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1-2 Page Numbers from State Plan: 

3a. · Project Scope: 

PART IV 

Project:.General Administration 
St. Edwards Seminary 

Pages 117-120 SCORP 

.. 
Acquire approximately 316 acres of land with over 3,000 feet of waterfront 
on Lake Washington. The site is to be developed for pass.ive use and will 
retain valuable open space in an urban area and provide additional 
access to one of the most outstanding bodies of water in the State of Washington. 

3b. Staged Project: 

This is not a staged project. 

3c. Agreements: 

There are no agreements in existence or contemplated with other agencies, 
individuals or organizations for the acqu.isition, construction, operation 
and maintenance of this project. 

Attachments: 

Project Agreement 
Acquisition Schedule 
Pa rt I\/ 
Program Narrative 
EIA 
Location Map 

Plot Map 
Site Development Plan 
Assurance of Compliance 
A-95 Reviews 
Pre-award site Inspection 



• PROGRAM NARRATIVE 

St. Edwards Seminary Acquisition 

1. Objectives and Need for· this Assistance 

The acquisition of this 316 acre one ownership parcel of land with over 3,000 
feet of low bank freshwater frontage will be an outstanding contribution to 
the fulfillment of the need for water oriented recreation open space in the 
center of populous Puget Sound Region. The project provides as a bonus, 
access to and passive recreation opportunities associated with Lake Washington, 
one of the State's outstanding recreation resources; a site which is largely 
pristine in nature and large enough to accommodate a reasonable amount of public 
use and yet retain its natural amenities. 

Availability of such property is a "once in a 1 ife time" opportunity and because 
of the magnitude and the imminent danger of loosing the site to non-compatible 
uses, Federal funding assistance is essential if the project is to become a reality. 

2. Results and Benefits Expected 

Provide needed access to Lake Washington, a significant natural open space area 
in the midst of an urban area, a variety of passive recreation opportunities, 
many of which are available on the site without a great deal of development, 
and a potential destination point for the many boaters using Lake Washington. 

3. Approach 

The State Department of General Administration is responsible for the property 
and development for public recreation use. G.A. will contract with ·the State 
Parks and Recreation Commission for management of the facility. Acquisition 
is ~cheduled to be complete by November 30, 1977. 

4. Geographic Location 

Northeast end of Lake Washington, South of Kenmore and North of Kirkland, 
d(rectly East and across the Lake from Seattle. See site location map 

. attached. 

5. Other Information 

Access into· the site is available over a well maintained two lane asphalt road. 
A parking area at the Seminary site provides parking for about 60-75 cars. 
Access to the site from the greater Seattle, Everett and Tacoma Metropolitan 
area is readily available on Interstate Highways #5, #405, and #90 and State 
Routes #522, 520 and 167. 
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ACQUISITION SCHEDULE 

Antici- Number 
~ Parcel Acres pated Appraised of im- Appraised Estimated Total 
~ 

II) No. Date of Value of prove- Value of Relocation Estimated c 
0 .Acquis. Land men ts· lmprovm'ts Costs· Cost .,) 

1 1 316 11 /30/77 1,000,000 

. 

Total 316 Total 7 _onn nno 
' 

*Code: 1. Negotiated Purchase 2. Condemnation 3. Donation 



ST. EDWARDS SEMINARY ACQUISITION 

-Background-

The proposed project calls for the acquisition of approximately 316 acres 
of land on the northwest shore of Lake Washington. This property includes 
about 3,000 feet of lake frontage and is actually within the greater Seattle 
metropolitan area. It is a rather secluded site and much of it is heavily 
forested. Owned by the Catholic Diocese of Seattle, the site has been used 
in the past as a seminary for the training of Roman Catholic priests. How
ever, a decision was made Just recently to close the seminary because of 
declining enrollment in recent years. Because of this, we now have an 
opportunity to help the State of Washington acquire this beautiful acreage 
for use as an urban state park. 

It will be necessary to act fast. Although church spokesmen have expressed 
hope that the property could become part of the public domain, they are 
still entertaining offers f.rom at least 27 different private buyers, one 
of whom is planning a $120 million residential complex for the site. Although 
current estimates place a value of $7 million on this property, there is 
already speculation that the private developers would be willing to offer 
substantially more than that if necessary, If this project is approved, 
funding would be arranged as follows: 

Special Appropriation (State Legislature) 
L&WCF (Regular Apportionment) 
L&WCF (Contingency Reserve) 

- $3,500,000 
- 1,750,000 
- 1,750,000 

$7,000,000 
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area of 36,394 acres of freshwater shorelands and 5,174 acres of large urban 
recreation property through 1980 (see Washington SCORP, Vol. 2, pp. 117-120). 
Clearly then, the proposed acquisition would help meet a critical recreation 
need. In other respects, this project would be given high priority for fund
ing. This is also fairly obvious since the state has already earmarked 
$1.75 million from its regular L&WCF apportionment for this acquisition and 
the project has been given special personal attention by the governor and 
the Washington SLO. 

2. Technically, Washington State has not yet obligated the remainder of its 
regular apportionment. However, we have been advised by the SLO staff that 
the Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation will earmark almost all of 
this unobligated balance during the upcoming funding session on September 
26-27. The money will be allocated to high priority projects sponsored by 
local units of government. Very little, if anything in the way of regular 
apportionment funds, will be left for this important acquisition project. 
Without assistance from theSecretary 1 s Contingency Reserve, there is no 
realistic hope of preserving this land for park use. 

3. In addition to making a significant contribution as far as meeting 
critical resource needs identified in the Washington SCORP, the proposed 
acquisition represents possibly the last available opportunity to set aside 
an urban recreation area of respectable size within minutes of downtown 
Seattle. Considering the amount of freshwater shoreline involved, the 
scenic attributes of the site, and the amount of acreage available within 
this otherwise crowded area., this project is truly outstanding as far as 
recreation potential. 



• • 
ST. EDWARD STATE PARK 

St. Edward State Park -- formerly the site of the St. Edward Seminary -- was 
purchased, by Washington, from the Archdiocese of Seattle with the aid of a 
$3.5 million Land and Water Conservation Fund grant. Fifty percent of the 
grant, $1.75 million, came from the Secretary's Contingency Reserve. 

The 316 acre park, located on the eastern shore of Lake Washington in the 
heart of the Seattle metropolitan area, contains 3,000 feet of prime, 
undeveloped beach and shoreline. It is the most significant remaining 
large open space area on the lakeshore. Most of the upland portion of the 
park remains in a beautiful, wooded natural state. In addition to its 
many natural resources, the park also contains the buildings of the St. 
Edward Seminary, a gymnasium, 25 meter indoor pool, two tennis and six 
handball courts and a 4 acre sports field. 

HCRS Involvement in St. Edward Acquisition 

March 1976: The Regional Director contacted and met with Archbishop 
Hunthausen to discuss the possibility of making the St. Edward 
property available for public recreation. The Archbishop was 
receptive to the idea, indicating a park would be a good use 
of the land should the Catholic Church decide to dispose of the 
property. He agreed to contact BOR when and if the church 
decided to sell. To our knowledge, this meeting initiated the 
idea ~f using the property for public recreation. 

June 1977: On June 1st, at the request of the Archbishop, the realtor for 
the Archdiocese contacted the Regional Office to inform us that 
the church might sell the St. Edward property in the near future. 
The region contacted the State to inform them of the pending 
availability of the property, and on June 15, 1977 the Regional 
Director hosted the initial meeting among Feder~l, State and 
local representatives and the realtor for the Archdiocese. 
During this meeting the realtor indicated the church would be 
willing to sell the property to Washington for $7 million, if 
the purchase could be completed by October 10, 1977. On June 
28th the Washington Legislature appropriated $5.25 million for 
the St. Edward acquisition. The legislature specified, however, 
that the $5.25 million could only be expended if the remaining 
$1.75 million needed to reach the $7 million purchase price was 
made available from the Interior Secretary's L&WCF Contingency 
Reserve. Negotiations continued among all involved parties 
until August 1977. 
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August 1977: On August 22nd -- less than 2 months from the October 10th 
deadline -- Washington made a formal offer to purchase the 
St. Edward property from the Archdiocese for $7 million. 
This offer was predicated on the availability of the $1.75 
million in L&WCF Contingency Funds. 

September 1977: On September 16th, Washington submitted its request for 
$3.5 million ($1. 75 previously appropriated by the Legislature 
and $1.75 in Contingency Funds) to the regional office. The 
project was forwarded to Washington, D. C. on September 28th. 

October 1977: Secretary Andrus approved the $1. 75 mil 1 ion in Contingency 
Reserve funds for the St. Edward acquisition on October 4, 
1977 and Representative Lloyd Meeds presented Governor Ray 
on October 10th, the deadline imposed by the Archdiocese. 
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P~RT fV - Attachments • St~dwards Seminary 

I. Special Justification for Requesting Assistance from the Secretary of Interiors 
Contingency Fund. 

A. Fulfills Critical Need Identified in SCORP - The acquisition of the 316 
acre St. Edwards Seminary property which includes 3,000 feet of fresh
water shoreline on Lake Washington .fulfills a number of critical needs 
specifically identified in SCORP. The site possesses a number of resource 
and locational opportunities rare in a single acquisition including! 
316 acres of relatively undeveloped forest land, 3,000 feet of fresh
water ·Shoreline which also provides access to Puget Sound and other 
saltwater areas, located in the heart of the Everett - Seattle - Tacoma 
SCSA with a population of about 1,900,000. This unique combination of 
resources and location taken together specifically meet the following 
priority needs identified in Washingtons 1973 SCORP: 

1. Statewide Need #1 - Local Recreation Areas acquisition and develop
ment. The greatest acquisition requirements are identified in 
the Central Puget Sound area where this project is located (pp.41-42 
Volume I). 

2. Statewide Need #2 - Freshwater Shorelands Acquisition. Identified 
a~quisition needs are especially critical in the urban areas of 
Central Puget Sound where this project is located. (p. 42 Volume I) 

3. Statewide l~eed #3 - Freshwater Shorelands Development. Development 
needs are greatest in Central Puget Sound where this project is 
located. (p. 42 Volume I) 

4. Statewide Need #6 - Regional Recreation Areas - Acquisition and 
development. Central Puget Sound shows the greatest need for 
regional areas to meet local demands. {p. 42, Volume I) 

5. IAC Local Agency Priority #1 - Shorelines Acquisition. 
"Acquisition of shorelines in urbanized areas where the resource 
is environmentally endangered or is in danger of being lost to 
other uses" is the number one priority within this number one 
priority. (p.53, Volume I) 

6. IAC Local Agency Priority #2 - Development Qr Redevelopment of 
Local Recreation Areas. Priority is identified for areas where 
there are no existing facilities and to large urban recreation areas 
within high density urban and metropolitan areas. {p. 54, Volume I) 

7. IAC Local Agency Priority #3 - Shorelines Development. 
Priority is given to facilities which promote multiple use of 
shqrel ines and immediately adjacent uplands. (p.54, Volume I) 

8. IAC Local Agency Priority #4 - Acquisition of Local Recreation 
·Areas. Special priority is given to the acquisition of undeveloped 

land in high denisty urban areas where loss of land to other land 
uses is imminent and/or where no recreation areas now exist. (p.54, Volume I) 

9. IAC State Agency Priority #4 - Freshwater Shoreland Development. 
This priority is oriented toward development of facilities for 
fishing, boating, and picnicking opportunities. {p. 56, Volume I) 

10. · IAC State Agency Priority #6 - Freshwater Acquisition. Priority is 
identified for acquisition of recreation sites and access on Lakes 
of statewide significance in Central Puget Sound. {p. 56, Volume I) 
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11. IAC State Agency Priority #7 - Regional Recreation Area Development 
and Acquisition. Priority is give~ to serving recreation needs in 
Central Puget Sound within 2.hr. or less travel time. (p. 56, Volume I) 

12. Central Puget Sound District Needs - the highest local priority 
indicated is fo~ acquisition of shorelines and for acquisition and 
development of local recreation areas. In addition to acquisition 
and development of critical resources, state actions indicated 
include the acquisition and development of shorelands and the 
development of regional recreation areas. (pp. 117-120, Volume 11) 

B. Insufficient Funds Available through the Regular LWCF Apportionment -
In a letter dated September 15, 1977, the Regional Office of BOR advised 
the IAC that the State of Washington has an uncommitted balance of 
$1,997,047 of the LWCF apportionment. As the attached 1 ist will indicate, 
the IAC intends to commit approximately $2,560,059 in LWCF funds for · 
local agency projects and about $4,563,639 for State Agency projects 
at their meeting on September 26-27, 1977. In addition, the Committee 
is also expected to commit $1,750,000 in LWCF funds appropriated to the 
St. Edwards Seminary project by the State Legislature. 

C. Outstanding Nature of Project - this project is outstanding due to the 
fact that it features the acquisition of approximately 316 pristine 
acres with over 3,000 feet of low bank waterfront on Lake Washington in 
the heart of the Puget Sound urban area. There are no other tracts of 
tand of this type available in the area. This park will provide 
thousands of people the opportunity for a variety of passive freshwater 
oriented activities such as swimming, fishing, hiking, picnicking, informal 
lawn games, nature study, and panoramic views, as well as more active 
sports such as tennis and outdoor handball on facilities already available. 
The site is of adequate size to accommodate large numbers of people in 
these activities while retaining its unique natural amenities. 

D. Accessibility to the Project Site - the park is located'at the center 
of the most populous region of the State - Snohomish, King and Pierce 
County's (total Pop. of about 1,900,000). The vast majority of this 
population resides within about a 60 mile radias, principally the north 
and south corridor - Everett to Tacoma. The site is easily reached 
from these areas via Interstate 1-5 and 1-405 {No~th and South) and 1-90 
(East and West). Several State routes also feed into the site - SR #9, 
and 527 from the North; SR #104, 522, 520 from the West; SR #202, ~00, 
169, 516 from the East; and SR #181, 167, and 515 from the South. 

E. Significance - the foregoing statements adequately point out the sign if i*cance 
of this acquisition and its extreme importance to the Seattle Metropolitan 
area and the Puget Sound Region. This project has been correctly termed 
the "Once in a life time opportunity". 

II. Disposition of Existing Building on Site 

A. Gymnasium and Pool - both of these facilities are in excellent condition 
and would provide indoor recreation opportunities in conjunction with 
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the predominant outdoor facilities. The sponsor wishes to retain these 
buildings. 

B. Seminary Building - the disposition of this building is currently under 
evaluation by the project sponsor. Whatever determination is made 
will be closely coordinated with the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation. 

, 
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REPORT OF FEDERAL CASH .TRANSACTIONS 

IAC - OUTDOOR RECREATION 
ST .. 11.f NO, AND NAMl 

4800 CAPITOL BLVD. 0 
STATI. It~ CODC 9. No. of Treasury Checks R•cehed 

TUMWATER, WA 98504 
3. Fed;-;I ·e;;,loyer ld•ntlflcati;;.No.------------+1-0.-R-•_po_r_t P-.-,,-.d-(_Mo_n'"'th,..,-D-oy-,-y-•• -,-, -'------------! 

FROM TD 

91-0780046 10 01 7 12 
11, STATUS OF FEDERAL CASH 

a. Cash on hand beginning ol period ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ', ••• $ - 0 -
b. Letter of credit withdrawals •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1.J-5Q..LQ 00 _._Q_Q_ .. 

c. Treasury check payments ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .- •••• JL._QOO .00 
d. Total receipts (Sum ol Lines band c) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• oo__&o~_o_u_ 

n. Tola I cash available (Sum of Lines a and d) ........................................... . 5ill4 O .. OQ •. 0.0 ..... 
I. Gross disbursements • • • • • • • • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3, 500, 000_.:__Qf) __ 

g. Federal share of program income •••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

h. Net disbursements !Line f minus Line g) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $ 3,500,000.00 

i. Adjustments of prior periods ....................................................... . $ 

;. Cash on hand end of period ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• - 0 -
12. The amount In lf19m 11j repre1ent1 cash requirements for the ensuing clays, 

13. OTHER INFORMATION 

a. klterest income •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• · ••••••••••• 
!-'-----------! 

b. Advances to subgrantees • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • s 

1'. REMARKS (Attach eddltlonol 1heet1 If neceHarr) 

See attached 

15. CERTIFICATION -1 c.rtlfy that to the hat of mr lanowledge and bellef thla report la true In all rHpects and that all dlabunements hon lt .. n mod• 

fer the ,urpo .. • encl contlitlena of the -;:rant. · 

Tur. TELEPHONE 

Administrator 
Date Report la Sulmlitted 

1-16-78 
FOR AGENCY USE ONLY 
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REPORT OF FEDERAL CASH TRANSACTIONS 

• OM9 NO l~"D"I 

1. Feftr•I A1encr and Oraanlsational El•m•nt 

. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION 

TI ... of Gr.,, .. o.i=.,.::11a11::;;:: ... ----------+.-3."DR=•P=•••:"ipr.:,.,:r:1odn1:u:11.~.,:c-h,,-no=.y.•vi:: •• ::;,,---------~ 

IAC - OUTDOOR RECREATION FR~ 0 I 01 I 77 I TDl 2 I 31 I 77 
~-,-.,-.,~~Gr:-.,~.~Mo-.o-r~01~ho~•--y~~~Gr:-.,~ •• ~ •• ~.7Ac-H-~~l~::-•• ---j-----L-----L.-----L.--...L--....L.--~ 

lcfentlfrlnt Ne. 14•tlfylni No. 6. Fed.,al Shere of Net Ol aburuments 

a. For th• rerlod b. Cumulat1¥e 

53-00373 78-901A 3,500,000.00· 3,500,000.00 

1. TOTALS 

3 ,.soo' 000·. 00 3,500,000.00 
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STATE OF 
WASHINGTON • INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE.OR OUTDOOR RECREATION 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor 

Item 11811 

4800 Capitol Blvd., Tumwater, Washington 98504 KP 11 

Robert L. Wilder, Administrator 

l) Letter of Credit Withdrawal represents monies received from· 
letter of credi.t voucher #1 submitted to .the San Francisco 
Regional Disbursing Center on 11-4~77. These monies were 
received on 11-10-77; were deposited in the State Treasury 

I tern 11C11 

on 11-10-77; and were disbursed at the state level on 11-16-77. 
This disbursement was part of the second and final payment on 
BOR project #53-00373 St. Edwards Seminary Property. 

206/753-7140 

2) Treasury check payment represents an advance from the Secretary's 
contingency·fund issued to the State of Washington/lnteragency 
Committee for Outdoor Recreation (IAC) on 10-11-77. These 

I tern 11 R1
:
1 

monies were deposited in the State Treasury on 10-11-77; and 
were disbursed at the state level on 10~28-77. This disburse
ment was part of the initial payment on BOR project #53-00373 
St. Edwards Seminary Property. 

3) Al though the money has been disbursed for some ttme; the 
Department of General Administration, agency handling the 
purchase for the State of Washington has not submitted billing 
material to the IAC. This delay in submitting the required 
billing material has prohib"ited us (IAC) from closing this 
project in a timely fashion. Hopefully this transaction will 
be completed before the end of the next quarter (Jan. Feb. 
March) • 
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PART II 

PROJECT APPROVAL INFORMATION 
SECTION A 

1

,1,

1

.,:·!M·,· .. ,

1

.,i .. ,

1

.,i .. ,:.,· .. ,i.,i .. ,i.,i .. ,1·.,·.:1.:.,: .. ,'.,1~ .. ,i.,·.·,,·,! .. ,·.,i.:1·.,1:.::.,~.::.,: .. ,i.,/ .. ,:.,1:.::.,·.:,.::,:.1.··:·'·,:i, .• •· .. :.,~: .. ,i.,i .. ,i.:.:~:.,: .. ,;.,:1.:,:.,·i .. ,1.,:: .. ,'.1.

1

·.:.r.' .•.. i ..... ~.:.·.i.f .i.l.l.[.:.~.i./.
1

!.;,:,·,1,~J,J,,1 ,.~i,!,.•.'. .•. • •. =.· •..• i, ... i,i.Q.'.•.•.

1
.··.•,·.•,·.·.:.:,·.:,: .•. l.c,i.1,!.!,r.i.i.~.i.1,!.f ,·.i,!.·.t.i.~.r.i.".~.r.i.1.1·~.i,v.: .•..••.•... •.~ ... l.•.• .•. ~.~i,.•.•.• .•.•.•.•.•... ~.·•.•.•·.••.•,•·.u.•• .. ·.•,•.··.·,~.••.··.·.•. '~1'""'A""'11""'••·•~ ... ••~ ... •~ ... •·•••• ... ~;;.;.:/;;.;.;> .... > ... > ________ ~-

ba ,~~ (~~~~& p~~~~~~,~~N , > < 
::;:;:::::;:::::;:-:-::·:-:··.·· 

Item 3. 
Does this assistance request require clearinghouse review (Attach Comments) 
in accordance with OMB Circular A-95? 

x ___ Yes ___ No 

Item 5. 
Is the proposed project covered by an approved 
comprehensive plan? 

''""'"-""·""'::·."'".·::""':·;:""'···---····•· .... •••••• ... ••····-·············:···<··:··•.,,.,•• :·: .:::.<::::<< }:·: :: 
:.::::·::::::.: .. ::::::::::::-:.·· . .::::-:.·./.;:.: .. ::.::::...::.:: 

.. · .: ~: ·. 

Check one: State "&: SCORP 117-120 
Local C· 
Regional :-=-J 

X Yes ___ No Location of plan------------·--·-

Item 7. 
Will the assistance requested be on Federal land Name of Federal Installation-------- __ _ 
or installation? Location of Federal Land __________ _ 

___ Yes __ X __ No Percent of Project---------~--

Item 8. 
Will the assistance requested have on impact or effect 
on the environment? 

X Yes ___ No 

Item 9. 
Will the t;issistance requested cause the displacement of 
individuals families, businesses, or farms? 

Yes 
Item 10. 
Is there other related Federal assistance on this 
project previous, pending, or anticipated? 

x 

x 

No 

___ Yes No 

See instruction for additional information to be 
provided. 

Number of: 
Individuals 
Families 
Businesses 
Farms 

EIA 

See instructions for additional information to be 
provided. 
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INSTRUCTION 

PART II - SECTION B 

11. SITES AND IMPROVEMENTS: -----Not required, __ ..... x __ Attached as exhibits 
Applicant intends to acquire the site through: 
--- Eminent domain, Negotiated purchase, ____ Other means (specify) 

12. TITLE OR OTHER INTEREST IN THE SITE IS OR WILL BE VESTED IN: 
X Applicant, Agency or institution operating the faci li!Y,---- Other (specify) 

13. INDICATE WHETHER APPLICANT/OPERATOR HAS: 
--"""X_ Fee simple title, Leasehold interest, ____ Other (specify) 

14. IF APPLICANT/OPERATOR HAS LEASEHOLD INTEREST, GIVE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION: N/A 
____ , and number of years to run ------

21. DESCRIPTION OF FACILITY: Not required X Attached as exhibits 
Drawings - Attach any drawings which wi II assist in describing the project. 
Specifications - Attach copies of completed outline specifications. 
(If drawings and specifications have not been fully completed, please attach copies or working drawings that have been completed.) 

NOTE: ITEMS ON THIS SHEET ARE SELf'•HPLANATORY; THEREFORE, NO INSTRUCTIONS ARE PROVIDED. 
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PART Ill - BUDGET INFORMATION - CONSTRl,!CTION 

SECTION A - GENERAL 

l. Federa I Domestic Assistance Cata log No .•••......••• 

SECTION B - CALCULATION OF FEDERAL GRANT 

Cost Classification 

1. Administration expense 

2. Preliminary expense 

3. Land,structures, right·of-way 

4. Architectural engineering uasic fees 

5. Other architectural engineering fees 

6. Project inspection fees 

7. Land development 

: 8. Relocation Expenses 

9. :~elocation payments to Individuals anu businesses 

! JO. Demol 1tion and removal 

~onstruction and project improvement 

I 12. Equipment 

13. Miscellaneous 

14. Total (Lines 1 through 13) 

15. Estimated Income (ii applicable) 

23. Grantee share 

24. other shares 

25. Total project (Lines 22, 23 & 24) 

OMB NO. l:tU Rt11tt4 

Totol 
Amount 

Required 

7,000,000 

3,500,000 

7,000,000 



27. Grantee Share 

• 

SECTION D - PROPOSED METHOD OF FINANCING NON-FEDERAL SHARE 

$ 

OMB NO. 80·ROIU 

a. Securities 
~--------····-----·----~ ----------------+-----------1 

b. Mortgages 

c. Appropriations (By Applicant) 

d. Bonds 

e. Tax Levies 

f. Non Cash 

g. other (Explain) 

h. TOTAL - Grantee share 

28. Other Shares 

a. State Ref. #28 3,500,000 

b. Other 

c. Total other Shares 

29. TOTAL $ 3,500,000 

SECTION E - REMARKS 

PART IV PROGRAM NARRATIVE (Attach - See Instructions) 
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PART IV 

PROGRAM NARRATIVE 

Prepare the program narrative statement in accordance with the following instructions for all new grant programs. Requests 
for supplemental assistance should be responsive to Item 5b only. Requests for continuation or refunding or other changes of 
an approved project should be responsive to Item 5c only. 

1. OBJECTIVES AND NEED FOR THIS ASSISTANCE. 

Pinpoint any relevant physical, economic, social, financial, 
institutional, or other problems requiring a solution. 
Demonstrate the need for assistance and state the principal 
and subordinate objectives of the project. Supporting docu
mentation or other testimonies from concerned interests 
other than the applicant may be used. Any relevant data 
based on planning studies should be included or footnoted. 

2. RESULTS OR BENEFITS EXPECTED. 

Identify results and-benefits to be derived. For example, 
include a description of who will occupy the facility and 
show how the facility will be used. For land acquisition or 
development projects, explain how the project will benefit 
the public. 

3. APPROACH. 

a. Outline a plan of action pertaining to the scope and 
detail of how the proposed work will be accom
plished for each grant program. Cite factors which 
might accelerate or decelerate the work and your rea
son for taking this approach as opposed to others. 
Describe any unusual features of the project such as 
design or technological innovations, reductions in 
cost or time, or extraordinary social and community 
involvements. 

b. Provide for each grant program monthly or quarterly 
quantitative projections of the accomplishments to be 
achieved, if possible. When accomplishments cannot 
be quantified, list the activities in chronological order 
to shC'W the schedule of accomplishments and their 
target dates . 

• ,~•v•1l 
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d. List each organization, cooperator, consultant, or 
other key individuals who will work on the project 
along with a short description of the nature of their 
effort or contribution. 

4. GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION. 

Give a precise location of the project and area to be served 
by the proposed project. Maps or other graphic aids may be 

attached. 

s~ IF APPLICABLE, PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING IN
FORMATION: 

a. Describe the relationship between this project and 
other work planned, anticipated, or underway under' 
the Federal Assistance listed under Part II, Section A, 
Item 10. 
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PARTV 

ASSURANCES 

The applicant hereby assures and certifies that he will comply with the regulations, policies, guidelines and requirements. 
including Office of Management and Budget Circulars Nos. A-87, A-95, and A-102, as they relate to the application. 
acceptance and use of Federal funds for this federally-assisted project. Also, the applicant gives assurance and certifies with 
respect to the grant that: 

1. It possesses legal authority to apply for the grant, and to 
finance and construct the proposed facilities; that a resolu
tion, motion or similar action has been duly adopted or 
passed as an official act of the applicant's governing body, 
authorizing the filing of the application, including all under
standings and assurances contained therein, and directing 
and authorizing the person identified as the official repre
sentative of the applicant to act in connection with the 
application and to provide such additional information as 
may be required. 

2. It will comply with the provisions of: Executive Order 
11296, relating to evaluation of flood hazards, and Execu
tive Order 11288, relating to the prevention, control, arid 
abatement of water pollution. 

3. It will have sufficient funds available to meet the non
Federal share of the cost for construction projects. Suffi
cient funds will be available when construction is com
pleted to assure effective operation and maintenance of the 
facility for the purposes constructed. · · 

5. It will provide and maintain competent and adequate 
architectural engineering supervision and inspection at the 
construction site to insure that the completed work· con
forms with the approved plans and specifications; that it 
will furnish progress reports and such other information as 
the Federal granter agency may require. 

6. It will operate and maintain the facility in accordance 
with the minimum standards as may be required or pre
scribed by the applicable Federal, State and local agencies 
for the maintenance and operation of such facilities. 

7. It will give the granter agency and the Comptroller Gen
eral through any authorized representative access to and the 
right to examine all records, books, papers, or documents 
related to the grant. 

8. It will require the facility to be designed to comply with 
the "American Standard Specifications for Making Build
ings and Facilities Accessible to, and Usable by, the Physi
cally Handicapped," Number A 117.1-1961, as modified (41 
CFR 101-17.703). The applicant will be responsible for 

conducting inspections to insure compliance with these 
specifications by the contractor. 

9. It will cause work on the project to be commenced with
in a reasonable time after receipt of notification from the 
approving Federal agency that funds have been approved 
and that the project will be prosecuted to completion with 
reasonable diligence. 

10. It will not dispose of or encumber its title or other 
interests in the site and facilities during the perio~ of Fed
eral interest or while the Government holds bonds, which
ever is the longer. 

11. It wil I comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964. (P.L. 88-352) and in accordance with Title VI of that 
Act, no person in the United States shall, on the grou~~ of 
race, color, or national origin, be exclu.ded fr?m part1c1pa
tion in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjec~ed 
to discrimination under any program or activity for which 
the applicant receives Federal financial assistance and wi!I 
immediately take any measures necessary to effectuate this 
agreement. If any real property or structure thereon is pro
vided or improved with the aid of Federal financial assis· 
tance extended to the Applicant, this assurance shall obli
gate the Applicant, or in the case of any transfer of such 
property, any transferee, for the period during which the 
real property or structure is used for a purpose for which 
the Federal financial assistance is extended or for another 
purpose involving the provision of similar services or bene
fits. 

12. It will establish safeguards to prohibit employees from 
using their positions for a purpose that is or gives the ap
pearance of being motivated by a desire for private gain for 
themst:ilves or others, particularly those with whom they 
have family, business, or other ties. 

13. It will comply, With the requirements of Title 11 and 
. Title 111 of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisitions Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-646) which 
provides for fair and equitable treatment of·ipersons dis
placed as a result of Federal and federally assisted pro
grams. 

14. It will comply with all requirements imposed by the 
Federal granter agency concerning special requirements of 
law, program requirements, and other administrative re
quirements approved in accordance· with Office of Manage
ment and Budget Circular No. A-102. 

15. It will comply with the provisions of the Hatch Act 
which limit the political activity of employees. 

-
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APPRAISAL REPORT 

SAINT EDWARDS SEMINARY PROPERTY 

KING COUN'I'Y, WASHINGTON 

OCTOBER 17, 1977 

FOR: 

S'I1A'l'L OF WASHINGTON 

DEPAR'l'MEWr OF GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 

BY: 

JERROLD F. BALLAINE 
AND 

GAIL H. HALLIDAY, M.A.I. 

Halliday, Inc. 



Hallidav, Inc. 
24656 Redmond-Fa11 City Hwy. 

Redmond, WA 98052 
(206) 885-0873 

Mr. A. C. Morgan 
Chief Acquisition Agent 
State of Washington 
Division of Real Estate 
106 Maple Park 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

October 17, 1977 

Re: Appraisal of St. Edwards 
Seminary Property 
King County, Washington 

In accordance with your request, we have inspected and appraised 
the above captioned property. Our appraisal is based on the 
assumptions that a typical purchaser 1,,rould be able to secure a 
re-zoning of the property and that the retention of 50 acres 
around St. Thomas Seminary by the present owners will not in 
any way cause damage to the 316 acres included in this appraisal. 

During our inspection of the property it was found that the 
timber on the site was of merchantable size and quality. A 
separate appraisal of the timber value is being made by the 
State of Washington, Department of Natural Resources, and the 
timber value is not included in our estimate of value. 

In our opinion, the Fair Market Value of the property, exclusive 
of the timber value, based on the above assumptions, as of 
October 17, 1977, for the reasons explained and detailed in the 
enclosed report is 

SEVEN MILLION FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS 

($7,050,000) 



We certify that we have no personal interest in the subject 
property and that no compe nsation is contingent upon the 
amount of valuation certified . We further certify that we 
have personally inspected the property and that, to the best 
of' our knowledge and belief, alJ of th e informRtjon and 
estimates of value contained in this report are true and 
correct and no pertinent information is knowingly or will
fully withheld. 

. ./') . 
f! A- ~) ~ ·~f 7 Hnl!. ~~--
JERROLD F . BALLAINE 

JB/d 

Halliday, Inc. 
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Front View of St.Edwards 
Seminary - Main Building 

Looking South Across 
the Front of St . Edwards 

Seminary Main Building 

Rear View of St . Edwards 
Seminary - Main Building 



.... 

View of Swimming 
Pool Building 

Rear View of Gymnasium 

Front View of Gymnasium 
and Shower Facility 

Building Annex 



OSTENSIBLE OWNER: 

APPRAISAL REPORT 

ST. EDWARDS SEMINARY SITE 

KING COUNTY, WASHINpTON 

Corporation of the Catholic 
Archbishop of Seattle, a Washington 
Corporation Sole 

LOCATION OF PROPERTY: Fronting on the east side of Lake 
Washington, approximately l~ miles 
south of the north end of the Lake 
in King County, Washington 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: That portion of the Southwest 1/4 
of Section 13, Township 26 North, 
Range 4 East, W.M., in King County, 
Washington lying Southwesterly of 
Julia Blinn Road; EXCEPT that por
tion, if any, lying within County 
Road; 

The South 1/3 of the Southeast 1/4 
of Section 14, Township 26 North, 
Range 4 East, W.M., in King County; 
AND that portion of Government Lot 
4 of said Section 14, lying South of 
a line drawn East and West equidistant 
between the North and South lines of 
the South two-thirds of the South 24.75 
acres of said Government Lot 4, 
TOGETHER WITH all the second-class 
shorelands adjacent thereto; 

The East 1/2 of the Northeast 1/4 of 
Section 23, Township 26 North, Range 
4 East, W.M., in King County, Washington; 
the North 264 feet of the Northeast 1/4 
of the Southeast 1/4 AND of Government 
Lot 3 in said Section 23, · 
EXCEPT that portion thereof within the 
Plat of Juanit~ Point Division No. 3 



DATES OF INSPECTION: 

DATE OF VALUATION: 

PURPOSE OF THE APPRAISAL: 

as recorded in Volume 31 of Plats, 
page 38, records of King County, 
(ALSO KNOWN AS Tracts l and 2 of 
Wight's Lake Front Acre Tracts, un
recorded); 
ALL of Government Lots 1 and 2 in 
said Section 23, 
TOGETHER WITH second-class shorelands 
adjacent thereto, 
EXCEPT from said Lot 2 and adjacent 
second-class shorelands, that portion 
of the South 14.88 feet thereof lying 
South of a property line as defined 
in Document No. 7510010621, records 
of King County, 
AND EXCEPT any portion of said Section 
23 lying within N.W. 14lst Street; 
That portion of the Northwest 1/4 of 
Section 24, Township 26 North, Range 
4 East, W.M., in King County, Washington 
which lies West of Julia Blinn Road; 
except that portion thereof lying 
within N.E. 14lst Street, 

LESS 50 acres around Saint Thomas 
Seminary buildings precise boundaries 
shall be delineated by survey; 

Situate in the County of King, State 
of Washington. 

September 2, 22 and 26, 1977 
October 3 and 4, 1977 

October 17, 1977 

To estimate the FAIR MARKET VALUE ·of 
the subject property as of October 
17, 1977. Fair Market Value is 
defined as ..•. "the price it (the real 
estate) will bring when offered for 
sale by one who desires, but is not 
required, to sell and is sought by 
one who desires, but is not required 
to buy, after due consideration of all 
the elements reasonably affecting value". 
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ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS: As of the date of this appraisal 
all of the subject property was zoned 
RS-15000 by King County. This zoning 
requires a minimum of 15,000 square 
feet for each single-family residence 
and a minimum lot width of 80 feet. · 
Under this RS-15000 zoning, the exist
ing building improvements could not be 
utilized by a private developer, nor 
could the land be developed to its 
highest and best use. 

Because of the size of the St.Edwards 
Seminary site (316 acres), affording 
ample area to· screen the perimeter 
from the surrounding neighborhood, 
the Basic Assumption is made, for the 
purpose of this appraisal, that a 
typical developer would be able to 
secure a re-zoning of the property 
permitting a planned unit development 
with some business area, some multi
family areas and some single-family 
residence areas with 7,200 square 
foot sites. 

Because the subject site is part of 
an overall site of some 366 acres, 
accommodating both St. Edwards Seminary 
and St. Thomas Seminary and the legal 
description of the 50 acres encompass
ing the St. Thomas Seminary, which is 
to be excluded, has not been made 
available to the appraisers, a second 
Basic Assumption is made for the pur
pose of this appraisal, that the 50 
acres to be retained by the present 
owners will not in any way cause 
damage to the 316 acres included ih 
this appraisal. 

The reasonableness of the above two 
Basic Assumptions is supported by 
the Off er to Purchase ref erred to 
in the Market Data Approach. 

For further Assumptions and Limiting 
Conditions, please see Assumptions and 
Limiting Conditions attached in the 
Addenda of this report. 

-3-



DELINEATION OF TITLE: The subject property has been in the 
ownership of the Catholic Church, or 
its sub-organizations, for over 10 
years. However, on October 26, 1976 
the Associated Suplicians of the U.S., 
a Maryland Corporation, conveyed the 
property to Corporation of the Catholic 
Archbishop of Seattle, a Washington 
Corporation, for the sum of $650,083.66, 
as revealed by King County Tax Receipt 
Affidavit No. E 380931. This sale is 
considered to be an inter-organiza
tional transfer of title and not an 
arms length transaction reflecting 
Fair Market Value. 

-4-
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Street Scene 
Subdivision on East Side Juanita Drive 

"Inglewood Hills" 

East Side of 6lst N.E. at About 159th 



Looking North on Lake Washington 
From North End of Subject Waterfront 

Waterfront Home Just North of 
Subject Waterfront 



., -
Wa t erfront Home Just North of 

Subject Waterfront 

Waterfront Home Just North of 
Subject Waterfront 



NEIGHBORHOOD DESCRIPTION 

The St. Edwards Seminary site is located on the northeast shore 
of Lake Washington, which separates the City of Seattle to the 
west from the suburban residential communities on the east side. 
No significant industrial or commercial facilities exist along 
the eastern shores of Lake Washington, north of the Evergreen 
Point Floating Bridge, with the exception of a limited number 
of such facilities at the northernmost portion of the lake, in 
Kenmore, including a marina and air harbor. 

The subject overall neighborhood is in unin~orporated King County 
located between the cities of Bothell (1977 population 6,295), 
some 3.5 miles to the northeast and Kirkland (1977 population 
15,350), about 3.5 miles to the southeast. The immediate neigh
borhood is bounded by Lake Washington on the west, lOOth Avenue 
N.E. on the east, Kenmore on the north and Juanita on the south. 
It corresponds closely to the communities of Inglemoor and Finn 
Hill, which adjoin on the east. 

Early settlers in the area were engaged in lumbering, farming 
and trade. Finn Hill, to the east, was first settled about 
1869 and was first logged in the early 1900's. The community 
of Juanita was settled in 1870 and Bothell in 1887. Early 
transportation in the area was by boat, on the lake, and rail
road, on shore. However, with the lowering of Lake Washington 
in 1914, boat service was discontinued and automobile and bus 
transportation began, with the advent of roads. 

The communities' first big builqing boom occurred in the post 
World War II era and the area is currently undergoing another 
large building program, primarily of single-family residences 
in the middle price bracket. Although the present development 
is absorbing large areas, there is still a considerable amount 
of undeveloped land, mostly, however, in tracts of 20 acres or 
less. Based on 1970 census figures, plus 20% increase, King 
County planners estimate that the 1975 median housing value 
in the adjoining neighborhood of Inglemoor was $31,950 and in 
the Finn Hill area, $43,200. The median 1975 income level in 
the neighborhood was estimated to be $18,000. 

The whole community east of Lake Washington is automobile orient
ed, but public bus service to Seattle as well as other north 
shore communities does exist. However, the service is infrequent 
and connections are reported to be poor. Juanita Drive and lOOth 
Avenue N.E. are the major north-south arterials, while east-west 
streets are limited by the terrain. Travel time to Seattle is 
less than one-half hour by automobile. 
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Several small neighborhood shopping areas exist in the vicinity, 
but it is necessary to travel to Kirkland or Kenmore for larger, 
more complete shopping centers. The Northshore School District 
serves the neighborhood. This School District is one of the 
fastest growing in King County, with a 1977 school population 
6.3% greater than in 1976. Noted for invariably passing school 
levies, the district attracts residents who seek superior 
schools in spite of the heavier tax burden. Arrowhead Elemen
tary School and Inglemoor High School are located in the 
immediate vicinity of the subject site. 

ZONING: 

The subject property is presently zoned RS-15000. Under 
the King County Zoning Code, this requires a minimum lot 
area of 15,000 square feet and a minimum lot width of 80 
feet. However, it is believed that because of its larger 
area, this site could be re-zoned at the request of a 
developer and this assumption is set forth in the para
graph above, headed "Assumptions and Limiting Conditions". 

ASSESSED VALUE AND TAXES: 

The subject property is presently owned by a Catholic 
Church owned corporation. Because for over 35 years it 
has been used for church school purposes, the property 
is not carried on the King County tax rolls. However, 
the tax millage rate in this area is $0.023575 and ac
cording to State law, the property is assessed at 100% 
of fair market value. Therefore, based on the fair 
market value estimated in this appraisal (exclusing 
timber value) , the 1977 real estate tax under private 
ownership would be ($0.023575 x$7,050,000) $166,203.75. 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: 

In arriving at the Highest and Best Use, the probability 
of zoning change, location, size, shape, topography, 
access, utilities, subject improvements and neighborhood 
development have been taken into consideration. As a 
result, it is concluded that the Highest and Best Use 
is for a planned unit development, taking advantage of 
the existing buildings in a neighborhood business area, 
with surrounding condominium and single-family residence 
sites with more expensive homes along the lake front. 
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Looking North on Lake 
Washington From Subject 

Waterfront 

Looking South Along 
Shorel ine From North 

End of Subject Waterfron t 

Looking Inshore From 
Subject Waterfront 
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Handball and Tennis Courts 
100% Depreciated 

Dormitory Building 
100% Depreciated 



A Portion of Subject Waterfront 

A Portion of Subject Waterfront 



I 4 _ .I - 7 · 
-~~ROLI S T Inc. 

j'~se; ·- }11&1 12 ~ . . 



SITE DESCRIPTION 

SIZE AND SHAPE: 

The St. Edwards Seminary site consists of the major 
portion of an overall site of 366 acres, extending 
from Juanita Drive N.E. on the east to Lake Washington 
on the west. While the boundaries are irregular, the 
site is generally rectangular in shape. According to 
the legal description furnished by the Department of 
General Administration in the appraisers' "Agreement 
For Consultation Services", the subject land is legally 
described in total ... "LESS 50 acres a·round Saint Thomas 
Seminary buildings precise boundaries shall be delineated 
by survey; .... ". Therefore, the subject site is consider
ed to contain (366 acres less 50 acres) 316 acres of land, 
extending from Juanita Drive N.E. to Lake Washington. No 
physical survey of the land was found, but according to 
Kroll maps, the site has some 3,080 feet of waterfront on 
Lake Washington. 

TOPOGRAPHY AND DRAINAGE: 

In general, the land slopes somewhat gently toward Lake 
Washington from Juanita Drive N.E. for approximately 
2/3 of its depth, then drops about 300 feet to Lake 
Washington in the westerly 1200 feet, more or less, of 
the site. There are slopes and ravines of varying pitch 
throughout the tract, as typically found on unimproved 
forest land in this area. One intermittent stream flows 
down a central ravine, into Lake Washington 

LAND COVER: 

On the upper plateau area there is a heavy cover of Big
leaf Maple, Alder and Douglas Fir, with some open 
meadows, principally around the Seminary buildings. The 
sloping area is covered with Bigleaf Maple, Madrona, 
Alder and Douglas Fir, while the shoreline cover is 
primarily Black Cottonwood and Ash. 

The timber existing on the subject land is of commercial 
size and quantity, and a separate appraisal of the 
timber value is being made by the State of Washington, 
Department of Natural Resources. 

-7-



SOIL: 

The soil on the upper plateau area is described as 
Alderood Gravelly Sandy Loam 6-15%, and the soil on 
the sloping area to the west and south is described 
as Alderwood Kitsap and Kitsap Silt Loam 15-30%. 
There are no known mineral deposits on the site. 

UTILITIES: 

A Metro sanitary sewer line enters the property from 
Juanita Drive N.E. at the northeast corner of the 
site and extends to the St. Edwards Seminary build
ings. Puget Sound Power and Light electric service 
also enters the site from near the northeast corner 
and extends to the Seminary buildings. At the 
present time St. Edwards Seminary and St. Thomas 
Seminary are served with water from an on-site well 
and distributed from a water tower located some 600 
feet south of St. Thomas Seminary. Water from King 
County Water District #77 is available from the east 
side of Juanita Drive N.E. 

