidewalks.

Sm1T S.W. 160th St. From 4th Ave. S.Y.

To Des Moines Way S

Perform minor improvements along route to improve pedestrian move-
ments. Rebuild sidewalk which is being undermined. Build up
prior to bridge abutments to provide easy transition. Provide
curb cuts where necessary.

Sml4 S.W. 156th St. From 1st Ave. S.
To Des Moines Way

Improve crosswalk markings with special emphasis on the crossing
in the vicinity of Moshier Field.

Sml17 S. 152nd St. From 1st Ave. S.
: To 2nd Ave. S.W.

Construct sidewalks. Provide street trees.




HIGHLINE COMMUNITY COUNCIL
P. 0. Box 66320
Seattle, Washington 98166

July 29, 1977

King County Department of Planning
and Community Development

Division of rlanning

Room W-217

King County Courthouse

Seattle, Washington 9810k

Attention: Mr., Dave Baugh

Subject: Comments on Highline Communities Plan
Envirommental Impact Statement

Following are comments on the Highline Communities Flan Envirormental
Impact Statement submitted by the Highline Community Council:

Pgs. 24~25 - Population

Single family growth is mentioned as being possible for the South and

East sub-areas but not for the area immediately west of the airport., Mention
should be made here of the substantial amounts of undeveloped land in this
area as cited in Chapter 6.6,1 of the Sea-lac Communities Flan which ean

be used for new construction for s ingle~family dwellings,

Pg, 28 - Area Zoning Guidelines

We feel that the comments regardirg the impact due to concentrations of
population, i.e., high density apartments, do not adequately address the
potential problems of crime, additional service requirements, transient
populations, complacency on community activities, higher school levies
needed to educate additional children, and other social problems., We
strongly recommend that more thorough consideration be given to these

social impacts in community planning
Pg. 28 - North, East, South and West Districts

These two paragraphs are very misleading as they give the reader the impres-
sion that down-zoning is a substantial part of the zoning guidelines, when
in fact, the reverse is true. We recommend that this paragraph be changed

to reflect the true situation,

Pg. 30
A statement needs to be added outlining how amerndments and modifications
can be changed,



Highline Community Council:

Several points have been raised by the Highline Community Council,
which will be addressed in the sequence they appear in their letter.

Population - The area with the greatest potential for new single
family growth is the south area however a number of undeveloped
parcels throughout Highline should also be expected to develop in
the next ten years. One region with several large undeveloped
tracts is the area immediately west of Sea-Tac Airport. One
critical factor controlling growth in this area is the absence of
sewers. Development should not be expected in a large scale until
sewers are extended to this area.

Area Zoning Guidelines -

The "Area Zoning Guidelines" as used in the context of the HCP,
imply a methodology for implimentation of the proposed land use
plan. Where as social impacts, both positive and negative, might
occur if the ultimate land use plan is achieved, the HCP attempts
to deal with these impacts in a policy sense acting as a guide for
new development. The plan's objective is to direct new growth in
Highline in a least cost way to the environment, attempting improve-
ments to surface water quality and quantity control, providing a
range of housing opportunities for all income levels, striving to
repair and improve the existing housing stock, establishing rigid
landscape guidelines for new development, protecting and enhancing
historic sites, increasing transportation opportunities, both
vehicular and pedestrian, and increasing human services including
park and recreation functions, employment and job training and
crime prevention and control.

Each of the objectives mentioned above relate to social impacts.
The intention of the plan is to ultimately improve the quality of
1ife for the citizens of Highline.

North, East, South, and West Districts -

There are approximately 190 proposed zoning guidelines in the HCP.
Of these, roughly 60 are down zone proposals. In many cases, the
proposal amounts to removing or reducing potential apartment zones
in areas where if developed, they would act as a negative factor in
the continuing stability of single family neighborhoods. Many of
the zoning proposals either increasing apartment densities or
changing to a higher economic use, are situated near community
business centers where increase economic support is viewed as a
positive benefit.