ROAD IMPROVEMENTS: 

A 30 foot asphalt roadway enters the site from 
Juanita Drive N.E., some 2,000 feet south of the 
northeast corner and extends to both St. Edwards 
Seminary and St. Thomas Seminary. Holmes Point 
Drive (a county road) extends through the southeast 
corner of the property. 
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IMPROVEMENTS DESCRIPTION 

The St. Edwards Seminary site is improved with 3 principal 
buildings and three secondary buildings, plus six outdoor hand
ball courts and two outdoor tennis courts. The principal build
ings are as follows: 

St. Edwards Seminary Building: 

This is a one, two, three and four story building 
with a full basement at semi-daylight level. It is 
constructed of reinforced concrete and· brick and all 
interior walls are non-bearing. The building is 356 
feet in length and varies in width from 38 feet to 
128 feet. According to a 1975 cost estimate by Ralph 
Lund, Architect, AIA (of John Graham Co.), the building 
contains 83,147 square feet. 

Basement: 

The basement level contains a laundry room, 
refrigeration compressor room, employees' 
dining room, a hydraulic elevator from base
ment to ground floor, a boiler room with two 
Kewanee Type C low pressure steam boilers 
fired by two fully automatic Ray Oil Burners 
burning 300 weight oil. There is also a shop 
room, small toilet room with one toilet and 
one lavatory, a locker room with 5 banks of 
lockers and 13 shower stalls. The above are 
located in the northern portion of the base
ment. 

In the center portion of the basement level 
there is a large laboratory classroom, a 
second classroom, a toilet room with 12 
toilet stalls, 6 urinals and 5 lavatories. 
There is also a two-level sump room with a 
completely automatic sump pump system and 3 
circulating pumps for the heating system. 

At the south end of the building basement 
there are 8 sleeping rooms, plus a toilet 
room with 2 toilets, 2 showers, 1 urinal 
and 1 lavatory. 
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Ground Floor: 

The ground floor level contains the Adminstra
tion offices, classrooms, dining room, kitchen 
and study roo~. The large kitchen area is 
fully equipped to serve some 250 people. Off 
the kitchen there is a bake room with 2 three 
section bake ovens. 

Second Floor: 

The second floor contains a chapel, large 
library room, 3 priest's living quarters con
sisting of a living room, sleeping room and 
toilet and shower room, together with 39 
student rooms. 

Third and Fourth Floors: 

The third and fourth floors contain 3 priest's 
quarters and 33 student rooms, each. 

The seminary building has a completely automatic Otis pas
senger elevator extending from the basement to the 4th floor. 
The foundation is 2 foot reinforced concrete, the walls are 
brick and the roof is copper and tile. This building was 
constructed in 1931 and is currently in excellent condition. 

Gymnasium Building: 

The Gymnasium Building is ordinary masonry construction, with 
concrete foundation and floor, brick walls and wood frame 
roof with composition cover. The west 20 feet, more or less, 
are approximately 12 feet in height, while the balance of the 
building is typical high ceiling gymnasium height. 

The westerly, lower 20 feet, contains the entrance foyer, a 
recreation room, a men's toilet room with 2 toilets, 3 
urinals and 2 lavatories, a women's toilet room with 2 
toilets and 2 lavatories, and a small storage room. 

The gymnasium portion, the easterly 144 feet, more or less, 
contains a regulation size basketball court and gymnasium, 
having a 4 inch concrete floor with asphalt tile cover. 
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At the west end of the building there is a raised 
stage, some 30 feet in depth, with dressing rooms 
on one side and a shop and storage room on the other 
side. Underneath the stage area at ground level is a 
6 stall garage some 25' x 62' in size. 

Heat for this building is supplied from the main 
boilers in the St. Edwards Seminary building. Hot 
water is from a large hot water tank in the gym
nasium building, heated by submersion coils fed 
from the main boilers in the Seminary building. 

The gynasium building is 62' x 163'9" in size and, 
according to a cost estimate prepared in 1975 by 
Ralph Lund, Architect, AIA, of John Graham Company, 
contains a total area of 12,441 square feet. It 
was constructed in 1949. 

Shower Facilities Building: 

The shower facilities building which is 
58'6" x 45'6" in size, is attached to and 
is part of the gymnasium building, although 
it was constructed in 1960. It is concrete 
and brick construction, the same as the 
gymnasium building, with a wood frame roof 
and built-up tar and gravel cover. In this 
portion of the building there are two locker 
areas, one on each side, and the center area 
contains 12 tile shower stalls, 2 toilets, 2 
urinals and 2 lavatories. 

Swimming Pool Building: 

The 45' x 75' swimming pool is housed in a 
69'4" x 128' plus 26' x 52' ordinary masonry 
building with concrete foundation, brick 
walls and wood frame roof with built-up tar 
and gravel cover. The building contains a 
total floor area of 10,226 square feet. 

The main portion of the building contains 
the 45' x 75' swimming pool with a rated 
capacity of 165 people. The pool has a 
gunite finish. 
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At the north end of the building are located 
the mechanical room, a storage room and a 
toilet and locker room. The mechanical room 
houses the chlorinating apparatus and the cir
culating filter system. The pool water is 
filtered through "Dicalite" swimming pool 
filter powder. Also in this room is a 1,500 
gallon domestic hot water tank with submer
sion coils heated from the main boilers in 
the St. Edwards Seminary building. 

The toilet and locker room has 2 banks of 
multiple showers with 6 showers in each bank. 
The toilet facilities consist of 2 toilets, 
2 urinals, 2 lavatories. 

This building was constructed in 1968 and is 
presently in good condition. 

Secondary Structures: 

In addition to the above buildings, the im
provements include a wood frame dormitory 
building containing 4,796 square feet,·a log 
house containing 700 square feet and a wood 
frame barn having 930 square feet. 

There are also 6 handball courts and 2 tennis 
courts. The handball courts are of concrete 
block construction and all courts are paved 
with concrete. 

The above secondary improvements are in poor 
to fair condition and are considered to be 
100% depreciated as they do not add any value 
to the land under its present highest and 
best use. 
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PROPERTY VALUATION 

LAND VALUE: 

The subject site, containing 316 acres of upland and water
front, is unique in that it is the only tract of its size 
on this portion of Lake Washington remaining undeveloped. 
Because of this fact, no waterfront sales or acreage sales 
approaching the size of the subject land could be obtained. 
However, some 7 recent waterfront sales, all within 3/4 
mile of the subject land and 10 recent acreage sales, 8 of 
which were in the vicinity of the St. Edwards Seminary 
site and 2 of which were on Lake Sammamish near Interstate 
Highway I-90, were found and investigated. 

For the purpose of estimating its fair market value, the 
subject land has been segregated into waterfront land and 
upland. The waterfront portion, consisting of some 3,080 
front feet, would, in our opinion, require a depth of 150' 
to develop. This results in (3,080 x 150 ~ 43,560) 10.6 
acres of waterfront and (316 minus 10.6) 305.4 acres of 
upland. 

As has been discussed in the site description, a large por
tion of the land is covered with merchantable timber, the 
fair market value of which is currently being estimated by 
the State of Washington Department of Natural Resources, 
and will not be included in this report. 

Waterfront: 

In considering waterfront values on this portion of Lake 
Washington, 7 recent sales of waterfront land, all within 
3/4 mile of the subject waterfront, were found and investi
gated (see Comparable Sales W.F.l to W.F. 7 in the Addenda 
of this report). The following is a compilation of these 
sales. 

Sale # 

W. F. 1 
W. F. 2 
W.F. 3 
W.F. 4 
W. F. 5 
W .F. 6 
W .F. 7 

Sale 
Date 

6/2/76 
11/20/75 

3/26/76 
3/26/76 
2/17/76 
3/17/76 
1/12/76 

Water,Sewer 
Street 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
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F. F. 

100 
50 
75 
80 
30 
80 
75 

Sale 
Price 

$32,000 
$25,000 
$33,000 
$34,000 
$22,000 
$35,000 
$36,000 

Price Per 
F.F. 

$320 
$500 .--
$440 
$425 
$733~
$437 
$480 



It will be noted that 6 of the above sales fall into 
the range of from $320 to $500 per front foot. The 
one sale at $733 per front foot is believed to indi
cate a somewhat exaggerated front foot value because 
of its narrow frontage on the water and widening width 
of the backland. 

All of these sales are on terrain similar to that of 
the subject, and all sales had streets, water and 
sewer available. 

Considering the plottage value of the subject's 3,080 
front feet, the elapsed time since each of these sales 
and the lack of sewer, water and streets on the sub
ject land, it is our opinion that these 7 waterfront 
sales reflect a current fair market value for the 
subject 3,080 feet of waterfront (10.6 acres) of 
$500 per front foot, or ($500 x 3,080) 

. . . . . 
ii I ~i ~ ... "'. ~ ·: 

$1,540,000 

Upland: 

A total of 10 upland acreage sales, aggregating a 
total acreage of 168.98 acres, were found and in
vestigated (see Comparable Sales A.l to A.10 in 
the Addenda of this report) . Eight of these sales 
were in the vicinity of the subject upland, and 2 
were on Lake Sammamish, near Highway I-90, in a 
very similar neighborhood. The following is a 
tabulation of these 10 acreage sales. 

Sale Sale Size In Price 
No. Date View Acres Zoning Price Per Acre 

A.l 6/22/77 Some 4.38 SR $40,000 $9,132 
A. 2 1/28/77 None 19.8 RS-7200 $125,000 $6,313 
A. 3 2/11/77 None 7.7 SR $56,800 $7,377 
A. 4 1/31/77 None 17.44 RS-7200 $112,500 $6,450 
A. 5 12/22/76 None 18.69 SR $165,000 $8,828 
A. 6 1/10/77 None 10.00 SR $66,000 $6,600 
A. 7 3/1/77 None 9.48 SR $60,000 $6,329 
A. 8 4/23/75 Some 14.4 SR $145,250 $10,086~ 
A. 9 4/22/76 Some 15.02 RS-7200 $127,650 $8,500 
A.10 1.0/2/75 Some 52.07 RS-7200 $442,586 $8,500 

Total 168.98 
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The above 10 acreage sales for a total of 168.98 
acres occurred between 10/2/75 and 6/22/77. They 
ranged in price, for unimproved acreage, between 
$6,313 per acre and $10,086 per acre, with eight 
of the sales ranging from $6,313 to $8,828 per acre. 

The subject tract, with 305.4 acres of upland is 
believed to enjoy a plottage value to a developer 
because its size would allow the cost of street 
and utilities installation to be spread out over 
a much larger than normal area and would also af
ford a very desirable planned unit development 
area. Further, some 1/3 of the subject site 
affords an excellent view out over Lake Washington. 

Considering the dates of these 10 land sales and 
the values they reflect, as well as the advantages 
enjoyed by the subject land, it is our opinion that 
these 10 sales reflect a present fair market value 
for the subject 305.4 acres of upland of $10,000 
per a~re or (305.4 x $10,000) 

$3,054,000 

Add Value of Waterfront $1,540,000 

Estimated Value of 316 Acres of Land, 
by Comparison . . . • . . . $4,594,000 
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COST APPROACH 

The cost of reproducing the St. Edwards Seminary building, the 
gymnasium and shower facilities and the swimming pool, new, is 
based upon original cost figures by John Graham Company, 
architects for the St. Edwards Seminary building, in a 1975 
cost survey. The current cost service utilized is Boecks 
Building Cost Manual, a nationally recognized building cost 
service. 

In estimating physical depreciation, the probable physical life 
of the main seminary building is assumed to· be 100 years, and 
the physical life of the other structures, 50 years. 

The gymnasium with its shower facilities and the swimming pool 
are improvements that could be utilized in an overall develop
ment of the subject 316 acre tract, with minor alterations. 
For this reason, only a small amount of functional obsolescence 
is believed to exist in these buildings, and this is amply 
covered in the functional obsolescence allowance in the main 
seminary building. No economic obsolescence was found to 
exist in these buildings. 

A further observation of the St. Edwards Seminary building in
dicates, however, that there are various items of functional 
and economic obsolescence existing, from a market standpoint. 
The major items of functional obsolescence would be the cost of 
remodeling the interior of the building for off ice use and the 
cost of separating the heating plant from the gymnasium and 
swimming pool buildings. The economic obsolescence found is 
the result of the location of the building in a residential 
area and is measured by capitalizing the rental income lost as 
a result of this location. 

The following is a summary of the Cost Approach: 
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COST OF REPRODUCTION ANALYSIS 

ST. EDWARDS SEMINARY BUILDING: 

Date of Construction: 
Gross Area of Building 
Original Cost 
Original Cost per s/f 
Boeck Index, 1931 
Boeck Index, 8/31/77 
Estimated Replacement Cost 

Per s/f Today 

1931 
83,147 s/f 
$508,860 
$6.12 
85.5 
885 

$63.34 

Estimated Replacement Cost Today 

Physical Depreciation @ 1% 
Per Year (1931-1977) 

Physical Depreciation to Date 

*Functional Obsolescence 
**Economic Obsolescence 

46% 

Total Depreciation and Obsolescence 

Present Depreciated Value . . . 

GYMNASIUM BUILDING: 

Date of Construction 
Gross Area of Building 
Original Cost 
Original Cost per s/f 
Boeck Index, 1949 
Boeck Index, 8/31/77 
Estimated Replacement Cost 

Per s/f Today 

1949 
12,441 s/f 
$167,705 
$13.48 
218.8 
850.4 

$52.44 

$5,266,530 

$2,422,604 

$334,000 
$779,500 

$3,536,104 

$1,730,426 

Estimated Replacement Cost Today $652,406 

Physical Depreciation (1949-1977) 56% 

Total Physical Depreciation to Date $365,347 

Present Physically Depreciated Value $287,059 
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SHOWER FACILITIES: 

Date of Construction 
Gross Area of Building 
Original Cost 
Original Cost per s/f 
Boeck Index, 1960 
Boeck Index, 8/3 /77 
Estimated Replacement Cost 

Per s/f Today 

1960 
2,837 s/f 
$59,569 
$20.99 
318.8 
815.8 

Estimated Replacement Cost Today $152,432 

Physical Depreciation (1960-1977) 34% 

Total Physical Depreciation to Date $51,827 

Present Physically Depreciated Value 

SWIMMING POOL BUILDING: 

Date of Construction 
Gross Area of Building 
Original Cost 
Original Cost per s/f 
Boeck Index, 1968 
Boeck Index, 8/31/77 
Estimated Replacement Cost 

Per s/f Today 

1968 
10,226 s/f 
$229,505 
$22.44 
452.2 
815.8 

$40.39 

$100,605 

Estimated Replacement Cost Today $413,028 

Physical Depreciation (1968-1977) 18% 

Total Physical Depreciation to Date $74,345 

Present Physically Depreciated Value $338,683 
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RECAPITULATION: 

Depreciated Value of St. Edwards Seminary Building 

Depreciated Value of Gymnasium Building 

Depreciated Value of Shower Facilities 

Depreciated Value of Swimming Pool Building 

Depreciated Value of Improvements 

Add: Value of Land - 316 Acres 

FAIR MARKET VALUE OF SUBJECT PROPERTY AS INDICATED 
BY COST APPROACH (Rounded) . . • . . . . • . . . 

$1,730,426 

$287,059 

$100,605 

$338,683 

$2,456,773 

$4,594,000 

$7,050,000 

*In estimating Functional Depreciation for the main seminary 
building, the following observations were made: 

1. 75% of the building area could be utilized for 
office space. 

2. If the building were converted to office use, the 
average office size would be 20' x 20' and would 
have 3 inside and 1 outside, or common, wall. 

3. The cost of tearing out partitions and remodeling 
would be $25 per lineal foot of walls installed 

4. $100,000 would be required for remodeling the 
heating system and for miscellaneous work. 

The foregoing observations lead to the following calculation: 
83,147 x .75 ~ (20x20) x 60 x $25.00 = 
Cost of Converting to Office Use - $233,851 
Cost for Heating Plant and Miscellaneous Work 

Total Functional Obsolescence . 
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Say, $234,000 
$100,000 

$334,000 



**In considering economic obsolescence for the main seminary 
building, it is estimated that if this building were located 
in a business area, such as downtown Bellevue, it would rent, 
on a gross basis (excluding heat, lights, janitor service) 
for $3.75 per square foot of rentable area per year. Because 
of its present isolated location in a residential neighborhood 
it would command about 1/3 less, or about $2.50 per square 
foot, resulting in a loss of ($3.75 - $2.50) $1.25 per square 
foot of rentable area per year. This loss, capitalized at 
10%, represents the economic loss to the building because of 
its isolated location. 

83,147 x .75 x $1.25 ~ .10 =Economic Obsolescence 
$779,503, say . • . . $779,500 
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MARKET DATA APPROACH 

No recent sales of comparable properties approaching the 316 
acre size of the subject, with buildings comparable to the St. 
Edwards Seminary buildings, have occurred in the area east of 
Lake Washington where St. Edwards Seminary is located. There
fore, actual sales of comparable properties cannot be used in 
estimating the value of the subject property. However, the 
appraisers were shown a written firm offer to purchase the St. 
Edwards Seminary property, consisting of 316 acres and build
ings, from the files of Mr. Robert L. Smith of First Properties, 
Inc. The details of this firm offer to purchase were as 
follows: 

Date of Offer: June 7, 1977 

Purchaser: L. R. Burroughs Enterprises, Ltd. 

Price: $7,000,000 

Earnest Money Deposit: $50,000 

Terms: $950,000 at closing and $1,000,000 per year, 
plus 8~% interest on unpaid balance for 6 years. 

Terminating Date of Offer: October 25, 1977 

Earnest Money Signed by: L. R. Burroughs 

While this offer to purchase is not a completed transaction, it 
does indicate a desire for purchase at a stipulated price. This 
offer, therefore, is believed to reflect a value of $7,000,000 
for the property by the Market Data Appraoch. 

VALUE AS INDICATED BY MARKET DA'l,A APPROACH . . . $7,000,000 

INCOME APPROACH 

The subject property consists of 316 acres of primarily undevelop
ed land, with 3 special purpose building improvements, and this 
approach, therefore, does not apply. 
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FINAL CORRELATION AND CONCLUSION 

As developed in the foregoing appraisal, the three approaches 
to an estimate of value indicate the following: 

Cost Approach $7,050,000 

Market Data Approach $7,000,000 

Income Approach Not Applicable 

Since the subject property consists, to a large extent, of bare 
land, with improvements consisting of three special purpose 
buildings, the Income Approach is not applicable. Sole reliance 
therefore, is placed on the Cost Approach and the Market Data 
Approach. These two approaches to an estimate of value are 
found to vary within a very narrow range. Therefore, placing 
slightly greater importance on the Cost Approach (which includes 
land value found by comparison), it is our opinion that the 
Fair Market Value of the subject property, EXCLUSIVE OF THE 
TIMBER VALUE FOUND BY THE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, as 
of October 17, 1977 is 

$7,050,000 
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C E R T I F I C A T I 0 N 

The undersigned does hereby certify that, except as otherwise 
noted in this appraisal report: 

1. I have no present or contemplated future interest in the 
real estate that is the subject of this appraisal report. 

2. I have no personal interest or bias with respect to the 
subject matter of this appraisal report or the parties 
involved. 

3. To the best of my knowledge and belief, the statements 
of fact contained in this appraisal report upon which 
the analyses, opinions and conclusions expressed herein 
are based are true and correct. 

4. This appraisal report sets forth all of the limiting con
ditions (imposed by the terms of my assignment or by the 
undersigned) affecting the analyses, opinions and conclu
sions contained in this report. 

5. This appraisal report has been made in conformity with 
and is subject to the requirements of the Code of 
Professional Ethics and Standards of Professional Conduct 
of the American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers of 
the National Association of Real Estate Boards. 

6. No one other than the undersigned prepared the analyses, 
conclusions and opinions concerning real estate that are 
set forth in this appraisal report unless so stated and 
acknowledged in the Letter of Transmittal. 

( 
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Comparable Sale No . W. F . l 



COMPARABLE SALE NO. W.F. 1 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

FRONTAGE: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

ANALYSIS: Land Value 

Lot 2, Ronderra, as per plat recorded 
in Volume 91 of Plats, Page 79, Records 
of King County, Washington 

6lst Avenue N.E. 

Vacant waterfront 

RS 7200 

See plot plan below 

100' 

6/2/76 

Real Estate Contract 

356423 

$32,000 

Pope & Talbot Development, Inc. 

Douglas D. Huxtable 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

A steep hillside waterfront lot lying 
some .6 mile north of the northern 
boundary of the subject site. Sewer 
and water were on the land at time of 
sale. 6lst Avenue N.E. extends along 
the upper (eastern) end of the site. 

$32,000 @ $320/f.f. 



COMPARABLE SALE NO. W.F. 2 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

FRONTAGE: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

Metes and Bounds description 
14, Township 26 North, Range 
in King County, Washington. 
Legal Description 

Arrowhead Drive 

Vacant waterfront 

RS-7200 

Irregular 

50' 

11/20/75 

Real Estate Contract 

329319 

$25,000 

R. L. Loveless and wife 

J. E. Adams and wife 

Sales Tax Affidavit · 

in Section 
4 East, W.M. 
See attached 

A very steep hillside lot, lying some 1850 
feet north of the sugject Lake Washington 
waterfront land. Sewer and water are 
available to the site. Several new 
homes are currently under sonstruction 
on the hillside waterfront land along this 
portion of Lake Washington. Arrowhead 
Drive extends along the upland end of 
the lot. The slightly pie-shaped nature 
of this lot, with the smaller end front
ing Lake Washington, partially accounts 
for the somewhat higher than normal front 
foot price paid. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value $25 1 000 @ $500/f .f. 





COMPA.i.LffiBLE SALE NO. W. F. 3 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

FRONTAGE: 

SALE DATE: 

INS1'RUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

Lot 6, Ronderra, according to Plat 
recorded in Volume 91 of Plats, Page 79, 
Records of King County, Washington 

6lst Avenue N.E. 

Vacant 

RS-7200 

Irregular - See plot plan below 

75' 

3/26/76 

Contract of Sale 

346371 

$33,000 

Pope & Talbot Development, Inc. 

Joseph M. Casper and wife 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

A steep hillside waterfront lot some 
1,900 feet north of the subject site. 
Sewer and water are available to the 
site and Arrowhead Drive extends along 
the upper (eastern) end of the lot. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value $33,000 @ $440/f .f. 





COMPARABLE SALE NO. W.F. 4 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

FRONTAGE: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

Lot 12, Ronderra, as per Plat recorded 
in Volume 91 of Plats, Page 79, records 
of King County, Washington 

6lst Avenue N.E. 

Vacant 

RS-7200 

See Plot Plan below 

80' 

3/26/76 

Contract 

347938 

$34,000 

Pope & Talbot Development, Inc. 

Paul M. Dias and wife 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

A very steep hillside waterfront lot 
lying some 2,500 feet north of the sub
ject site. Water and sewer are available 
to the lot. 6lst Avenue N.E. extends 
along the back of the lot. Several new 
homes are presently under construction 
along this section of steep bank, both 
along the lake front and further up the 
hill. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value $34,000 @ $425/f.f. 





COMPARABLE SALE NO. W.F. 5 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

FRONTAGE: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. 'I'AX NO. : 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

Metes and bounds description (attached) 
in Section 14, Township 26 North, Range 
4 East, W.M., in King County, Washington· 

Arrowhead Drive 

Vacant ~ ))tJ~ 

RS-7200 "A~o• 
See plot plan 

30' 

2/17/76 

Warranty Deed 

339616 

$22,000 

Robert K. Nyquist and wife 

Michael R. Finley and wife 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

This lot is on the highest point of land 
of all the lake front sales investigated. 
It is a very steep hillside lot, sloping 
down to Lake Washington some 85 feet 
below the back lot line. A new house 
under construction on the site lies some 
75' above the lake. Sewer and water were 
available to the site. The sale site is 
some 1,900 feet north of the subject 
property. The pie-shape of this lot, 
with the narrow portion on the lake, 
accounts for the comparatively high front 
foot price paid. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value $22,000 @ $733/f .f. 





COMPARABLE SALE NO. W.F. 6 -

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

FRONTAGE: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

Lot 14, Ronderra, according to Plat 
recorded in Volume 91 of Plats, Page 79, 
Records of King County, Washington 

6lst Avenue N.E. 

Vacant 

RS-7200 

See Plot Plan below 

80 1 

3/17/76 

Real Estate Contract 

348527 

$35,000 

Pope & Talbot Development, Inc. 

William Moultrie and wife 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

A very steep hillside waterfront lot, 
fronting on Lake Washington some 2,300 
feet north of the subject property. 
Sewer and water are available to the 
site. Several new homes are currently 
under construction along this very steep 
hillside waterfront land and on the up~ 
land hillside to the east. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value $35,000 @ $437/f.f. 



COMPARABLE SALE NO. W.P. 7 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

FRONTAGE: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO. : 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

Lot 15, Ronderra, according to the Plat 
recorded in Volume 91 of Plats, Page 79, 
in King County, Washington 

6lst Avenue N.E. 

Vacant 

RS-7200 

See Plot Plan below 

75' 

1/12/76 

Real Estate Contract 

335060 

$36,000 

Pope & Talbot Development, Inc. 

Michael Granston and wife 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

A very steep hillside waterfront lot 
lying some 2,250 feet north of the subject 
land. Sewer and water are available to 
the site. Several new homes are currently 
under construction along this very steep 
section of Lake Washington waterfront, 
both on the lake side of 6lst Avenue N.E. 
and on the upland side. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value $36,000 @ $480/f.f. 

,/ 



Comparable Sa le No. A.l 

... 

Comparable Sale No. h . l 

Comparable Sale No . A.l 
Easterly View 



COMPARABLE SALE NO. A.l 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

AREA: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

NW~, NW~, SE~, SE~, 25-26-4E, W.M. and 
w~, S~, NW~, SE~, 25-26-4E, W.M., King 
County, Wn. EXCEPT E 165' I Nl65' AND 
s 82.5', N 247.5', E 165' thereof 

N.E. 120th Street 

Vacant 

SR 

Irregular (see sketch) 

4.38 acre 

6/22/77 

Real Estate Contract 

415437 

$40,000 

Geo. W. and Bjorg I. Unrue 

East-West Trading Corporation 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

Unimproved land, sloping to the south. 
Covered with alder, cherry and cottonwood 
at time of sale. New, 8 home development 
now under construction on the site. Very 
small scattering of small firs. This · 
land enjoys a small amount of territorial 
view. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value: $40,000 @ $9,132/acre 
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Comparable Sale Nos . A.2 and A.4 
in Right Background 

East View Along N.E. 145th 



COMPARABLE SALE NO. A.2 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

AREA: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

W~, NE~, NW~, Section 19, Tsp. 26N, 
R SE, W.M. in King County, Washington 
EXCEPT N 30' thereof 

N.E. 145th Street 

Vacant 

RS-7200 

660' x 1290' 

19.8 Acres 

1/28/77 

Warranty Deed 

392554 

$125,000 

William K. Schoening and c. W. Olsby 
and wives 

Inglemoor Highlands Associates 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

Unimproved upland, sloping to the east. 
Developer now installing 2700' of road
way along front of property. No view. 
Land covered with alder and maple with 
a few small groves of fir. The few fir 
are in isolated areas and have no 
commercial value. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value: $125,000 @ $6,313/Acre 
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Comparable Sale No . A . 3 



COMPARABLE SALE NO. A.3 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

AREA: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

Metes and Bounds description in Section 24, 
Twp 26N, R 4E, W.M., King County, Wn. 
See legal description attached 

N.E. 133rd Place 

Vacant 

SR 

Irregular (see sketch) 

7.7 Acre 

2/11/77 

Statutory Warranty Deed 

393593 

$56,800 

Kyle W. Hesse, et al 

Land Use Management, Inc. 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

Generally level land with no view. 
Covered with alder and maple at time 
of sale, with a few scattered fir and 
hemlock trees. Now subdivided into 
41 lots. New single-family homes are 
in $45,000 to $55,000 range. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value $56,800 @ $7,377/acre 
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COMPARABLE SALE NO. A.4 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

AREA: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

Metes and Bounds description in 
Government Lot 1, Section 19, Twp. 26N, 
Range SE, W.M., King County, Washington. 
See attached legal description 

N.E. 145th Street 

Vacant 

RS-7200 

Irregular 

17.44 acres 

1/31/77 

Statutory Warranty Deed 

392551 

$112,500. 

Donald H. Anderson 

Inglemoor Highlands Associates, a 
Partnership 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

Unimproved upland purchased by same 
developer as in Comparable Sale No. A.2 
Now part of an overall tract of 37.24 
acres. Land is unimproved upland, 
sloping to the east. Enjoys no view. 
Some alder, maple and fir on the land 
but not in merchantable quantity. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value $112,500 @ $6,450/acre 

-----------------------------· - -- -
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Comparable Sale No. A.5 
North From N. E. 132nd 



COMPARABLE SALE NO. A.5 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

AREA: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

Metes and Bounds description in Section 
20, Twp 26N, R SE, W.M., in King County, 
Washington (see attached legal descrip
tion) 

N.E. 132nd Street and 114th Place N.E. 

Vacant 

SR 

Irregular (see plot sketch attached) 

18.69 Acres 

12/22/76 

Warranty Deed 

385406 

$165,000 

J. C. Brugman and L.E. Brugman, Trustees 

Roger Dorstad, as Trustee 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

An unimproved acreage site. Slightly 
rolling, lies adjacent to and on west 
side of Interstate Highway 405. Some 
open field and some forest area of 
deciduous trees and a very few fir and 
hemlock trees. A neighborhood of 
$25,000 to $45,000 homes adjoining on 
south and west. Enjoys no particular 
view advantage. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value $165,000 @ $8,828/Acre 

----------------··----·---··· --·-·-·· 



1-- 17f.' 

I \ 
I 
I 

io.Gq AC. 

,_;5S:/b 

~oo· 

1J<j,{. '1 
L-------

N E. 132.ND ST. 

ln 
0 
.q· 



Comparable Sale No . ~ .6 

Comparable Sale No . A.6 



COMPARABLE SALE NO. A.6 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

AREA: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

SE~, NW~, SE~, Section 29, Twp. 26N, 
R SE, W.M. in King County, Washington 

N. E. 120th Street 

Vacant 

SR 

660' x 660' 

10 acres 

1/10/77 

Warranty Deed 

389429 

$66,000 

James E. Vaux, et al 

Larry R. Burroughs 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

Level, rolling site of unimproved 
acreage. Covered with various deciduous 
trees and a few large second growth firs 
not in merchantable quantity. No view. 
Adjoins a new, 100% built up subdivision 
of $45,000 to $65,000 homes. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value $66,000 @ $6,600/acre 
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Comparable Sale No . A.7 
Northerly View 

Com9arable Sale No . A.7 
East/Southeast View 



COMPARABLE SALE NO. A.7 

LOCATION: 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

AREA: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

Both sides of N.E. 120th at dead end 
east of 113th Avenue N.E. 

A portion of the E~ of the SE~ of the NE~ 
of the SE~ of Section 29, Township 26 North, 
Range 5 East, W.M. in King County, 
Washington 

N. E. 120th Street 

Vacant 

SR 

See plot plan 

9.48 Acres 

3/1/77 

Real Estate Contract 

395344 

$60,000 

Claude Hobson and wife 

Gordon E. Hoenig and wife 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

Unimproved acreage covered with scattering 
of deciduous trees and a few firs and 
hemlock. Slopes down to the south from a 
knoll on the northeast corner. Several 
low wet spots in the south 1/3 of the site. 
This is not view property. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value $60,000 @ $6,329/Acre 
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COMPARABLE SALL NO. A.8 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

AREA: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO. : 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

Tracts 9-18, State Plats, Section 25-26-4 

84th Avenue N.E. 

Vacant 

SR 

See Plot Plan attached 

14.4 acres 

4/23/75 

Warranty Deed 

300349 

$145,250 

Paul Kirk 

Standard Pacific Northwest Corp. 

Sales Tax Affidavit 

This was vacant acreage property at time 
of sale. Has since been subdivided into 
59 residential lots with streets enter
ing off of 84th Avenue N.E. Enjoys 
limited view. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value $145,250 @ $10,086/Acre 



r·· 

/ () II 

/ 12 //i r - - - - ·· --- -- tL 
I <: 
I 

)3 , ' 
f..U, ;- ·- --- -· . . .. - - .. .. . ~ 

::t:\ ! 
~. 
\} 

n) 

.I 

I I \5 , 
- -· _ _j --------- ---·---1- -- -·· -- -. -- -- -- ~ 

G 1 C/, 'if z I ..::: 

l7 

13 



COMPARABLE SALE NO. A.9 

LOCATION: 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

AREA: 

SALE DATE: 

INSTRUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

Generally south of th~ extension of S.E. 45th 
Street and east of the extension of 19lst 
Avenue S.E.; also fronting on the southwest
erly shore of Lake Sammamish. 

Tax Lot 16 in the SE~ of Section 18-24-6. 
Complete legal description on file in our 
office. 

Bellevue Country Club access road 

Vacant 

RS-7200, King County 

Irregular 

18.l acres - 1,100 feet lake front 

April 22, 1976 

Warranty Deed 

359327 

$567,650 

E. M. Greenwood and Wife 

Finer Hornes, Inc., a Washington corporation 

Mr. E. M. Greenwood and Mr. Fred Burnstead, 
President of Finer Hornes 

This tract fronts on the east side of the 
Bellevue Country Club access road and also 
fronts for 1,100 feet on the southwesterly 
portion of Lake Sammamish. According to both 
the seller and buyer, the property at the time 
of sale had all utilities, including water, 
sewer, telephone, electricity and natural gas 
available. Since purchase, the buyer has been 
developing the property into a residential sub
division. In verifying the sale, both parties 
stated that the purchase was based upon $400 
per front foot for the waterfront, plus $8,500 
per acre for the back land. A mathematical 
breakdown would indicate 3.08 acres of land to 
an average depth of 122 feet for the waterfront 
and 15.02 acres for the back land. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value: 1,100 front feet @ $400/ff = $440,000 
$127,650 Back land, 15.02 acres @ $8,500 = 

TOTAL $567,650 



COMPARABLE SALE NO. A.10 

LOCATION: 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

ACCESS: 

LAND USE: 

ZONING: 

SIZE: 

AREA: 

SALE DATE: 

INS'I'RUMENT: 

E. TAX NO.: 

PRICE: 

GRANTOR: 

GRANTEE: 

SALE CONFIRMED BY: 

PROPERTY DETAILS: 

East side of 188th Avenue S.E., generally 
north of S.E. 43rd Street. Also includes 
1,175.6 lineal feet of lake front 

Tax Lots 13 thru 15 in the SE~ of Section 
18-24-6 and portion of Lindley Farm Subdivision, 
Unrecorded. Complete legal description on file 
in our office. 

Bellevue Country Club access road 

Vacant at time of sale 

RS-7200, King County 

Irregular 

58.3 acres 

October 2, 1975 

Real Estate Contract 
$467,917.58 down; Balance paid no later than 
August 30, 1978; 8% interest 

323193 

$912,826 

Unigard Mutual Insurance Company 

Finer Homes, Inc. 

Mr. Fred Burnstead, President, Finer Homes 

This property lies to the north and west of 
Comparable Sale No. 1. It includes 1,175.6 
lineal feet of lake frontage. At the time·of 
sale, the utilities were available, however, 
not connected. The land slopes down gradually 
toward the north and east to the waterfront. 
The real estate contract states the purchase 
price is based upon 1,175.6 lineal feet of 
waterfront at $400 per front foot (including 
6.258 acres of adjacent waterfront property) 
and 52.069 acres of upland at $8,500 per acre. 

ANALYSIS: Land Value: 1,175.6 lineal feet of waterfront 
@ $400 per front foot = $470,240.00 
52.069 acres of upland 
@ $8,500 per acre = $442,586.50 

TOTAL $912,826.50 



ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

Except where expressly stated to the contrary, the follow
ing Assumptions and Limiting Conditions are governing upon 
this appraisal. 

1. No legal questions are considered such as titles, encumbrances, etc. 
The property is appraised as though free and clear. 

2. All dimensions and legal descriptions are assumed to be correct as 
found through available records or on-the-ground inspection. 

3. All information as found in data furnished is deemed to be reliable. 
If any errors are found, the right is reserved to modify the con
clusions reached. 

4. Where the value of the land and the improvements is shown separately, 
the value of each is segregated as only an aid to better estimating 
the value of the whole; and the value shown for either may, or may 
not, be its correct Fair Market Value. 

5. No study has been made to determine whether structures may have an 
infestation such as termites or dry rot. In the absence of such 
study, it is assumed the property is free of such problems. 

6. While various "approaches to value" and various mathematical calcula
tions have been used in estimating value, these are but aids to the 
formulation of the opinion of value expressed by the appraiser in 
this report. In these calculations certain arithmetical figures are 
rounded off to the nearest significant amount. 

7. The data and conclusions embodied in this appraisal are a part of the 
whole valuation. No part of this appraisal is to be used out of con
text, and, by itself alone - no part of this appraisal is necessarily 
correct, as being only part of the evidence upon which the final 
judgement as to value is based. 

8. Employment to make this appraisal does not require testimony in court, 
unless mutually satisfactory arrangements are made in advance. 

9. This appraisal is made in accordance with the standards of the 
American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, of which I am a memb·er. 

10. Fair Market Value is defined as •.• "the price it (the real estate) 
will bring when offered for sale by one who desires, but is not 
required, to sell and is sought by one who desires, but is not required, 
to buy after due consideration of all the elements reasonably affecting 
value". 

11. This report is delivered subject to the stipulation that neither all 
nor any part of the contents shall be conveyed to the public media 
through advertising, public relations, news, sales or any other media, 
without the written consent and approval of the author, particularly 
as to valuation conclusions, the identity of the appraiser, his firm, 
or any reference to the American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers. 



EDUCATION: 

QUALIFICATIONS OF 

JERROLD F. BALLAINE 

B.A. in Business Administration, majoring in Market Research and 
Analysis, University of Washington 

Appraisal Courses I and II conducted by the American Institute 
of Real Estate Appraisers, University of Washington and 
Stanford University 

EXPERIENCE: 

Actively engaged in real estate management, rentals and sales 
in Seattle area since 1932. Have managed and sold office 
buildings, store and loft buildings, apartment houses and 
residences. Have also sold industrial and commercial land. 
Have been active in real estate appraising and consultation 
since 1948 in the Pacific Northwest and Alaska. 

TYPICAL CLIENTELE: 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

U.S. General Services Administration 
U.S. Department of Justice 
U.S. Navy, Thirteenth Naval District 
State of Washington, Department of Highways 
University of Washington 
State of Alaska 

Housing Authority 
Department of Natural Resources 

Alaska Railroad 
City of Seattle 
City of Tacoma 

Department of Urban Renewal 
Port of Seattle 
General Electric Company 
Dow Chemical Company 
Universal Steel Fabricating Company 
Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone Company 
Pacific Hoist & Derrick Company 
National Bank of Commerce 
Seattle First National Bank 
Attorneys, Various Private Individuals 

and Companies 



TYPICAL ASSIGNMENTS: 

Alaska Housing Authority 
Westchester Urban Renewal Project 
Swan Creek Urban Renewal Project 
Seward Urban Renewal Project 

Port of Seattle 
Duwamish Shipyard 
Pier 52-A 
Todd Shipyard - Plant "A" 
Drummond Lighterage Company Plant 

U.S. General Services Administration 
U.S. Naval Industrial Reserve 

Shipyard - Plant "B" 
City of Seattle 

Washington Natural Gas Company Site 
North End of Lake Union 

Northlake Urban Renewal Project 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Feasibility Report: Kah-nee-ta 
Hot Springs Resort 

Isletta Reservation 
University of Washington 

Collegiate Apartments 
McGinnis Marina 

Private Ownership 
Seattle Shipbuilding & Drydocking 

Corporation 
Baranof and Gastineau Hotels 

TYPES OF APPRAIS.ALS: 

Anchorage, Alaska 
Sitka, Alaska 
Seward, Alaska 

Seattle, Washington 
Seattle, Washington 
Seattle, Washington 
Seattle, Washington 

Seattle, Washington 

Seattle, Washington 

Oregon 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 

Seattle, Washington 
Seattle, Washington 

Seattle, Washington 
Juneau, Alaska 

Fair Market Value of commercial and industrial properties, 
apartments, multiple housing projects, hotels, 
residences and special purpose properties. Also, 
Fair Market Rental Value of commercial and industrial 
properties, hotels, duplexes, etc. 

COURT EXPERIENCE: 

Qualified as Expert Witness in State and Federal Courts 

BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS: 

Two years, Real Estate Officer, University of Washington 
Past President, Seattle-King County Board of Realtors 
Retired Member, American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers 
Licensed Real Estate Broker 



QUALIPIC.1\TIONS OF APPRAISER 

Griil Tl. llalliday, M.A.I., S.R.A. 

EDUCATION 
B.A. in Economics and Business, major in Real Estate, University 
of Washington. Appraisal Courses I, II, and VI, conducted by 
the American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers at Yakima 
Valley ,Junior College, University of Oregon and University of 
San Francisco. Dean or Associate Dean for American Institute 
of Real Estate Appraisers - Courses I, II, or VIII at Lansing, 
Michigan, and the Universities of Georgia, Virginia, Missouri, 
Pittsburgh, Chicago, Connecticut and Portland State. 
Lectured at University of Washington and Seattle University 
on Real Estate Appraisal. 

APPRAISAL EXPERIENCE 
Real Estate Mortgage Specialist and Appraiser since 1949. Fee 
Appraiser since 1957. Assignments include appraisal of r~si
dential, commercial, business, industrial, farm and waterfront 
properties in Washington, Oregon, California, Montana, Alaska 
and British Columbia. 

Appraisals for: 
U.S. Navy, 13th Naval District 
U.S. Army Engineers 
U.S. Air Force 
Securities Exchange Commission 
Bureau of Internal Revenue 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
General Services Administration 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington State Highway Drpt. 
Alaska State Housing l\uLhori_Ly 
King County Property Management 
Seattle School District No. 1 
City of Seattle 
City of Auburn 
City of Bellevue 
City of Lynnwood 
City of Mercer Island 

COURT EXPERIENCE 

International Business Machines 
General Electric Company 
Pacific Northwest Bell 
Great Northern Railway 
Standard Oil Co. of California 
Humble Oil & Refining Company 
Crown Zellerbach Corporation 
Minnesota Mining & Mfg. Company 
Th~ Goeing Company 
Aetna Life Insurance Company 
Eq11i.table Life Ins. of Iowa 
Continental Assurance Company 
National Bank of Commerce 
Seattle-First National Bank 
Chase Manhattan Bank 
Various private corporations, 

attorneys and individuals 

Qualified as expert witness in county and borough courts in 
Washington and AlasKa, United States District Court and Federal 
Tax Court . 

. BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 
Partner, Ballaine & Halliday, Real Estate Consultants, Appraisers 
Member of American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers 
Member of National Governing council, American Institute of Real 

Estate Appraisers, 1972-1974 
Washington-Vice President, Washington-British Columbia Chapter 

No. 8, American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers 
Member of .1\mrrican R/W Ansnciation, Washington Chapter No. 4 
Member of Seattle-Kinq Connty Board of Realtors 
Senior Real Property Appraiser in the Society of Real Estate 

Appraisers 
Professional Hecognition Award, 1976-78, American Institute 
- of Real EstatP Annra~srr~ 



• - I·~ 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 

Land and Water Conservation Fund Project Agreement 

State Washington Project Number 53-00373 

Project Title St. Edwards Seminary 

Project Period Date of Approval to December 31, 1979 

Project Scope (Descri ption of Proj ec t ) 

Acquire approx imate ly 316 acres of land with over 3,000 feet of wate r f ront 
on Lake Washington. The s i te is to be developed for pass ive use and will 
retain valuable open space i n an urban area and provide addit iona l access 
to one of the most ou t stand ing bod ies of water in the State of Washing t on. 

There is no relocation involved with this project. 

*The request i s for Federal fund ing from the Sec retary of Interior's Cont i ngency 
Fund for $1,750,000 and from t he State of Washington regular apportionment of the 
LWCF in the amount of $1,750,000. 

•Project Stage Covered by t hi s Agreement 

A 11 stages 

Project Cust 

Total·Cost $ 7,000,000 
Fund Support 50 % 
Fund Amount $ 325002000* 
Cost of thi 

Stage $ 7,000,000 

Ass i stance t hi s 
Stage $ 3, 500 '000,., 

B,OR 8-92 
(Rev. Ap ril 197 4) 

The f ollowing attac hments are hereby 
incorporated into thi s agreement : 

1. Genera l Provisions 

2. Project Proposal 

3. 

4. --===~-----====~=+-~~ 
POSTID 
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. ~, ... • 
T.he United States of America, represented by the Director, Bureau of Outdoor 
Recreation, United States Department of the Interior, and the State named 
above (hereinafter referred to as the State), mutually agree to perform this 
agreement in accordance with the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, 
78 Stat. 897 (1964), and with the tenns, promises, conditions, plans, 
specifi ations, esti.m tcs , procedures, project proposals, maps> and assur.:mces 
attached hereto and hereby made a part hereof. 

The United States hereby promises, in consideration of the promises made by 
the State herein, to obligate to the State the amount of money referred to 
above, and to tender to the State that portion of the obligation which is 
required to pay the United States·' share of the costs of the above project 
stage, based upon the above percentage of assistance. The State hereby 
promises, in considerati on of the promises made by the United States herein, 
to execute the project described above in accordance with the terms of this 
agreement. 

The following special project terms and conditions were added to this 
agreement before it was signed by the parties hereto: 

This aqreemcnt ts not subject to the provisions of Section B.2 (d) of the 
attach~d General Provisions, dated December 1965. 

11The State agrees to comply with the terms and intent of the Uniform Relo~ation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 8'• Stat. 11594 
{1370)", and the applicable regulations and procedures of the Department of 
the lntertor implementing such act . 

• In witness whereof, the parties hereto have executed this agreement as of 
the date entered below. 

~~a:ICA , 
By -1-f.C_ 0 (Si{l~ ~'<..A~ ~~t~ D::::eo:=r Rocr"*on -~ ~ 

Title --~i~gna~tu-...re~~~-

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 

STATE 

United States Department of 
the Interior 

Robert L. Wilder 
(Name) 

Date OCT 0 41977 

INT: 4804-7 1' 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

STATE~~-W_A_S_H_l_NG_T_O_N~~-

Project Amendment No. __ 1 __ 

AMENDMENT TO PROJECT AGREEMENT 
(OMB No. 1024-0033, A11g11st 31 , 2010) 

THIS AMENDMENT To Project Agreement No. 53-00373 is hereby made and agreed 
upon by the United States of America, acting through the Director of the National Park 
Service and by the State of Washington pursuant to the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965, 78 Stat. 897 (1964). 

The State and the United States, in mutual consideration of the promises made herein and 
in the agreement of which this is an amendment, do promise as follows: 

That the above mentioned agreement is amended by adding the following: 
The sponsor to this grant is hereby changed from the State Department of General Administration to The 
Washington Parks and Recreation Commission. 

In all other respects the agreement of which this is an amendment, and the plans and 
specifications relevant thereto, shall remain in full force and effect. In witness thereof the 
parties hereto have executed this amendment as of the date entered below. 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

By ~~iiJJN-.., \a,__''-" -=-=-
(Signature)~ 

Project Manager 

(Title) 

National Park Service 
United States Department of the Interior 

OEC l 4 2009 

STATE 

Washington 

(State) 

By~ 
Rachael Langen 

(Name) 

Assistant State Liaison Officer 

(Title) 

F.stimated Burden Statement: The public ftf'KU1iag burden (or this colle'Ction or Jn(oraaui lion. b csdmated to •vcrage J boun pn response lncludln& tlme for revic1'·in1 latlrucdon.s. 
1a therin1 and muintataina dad•, and complctlaa and rnlcwlng the rurm. Dlr«t commeau rqr:anl ln1 this burdrn estimate or any aspcd oftbi::!I l'onn 1bould be seat to the National Park Service. 
Scace and Local Auislanee P.,,.noms Division, llM9 C Slrwt NW, Washlnacon, DC 10140. 

Papern-ork Reduction Act Sta tement: This fo r m i:s necessary to pruvkle data input into an NPS project database whlcb provides timely data on projttb funded over the life of the proanm. 
Such data is usOO to monitor prujttt proaress and to analyze proaram trends. A Federal Aaency m1y not conduct or sponsor, 1ad 1 penon Is not required to respond to, a collection of 
Information unless it displays a current ly valkl OMB control number. Any commenb on the burden estimate or otber aspect• of this collection of Information m1y be addressed to the 
Nutlonal ParkSen'ice, St1.te und Loca l Aub .. nce Prognam1 Oivlsion, 1849 C Street NW, Wuhln1con, DC 20240. 

NPS 10-902A (July 1981) 



53-00373 File summary of ocuments relevant to the seminary buil mg disposition 

09.01.1977 Odegaard told the committee that "even if you had to lock up all three buildings 
PI Article the property would still be worth it." 
10.04.1977 The property contains several buildings for which no determination of future 
BOR Director action has been taken ... Future development will be minimal as the park is 
letter to DOI intended to primarily provide for passive recreation. 
09.28.1977 We have been working closely with the Washington SLO and the project 
NPS RD letter sponsor to determine an acceptable disposition for these structures. Concerning 
toNPS the large seminary building, there has been some discussion of demolishing it 
Director but a final decision has not been made yet. 
01.08.1979 Any use of the seminary building must be secondary and compatible to the 
NPS RD letter outdoor park use of the St. Edward's site. Also, any disposition of the building 
to WA State space should provide some kind of support for outdoor recreation. We could 
Parks allow the following uses of the main seminary building: . .. 3. A food concession 
Director area for park patrons, as long as the facility is not too elaborate." 
07.30.1981 Uses that would not be acceptable are such things as general offices (public or 
NPS Project private), commercial sales, resturant [sic], or warehouse. Tearing it down is 
Manager acceptable. 
10.21.1982 While this proposal does not discuss the construction of public facilities within 
NPS director the context of our July 1, 1982 [public facility procedures] memorandum, the 
letter to NPS evaluation of net impact is still necessary in order to determine if a Section 
RD 6(f)(3) conversion has occurred . .. after evaluating the information provided ... we 

conclude that this proposal will have a net beneficial impact on public outdoor 
recreational use and as a result is not a conversion ... 

10.28.1982 We conclude that this [11.19.1981 mixed office use] proposal will have a net 
NPS letter to beneficial impact on public outdoor recreation use and as a result is not a 
IAC conversion . . . 
12.16.1982 We are prepared to deny such a request [use of the seminary for refugee 
NPS RD letter housing] on the grounds of incompatibility and because we believe that, rather 
toNPS than resulting in a gain or increased benefit to public recreational opportunity, 
director the housing would reduce recreational oooortunities in the park. 

RD= Pacific West Regional Office Regional Director 
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STATE OF Wo\~HINGTON 

WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
.., 150 CleariwJtt•r I c1ne. /\ Y-11 • Olympra. WJ shington l/850-l • (.!06)/'i J-575 1 

May 17, 1985 

TO: Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 

FROM: Jan Tveten, Director 

PREPARED BY: Lynn Genascl, Assistant Director 
Operations 

RE: E-3 ST. EDWARD STATE PARK - SWIMMING POOL OPERATING AGREEMENT 
WITH KING COUNTY PARKS - REQUESTED ACTION 

DATA: 

The State's 1977-79 approved cap Ital budget Included the fol low Ing 
appropriation to the Department of General Administration to purchase St. 
Edward State Park; 

To acquire approxlmately 316 acres and 3000 feet of nontrust 
freshwater shorel lne property Jn an urban area: Provided, That the 
department of general administration shal I contract with the parks 
and recreation commission to maintain the grounds for recreation 
purposes: PROVIDED FURTHER, That an addltlonal $1,750,000 of the 
secretary of the Interior's land and water conservation contingency 
fund for outdoor recreation Is received by February 15, 1978. 
(Total appropriation $7,000,000) 

Acquisition of the site was completed by the Department of General 
· Administration Jn the fal I of 1977 and an agreement between the Department and 

Washington State Parks and Recreat.Jon Commission for administration of the 
grounds was executed. The park grounds were dedicated In 1978 by Governor Dlxy 
Lee Ray and opened to pub I Jc use. 

In 1981 the leglslature directed that the deed to the property be transferred 
to the Commission. 

The 316-acre site rs located within King County on the northeast shorel lne of 
Lake Washington. The site with Its 3,000 feet of low bank shorel Jne Is the 
largest undeveloped parcel of land remaining on the lake. The property Is 
readlly access Ible to more than a mll I Ion persons Jn the greater 
Seattle-Metropol Jtan area. The St. Edward Seminary site, as It exists today, 
has al I of the necessary elements required of a great park In an urban setting, 
excel lent locatlon within the community, existing natural area and 
recreation related features. 



St. Edward -2- May 17, 1985 

The three major ·bulldlngs remaining on the property are: Seminary building, 
built In 1931, gymnasium, built In 1950, and swimming pool and building, built 
In 1969. An old log building and a temporary classroom building were razed 
shortly after acquisition because of poor conditions. 

The seminary was a dormitory, chapel, dining room and classroom building al I 
combined under one roof. It Is the oldest and largest of the major structures, 
stretching 350 feet long and rising four stories above the meadow overlooking 
Lake Washington. The building Is of masonry construction, has a tile roof ·and 
houses the central heating plant for the pool building and gym. The seminary 
building Includes approximately 80,000 square fee't and did, In years past, 
accommodate approximately 125 students In Individual bedrooms plus teaching 
staff and other administrative staff. · 

Commencing June 1, 1978 -thls building was used by the Young Adult Conservation 
Corps (YACC> program under a building use agreement from the Department of 
General Administration. Since the close of the YACC program In September 1980, 
the building has remained closed, with one apartment being used to house the 
park manager, who cares for the grounds which are currently open for day use 
only. 

The gymnasium also Is a brick structure echoing the architectural character of 
the seminary except for the locker room addition on the south side of the 
building. The existing gym floor ls tile over a concrete slab. This structure 
also houses a sizable stage that can serve as an auditorium with a seating 
capacity of 1500-2000 people. 

The Indoor 25 meter swimming pool and building Is the newest structure on the 
site. Although It Is of masonry construction, this building's appearance Is 
foreign to the character of the seminary and gymnasium. When acquired the 
building and pool mechanical system did not meet code requirements for general 
pub I le use. 

In addition, restroom and shower facll ltles In al I three buildings were bui lt 
for male use only. 

Presently only the grounds are open for pub I le use. 1984 park attendance was 
265,170. 

Since the acquisition of this site, both a land use study and a building use 
study have been conducted. Consistent with these studies the Commission's 
1981-83 and 1983-85 budgets did Include funds for major repairs and renovation 
of the swimming pool building heating system and related equipment plus water 
service. 

At the November 19, 1981 Commission meeting staff reported that: 

The Commission's approved 1981-83 capital budget Includes funds for 
lnltlal day use development, basic repairs and renovation to the 
swlnvnlng pool facll lty and to provide a water service connection to 
the local water service district for f Ire protection and publ le use. 
These improvements are estimated to cost approximately $480,000 and 
are now being implemented. 

,.. __ 
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St. Edward -3- May 17, 1985 

Parks staff has already Initiated various repairs and projects for 
each of the structures to respond to the study recommendations to 
baslcally hold the buildings In their present condition. These 
holding actions are being addressed as part of the approved 1981-83 
and 1983-85 capital budgets to the degree feasible within 
appropriated funds. 

Consistent with leglslatlve direction, State Parks staff Is working 
with King County Parks staff to prepare a cooperative agreement for 
the county to operate the swimming pool. According to 
correspondence, "King County would program those facilities, 
Including hiring al I personnel, providing all program suppl Jes and 
equipment and all basic maintenance costs, Including the basic 
custod I a I ••• " State Parks wou Id pay ut JI Jty costs and prov I de major 
building and pool repair and upkeep. Final approval of this 
agreement Is subject to action by the King County Executive, King 
County Council and the Washington State Parks and Recreation 
Commission. The heating costs for the pool alone using the existing 
system Is estimated between $60,000-$83,000 annually. 

Since this November 19, 1981 meeting, the pool heating system has been upgraded 
and current annual heating costs are estimated to be approximately $30,000. 
King County wll I provide al I custod·lal service and programming of pool 
operation. 

Consistent with previous Commission direction staff has negotiated an agreement 
with King County for operation of The St. Edward State Park swimming pool. Al I 
revenue collected by the county wlll be used to offset the county's operating 
costs of the pool, with any revenues that exceed the county's operating costs 
being remitted to State Parks. 

RCW 43.51.040(8) States that the Commission shall; 

(8) Cooperate with the United States, pr any county or city of this 
state, Jn any matter pertaining to the acqulsltlon, developmer.t, 
redevelopment, renovation, care, control, or supervision of any park 
or parkway, and enter Into contracts Jn writing to that end. Al I 
parks or parkways, to which the state contributed or Jn whose care, 
control, or supervision the state participated pursuant to the 
provisions of this section, shal I be governed by the provisions 
hereof. 

Fol low Ing review, staff has determined that the action proposed by the 
Commission Is exempt from the State Environmental Pol Icy Act of 1971 under WAC 
197-11-800(3), C13>, C14)CJ>, C15)Ca>. 
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Requested Action: 

That the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission authorize the 
Director or deslgnee to enter Into an agreement with King County for their 
operation of St. Edward State Park swimming pool subject to the fol lowing terms 
and conditions and others deemed necessary to protect the pub I Jc, King County 
and the Commission: 

1. The Commission to be responslble for major building maintenance and 
repairs of fixed equipment necessary to operate the pool • . 

2. The Commission to pay al I utll lty costs associated with pool operation. 

3. King County to operate the pool and program pub I le activities on a 
schedule approved by State Parks and consistent with RCW 43.51 and 
appl lcable lnteragency Committee for Outdoor Recreation rules. 

4. King County to provide State Parks with an annual f lnanclal statement 
showing al I pool revenue and operating costs, and remit any revenues In 
excess of operating costs to State Parks. 

5. Each agency will defend and hold harmless the other agency, In any claims 
connected with an agency's performance. 

6. The term of the agreement Is for 5 years with commitments made by 
both parltes subject to available funding. Termination of the agreement 
may be done by mutual consent at any time or for cause upon 60 days 
notice. 

I • ' ·· 



IAN lVETEN 
Director 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
7150 Cleanwater Lane. k Y-11 • Olympia. Washington 98504 • (206) 753-5755 

TO: 

FROM: 

May 9, 1985 

.L\11 Interested Part ie:z · ~ A A / 

I ev -- --
Rex E. Derr, Chief - Pfograms Management -
Operations 

RE: E-3 Saint Edward State Park - Swimming Pool Operating 

-

Agreement with King County Parks - Requested Action 

The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission will meet 
on Friday, May 17, 1985, at the Klickitat County PUD, 1313 South 
Columbia, Goldendale, Washington, beginning at 9 a.m. 

We are attaching a copy of an agenda item which the Commission 
will be considering. No specific time has been established for 
action on this item. 

If you cannot attend the meeting but wish to comment, please 
write so that your letter can be made a part of the record. 

RED:gcg/t 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON ST A TE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION i---...--00---t-_,,__ 

7150Cleanwaterlane, KY-11 • Olympia, Washington 98504 • (206) 753-5755 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

·-

February 10, 1983 

State Fire Marshal 
Brian Bergstrand, Northeast Lake Washington Sewer & WCl.l"A:w...~~r:-1-E:-e--
King County - Re:a 1 Property 
King County - Building & Land Development Division 
Moe Batra, DSHS, Seattle 
National Park Service 
Washington Department of Ecology 
Washington Department of Fisheries 
Washington Department of Game 
Washington Environmental Council 
Nancy Thomas, Tahoma Audubon Society 
Liz Greenhagen 
Everett Simpson, W.S.S.C. 
Hal Parrish, W.S.S.C. fJnt~/ 

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

FINAL DECLARATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE FOR ST. EDWARD 
STATE PARK - WATER SERVIC E CONNECTION 

Enclosed is a Final Declaration of Non-Significance for 
your information. This is being sent to you since you are 
an agency of expertise/jurisdiction or may have an interest 
in the project. Only one letter of comment was received and 
is attached. No changes ar e requ i reC i ~ the checkl i s t . 

Thank you. 

bh 
Attachment 



. . 
[ ] PROPOSED 
[X] FINAL 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: 

DECLARATION OF [X] NON-SIGNIFICANCE 
[ ] SIGNIFICANCE 

This project is designed to replace the existing inadequate potable and 
fire service water system at the St. Edward Seminary, gym and swimming 
pool facilities. Presently, the buildings are served by the water system 
of nearby St. Thomas Seminary. This provides inadequate fire flows to 
meet requirements of the State Fire Marshall. Construction will require 
the placement of approximately 3,300 feet of 1211 PVC waterline and 3,100 
feet of 811 PVC pipe. The main line feeding the St. Edward buildings would 
receive pressure from two existing 611 lines a-nd an existing 10" line, all 
supplied by the Northeast Lake Washington Sewer & Water District. 

About 2,100 feet of the line will be constructed along Juanita Drive N.E., 
with remainder within the park property. 

Included in construction will be the installation of four fire hydrants 
located around the St. Edward building complex which will be appropriate 
for fire control under almost any conceivable situation. One additional 
construction feature will be the placement of a plug service connection 
for possible future connection to St. Thomas Seminary, should that prove 
desirable sometime in the future. 

,.. 

Form P&R R-27 (1 of 2) 
. _. (Rev. 1/80) ·. :..A- .. . 
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PRO PON ENT : ___ W;.;..:a:;:.;:s;.:...;..Jo..-..aL.:t:..:::;o..:..:.n .....:.S~~<! te_P a_r_k_s_&_R_e_c_re_a-"t-'-i ..:....on-'--'--=-,"-· s;....;s..;_i....;.o_n ______ _ 

ldtATIOtJ OF PROPOSAL: 

This project ·w-i-1-·l be constructed entirely within Sections 14, 23 and 24 
of Township 26 North, Range 4 E.W.M., King County. 

Lead Agency: Washington State Parks & Recreation Commission 
---------------------------~ 

It h b d t · d th t th· · ; (oetux .. ~>nt) · ·f· d as een e ermine a is proposa1 (will not have) a s1gn1 icant a verse 
tiz:) impact upon the environment. An EIS (is not) required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c). 

This decision was made after review by the lead agenc} of a completed checklist 

and other information on file with the lead agency. 

Responsible Officia1
: David W. Heiser, E.P. 

Position/Title: Chief, Environmental Coordination 

Date: February 10, 1983 

"All Washington State Parks are developed and maintained for 
the enjoyment of all persons regardless of age, sex, creed, 
ethnic origin, or physical limitations." 

Form P&R R-27 (2 of 2) 
(Rev. 1/80) 
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.ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATION 

• JOHN SPELLMAN 
Governor 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

1nN 2J · r,:_ . 
v'' . v·~ "' 

LOG NO~ 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND HEAL TH SERVICES 
1409 Smith Tower, 817-9 • Seattle, Washington 98104 

January 20, 1983 

Mr. David W. Heiser, E.P., Chief, 
Environmental Coordination 
Washington State Parks and 

Recreation Commission 
7i50 Cleanwater Lane, KY-li 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

Dear Sir: 

Subject: St. Edward State Park 
Water System Upgrading 

RECEIVED 

A review of your Environmental Checklist and Proposed Declaration of 
Non-Significance for the construction of a new water main from the 
water supply of the N.E. Lake Washington Sewer and Water District, 
shows such construction to be an act of definite enhancement of the 
water quality served to the users of thi·s park facility. For a number 
of years, this office has expressed its concern regarding the bacterial 
quality of the existing source of its water supply. The system, in 
existence a number of years, has had indications of a high bacterial 
count in the water samples collected from the State park. Effective 
and reliable operation of the chlorination treatment has been question
able, and public exposure to contaminated drinking water has been of 
concern to this Agency. 

The proposed action, stated in your Checklist and Negatlve Declaration, 
will proviue an adequate quantity and quality of water to the park 
facilities and to visitors to thts site, 

I recommend that the stated proposal be carried out immediately. 
Thank you. 

mrb:bv 

Very truly yours, 

~e6~ 
Moe R. Batra, P.E. 
Regional Engineer 
Water Supply and Waste Section 

cc: East District Health Center 

ALAN I GIBBS 
Secretary 
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JOHN SPELLMAN 

Governor 
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ST ATE OF WASHINGTON 

JANTVETEN 
Director 

WASHINGTON ST A TE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
7150 Cleanwater lane, KY-11 • Olympia, Washington 98504 • (206) 753-5755 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

January 17, 1983 

State Fire Marshal 
Brian Bergstrand, Northeast Lake Washington Sewer & Water District 
King County - Real Property 
King County - Building & Land Development Division 
Moe Batra, DSHS, Seattle 
National Park Service 
Washington Department of Ecology 
Washington Department of Fisheries 
Washington Department of Game 
Washington Environmental Council 
Nancy Thomas, Tahoma Audubon Society 
Liz Greenhagen 
Everett Simpson, W.S.S.C. 
Hal Parrish, W.S.S.C. ~ .· 

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

PROPOSED DECLARATION OF NON SIGNIFICANCE FOR ST. EDWARD 
STATE PARK - HATER SERVICE CONNECTION 

THIS PROPOSAL WAS ISSUED ON JANUARY 14, 1983 

Enclosed is an Environmental Checklist and Proposed Declar.ation 
of Non-Significance for your review. This is bei ng sent to you 
to invite your comments since you are an "agency of jurisdiction" 
or may have interest in the project as defined in the SEPA 
Guidelines. Please reply by January 31, 1983 so that we may 
consider your comments and incorporate them into our final 
review. 

bh 
Enclosures 
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[X] PROPOSED 
[ ] FINAL 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: --- .___, 

DECLARATION OF 

't 

[X NON-SIGNIFICANCE 
[ ] SIGNIFICANCE 

Thi.s project is designed to replace the exis.ti.ng inadequate potable and 
fire service .water system at the St. Edward Seminary, gym and swimming 
pool facilities. Presently, the buildings are served by the water system 
of nearby St. Thomas Seminary. This provides inadequate fire flows to 
meet requirements of the State Fire Marshall. Construction will require 
the placement of approximately 3,300 feet of 12 11 PVC waterline and 3,100 
feet of 811 PVC pipe. The main line feeding the St. Edward buildings would 
receive pressure from two existing 611 lines and an existing 10 11 line, all 
supplied by the Northeast Lake Washington Sewer & Water District. 

About 2,100 feet of the line will be constructed along Juanita Drive N.E., 
with remainder within the park property. 

Included in construction will be the installation of four fire hydrants 
located around the St. Edward building complex which will be appropriate 
for fire control under almost any conceivable situation. One additional 
construction feature will be the placement of a plug service connection 
for possible future connection to St. Thomas Seminary, should that prove 
desirable sometime in the future. 

f 

Form P&R R-27 (1 of 2) 
(Rev. l/80) 



PROPONEtH: Was ton State Parks & Recreation 
----~--==-<:<;_.-~. 

i SS ion 

LOCATIOtl OF PROPOSAL: 

This project will be constructed entirely within Sections 14, 23 and 24 
of Township 26 North, Range 4 E.W.M., King County. 

r 

Lead Agency: Washington State Parks & Recreation Conmission 

' , 

It has been determined that this proposal ~~x~~ave) a significant adverse 

impact upon the environment. An EIS ~not) required under RCW 43.21C.030{2){c). 

This decision was made after review by t.he lead agency of a completed checklist 

and other information on file with the lead agency. 

Responsible Official : ----=-D=a v~1.;....;;· d;.._:..;W~. _,H=e'-"i=s=er:....,...._,,,E~."-P.._. ------------

Signature:~~-
Position/Title: Chief, Environmental Coordination 

Date: January 17, 1983 

"All Washington State Parks are developed and maintained for 
the enjoyment of all persons regardless of age, sex, creed, 
ethnic origin, or physical limitations." 

r'cJrm P&R R-27 ( 2 of 2) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

I. BACKGROUND 

1. Name of Proponent: Washington State Parks & Recreation Commission 
2. Address: · 7150 Cleanwater La. KY-11 

Olympia, WA 98504 

Phone No.: 753-2016 

3. Date Checklist Submit~ed: January 17, 1983 ' . 
4. Agency Requiring Checklist: 

Washington State Parks & Recreation Commission 

5. Name of Proposal: (if applicable) 

6. 

l, ~ • 

Form P&R R-43-1 
(Rev. 1/80) 

St. Edward State Park - Water Service Connection 

Nature and brief descri tion of ro osal: 
Including, but not limited to, its size, general design elements, and 

other factors that will give an accurate understanding of its scope 
and nature.) 

This project is designed to replace the existing inadequate potable 
and fire service water system at the St. Edward Seminary, gym and 
swimming pool facilities. Presently, the buildings are served by 
the water system of nearby St. Thomas Seminary. This provides 
inadequate fire flows to meet requirements of the State Fire Marshall. 
Construction will require the placeme.1t of approximately 3,300 feet 
of 12 11 PVC waterline and 3,100 feet of 811 PVC pipe. The main line 
feeding the St. Edward buildings would receive pressure from two 
existing 611 lines and an existing 10 11 line, all supplied by the North
east Lake Washington Sewer & Water District. 

' I 

About 2,100 feet of the line will be constructed along Juanita Drive N.E., 
with remainder within the park property. 

Included in construction will be the installation of four fire hydrants 
located around the St. Edward building complex which will be appropriate 
for fire control under almost any conceivable situation. One additional 
construction feature will be the placement of a plug service connection 
for possible future connection to St. Thomas Seminary, should that prove 
desirable sometime in the future. 

,•, .. 



7. 

Environmental Checklist 
- (continued) 

Location of ro osal: 
Describe t e physical setting of the proposal, as well as the extent of 

the land area affected by any environmental impacts, including any other 
information needed to give an accurate understanding of the environmental 
setting of the proposal.) 

This project will be constructed entirely within Sections 14, 23 and 24 
of Township 26 North, Range 4 E.W.M., King County. 

• I 

I' 
I 

' . 

' f 

• l 

'. 
< ( 

' ' 

8. Estimated date for completion of proposed action:'~S~p_r~i~ng"--1~9~8~3----------~ 

9. List of all permits, licenses, or government approvals required for the 
proposal: (Federal, state and local--including rezones) 

Building Permit - King County 
Potable Water System - DSHS 
Fire Control System - State Fire Marshal 

1-'orm P&R R-43-2 

(Rev. 1/80) 
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10. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or future activity 
related to or connected with this proposal? If yes, explain. 

Non~ contemplated with the exception of possibility of St. Thomas 
Seminary's future hookup. 

11. Do you know of any plans by others which may affect the property covered 
by your proposal? If yes, explain. 

No 

12. Attach any other application form that has been completed regarding the 
proposal. If none has been completed, but is expected to be filed at 
some future date, describe the nature of such application fonn. 

Applications to be prepared by Northeast Lake Washington Sewer 
& Water District. 

Form P&R R-43-3 
(Rev. 1/80) 



II. · ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
lEil~1 yes·,-,-an-cf1'mijbe" answers require an explanation.) 

· (1) Ear!.b_ - Will the proposal result in: 
(a) Unstable earth conditions or changes 

in geologic substructures? 
(b) Disruptions, displacements, compaction 

or overcoveri ng of the soi 1? 
(c) Change in topography or ground surface 

relief features? 
(d)" 

(e) 

(f) 

The destruction, covering or 
modification of any unique geological 
or physical features? 
Any increase in wind or water erosion 
of soils, either on or off the site? 
Changes in deposition or erosion of 
beach sands, or changes in siltation, 
deposition or erosion which may modify 
the channel of a river or a stream, or 
the bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet 
or lake? 

Explanation: 

YES MAYBE NO 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Majority of waterline to be installed along existing roadway shoulder. 

Fonn P&R R-43-4 
(Rev. 1/80) 
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(2) Air 

(a) 

(b) 

.. (c) 
\ _ ..... 

I• 

"' '• ~ . . . '" ~ ...... .. 
•I 

,. 
\~il 1 the proposal result in: 

Air emissions or deterioration of 
ambient air quality? 

I 

The creation of objectionable odors? 
Alteration of air movement, moisture 
or temperature, or any change in 
climate, either locally or 
r.egi ona 11 y? 

.. ' ~·:· 
l't; . ' 

Explanation: 
.~. . 

. ' 
-~~. '~· ' ': . 

~ ·:. . ~ . 

(a) Minor air emissions from 
duration of the project 

(3) Water - Will the proposal result in: 'v 

< (a) Changes in currents, or the course .. I ... or direction of water movements, ·'/ 

' . ' . ~ .:1 in either marine or fresh waters? 
, . ~·r .. 

f" (b) Changes in absorption rates, drainage 
I \•,~• patterns, or the rate and amount of 

surface water runoff? 
'I 

(c) Alterations to the course or flow 
of flood waters? 

.. { d) Change in the amount of surface .. . 
water in any water body? 

... (e) Discharge into surface waters, 
.. or in any alteration of surface . .... water qua 1 ity, including but not i· . 

'I limited to temperature, dissolved 
oxygen or turbidity? 

( f) Alteration of the direction or 
rate of flow of ground waters? ~. 

(g) Change in the quantity of ground 
waters, either through direct . . ... : additions or withdrawals, or through ' ., I" z;~ ' I interception of an aquifier by cuts .. 
or excavations? 
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Deterioration in ground water 
quality, either through direct 

I' injection, or through the seepage '• 
of leachate, phosphates, detergents, 

. . r \ 1_: • waterborne virus or bacteria, or I , 

(h) 

other substances into ground waters? .x 
( i ) Reduction in the amount of water 

otherwise available for public ••I '(' 

water supplies? .. . . x t 

·Explanation: 

Elimination of the connection between the existing St. Thomas Seminary 
water system and St. Edward will mean that more water will remain 
available from the on-site water system al St. Thomas Seminary than 
presently is available to them. r 

It is not anticipated that the volume made available to the Seminary 
by this very large line would ever be used, except in case of fire, 
and the consumption of water at these buildings should remain relatively 
low • 

. .. . , 
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(4) Flora - Will the proposal result in: 

(a) Change in the diversity of species, 
or numbers of any species of flora 
(including trees, shrubs, grass, 
crops, microflora or aquatic plants)? x 

(b) Reduction of the numbers of any unique, 
rare or endangered species of flora? x 

(c) Introduction of new species of flora 
;nto an area, or a barrier to the 
normal replenishment of existing x 
species? 

I' ...... 
Reduction in acreage of any (d) 
agricultural crop? x 

Explanation: 
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(a) Changes in the diversity of species, 

or numbers of any species of -fauna · 
(birds, land animals, including 
reptiles, fish and shellfish, benthic 
organisms, insect or microfauna)? 

(b) Reduction of the numbers of any 
unique, rare or endangered species 
of fauna? 
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Introduction of new species of 
fauna into an area, or result in 
a barrier to the migration or 
movement of fauna? 

• 1 • ~ ".,f "' 
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( d) Deterioration to existing 

or wildlife habitat? 
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existing noise levels? 
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Brief elevation of noise levels will 
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Natural Resources 
result in: 

Will the proposal 

(a) 

(b) 

Increase in the rate of use of 
any natural resources? 
Depletion of any nonrenewable 
natural resource? 
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Risk of Upset Does the proposal involve 

a risk of an explosion or the release 
of hazardous substances (including, ;_ 
but not limited to oil, pesticides, 
chemicals or radiation) in the event 

.. 
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of an accident or upset conditions? 
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(11) Population - Will the proposal alter the 
location, distribution, density or 

·J ., .,( growth rate of the human population 
of an area? 
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(12) Housing - Will the proposal affect existing 
housing or create a demand for 
additional housing? 
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Public Services Will the proposal have 
any effect upon, or result in a need 
for new or altered governmental services 
in any of the following areas? 
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Fire protection? 
Police protection? 
Schools? 
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(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) Parks or other recreational ~; 
facilities? _-r; .. ,~ h. :..1' __ X_ i .·l.,. ---

(e) 

(f) 

Maintenance of public facilities 
including roads? 
Other governmental services? 
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(a) and (d) Construction of this project will guarantee that the 
property will be available for public use in the future, since 
adequate fire flows and potable water will be available at the 
site. 

'• ' I :, 

MAYBE NO 

Energy - Will the proposal result in: 
(a) Use of substantial amounts of fuel 

or energy? 
(b) Demand upon existing sources 

of energy, or require the . 
development of new or altered 
sources of energy? 

''. 

Explanation: ·r. · . 
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(16) Utilities - Will the proposal result in 
a need for new systems, or altera-
tions to the following utilities: 

(a) Power or natural gas? 
t I .: '-/ l 

(b) Communications systems? 

(c) Water? 
(d) Sewer or septic tanks? 

~· 

(e) Storm water drainage? 
. . (f) Solid waste and disposal? 

Explanation: .... ... 
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(18) Aesthetics - Will the proposal result 
in the obstruction of any scenic 
vista or view open to the public, 
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... 
or will the proposal result in the 
creation of an aesthetically 1 

offensive site open to public view? 
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( 19) Recreation - \4il l the proposal result in 
·· · ·· · -a-nrm·pact upon the quality or quantity 

of existing recreational opportunities? 

J:xplanation: 

(20) Archaeological/Historical - Will the 
proposal result in an alteration 
of a significant archaeological or 
historical site, structure, object 
or building? 

Explanation: 

I I I. SIGNATURE 

MAYBE NO 

x 

YES MAYBE NO 

x 

I, the undersigned, state that to the best of my knowledge the above 
information is true and complete. It is understood that the lead agency 
may withdraw any declaration of non-significance that it might issue in 
reliance upon this checklist should there be any willful misrepresentation 
or willful lack of full disclosure on fl\Y part. 
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JOHN SPELLMAN 
Governor 

I t 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON ST A TE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
7150 Cleanwater Lane, KY-11 • Olympia, Washington 98504 • (206) 753-5755 

Mr. Daniel J. Tobin, Jr. 
Regional Director 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Region 
2001 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98121 

Gentlemen: 

February 7, 1983 

72-794-0720 

Mr. Robert Wilder, Director 
Interagency Committee for Outdoor 

Recreation 
4800 Capitol Boulevard KP-11 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

I indicated in my letter of January 31, 1983 that I would forward to 
you any materials I received from the North-East King County Multi
Service Center. Enclosed is a copy of the formal proposal I received 
from Mr. Fraley, Executive Director, late last week. 

I believe that page one, paragraph three of the proposal is referring 
to the 11 suitability of site and facilities to preferred uses" as iden
tified in the Jones and Jones study, page 35. 

jp 

Sincer ly, d 

j2~ .. 
-ryVJ 

Y · nne S. Ferrell 
Deputy Director 

Enclosure 

cc: Jan Tveten, Director 
Daren Johnson, Assistant Director - Resources Development 
Lynn Genasci, Assistant Director - Operations 
Tom France, Chief - Site Planning and Acquisition 

IANTVETEN 
Director 
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"In 1976, the Seattle Archdiocese of the Catholic Church closed the 
45-year old St. Edward Seminary and put up for sale its 316 acres 
of wooded lakefront property._ Recognizing the tremendous value of 
the site as an urban park and sensing its imminent loss to development, 
the State of Washington moved to acquire the property." This was 
accomplished in 1977. The three structures on the site, i.e., the 
80,000 square foot main seminary building, the indoor swimming pool 
and the gymnasium were recognized as structures with potential 
use fulness, but at this time there was no consensus as to. who or what 
should occupy the buildings, and with the exception of a short term 
use by YACC, they remained vacant. 

In 1981, the Washington State Legislature appropriated funding to 
"determine the potential long-range uses of the St. Edward facility" 
which was intended to include, but not to be limited to, recreational 
uses. The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission and the 
study team of Jones & Jones subsequently issued the St. Edward Facility 
Study to the Legislature in Dece.":lber 1981. 

The study clearly presented four uses as most desirable: 
1. a conference center; 
2. a community center; 
3. a retirement home~ and 
4. an office building 

These conclusions followed an extensive period of input whereby the 
entire community had opportunity to express their options as to the 
development of these structures. The commitment was, and is, strong to 
see that the structures are developed for the public good and in 
keeping with the theme of their natural setting. 

The main seminary building, erected in 1931, is in excess of SO years 
old and a candidate for the historical register. "Due to sound 
construction and years of careful maintenance, this building is generally 
in good structural condition. The building components in greatest 
need of repair or replacement are horizontal roof surfaces, some 
copings and some deteriorated windows and openings." Although the 
existing steam heating system could be restored to operating 
condition, the most feasible reuse alternative appears to be conversion 
to a new hot water system or separate zoned units throughout the 
building. "The electrical systems require upgrading and replacement 
in many areas. Public reuse of the building would require some 
adjustment of existing stairs, exits and elevators to meet the 
handicap codes." In general, the exterior of the facility including 
masonry walls and tile roofs is in excellent condition. 
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"Constructed in 1950, the gymnasium building has a style that reflects 
the romanesque revival detailing that of the main seminary building." 
In spite of the gymnasium's relatively recent construction, various 
building components require extensive attention. Heat to this facility 
had in the past been provided by the main boiler rooms at the seminary 
proper. A separate heating system with proper attention directed 
to a number of other elements would allow the gymnasium to again 
become a useful recreational and auditorium space that could be used 
for a number of conununity needs. 

The consulting team recommended in their study to the legislature 
of Deceomber 1981 that a community not-for-profit oi public corporation 
be contracted with for building management purposes. They noted that 
this approach has been successfully utilized in Washington, as well 
as in other parts of the country. The main advantages they noted for using 
a not-for-profit entity are: 

1. It may be a more cost effective way of conducting programs. 
A combination of volunteers and paid staff, plus the 
enthusiasm found in many non-profit organizations often 
results in high quality services at minimal costs. 

2. Non-profit organizations do not have the same budgetary 
constraints and limitations as public agencies. Generally, 
a non-profit organization's budget process is less cumbersome, 
and is usually not required to compete with other demands 
for the use of its funds. 

3. Non-profit organizations usually maintain close links with 
the public and constituent groups. This enables quick 
identification of needs and facilitates the solicitation 
of additional funds through private grants and donations. 

4. Finally, non-p~ofit organizations can implement their 
programs and projects more flexibly because tney are usually 
not handicapped by statutory or other prescribed limitations. 

It was felt this approach would not only allow the state a close 
control over the operation, through contractual arrangements, but would 
also provide a vehicle through which both the property management, 
as well as, prograrnatic issues could be dealt with effectively. It 
was suggested that any such contract be negotiated as soon as possible 
so that the management team could be involved in the redevelopment 
of the building. The contract agreement should have, according to 
the Ead. l i ty study team, the following provisions: 

1. Allow flexibility and autonomy in subletting, renting and 
leasing spaces in order to maximize public service as well 
as revenue. 
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2. Clearly identify the management responsibility within t hat 
organization and stipulate provisions for reporting as 
well as approval of the state government. 

3. Encourage and provide for a fee structure that would promote 
and encourage community use and service consistent with 
the goals of the park, expecially for the community hall 
and recreational facilities. 

Of the four preferred uses, the study concluded that a community center 
approach developing a combination of community meeting hall and offices 
be adopted for the main seminary building and that the gymnasium be 
operated as a public recreation facility. Based upon the December 1981 
conclusions of the St. Edward Facility Study and motivated by their 
interest in seeing the St. Edward complex developed so that it might be 
an asset to the people of the state of Washington, the board of the 
North/East King County Multi Service Center passed a resolution at i t s 
January 13th monthly meeting to develop a propos al regarding the 
restoration/renovation and continuing management of the St. Edward 
Facilities for approval by the 1983 session of the Washington State 
legislature. 

This proposal is a direct result of the St. Edward Facility Study of 
December 1981 and differs from the "principal recommended use" only in 
a modest fashion. After consultation with Leonard Guss Associates, 
Inc., Economists and Marketing, Tacoma, Was hington and Jones & Jones , 
Architects and Landscape Architects, Seattle, Was hi ngton, the corporate 
board of the North/Eas t King County Multi Service Center proposes 
the following: 

1. That a community center be developed with e l ements of a 
communi ty meeting hall, a variety of communi ty office spaces , 
a lecture/performing arts auditorium and conference center . 
This combination of uses would offer the mos t potential 
to the residents of this s tate in terms of us e. This woul d 
in turn, by fees levied for such use provide for operating 
expenses. In atldition, the conference c enter would allow not 
only for a return of operating expenses, but f or the 
g eneration of funds to return to the s t a te over an 
approxi mate 20 year period the i niti al cap ital cos t s . 

2. That the field house be deve loped a s an adjunct to such 
a facility providing space for a broad a rray of community 
activities and acting as a companion fac ility in the sens e 
of a convent ion hall to the convention sit e. 

3. That tra ining programs be impleme nted by the Multi Service 
Cente r i n conjunction wi th existing academi c cente r s to 
provi de ons ite specialized t r a i ning in the areas of: grounds 
a nd fac i l i ty maintenance , cu l i nary arts and inns keeping . 

-3-



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

4. Tt.at an interim allocation of $75,000.00 be advanced to secure 
the initial expenses of management of the facility until 
adequate revenues are generated to effect the same. 

5. That $4,763,000.00 be appropriated from state funds to effect 
the rehabilitation and renovation of the St. Edward Facility 
as per the accompanying back-up by Jones & Jones. These 
capital expense dollars would then be returned to the state 
over a 20-year period and henceforth would continue to 
g~nerate revenue for the state. 

In consultation with Jones & Jones it was concluded that this project 
could be phased as follows: Phase I; ground floor, 
first floor and one-half of the second floor to be developed as 
a corrununity center including corrununity hall, lecture hall, performing 
arts center, dining facilities and kitchen area. Phase II; 
the second half of the second floor, the third floor and the fourth 
flo0r developed as a convention site. While this would save approximately 
1.1 million dollars from the initial combined cost of $4,763,000.00, 
several factors mitigate against this concept: 

1. A single contract is generally less expensive than two 
contracts over a period of time, particularly if two different 
contractors are involved necessitating twice the mobilization 
costs, twice the time to become familiar with the structure 
and its problems, etc. 

2. Continuing inflation suggests that the second half of the · 
contract will be more expensive when it is to be dealt with. 

3. Disruption. If a central heating plant is utilized it would 
be difficult to not effect such service at one time, the 
same with ventilation, pltunbing, etc. Furthermore, having 
fully deployed a community center to invite a construction team 
to work overhead would be quite disruptive. The longer the 
building process, the longer the disruption period. 

4. The major portion of the facility remains andeveloped 
and unsuitable for occupancy because of inadequate adherance 
to code. The state and managing entity would be confronted 
with great pressure for use of the vacant space. 

5. As identified Ly the Jones & Jones Facility Study, a 
community center could approximately break even with management 
costs, but would effect no return to the State of Washington. 
It would appear prudent, therefore, to complete the facility 
which offers the greatest opportunity of return of tax dollars 
back to the state for capital costs incurred. 
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The North/East King County Multi Service Center has an effective history 
of property management beginning with their own 15,000 square foot 
facility located in Bothell; working with 202 housing projects for the 
elderly; and with King County and the King County Housing Authority on 
temporary emergency shelter facilities. With over $600,000.00 of 
community support during the 1982 fiscal year and a gross agency 
budget in excess of $1,500,000.00, the North/East King County Multi 
Service Center is the most likely prospect for competent management 
for the St. Edward Facility. 

Thornton Percival, Board Chairman 
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13 January 1983 

Mr. Larry Fraley 
Executive Director 
North/East King Coun~y 
Multi-Service Center 
18220 - 96th Ave. N.E . 
Bothell, Washington 98011 

Dear Mr. Fraley, 

At our January 11, 1983 meeting, we discussed with 
you the concept of rehabilitating the St. Edward 
Seminary in Kirkland, Washington as a possible multi-use 
community center, performance hall, teaching and con
ference facility. As you requested, we have reviewed 
our files on our 1981 study of St. Edwards for infor
mation which might bear on the feasiblity of your pro
posal. Our review reconfirms the previous conclusion 
that a multi-purpose combination of community, recreation, 
confe~ehce, and off ice use is a highly viable concept 
for St. Edwards if an adequate level · of capital 
investment and management expertise can be brought to 
bear on the project. 

As you know, we conducted an in-depth analysis of 
possible uses for the St. Edward Seminary complex for 
the Washington State Parks and Recreation ~ornmissicn in 
1981. As prime consultants for the study, Jones and Jones 
led an interdisciplinary team which assessed many aspects 
of the problem of adaptive re-use at St. Edward including 
economic feasibility, marketing potential, public 
acceptance, architectural feasibility and environmental 
impacts on the surrounding state park . 

Of the thirteen possibilities which were studied the 
most desirable uses were: 1) conference center, 2) com
munity center, 3) public service office space, and 4) 
retirement home. Our study went on to recommend a multi-

\ I • 111"1 I• 1-. ,\ I \\I•~· \l'I \Ill 1111 rn~ , .... :-.CllTll \I \I' SI llE Kr st:,\'rrl.F. \\' \Slll"\liTO:-; !11<1(1.1 n:u:PHO:>; ~ l ~Otil t'14 · '>~0'l 
\ t'f(ll l E...,,.1 1•\" \ I ...,, Ullt 1: 1111:l'llll\l1t>': 
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ll::; c: ,1p!,)roach including elements of the community center, 
conference center and public office concept on various floors 
of _ the main seminary building. We also recommended that the 
facility be managed by a non-profit community corporation 
with a high degree of autonomy and ·professional skills to 
manage the project for the greatest public benefit at the 
least public cost. 

We believe that your organization's proposal for St. Edward 
Seminary is consistent with the goals and recommendations 
of our previous study as follows: 

1. Public Benefit 
The combined community center, performance hall and 
conference facilities provide mutually supportive 
public benefi~s in the areas of recreation, culture 
and education. 

2. Marketability and Economic Demand 
Our 1981 marketing study found a very strong demand 
for both community office/meeting/performance space 
and first-class conference facilities in a convenient 
but isolated location such as St. Edwards. 

3. Community Acceptance 
Our 1981 public opinion survey found that over 50% of 
the people in the St. Edwards area favored a public . 
use of the facilities there. The survey also found 
that 62% of those surveyed supported state investment 
in St. Edwards to achieve a public use of the facility. 

4. Compatability with the Surrounding St. Edward State Park 
In our view, the use of St. Edward Facilities for moder
ate intensity public activities will result in no 
significant negative impacts on the St. Edward State 
Park . Potential benefits to the park include increased 
park interpretive opportunities, improved public 
exposure, and improved parking and access. 