Plan Modifications -
Modifying the HCP will require County Council action by Ordinance

and can be proposed by citizens or county staff when and if such
changes seem warranted.



July 28, 1977
16035 - 12th Avenue So.
Seattle, Washington 98148

Mr. Dave Baugh

King County Department of Planning
and Community Development

Division of Planning

Room W-217

King County Courthouse

Seattle, Washington 98104

Subject: Comments on Highline Communities Plan
Environmental Impact Statement

Upon receiving this EIS, I was very surprised to see that the makeup
of the Highline Communities Plan Committee was still done incorrectly:
In the Tisting of the committee in the back of the book, once again
three active committee members have been deleted - Dottie Harper,
Alice Wetzel and myself. Also in the text on page 4, first paragraph,
the wording is exclusive of these three persons. The PDC Commission
directed that all committee members be listed, with no discrimination
as to who was appointed by whom. The EIS certainly should be corrected.
(Upon receiving the latest draft of the Highline Communities Plan, I
note that the listing of the committee has been done correctly.) I
still do not understand why the EIS was written this way.

From what transpired at HCP Committee meetings and then with the PDC
Commission meetings, any item that was of a controversial nature (that

is, any area where the HCP Committee members as a group were in disagree-
ment with the Staff on an issue) was to be written up in the text with
both points of view fully explained, leaving the final decision on that
particular issue up to the King County Council when the plan is adopted.
The EIS only states the Staff's decision on items such as the Police
Precinct/Courthouse facility and the ATV site. Both points of view should
be presented in the text, absent the editorializing, which has no place

in an EIS.

There are three sewer proposals, all of which were discussed as being
possible applicants to receive H&CD Block Grant funds to help with the
cost. In the text, whenever these are referred to, there is a discrepancy
as to the matter of referral. With two of the proposals, it states: "It
is proposed that King County financially assist in the development of

. . . sewers". The Sunnydale proposal is referred to as specifying:

"H&CD Block Grant funds". Why the differential treatment? In committee
discussions, they were all discussed comparably, why the variance now?



-2 -

On Page 25, under Population: "New single family growth is possible
in the south and east sub-areas . . .." No reference is made to the
west side (near the airport). I was of the impression that the west
was also to be a residential area, and one of the major topics of dis-
cussion had been the possibility of new residential development on

the west to fill in the open spaces.

(::Z:;cxéﬁfz;tjé§2§§;7%2z%§2;?7

Pauline J. Conradi



Adverse Impacts which may be mitigated -

The statement on page 31 in the EIS reflects the position that the
plan document will act as a check and balance system on itself and
actions that may be spawned as a result of the plan, are also
subject to the review and comment system contained in the plan.
These check and review systems depend heavily upon the participa-
tion of the community.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts -

We agree, there will be unavoidable adverse impacts as a result of
this plan however, as we stated, there should be sufficient review
and joint participation with community interests to allow for the
mitigation of the most undesirable aspects of any adverse impact.

Alternatives -

A new site has been located for the Burien police/court facility
thus leaving the property at 4th Ave. SW and SW 148th St available
for other community uses. The HCP suggests that the county assist
private interests

Appendix B -

Appendix B is not being reprinted in the final EIS, however, the
total known quantity of notes taken at meetings during the deli-
beration of the HCP is contained in the draft HCP EIS appendix B.



Pauline J. Conradi:

Appendix B, including the names of Citizen Committee members is not
being reprinted in the final. The intention of appendix B in the
draft was to reflect or verify various aspects of the planning
process. New committee nember names were inadvertently left off the

draft list.

The draft HCP EIS was written prior to the PDC Commission meetings
and adequately reflects the existing points of view at the time of
its writing.

New language regarding sewers for the Sunnydale area was added to
the plan during deliberation of the Council Planning and Community
Development meetings this fall. The effect of the new revision is
to study the funding question more closely, together with deter-
mining the feasability of adding housing units to the area on
vacant Tots as they become available during the Port of Seattle's
acquisition program.in developing a cultural facility at this site.
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