5. Suitabili-t:Y of the Proposed Use to the Building 
The St. Edwards Seminary is well suited for use as a 
community center, performance hall and conference 
~ente r. (See attached plans.) Our analysis shows that 
_he ground floor is adaptable to community group office 
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space, recreational, and informal meeting space. 
The first floor offers a generous banquet space 
(seating over 200) and lounge as well as a number 
of meeting rooms of various sizes. The kitchen 
and related administrative/teaching areas could 
serve the culinary . arts training program as well 
as provide needed first class food service for 
conferences. The second floor provides for one large 
300 seat performance hall within the existing "study 
hall" space. Also on the second floor would be space 
for park administration and/or caretaker's living 
quarters. The remainder of the second floor as well 
as all of the third and fourth floors, with substantial 
renovation, can serve as accommodations for confer
ences. We estimate that a total of approximately 90 
double-occupancy rooms would be possible. 

The gymnasium building, although in need of some 
repair and remodeling to provide separate sex locker 
rooms, is very well suited to function as a multi
purpose recreation facility to serve both community 
and conference center needs. 

6. Cost Effectiveness 
We estimate the costs for rehabilitating St. Edward 
facilities to provide the functions listed above as 
$4,763,000 for both the main building and the 
gymnasium. We estimate that nearly $8 million would 
be required (not including land cost) to construct 
new facilities of comparable quality on another site 
in King County. 

In conclusion, we believe your proposed use of St. Edward 
Facilities for a . combined community center, training, perfor
mance hall and conference facility is essentially consistent 
with the findings of our 1981 study. It is important to note, 
however, that our cost estimate and conclusions are based upon 
1981 information. No further evaluation of building conditions, 
public attitudes or regional economic implications has been 
made to determine their possible effect on the 1981 recommenda
tions. It is further noted that any final re-use plan must be 
subject to the review and approval of the U.S. Department of 
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Inte r i•)r and Washington State Interagency Conunittee for 
Outdoor Recreatjon to ensure compliance with the restrictions 
of the Land and Water Conservation Fu~d as well as the intent 
J.rnl. program of St. Edwards State Park. 

Please let me know if I can be of any fu~th&~ assistance. 

Sincerely, 

tfk!~ 
Jo~n R. Hunt 

/ Principal 
JONES & JONES 

At l: Cos -;: f;ur:unary 
l' Lan o f Diagrams 

cc: :i'.'vurm~ S. Fern'! l l 
!vas.liinqton State Parks & 
R1~creatj_on Cornnissi0n 
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ST. EDWARD COMMUNITY CENTER 
AND CONFERENCE FACILITY 

COST SUMMARY 

Site Improvements* 

Main Seminary Building: 

Ba.sic Shell Improvements $799,000 

Ground Floor 

First Floor 

Second Floor 

Third Floor 

Fourth Floor 

Gymnasium 

Subtotal 

Contingency (15%) 

Subtotal 

169,000 

287,000 

684,000 

418,000 

352,000 

Contractor's O.H. & Profit (15%) 

Subtotal 

Sales Tax (6.5%) 

Subtotal 

Design and Supervision (10%) 

TOTAL COST 

$ 220,000 

2,709,000 

146,000 

3,075,000 

461,000 

3,536,000 

530,000 

4,066,000 

264,000 

4,330,000 

433,000 

4,763,000 

*Assumes no intersection improvements at Juanita Drive or 
additional gas or water line extensions are required. 

Gup)orting Documentation available from Jones & Jones 
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' JOHN SPELLMAN JANTVETEN 
Director Governor 

ST ATE OF WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
7150 Cleanwater Lane, KY-11 • Olympia, Washington 98504 • (206) 753-5755 

Mr. Daniel J. Tobin, Jr. 
Regional Director 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Region 
2001 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98121 

Gentlemen: 

January 31 , 1983 

72-794-0720 

Mr. Robert Wilder, Director 
Interagency Committee for Outdoor 

Recreation 
4800 Capitol Boulevard, KP-11 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

As I indicated in my earlier letter regarding Asian refugee housing, it is 
again necessary to contact your agencies to acquaint you with the Multi-Service 
Center's latest proposal regarding the Saint Edward facility. The issue of 
conversion must again be examined in light of their latest plans. 

Mr. Fraley, Executive Director of the Multi-Service Center, has advised us that 
they will be submitting a proposal to implement the Saint Edward facility 
study completed in the fall of 1982 by Jones and Jones (see attached letter). 
They have verbally advised us that their intended use of the facility differs 
somewhat from the recorrnnended development program in the Jones and Jones facil
ity study. 

As you know, this recommended development program has been evaluated against 
the federal guidelines on conversion of use and it has been determined that 
this specific recommendation does not constitute a conversion. 

Mr. Fraley's verbal corrnnents indicate that the Service Center plan would uti-
1 ize a combination of the alternatives considered by Jones and Jones. The 
most significant difference appears to concern the top two floors. The Jones 
and Jones study recorrnnendation provides that these floors be used as offices, 
primarily for recreation and natural resources oriented tenants. The current 
plan as stated by Mr. Fraley would provide corporate conference center housing 
on these floors. This is substantiated in a letter Jones and Jones wrote to 
Mr. Fraley in response to a meeting they had on potential uses (see attached 
copy}. 

Mr. Fraley indicated that several local area legislators are interested in and 
are perhaps willing to explore this proposal at the legislative l evel. One 
of the most significant problems facing anyone considering use of this facility 



Mr. Daniel J. Tobin, Jr. 
Mr. Robert Wilder - 2 - January 31, 1983 

is the several million dollars required to rehabilitate and remodel the build
ing. Washington State Parks' capital budget does not include any funds for 
this purpose. 

If the current plan being explored by Mr. Fraley does emerge as a legislative 
bill or priviso in our legislation, the issue of conversion will have to be 
dealt with fairly quickly as it affects the federal Land and Water Conservation 
Fund monies and the state Outdoor Recreation Account funds in this acquisition. 

When we receive formal written application from Mr. Fraley I will forward 
copies to you immediately. 

Please call me if you have any questions. 

Thank you very much for your continuing assistance in this matter. 

jp 

Attachments 

cc: Jan Tveten 
Daren Johnson 
Tom France 

Sincerely, 

~.f:;!~ 
Deputy Di rector 



North/East King County 

MULTI SERVICE CENTER 
18220 - 96th N. E. Bothell, WA 98011 

R£cr::1vr::o 

JAN 1 4 198 3 

Yvonne S. Ferrell 
Deputy Director 
Washington State Parks and 
Recreation Commission 
7150 Cleanwater Lane, KY-11 
Olympia, v;a~~4 

Dear Ms. f.fcVfll' . 

January 13, 1983 

485-6521 • 382-9704 

Per your letter of January ll, 1983, I'm writing to confinn that the 
North/East King County Multi Service Center, is no longer interested in 
utilizing the St. Edwards facility as a Asian refugee housing alternative. 
That problem seems to be well in hand through other resources within our 
conmunity. However, our Board is taking steps to propose to the 1983 
Legislature a developuent proposal for St. Edwards, in line with the 
recorrunendations of the Jones and Jones site study, submitted in December 
of 1981. The decision as whether or not to proceed with this proposal 
will be made by the Board of the North/East King County Multi Service 
Center, at its' January meeting, Thursday the 13th. 

Thank you so much for your continuing help. 

S~yours: 

~y 
Exec~tiiDirector 

LF:ph 
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13 January 1983 

Mr. Larry Fraley 
Executive Director 
North/East King County 
Multi-Service Center 
18220 - 96th Ave. N.E. 
Bothell, Washington 98011 

Dear Mr. Fraley, 

At our January 11, 1983 meeting, we discussed with 
you the concept of rehabilitating the St. Edward 
Seminary in Kirkland, Washington as a possible multi-u s e 
community center, performance hall, teaching and con
ference facility. As you requested, we have reviewed 
our files on our 1981 study of St. Edwards for infor
mation which might bear on the feasiblity of your pro
posal. Our review reconfirms the previous conclusion 
that a multi-purpose combination of community, recreat i on , 
con f erence, and office use is a highly viable concept 
for St. Edwards if an adequate level of capital 
investment and management expertise can be brought to 
bear on the project . 

As you know, we conducted an in-depth analysis of 
possible uses for the St. Edward Seminary complex for 
the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission in 
1981. As primE consultants for the study, Jones and Jones 
led an interdisciplinary team which assessed many aspects 
of the problem of adaptive re-use at St. Edward including 
economic feasibility, marketing potential, public 
accep t ance, architectural feasibility and environmental 
impacts on the surrounding state park. 

Of the thirteen possibilities which were studied the 
most desirable uses were: 1) con fcrcncc center, 2) com
munity center, 3) publ i c serv i c e office space, and 4) 
retirement home. Our study went on to recommend a multi-

\lil'llllft(',\ li.;\_'\11"1 \l'l . \Ht'llll'l)T' !U '11lllt\1\l,-..11.ll J ... 1\111 1 \\ \,lll',1,jfl'. ·· tu. l ll l l'tfi • I 1.:1,. , 11.!\ ·,,. 
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use approach including elements of the community center, 
conference center and public off ice concept on various floors 
of the main seminary building. We also reconunended that the 
facility be managed by a non-prof it community corporation 
with a high degree of autonomy and professional skills to 
manage the project for the greatest public benefit at the 
least public cost. 

We believe that your organization's proposal for St. Edward 
Seminary is consistent with the goals and recommendations 
of our previous study as follows: 

1. Public Benefit 
The combined community center, performance hall and 
conference facilities provide mutually supportive 
public benefits in the areas of recreation, culture 
and education. 

2. Marketability and Economic Demand 
Our 1981 marketing study found a very strong demand 
for both community office/meeting/performance space 
and first-class conference facilities in a convenient 
but isolated location such as St. Edwards. 

3. Corrununity Acceptance 
Our 1981 public opinion survey found that over 50% of 
the people in the St. Edwards area favored a public 
use of the facilities there . The survey also found 
that 62% of those surveyed supported state investment 
in St. Edwards to achieve a public use of the facility. 

4. Compatability with the Surrounding St. Edward State Park 
In our view, the use of St. Edward Facilities for moder
ate intensity public activities will result in no 
significant negative impacts on the St. Edward State 
Park. Potential benefits to the park include increase d 
park interpretive opportunities, improved public 
exposure, and improved parking and access. 

5. Suitability of the Proposed Use to the Building 
The St. Edwards Seminary is well suited for use as a 
community center, performance hall and conference 
center. (See attached plans.) Our analysis shows that 
the ground floor is adaptable to community group off ice 



Mr. Larry Fraley 
13 Janu.:iry 1983 

Page Three 

space, recreational, and informal meeting space. 
The first floor offers a generous banquet space 
(seating over 200) and lounge as well as a number 
of meeting rooms of various sizes. The kitchen 
and related administrative/teaching areas could 
serve the culinary arts training program as well 
as provide needed first class food service for 
conferences. The second floor provides for one large 
300 seat performance hall within the existing "study 
hall" space. Also on the second floor would be space 
for park administration and/or caretaker's living 
quarters. The remainder of the second floor as well 
as all of the third and fourth floors, with substantia l 
renovation, can serve as accommodations for confer
ences. We estimate that a total of approximately 90 
double-occupancy rooms would be possible. 

The gymnasium building, although in need of some 
repair and remodeling to provide separate sex locker 
rooms, is very well suited to function as a multi
purpose recreation faci l ity to serve both community 
and conference center n e eds. 

6. Cost Effectiveness 
We estimate the costs for rehabilitat i ng St. Edwa rd 
facilities to provide the functions l iste d above as 
$4, 763, 000 for both the main bu i ld i ng and t he 
gymnasium. We estimate that nearly $8 million woul d 
be required (not including land cost) to construct 
new facilities of comp.:irablc quality on another s ite 
in King County. 

In conc lusion, we believe your proposed use of St. Edward 
Facilities for a combined community center, training, perfor
mance hall and conference facility is essentially consistent 
with the findings of our 1981 study. It is important to note, 
however, that our cost estimate and conclusions are based upon 
1981 information. No further evaluation of building conditions , 
public attitudes or region.:il economic implications ha s been 
made to determine their possible effec t on the 1981 recommenda
tions. It is further noted that any fi nal re-use plan must b e 
subject to the review and approval o f t he U.S. Depart ment o f 
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Interior and Washington State Interagency Committee for 
Outdoor Recreation to ensure compliance with the restrictions 
of the Land and Water Conservation Fund as well as the intent 
and program of St. Edwards State Park. 

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

I 
,/7 I 11 ' . I 1jljJ1 ~\/l(_,,b- ,vVv\J ·\ 

J dhn R. Hunt 
" Principal 

JONES & JONES 

JRH:ams 

Att: Cost Summary 
Plan of Diagrams 

cc: Yvonne s. Ferrell 
Washington State Parks & 
Recreation Commission 
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ST. EDW\RD COMMUNITY CEN'I'ER 
AND CONFERENCE FACILITY 

COST SUMMARY 

Site Improvements* 

Main Seminary Building: 

Basic Shell Improvements $799,000 

Ground Floor 169,000 

First Floor 287,000 

Second Floor 684,000 

Third Floor 418,000 

Fourth Floor 352,000 

Gymnasium 

Subtotal 

Contingency (15%) 

Subtotal 

Contractor's O.H. & Profit (15 %) 

Subtotal 

Sales Tax (6.5%) 

Subtotal 

Design and Supervision (10 ~ ) 

TOTAL COST 

$ 220,000 

2,709,000 

146,000 

3,075,000 

461,000 

3,536,000 

530,000 

4,066,000 

264,000 

4,330,000 

433,000 

4,763,000 

*Assumes no intersection improvemen t s at Juanita Dr i v e o r 
additional gas or water line extensions arc required. 

Supporting Documentation avail ab le I l·om .Jones . & Jone::> 
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North/East King County 

MULTI SERVICE CENTER 
18220-96th N.L Bothell, WA <Jno ·1·1 

FOH IMMEDIJ\TE RELEl\SE 

Contact: Lciny Fraley 
485-6521 
382-9704 
827-7984 

PRESS RELEl\SE 

485-6521 o 3H2-9704 

Would the former St. Edward's Seminary at Kenmore be appropriat e for a 

corrmunity center? Can funding be found for the renovations necessary to 

preserve this valuable resource? 

The Board of Directors of the North/East King County Multi Service 

Center thinks the answer to these questions is yes. l\t their meeting on January 

13, 1983 the directors decided to make every effort to see that this historic 

site does not further dctcrior.:itc and in f.:ict L>Ccomcs <.m asset to th2 surrounding 

comnw1ities. 

A plan developed by the Multi Service Center's Executive Director, Larry 

Fr.::iky, lcx,ks .. 1t three m:tjor U!:;cs for the SL. I.::d\vL1nl' s facility - a corrununity 

center for functions such as receptions, dances, church and club meetings , 

exercises classes, etc; a convention site with mt'('ting space, accomoclations 

and dirming facilities; and a small pcrfonning urts/lecture hall ccnte:r. 

Fraley stated, "The reason this tics together so nicely is because we 

envision developing a job traininq program for cuHnary, innskeeping and 

facility and grounds maintemmce. This could lx:! opcrnted in conjunction with 
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PRESS RELE.l\SE 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Contact: Larry Fraley 

485-6521 
382-9704 
827-7984 

certified institutional programs providing an outlet for interns needing 

pro.ctical experience." 

The projected uses of St. &:1ward 1 s are bused on the findings of a facility 

study authorized by the Stilte LegisL:iture and focilit.:ttcd by the Wilshington 

State Parks and Recreation Conmission. The study, prepared by Jones and Jones, 

Seattle Architects, concluded that overall building management could best be 

handled by a non-profit or public corporation. 
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St. Edltvards arts, convention 
Multi-service 
center takes 
plan to state 
By Lori Varosh 
Journal-American Staff Writer 

Board members of the North
East King County i\Iulti-Service · 
Center believe performing arts. 
community activities and con
ventions would all be appropri
ate in the pastoral setting Q..f_ St. 
Edwards State Park near Ken
more. 

In public hearings on the 
park's future , resideJ1ts support
ed a community center. The 
state, which commissioned the 
study. fa\'ore<l a use that would 
give taxpayers a return on their 
investment. ': , 

Last week, multi-sen·ice cen
ter board members decided to 
push a plan combining the two. 

If the state will commit about 
$4.5 million of more than 815 mil
lion in discretionary funds , the 
multi-service center promises to 
make the 52-year-old seminary 
pay for itself. 

The proposal would rescue 
buildings that have deteriorated 
since the Archdiocese of Seattle 
sold the 316 acres and two build
ings to the state five years ago. 
Thousands of workers built the 
seminary in 6112 months in 1931, 
and its intricate architecture in
spires grand plans . 

With the help of the Seattle ar
chitectural firm of Jones a11d 

. Jones , which conducted the state 
study, center Director Larry 
Fraley will submit a detailed. 
plan to the state Legislature by 
the end of January. 

Here is Fraley's dream: 
Money would be used to re

place the W,000-square-foot sem
inary's antiquated heating sys
tem, expand the lavatories de
signed for priests into restrooms 
accommodating both sexes, and 
repair the crumoling plaster, 
rusted window frames and other 
results of age and neglect. 

A sloping floor would be added 
to a second-floor chapel to turn it 
into a 31:0-seat performing arts 
center. 

About 120 former student bed
rooms on the first, second and 
third floorc; would be plumbed 
and expanded into 90 rooms of 
accommodations for a conven
tion center. 

Tasks such as building and 
grounds maintenance would be 
carried on as part of a series of 
job-training programs. 

Innkeepers would be trained as 
they ran convention center oper
ations . Culinary training would 
be carried out in the seminary's 

·~ \ 

.· 

extensive first-floor kitchen. 
complete with bakery and meat 
locker. 

The resulting recipes would be 
served to the public and conven
tion participants in the sophisti
cated dining hall , with its view of 
the lake through 20-foot arched 
windows. 

Community programs would 1 

be carried on in ground-floor! 
rooms once devoted to biology 
and other classes. or in the 7 ,000-
square-foot fieldhouse across the 
parking lot. 

There 's no problem finding 
someone willing to use the gothic 
buildings with the Philippine
mahogany bannisters, the 12-
inch-square solid concrete pil
lars and occasional touches of 
.Italian marble. 

Park Ranger Rick Blank re
ceives constant queries from in
terested groups. Callers include 
square dancers, martial arts in
structors and disco-aerobics 

practitioners, he said. Poten.tial 
users include Cub Scouts. orien
teering groups and citizens who 
want to hold wedding receptions 1 

under the chandeliers in the din
ing area , after ceremonies at the 
grotto out front. 

Corporations have expressed 
interest in conducting seminars 
or retreats in a pastoral setting . 
The Hermitage Theatre Associa
tion of Whidbey Island has pro
pos~ staging an international
caliber arts festival at St. Ed
wards. 

The Legislature h'ls not yet 
acted on the Jones and Jones 
study, whjch suggested that a 
non-profit organization· oversee 
renovation and manage the facil
ity. Fraley proposes that the 
multi-service center be the man
aging agency. 

Fraley hopes to attract strong 
community support for his plan. 

The center director acknow-

!edged that his plan may not be 
the best investment of $4.5 mil
lion. Selling the property for con
dominiums would bring in more 
money, he said. 
. "I'm saying the money invest

ed would be returned through use 
of the facility," he said. 

By approving the community 
and convention center concept, 
the multi-service center board 
abandoned its orginal plan for St. 
Edwards. l' 'ra iey took a proposal 
to provide emergency housing 
for Southeast Asian refugees all 
the way to Gov. John Spellman, 
but received no commitment 
from the governor or from the 
state agencies responsible for 
refugees. 

In the intervening months, 
"the housing crisis we had feared 
and planned for has not material
ized," Fraley said. "Refugees 
appear to be making it through 
the winter ." 

l ... _:_ . . •. 
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JOHN SPELLMAN 
Governor 

Mr. Daniel J. Tobin 
NW Regional Director 
National Park Service 
Western Building 
2001 6th Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98121 

ST ATE OF WASHINGTON JAN 2 7'83 

January 26, 1983 

Subject: Saint Edward State Park - NE King County Multi-Service c ,....""""r..:---------~ 
Asian Refugee Housing Cenrrat hies 

~ion taken 
Dear Mr. Tobin: 

Thank you for the opportunity to talk with you regarding the Multi-Service Center's 
original proposal to convert the Seminary building at Saint Edward State Park into 
Asian refugee housing. 

As you can see from Mr. Fraley's recent letter (copy attached) the Multi-Service 
Center is no longer interested in Saint Edward for refugee housing. For that 
reason there does not appear to be any need to pursue that particular issue beyond 
our informal conversation on the subject. 

It is my understanding of the Department of Interior's guidelines that restrictions 
pertaining to the federal funds used in this acquisition would, in all probability, 
constitute a conversion and require a reimbursement of the funds if used as a 
refugee housing facility. You, however, indicated that if a formal decision on 
this subject is required it would be made in Washington, D.C. 

As I shared with you, I talked with Mr . Bob Wilder, Director of the Interagency 
Committee for Outdoor Recreation (IAC) on this same subject. He also 
expres sed his informal opinion that the Mult i -Service Center housin proposal 
would constitute a conversion of the ORA funds and would require reimbursement 
to the State of Washington. 

It is also necessary that I bring the Multi-Service Center's latest proposed use 
of the facility to your attention. This matter will be addressed in a separate 
letter. 

cf 

Sincerely, 

a~c/rVvu!--t-f 
t1on.ne S. Ferrell 
Deputy Di rector 

cc: Jan Tveten - Director, Parks and Recreation 
Bob Wilder - Director ; IAC 
Daren Johnson - Resources, Parks and Recreation 
Tom France - Planning, Parks and Recreation 



e 
North/East King County 

MULTI SERVICE CENTER 
18220 - 96th N. E. Bothell, WA 98011 

R~ce:1ve:o 

JAN 1 4 1983 

Yvonne S. Ferrell 
Deputy Director 
Washington State Parks and 
Recreation Cornnission 
7150 Cleanwater Lane, KY-Ii 
Olympia, ~f1in~4 

Dear Ms • . l.f'f IJ!ll: 1 

. 

January 13, 1983 

485-6521 • 382-9704 

Per your letter of January 11, 1983, I'm writing to confirm that the 
North/East King County Multi Service Center, is no longer interested in 
utilizing the St. Edwards facility as a Asian refugee housing alternative. 
That problem seems to be well in hand th.rough other resources within our 
comnunity. However, our Board is taking steps to propose to the 1983 
Legislature a development proposal for St. Edwards, in line with the 
recornnendations of the Jones and Jones site study, submitted in December 
of 1981. The decision as whether or not to proceed with this proposal 
will be made by the Board of the North/East King County Multi Service 
Center, at its' January meeting, Thursday the 13th. 

Thank you so much for your continuing help. 

S~c~ yours: 

/:I~y 
Exe~tiioirector 

LF:ph 
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53-00373( PNR-RA) 

December 16 , 1982 

Ms. Yvonne Ferrell, Deputy Di rector 
Washington State Parks and Recreation 

Cormnission 
7150 Cl eanwater Lane, KY-11 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

Dear Ms . Fer rel l : 

ANDERSON 

When we discussed potenti al uses of t he seminary building at St. E tard State 

Park on December 14, I refe rred to a recent Nat ional Park Servi ce policy 

memorandum. I am fontarding a copy of that memorandum for your 1nfonnat1 on. 

If you have further questions, please gi ve us a call. 

Sincerely. 

:Pauiel J. T bl , }F: 

Daniel J. Tobin, Jr. 
Regional Direct or 

Enclosure 
RAnderson:jh 12/16/82 
Draft approved by Brand, Bender, Winters and Tobin 



December 16, 1982 

Memorandum 

To: Director, National Park Service 
Attent ion: Associate Director, Recreation Resources 

From: Regional Director, Pacific Northw~st Region 

Subject: A proposal to use the St . Edward State Park seminary bui lding 
for As ian refugee housing 

On December 14, 1982, t he Deputy Di rector of the Washington State Parks 
and Recreation Commission, Ms ~ Yvonne Ferrell , met with us to discuss 
uses of the seminary buil ding at St. Edward State Park. In particular, 
Ms. Ferrell wanted to alert us to the sensiti ve nature of a proposal 
supported by various groups to house Asian refugees in the fonner 
seminary. 

The 316-acre St . Edward State Park property, along wi t h several st ructures, 
was acquired with Land and Water Conservation Fund assistance in 1977. 
Since that t ime, a number of uses have been suggested for t he largest 
building, a semi nary having 78,474 square feet of floor space. In 
evaluating recent proposals, we have used the revised procedures for 
reviewing public facility construction proposals on L& CF-assisted 
property. A copy of our latest letter to Washi ngt on State Liaison 
Officer Robert Wilder is attached, Also at tached is a copy of correspond
ence from Governor John Spellman to a pri vate ci ti zen regarding Asian 
refugee housing in the former seminary. In hi s letter, Governor Spel lman 
indicates the obstacles to allowing such housi ng in t he park are not 
insunnountable. Therefore, we anticipate being approached on the subject 
of housing, even t hough we believe SLO Bob ilder and State Parks and 
Recreation Conmission Director Jan Tveten are in agreement with our 
opinion that such a use is incompatible wi th t he recreational use of 
surroundi ng property. 

In our meeting December 14, Ms. Ferrel l also informed us that a Washington 
State Senator intends to propose legi slation at the State l evel to 
overcome the legal requirement which l imits t he Washi ngton St at e Parks 



and Recreat ion CoJ11Tiiss ion to operation of St ate parks as public recreat ion 
facil ities. Exi st i ng State law excludes non-recreation uses in a manner 
simi lar t o Sect ion 6(f)(3) of the L&WCF Act • . Such legislation, i f 
enact ed, would inevi tably resul t in a request di rected to us to allow 
refugee housing i n the park. We are prepared to deny such a request on 

2 

the grounds of incompati bi l i ty and bec~use we believe t hat, rather than 
resulting in a gain or increased benefit t o publi c recreational opport unity, 
the hous ing would reduce recreational opport uni t ies in the park. 

We will continue t o keep you 1nfonned on thi s si t uation. 

Damal J. '.Iobm, Jr. 

Dan iel J. Tobin, Jr. 

Enclosures 

ANDERSON:bjw:l2/16/82 

DRAFT APPROVED BY: ANDERSON, BRAND, BENDER, WINTERS 
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IOHN SPELLMAN 
Governor 

STATE OF WASHINGTON '"" Date 
0 

WASHINGTON ST A TE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION ---,t-~('~D -t---J---J 

7150 Cleanwater l.ane, KY-1 J • lympia, Washington 98504 o (206) 753-5755 

Mr. Daniel J. Tobin, Jr. 
Regional Director 
Nati on al Park Service 

December 9, 1982 

Pacific Northwest Region 
2001 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98121 

Dear Jim: 

Thank you for agreeing to meet with me at 2 p.m. December 14, 
1982. The purpose of my request to see you involves the attached 
letter to Ms. l~aiss from Governor Spellman on the St. Edward 
State Park ~sian refugee housing issue. 

The Governor's office staff and Mr. Bob Wilder, Interagency 
Committee for Outdoor Recreation (IAC) have both asked me to 
talk with you regarding this specific issue in light of your 
recent response on the consultant study recolTUllended usage for 
the seminary building and the conversion issue. 

The Governor ' s letter indicates a contact has already been 
made with you on this new issue. They are a litt le ahead of 
me! 

I received the National Park Service housing material today. 
Thank you. I do have a few additional questions on this 
subject when we talk. I look forward to seeing you on the 14th. 

cf 

s~~§ely, _/ 

{~t<--ct.--v<----, L( D e..,,c.,/u!_Lf 

Y/ onne Ferrell, 
O'eputy Di rector 

/., 
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December 1, 1982 

Ms. Kay D. Waiss 
4021 ·· 133rd Avenue Southeast 
Bellevue, WA 98006 

Dear Ns . Waiss: 

RECEIVED 

DEC 21982 

DIRECTOR 

Thank yCJu for your letter regarding the use of Saint Edward State Park 
se111inary building as an Asian ref ugee housing facility. 

I shore your concern for wh t Asian re f ugees face because of the current 
hou:,iug crisis and reductions in Federal :funding. Since taking office, 
I have personally mi'lde a number of '1J.>peals to the Federal government and 
have, as a result, secured signi f i cant relaxation of new Federal rules 
that lwd been under considera t ion. For our state's part, even in our 
reducetl circumstances, we have maintained services to refugees wherever 
possible. 

With r egard to converting the Saint Edward State Park f acility to 
temporary housing, complex elements must be considered and distinctive 
aspects understood. The enabling legisla tion for the Washington State 
Parks and Recreation Commission (RCW 45.51) clearly specifies that t hat 
agency is authorized to acquire, develop, maintain, and operate state 
parks as public recreation facilities. Any other p r ograms that that 
agency provides must be the result of specific legislative direction . 

Saint Edward State Park was purchased with $3.5 million of Federal Land 
and Water Conservation Fund monies and with matching funds from t he 
Outdoor Recreation Account. Although the specif i c language restricting 
the use of those individual fund sources var i es slightly, both Federal 
and state stipulations require that any facilit i es purchased wi th t hose 
funds must be used for recreational purposes . In the event that use is 
made of the facilities that is not accep table to or in keeping wi t h the 
funding provisions, a conversion of funds would be required, and both 
Federal and Outdoor Recreation Account f unds would have to be recovered. 

The 1981 Legislature directed that a comprehensive study be made of the 
Saint Edward facility in order to determine long-range alternatives and 
potential uses. That study, which was completed in December, 1981, 
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December 1, 19 
Page 2 

indicated that certain "life, health, and safety" improvements are 
essential to the oc·upancy o the building. The costs for such improve
ments are significant because of the size of the building and the nature 
of the improvements. At the time of the study, those costs were estimated 
to be in the amount of $1.2 million. Many of the improvements are 
safety- and/or code-related and would be mandatory unless specifically 
waived by local authorities. 

Non i· of those problems is i nsurmountable, but we may not be able to 
sol\e them as quickly as we would l ike. Specifically, in.its next 
session, tl1e legislature must revie~ and approve both the uses and the 
costs of renovating the facility. While the National Park Service has 
indicated that it would approve some mcdification of the original plan, 
it must be consulted anew on a housing program, which represents a 
s ignificant depa r ture from the original plan. We have already approached 
the Park Service in t hat regard . 

Therefore, the state, the community and local governments are going to 
have to seek other, interim solutions if hot1sing is to be developed for 
this Hi.nter. For thJt end, I have direct.eel Alan Gibbs, Secretary of the 
state Department of Social and Health Services, to prepare interim 
measur~ s . 

Thank you for your concerns regarding this issue. 

With best wishes, 

cc: Alan J. Gibbs, Secretary 

Sincerely, 

John Spellman 
Governor 

Department of Social.Afid Health Services 
Jan Tveten, Director..,........ 

Parks and Recreation Commission 

JS/jt/kw207 

.._: ... ···-



53-00373 
(PNR-R) 

October 28, 1982 

Mr. Robert L. Wilder 
Interagency Committee 
for Outdoor Recreation • 

4800 Capitol Boulevard 
0

. 

Tumwater, Washington 98504 

Dear Mr. Wilder: 

Our Washington Office has rel eased an opinion on t he acceptabi l i ty of non
recreation uses for the Seminary building at St. Edwards State Park, which 
was acquired with Land and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) assi stance under 
Project No. 53-00373. 

T e Washington State proposal submi tted for review last February included 
renovation of the Seminary to create office space for recreation and general 
public service agencies as well as for resource-oriented businesses. Office 
space for non-recreation busi gesses was also to be considered. This resul t ed 
from the involved State agencjes' finding that exclusive recreational use of 
the building would not be pos~ible and office rental revenues received could 
be used to offset capital cost and operation and maintenance expenses. Addi 
tional· revenues received woul 4 be used to expand or maintain the $t. Edwards 
State Park or would be placed into the State's outdoor recreat ion account . 

This proposal was submitted for NPS review at a time when new procedures for 
determining i f a Section 6(f)(.3) conversion has occurred were being considered. 
It became one of the exampl es ~used in developing the new pol icy, which is based 
on eval uation of a proposal' s net impact on outdoor recreation resources. 

When applying the new policy to St. Edwards Seminary, we believe the proposal to 
be a cost-effective approach to maintaining the integrity and viability ~f the 
Seminary building and the surtoundi ng parkland. Securing the independent sources 
of revenue would also appear helpful in off-setting any adverse impacts that may 
resul t from short or long-tenu State Parks budget reductions. 

We conclude that this proposal will have a net beneficial impact on public outdoor 
recreational use and as a res~lt is not a conversion under the provisions of Sec
tion 6(f)(3) of the L CF Act . Also, we do not perceive any need to submit this 

... 
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proposal as a project amendment as no specific use was identified in the original 
project agreement. Le will, owever, expect to be kept infonned as the propo~al 
is implemented. Examples of qetails of particular interest to us ~ould includ~: 
rental rates, i.e., rental of office space at the prevailing fair market raie; 
identification of the amount of income expected; specifics on t he disposa\ ~f 
income, etc. 

Please let us know if we can offer any assistance as plans for uses of th~ 
Seminary proceed. 

Sincerely, 

_J:>aniel J. "Tobin, l r. 

Daniel J . Tobin, Jr. 
Regional Director 

RMAnderson:mhb 10/28/82 

• 

• 

• .. 

Draft approved by Anderson, Brand, Bender 
B-48 
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United States Department of the Interior I 
arr 25'82 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

OCT 21198£: In.form2tt n 
R er.i .r. 1 

L34(775) R cr.wadl l.J 

53-00373 

To: Regional Director, Pacific Northwest Regional Office 

From: p..c\\~rector, National Park Service 

Subject: St. Edwards Seminary (L&WCF Project 53-00373) Conversion 
Determination 

l 
! NPO-PNRIJ !mt. 

[) 

Ac•ion •aken 

This responds to your memorandum of February 26, 1982, requesting our ev ew 
of non-recreation uses at St. Edwards Seminary, located within St. Edward's 
State Park (Project No. 53-00373) which was acquired with $3,500,000 of Land 
and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) assistance on October 14, 1977. 

On March 22, 1982, we informed your office that the Division of State, Local 
and Urban Programs would review this project when modified procedures were 
developed to evaluate proposals to construct public facilities on L&WCF
assisted properties. These new procedures based on Section 6(f)(3) of the 
L&WCF Act of 1965, as amended, were approved on July 1, 1982. 

While this proposal does not discuss the construction of public facilities 
within the context of our July 1, 1982 memorandum, the evaluation of net 
impact is still necessary in order to determine if a Section 6(f)(3) 
conversion has occured. 

As indicated, the s__tate of Washington proposes to renovate the Seminary to 
create office space for recreation and general public service agencies as 
well as for resource-oriented businesses. Office space for non-recreation 
and resource businesses would also be considered. The state concluded that 
exclusive recreational use of the building is not possible and that office 
rental revenues received would be used to offset capital cost and operation 
and maintenance expenses. Additional revenues received would be used to 
expand or maintain the St. Edward's State Park or would be placed into the 
State's outdoor recreation account. 

This proposal for the use of St. Edward's Seminary appears to be a flexible, 
cost-effective approach to maintaining the integrity and viability of the 
Seminary building and the surrounding parkland. In fact, securing this 
independent source of revenue would appear helpful in off-setting any adverse 
impacts that may result from short or long-term State Parks budget reductions. 

After evaluating the information provided and after several recent discussions 
with your staff, we conclude that this proposal will have a net beneficial 
impact on public outdoor recreational use and as a result is not a conversion 
under the provisions of Section 6(f)(3) of the L&WCF Act. Also, we do not 
perceive any need for the State to submit this proposal as a project amendment 
as no specific use was identified in the original project agreement. 



Re~ional Director, Pacific Northwest Region 2 

While we believe that the proposal does not constitute a Section 6(£)(3) 
conversion and that its implementation does not require an amendment, we 
encourage you to continue your discussions with the State to assure that 
the proposal is properly implemented. Specifically, we believe that the 
State should rent office space at the prevailing fair market rate and 
should identify the amount of income it expects to generate from office 
rentals. 



FROM: DSP 

TO 1 PNWRO 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
National Park Service 

Washington, D.C. 20240 

DATED: 03/22/82 

SUBjECT1 ST. ED'S SEMINARY PROJ, <53-00373> LETTER t 2695 

WE ARE IN RECEIPT OF YOUR MEMORANDUM OF FEBRUARY 26,1982 REGARDING 
NON-RECREATION USES OF STRUCTURES ACQUIRED WITH L~WCF ASSISTANCE. 

THIS ISSUE YOU RAISE WITH REFERENCE TO ST. EDWARD'S SEMINARY 
<PROJECT t 53-00373> IS IMPORTANT AND IS DIRECTLY RELATED TO OUR 
OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF SECTION 6<f><3> POLICY AND PROCEEDURE. 

WE WILL REVIEW THE ST. EDWARD'S MATTERIAL IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE 
OVERALL 6(f)(3) REVIEW AND WILL KEEP YOU INFORMED OF OUR PROGRESS. 

Copies Toi 
NWRO 
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(PNR-ER) 
#53-00373 

February 26. 1982 

Mr. Robert L. W11 der • D1 rector 
lnteragency Co11111ittee for 

Outdoor Recreation 
~ 4800 Capitol Blvd.• KP-11 .. _. 

Tumwater, Washington 98504 .. 

Dear Mr. Wilder: 

........ . .... .. .. .. 
. -' .. ".... .. .... 

-.., ... '(._ .... ,. 
. . ~ .. 

"' . 
This letter i s to acknowledge yot.tr Februa,ry 11. 1982 , correspondence 
concem1ng St. Edwards Seminaty Bt.t11 d11'\g. Your p roposal to ~SEt porttons 
of this structure for non-rec~ational purposes poses a uni que l ~g 1 
question. For that reason. we &re in t be pro~e...ss of trying to detennine 
i f the Solicitor has offered any previou qpinions that would provide 
guidance in our situation. 

A specific response to your letter wil l be forw~rdeq as soo~ as that 
research is completed. • . 

Sincerely, • 
,. ~ .... ·~ ....... 
... 

1. 1 FREDER CK J. BENDER .. 
Richard L. Winters .a ~ ~ ·~ Acting Associate Regional Di rector 
External Services .. 

BENDER:bjw:2/26/82 

I 



102-0la(2) 
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53-00373 (PNR-E) 

Bebruary 26, 1982 

Memorandum 

To: Director, l ational Park Service 
Attent ion: Associate Director, Recreation Resources (W160) 

From: Regional Director, Pacific Northwest Region 

Subject: Non-recreation uses of structures acquired with Land and 
Water Conservation Fund assistance - St. Edwards Seminary 
Acquisition, Project 53-00373 

We are asking for your review of recent Solicitors' opinions that might 
have a bearing on our resolution of a proposed Section 6(f)(3) conversion 
in the State of Washington. The conversion would occur when structures 
acquired with Fund assistance are partially dedicated to non-outdoor 
recreation uses. 

Under the St. Edwards Seminary Acquisition project, the State of Wash
ington's Department of General Administration accepted title to 316 
acres of land on the shore of Lake Washington, in King County. Washington. 
The following significant structures were acquired with the land: an 
indoor swiRllling pool, a gymnasium, and a four story seminary building 
with 78.473 square feet of floor space. The seminary structure was a 
dormitory, chapel, dining room, classroom building all combined u~der 
one roof. It is the oldest (1931) and largest structure on the former 
Catholic Church property. It dominates the developed portion of the 
site, stretching 350 feet long and rising four stories above the meadow 
overlooking Lake Washington. The building is of masonry construction, 
has a tile roof, and houses the central heating plant for the pool and gym. 

Proposed uses for the acquired structures have been described in a 
February 11, letter (copy enclosed} from Robert L. Wilder, the Washington 
State Liaison Officer. Mr. Wilder has written in behalf of the Washing
ton State Parks and Recreation Commission, the agency designated to 
administer the former seminary property. We concur with the recomnenda
tion to use the indoor swf111111ng pool and gymnasium for public recreation. 
This would be compatible with and secondary to outdoor recreation uses of 
the park. We also find use of the first floor of the seminary building 
for an interpretive and conununity service center· acc~ptable. However, 



Page 2 

we believe proposed use of the building's upper three floors for public 
and private recreation and non-recreation offices would constitute a 
conversion. Such offices would not be "primarily for outdoor recreation 
or outdoor recreation support," nor, it is likely, they would be related 
to the park site or its irmiediate surrounding area. This conversion, if 
accepted, will require replacement land. An appraiser would be instructed 
to appraise the value of the land occupied by the seminary building and 
the support facilities to be prorated, i.e., roads, parking. A percentage 
of the appraised land value would be used to detennine the value of re
placement property needed to meet the 11of at least equal fair market v.alue" 
requirement. 

We are prepared to proceed with a response to the SLO conveying our 
views on the proposed uses of the structures. However, before pro
ceeding, we wanted to know if similar conversions have occurred in 
other parts of the country. Also, we request your review of recent 
Solicitor's opinions which might apply in this situation • 

.Daniel J. Tobin, Jr. 

Daniel J. Tobin, Jr. 
\ 

Enclosure 

RMAnderson:mh 2/26/82 
Draft approved by Anderson, Brand, Bender, Winters, Odegaard 
A-.10 
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JOHN SPELLMAN 
Governor 

• . . ... -. 

ST A TE OF WASHINGTON 

4800 Capitol Blvd., KP-11 • Tumwater, Washington 98504 • (206) 753-7140 • (SCAN) 234-7 140 

Feburary 11, 1982 

BERT L. WILDER 
Director 

Mr. Richard Winters 
Acting Regional Director 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Region 
Westin Building - Room 1920 
2001 Sixth Avenue 

RE: General Administration 
St. Edwards Seminary 
IAC #78-901A 
NPS #53-00373 

Seattle, Washington 98121 

Dear Mr. Winters: 

The Saint Edwards State Park was acquired with LWCF assistance in 1977. 

Three significant structures were acquired in conjunction with the 316 acre 
park: 

1. An indoor swimming pool, 
2. A gymnasium, and 
3. A four story Seminary building consisting of 78,473 square feet 

of floor space . 

In December 1981, a study was completed for the State Parks and Recreation 
Commission which proposed several alternative uses for the structures. Based 
upon the findings of the study, the State Parks and Recreation Commission has 
submitted a proposal for the use of the structures which is summarized as 
fol lows: 

1. The indoor swimming pool, constructed in 1969, is to be repaired, 
renovated and operated under a proposed cooperative agreement 
with King County. 

2. The gymnasium, constructed in 1950, is to be operated as a public 
recreation facility, compatible with, although secondary to, 
the outdoor recreation use of the park. 

3. The Seminary building, constructed in 1931, to be retained, with 
proposed uses as both for public services and a mix of private and 
public office spaces. The concept is to utilize part of the ground 
floor and the entire first floor as a community service center 
housing both recreational and general public service agencies. 
An interpretive center would be placed on the first floor arcade. 
The second, third and fourth floors would be utilized as office 
spaces for public and private entities involved in recreation and 
resource oriented businesses. Office space for non-recreation or 
resource businesses would also be considered. 



- ~. • February 11, 1982 Mr. Richard Winters -2-

It is our opinion that the uses projected for the swim pool and gymnasium are 
appropriate since they are compatible with, in support of, and incidental to 
the outdoor recreation activities of the 316 acre park, in accord with LWCF 
Manual 640.2.3(a). 

The concept of utilizing the Seminary building to house both public and private 
entities to serve both public recreation and non-recreation related agencies, 
together with possible private use of the upper three floors is a unique 
concept within our state. This concept was reached after much research and 
discussion as the only practical alternative towards retention of this 
magnificant structure. 

Without question, the large expenditures needed to renovate the building and 
provide for the on going maintenance will require the formation of a partner
ship between the public and private sectors to obtain the necessary financing. 
To utilize the entire buildinq for typical public recreational uses is neither 
financially practical nor warranted due to the undetermined demand for such 
uses. Neither is it wise to propose the utilization of the entire building 
for non-recreational public or private purposes. Further, we feel use of 
the upper floors for private/public offices to be an overall asset in that the 
net revenues received above and beyond capital costs of renovation and the 
costs of maintenance and operation would be utilized in expanding or main
taining outdoor recreational use of the site, or deposited in the Outdoor 
Recreation Account of the State of Washington, for further acquisition or 
development of Fund assisted sites within the jurisdiction of Washington 
State Parks and Recreation Commission. 

We request your approval, in concept, of the potential utilization of the 
Seminary building for both public purposes and private office space to allow 
for further explanation of this proposal. 

ROBERT L. WILDER 
Director 

RLW:GWM:ec 
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ST ATE OF WASHINGTON 

NOV 2 4 RFr.n 
lX~TVETEN 

Director 

WASHINGTON ST A TE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
7150 Cleanwater Lane, KY-11 o Olympia, Washington 9850../ • (206) 753-5755 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

November 23, 1981 

All Interested Parties _,!)~ 

T. J. France, Chief - Site Planning & Acquisition~~/ 
Saint Edward State Park - King County -
Building Use Study - Commission Action 

At its November 19, 1981 meeting the Washington State Parks and 
Recreation Commission approved the requested action with the addition 
to item 5: 

11 
••• and recommend that ownership and administration of the 

seminary, pool and gymnasium buildings be transferred to the 
state Department of General Administration." · 

If you have any questions with regard to the Commission's action, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 

bh 



JOHN SPELLMAN 
Governor 

ST A TE OF WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON ST ATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
7150 Cleanwater Lane, KY-11 • Olympia, Washington 98504 • (206) 753-5755 

November 19, 1981 

TO: Washington State Parks and Recreation Conmission 

FROM: Jan Tveten, Director 

PREPARED BY: Daren Johnson, Assistant Director, Resources Development 

RE: 

DATA: 

ACQUISITION 

D-1 Saint Edward State Park - King County -
Building Use Study - Requested Action 

State acquisition of the Saint Edward property was authorized by the 1977 
Legislature which directed the Washington State Department of General 
Administration: 

JANTVETEN 
Director 

"To acquire approximately 316 acres and 3000 feet of nontrust fresh
water shoreline property in an urban area: Provided, That the department 
of general administration shall contract with the parks and recreation 
commission to maintain the grounds for recreation purposes: PROVIDED 
FURTHER, That an additional $1,750,000 of the secretary of the interior's 
land and water conservation contingency fund for outdoor recreation is 
received by February 15, 1978. 11 (Total appropriation $7 ,000,000). 

Acquisition of the site was completed by the Department of General Adminis
tration and an agreement between the Department and Washington State Parks and 
Recreation Conmission (Commission) for administration of the grounds was executed 
in November 1977. 

The 316-acre site is located within King County on the northeast shoreline 
of Lake Washington. The site with its 3,000 feet of low bank shoreline is 
the largest undeveloped parcel of land remaining on the lake. The property 
is readily accessible to more than a million persons in the greater Seattle
Metropol i tan area. The Saint Edward semi nary site has all of the necessary 
elements required for an excellent park in an urban setting, such as location 
within the corrmunity, natural amenities and recreation-related features. 

In 1981 the legislature adopted ESB 4022 which transferred title of the Saint 
Edward grounds and buildings to the Commission. ESB 4022 states: 
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II NEW s ECT ION 

Section 1. The director of general administration shall transfer to the 
state parks and recreation commission the facility known as Saint Edwards 
Seminary, along with all attached real estate under the jurisdiction of 
the department of general administration. 

NEW SECTION 

Sec. 2. There is added to chapter 43.51 RCW a new section to read as 
follows: 

The comnission may not operate the swimming pool at Saint Edwards state 
park, but the commission may enter into a contract with one or more local 
governments for the operation of the pool. 

NEW SECTION 

Sec. 3. This act is necessary for the immediate preservation of the 
public peace, health, and safety, the support of the state government 
and its existing public institutions, and shall take effect immediately." 

The property transfer documents were completed June 29, 1981, at which time 
ownership of the grounds and buildings passed to the Commission. 

GROUNDS 

To assist the Commission in its planning of the grounds, a contract was entered 
into in 1977 with the landscape architect firm of Jongejan/Gerrard/Associates. 
The consulting firm was specifically charged with the responsibility of devel
oping alternate land use proposals. The development study was published in 
November 1977 and concluded with three alternate development schemes as 
follows: 

Alternative A - Regional/Urban Park 
Alternative B - Regional Recreation Area 
Alternative C - Large Urban Park 

The reconrnended alternative was the regional/urban park. This alternative pro
vides for a mix of activities that meet identified regional recreational needs 
and use of existing sports fields while adhering to environmental site con
straints. The consultant report focused on the use of the grounds, since at 
that time the buildings were owned by and the responsibility of the Department 
of General Administration. 
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At its December 1977 meeting the Commission appointed the Saint Edward Advisory 
Committee to evaluate the consultant's proposed plans and to seek additional 
public input. The eight member committee included representatives from the 
federal government, King County, the state legislature, Archdiocese of 
Seattle, education interests and area citizens. The committee was co-chaired 
by the Directors of the Department of General Administration and the Washington 
State Parks and Recreation Commission. After two on-site public meetings 
attended by approximately 150 people who freely expressed their views and 
recommendations, the committee met in work sessions and recommended to the 
Commission future planning guidelines and an extensive list of specific land 
uses. 

In March 1978 the Commission adopted the following planning philosophy regard
ing future development and operation of the park: 

"All future planning, development and operation of the grounds shall 
be aimed at maintaining the natural character of the beach area, 
hillside, canyons, and open meadows. Necessary high density 
facilities such as the swimming beach, picnic sites, sports fields 
and sanitary facilities shall be kept relatively small in size and 
clustered to maximize the amount of natural areas to accommodate 
low density and dispersed recreational uses which will be encouraged. 

All structures and facilities shall be designed to blend with the 
natural setting of the site by use of native materials whenever 
possible. All structures and parking areas shall be clustered in 
pockets to reduce potential impact on the natural environment. 
No parking areas are to be constructed west of the Seminary structure. 

Only foot traffic will be allowed off of park roads, with the 
exception for specific needs such as handicapped access and 
service vehicles. No camping facilities will be devel oped. 11 

The Commission also directed staff to consider each item of the Committee's 
recommendations for land uses and facilities when developing the site plan 
for future development. 

BUILDINGS 

After completing their recommendations for land use, the Saint Edward Advisory 
Committee addressed the issue of building uses. They recommended that two 
small buildings be eliminated and that the three remaining buildings be used 
for recreation related programs. They expressed strong feelings that any 
alternate recreation uses beyond park administration offices, youth program 
accommodations and public use of the gym and pool be carefully analyzed as 
to impact on the grounds, particularly concerning parking and traffic control. 
The Commission accepted the recommendations at its March 19, 1979 meeting and 
directed staff to consider them in any involvement the staff might have in 
doing planning concerned with the General Administration owned buildings. 
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The three major buildings remaining on the property are: Seminary building, 
built in 1931, gymnasium, built in 1950, and swimming pool and building, 
built in 1969. An old log building and a temporary classroom building were 
razed by YACC crews. 

The seminary was a dormitory, chapel, dining room and classroom building all 
combined under one roof. It is the oldest and largest of the major structures, 
stretching 350 feet long and rising four stories above the meadow overlooking 
Lake Washington. The building is of masonry construction, has a tile roof 
and houses the central heating plant for the pool building and gym. The 
seminary building includes approximately 80,000 square feet and did, in years 
past, acconunodate approximately 125 students in individual bedrooms plus 
teaching staff and other administrative staff. 

Commencing June 1, 1978 this building was used by the Young Adult Conservation 
Corps {YACC) program under a building use agreement from the Department of 
General Administration. Since the close of the YACC program in September 1980, 
the building has remained closed, with one apartment being used to house the 
park manager, who cares for the grounds which are currently open for day use 
only. 

The gymnasium also is a brick structure echoing the architectural character 
of the seminary except for the asbestos shingle roof and a locker room 
addition on the south side of the building .• The existing gym floor is tile 
over a concrete slab. This structure also houses a sizable stage so it can 
serve as an auditorium with a seating capacity of 1500-2000 people. 

The indoor 25 meter swinvning pool and building is the newest structure on the 
site. Although it is of masonry construction, this building's appearance is 
foreign to the character of the seminary and gymnasium. The building and pool 
mechanical system does not meet code requirements for general public use. 

In addition, restroom and shower facilities in all three buildings were built 
for male use o.nly. 

The Commission's 1981-83 approved operating budget includes the following 
item for Saint Edward State Park: 

"$100,000 is provided solely to determine the potential long-range 
alternative uses of the St. Edwards facility. The study shall 
include all potential uses, including but not limited to recreation. 
The results of the study shall be reported to the legislature not 
1 ater than December 1, 1981. 11 

At its June 18, 1981 meeting the Commission approved the following motion: 

"That the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission: 

1. Approve the request for proposal {RFP) for determination and 
evaluation of 'the potential long-range alternative uses of . 
the Saint Edwards facility'. 
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2. Authorize the Director or designee to solicit proposals for 
study implementation and to enter into a contract for its 
completion by November 1, 1981. 

3. Study findings and recommendations to be submitted to the 
Commission for its consideration at its November 1981 meeting." 

In response to the publised request for proposal (RFP), 15 study proposals 
were received and evaluated. The successful proposal was submitted by 
Jones and Jones, heading a consulting team of Leonard Guss & Associates, Inc. 
Byron Haley, and Dearborn/Smith Associates, Inc. A contract was awarded 
to the finn for the study on August 3, 1981 for $73,343. 

At the September Commission meeting, Mr. David Towne, representing the con
sulting team, gave a report on the building use study of Saint Edward 
State Park. 

In conducting the study: 

"The study team developed a list of 37 possible uses based on 
suggestions from the public and the WSP&RC, as well as from the 
consultant group itself. The team condensed these 37 uses into 
13 use 'packages', each of which is capable of utilizing all or 
most of the building space." 

These 13 "use packages" including demolition were ranked on a rating matrix 
prepared by the consultants. The top four: conference center, community 
center, retirement home and office building (private and/or public), were 
evaluated in greater detail. This detailed information was presented for 
review and comment to the public in an open house at Saint Edward on 
September 30 and October 1. Following that review and with additional cost 
and benefit information, the consultant's recommend: 

11 
••• that a combination of community meeting hall and office uses be 

adopted for the main seminary building and that the swimming pool and 
gymnasium be operated as public recreation facilities." 

According to data collected: 

"The combined community center and office use of the main building 
yields cost/benefit advantages not possible with either use sep
arately, i.e., the community center's negative fiscal impacts are 
offset by focome from the office portion of the building. The office 
use's poor showing in the public opinion survey and (public) benefit 
analysis is offset by the public's very broad support for community 
use of the building and the high level of public benefits occuring 
from this use". 

Because of the public's very negative reaction to demolition, the study team 
did not consider it as a viable option. 
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The Saint Edward site was acquired with grant assistance from the Federal Land 
and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF), which was established to aid in the acquisi
tion and/or development of areas and facilities which contribute to the nation's 
outdoor recreation program. 

The Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund Manual 640.2.3 states that 
11 
••• acquisition projects may include improvements and structures which are: 

(a) to be used primarily for outdoor recreation or outdoor recreation support 
or (b) as part of the outdoor recreation area to be acquired and are to be 
removed or demolished". Part IV of the Interagency Committee for Outdoor 
Recreation (IAC) application to the Heritage Conservation and Recreation 
Service (HCRS) stated that the gymnasium and pool would be retained and used 
for indoor recreation in support of the predominant outdoor recreation uses 
of the park as provided in (a) above. It was further stated in the application 
that the disposition of the seminary building is under evaluation by the 
project sponsor and that any plans formulated by the state for the disposi
tion of the building will be closely coordinated with the Heritage Conservation 
and Recreation Service of the U.S. Department of Interior. 

In response to previous contact, the HCRS, now included in the National Park 
Service (NPS), stated in part: 

"Any use of the seminary buildings must be secondary and compatible to the 
outdoor park use of the St. Edward's site. Also, any disposition of the 
building space should provide some kind of support for outdoor recreation. 

Any other proposed disposition of the seminary building would have to be 
cleared in advance through both the IAC and HCRS. Also, in the event that 
the building is used for something other than outdoor recreation or outdoor 
recreation support to which we cannot reach an ageement, we would have to 
recover that portion of the L&WCF grant attributable to the purchase of the 
building, as well as the prorated value, if any, of parking areas, roads, 
and other improvements which contribute support to a non-conforming use of 
the structure .• 11 

Staff has compared the consultant's report and recommendations with previous 
advisory committee recommendations, adopted Commission planning philosophy and 
directions, the Grounds DeveloJJTient and Building studies and NPS requirements. 
Based on this comparison, staff concludes that the consultant's recommendations 
for use of the seminary building, swimming pool and gymnasium comply with 
previous planning guidelines and satisfy NPS rules in that they "support 
outdoor recreation". The income from the office use is essential to offset 
the cost of maintaining the historical and architectural integrity of the 
building as well as to support the Saint Edward recreatio·n program. A letter 
requesting concurrence with this conclusion has been sent to the IAC for 
transmittal to the NPS. 

Staff therefore recommends that the Commission concur with the consulting team's 
recommendation that the main seminary building be used as a combination 
community/recreation hall and offices primarily for recreation and ~~tural _ 
resource oriented tenants and that the swinming pool and gymnasium oe 
sed "as public recreation facilities". 
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MANAGEMENT 

The consulting team also evaluated management options and recommends that the 
state: "Contract the overall building management to a quasi-public organi
zation (i.e. Friends of Saint Edward) which would take the form of a non
profit or public corporation". 

This recommendation is based on the need for management to: " ••• be 
sensitive to the public park issues. • •• be able to capitalize on funding 
opportunities. • •• be efficient and experienced in building management 
systems". 

The study states that "The main advantages of utilizing a non-profit entity 
to manage the Saint Edward buildings are: 

- It may be a more cost effective way to conduct such programs, 

- Non-profit organizations do not have the same budgetary constraints 
and limitations as public agencies, 

- Non-profit organizations usually maintain close links with the public 
and constituent groups, 

- Finally, non-profit organizations can implement their programs and 
projects more flexibly." 

It is considered important and the study further recommends that the building 
management agreement: 

"1. Allow flexibility and autonomy in subletting, renting and leasing 
spaces in order to maximize public service as well as revenue. 

2. Clearly identify the management responsibility within that 
organization and stipulate provisions for reporting as well as 
approval of the state government. 

3. Encourage and provide for a fee structure that would promote and 
encourage community use and service consistent with the goals of 
the park, especially for the community hall and recreational 
facil ities. 11 

Considering the above, the history of state involvement with Saint Edward, 
previous legislative actions and State Parks' traditional role and expertise, 
it is the recommendation of staff that the Commission concur with the 
consulting team's management plan. Staff further recommends that the 
supervision of the management corporation be assigned to the appropriate 
state agency. 
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IMPLEMENTATION 

The "front end" capital investment cost to implement the reconmended use of 
the seminary, pool and gymnasium buildings is approximately 3.5 million dollars. 

11 It is recommended that the State provide necessary front money to 
allow contracting with a management organization, and to perfonn the 
necessary minimum repairs required for basic preservation of the 
building. This would then provide a basis on which negotiation 
and contracts for other funding and building tenants could be 
conducted." 

For the seminary building, 2.6 million dollars are needed to provide drainage, 
structual analysis and seismic reenforcement, roofing repair, miscellaneous 
door and window repair, electric system improvements, fire alarm system 
rehabilitation, miscellaneous public space improvements, insulation and stonn 
windows, air conditioning/heating and ventilation, separate-sex, handicapped 
accessible toilets and interior remodeling. Of this amount, about $400,000 
will be in the form of tenant rent allowances for interior improvements they 
will install as part of their rental contracts. 

For the pool and gym buildings, approximately .9 million dollars are needed 
to provide new heating systems in each building, a new wood gym floor, electrical 
device and fire alann system rehabilitation, miscellaneous repairs, modification 
of restroom facilities, access upgrading, insulation and miscellaneous refinishing. 

The estimated annual operating cost of the reconmended use of all three renovated 
buildings is $270,000. This does not include prorated utility or custodial and 
maintenance costs for rented spaces as these will be paid for by the tenants. 
It is estimated that the gross annual income will be $687,000. If the capital 
investment is amortized at 12 percent interest over a 20 year period, the 
recommended use could result in an annual net operating cost (loss) of $45,000. 
Income projections are based on 100 percent office space occupancy and 40 to 90 
percent community/recreation hall occupancy, depending on the day of the week 
and time of day. 

Recognizing that a two to three year time schedule may be required for acti
vation of the Implementation Plan, the consulting team evaluated the interim 
"Impacts" of several "Non-Use" alternatives. These options are: 

a. '"Mothballing' of structure(s), in which case minimum maintenance 
and supervision of the building is perfonned to preserve it for future 
use." This alternative would be achieved at an initial cost of 
approximately $686,000 and an annual operating cost of $120,000. 
It would result in a basic stabilization of the structures with no 
further deterioration. Most of the initial costs would be recoverable 
when the buildings were reactivated. 

b. "Abandonment of s tructure(s), in which case no maintenance or use of 
(the) building(s) takes place. 11 The study team detennined that the conse
quences of abandonment would be as follows: 
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For the seninary building: 

11 
••• barring complete inattention, structual damage to the 

building is unlikely with a five-to-ten year vacancy period. 
Interior damage will occur within a much shorter period, but 
it is conceivable that the building could stand idle for one 
to three years with little increase in deterioration, i.e., that 
the future cost of repair would not equal the current cost of 
preventing deterioration. 11 

For the gymnasium: 

"In the absence of further attention, mildew and rot may continue 
at a slow rate, with the result that substantial rehabilitation 
of the interior, especially at the locker and office wings, would 
be required within two years if reuse is anticipated. Since some 
of this work would be required even if reuse were undertaken 
immediately, the long-term costs of abandonment may not be unreason
able, provided the building is regularly inspected for leakage and 
other conditions that might result in more rapid deterioration, 
and provided that it is protected from vandalism." 

For the swimming pool: 

"Because of the structural probl ens with the swimming pool and 
moisture problems within the building, abandonment of the 
swimming pool building will result in very significant deterio
ration of the pool and structure within a two-year period. 11 

As a short term holding action, the consultants recommend: 

11 (1) Operating one or more of the existing oil-fired boilers to 
maintain minimum tenperatures; 

(2) Repairing existing fans to circulate air; 

(3) Repairing broken windows and footing drains to keep out 
moisture; 

(4) Spot-patching roof leaks to keep out moisture. 

The consultant team feels this approach might be valid for up to 
two years. Beyond that point, more permanent mothballing actions 
a re required." 

The Commission's approved 1981-83 capital budget includes funds for initial day 
use development, basic repairs and renovation to the swimming pool facility 
and to provide a water service connection to the local water service district 
for fire protection and public use. These improvements are estimated to cost 
approximately $480,000 and are now being implemented. 
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Parks staff has already initiated various repairs and projects for each of the 
structures to respond to these recommendations to basically hold the buildings 
in their present condition. These holding actions are being addressed as part 
of the approved 1981-83 capital budget to the degree feasible within appropriated 
funds. 

Consistent with ESB 4022, State Parks staff is working with King County Parks 
staff to prepare a cooperative agreement for the county to operate the swimming 
pool. According to correspondence, ''King County would program those facilities, 
including hiring all personnel, providing all program supplies and equipment 
and all basic maintenance costs, including the basic custodial, though our 
programming people would be in a position to do the light custodial normally 
associated with programming 11

• State Parks would pay utility costs and provide 
major building and pool repair and upkeep. Final approval of this agreement 
is subject to action by the King County Executive, King County Council and 
the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission. The heating costs for 
the pool alone using the existing system is estimated between $60,000-$83,000 
annually. 

Following review, staff has prepared an 11environmental checklist 11 and 
11threshol d determinat1on 11 finding that the action proposed by the Commission 
is minor and the environmental effects are not significant. 

REQUESTED ACTION: 

That the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission: 

1. Receive staff's "Final Declaration of Non-Significance" that the 
proposed action is minor and the environmental effects are not 
significant. 

2. Find that the consulting team's recommended uses for the main Saint 
Edward seminary building, the gymnasium and the swinvning pool 
are basically consistent with previous ConmissiGn adopted planning 
philosophy and directives. 

3. Concur with the consultant team's recommendations that the main 
Saint Edward seminary building be used for a combination 
Conmunity/Recreation Hall and Offices primarily for recreation and 
natural resource oriented tenants and that the gymnasium and 
swinming pool be operated as public recreation facilities. 

4. Concur with the consultant team's recommendation that management of 
the building complex consisting of the seminary, pool and gymnasium 
buildings be through a non-profit or public corporation under the 
supervision of the appropriate state agency. (.G'.-~ A...t ..... ~-~ 

5. Authorize the Director or designee. to report the results of the study 
to the 1 egislature by December 1, 1981. l ~ _ EJ :.- e..J~ hr ..-..__._ 
},( ~ _ & rrGr r{-1 6--'1 . ' 



[ ] PROPOSED 
[X] FINAL 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: 

DECLARATION OF [X] NON-SIGNIFICANCE 
[ ] SIGNIFICANCE 

The Washington State Parks and Recreation Convnission staff have been reviewing 
possible uses for the St. Edward Seminary building at St. Edward State Park 
since about 1977, when Parks first learned that the 316 acre site would be available 
for purchase. The site contains about 3000 feet of undeveloped shoreline on Lake 
Washington, the largest parcel remaining undeveloped in one block. 

Recently, the legislature directed State Parks to study the range of uses to 
which the Seminary building could be put. That study has concluded that the 
80,000 + square foot building could be most effectively used for a Community 
Hall and Recreation and Natural Resource Center. That is to say, the basement 
and ground floor could be used for a Community Hall and recreation-oriented 
offices and that the 2nd, 3rd and 4th floors could be used for staff offices 
for public or quasi-public or private natural resource agency personnel. 
Examples could be the Department of Game regional office, the National Park 
Service headquarters or State Parks offices. 

The action proposed by the Co~mission at this time is simply to affirm that the 
consultant's finding is compatible to good park planning and that a non-profit 
or public corporation should be established to manage the building complex 
under the direction of the Washington State Department of General Administration. 
The consultant's report and Commission finding will be forwarded to the legisla
ture by December 1, 1981, as directed. 

No construction or building alteration will occur as a result of this Commission 
approval. Eventually, if the legislature concurs and provides funding, 
conversion of the building and construction of 250-350 additional parking spaces 
may occur. 

Form P&R R-27 (1 of 2) 
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PROPONENT: Washing 
~~ ·-~----~-----~----~----~----~ 

LOCATIOtl OF PROPOSAL: 

St. Edward State Park is located on the northeast shore of Lake Washington about 
l~ miles south of Kenmore. 

Lead Agency: Washington State Park and Recreation CpUljljssion 

It has been determined that this l (wxllXRMXR) 1 1 proposa (w,1.11 not have} a s gn f 1 cant adverse 
(. ~ y . . ' 

EIS (~~ not) required under RCW 43.21C.030(2}(c}. impact upon the environment. An 

This decision was made after review by the lead agency of a completed checklist 

and other infonnation on file with . the lead agency. 

Res pons i b 1 e Official : __ o.._av ... i ..... dL....UW.-.....H...,e._.i ..... s .... er._
1 
......... E_.._P _____________ _ 

Position/Title: Chief, Environmental Coordination 

Dat~#.?)'Jtf'? Sig~~~"'-
/ I 

"All Washington State Parks are developed and maintained for 
the enjoyment of all persons regardless of age, sex, creed, 
ethnic origin, or physical limitations." 

Porm P&R R-27 (2 of 2) 
(Rev. 1/80) -B-



ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

I. BACKGROUND 

1. Name of Proponent: Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 
7150 Cleanwater Lane 2. Address: 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Phone No.: 753-2016 

3. Date Checklist Submitted: November 5, 1981 
4. Agency Requiring Checklist: 

Washington State Parks and Recreation Corrmission 

5. Name of Proposal: (if applicable) 
St. Edward State Park - King County Building Use Study - Requested 

Action 

6. Nature and brief descri tion of ro osal: 

Form P&R R-43-1 
(Rev. 1/80) 

Including, but not limite to, its size, general design elements, and 
other factors that will give an accurate understanding of its scope 
and nature.) 

See Declaration 
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Location of ro osal: 

Environmental Checklist 
(continued) 

. ,.. 

7. 
escr1 e t e p ys1cal setting of the proposal, as well as the extent of 

the land area affected by any environmental impacts, including any other 
information needed to give an accurate understanding of the environmental 
setting of the proposal.) 

See Declaration 

8. Estimated date for completion of proposed action: December 1. 1981 

9. List of all permits, licenses, or government approvals required for the 
proposal: (Federal, state and local--including rezones) 

None for this Commission action; in fact, the Corrmission wa$ directed 
to do the study and provide the results to the legislature by December 
1, 1981 and was appropriated up to $100,000 to conduct .the study. 

Form P&R R-43-2 
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10. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or future activity 
related to or connected with this proposal? If yes, explain. 

Yes, this is a report of research conducted by consultants hired by the 
State Parks Commission. If the Conunission concurs with the consultant 
and that later the legislature agrees with those findings and funds the 
construction/renovation, then the Department of General Administration 
or another state agency may be involved. 

11. Do you know of any plans by others which may affect the property covered 
by your proposal? If yes, explain. 

No, this is a synopsis of all research to date. 

12. Attach any other application form that has been completed regarding the 
proposal. If none has been completed, but is expected to be filed at 
some future date, describe the nature of such application fonn. 

None 

Form P&R R-43-3 
(Rev. 1/80) 
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
'{AlT "yes,\-ancr1rmayTie" answers require an explanation.) 

(1) Earth - Will the proposal result in: 
(a) Unstable earth conditions or changes 

in geologic substructures? 
(b) Disruptions, displacements, compaction 

orovercovering of the soil? 
(c) Change in topography or ground surface 

relief features? 
(d) The destruction, covering or 

modification of any unique geological 
or physical features? 

(e) Any increase in wind or water erosion 
of soils, either on or off the site? 

(f) Changes in deposition or erosion of 
beach sands, or changes in siltation, 
deposition or erosion which may modify 
the channel of a river or a stream, or 
the bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet 
or lake? 

Explanation: 

YES MAYBE NO 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

NOTE: This action by the Commission will not result in any new construction 
or building conversion. As noted above th.,.-S--is merely an affirmation of the 
consultant's finding of possible uses of the Seminary building, so no impacts 
will result from this Co111T1ission action. At such time as a course of action 
is established by the legislature and funding provided, environmental impacts 
can be addressed in detail and detailed environmental analysis will be 
performed at that time by the responsible official. 

Form P&R R-43-4 
(Rev. 1/80) -4-



(2) Ai.r. - Will the proposal result in: 

(a) Air emissions or deterioration of 
ambient air quality? 

(b) The creation of objectionable odors? 
(c) Alteration of air movement, moisture 

or temperature, or any change in 
climate, either locally or 
r.egionally? 

Explanation: 

(3) 

Form P&R R-43-5 
(Rev. 1/80) 

Water - Will the proposal result in: 

(a) Changes in currents, or the course 
or direction of water movements, 
in either marine or fresh waters? 

(b) Changes in absorption rates, drainage 
patterns, or the rate and amount of 
surface water runoff? 

(c) Alterations to the course or flow 
of flood waters? 

(d) Change in the amount of surface 
water in any water body? 

(e) Discharge into surface waters, 
or in any alteration of surface 
water quality, including but not 
limited to temperature, dissolved 
oxygen or turbidity? 

(f) Alteration of the direction or 
rate of flow of ground waters? 

(g) Change in the quantity of ground 
waters, either through direct 
additions or withdrawals, or through 
interception of an aquifier by cuts 
or excavations? 

-5-

YES MAYBE 

YES MAYBE 

NO 

x 
x 

x 

NO 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 



(h) Deterioration in ground water 
quality, either through direct 
injection, or through the seepage 
of leachate, phosphates, detergents, 
waterborne virus or bacteria, or 
other substances into ground waters? 

(i) Reduction in the amount of water 
otherwise available for public 
water supplies? 

Explanation: 

(4) Flora - Will the proposal result 1n: 
(a} Change in the diversity of species, 

or numbers of any species of flora 
(inc 1 udi ng trees, shrubs, grass,. 
crops, microflora or aquatic plants)? 

(b) Reduction of the numbers of any unique, 
rare or endangered species of flora? 

(c) Introduction of new species of flora 
into an area, or a barrier to the 
normal replenishment of existing 
species? 

(d) Reduction in acreage of any 
agricultural crop? 

Explanation: 

Fo~ P&R R-43-6 
(Rev. 1/80) 
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YES MAYBE NO 

x 

x 

YES MAYBE .NO 

x 

x 

x 

x 



(5) fauna - Will the proposal result in: 
(a) Changes in the diversity of species, 

or numbers of any species of fauna 
(birds, land animals, including 
reptiles, fish and shellfish, benthic 
organisms, insect or microfauna)? 

(b} Reduction of the numbers of any 
unique, rare or endangered species 
of fauna? 

(c} Introduction of new species of 
fauna into an area, or result in 
a barrier to the migration or 
movement of fauna? 

(d) Deterioration to existing fish 
or wildlife habitat? 

Explanation: 

(6} Noise - Will the proposal increase 
existing noise levels? 

Explanation: 

(7} Light and Glare - Will the proposal 
produce new light or glare? 

Explanation: 

Form P&R R-43-7 
(Rev. 1/80) 
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YES MAYBE 

YES MAYBE 

YES MAYBE 

NO 

x 

x 

x 

x 

NO 

x 

NO 

x 



(8) Land Use - Will the proposal result in 
the alteration of the present or 
planned land use of an area? 

Explanation: 

(9) Natural Resources - Will the proposal 
result in: 

(a) Increase in the rate of use of 
any natural resources? 

(b) Depletion of any nonrenewable 
natural resource? 

Explanation: 

f'ofln P&R R-43-8 
(Rev. 1/80) 
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e 
YES MAYBE NO 

x 

MAYBE NO 

x 

x 



(10) Risk of Upset - Does the proposal involve 
a risk of an explosion or the release 
of hazardous substances (including, 
but not limited to oil, pesticides, 
chemicals or radiation) in the event 
of an accident or upset conditions? 

Explanation: 

(11) Population - Will the proposal alter the 
location, distribution, density or 
growth rate of the human population 
of an area? 

Explanation: 

(12) Housing - Will the proposal affect existing 
housing or create a demand for 
additional housing? 

Explanation: 

Form P&R R-43-9 
(Rev. 1/80) 
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YES MAYBE NO 

x 

YES MAYBE NO 

x 

YES MAYBE NO 

x 
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(Rev. 1/80) 

-10-



(14) Public Services - Will the proposal have 
any effect upon, or result in a need 

(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

for new or altered governmental services 
in any of the following areas? 

Fire protection? 
Police protection? 
Schools? 
Parks or other recreational 
facilities? 
Maintenance of public facilities 
including roads? 
Other governmental services? 

Explanation: 

(15) . Energy - l~ill the proposal result in: 
(a) Use of substantial amounts of fuel 

or energy? 
(b) Demand upon existing sources 

of energy, or require the 
development of new or altered 
sources of energy? 

Explanation: 

Form P&R R-43-11 
(Rev. 1/80) 
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YES MAYBE NO 

x 
x 
x 

x 

x 
x 

YES MAYBE NO 

x 

x 



(i 6) Utilities - Will the proposal result in 
a need for new systems, or altera-
tions to the following utilities: 

(a) Power or natural gas? 
(b) Conmunications systems? 
(c) Water? 
(d) Sewer or septic tanks? 
(e) Storm water drainage? 
( f) Solid waste and disposal? 

Explanation: 

(17) Human Health - Will the proposal.result 
in the creation of any health 
hazard or potential health hazard 
(excluding inental health)? 

Explanation: 

(18) Aesthetics - Will the proposal result 
1n the obstruction of any scenic 
vista or view open to the public, 
or will the proposal result in the 
creation of an aesthetically 
offensive site open to public view? 

Explanadon: 

~orm P&R R-43-12 
(Rev. 1/80) 
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YES MAYBE NO 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

YES MAYBE NO 

x 

YES MAYBE NO 

x 



. .. . .. 

(19) Recreation - \~ill the proposal result in 
-· - ·· ··-a-r11ITipact upon the qua 1 ity or quantity 

of existing recreational opportunities? 

Explanation: 

(20) Archaeological/Historical - Will the 
proposal result in an alteration 
of a significant archaeological or 
historical site, structure, object 
or building? 

Explanation: 

YES MAYBE NO 

x 

YES MAYBE NO 

x 

III. SIGNATURE 
I, the undersigned, state that to the best of my knowledge the above 
information is true and complete. It is understood that the lead agency 
may withdraw any declaration of non-significance that it might issue fn 
reliance upon this checklist should there be any willful misrepresentation 
or willful lack of full disclosure on 11\Y part. 

oat~J·/7n 
7 

Form P&R R-43-13 
(Rev. 1/80) 

Proponent:~~ 
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WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION NOV t 0 RECD 

AGENDA 

DATE: November 19, 1981 
9 a.m. TIME: 

PLACE: Leopold Hotel (Regency Room} 
1224 Cornwall Avenue 
Be 11 i nghatn 

A. MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING 

B. AGENDA 

1. Additions 
2. Deletions 

C. MONTHLY REPORTS 

1. Area Report 
2. Fiscal Report 

D. OLD BUS !NESS 

1. Saint Edward State Park - King County - Building Use Study. Requested Action 

E. NEW BUSINESS 

1. Fort Worden State Park - Jefferson County· Assignment of Food Service 
Contract - Requested Action 

2. CaMpfire Wood Sales - Requested Action 
3. Lake Chelan, Moses Lake, Osoyoos Lake State Veterans Memorial and Deception 

Pass State Parks' Concession Agreements • Renewals • Requested Action 
4. Licenses and Pennits Issued and Accepted Under Blanket Authority and Re

quest for Expanded Blanket Authority - Sununary Report and Requested Action 
5, Sequim Bay State Park - Clallam County - Temporary Fire Station - Requested 

Action 
6. WAC 352.32-210 - Consumption of Alcohol in State Park Areas .• Revision -

Requested Action 

F. SPECIAL REPORTS 

1. 1981-83 Budget Cuts 
2. Attendance Report and Analysis - Su1TBT1er of '81 vs Summer of 180 
3. Manual Campsi'te Reservati'on System and Information Center 1981 Report 
4. Boat Moorage Fee Proposal - Report 

G. SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS 

1. Service Pin Awards (10 a.m.} 

H. COMMISSIONERS' REPORTS 

I. DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

J. LOCAL PRESENTATIONS 

K. NEXT MEETING 

L. ADJOURNMENT 



JOHN SPELLMAN 
Governor 

ST A TE OF WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
7150 Cleanwater Lane, KY- 11 • Olympia, Washington 98504 • (206) 753-5755 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

November 11 , 1981 

All Interested Parties ~ ~ ~ 

T. J. France, Chief - Site Planning & Acqu~ 

Saint Edward State Park - King County -
Building Use Study - Requested Action 

The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission ' s monthly 
meeting will be held Thursday, November 19, 1981, at the Leopold 
Hotel, Regency Room, Bellingham, Washington, beginning at 9 a.m. 

We are attaching a·copy of the agenda item which the Commission 
will be considering. No specific time has been established for 
action on this item. 

If you cannot attend the meeting but wish to comment, please write 
so that your letter can be made a part of the records. 

bh 
Attachment 
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Mr. Bender: 

THE SEMINARY BUILDING AT ST. EDWARDS 

r 

Our first and only concern is that the building was acquired with 
funds dedicated to public ourdoor recreation. Any reality adquired 
with these funds must be used for public outdoor recreation or sup
port for a recreation program. The operative language in the leg
islalion is Section 6(f) (3) -- "No properly cJcquired or developed 
with assistance under this section sha+l, without the approval of 
the Secretary, be converted to other than public outdoor recreation 
uses. The Secretary shall approve such conversion*** only 
upon such conditions as he deems necessary to assure the sub
stution of other recreation properties of at least equal fair 
market value and of reasonably equilivant asefulness and location." 

Our file does 
the building. 
$ l . 5 mi l l ion . 
the appraisal 

not contain any factual information on the cost of 
There is a second-hand report from Sid indicating 
A contact with IAC would be necessary to see what 

says. 

--Uses that are unquestionabl e legal are those which direct l y 
support a ou t door recreation program. These types of uses were 
discussed in a 1/8/79 letter to Washington State Parks (copy 
attached). 

--Uses which are "discretionary" would be those that fit t he 
developing pol icy of secondary, compatable, and supportive of a 
recreation program -- not necessarily outdo~r recreation. Examples 
would be a community center, arts and craftscenter, senior center, o r 
indoor recreation uses. 

--Us s that would not be acceptable are such things as general 
offices (publid or private), commercial sales, resturant, or warehouse. 

--Tea ring it down is acceptable. 

NOTES: Our 1/8/79 letter indicat e s that unacceptable uses would 
result in our recovery of funds. I beli eve the correct posit ion is 
replacement of land. 

In the confu s sion of reorganization, we should not over look the 
piVitol role of the state in the L&wCF program. Our outside actions 
and discussions should include IAC. Their rules are paramount to 
ours to the extent they do not violate our policies. IAC's funds 
are restricted too and, as an example, they may not be able to 

al low indoor recreation use or a co,,.nun~;~ 

I 

D6nald J. Ketter 
7/30/8 1 
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STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION . 
7150 Cleanwater Lane, Olympia, Washington 98504 206/753-5757 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor 

Charles H. Odegaard, Director 

Honorable John D. Spellman 
King County Executive 
King County Courthouse 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

Dear Mr. Spellman: 

June 11 , 1979 

GJ . 72-794-0720 

I am sorry to inform you that no capital funds were approved by the 
1979 Legislature for needed improvements at Saint Edward State Park. 

This lack of funding precipitates the following serious immediate and 
potential actions as related to King County residents: 

l. Swimming pool - will remain closed for at least another three years. 

2. Gymnasium - will remain closed for at least another three years for 
most activities. 

3. Day use - will remain rather limited due to a lack of additional 
parking space, sanitation, and picnic areas. 

4. Overall - as you are aware, we are presently obtaining our entire 
water supply through the courtesy of Saint Thomas Seminary and 
their spring system. Since we did not secure funds for the water 
system, we will be obligated to consider closing the entire park 
should a dry summer or some other unforeseen problem cause our 
water supply to be curtailed. 

I am sure this information disappoints you as much as it does me, but 
the real disappointment must be to the residents of King County who 
badly need the recreational facilities that would have been provided. 

As you know, the structures at Saint Edward State Park are under the 
direct control of the Department of General Administration. However, 
we have worked ~ooperatively with them to maximize the recreational 
opportunities at Saint Edward and propose that King County and State 
Parks continue to pursue alternate methods of funding this recreational 
development. 



r .- • John D. Spellman - 2 - June 11, 1979 

The purpose of this letter is to seek county assistance regarding 
those developments needed for the state/county cooperative program. 
To that end we are requesting your financial support in the amount 
of approximately $554,000 to do the following: 

1. Bring water from the water district to the buildings. 

2. Remodel the pool and gymnasium as previously coordinated with 
your staff. 

3. Expand the parking area to accommodate 100 more users. 

4. Install safety lighting and other miscellaneous amenities. 

5. Develop picnic areas and sanitary facilities. 

We would be pleased to work with you or your designee concerning this 
and sincerely hope we will receive a favorable response from you. 

Sifincerely, • 
,--, ... .,,,, · /'I!' 

(_ {' {ti:,li_/ ,{/ ~~."..J/- .~_.,~/ 
I 

Charles H. Ode1faa rd 
Director 

jap 

cc: Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 
WSPRC's Saint Edward Advisory Committee 
WSPRC Executive Staff Members 
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STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 

TO: 

D1xy L~ R.iy 
Gouernor 

7 I 50 Clc.111\''" '"' l anc, Olymp1.i , W.1sh111glnn 9!!504 

Chdrll!s H. Odegadrd, Director 

March 19, 1979 

Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 

FROM: Charles H. Odegaard, Director 

RE: E-3 St. Edward State Park - Building Uses -
Report and Requested Action 

DATA: 

Per legislative directive acquisition of St. Edward State Park property was 
completed by the Department pf General Administration in the fall of 1977 
and also by legislative directive an agreement between the Department and 
the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission for administration of 
the grounds was executed. 

The 314 acre site is located within King County on the northeast shore of 
Lake Washington. The site, with its 3,000 feet of low bank shoreline, is 
the largest undeveloped parcel of land remaining on the lake. The property 
is readily accessible to more than a million persons in the greater 
Seattle-Metropolitan area. The St. Edward Seminary site, as it exists 
today, has all of the necessary elements of a great park in an urban area. 

To assist the Commission in its planning for use of the grounds, a contract 
was entered into with the landscape architect firm of Jongejan/Gerrard/ 
Associates. The consulting firm was specifically charged with the respon
sibility of developing alternate land use proposals. 

At its December 1977 meeting, the Commission appointed the St. Edward 
Advisory Committee to evaluate the consultant's proposed plans and to seek 
additional public input. The Committee was composed of: 

Federal Government - John Hough, Assistant to the Secretary of 
Interior, Seattle; 

King County - Jack Lynch, Director, Department of Planning 
and Community rievelopment, Seattle; 

State Legislature - Senator Alan Bluechel, Kirkland ; 

Archdiocese of Seattle - John St. Martin, Seattle; • 

Area Citizen - Mrs. John Halloran, Bothell; 

Education ad hoc committee - Dick Ramsey, Kenmore; 

206/753-5757 

' 
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St. Edward State Park -2- March 19, 1979 

Co-chairman - Vernon L. Barnes, Director, State Department of 
General Administration, Olympia; 

Co-chairman - Charles H. Odegaard, Director, State Parks and 
Recreation Commission, Olympia. 

On March 20, 1978, the Commission formally adopted the Committee's recom
mended statement of planning philosophy to guide staff in preparation of 
the future site plans for development and operation of the site. The 
Commission also formally named the acquired site St. Edward State Park. 

All future planning, develo'P"'ent and operaation of the g'l"Ounds shall 
be aimed at rraintaining the natur>al char>acter of the beach area, 
hillside, canyons, and open meadows. Necessary high density 
facilities such as the swimming beach, picnic sites, sport fields 
and sanitary facilities shall be kept Pelatively small in Biae and 
clustered to rra:cimiae the amount of natur>al areas to accommodate 
low density and dispersed recreational uses which will be 
encour>aged. 

All structures and facilities shall be designed to blend with the 
natur>al setting of the site by use of native materials ujhenever 
possible. All structures and parking areas shall be clustered in 
pockets to reduce potential impact on the natur>al environment. No 
parking areas are to be constructed west of the Seminary structure. 

Only foot traaffic will be allowed off of park 'l"Oads, with the 
exception for specific needs such as handicapped access and ser
vice vehicles. No camping facilities will be developed. 

St. Edward State Park was officially dedicated April 16, 1978, and 
emergency funds were appropriated by Governor Ray to open the grounds to 
the general public from June 1, 1978, to January 21, 1979. Funds to con
tinue operation through June 30, 1979, were approved by the Office of 
Financial Management through transfer of unexpended insurance premium 
allotments. 

On June 1, 1978, an agreement was consummated with the Department of 
General Administration to allow use of the seminary building and gymnasium 
to accommodate a residential Young Adult Conservation Corp, program admin
istered by State Parks. Approximately 80 young people are presently 
residing in the seminary building ~ile working and learning in area city, 
county and state parks. 

Two public meetings were conducted by the Committee in the general vicinity 
of St. Edward State Park. Approximately 40 individual and/or groups 
expressed their views and recommendations. Subsequently, the committee met 
in work session and recommends the following building~ to the 
Commission for its consideration. 
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St. Edward State Park -3- March 19, 1979 

RECOMMENDATION 

I. SWIMMING POOL 

The 25-meter indoor facility should be utilized as a public recreation 
swimming pool, administered by King County Parks. 

I I. GYMNASIUM 

The gym and stage should be utilized as a public recreation facility, 
administered by King County Parks. 

III. TEMPORARY CLASSROOM BUILDING AND LOG CABIN 

The classroom building and log cabin should be eliminated as they are 
in very poor condition, present a safety hazard, and are not aestheti
cally in keeping with the building or grounds. 

IV. SEMINARY BUILDING 

1. Primary Use 

a. Utilization as a permanent facility to accommodate and 
facilitate the Commission's Youth Development Conservation 
Corp program. 

b. Accommodate St. Edward State Park administrative offices. 

1 .. ~ .1'7'rrt ,.._,Lo.':. --?> c. 
'f.of o,,.;fA. ,- rce.-rc,.;f,. "'-'. 

Provide office space for King County Parks' pool and gym 
staff if King County administers the pool and gym. 

2. Secondary Use 

Secondary use should be considered if space and program coor
dination can be satisfied: 

a. Youth hostel program 

rd"'-" 0 ir re't"e,,;f.~._ "'r1.,.t?-b. Public recreaton meeting rooms 

~ ....,4_c.-f e~fe...t ..., .. ~/ - c. Interpretive education room in cooperation with the Seattle 
~.:.- f f'r,..f ",.,:tA:> .. r _, Audubon Society. 
cc.-re<l(t'....... "-Je "f .>7.£~;. ? 

Recommendation (Priority 2): 

1. Primary Use 

v,,J.£1,'( -<.e.e.-e1t ~.·.r - Utilize as a public recreation/cultural arts center, administered 
by King County Parks. 



. . . 
I I 

' 

St. Edward State Park -4- March 19, 1979 

2. Secondary Uses 

a. 

-JI! __. b. 
/lO. 

Youth hostel 

Interpretive education room in cooperation with Audubon 
Society. 

The Committee felt strongly that utilization of the facilities be for 
recreation-related programs, and that any alternative recreation uses 
beyond Seminary Building Priority 1 be carefully analyzed as to impact on 
the park, i.e., parking, traffic control. 

Governor Ray has recommended $850,000 in capital project funds for first 
phase development and operating impact funds of $259,000 for the 1979-81 
biennium. If the capital and operating impact funds are not approved, the 
pool and gymnasium will not be open to the general public due to inadequate 
restroom , dressing facilities, parking areas, water supply and operating 
costs. 

The King County Parks Department has indicated a willingness to assume 
administration of the swimming pool and gymnasium upon completion of 
phase I development, with the understanding that State Parks will provide 
operating funds for utility costs. 

The Committee's report has been reviewed and approved by Vernon L. Barnes, 
Director of General Administration, by Maurice Lundy, Regional Director, 
Pacific Northwest Region, Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, and 
is recommended for your consideration. 

Following review, staff has determined that the action proposed by the 
Commission is exempt from the State Environmental Policy Act of 1971 under 
WAC 352-10-170-l(k)l(m)7(h). 

REQUESTED ACTION: 

That the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission: 

1. Express appreciation to the members of the Saint Edward Advisory 
Committee. 

2. Formally adopt the Committee's recommendation for building utili 
zation to guide staff in preparat ion of future building plans 
and for programming, renovation and operation. 
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STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
7150 Clcdnw.1t l!r l.Jnc , 01,·111111a, w ... 11111glon Clll.~04 M.S. l( Y -1 , 206. 7SJ. 5755 

TO: 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor 

All Interested Parties 

March 9, 1979 

FROM: Steve Bly, Assistant Director, Operations .5t3 

f0Jr5F' ~··· 
U\\1s ·-J 

MAR 151979 

~ lllflo.JOl lRU 
·--·-- .:....: C'rrlef 

RE: E-3 St. Edward State Park - Building Uses - Report and Requested Action 

The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission's monthly meeting 
will be held Monday, March 19, 1979 at the Rivershore Inn in Richland, 
Washington beginning at 9 a.m. 

At that meeting, the Corrnnission will be considering action upon the 
attached proposal. 

You are welcome to attend the meeting and make your comments known to 
the Commission. If you cannot attend the meeting but wish to corrment, 
please write to me so that your letter can be made a part of the record. 

jg 
Attachment 



STATE OF 
WASHINGTON WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 

Oixy Lee Ray 
Gouernor 

7150 Cleanwater Lane, Olympia, Washington 98504 

Charles H. Odegaard, Director 

March 8, 1979 

Mr. Maurice Lundy 
Heritage Conservation and Recreation 

Service 
990 Federal Building 
915 - 2nd Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98174 

Dear Maury: 

1trn1TASE co1 . .,..,.,,.. ,...,. • ~ -.... 

Please find enclosed the St. Edward State Park agenda item relative 
to building use recommendations. 

The item will be presented to the Washington State Parks and 
Recreation Commission at its regular monthly meeting in Richland, 
Washington, March 19, Rivershore Motor Inn, 50 Comstock at 9:00 A. M. 

We would welcome your presence at the meeting, although it is not 
imperative that you attend. 

If you have questions, please contact Mr. Odegaard, as I will 
be out of the office until March 20. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Bly 
Assistant Director for Operations 

ps 

cc: Charles H. Odegaard, Director 

Encl. 

206/753-5757 
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Charles H. Odegaard, Director ~I·. ~ ~~ 
~ashington State Parks and 

Recreation Commission ~ ~ ~ ~:~~ ~ 
7150 Cleanwater Lane ~i ~~ 
Olympia, Washington 98504 ' I;.- • ~ __ 

Dear Chuck: ,. - ' -· 
This is in response to Assistant Director Bly'e request of December 21, 
1978, for information relating to proposed uses of the large seminary build
ing at St. Edward's Park that would be acceptaBle to the Heritage Conserva
tion and Recreation Service (HCRS). As you know, the St. Edward's site was 
acquired with grant assistance from the Land and Water Conservation Fund, 
which ~as established to aid in the acquisition and/or development of areas 
and facilities which contribute to the nation's outdoor recreation estate. 

Any use of the seminary building must be secondary and compatible to t he 
outdoor park use of the St. Edward's site. Also, any disposition of the 
building space should provide some kind of support for outdoor recreation. 
We could allow the following uses of the main seminary building: 

1. Park ma11ager/caretaker residential space, provided it can be demonstrated 
that there is an actual need for a resident manager in order to run St. 
Edward's Park. 

2. Office space for recreation staff personnel. Again, there has to be a 
genuine need for this in order to conduct a full time recreation program 
at this one park site. 

3. A food concession area for park patrons, as long as the facility is not 
too elaborate. 

4. Storage space for recreation equipment and park maintenance equipment. 

5. A park maintenance shop area, provided there is an actual need for 
in order to adequately maintain St. Edward's Park. 



Space for an interpretive display area. as long as the displays do not 
go beyond interpreting the park area. 

Space for use as a dormitory or "youth bosJtel", tf it can be shown that 
such a use ties in with the outdoor recreation functions of the park 
(e.g •• metropolitan summer camp, etc.). 

We understand that currently ther are a number of Young Adult Conserva
tion Corps workers being housed in the seminary building. These workers 
are routinely transported to the vario.us state parka in the Horthwest 
portion of Washington where they do- park maintenance work and then are 
returned to the seminary building at the end of the working day. We 
have determined that use of part of the seminary building for this ,pur
pose is also acceptable. 

Any other proposed disposition of the seminary building would have to be 
cleared in advance through both the IAC and HCRS. Also• in the event that 
the building is used for something othor than outdoor recreation or outdoor 
recreation support to which we canno reach an agreement. we wo~lct have to 
recover that portion of the L&l~CF grant attributable to the purchase of the 
building, as well as the prorated value. if any, of parking areas, roads, 
and other improvements whic eontribute support to a non-conforming us of 
the structure. 

We hope that this information is useful to you and that this matter can be 
resolved 4n the near future. 

cc: 
Bob Wilder, IAC 
file 
reading 
chrono 
GIA 
HASKINS:bah:Ol-04-78 

Sincerely .yours, 

Maurice H. undy 

Maurice H. Lundy 
Regional Director 



. "' 
STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

• 
WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
7150 Cleanwaler Lane, Olympia, Washington 98504 

Charles H. Odegaard, Director 

December 29, 1978 

St. Edward Advisory Committee 
and All Interested Persons 

Steven W. Bly, Assistant . . a. 
Di rector for Operations <-.:3'C_.,_,....>-S!- '-..J ~ 

NEXT MEET! NG 

The next meeting of the St. Edward Advisory 
Committee will be held January 18 at 7:30 p.m. 
at the Bothell City Hall, 18305 - lOlst N.E., 
Bothell, WA. 98011. 

The purpose of the meeting will be to review and 
discuss future use of the buildings at St. Edward. 

ps 

cc: Executive Staff 

206/753-5757 
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STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

Dixy Lee Ray 
GouPrnor 

WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
7150 C lcanw.1l l!r L.111c, 01""'"''· w .. , 111119ton '111.~04 M.S. l(Y-1 ~ 206 753-5755 

March 9, 1979 

~~=~ - . '~ 
MAR 1 51979 

TO: All Interested Parties 

FROM: Steve Bly, Assistant Director, Operations .St3 

RE: E-3 St. Edward State Park - Building Uses - Report and Requested Action 

The Washington State Parks and Recreation Conmission's monthly meeting 
will be held Monday, March 19, 1979 at the Rivershore Inn in Richland, 
Washington beginning at 9 a.m. 

At that meeting, the Conmission will be considering action upon the 
attached proposal. 

You are welcome to attend the meeting and make your conments known to 
the Commission. If you cannot attend the meeting but wish to coP.ITlent, 
please write to me so that your letter can be made a part of the record. 

jg 
Attachment 



• STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 

Obey Lee Ray 
Gouernor 

7150 Cleanwater Lane, Olympia, Washington 98504 

Charles H. Odegaard, Director 

March 8, 1979 

Mr. Maurice Lundy 
Heritage Conservation and Recreation 

Service 
990 Federal Building 
915 - 2nd Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98174 

Dear Maury: 

'JE[O) 
1979 

llERllMlf. Ci)f.,, .. .,, ...... ~ i ~ ~ 
flOI\ ....... .... 

Please find enclosed the St. Edward State Park agenda item relative 
to building use recommendations. 

The item will be presented to the Washington State Parks and 
Recreation Commission at its regular monthly meeting in Richland, 
Washington, March 19, Rivershore Motor Inn, 50 Comstock at 9:00 A.M. 

We would welcome your presence at the meeting, although it is not 
imperative that you attend. 

If you have questions, please contact Mr. Odegaard, as I will 
be out of the office until March 20. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Bly 
Assistant Director for Operations 

ps 

cc: Charles H. Odegaard, Director 

Encl. 

206/753-5757 
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Charles li. Odegaard, Director 
Washington State Parks and 

Recreation Commission 
7150 Cleanwater Lane 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

Dear Chuck: • • 
r 

j 

This is in response to Assistant Director Bly's request of December. 21, 
1978, for information relating to proposed uses of the large seminary build
ing at St. Edward's Park that would be acceptable to the Heritage Conserva
tion and Recreation Service (HCRS). As you know, the St. Edward's site was 
acquired with grant assistance from the Land and Water Conservation Fund, 
which ~as established to aid in the acquisition and/or development of areas 
and facilities which contribute to the nation's outdoor recreation estate. 

Any use of the seminary building must be secondary and compatible to the 
outdoor park use of the St. Edward's site. Also, any disposition of the 
building space should provide some kind of support for outdoor recreation. 
We could allow the following uses of the main seminary building: 

1. Park manager/caretaker residential space, provided it can be demonstrated 
that there is an actual need for a resident manager in order to run St. 
Edward's Park. 

2. Office space for rec~eation staff personnel. Again, there has to be a 
genuine need for this in order to conduct a full time recreation program 
at this one park site. 

3. A food concession area for park patrons, as long as the facility is not 
too elaborate. 

4. Storage space for recreation equipment and park maintenance equipment. 

5. A park maintenance shop area, provided there is an actual need for one 
in order to adequately maintain St. Edward's Park. 



6. Space for an interpretive display area. as long as the displays do not 
go beyond interpreting the park area. 

' 
7. Space for use as a dormitory or "youth hostel", if it can be sh~ that 

such a use ties 111 with the outdoor recreation functions of the park 
(e.g., metropolitan summer camp, etc.). 

We undeetand that currently there are a number of Young Adulft Conserva
tion Corps workers being housed in the seminary building. These workers 
are routinely transported to the various state parks in the Northwest 
portion of Washington where they do park maintenance work and then are 
returned to the seminary building at the and of the working day. We 
have determined that use of part of the seminary building for this pur
pose is also acceptable. 

Any other proposed disposition of the seminary building would have to be 
cleared in advance through both the IAC and HCRS. Also. in the event that 
the building is used for something othor than outdoor recreation or outdoor 
recreation support to which we cannot reach an agreement. we wo~ld have to 
recover that portion of the L&WCF grant attributable to the purchase of the 
building. as well as the prorated value. if any, of parking areas. roads, 
and other improvements whic\l contribute suppor to a non-conforming use of 
the structure. 

We hope that this information is useful to you and 
resolved in the near future. 

cc: 
Bob Wilder, IAC 
file 
reading 
chrono 
GIA 
HASKINS:bah:Ol-04-78 

--

Sincei-ely }1'.ours, 

Maurice H. Lundy 

Maurice H. Lundy 
Regional Director 
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STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

• 
WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
7150 Cleanwater Lane, Olympia, Washinglon 98504 

Charles H. Odegaard, Direclor 

December 29, 1978 

St. Edward Advisory Conmittee 
and All Interested Persons 

Steven W. Bly, Assistant . . a. 
Di rector for Operations '-::::,\:_L,_,_s:._ '-..:> ~ 

NEXT MEET! NG 

The next meeting of the St. Edward Advisory 
Committee will be held January 18 at 7:30 p.m. 
at the Bothell City Hall, 18305 - lOlst N.E., 
Bothell, WA. 98011. 

The purpose of the meeting will be to review and 
discuss future use of the buildings at St. Edward. 

ps 

cc: Executive Staff 

206/753-5757 
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sible. 
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Forward original and one copy. r 
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RECEIVER: 
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• STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor 

7150 Cleanwater Lane, Olympia, Washington 98504 M. S. KY-11 
Charles H. Odegaard, Director 

November 13, 1978 

IR?~E:== ·-~~~ 
NOV 161978 

IDfTAGE C0NS£RVA TIOO & REC:lf .ATIOH SERVICIO 
llORTHWEST REGIONAi. OFFICE 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The next public meeting to discuss the potential uses for 
buildings within St. Edward State Park is scheduled for 
Tuesday, November 21, 1978, at 7:30 p.m. at Mary Moor County 
Park - Clise Mansion - 6046 West Lake Sammamish Park Way N.E., 
Redmond, WA. 

Hope to see you there. 

Sincerely, 

s~ 
Steve W. Bly 
Assistant Director for Operations 

ps 

206/753-5757 
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STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION 
4800 Capitol Blvd., KP-11, Tumwater, Washington 98504 206/753-7140 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor 

Mr. Maurice H. Lundy 
Regional Director 

Robert L. Wilder, Administrator 

Heritage Conservation Recreation Service 
915 Second Avenue - Room 990 
Seattle, WA 98174 

Dear Mr. Lundy: 

~@:@~aw~~ 
~ :.P 5 1978 

HtlltlAGl 0: iS'" ~" ' 'l'.1:'>~ ' '~ \ ~iU 
ICORlfir/i:;,1 hC11lilll'I. lltt1t;l 

August 30, 1978 

RE: State Dept. of G.A. 
St. Edwards Seminary 
IAC #78-901A 
HCRS #53-00373 

We are submitting for payment the final billing for the St. Edwards 
Seminary project. 

Enclosed are three copies of the billing voucher (OMB 80-R0-181) and a 
final progress report. 

WILDER 
Administrator 

RLW: ls 

Enclosures 



United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

IN REPLY REFER TO : 

5013 . 2 

Honorable Henry M. Jackson 
United States Senate 
Wash ngton, o.c . 20510 

Dear Senator Jacksons 

JAN ~· 197~ 

This responds to your December 20, 1977 , inquiry on behalf of. 
Mr. Hichael F . Rowland, who is opposed to the use of the recreational 
facilities at St . Edwards Seminary by nearby school districts and the 
Recreation Departments of incorporated communities . 'the St. Edwards 
Seminary was acquired with a matching I...and and water Conservation Fund 
grant fr02n this Bureau . 

As the result of Mr. Rowl arn:. ' s concarn, wo asked our Seattle Regional 
Office about the curr~nt status of tho St . J?.dwarde Saminary property. 
We were advised that the State of Wa shinqton will not Oi>"n t ru:t property 
to public use until opel!'ational funds are available . In the interim, 
a committee o f State officials and a __ rep~acntative of _the De_partment 

,of the Interior are devel~ing a plan of use for the Seminary property . 
The committee cernbers are familiar with the requirements for the use 
of lands acquired with Land and Water conservation Fund assistance 
and any plan they develop for park operation should not deny general 
public use of the recreational facilities located on Seminary property . 

We hopo this information will be of BOr.\e valua to Mr. Rowland . 
If we lllll.Y be of further assistance to you, please advise . Your 
enclosure is returned as requested . 

Enclosure 

Sinceroly yours , 

Paul C Pritchard 
_ l\ ;J Chris Therral Delaporte 
.._yr Director 
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COMMIT1T CON 
INTERIOR /\NO INSUL./\R AFFAIRS 

W ASHINGTON. D.C. 2.0510 

Congressiona l Liaison 
eurcau of Outd oor I~ c rca tj on 
D c p <1 rt men t o I th c Interior 
i'1ashington, !J.C. 20240 

Dear Sir: 

'l11e enclosed is respectfully submi ttcd to you 

for every proper consideration. Please provide me 

with a report in duplicate and return the enclosure 

to me with your response. 

Sincerely yours, 

;~~ 

l1ccc ml1cr 20, ]~177 

Henry M. J ackson, U. S. S. 

HMJ: clr11 J 
Enclo~~urc 
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Robert L. Wilder, Administrator 
lnteragency Contnittee for 

Outdoor Recreation 
4800 Capitol Boulevand 
Tumwater, Washington 98504 

Dear Bob: 

DEC 141977 

Several months ago in our effort to obtain the St. Edwards Seminary 
property we were attending frequent meetings and feeling constant pressure 
to get Secretary Andrus to commit Contingency funding, to have the Inter
agency Committee for Outdoor Recreation approve the project and ftunding 
arrangement and to coordinate our activities with Chuck Odegaard, Vernon 
Barnes and the Governor's office. Now that is all in the past and the 
people of the State of Washington have a magnificent new area for a state 
park nearly in the center of the Everett-Seattle-Tacoma Consolidated 
Standard Statistical Area. 

I received the enclosed letter from Secretary Andrus and I thought you 
would appreciate knowing the high evaluation the Secretary placed on the 
acquisition of the St. Edwards Seminary property. 

Bob, it is my opinion that the Seminary purchase is the most important 
land acquisition project the Northwest Region has participated in making 
under the Land and Water Conservation Fund program; further, that it is 
one of the most significant purchases ever made with Land and Water 
Conservation Funds. 

The actions taken by you as the Administrator of the IAC in figuring out 
a method for financing the state portion of the project, your good judge
ment and helpful suggestions during the many strategy sessions for acquiring 
the property, and your ability to convey to your Committee members the 
present and future importance of the Seminary acquisition, are primarily 
responsible for the people of Washington having this excellent new parcel 
of land with lake frontage for their recreational enjoyment. 
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It was a pleasure to work with you, Chuck Odegaard, Mickey Brostrum and 
the Interagency Conmittee for Outdoor Recreation on the Seminary project, 
and I hope we will have many additional opportunities in the future to 
work as "partners 1i1 progress 11 towards our mutual goal of supplying 
recreational opportunities for the public. 

T 

Sincerely yours, 
.. - , .. • 

•• • • • • _.. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Micaela Brostrum 
7821 S.E. 71st St. 
Mercer Island, WA 98040 
file 
Lundy 
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Maurice H. Lundy 

Maurice H. Lundy 
Regional Director 
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WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
7150 Cleanwater Lane, Olympia, Washington 98504 

Charles H. Odegaard, Director 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
Northwest Region 
Federal Building , Room 990 
915 Second Avenue 
Seattl e, WA 98174 

Dear S · : f1!1-~ 

December 5, 1977 

Acquisi t ion of the St. Edward Seminary property was completed on 
November 18, 1977. The enclosed development study was prepared as an 
initial guidel i ne to identify potential land use and development possi
bilities . It is intended that this study be used as a "talking paper" 
for future public hearings and finalization of a development plan for 
the property. Copies of this study are provided compliments of the 
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission. 

vc 
Enclosure 

Charles H. Odegaard 
Director 

~3 

fR? lt ~ lt na 'fJ 
DEC1 21977 LJd} 

Bureau of Outdoor Recrea 
tfrc Nor.th~.st R~qion~. 

206/753-5757 
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November 30, 1977 

Mr. Dave Reynaud, YCC/YACC 
Statewide Coordinator 
Department of Employment Security 
212 Maple Park Drive - KG-11 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Dear. Dave: 

The Washington State Parks and Recreation Cotmlission respectfully submits 
the following proposals for the 1977-78 National Young Adult Conservation 
Corps program: 

1. Fort Worden State Park> Jefferson County - Du1ld1ng #202 

Activation Cost: 
Activation Lead Time: 
Operating Budget/Year 
Camp Size: 

Salaries and Benefits 
6 staff and 40 enrollees 

Work Project Costs 
Housing $12,000 
Transportation 8,000 
Other 5,300 

Food 
Program Direction 
General 

Total 

2. Rock Island Dam Resident Camp . 

Activation Cost: 
Activation Lead Time: 
Operating Budget/Year: 
Camp Size: 

Salaries and Benefits 
2 staff and 15 enrollees 

$ 80,000 
3-6 months 
$423, 100 
40 Coed 

$356,400 

$ 25,300 

$ 20, 100. 
$ 5,300 
$ 16,000 

$423, 100.. 

$ 38,000 
2-3 months 
$159,000 
15 (Coed?) 

$134,000 



Dave Reynaud 

Work Project Costs 
Housing $4,500 
Transportation 3,000 
Other 2,000 

Food 
Program Direction 
General 

Total 

-2-

$ 9,500 

$ 7 ,500. 
$ 2,000 
$ 6,000 

$159,000. 

November 30, 1977 

3. Non-resident Programs, 5 Person Da,y Program 

Operating Budget - Annual 
Salaries and Benefits 

1 staff and 5 enrollees 

General 

Program Direction 

Work Project Costs 
Transportation $1,500 
Other 2,000 

Total 

Activation Costs: 
Includes vehicles, tools, etc. 

$ 1 ;ooo •. 
$ 1,000 

$ 3,500 

$ 47 ,500. 

$ 10,000 

We are looking forward to this new and exciting program and the spirit 
of cooperation 

rj 

cc: Charles H. Odegaard 
Jan Tveten 
Lynn Genasci 
Marv Nelson 

Sincerely, . 

Steve W. Bly 
Assistant Director 
for Operations 
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WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 

MEMORANDUM IN REPLY REFER TO: 

November 29, 1977 57-017-0720 

TO: Steven Bly, Assistant Director - Operations Division 

FROM: Jan Tveten, Assistant Director - Resources Development 'tJJJ. ____ .. ; 
... __ . .---·· 

SUBJECT: St. Edward Property 

In order to make the St. Edward seminary building available for a resident 
YDCC or a YCC program, the following expenditures would be necessary: 

Work Item 

1. Domestic Water Service: 

Hook-up to Local District: 
4,700 1 

- 10 11 water main @ $18 
Connection fee, 20 ac. @ .02/s.f. 
Metering 
1011 valve 
3 - 611 valves 

2. Gas Line Hook-Up: 

Facility conversion 

3. Fire Code: 

($ 84,600) 
($ 17,500) 
( $ 3,000) 
($ 1,500) 
($ 2,500) 

($ 5,000) 

Hook-up to Local District - see Item 1. 

Install fire escapes: 
3 Floor fire escapes* ($ 17,000) 
3 Fire doors and hardware ($ 1,800) 
Wire glass ($ 700) 
Concrete bulkhead ($ 5,500) 
Modify fire hydrants ($ 100) 
Modify furnace room door a 200) 
Sprinkle range hood 1,500) 

4. Electrical: 

Furnace controls ($ 3,000) 
Misc. code clean-up ($ 1,000) 

5. General Building Renovation: 

Glazing ($ 1,000) 
Floor tile ($ 500) 
Miscellaneous ($ 2,000) 

*Basement recreation room, dining room and 2nd floor chapel 

Estimated Amount 

$109 ,100 

$ 5,000 

$ 26,800 

$ 4,000 

$ 3,500 



.. . ··. ~ 
Steve Bly -2- November 29, 1977 

6. G~m and Swimming Pool, Heat Metering $ 11,000 

Metering of heat ($ 3,000) 
Insulate steam lines ($ 8,000) 

7. Building Remodeling: $ 70,000 

Basement - add one restroom ($ 30,000) 
2nd floor - add one restroom ($ 20,000) 
3rd floor - add one restroom {$ 20,000) 

8. Dining and Kitchen Facilities: $ 4,700 

10 Tables @ $60 ($ 600~ 
100 Chairs @ $6 ($ 600 
Misc. hardware (utensils, etc.) ($ 1,000) 
Cookware and serving plates ($ 2,500) 

9. Classroom Furniture: $ 1,300 

5 Tables @ $60 {$ 300) 
100 Chair/desks @ $10 ($ 1,000) 

10. Teaching EguiEment: $ 1,550 

Overhead projector ($ 250) 
16 mm projector ($ 1,000) 
PA system ($ 300) 

11. ReceEtion Room: $ 2,000 

Furnishings ($ 2,000) 

12. Offices: $ 1,000 

Furniture, typewriter, etc. ($ 1,000) 

SUB-TOTAL $238,950 

CONTINGENCIES 15% 36,000 

SUB-TOTAL $275,950 

CONSULTANT FEE 10% 27,595 

SALES TAX (5.5%) + ADVERTISING 15,175 

GRAND TOTAL $318,720 

Say, $320,000 



Steve Bly -3- November 29, 1977 

Please note that the above estimate does not include any furnishings for 
sleeping quarters. We also estimate that the second and third floors will 
provide sleeping rooms for approximately 75 individuals. 

I also suggest that St. Thomas may want to join with us for installation of 
local water district service; thereby reducing the hook-up cost to State Parks. 

If you need additional information, please let me know. 

cch 

cc: Charles H. Odegaard 
Bill Bush 
Daren Johnson 
T. J. France 



United States Department of the interior 
BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

IN REPLY REFER TO : 

5013. l 

Mr. Dave Bacher 
13717 ll7th Avenue , N. E. 
Kirkland, Washin9ton 98033 

Dear Mr. Bach.era 

Your recent letter to Secretary Andrus expressing your support for 
the purchase o f the St . Edward Seminary property by the State of 
Washington with Federal assistance from the Land and Water conservation 
Fund, has been f orwarded to this aqency for response. 

We are pleased to inform you that the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
a,pp:roved the St. Edward Seminary project on October 4, 1977 , for 
$3 1 500 1 000 in Federal assistance . It is our understandin9 that the 
State of Washington had tentatively planned to complete the acquisition 
on November 11, 1977r however, we hava not been advised whether the 
acquisition has been completed. 

Your interest in the preservation o f the Nation •s natural res urces 
is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

MEG I\1.AC1JIRF 

Chris Tharral Delaporte 
Director 

\ 
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lf.U.-fl,..~~ <r - - ,_~_ t? . . .. ---··- -. ---- --· I 
. i"" .. - .'! - c;r/ o · .. 
'·";,'~'· . \ 
I '.re: ' , '. 
'----~-. - ____ ... -:. - --· ---·. -···-" 

Dear Sir: 

I am a resident of the h~th Congressional Distr-ict in the state of 
Washington and live within walkirig dist'dnce of the sit. ·Thom:w-8t. :C:dimrd 
~eminar.z. property on the ea.st shore of lake Washineton _east of Seattle o 

· 'rhis is potentially a s-liper.b,1 urpa~ _park and recreational center, c.on
ta.in:Lne forest · d. acreaB!,3, trail~, .;arn,Ql'.Jf~ic-size swimming pool, e;,rm
nasium, tennis and raquet ball courts. 

The state of Washington has made a. · $7 milJion offer to the Arch
diose of Sea.ttle for its pm,chase. J311t the state vrill foJ1ow through 
only if it receives a ~pl. 75 milJ.ion ernnt from the federal government 
to und~nn·ite the purchase. This is needed by October 10. 

It would t r u.ly be a shame to see land developers get ahold of this 
land and eliminate any rerr:aining vestiee-s of wilderness it contains. 

I am urging you to pursuade the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation of the 
importance of setting asid& funds for this valuable. piece of land. 

Sincerely yours, 



• I .• 

Overview of Resourse Agencies meeting in regards to YACC Program. 
Held November 22 -- E. S. Conferance Room. 

The meeting was opened with the Commissioner expressing his desire for a 
cooperative effort on the part of all concerned to put forth a good 
comprehensive YACC Program. Mr. Jack Dalstad, the designated Field 
Representative from the Department of Interior gave an overview of the 
Youth Conservation Corp. and the Young Adult Conservation Corps. their 
likeness and differences. 

The meeting then shifted to types of programs possible under the Act. 
The discussion centered around the Resident Camp concept, the Day 
Program concept, and the one with one concept. 

The Washington State Parks representative and the Department of Ecology 
representative favor the Resident Camp activity, due to the additional 
Youth Development aspects that exist under a 24 hour structured exist
ance for a young person. Among these positive activities were, living 
and working together, proper meals, sleep, educational possibilities 
after hour counseling and learning activities, as well as getting an 
individual into a more favorable environment than the one that may exist 
at home. 

The Department of Game and Department of Natural Resource representative 
favor the Day Program Crew concept, where the young people are hired 
locally, transported to a work site, given a job to do, and at the end 
of the day taken back to a predetermined drop site. The rational to 
such a program would be less cost per enrollee, approximately $7,500 
$8,500 per year against a resident enrollee from $10,000 to $13,000 per 
year. 

There was a good deal of discussion about the intent of the law, as to 
how much should be done for an enrollee over and above just a job. The 
concensus of all was that yes, despite the fact that the program is to 
put people to work that every effort should be made to involve them in 
training, proper work habits, philosophy of work ethics, environmental 
awareness, etc. How to involve these components in the normal 8-5 work 
day was not resolved. 

The representative from the Office of Community Development and a 
representative f rom Employment- security did discuss the potent1al-O-r-t~e 
Governors Discretionary Fund under the Act being tapped for potential 
training components for the YACC Program. This was to be taken up later 
by those two representatives. This is also the desire of the Corrmissioner. 

Funds will be available by January 1, 1978, if we can get the grant 
proposal together in time for that deadline. The youth service repre
sentative will be meeting individually with each Agency this next week, 
November 29 December 1, to resolve these grant proposals. 

Dave Reynaud 
Youth Resources Coordinator 

DR:jl 
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Uni! States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2024-0 

Honorable Warren G. Magnuson 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Magnuson: 

Bureau of Outdoor Rtcreetion 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 

This is a belated formal response to your letter of September 23, 1977, 
expressing you~ support for the acquisition of the St. Edwards Seminary 
property by the State of Washington and requesting favorable considerat ion 
for the use of Contingency Reserve funds from the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund to assist the State in the acquisition. I am sorry 
that we have delayed our formal response but my Field Representat i ve, 
John Hough, was in connnunication with members of your staff during the 
processing and approval of the project application. 

On October 4, I authorized the use of $1.7 million from the Contingency 
Reserve for the St. Edwards Seminary project so that the State coul d 
initiate the acquisition. In addition, on October 10, 1977, I issued 
a news release announcing the Fe<lersl grant and the Bureau oi Outdoor 
Recreation provided your office with a copy of the grant's notification 
announcement. 

Your interest in the Land and Water Conservation Fund program and t he 
preservation of the Nat i on's natural resources is appreciated. I f I 
can be of further assistance, please let me know. I am providing a 
similar response to Senator Henry M. Jackson. · 

Sinc.erely, 

(Sgd) Cecil D. Andrus , 

SECRETARY 

~: BOR Western Region 



United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

November 17, 1977 -
~IE©IEilW IDJ 

NOV2 51977 
Mr. Robert L. Wilder 
Administrator 
Interagency Committee 

for Outdoor Recreation 
4800 Capitol Boulevard 
Tumwater, Washington 98504 

Dear Mr. Wilder: 

Bureau of Outdoer Recr•tio~ 
ladflc Northwest Regional Office 

Thank you for the thoughtful letter commending Bureau of 
Outdoor Recreation Regional Director ~tndy and my assistant, 

, John Hough, for their roles in the St. Edward's Seminary 
acquisition. I am sure that they will appreciate your 
expressiQn of confidence and gratitude. 

The Seminary property is one of the finest acquisitions ever 
from the Land and Water Fund. I was pleased to be able to 
assist with contingency funds for a portion of the total 
expense. 

Both Mr. Lundy and Mr. Hough have expressed their apprec i a
tion for the leadership and cooperation you exhibited as 
Administrator of the Interagency Committee. It was a State/ 
Federal accomplishment. I personally place a high premium 
on working with the states, and I look forward to other 
projects in the months ahead. , 

With best wishes. 

cc: Mr. Maurice 
Mr. John D. 

H. Lundy / 
Hough 

Sincerely, 

- "--(Sgdl Cecil D. Andrus 

CECIL D. ANDRVS 
SECR~TARY 



STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

INTERAGENCY COMMI c FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor 

4800 Capitol Blvd., Tumwater. Washington 98504 KP 11 

Robert L. Wilder, Administrator 

November 10, 1977 

RE: State of Washington 

206/753-7140 

The Honorable Cecil Andrus 
Secretary of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 

St. Edwards Seminary Property 

Dear Secretary Andrus: 

Not often do i wr i te letters such as I am about t o write. However, 
I felt that one member of your staff was so deserving and played 
such an instrumental role that I had to convey to you my appreciation. 

Maury Lundy, Regional Director for the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, was 
most instrumental in allowing us to acqu i re the St. Edwards Semina ry 
property on Lake Was h ington. In fact, without his assistance I don't 
think that it would have occurred. For example~ t he availab i lity of 
the acquisition was brought to my attention not by some of our state 
people, but by Mr. Lundy who heard by whatever grapevine of its avail
ability, surveyed the resource and stated to us that it was available 

and, were we i nterested? 

Of course, our enthus iasm at that time almost ran rampant. Howeve r, 
Mr. Lundy added the stability and guidance that helped us to bring this 
key acquisition from "dream to real ity". I also can't help but feel 
that his cooperative attitude, his wil l ingness to "stick his neck out" 
to get the job done, and his dedication has to be shared with you as 
Secretary of the Interior and wi t h your new Director of the BOR, Chris 
Delaporte, for both of you have created a cl ima te that has al lowed us 
to observe signs that the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation is coming a li ve 
and is trying to do the job that needs to be done . To thi s we extend 
our heartiest congratulations and deep app rec iat ion . 

-One other individua l that I thi nk needs our appreciat i on is John D. 
Hough who, as your most professional repres enta tive, hel ped us at some 
most cr i tical points. Yes, it was a team effort but a l so there were 
certa i n members of the t eam that I though t you s hould know about because 
of their outstanding serv ice. 

Continued best wishes in your endeavors. 

~ IE ~ IEH W IE f[j) 
NOV1 41977 lW I 

Bureau of Outdoor Recr•Mon 
'~rrfir Northwest Re~ional Office 

RLW:mmf 

~3 

Sincerely, 

WILD ER 
Administra tor 



.. . -... - ,.,. 

James E. Webster, Director 
King County Park and Recreation 

Department 
W-226, Ring County Courthouse 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

Dear Mr. Webster: 

. ...,. .. 

... Ir - ·.;., 
J 

Enclosed is a copy of the Northshore Community Development Plan which we 

borrowed from your secretary during the preparation of the environmental 

assessment for the acquisition of the St. Edward Seminary property. I 

believe this is your personal copy which your secre ary was in the process 

of updating with the revised sheets which she had inserted. We appreciate 

having it availa'ble. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
file 
reading 
chrono 
GIA 
MALBON:bah:ll-07-77 

Sincerely yours, 

FREDE IC BE~D 

Frederick J. Bender 
Assistant Regional Director 



United States Department of the Interior 
omCE OF TIIE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON I D.C. 20240 

1·'lr. Haurice li . Llllldy 
Regional Di r ector 
northwest Region 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
915 Second Avenue, Room 990 
Seattle, Washington 98174 

Dear .1aury : 

NOV 3 - 197 

The acquisition by the St a t e of Washington of the 
St . Edwar ds Semi nary property in t he Seattle metropolitan 
area i s one of the most s i gnificant in the history of the 
Land and Water Conservati on Fund. The 316- a cre par k a r ea 
will provide exceptiona l r e c reation opportunities for gen
erations of Northwest c itizens as wel l as serve as an 
example o f wise use o f Land anc Water Conservation Fund 
monies . 

Congratulations for t he s uccessful completion of this 
acquisition go to the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, 
especially to the Northwest Regional Office. The efforts 
of you and your s t aff in coordi nati ng the work of i nvol ved 
state and federal agencies, i nfor mi ng congressional offices 
of development s, a nd cooperat ing with the vari ous i nt e r ests 
withi n the Depar tment helped i mmeasur abl y in a chieving our 
final goal. I want t o extend my s i ncere appr eciati on to 
the BOR Northwest Regiona l Of f i c e f o r a job well done . 

CC! 
Assi stant secr etar y Herbst 
Dir e ctor Del apor te 

Si nce r e l y, 

SECRETARY 



United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C . 2024-0 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

501 3 . 1 ov .. 197 c 

Mr . Br ian Wi l son 
13009 Southeast Hewport Way 
Bellevue , Washi ngton 90006 

Dear Mr . Wilson : 

ff)\ 
11 

u~ 
NOV4 

Bureau of 0 
Par.if1r Nor th• 

g 1 

r f 4lt.' E ;1tinn 

onal urfioa 

Your r ecent lett er to Secretary Andrus expressing your support 
for the purchase of the St . r:dward Seminary propQrty by the 
Stat e o f Washington with Federal assistance from the Land and 
Water Cons~rvation Fund, has been forwarded to this agency for 
respons e . 

We a r e pleased to inform you that Sec retary Andr us approved the 
St . Edwar d Seminary project on Oc t ober 4 , 1977 , for $3,500 , 000 
in Federal assistance. The St ate o f Washington may now pro oed 
with the purchase of the property. 

Your i nter e s t i n the preservation o f t h e Ua t i o n ' s natural resource s 
is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

ri 1:n10 T l"'l""J APORTr L li1h) • • u(LJ; r 
Chris Therral Delaporte 
Director 



-

I • 

\, . 

lf 
; './ 3 

~ 2 . 

r . 
I 2?C i~ 
. ,, . ,/1 I 1°: if• C&,;;r/ · cl~tiL. · 
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I am a residetflf'of' "D~J.j}evue, Washington, just ·east of Seattle. I 
recently visited the St. Thomas-St. Edt-tard Seminary property on the east 
shore of lake W~shin~ton bordering Seattle. This is potentially a su
perb urban par1(~hd1re~9e3}ion~l center, containing forested acreaee, 
trailsJ an 01Jt11lpic-size s~nint7pool, gymnasium, tennis and raquet ball 
courts. · · I. • 

The state of Washington has made a $7 million offer to the Archdiose 
of Seattle for its purchase. But the state will follow through only i.:t: 
it receives a ~1.75 million grant from the federal government to under
write the purchase. This is needed by October 10. 

It would truly be a shame to see land developers get ahold of this 
land and eliminate any remaining vestiges of wilderness it contains. 

I am urging you to pursuade the Bureau of Oµtdoor Recreation of the 
importance of setting aside funds for this valuable piece of land. 

. ' .. : 

Sincerely yours, 

) . 

b~f)/'(\ 
I 



United States Department of the Interior 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

Sl10.S3-00l7l 

BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

NOV l 19Tf 
u ~ 'ri.) jr·I 

11., I"= ._,, L> 
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' . . _, _,,. 

~able ~ Lao Ray 

Go¥8DlO °' ~ 
Olyqjd.a, Waab1nt;t:on '9U504 

.!! {')f O• , ··Y.'r ~":ir.T ·· .: •• 1 

ir :~ ;\ ; ii"lcJ, tr;c,3 

.a. ywu lmo\11 • oatobu 4, 1977, secntary .andns ~ ~ uu of 
e1.1so,ooo .bolll tbe Xiand D4 watu CmulenaUo.n i'tm.d. QmUn;eacy aaauvu 
to ••in da Gtat.o of 'MM•ngtzon to acquJ.n ~ s~. da Sem!.nu7 
pxopuey, a 316-acn paroal °* land with 3,000 feet of torfxon~ on 
i.ko·WulU.ngt.Gn. '1'0 ~Ut.ili tbla, haft, u requefte4 in JQUr 
lfttes: ~ 2 1911, tnu.fund $1.4 million trcsa the stato 
of ·~·a ft 1978 zagular ~Ri t to tho Contingency R.esena. 
lbuetoze, state•• ~ t bu .nd1.acad tram 
$5,114, to $3.714,aa4. 

u. man."9CJ.ate batnw able to uai.Gt tho Stat.a of inttcm J.."'l aoquir;lng 
this key racna:tion ptsft:el. 1r1 the boavily urbani&ed seattle aet:oJ}Ollcan 
~. 

,1un1s I 'mi1 · 1. 



United States Department of the Interior 

IN REPLY REFER TO : 

5013.1 

BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

OCT ·~ 6 1977 

(11',.. 

) r 

Mr . Raymond R. Ritter 
12413- 84th Avenue South 
Seattle , Washington 9817 3 

'~ t J 1 
J~;.,, 

/-',; f 
.. 

,, 

Dear Mr . Ritter : 
tt1c ''/ • • ., 

' '' fh.w ... : ·1 ~'il:':r~ .. 

·fl / I 
I J • 
I) I _:_,;; 

Your r ecent l etter to Secretary Andrus expressing your- s.upport 
for the purchase of the St . Edward Seminary property by the 
State of Washington with Federal assistance from the Land -and 
Water Conservation Fund , has been forwarded to this agency for 
response . 

We are pleased to inform you that the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
approved the St. Edward Seminary project on OCtober 4, 1977, for 
$3,500,000 in Federal assistance. The State of Washington may 
now proceed with the purchase of the property . 

Your interest in the preservation of the Nation's natural resources 
is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours , 

~.?J)!J'l' Chris Therral Delaporte 
Direc tor 
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. or '" Dear Sir: 

I " 

. ' 

\. .. ' 1 ~ am a resident of the Puget Sound area in Washington State, and fre-
j 30 querlt':l.y visit the St. Thomci.s-St. Edward Seminary property on the east 

s~<ffe ,of lake Washington east of Seattle. 'l'his is potentially a superb 
'Urban park a.nd recreationRl center, containing forested acreage, trails, 
an Olympic-size swimr:".ing pool, gymnasium, tennis and raquet ball courts. 

The state of Washington has made a $7 million offer to the Archdiose 
of Seattle for its purchase. But the state will follow through only if 
it receives a ~1.75 rrillion grant from the federal government to under~ 
write the purchase. Tpis is needed by October 10. 

It would truly be a shame to sea land developers get ahold of this 
land and eliminat e any remaining vestiges of wilderness it contains. 

I am urging you to pursuade the Bureau of Outdoor ri.ecreation of the 
irnpori;ance of setting aside funds for this valuable piece of land. 

.. - .' 

. J : 

' -:. . . 

. . ... . 

Sincerely yours, 
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STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor 

October 19, 1977 

Mr. Robert L. Smith 
First Properties, Inc. 
201 Boren Avenue N. 
Seattle, WA 98109 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 
218 General Adminis1ration Building, Olympia, Washing1on 98504 206-753·5434 

Vernon L. Barnes, Director 

~IE~IEH71E ~ 
OCT2 51977 

Bureau ot Outdcor Recreation 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 

By letter dated August 22, 1977, the State of Washington, through the 
Department of General Administration, offered to purchase from the 
Catholic Archdiocese of Seattle certain property as described in 
Transamerica Title Insurance Policy No. 635936. The property for 
which the offer to purchase was made is generally known as the St. 
Edwards Seminary area containing approximately 316 acres of land 
and certain improvements. 

The offer to purchase as contained in our August 22 of fer was contingent 
on receipt of $1,750,000 of the Secretary of Interior Land and Water 
Conservation Contingency Fund . The offer was also subject to the 
definition and delineation of the 50-acre tract housing St. Thomas 
Seminary and the necessary easements to protect both parties, together 
with a good and sufficient title from the Archdiocese. 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the necessary funds 
have been received and the offer is now firm without the conditions 
stated in the offer of August 22 with regard to funding. The state, 
therefore, does hereby offer to purchase the St. Edwards Seminary 
property for $7,000,000 payable in cash as follows: 

$1,750,000 on or before November 1, 1977, with the balance of 
the payment amounting to $5,250,000 to be made on or before 
November 18, 1977. 

The Department of General Administration is prepared to proceed with 
the purchase in accordance with the above stated terms upon acceptance 
of this offer by the Archdiocese. In the event the Archdiocese wishe s 
to place the purchase in escrow, we are agreeable, provided all costs 
are borne by the Archdiocese. 



... ...... > 
Mr. Robert L. Smith 
Page 2 
October 19, 1977 

In order for us to proceed with the acquisition and the necessary 
funding within the time frames enumerated above, it will be necessary 
that we have your acceptance of our offer within the next five days. 

Sincerely, 

v. L. Barnes 
Director 

VLB:sr 
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. IO 
MAY 1112 ll:DITIOH 
C!IA l'P'Mft (41 CPR) 101•11.I 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

~er:;o~!fn~ 
Regional Director DATE : October 13, 

lo/ 
/11 

r 

k;Jk.-r. 
1977 f ,o\\} 

FROM : Sid Malbon 

SUBJECT: St. Edward Seminary Acquisition 

.i 

On October 12, Mr. Fulwiller of the Washington State Department of General 
Administration called. He advised that although he had not seen the appraisal 
for the acquisition, he understood it would total $7.1 to 7.4 million as 
follows: 

t 
300 acres at $10,000 per acre - $3,000,000 
Waterfront - $1,540,000 
Main St. Edward Seminary Building - $1,500,000 
Pool and Gymnasium - $ 500,000 
Timber and miscellaneous - $ 460,000 minimum 

He is particularly concerned that the value assigned to the Seminary building 
and the appraisal would be acceptable to us and that a project indicating 
that the building was to be put to an outdoor recreation use would also be 
acceptable. After conferring with you, I called back and responded that use 
of the building in support of the on-site recreational use of the property 
such as an interpretive center, administration and office space, or maintenance 
facility would be acceptable or that the state could demolish the building. 
I emphasized that use of the building as a general administration building 
by the state for non-recreational purposes would not be acceptable in the 
project. 

I particularly stressed that he should be working with IAC since they must 
first review the appraisal and make any modifications in the project before 
we could officially consider it. 

He asked how long it would take for us to ~pprove an appraisal
4
once we had 

received it. I indicated it would take a week or two. Subsequently, after 
talking with Glenn Baker, it appears that if the appraisal were referred to 
GSA for review, it would take several weeks. However, if we made our own 
in-office review and decision, it could be done within this time. 

cc: 
reading 

.chrono 
GIA 

r;,;1;~ 
Sid Malbon 
Supervisory Outdoor Recreation Planner 

MALBON: bah.! lo..,, 1.1--77 . . 
"Buy u.-s. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savzngs Plan 
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I I 53-00373 Wash. Bender 

Memorandum 

To: Director 

•,1 .. From1 Regional Director, Northwest Region 

Subject: Washington Project 53-00373, St. 
(Contingency Request) 

Euclos d for your review and consideration is the subject grant application. 
along with requir d background documentation. The State of Washington is 
requ sting $1.75 million from the Secretary's ContiQSency Rea•rve for this 

~~ .._ important acquisition. The i-emaind r of the federal share for the project 
is to b derived from Washington' regUl.ar L&WCF apportionment, which has 
been specially earmarked for this purpos • The state's matching ahar con
sists of a special $3.S million appropriation from the Washington legislature. 

I l .... • 
~ -

•
- • .,. If you will recall our inspection of the seminary property last June, the 
~.- ite consists of ome 316 acres of forested land with 3,000 f et of frontage 

,~ ...... ~ on Lake Washington, just minutes from downtown Seattle. After being briefed 
I • . on th proposed project durtng your visit here and having actually seen the 
I, - " prop rty, I hope you ar as convinced as I am that this acquisition truly 
, ... t 

m rit supplemental funding from the Contingency Reserve under the Bureau's 
I • 

estating crit ria for such projects and would qualify under the new criteria 
b ing developed for the use of that funding source. All the elements are 
there--the project fulfills a number of critical SCORP needs, the tateis 
r gular L&WCP apportionment is inadequate to cover the acquisition coat, the 
project will pr serve a quality recreation resource (if approved in time), 
and the acquisition site 1 situated practically in the heart of the Seattle 
metropolitan area. The documentation I am submitting should adequately sup
port these points one by one. 

It hould be noted that there are sev ral buildings on the St. Edward site. 
We have been working closely with the Washington 8LO and th project sponsor 
to determine an acceptable disposition for these structures. An indoor 

• 
' I 



. ·~-~-~~ -· ~~~J·:--~~ill4 :.. 
r I ,. · - ~ l]I';-

~~ ..... r ( " 
Biml~'t1'9 .. ' ~ ·: ~2 ·.. • 

... . f...1, . ~ - 1 
: 1, ·.to'.- A1m1lls pool and a gymnasium located OD the site will be retained by the ~·:· 

· :\ sponsor. King County has already upressed intereat in operattna theae ....: • ' 
faciliti.ee in connection with its recreation program. Conce~ the large t 
semtnary building, there has been aome discussion of demolishing it but a • 
final decision has not been made yet. WhateVer use, if any, is made of ' · 
this structure, it will be subject to prior approval by the Bureau. .Actually, .ai.;-.. 

·· tbeaa buildings are an incidental aspect of this project eiD.ce the •in .:· 
I r . ·, recreation benefit will be derived from the land resource. However, it will ,,,.-_,; 

1
•• ·_ :. J,.. ..._ be neceasary to acquire them because they are part of the overall acquisition ,_.. • 

Ill ~ ~- t package. . . I 

As you know, the main problem with the St. Edwards acquisition proposal is 
time. The deadlines that have beeu imposed on us are n.tremely tight. The 
Catholic Archdiocese of Seattle, which owns the property, bas already advised 
the grant applicant that if they are not able to enter into a lesally-binding 
purchasa qreement by October 10, 1977, it will be necessary to place it on 
the open market. Naturally, the project sponsor cannot do this without 
aaaurance that Conttnaency Raserve funds will be available. To make matters 
worse, there is an immediate market for this property because, in addition 
to being an outstan41ng recreation resource, it would also make an excellent 
reaidmtial aubdiviaion. At l.aat count. according to the Bellevue .American 
Newspaper, 27 private developers have submitted offers to purchase the St. 
Edwards property for that purpose. What this means ia that we now have the 
opportuni.ty to help acquire critically needed park land close to where people ~--~ 
live but unless we act very quie.kly, that opportunity will lost within a 

tter of a very few short days. 

Finally, we have carefully considered tbis application with respect to its 
potential environmental impacts. Baeecl on a review of the environmantal 
atudy now on hand, along with the fact that I have perscmally inspected 
tho property a number of different times with involved state of ficial.e, it 
is my opinion that approval of this project will not consitute a ~jor 
federal action. I do not believe it should be necessary to prepare and 
circulate a formal environmental impact atat t in connection with this 
proposal. At tbia point, I would like to request your concurrence with 
that determination and recommend that this application be approved as quickly 
as possible. 



.... 

,, 

.-
I ' 

~ ·- j 

.. 

David W. Heiser. Chief 
Environnl!ntal Coordination 
Washington State Parks and 

Recreation Coll'IJJiss1on 
P .0. Box 1128 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

• Dear Dave: .... 

Enclosed are xerox copies of all correspondence received by the Bureau or 

the Department, plus the originals of all correspondence which we have that 

was received by the state, respecting the acquisition of St. Edward Seminary. 

Copies of all 

assessment. 

.. 

Enclosures 

cc: 
file 
reading 
chrono 

. 
~ I .... . ~ 

• I 

. 
ii 

... 
I 

p 

r . 
J 

I 

Sincerely yours, 

( ~ . 

.r 
I • 



fro1n: 

Co gress1 a11 LLO DMEE 

For Release: 

2352 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WA SHINGTON, D.C. 20515 

TELEPHONE: (202) 225-2605 

October 6, 1977 

s 

MEEDS DELIVERS $1.75 MILLION CHECK FOR ST. EDWARD'S PARK 

WASHINGTON, D.C. - Congressman Lloyd Meeds is flying out to Washington State 
late Thursday carying a check for $1.75 mill i on from the U.S. Department 
of Interior to help the state purchase a choice park site on the northern 
tip of Lake Washington. 

He will deliver the check to Governor Dixy Lee Ray in a 
ceremony Monday afternoon. 

Congressman Meeds, Governor Ray and the state's Senators, 
Magnuson and Jackson had all urged Interior Secretary Cecil Andrus to 
make a $3.5 million grant from the Department's Land and Water Conservation 
Fund. Their e f fort was aimed at acquiring the 316 acre St. Edward's 
Semi nary land on Lake Washington, making it one of the larger u cban 
parks in the state. 

The area, about five miles north of Kirkland, contains 3,000 
feet of the prime undeveloped beach, the last remaining on Lake Washington. 

The Archdiocese of Seattle had set a deadline of Monday, 
October 10 for completion of the sale arrangements. When Meeds presents 
the check to Governor Ray, it will secure the financing and assure the 
purchase of the property. The ceremony will take place at 3:30 
Monday aft e rnoon at St. Edward's Seminary. 

'\we..~ 
~~ere delighte d the federal government was able to act in time 

to help provide the public with an absolutely first-rate recreation 
area," Governor Ray and Congressman Meeds said in a joint stat ement. 

Meeds noted the "effective cooperation between the state, 
the Interior Department and the Archdiocese that enabled this park 
to be preserved for the public." 

Senator Jackson, Chairman of the Senate Interi or Committee 
was especially helpful in the success of this joint effort, Meeds 
indicated. 

Interior's Bureau of Outdoor Recreation recently labeled the 
St. Edward's property as the area's top recreation acquisit i on priority. 
Addition of the park will improve significantly the present situation of 
relatively limited public access to the lake. 

* * * 



United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

Mr. J olu\ s . McCoz:mac 
Donuor th, Tayl or & Co . 
Management Consul tant s 
1004 Norton Building 
Seattle, Washinqton 98104 

Dear Johns 

QC .! • 1977 

OCTl 4 ! 77 

Burt:a ... UI vU.L r,lcrtation 
facif1c Northwest Reg ional 0 . 

This i s iu r epl y to your l etter of September 9 , 1977 , e>q>ressing 
your ~rt f or the acquisition of the St . Edwards Seninaxy area 
on Lake washington for pr es ervation and park purposes and requesting 
my support i n providing Feder al funds to accomplish the acquisition. 

I am quit e f amiliar wi th the St. Edwards Seminary proposal. 
Governor Dixy Loe Bay recently contacted thi s off ice seekinq 
financial ass i s tanae from the Continqency Res er ve of the Land 
and Hater Conservation Fund administer ed by the Bureau of outdoor 
Recreation, to acquire the property. Enclosed i s a copy o f our 
response to Governor Ray. 

I look foxvard to a ccepting your invitat i on to ditmer and a few 
games o f p ing-pong shoul d my schedule penti.t me to vi s it Seattle . 
Thank you for the i nvitation and for your i nterest in tho preserva t i on 
of our natural r esources . 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

(Sgdl Cecil D11 Andrus 

CECIL D. ANDBIJS 
SECRETARY 



IN REPLY REFER TO : 

Memorandum 

United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C . 20240 

, .. . . , .. . 

Toa seoreta::y of the Interior 

'lhrough 1 Assistant Seoretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks 

FJ:oma Director, Bureau of OUtdoor Rlloreation 

Subject• o:mtingency Baserve Allsiatance for Land and Water conservation 
Fund Project No. 53-00373, St. Edwards Seminary Acquisition, 
ICing county, washinqtc:>n 

'lbe State of Washington bu submitted a p~ject proposal to the Bureau 
zequesd.nq istanco from the Seoretary•e Contingency Beserve of the 
Land and wat.er Conservation Fund. 

The State of Waeh1nqt.on will acq,uire 316 acrea of land, including 
3,000 feet of shore~ on r..ke binqton in the city of Seattle, 
for an \U'ban park. '1'be property la owned by the Catholic Oiocese 
but ls aurplus to its no • Developen wan"t the property, however, 
the Diocese llOUltl prefer to keep the land in public ownership and 
bu given the State until Ootober 10, 1977, to a.aquire the property. 

The proputy contains sevoral building-a for which no detezmination 
of futuze acUon bu been taken. King County has expressed an 
interest in operatinq the swimiing pool and gymnasium as a part of 
the county recreation program. '!'here is no relocation involved on 
the project. l'Utv:e d lopment will be m1n1mal the park is 
intended to primarily provide for passive nereation. 

'1'he pmject meets the Qm:t:ingeney Fwld criteria in that it ia in an 
vban u:e4 of approximately 1,400,000 population, it is a heavily 
waode<l ana surrounded by aubdivision& and it will • lost for public 
:recreation as of oatober 10, 1977, if not aoquirad by the State . 

'l'he Bur u bu detend.ned that the proposed aotion on this project 
is not a ma;Jor J'ecleral action that will significantly aff&at the 
quality of the environment within the meaning of Section 102 
(2)(c) of the National Enviromnental Policy Act of 1969, and a 
neqative declu ilon has been provided. 



The total project cost is $7,000,000. The Washington Stata 
legislature authorized $3,500,000 for tho State share of the 
project. In addition, the legislature directed that $1,750,000 
must coma from the Secretary's Contingency Reserve. As indicated 
in the attached September 28, 1977, letter from Governor Ray, the 
State is willing to allow $1.4 million of its reqular apportionment 
to be transferred to the contingency Reserve. This amount along with 
the State's request for $350,000 from funda currently in the Cont in
gency Reserve would meet the State legislative requirement. '.l'he 
State is also including an additional $1.75 million of its regular 
apportiomnent toward thti $3.5 million Federal share. The Federal 
share of the project is sunmarized as follows: 

$1,750,000 
350,000 

1,400,000 

$3,500,000 

State's regular apportionment 
Secretary's contingency Reserve 
Funds transferred from the State's r e gular 
apportiE>nment to the Contingency Reserve 

to be applied to this project. 
Federal share 

'1'he Assistant Solioito.r for National Parke has reviewed and concurred 
in the procedure of transferrin9 funds from tho State's regular 
apportionment to the Contingency Reserve. 

I recommend that the St. ndwards Seminary Acquisition, project 
number 53-00373, be £Wproved for $1,750,000 in Contingency Reserve 
aseistanae, of which $1,400,000 is to come from the transfer frolll 
the State's regular ~portionment and $350,000 from the current 
balance in tho O>ntinqency Reserve. If you concur, please sign 
below. 

MARGARET G. M~AGUIRE 
~is Therral Delaporte 

Dat e 

SECRETARY 



, 
.. ~-

October 3, 1977 

Mr. Maurice H. Lundy 
Regional Director 

King County 
State of Washington 
John D. Spellman, County Executive 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
J ohn P. Lynch, Director 

PARKS DIVISION, James E. Webster, Director 
W226 King County Courthouse 
Seattle, Washington 98104 
(206) 344-4232 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
915 Second Avenue, Rm. 990 
Seattle, WashinBton 98174 

Dear Mr. Lundy: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the environmental 
assessment on the acquisition of the St. Edward Seminary 
for use and development as a state park. I thought the 
document was very good and have only two comments. 

1. On page 2 under the section entitled Short Ran ge-
Acquisition , the second para graph be g ins· wi th the sentence 
"The property is accessible to several million people in 
the greater Seattle metropolitan area via Interstate Hi gh 
way 405----Maury, inasmuch as there are only a littl e 
over one million people i n the whole of Kin g County, the 
term several million seems to be an over emphasis. 

2. Size of swimming pool. On a couple occasions with i n 
the report it states that the facility has an Olymp i c s i z e 
swi mming p ool, in actuality the pool is on l y 25 yard s l ong , 
a n d not th e Olympic size 50 meter pool. 

Other than those two comments, I thou ght the report was 
very comprehensive and did an outstanding job of as s e s si n g 
the onmental aspects of this project. 

e c t o r 

J EW/m g 

~u~~nn~ 
OCT 4 i977 " 

Buraeu of Outcloor R~reation 
?acific Northwest Regional Off•~ 
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STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE F~~ l{pqtO~ FfE<f~~AfflON 
4800 Capitol Blvd., Tumwater, Washington 98504 KP-11 f\ ( ~a}; 53-7140 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor 

u u t 1!) 
Robert L. Wilder, Administrator 0 CT 4 1977 

Mr. Maurice H. Lundy 
Regional Director 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
915 Second Avenue, Room #990 
Seattle, Washington 98174 

Dear Mr . Lundy: 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
~c1tir Northwest Rellional Offi~ 

October 3, 1977 

RE: Department of General 
Administration 

St. Edwards Seminary Property 
IAC #78-901A 

In accordance with BOR Manual Section 670.1.4A, the State of Washington 
lnteragency Committee for Outdoor Recreation is submitting herewith 
a request for an advance of funds to cover one-half of the federal 
share of the costs of subject project (OMB 80-R0183, Request for Ad
vance, enclosed). The amount for which the advance is requested is 
that share of the project which has been requested from the Secretary 
of Interior's Contingency Fund as contained in the BOR Project Agree
ment submitted with our letter of September 16, 1977. 

The State Legislature appropriated $5.25 million for this project with 
the PROVISO that an additional $1,750,000 be received from the Secre
tary of Interior's Contingency Fund. The Legislature did not make an 
appropriation of this $1,750,000; consequently, the State of Washington 
has no authority to disburse this share of the project amount until 
such time as the cash is received in the State Treasury. We believe 
this specific legislation meets the criteria cited in the BOR Manual 
with reference to the participant lacki ng the financial resources 
to initially finance approved projects with its own funds. The Outdoor 
Recreation Account administered by the IAC does not, in fact, have at 
this time sufficient cash to finance the Seminary Property project, 
but the legislative terminology in the appropriation bill would in 
any case preclude the use of such funds for the disbursement of this 
$1,750,000. 

Your prompt attention to this request will allow the State of Washington 
to complete this project in the most expeditious manner. 

'RLW:mmf 
Enclosure: 

Sincerely, 

~I),~ 
~ROBERT L. WILD ER 
-rf Administrator 

OMB No. 80-R0183 - St. Edwards Seminary 
Property, IAC #78-901A 



United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

OCT 7 1977 

' Outdt' lr kscreation 

_I I 

Honor able Lloyd Meeds 
House of Representatives 
Washington , o.c. 20515 !'.J ·rr11west ReR1onal Office 

Dear Mr . Meeds: 

This is in response to your September 1 , 1977 , lett e r to 
Secr etary Andrus e>.."Pressin9 your support for the proposed 
St. Edwards Seminary Acquisition and the use of the Secretary' s 
contingency Reserve of the Land and Water Conservat i on Fund 
to accompl isl1 t he purchase. 

The Secretary is currently i n the pr ocess of es t ablishi ng a 
national policy f or the operat ion of t he contingency Reserve 
pr oqr am. I f the proposed St. Edwards Seminary Acquis i t ion 
meets t he proj ect sele c tion criteri a and fa l l s withi n the 
national polic y , you may be as sured that the pr oposal will be 
given consideration for assistance f r om the Contingency Reserve . 

I am enclosing a copy of my l etter to Governor Ray for your 
i nformation. Your interes t i n pr eserving the Nat ion ' s 
outstanding natural resources is appr eciated. If I can be 
of further as s i s t ance , please l et me know. 

Enclosur e 

Sincer ely yours, 

Robert L. Herbst 
Assis tant Secretary for 

Fish and Wildlife and Parks 
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Memorandum ~ ...... . -- _t 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Director .. • 
• 

' - I ... 
r 
" .. -Regional Director, Northwe•t Region 

Waahington Project 53-00373, St. Edward Seminary Acquisition 
(Contingency Request) 

• . t . -. . I I 

_;__. · ... 
• 

, . 

Enclosed are three copies of the environmental as easment in support of 
the negative declaration of the need of au enviro tal •tatement for the 
aubject propetty. Hy memorandum of September 28 forwm:ded the project 
agreement and the other doe tatioa fQ.r this project. 

Under separate cover, by copy of this randum., one copy of tbe assess-
ment is being sent directly to th Office of Environmental Affair , atten
tions t.en Shaw, for vbatever clearance may be required from the Department's 
Office of Environmental Project Review for the enviromu.ental assessment. 

... 

• 

T 

Should there be any questions regardiu,g the assessment itself, pl 
Sid Malbon of my staff at PTS 399-5366. 

I se con.tact ... ~ • 

Enclosures 
3 copies 

.. 

ccz 
OBA, Attni Len Shaw w/encl. 

I 

Mimrice H. Lundy 

Maurice a. Lundy 
Regional Director 

• 

... - ... · .... 
.- 'II -

NOTE : 
f ile 

Also enclosed is the draft press release. 

reading 
chrono 
GIA 
MALBON:bah:09-30-77 
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G26 
53-00373 Wash. 

Original letter to everyone on attached list 

.. .. 
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Enclosed is a copy of the environmental assessment for the acquisition 

• p 

,. 

of St. Edward Seminary for use and development as a state park. It was J , 
pr pared as part of the responsibility pf this Bureau to conform to the .. ("' 
requirements of th National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as it applies :I~ 
to the application of the Washington State lnteragency Committee for a . ._· 
gru.t from the Land and Water Conaervation Fund (L&WCP') to partially fi- - I ,. • 
nance the acquisition of the St. Edward property by the State of Washington. L .. 
Based on tbi• assessment, the Bureau has determined that the acqutsition 
would not be a major federal action significantly af fee ting the quality l.: 
of the human environment and, therefore, bas not pr pared an euvironmental 
statement which, otherwise, would be required under the provisions of NEPA. 

Your cooperation in this project and participation in furnishing data for 
inclusion in th assessment is most appreciated, particularly ae it facili
tated the preparation of the ass ssment in a very short time. I hope you 
will find it interesting and I'll appreciate any co ts you might have 
on it. 

"I - .. .. 

' ..... 
. ~:--- r 

( · . .. 
a. .. ... .,_ .... . .... 

.. 
I 

Enclosure ... - • • .. ~ .... I "C... ; I ~ ..; 

. "T 4 ~~I -· ... _.; cc: 
file 
reading chrono GIA MALBON:bah:09-30-77 
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Bob Wilder, Administrator 
Interagency Committee for 

Outdoor Recreation 
4800 Capitol Boulevard 
Tumwater, WA 98504 

Charles H. Odegaard, Director 
Washington State Parks and 

Recreation Connnission 
P.O. Box 1128 
Olympia, WA 98501 

I 
) 

'\ ~--=--:·-.::-....:'·:-:::.·:: _:::. ·-::.--:--~::·::.:-,.::-'_..::..:.::''":":.:_-=c-==.7-=--. I 

Dave Heiser, Chief 1. 

Environmental Coordination 
Wash. State Pks. & Rec. Comm. 
P.O. Box 1128 
Olympia, WA 98501 

- ---.--:---------_,.,,.· 

Jongejan/Gerrard/Associates 
23-103rd Avenue N.E. 
Bellevue, WA 98004 
4ttn: Dave McNeil 

- . - ·----- _____________________ ..,. ____ --- -,/ 

·. 
.-"'· 

... 

: 
! 

I 

... . 
--·-·--···--

' " 

l 

Mart Kask, Executive Director 
Puget Sound Council of Governments 
216 1st Ave., S. 
Seattle, WA 98104 

- -- ------·---..... - ·-·····--- --··----·---- ---·--· -----· ________ , ____ ,._.._ .. __ ...._ _____ . - . .,_.: __ _ 

Jim Webster, Director 
King County Parks & Rec. Dept. 
W-226 King County Courthouse 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Vernon L. Barnes, Administrator 
Washington State Department of 

General Administration 
218 General Admin. Building 
Olympia, WA 98504 

. ·-·------· ------ -·----- - . ------------- --.. -- ------r·• - -·----------·-··· -------'----::::~·---·-------1-
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Mr. Robert Smith 
First Properties, Inc. 
201 Boren Avenue N. 
Seattle, WA 98109 

Most Reverend Raymond G. Hunthausen 
Catholic Archiocese of Seattle 
907 Terry Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98104 

..__ ____ . ------- ·-·-------·--- -----_,:__ ___ . ---- --· ---·-- - -------- -- ... 
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STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
legislative Building, Olympia, Washington 98504 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor 

September 28, 1977 

Honorable Cecil D. Andrus 
Secretary of the Interior 
Department of the Interior 
18th & C" Streets 
Washington, DC 20240 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

My letter to you of August 9, 1977, addressed 
acquire the St. Edward's Seminary property, a 
3,000 feet of waterfront on Lake Washington. 
support for Land and Water Conservation Fund 
assistance in the amount of $1,750,000. 

the state's d~sire to 
316-acre parcel with 
It requested your 

Contingency Reserve 

Recently our Legislature passed a bill which appropriated $5,250,000 
toward the overall $7,000,000 acquisition. In doing so, the Legisla
ture specified that $1,750,000 must come from your Discretionary 
Contingency Reserve Account. Our State Attorney General reviewed 
this bill and has rendered an opinion that funding from the Contin
gency Reserve in the amount of $1,750,000 is a condition precedent 
to expenditure of the state funds. 

We recognize that the Contingency Reserve is heavily impacted by 
oth~r emergency needs of the various states and that you may not be 
able to support the full amount of our request. We feel, however, this 
is a key ·recreation parcel of highly unique character in the heavily
urbani zed Seattle area. We would not want to lose such an outstanding 
parkland opportunity. We, therefore, are willing to have a portion of 
Washington's regular Land and Water Conservation money for FY '78 
transferred to the Contingency Reserve in an amount necessary to make 
up the difference between what you can support and the total needed. 
Mr. John D. Hough, your regional director in Seattle, assures us that 
you can support a sum of $350,000. The remaining amount', $1.4 million, 
transferred to the Contingency Reserve would be used to raise the total 
Contingency Reserve share to the $1,750,000 needed by the State of 
Washington. 

The .state's Interagency Committee is in agreement with this approach 
and I am assured this procedure would meet the technical requirement 
of the recently enacted state law. 
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Honorable Cecil D. Andrus 
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We recognize that our request is a highly technical bookkeeping 
exercise but this action provided the only basis by which the State 
of Washington may obligate its $5,250,000 within the legal frame
work of the Attorney General's memorandum and pecu~iarities of the 
state law. 

We must complete our actions to acquire the property by October 
10, 1977. Your swift approval would be deeply appreciated by the 
citizens of Washington. 

DLR:sr 
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 2.0510 

' ...... . September 23, 1977 

... - . 

llonorable Cecil D. Andrus 
Secretary 
Dcpar1Jnent of ~1e Interior 
\\nshineton, D.C. 20240 

Dear l·!r. Secretary: 

' ) ... 

Knowing of your concen1 about meetin~~ t11e Ma ti on' s growing 
demands for quality url•an recreatior.. facilities, \ve are asJ:ing 
your assistance in preserving a unique parcel of property near 
Seattle, Washington which, without fonnediate action, will be lost 
for park and recreation purposes. 

? J ,_ 

Earlier this y9ar the Catholic Archdiocese of Seattle announced 
plans to sell for $7 million, the St. Edward::; Sem:inary property 
which contains sor.1e 316 contiguous and undeveloped acres with 311110 
feet of waterfront along the East s]de of Lake li'ashington. This 
property represents the last large piece of undeveloped land on 
that side of La~~e L'ashinrton - an area \•nich is presently quite 
deficient in public recreation facilities. In demonstrcitinp its 
good faj th in ac(luiring this property, the \:ashington State Lep-is
lature last sp~ing appropriated $3.5 rnillicr., and approved another 
$1. 75 million from its rer,-ularly apportioned 1~77 Land and Water 
Conservation funds. Pecause of the mar,nitude of the St. Ed\,ards 
proposal, the appropriations let!islntion requires that the remain
jng $1. 75 million necessary to conplete the $7 Million purc11ase 
price come from th.e Secretary's contingency fund for Land and 
Water Conservation projects. 

The Catholic Church has already been offered their asking 
price by land de\relopers, but they \·mulcl pref er to see the property 
used for public purposes. Unfortunately, the Omrch must mnke a 
decision on the future of the property within the next r.lnnth. We 
feel that this property represents an excellent opportunity to 
purchase urban parkland in an area which is badly lackinp, in 
facilities of this nature. We ask your favorable action in ap
proving the requested funds from your contingency fund. 

u.s.s. :~~.fl' .s 
J\.SOn, V • . 

n '' .. ? • • ' . 
" · .. f 

., - . . 
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98195 

Department of Botany, AK-10 September 23, 1977 

Maurice Lundy 
Regional Director 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
U.S.Department of Interior 
915 2nd Avenue , Room 990 
Federal Office Building 
Seattle, WA 98170 

Dear Mr. Lundy: 
re: 

ot L L. · • • reation 
-=ii:11 ~OrthwHst ke !l 1 n n~/ OffiCI' 

Kenmore Seminary property 

I have been asked to comment on the possible existence of Rare or 
Endangered plant species on the Kenmore Seminary site in King County, 
Washington. Although I have not done a field survey of the site, its 
location and the nature of its habitat lead me to assert that there is 
little likelihood of there being any rare or endangered plant species on 
the premises. 

ARK:mw 

Sincerely yours, 

~ Of 
Arthur R. Kruckeberg 
Professor of Botany 

Telephone: (206) 543- 1942 



STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION 
4800 Capitol Blvd, Tumwater, Washington 98504 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Gouernor 

Mr. Maurice H. Lundy 
Regional Director 

Robert L. Wilder, Administrator 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
915 Second Avenue - Room 990 
Seattle, Washington 98174 

Dear Mr. Lundy: 

~IE~~Ul!E~ 
SEP 2 61977 

Bureau of Outdoor Rgcreat1on 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 

September 22, 1977 

RE: State Department of 
General Administration 

St. Edwards Seminary 
IAC #78-901A 

Pursuant to your request of September 16, 1977, please find enclosed 
information regarding the above referenced project qualifications 
for consideration for funding from the Secretary of Interior' s Contingency 
Fund as outlined in BOR Manual Chapter 3.620.3. l. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you need additional information. 

Administrator 

Enclosure 

RLW: RNT:ed .t.. 

/ 



Robert L. Wilder, Administrator 
Interagency Committee for 

Outdoor Recreation 
4800 Capitol Boulevard 
Turrwater, Washington 98504 

,.. ' . 
~ 

~ 
~ . 

Baker 

Httki-ns 

~ 
'o( 

-... ... - .... ·-
~ • .,.- .ti;",.,\: .... . . .. 

;..t~· ,,~,1 . .., .• -:.,;,},. '• ..... 
• ~ . I 1 ,_,;._ • 

( .~-,. ~ -. '" 11 ' f ~ ' 
Dear Bob: - . . ~ · /':- J. " 'tr-~•·~-
As requested by Ron Taylor of your office, we are returning the grant agree- . \., 
ments for the St. Edwards Seminary Acquisition project until such time as ~ 
the lnteragency Corranittee formally approves the proposal at the upcoming ~T 
funding session in Spokane. '"""! ~ • 

As you know, the deadlines on this proposal are extremely tight. Therefore, i •.J 11
.

since Dale Haskins of this office will be attending the Spokane meeting any- ~ 
way, I would appreciate it very much if you would allow him to hand-carry ~ 
the agreements back to Seattle after the Con1ni ttee has author1 zed you to .. ·.; 
proceed with the grant application. By doing this, it may be possible to 
package this proposal 1 or 2 days faster. Thank you. 

cc: 
file 
chrono 
reading 
GIA 

BAKER:jmb:9/19/77 

Sincerely yours, 

t).1auri ca H .. Lundy 
Regional Director 
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STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION 
4800 Capitol Blvd., Tumwater, Washington 98504 206/ 753 7140 

D1xy Lee Ray 
Gouernor 

Mr. Maurice H. Lundy 
Regional Director 

Robert L. Wilder, Administrator 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
915 Second Avenue - Room 990 
Seattle, Washington 98174 

Dear Mr. Lundy: 

September 16, 1977 

173 

RE: State Department of General 
Administration 

St. Edwards Seminary 
IAC #78-901A 

The Washington lnteragency Committee for Outdoor Recreation is submitting 
herewith for your review the application, agreement and several of the 
required attachments for the above referenced project. We will forward 
the A-95 review responses, EIA, plot map and site development plan as 
soon as they become available from the project sponsor. 

As you know we are requesting one-half of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
share of the project or $1,750,000, from the Secretary of Interior's 
Contingency Fund. Inasmuch as this request may require additional 
information or exhibits illuminating the outstanding features of this 
project, please do not hesitate to contact us for anything of this na ture 
or any other assistance we may provide. 

Sincerely, 

~.Ll~ 
ROBERT L. WILDER 
Administrator 
~ 

Enclosures 

RLW:RNT:ed 

~~~uw ~m 
SEP 1 6 1977 . l 

Bureau of Outdoor R'11ti:eation 
Pacific Northwest Regional Ofti! 

' 



G32 Pending SEP ~ 19n 

To: Director 

Fnom: Regional Director, Northwest Region 

Subject: St. Edwards Seminar Project 

Denny Miller in Senator Jackson's office called me today on the 
St. Edwards Sem nary project. One of King County Executive John 
Spellman's staff had called the Senator's office regarding the 
$1}5 million needed from the Secretary's Contingency Fund for the 
Seminary project and Mjller wanted to kno the status of the project. 

I told bim the problems on the project concerning Contingency Funding 
and compliance with the language contained i the Washington State 
Budget Law had been worked out and the project was moving ahead. 

Mr. Miller asked who was go1ng to make the news release on the project, 
and my response was that the details for the release on the Contingency 
Grant would be handled in the Secretary's office. Also, I told ~im the 
State·people were anxious to have Governor Ray involved in the announce
roont. Mr. Miller said the Senator's office would like to be involved in 
the announcement of a $7 million project in the Seattle area with $3.5 
million coming from Land and Water Conservat1on Fund, and asked me to 
convey this interest to our Washington office. 

cc: 
Congressional Liaison Officer 
John D. Hough, Department 

of the Interior 
cc: 
file 
chron 
reading 
pjh 
Lundy:pjh 9/16/77 

Maurice H l undv 

Maurice H. Lundy 
Regional Director 
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DONWOR. . TAYLOR E-CO. 

MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 

The Honorable Cecil D. Andrus 
Secretary of the Interior 
Department of the Interior 
Interior Building 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Cecil: 

1004 NORTON BU ING 
SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98104 
{:Wu) li22-9840 

September 9, 1977 

I imagine that you and Carol are, setting aside the weather, enjoying your 
stint in Washington and from all reports, you are doing a super job as 
Secretary. 

., . . •, 

I am enclosing a clipping from our local news·~per concerning 316 acres 
of wooded lakefront property on Lake Washington that Ginny and I feel 
should be preserved. Unlike most of the surrounding hillside which has 
been severely scarred by home development, the property in question is 
relatively untouched and is truly an asset to the community in its present 
verdant state. I would appreciate any support you can generate from the 
federal government in turning the property into a park for our enjoyment 
and the enjoyment of future generations. This area is expanding rapidly 
and, as in Boise, oftentimes developers lose sight of the long-range 
results of their enterprises. 

My invitation for dinner and some Ping-Pong still stands. 

personal regards, 

JSM:pr 

Enclosure 

;E 
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A-8 Seattle Post-Intelligencer, Thursday, September 1, 1977 

.A mail §tan ey P ar i:' 

State's Lakeside Dream Faces H urdles 
By MIKE LAYTON . 
P-1 Capitol Writer 

negotiations proceed, are trying to interest Kini:? 
County in joining the venture' so Forward Thru~t 
funds can be used. 

City noises are far away, muted by forest wbis· "It would provide tremendous relier for th is 
pers, ·as the trail winds gently downward through side of the lake," said Charles Odegaard, state parks 
ferny groves over a series of natural terraces to the director, who made a tour or the seminary and 
shore of Lake Washington. grounds with legislators. 

This is the land, like a bit of back country Cas- King County is officially silent, for the moment. 
cades solitude set down in the busy city, that the But the legislators seemed to think its participation 
state hopes will soon become a major urban recrea- will be assured once the procedural snarls are 
tion area. worked out. 

"Like a small Stanley Park," said Sen. Alan Gov. Dbcy Lee Ray recently added her enclorse-
Bluechel, R-Kirkland, at a recent hearing or the ment to the purchase with a letter to Andrus cx-
Senate Parks and Recreation Committee. pressed her "deep personal interest" in the prop. 

The Catholic Archdiocese of Seattle wants to erty. 
sell the 316 acres, mostly wooded, and 3,000 feet of Among the other minor snags is the new fed· 
lakefront, just off Juanita Drive north of Kirkland. era! fiscal year. It starts now October 1, and the fed-

The price tag is $1 million and private develo- eral money won't be appropriated until then. 
pers are standing by, checkbooks in hand, ready to But Bob Smith of First Properties, who is han-
pay that and more if the state doesn't want it - or dling the real estate end of the property for the 

·can't find the money. · · archdiocese, said "there should be no difficulty" 
The money is available, but putting it to use . ... because or the October date. 

takes a little maneuvering. ; , :. . "I think the archdiocese would wait any reason-
The W77 Legislature appropriated $5,250,000 for', ;- "able time," he said. 

the purchase. But it is contingent on obtaining $1,- ' • But Smith has been approached by a number or 

\

' ,'Q . . 
. ·;'~ 

1 · 
~ . I. 
' . " ·; 

. • TT' developers ready and eager to buy the property. 
~~~If. 'Ii~· i.1 And .although the archdiocese would like the prop 
"'~ · .. ,, , . 1\. erty to be in public hands, it can't wait forever . 
• { ~-,, ')/..!, Except for the developers watching from the 

•' · sidelines no one seems to be opposed to the proposal 
although some state agencies are muttering that 
their share of the outdoor recreation money will be 
lost if the purchase goes through. 

"You get a feeling unlike you'll find in any 
other urban area," Bluechel said at the hearing. 
"You can literally get away from it all here." 

"It is our responsibility to acquire open space 
land that will never be available again," said Berit 
McAllister, a resident of nearby Arrowhead Point. 

She and another neighbor, Darcy Halloran, said 
the property is valuable for wildlife and noted tbat 
other parks in the area are becoming ever more 
crowded. 

Odegaard told the committee that "even if you 
had to lock up all three buildings, the property 
would still be worth it. . 

ODEGAARD: "once in a lifetime ... " 

''This is a once in a lifetime opportunity," Ode
gaard said. 

Apple-a-Day Schedule 

s 

750,000 from U.S. Secretary of the Interior Cecil 
Andrus from his discretionary federal outdoor rec
reation funds. 

• And, because the property includes the old St. 
Edwards Seminary building, a gymnasium and a 
magnJficent Olympic-sized indoor pool, it does not 
fully qualify under the strict standards for using • 
state Referendum 28 money for outdoor recreation 
bond money. 

One reason ls that the terms of the referendum 
passed by the people a few years ago rule out the 
money's use tor indoor pools. 

The Apple-A-Day 
Health Information and 
Self Care Center bas 
announced its fall class 
schedule. 

The center, at 12535 
Lake City Way N.E., is a 
two-month old non-profit 
business started by a 
nurse practitioner. a 
health practitioner and a 
health educator. 

a weight control class 
starting September 13, a 
healthy sexuality course 
starting September 15, a. 
relaxation workshop 
starting September 14 
and a fear rcrtucuon se
ries to start when three 
to 10 persons indicate 
interest. 

Bluechcl and Sl'll. George Scott, R-Seattle, who 
are both almost literally holding U~eir breaths while Fall offerings include 

Off ice hours arc 10 
a.m. to 4 p.m. 



United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICt OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

Honorable Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor of Washington 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

Dear Governor Ray : 

SEP 9 1977 

This responds to your August 9, 1977, letter to Secretary of t he 
Interior Cecil D. Andrus . Your lett er requested his support for 
a $1,750,000 request from the eontinqency Reserve of the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund. The requested amount is to as s i st the 
State of ashinqton to acquire approximately 316 acres on 
Lake Washinqton in Kinq CoWlty. 

~ Bureau of Outdoor Recreation is currently reviewinq the 
Contingenc y Reserve program and will make recommendations to 
me and the Secretary by mid-September concerning progr am pr i orities , 
selection cri teria and project administration. Based on t hese 
re ndations a national policy for the operation of the 
Contingency Reearve will be established. Mr. Robert L. Wilder , 
Administra tor, Interaqency Committee for Outdoor Recreation, wil l 
be notified of this policy. If the proposed acquisition on 
Lake Wa shinqton meets the project selec:tion criteria and falls 
within the national policy, you may be assured that the proposal 
wil t be given consideration for assistance f rom the Continqenc:Y 
Reserve. 

In the interim, I hope that Mr. Wil der wil.l keep t he Reqional 
Offioo of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreati on a,ppraised of the 
pr ogress in the preparation of this acqui s i tion so that, i f 
needed, his staff may be of assistance. 

o1H~E WlE~ 
' SEP1 9 1977 ~ 

f {)J eoor Recreation 
Bureau o I ott1 r" 

'?acifir Northvrnst Reg1ona 

Sincerely yours, 

(Sgd) Bob Herbst 

Robert L. Her bst 
Assistant Secretary for 

Fish and Wildlife and Parks 
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l..e!jislative Buildi119, Olympia, Washinglon 98504 

Dixy Lee Ray 
.. -, - ... Gouernor August 9, ~77 

. ..., . 

Mr. Cecil D. Andrus 
Secretary of the Interior 
C Street Between 18th and 19th Stre~ts 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Secretary Andrus: 

C..d 
( . i 

Included in the Capital Budget approved by the legislature was author
ity to acquire approximately 316 acres with 3,000 feet of waterfront 
on Lake Washington in King County, Washington. That property offers a 
unique opportunity to provide the citizens of the area with a recrea
tion facility that is exceptional in most ways". 

Approximately $5,250,000 of the acquisition funds are specified to 
come through the Outdoor Recreation Fund and the local referendum 
funding. The acquisition authority, however, is contingent on $1,750,000 
being made available by the Secretary of the Interior from the Land 
and Water Conservation Contingency Fund before February 15, 1978. 

We very much desire to acquire the property and will take all steps 
necessary that are available to us, but as stated above, the authority 
to acquire is conditional upon receiving the $1,750,000 from your 
emergency fund. We will purs.ue acquisition of those funds through 
normal channels through the regional off ice of the Bureau of Outdoor 
Recreation and will greatly appreciate your support to our action. 

Please be assured of my deep personal interest in this project and I 
would, accordingly, appreciate your full support in assisting us with 
the necessary funding • 

. DLR:tbp 
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LLOYD MEEDS 
2r.'-'DISTAICT, WASHIHGTOH • • COMMITTEE ON 

RULCS 

EVERETT OFFICE 

201 FEDERAL BUILDINO 

252-3188 

BEU.INGHAM OFFICE 

309 Fll:DERAL BUILDING 

733-<C500 

<!Congress of tbe Wniteb ~tates 
~ouse of l\epresentntibes 

COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR 
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 

MT. VERNON OFFICE 

2121 CoLLEGE WAY 

424-3207 

. maitbington, ~.<IC. 20515 

September 1, 1977 

Secretary Cecil Andrus 
Interior Building 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear~~etary: 

I have just talked with persons in Washington State 
who are working for the acquisition, as an urban park, the area 
comprising St. Edward's Seminary. You have a special letter 
from Governor Dixy Lee Ray on this matter which was delivered 
to Hardy Pierce of your office. 

I would just like to add my recommendations to the 
many others for the purchase of St. Edward's Seminary. It is 
my understanding that the State is putting up 5 1/4 million 
dollars from State General Revenue funds and its share of land 
and water conservation funds. One and three-fourths million 
dollars additional will be necessary, which I hope the Federal 
Government can supply from land and water conservation funds. 

This is an exceptional case. 
really like to get their hands on it. 
serve it for all the people. 

The developers would 
I hope we can help pre-

Many thanks for your cooperation. 

Best personal regards. 

Sincerely, 

c~~~rL-
Lloya Meetts 
Member of Congress 

CHAIRMAN, WATER AND 

POWER RESOURCES 

SUDCOMMITTEE 

,· 

,_: ,:,·, ... 
·~ 
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BOR fiiail Control No.~~/ 7Q 
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• United States Department of the Interior 

t1emorandum 

To: 

From: 

OFFICE OF TH F. SEC RE I ARY 
915 SECOND AVE NUE. RM . 3090 
SEATTLE, WASHI NGTON 98174 

August 31, 1977 

Chris Delaporte, Director 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 

John D. Hough, Seattle 

) 

Subject: St. Edward's Seminary property 

After discussing the Washington Governor's request for Land and Water 
Conservation funding from the Secretary's Contingency Fund, the Secretary 
indicated his approval of consideration through the nonnal process which 
you have or are establishing to allocate the limited funds. 

October 10 has been set as the final date by which the funds must be 
available for state purchase. 

Call me. We need to determine what is possible and what alternatives 
can be set forth in this limited period. 

Thanks. 

cc: 
The Secretary 

bee: 
' Mr. Maurice H. Lundy 

~ lE©lEH/lE~ 
SEP1 1977 

Bureau of OUtdoor Recreatioo 
Pacific Northwest R~ OfficY 



"j},st fJRST PROPERTIES, Inc. 1 201 BorenAvenueNorlh· Seattle . Wash1nglon 8109 · (206) 623-7920 

., 

August 25, 1977 

Mr. Vern Barnes 
Dir ector o f Gene ral Administration 
218 Gene ral Admi nistra tion Building 
Olympia, WA 98504 

De a r Mr. Ba rne s: 

AUG 2 J 97 

Bureau of Out 1or r at1or 
· ·c Northwest Re1iionl\I Othr 

This will a cknowle d g e rec e i p t o f your proposal to purcha s e 
St. Edward's Se minar y prope rty a s outl i n e d in your l e tter 
of August 22, 1977. 

I have been instr ucte d b y t h e Archdioce se to advise you 
that the t e rms and condi t i ons o f your o ff r a r e g e n e r a lly 
satis f acto r y; provi d i n g , howe v e r, t h a t a ll conti nge ncies 
containe d in your o ffe r be r e move d b y Octobe r 10, 1977. 
On or be f ore that d a t e , your proposa l must b con ve rte d 
to a f i rm and b i nding buy a nd sel l agr eeme nt wi t h a mu
tually satisfactory c losing date . 

I should al s o call your a tte ntion to the n eed o f t h e Arch
dioce s e to retain a s e me nts f or access ove r exis t ing r o a d 
ways and easeme nts f or exist i ng u tilities acr o ss p r o perty 
to b e s old. 

J 

The Archdioce se h a s cont inue d to defer cons i d erat i on o f 
othe r o f fe r s i n the hop e t hat your ef f orts wi ll b e s u cces s 
ful. I trust you wi ll und e r s t a nd t h a t, consider i ng a l l 
circums t a nces , a d e l a y be yond Octobe r 1 0, 197 7 woul d not 
bR pruri e n t. 

RLS/lb · 

cc: Mr. Charl e s Odegaard 
.ft. Mauric e Lundy 

Mr . Robe rt L . Wilde r 
Mr. J o h n Ho ugh 

Whtdbey Island Office 

Post Office Box 122 · Langi y, W shington 98260 • (206) 321 ·4808 ( 
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STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor 

August 22, 1977 

Mr. Robert L. Smith 
First Properties, Inc. 
201 Boren Avenue North 
Seattle, WA 98109 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 
218 General Admirnslralion Building, Olympia, Washington 98504 206· 753.5434 

Vernon L. Barnes, Director 

Substitute Senate Bill 3110 enacted into law effective July 1, 1977 
(Chapter 338, Laws of 1977, First Extraordinary Session, 45th 
Legislative Session} authorized General Administration to acquire 
the property generally known as St. Edwards Seminary near Kenmore, 
Washington. 

In accordance with the authority contained in the above statute, 
the State of Washington, through the Department of General Admin
istration, does hereby offer to purchase from the Catholic Arch
diocese of Seattle the property described in Transamerica Title 
Insurance Co. Preliminary Commitment for Title Insurance Order No. 
635936 dated July 13, 1977. It is understood and 'agreed this offer 
will exclude from the property described in the title policy a tract 
of approximately 50 acres, the legal description of which will be 
mutually agreed upon. Said tract is generally known as the St. 
Thomas Seminary area. 

This offer to purchase is in the amount of $7,000,000, payable as 
follows: 

$1,750,000 from the General Fund, the Outdoor Recreation 
Account 

$3,500,000 from the Outdoor Recreation Account appropriation 
pursuant to Section 4(1) and/or (2), Chapter 129, Laws of 
1972, Ex. Session. (Referendum 28), and 

$1,750,000 from the Secretary of Interior Land and Water 
Conservation Contingency Fund 

This offer is conditional upon receipt of $1,750,000 from the 
Secretary of Interior Land and Water Conservation Contingency 
Fund by February 15, 1978. 

This of fer to purchase is subject to the receipt of the funds stated 
above, to the easements and other terms and conditions enumerated in 

~3 

·---~ 



Mr. Robert L. Smith 
Page 2 
August 22, 1977 

Title Insurance Policy 635936, and to the later delineation of the 
approximate SO-acre tract housing St. Thomas Seminary. 

Please be assured the State of Washington is sincere in its attempt 
to acquire the property as stated above and will continue to work with 
you toward its acquisition. We also wish to assure you we will keep 
you current on our funding as the situation warrants. 

We appreciate your favorable consideration of this offer to purchase. 

Sincerely, 

v. L. Barnes 
Director 

VLB:sr 

cc: Mr. Charles Odegaard, Washington State Parks & Recreation 
Mr. Maurice Lundy, Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
Mr. Robert L. Wilder, Interagency Committee for Outdoor 

Recreation 
Mr. John Hough, Office of the Secretary of Interior 
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United States Department of the Interior 

Memorandum 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
915 SECOND AVENUE, RM. 3090 
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98174 

July 6, 1977 

,15) ~ (~ IE J \'' ~ ~ 
ll~ JUL 8 1977 -::. 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
Pacific Northwest Regional Offict 

To: Regional Director, Northwest Region, BOR 

From: Director, Western Field Offices 

Subject: Lake Washington property 

I am delighted that the Governor signed the bill to acquire 
the St. Edward's Seminary property. Make sure that BOR follows 
through with its part of the fund. . ~~ 

Keep me up to date so that I can be helpful if it becomes / elf~ ,,. ' 
necessary to advocate a Land and Water Conservation Fund 'later 
this year. 
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Jim Webster. Acting Director 
King County Park and 

Recreation Department 
W-226 King County Courthouse 
Seattl • washfngton 98104 

Dear Mr. Webster: 

.. .. 
...... --

- l' - -

. . I 

.. 
. 

r . -

JUN R 19 

r \ ~ 

- .. _ .... 
?~T - ...... 

.. 
I I 

-. . 
This ts to infonn you that we have scheduled a meeting on June 15 to discuss 
th disposition of the St. Edwards - St. Thomas Seminary property. The 

tfng will be at 2 p.m. in Room 990 of the Federal Office Building here 
f n Seattle. 

We have also invited a representative of the Archdiocese, the State Parks 
Director. and the Administrator of the Interagency COfllDitte for Outdoor 
Recreation. We certainly hope that you can attend this meeting as well. 
It would be most helpful ff you could be prepared to discuss the Northshore 
CORIDUn1ty Plan now being prepared and how that planning process could sup
port ~ possibflfty of public acqufsftion of the Seminary property. 

Please let know as soon as possible ff we can expect you on the 15th. 
Many thanks for your interest. ..... 

-
.. 

Sincerely yours. ., .... .) 
• 

r"ce H. Luq .. ·~ ,..._t . .•. t • 

. . 

.. 

~ .. . . ... ~ - . .. ....... 
4 u =·' -' ... Maurf ce H. Lundy r • ~ ' ' I ' 

•• .-.. 
• ~. 

cc: 

-. , • L 

..... --
Robert Jacobs 

. . 
Regional Of rector 1.;:. • ~ [ . 1 ~; ~ • .......... r - . -. I " - . 
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TO 

Of'TIONAL FORM NO. 10 
MAY 1112 KDmON 
QSA l'l'MR ( .. Cl'R) IOl • ll •t 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 
7300 
Regional Director 

Avcfi. /:>t& /top '/Y ">ot o,,.ol 

tJ t.c. l!.-f tr" 't. s tl-11 

DATE: June 3, 1977 

FROM ARD for Resource Planning 
Services 

SUBJECT : St. Edwards and St. Thomas Seminary Property on Lake Washington 

On June l, I received a call from Mr. Bob Smith who represents the Archdiocese 
in Western Washington. Mr. Smith handles real estate transactions for the 
Catholic Archdiocese. He was calling in reference to a meeting you and Sid 
Malbon had with the Archdiocese some time ago on the subject property during 
which you requested that they notify you should their plans for the property 
change and there was a possibility the property would be available for sale. 
Mr. Smith indicated that he had been instructed by the Archdiocese to get 
in contact with you and inform you that there is a possibility the property 
will be available for sale very soon. Mr. Smith indicated there is a study 
underway now to determine possible church uses of the property; however, he 
was not optimistic about justification for continued use by the church. 
Presently, it will be used through this fall. He said there was a distinct 
possibility that a decision will be made as early as 10 days from now to 
sell the property. Should that occur ,- Mr. Smith will be handling the real 
estate negotiations for the Catholic Archdiocese. 

As a recap, the property contains 2600 feet of water frontage on Lake Wash
ington. It is 360 acres and has a number of buildings among which is an 
indoor, olympic-size swimming pool and gymnasium. Both of these facilities 
are less than 10 years old. I asked Mr. Smith if he has same idea of what 
the fair market value is and he estimated it was probably somewhere between 
$6-8 million. He said he based this estimate on $500 per front foot of the 
water frontage which would include the backup lots and about $14,000 per 
acre for the remaining 320 acres--some of which is view property. Another 
breakout, he said, would be about $5-6 million for the grounds and $1-2 mil
lion for the buildings. He indicated that although the market value of the 
buildings, from a replacement cost standpoint, would be around $3 million, 
realistically they would have to be depreciated because some of them are 
special-purpose buildings such as classrooms, etc. After talking to you, 
I did get back ta Mr. Smith and indicated I had communicated his phone mes
sage to you, that you were interested and would get in touch with him as 
soon as you returned to Seattle. His number is 623-7920. 

cc: 
reading 
chrono 
ng 
WINTERS:bah:06-03-77 

Richard L. Winters 
Assistant Regional Director 

Buy U.S. Sfwings Bonds Regult11·ly on the Payroll Savings Plan 
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THE CHANCERY 

ARCHDIOCESE OF SEATTLE 

907 TERRY AVENUE 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON, 98104 

August 11, 1976 
AU6121 76 

~11ro ' uf 011td1 r, Recreation 
~1nclf1 t Northwest Regional 

Mr. Maurice H. Lundy 
Regional Director 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
915 Second Avenue, Room 990 
Seattle, WA 98174 

Dear Mr. Lundy: 

In the absence of Archbishop Hunthausen, I wi sh to 
acknowledge your letter of August 10 relative to 
the possibility of public outdoor recreation use 
of the Seminary property. 

The Archbishop will be out of the office unti l 
the middle of August. I am, however, referring 
your letter to a committee which the Archbishop 
has appointed to take care of the uses of Seminary 
property. If there is any possibility that thi s 
committee may wish to consider your request, they 
have been instructed to get i n touch with you. 

With all good wishes, I am 

Respectfully, 

(Msgr.) John P. Doogan 
Chancell or 
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Archbishop Raymond G. Hunthausen 
Catholic Archdiocese of Seattle 
The Chancery, 907 Terry Street 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

Your Excellency: • 

.... ... 
• l _. 

l.. +-:Ii' .... • 
I. . -- "!, -.;;;. .... 

... ~J . 4 

r. 

I ' . 

You may recall our meeting of March 23 of this year when we discussed with 
you possible arrangements to provide for public outdoor recreation use of a 
portion of the St. Andrews and St. Edwards Seminaries at Kenmore. At that 
ti~e, you suggested that we again contact you in the middle of July when 
you thought that you would be able to better advise us respecting who we 
might contact to make a more specific proposal and obtain a more definitive 
response. ... ... 

UI 4 • 
We did phone your office a few days ago and were advised that you and Mon-

\ 
signor Doogan were both out and were not expected back until the middle of 

I".... August: We, therefore. would like to ask that when you have returned to 
I r , \ your Office and have the time that YOU COntact me regarding a date for a 

-
\ 

future meeting with you and other involved parties so that this matter might 
: be pursued further. Your cooperation would be most appreciated. 

Sincerely yours. 

Maunci • U11UlY 

.. 

.. 
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Most Reverend Raymond G. Hunthausen 
Catholic Archdiocese of Seattle 
907 Terry Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

Your Excellency, 

JU 197 

Although quite belated, I would 11ke to extend to you a hearty welcome 

Wi n~er~./.w 

.A~J!,r{( 

to Seattle and, particularly, present you with the enclosed copy of 
110Utdoor Recreation--A Legacy for America", the first Nationwide Outdoor 
Recreation Plan. This was prepared pursuant to the provisions of Public 
Law 88-29 which charged the Department of the Interior with specific 
responsibilities for preparing and maintaining such a plan. The Secretary 
of the Interior assigned this responsibility to the Bureau of Outdoor 
Recreation. 

The plan 1s intended to guide Congress, Federal, State and local govern
ments, and private agencies 1n designing programs and policies that are 
responsive to the recreation needs of the American people. The plan's 
objectives are realistic and achievable. 

It focuses on leisure ttme tn the broadest sense. Its purpose ts to 
enhance the qu 11ty of lives assuring outdoor recreation opportunities 
fn the ctty and in the natural lands for the disadvantaged and the 
advantaged, for the young, the old, and the hand1capped--for all 
Americans. In preparing the plan. valuable advice from the states, 
local governments, private agencies, and all elements of the Federal 
Government with recreation interests or responsibilities was actively 
solicited and received. 

Because of its s1gn1ficance, I would like to meet with you at your 
convenience to discuss those portions of the plan which might affect 
programs and resources of the catholic Church in the Pacific Northwest, 
particularly those less obvious aspects of the plan which might be 
particularly relevant to your interests. To 1ntt1ate this meeting, I 
have taken the liberty of suggesting that I call upon you on March 17 



1.1,-

-. .. I 
• '.1.• .i - l.. "ll ~· - ....,..f -

t 1 

i ... ""= -. '. I 
-.. .. 

at 2 p.m. A few members of my staff would accompany me. If this is 
agreeable with you or if you would prefer an alternative date, time. or 
location that would be more convenient to you, please advise. I look 
forward to meeting you in person and explaining the plan 1n more deta11. 

1 1
1 I -Sincerely yours, .. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

ACQUISITION OF ST. E~ARD SEMINARY 

FOR 

USE AND DEVELOPMENT OF A STATE PARK 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 

September 1977 

Prepared by 
Northwest Regional Office 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
U. s. Department of the Interior 

In part from Information and Data Supplied by 
the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 

and 
Jongejan/Gerrard/Associates 

Landscape Architects and Planners 
Bellevue, Washington 

Coordinated by: 

ct~~ ~~ 
A. Si dncy~bon 9/23/77 
Supervi sory Outdoor Recreation Planner 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
Northwest Region, Seattle, Washington 
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I. DESCRIPTION OF TIIE PROPOSED ACTION 

Background 

In the late 1920's, Bishop O'Day, then the Bishop of the Catholic Diocese 
of Seattle, purchased from his own personal inheritance 366 acres of forest 
land on the northeast shore of Lake Washington in King County near Seattle, 
Washington. He donated this property to the Catholic Diocese for use by 
the Suplican Order of Catholic Priests for use as a seminary. Two separate 
institutions were subsequently established. St. Edward Seminary, for the 
postgraduate instruction of seminarians in theology, was initiated with 
the construction of the main dormitory/instruction/office/chapel building 
in 1931. A gymnasium was subsequently added and an Olympic-sized swimming 
pool was constructed in 1968. 

As a related function, in 1958 St. Thomas Seminary was opened for the educa
tion of high school students and collegians to prepare them for entrance 
into St. Edward Seminary. In association with St. Thomas Seminary, St. 
John Mary Vianney Church and Parish were established in 1971. 

In the spring of 1976, Archbishop Raymond Hunthausen established a .commit
tee of 26 consultors to advise him of future use of the property because 
of declining enrollment and drastic changes in the education of seminarians 
and pre-seminarians. These changes placed greater emphasis on integrating 
them into the every-day world and removing them from a cloistered atmos
phere of a seminary. 

Also in the spring of 1976, representatives of the Northwest Regional Office 
of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation called on Archbishop Hunthausen as part 
of the efforts to implement the Nationwide Outdoor Recreation Plan. They 
discussed the plan's general findings, particularly its emphasis on provid
ing more urban, water-oriented recreation and inquired what might be done 
to allow public use of the waterfront portion of the seminary property and, 
specifically, if the large log raft that had been anchored there for many 
years could be removed to allow boaters to gain access to the waterfront. 
He responded that the inquiry was very timely because of the task he had 
assigned to the committee of 26. He stated, should it be determined to 
dispose of the property, it was his preference that it be first offered 
to a public agency for public park and recreation purposes before it was 
offered to private parties for residential, commercial, or industrial pur
poses. He indicated that when a decision was made, he would contact the 
Bureau. 

In June 1977, pursuant to the Archbishop's instructions, an agent of the 
church contacted the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation to advise that it appeared 
the conunittee of 26 would shortly recommend that approximately 316 acres 
of the property were no longer needed for church purposes and that approxi
mately 50 acres would be retained for use by the St. John Mary Vianney Par
ish and Church and St. Thomas Seminary. Bureau representatives then initia
ted negotiations with representatives of the Washington State Parks and 
Recreation Commission and the Washington State Interagency Conunittee for 
Outdoor Recreation. In late June, the committee of 26 officially made their 
reconunendation which was accepted by the Archbishop. 
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On the last day of the Washington State Legislature, Substitute Senate Bill 
3110 was introduced and enacted into law July 1, 1977. This authorized the 
Washington Department of General Administration to acquire the property and 
subsequently to enter into an agreement with the Washington State Parks and 
Recreation Commission for operation of the property as a state park. It 
appropriated $5.25 million of state funds to be matched in part by $1.75 
million from the Land and Water Conservation Fund. On August 22, the Depart
ment of General Administration made an offer to purchase the property for 
$7,000,000 contingent upon securing the Land and Water Conservation Funding. 
On August 25, the agent for the church advised that the terms and conditions 
Qf the offer were generally satisfactory, provided that a firm and binding 
proposal to purchase by the state must be received by October 10, 1977, or 
the church would proceed to dispose of it to other parties who had made 
firm and binding offers. 

Short Range--Acquisition 

General Discussion 

The proposed action is to acquire a 316-acre parcel within King County lo
cated adjacent to Lake Washington known as the St. Edward Seminary. The 
property bounds Lake Washington along approximately 3,000 feet of low bank 
shoreline along the northeastern end of the lake. 

The property is accessible to several million people in the greater Seattle 
metropolitan area via Interstate Highway 405 (I-405) which traverses the 
east side of Lake Washington and connects to the major north-south corridor 
identified as Interstate 5 (I-5) (Figures 1 and 2). Direct access to the 
site is from the Kenmore-Juanita Road (also known as Juanita Drive), a county 
road on the eastern boundary of the property proposed for acquisition. 

The only action proposed at this time is the acquisition of the property 
from the private owner, the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of Seattle, which 
has no current use for the 316-acre parcel. An additional adjacent so± 
acres, including certain buildings, the St. John Mary Vianney Church, and 
the St. Thomas Seminary, would be retained by the Archdiocese under this 
proposed action. 

The Washington State Legislature at the time of budgetary approval gave 
direction: 

To acquire approximately 316 acres and 3,000 feet of nontrust 
freshwater shoreline property in an urban area: PROVIDED, · 
That the Department of General Administration shall contract 
with the Parks and Recreation Commission to maintain the 
grounds for recreation purposes: PROVIDED FURTHER, That an 
additional $1,750,000 of the Secretary of the Interior's 
Land and Water Conservation Contingency Fund for outdoor 
recreation is received by February 15, 1978. 

While future development for recreation is intended, this proposed action 
is strictly to acquire and hold the land in its present relatively unde
veloped state. Funding for any future development by the Washington State 
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Parks and Recreation Commission will be contingent upon legislative approval 
and availability of funds, and no development is contemplated prior to the 
1981-83 biennium. Special renovation and operation ft.m.ds to repair, main
tain, and operate the existing swimming pool, gym, and ancillary facilities 
may be made available in 1978 by the special session of the State Legisla
ture. Future development may well be multistage with construction spread 
out over two to four bienniums. 

At the time of any proposed development, the Washington State Parks and Rec
reation Commission wil l thoroughly review any environmental impacts under 
the specific guidelines of the Washington State Environmental Policy Act of 
1971 (SEPA) (R.C.W. 43.21C) and the current Council on Environmental Policy 
Washington Administrative Code (CEP WAC's), as well as the National Environ
mental Policy Act (NEPA) if Federal action would be involved. 

Relationship to Federal, State, and Local Recreation Projects and Pr0posals 

There are no known current or planned recreation-oriented Fede~al, State, or 
local projects or proposals directly or indirectly related to this proposal. 

Long Range--Development 

A conceptual plan has been developed for a park of regional scope at this 
site (Figure 3). The program elements have been selected to satisfy the 
regional needs as identified in the Department of the Interior's Urban Rec
reation Study, State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP), and King 
County's Northshore Communities Development Plan. 'nle conceptual plan recog
nizes the composite suitability map (Figure 4) by restricting the steep slope 
development to walking trails and grouping intensive use activities in and 
around the existing clearing(s) on the pl ateau. A swimming/boating/fishing 
activity group area would be located along the shoreline. Other programs 
would be accommodated in the existing seminary building, gym, swimming pool, 
and game courts . See Table 1 for a more detailed program element list. 

Sewage and Solid Waste Disposal Systems 

Sewage generated on the plateau portion of the site is presently handled by 
an existing sanitary sewer operated and maintained jointly by the Northeast 
Lake Washington Sewer District and the Catholic Church. After acquisition, 
the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission will become a partner 
in that maintenance agreement. Sewage generated at the shoreline area will 
be transferred via force main to one of the two lift stations operated by 
the Northeast Lake Washington Sewer District (Figure 5). 

Solid waste generated on the site will be disposed by franchised contract 
disposal services which presently serve the adjacent neighborhoods. 'nle 
solid waste would be transferred to a nearby King County transfer station 
or landfill. 

Consultation and Coordination in Development of the Proposed Action 

When the Catholic Archdiocese of Seattle determined that the majority of the 
St. Edward Seminary property was excess to their present and future needs, 
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TABLE I 

CONCEPTUAL PLAN ELEMENTS 

Elements AnticiQated Auto CaQacit~ and Loads 

Acreage # PeoQle # TriQS 

Fitness Trail 1.0 50 25 
Sports Meadow 

( 2 Softba l1) 
4.5 80 25 

Play Area .3 75 22 
Meadow 12.6 200 80 
Group Picnic Shelter .2 100 30 
Group Picnic Shelter .2 50 15 
Group Picnic Shelter .2 10 3 
Picnicking (50 individual * 175 50 

sites) 
Senior Activities 1.0 80 40 
Gym .5 60 30 
Pool .5 100 40 
ELC (Environmental * 160 4 Bus 

Learning Center} (Day 
Use/Schools} 

Convention/Cultural Center * 250 125 
Tennis (2 courts} .6 16 8 
Handball (8 courts} .4 16 8 
Fishing Pier ** 25 17 
Trails 6.2 100 30 
Swimming Beach 3.8 250 125 
Parking 3.0 

35.0 Total Acres 

SUB-TOTAL 673 
LESS 20% (MODAL SPLIT} - 135 
SUB-TOTAL 538 
LESS 40% CRITICAL MASS (PARK LOADS) - 215 

TOTAL PARKING 323 
TOTAL TRIPS 1,648 

*Utilize existing cleared areas and buildings. 
**Uti l ize small area of bedlands of Lake Washington . 
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Total 
Turnover # TriQS 

4 100 
3 75 

4 88 
3 240 
1.5 45 
3 45 
3 9 
2 100 

2 80 
4 120 
5 200 
2 8 

1 125 
6 48 
4 32 
2 34 
4 120 
2 250 

1,719 
345 

1,374 
550 

ONE-WAY TRIPS 824 
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they made that fact known to the Washington State Legislature and various 
Washington State agencies which might have an interest in the property. 

In view of the need for additional public access and recreational facilities 
in the greater Seattle metropolitan area and the shortage of large blocks 
of undeveloped land along Lake Washington, the Legislature gave its support 
to the concept of State acquisition and appropriated $5.25 million of State 
funds in anticipation of and premised upon receipt of $1.75 million of Land 
and Water Conservation Funds (L&WCF). 

The project then received the support of Governor Dixy Lee Ray by her signa
ture of the budget document and by her letter of August 9, 1977, to Secretary 
of the Interior Cecil D. Andrus (see Appendix A). 

More recently, the short-range (acquisition) plan of the Washington State 
Department of General Administration and the conceptual long-range (develop
ment) plan of the Washington State Parks and Recreation Cotmnission have been 
reviewed by various State agencies reponsible for planning and natural re
source management. Responses have been received from the follqwing State 
agencies and are attached in Appendix A: 

Office of Program Planning & Fiscal Management (OPP&FM) - Sept. 15, 1977 
Department of Game (WDG) - September 19, 1977 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) - September 19, 1977 
Department of Fisheries (WDF) - September 20, 1977 
Department of Ecology (DOE) - September 20, 1977 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) - September 20, 1977 

Numerous local community leaders have expressed support for this project 
through the A-95 clearinghouse process and/or by letter: 

State Senator Alan Bluechel - June 9, 1977 
Mayor Bob Neir, City of Kirkland - June 28, 1977 
Spencer Beebe, Northwest Director, Nature Conservancy - Aug. 12, 1977 
Aubrey Davis, King County Executive Candidate - September 2, 1977 
City of Seattle - September 23 , 1977 
John Spellman, King County Executive - September 23, 1977 
King County Council - September 23, 1977 
City of Bothell - September 23, 1977 
Puget Sound Council of Governments - September 23, 1977 

Coordination and Review of Assessment Information 

This document has been compiled using many sources of data. Those sources 
are noted where the reference appears in the text. Prime responsibility 
for State assistance in preparation of the assessment lies with David W. 
Heiser, E.P., Chief, Environmental Coordination, Washington State Parks 
and Recreation Cotmnission. 

Portions of the assessment was prepared by the State's consultant, Jongejan/ 
Gerrard/Associates, landscape architects specializing in environmental 
design and planning. Photographs and graphics were also supplied by the 
consultant. 
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Various State agencies provided information on specific resources within 
their jurisdiction and suggested possible impacts which could be expected 
from acquisition and development. The Washington State Department of 
Fisheries provided sockeye salmon information, and the Washington State 
Department of Ecology provided air quality data. 

Since the only action proposed at this time is the State's acquisition of 
the property and the time to accomplish this acquisition prior to sale to 
private developers is very limited, no opportunity was available for public 
review of this assessment. Because it appears that most impacts from acqui
sition are primarily beneficial (III. THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE PRO
POSED ACTION) and the fact that any future development would be analyzed 
under SEPA and NEPA at that time, no wide review of this document has been 
made at this time. 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

General Discussion 

The St. Edward Seminary property may be generally described as a second
growth Douglas fir/hardwood forest typical of much of the relatively undis
turbed land west of the Cascade Mountains of the State. While it was first 
logged long ago before the turn of the century, it has not been managed 
for timber production as is often the case with single species Douglas fir 
forests. Because the land has not been treated with herbicides, most of 
the native species of broadleaved plants are in evidence. 

It comprises three primary areas or units: upper plateau area, steep slope 
area, and the shoreline area as shown on Figure 6. 

The immediate site surrounding the St. Edward Seminary (to be acquired) 
and the St. Thomas Seminary (to be retained by the Catholic Church along 
with 40 to 50 acres of land) is a grassy meadow. This area has been main
tained as a meadow for a long time, perhaps since the construction of the 
seminaries in the late 20's and early 30 1s. The old St. Edward Seminary 
building, support buildings, a swinnning pool and gym, tennis courts, and 
other minor surface paving including park areas, occupy several acres of 
flat ground as shown on Figure 6 - Vegetation. 

Land Use 

Existing. and past use of the site has been as an institutional/educational 
facility owned and operated as a seminary since 1930 by the Seattle Arch
diocese of the Catholic Church. The site is predominately forested with 
the exception of the clearing around the St. Edward Seminary. 

The Northshore Cotlmlunity, which surrounds the site, is in transition from 
a predominately rural to a suburban area. The areas adjacent to and includ
ing the site are zoned RS 15,000 (residential single family). Residential 
subdivisions will border the site in the immediate future on three sides. 
If the site is not acquired as a park site, plans already drawn to subdivide 
and develop the site will be carried through by private investors. Because 
of the size, location, and natural beauty of the site, it is highly desired 
by developers. 

A small business district offering community level services exists adjacent 
to and southwest of the site representing the only commercial areas in proxi
mity to the site. No industrial zones exist near the site (Figure. 7). 

Agriculture has never been a land use on the site or significant in the area 
which surrounds it. 

Fauna 

A complete list of birds and terrestrial animals expected to be found on 
this site has been prepared and follows as Table 2. 

The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service has confirmed that no endangered or 
threatened species of wildlife exist on this site (personal communication, 
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Freshwater and Shoreline Habitat 

American Bittern 
Bufflehead 
Canvasback 
American Coot 
Pelagig Cormorant 
Ruddy Duck 
Common Goldeneye 
Canadian Goose 
White-Fronted Goose 
Eared Grebe 
Horned Grebe 
Pied-billed Grebe 
Red-necked Grebe 
Western Grebe 
Bonaparte ' s Gull 
Glaucous-Winged Gull 
Herring Gull 
Ring-Billed Gull 
Great Blue Heron 
Green Heron 
Common Loon 
Red-Throated Loon 
Mallard 
Corrmon Merganser 
Hooded Merganser 
Red-Breasted Merganser 
Osprey 
Pintail 
Least Sandpiper 
Spotted Sandpiper 
Lesser Scaup 
Shoveler 
Common Tern 
American Widgeon 
European Widgeon 

Bat 
Beaver 
Mountain Beaver 
Bull frog 
Blacktail Deer 
Redd Foxx 
Green Frog 
Red-legged Frog 
Pocket Gopher 

TABLE 2 

FAUNA 
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Shrew Mole 
Pacific Jumping Mouse 
Mink 
Muskrat 
Rough-skinned Newt 
Opossum 
Cottontail Rabbit 
Raccoon 
Long-Toed Salamander 
Northwestern Salamander 
Pacific Giant Salamander 
Van Dyke's Salamander 
Western Red-Backed Sal~mander 
Northern Water Shrew 
Pacific Water Shrew 
Vagrant Shrew 
Spotted Skunk 
Striped Skunk 
Western Toad 
Pacific Treefrog 
Longtailed Vole 
Red-Back Vole 
Townsend Vole 
Longtailed Weasel 
Shorttailed Weasel 

Upland Habitat - Coniferous Forest, 
Meadow, Shrubby Thickets and 
Broadleaf Forest 

Brewer's Blackbird 
Red-Winged Blackbird 
Common Bushtit 
Black-Capped Chickadee 
Chestnut-Backed Chickadee 
Brown-Headed Cowbird 
Brown Creeper 
Common Crow 
Rock Dove 
House Finch 
Purple Finch 
Red-Shafted Flicker 
Traill's Flycatcher 
American Goldfinch 
Black-Headed Grosbeak 



Upland Habitat (Cont.) 

Evening Grosbeak 
.Cooper's Hawk 
Rufous Hummingbird 
Stellar's Jay 
Oregon Junco 
Belted Kingfisher 
Golden-Crowned Kinglet 
Ruby-Crowned Kinglet 
Red-Breasted Nuthatch 
Bullock's Oriole 
Band-Tailed Pigeon 
California Quail 
Robin 
Yellow-Bellied Sapsucker 
Pink Siskin 
Fox Sparrow 
Golden-Crowned Sparrow 
House Sparrow 
Savannah Sparrow 
Song Sparrow 
Tree Sparrow 
White-Crowned Sparrow 
Starling 
Barn Swa 11 ow 
Violet-Green Swallow 
Western Tanager 
Varied Trush 
Rufous-Sided Towhee 
Hutton's Vrieo 
Audubon's Warbler 
Townsend's Warbler 
Macgi 11 i vray' s Wa rb 1 er 
Wilson's Warbler 
Cedar Waxwing 
Downy Woodpecker 
Hairy Woodpecker 
Pileated Woodpecker 
Bewick's Wren 
Winter Wren 
Cliff Swa 11 ow 

Bat 
Mountain Beaver 
Townsend Chipmunk 
Coyote 
Blacktail Deer 
Redd Foxx 
Green Frog 

TABLE 2 (Cont.) 

Red-Legged Frog 
Pocket Gopher 
Snowshoe Hare 
Northern Alligator Lizard 
Pacific Mole 
Shrew Mole 
Deer Mouse 
Pacific Jumping Mouse 
Mink 
Muskrat 
Rough-Skinned Newt 
Opossum 
Cottontail Rabbit 
Raccoon . 
Long-Toed Salamander 
Northwestern Salamander 
Pacific Giant Salamander 
Van Dyke's Salamander 
Western Red-Backed Salamander 
Masked Shrew 
Pacific Water Shrew 
Trowbridge Shrew 
Vagrant Shrew 
Spotted Skunk 
Striped Skunk 
Garter Snake 
Northern Flying Squirrel 
Townsend Douglas Squirrel 
Western Toad 
Pacific Treefrog 
Long-Tailed Vole 
Red-Backed Vole 
Townsend Vole 
Long-Tailed Weasel 
Short-Tailed Weasel 
Bushy-Tailed Wood rat 



Philip Lehiembauer). Further, the Chairman of the Botony Department of 
the University of Washington, Dr. Arthur Kruckeberg, confirms that there 
are no threatened or endangered species of plants on this site (personal 
cdnnnunication, September 20, 1977, and letter of September 23, 1977--see 
Appendix A). 

Flora 

The site divides itself into three main topographic units--plateau, slope, 
and shoreline (Figure 6). The environmental conditions of each are distinct 
enough to have produced different natural communities reflecting the basic 
differences in soil, slope, exposure, and surface moisture. Because of 
these differences, the list of plants expected to be found is included on 
Table 3. 

Portions of the site have been logged at least once. This disruption re
placed the bigleaf maple, western red cedar, Douglas fir, and madrone com
munities with buildings and clearings, and introduced plant material and 
a sub-climax seral community of deciduous saplings of maple, alder, and 
willow. On the north aspects and in the drainages, the predominant over
story species are bigleaf maple, alder, and willow, with an understory of 
Indian plum, fern, huckleberry, Oregon grape, and elderberry. On the south 
apsects and well-drained soils, the typical dry soil Puget Sound community 
consists of an overstory of Douglas fir and madrone with some bigleaf maple 
and dogwood, with an understory of oceanspray, hazel, salal, huckleberry, 
fern, and Oregon grape. 

Because of the steep grades, the slope unit has remained relatively pristine, 
after recovering from the impacts of logging. Forest species here include 
an overstory of hemlock, western red cedar, bigleaf maple, madrone, and 
alder, with an understory of salmonberry, timbleberry, stinging nettle, 
Oregon grape, ferns, hazel, and huckleberry. Ravines contain additional 
species, including devil's club, maidenhair fern, and piggyback plants. 

The shoreline unit consists of a narrow sandy soiled zone containitig some 
very large overstory specimens of cottonwood, ash, alder, and bigleaf maple 
with an understory of blackberry, Indian plum, sword fern, assorted grasses, 
and herbaceous plants. 

Soils 

No unique or prime soils, per the Soil Conservation Service clas.sification, 
exist on the site. See Figure 8 for detailed soil information on soils and 
soil capabilities. 

Unique Features 

Mass slippage occurred 500 to 1,000 years ago, transferring intact a portion 
of the site slope into and under Lake Washington. Trees complete with branches 
stand upright forming a unique underwater feature attracting SCUBA and skin 
divers. Carbon dating has verified the 1,000-year date (see Figure 9). 
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TREES 

Bigleaf Maple 
Bitter Cherry 
Black Cottonwood 
Cascara 
Douglas Fir 

*English Hawthorn 
*English Holly 
Grand Fir 
Hazelnut 
Ma drone 

*Mountain Ash 
Oregon Ash 
Pacific Dogwood 
Pacific Willow 
Pacific Yew 
Red Alder 
Red Elderberry 
Scoulers• Willow 
Sitka Willow 
Vine Maple 
Western Redcedar 
Western Hemlock 

*Naturalized exotic species 

TABLE 3 

FLORA 

-19-

SHRUBS 

Blackcap 
Deer Fern 
Devil's Club 
Dewberry 

*English Ivy 
*Evergreen Blackberry 
Hardhack 

*Himalayan Blackberry 
Indian Plum 
Licorice Fern 
Low Oregon Grape 
Maidenhair Fern 
Mock Orange 
Ocean Spray 
Orange Honeysuckle 
Piggyback Plant 
Red Currant 
Red Huckleberry 
Red Osier Dogwood 
Salal 
Sa 1 monberry ·. 

*Scotch Broom 
Serviceberry 
Snowberry 
Sword Fern 
Tea 1 eaf Wi1 low 
Thimbleberry 
Tobaccobush 
Twinberry 
Wild Rose 
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·climate 

'l'h.e subject property lies within the Puget Sound Basin, a broad, north
trenching structural trough bordered on the east by the Cascade Mountains 
and on the west by the Olympic Mountains. These mountains shield Western 
Washington from cold winter air masses traveling southward across Canada 
and also of fer protection from the more intense winter storms originating 
off the coast. Thus, the climate of the area is predominately a mid-lati
tude, west coast marine type. 

There is a well-defined rainy season in the winter and a dry season in the 
summer. The average annual precipitation varies generally from 20 to 50 
inches in lowland areas, such as the Lake Washington area, to over 200 
inches at the higher mountainous elevations. 

In general, the prevailing direction of the wind is from the southwest in 
winter and from the west or northwest in sununer (Figure 10). Extreme wind 
velocities 30 feet above the ground can be expected to exceed 55 mph once 
in about 2 years, 90 mph once in 50 years, and 100 mph once in 100 years. 

During the warmest summer months, average maximum temperatures are in the 
lower 70's, while during the winter, average maximum temperatures range from 
the upper 30's to the mi.d-40's and minimums from the upper 20's to the mid-
30's. 

Air Quality Data 

Existing air quality will be examined through the parameters of suspended 
particulates and carbon monoxide. In addition to being the only air quality 
data which· is available in the seminary vicinity, these are the two indica
tors of air quality which may be impacted by the proposal or related further 
actions. 

Table 4 presents observed levels of suspended particulates and carbon monox
ide as recorded for 1976 by the Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Authority 
at a monitoring station located approximately 8 miles south of the seminary 
in the City of Bellevue. Although the location of this station i~ not ideal 
for depicting air quality which exists at the St. Edward Seminary site due 
to the presence of urban influences, it is believed that this data reflects 
an air quality which is at least met and probably exceeded at the seminary 
site. 

Table 4 depicts a situation where neither the suspended particulate annual 
geometric mean National Ambient Air Quality Primary Standard of 75 ug/m3 or 
the Washin~ton State Department of Ecology's annual geometric mean standard 
of 60 ug/m were violated for the years 1971 through 1976. 

Table 4 also indicates that for the suspended particulates, neither the 
maximum 24-hour average National Ambient Air Quality Primary Standard of 
260 ug/m3 or the Washington State Department of Ecology's maximum 24-hour 
average Ambient Air Quality Standard of 150 ug/m3 were violated during 1976. 

Finally, the Washington State Department of Ecology's maximum 1-hour standard 
for carbon monoxide of 35 ppm was not violated during the first 11 months of 
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TABLE 4 

1976 AIR QUALITY DATA 

Suspended Particulates 

Annual Geometric Mean (ug/m3) 

Station No. Location 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

1708K53B Bellevue - Puget Power Bldg. 36 40 35 32 .. 27 36 

Suspended Particulates 

Station No. Location 

1708K53B Bellevue - Puget Power Bldg. 

ug/m3 

Period of 
Record 

24 HR. MAX. I #) 
Value I Date 150 

#) 
260 

ANNUAL 
GEO. MEAN 

1-12 108 10/21 

Carbon Monoxide 

Station No. Location 

1708001A Bellevue, Tochterman Bldg. #1 

Period of 
Record 

1-11 

1 HR. MAX. 
ValuejDate 

22 1/20 

-2.'J-

# 1 HR. 
> 35 

0 

0 0 36 

Parts Per Million 

8 HR. MAX.. #8 HR. I VIOL . 
Value Date VIOL. DAYS 

14 1/20 4 4 



1976 (Table 4). Also indicated on this table is that the maximum 8-hour 
average standard of 9 ppm, as adopted by both Federal and State government, 
was violated only four times during 1976. These violations are believed 
to be indicative of the urban situation existing in the City of Bellevue 
proper and do not accurately reflect conditions which exist in the rural 
environment occupied by the seminary. 

In summary, based upon the available data presented, air quality appears 
to be very good along the eastern shore of Lake Washington as reflected 
by no standards violations for the parameter of suspended particulates, 
and data which strongly suggests that levels of carbon monoxide existing 
at the seminary site would not violate air quality standards. 

Water Quality 

Water quality in Lake Washington has improved markedly since the early 1960's 
when the Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle was formed. Presently, all of 
the connnunities and unincorporated areas on the north end of Lake Washington 
are connected to sanitary sewers, eliminating the broad scale biological 
pollution source. Both the Ingelwood neighborhood to the north and the 
Finn Hill neighborhood to the south are served by the Northeast Lake Wash
ington Sewer District. 

No sources or signs of chemical pollution are evident in the lake along the 
site's shoreline. 

For the past 15 years, a 350-foot wide long raft has been tied. up along the 
entire 3,000 feet of the site's shoreline. Large-scale log rafts, such as 
the existing raft at the site, have an overall negative effect on fish pro
duction. Over the years, silt and bark deposits have formed due to reduced 
wave action and deteriorating (rotting) logs. Review of the impacts of the 
log raft upon the survival of sockeye salmon spawn deposited along the lake
shore of the St. Edward Seminary property will be accomplished by the Washing
ton State Department of Fisheries. That agency will make recommendations as 
to need for removal of the log boom and needed habitat rejuvenation. Actual 
use areas and densities of the lake-spawning sockeye will be monitored jointly 
by Fisheries and Parks personnel in late 1977. Aerial surveys by Fisheries 
over the last 10 years indicate extensive sockeye use of this beach area 
some years. 

Water Supply 

Surface water presently drains from the site to Lake Washington through three 
major drainage systems. The drainage system which is entirely within the site 
boundary supports an intermittent stream seasonally creating small wetlands 
in the d.rainage bottom. No springs are present on the site (see Figure 9). 

Subsurface water is found at a depth of 20 feet below the surface level of 
Lake Washington. The water table lies below materials deposited or influ
enced by the Vashon stage of the Fraser River Glacier. 
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·Mineral Resources 

No significant mineral deposits are present on the site within feasible 
depths for mining owing to the effects of glacial activities. Gravel or 
sand borrow are the only potential commercially extractible mineral resources. 
At present market prices, they are far from being economically feasible to 
market. 

Historic and Archeological Sites 

This proposed acquisition has been reviewed for both archeological and his
toric resources of record and none have been identified according to the 
Acting State Historic Preservation Officer, Ms. Jeanne Welch (see Appendix 
A). 

Health and Safety 

Because very little human use of the property now occurs, there are few occa
sions for accidents. Of the three main structures comprising St. Edward 
Seminary; namely, the swimming pool, gymnasium, and the main dormitory/class
room/chapel/office building, the latter, constructed in 1931, does not comply 
with all applicable construction and safety codes for public buildings. The 
other two structures do. 

There is currently limited temporary use of these structures by various or
ganizations of the Catholic Church, but nearly all of the main structure is 
vacant most of the time. 

The remainder of the property, particularly the waterfront, receives some 
very limited, unsupervised recreational use by the same groups and from 
adjacent property owners, particularly children and teenagers who trespass 
on it. The wild land nature of most of the property poses some threat to 
individuals not experienced in such an environment. This threat is conver
sely approximately the same as a similar threat to individuals not experi
enced in a densely developed urban environment. 

Should the proposed project not be executed and the property put to residen
tial use, opportunities for trespass would be eliminated. The main St. 
Edward Seminary building would either be obliterated or, if retained as 
an off ice and/or commercial building to complement the residential develop
ment, would be modernized to bring it into compliance with applicable con
construction and safety codes. 

Economic 

Since the property was acquired by the Catholic Church in the late 1920's 
to the present, it has been exempt from the payment of real property taxes. 
Under Washington law, it has maintained this tax-exempt status based on its 
ownership by a religious institution and the use that institution has made 
of the property; namely, the education of seminarians; and, in more recent 
years, the establishment of the St. John Mary Vianney Parish and Church on 
the property to serve the adjacent community. 
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During this period, it has employed an average of 18 priests as instructors 
and four nuns in custodial, housekeeping, and food service capacities. 
These people, as members of religious orders of the church, resided on the 
property and were paid a minimal stipend that was expended in the local 
area. In addition, 25 laypeople who resided in the local community were 
employed in custodial work at the prevailing wage. Students and seminarians 
were charged a tuition which represented a gross income to the church and 
approximately equaled the operating costs of the seminaries. The ~ost sig
nificant operating cost was the food and utilities, including fuel oil, 
purchased in the community. 

Should the proposed project not be executed, the church anticipates it would 
then dispose of the property to real estate interests who have made offers 
to purchase it. It would then be subdivided for residential use. The new 
owners would pay real property taxes. The laws of land economics indicate 
that in the long run, these taxes would approximately equal the cost of 
government services which would have to be provided to service the area 
with schools, police and fire protection, social services, and the myriad 
of other similar governmental services. In the short run, until the prop
erty was completely subdivided, sold as lots, and developed with individual 
and multiple residences, there would be an immediate short-term net gain in 
the income generated to the taxing districts that would not be offset by 
expenditures for services of these districts until the property was totally 
developed and the full range of government services provided. During the 
development period, the construction of residential units (a maximum range 
of 500 to 700 units under the existing RS 15,000 zoning), roads, utilities, 
and supporting facilities would generate immediate short-term employment 
and increase sales taxes applicable to construction materials. 

The property has not been assessed for real property tax purposes since the 
1920's when it gained tax exempt status. However, a sales price of $7,000,000 
indicates additional real property tax in the amount of $167,251 based on 
the current assessment of 23.893 mills per thousand dollars of true value 
that would be generated in the near future if this project were not executed. 

Transportation Network 

The site can be reached from Interstate 5 by taking the 'Lake City Way' or 
'Ballinger Road' exit and proceeding east to State Highway 522, then east
bound on State Highway 522 (Lake City/Bothell Way) to Juanita Drive, and 
proceeding south to the site. The shortest driving distance between I-5 
and the site is 5.8 miles. The property is accessible from Interstate 405 
via State Highway 522 (Bothell Way) exit by proceeding west to Juanita Drive 
(Kenmore-Juanita Road), then south to the site. This route covers 4.9 miles. 

The site is served by Juanita Drive, a major vehicular collector for the 
Northshore Community and adjacent population centers (see Figure 11). 
There is adequate bus service to the site at present which will increase 
in frequency and capacity as the population of the surrounding area in
creases. Boat access from Lake Washington is possible, although no de
veloped facilities exist. 
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Residential Patterns (See Figure 7) 

The Northshore Connnunity is changing from a rural to a suburban connnunity. 
The Northshore Connnunity ' s development plan states from 1970 data: 

Homes range in quality and style from isolated farm houses to 
tract houses. Eighty-two percent are owned by the occupants 
compared to 63 . 2 percent for King County as a whole , the high
est rate of ownership in the 15 County connnunity planning areas. 
The median housing value was $26,593 compared to the County 
median value of $21,800. Highest local median housing values 
occur in the adjacent Ingelwood neighborhood ($31,950) to the 
north and the Finn Hill neighborhood ($43,200) to the south. 

Single family residences account for 86.3 percent of all hous
ing structures; the County average is 68.8 percent. The 
vacancy rate in the Northshore Community is 4 . 9 percent, in 
King County 8.9 percent, and nationwide 6.6 percent. The 
total number of units was 10,294, which is 3.6 percent of 
all housing units in King County . 

Almost two- thirds of all units were built during the 1960's; 
78 percent of the dwelling units are served with utility dis
trict water , and approximately 40 percent have sewer service . 

Visual , Aesthetic, and Noise Factors 

As a visual resource, the site (particularly the steep slope) forms a por
tion of the Lake Washington viewshed. Because of its relatively pristine 
nature, the wooded slope contains , attracts, and dominates cross- lake and 
off-lake views. The tower of St. Edward contrasts with this . 

Inter nally , the visual character and qualities of the site are capitalized 
by the dominance of the man- made features (the seminary) against which the 
clearings could be mistaken for natural meadows . The seminary forms both 
an internal and external landmark. Extensive vegetation surrounds the sem
inary to isolate internal views . In the ravine, there is a strong sense 
of visual containment directing attention to the details of the various 
flora and fauna of the site. 

Existing noise levels are low on this site due to the nature of activities 
which occur there, the low density of existing uses, and the relatively 
great linear separation from surrounding property. 
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Summary 

The immediate impact of the proposal, if executed, would be a change of 
ownership without any change in the exemption of the property from real 
property taxes. The purpose of the acquisition would conform to the find
ings, recommendations, and requirements of all applicable planning direc
tions. If subsequently developed as proposed, physical and biological im
pacts would be confined to approximately 35 acres. 

Physical and Biological Impacts 

Figure 12, Analysis Outline, is a columnar presentation of Sections I, II, 
III; IV, and V. Reference to column III of this figure will furnish the 
details of the anticipated impacts of future development if .funds are pro
vided for this purpose. Most impacts relate to clearing, grading, and the 
construction of facilities on approximately 35 acres. 

Economic Impacts 

The proposal would commit to recreation uses 316 acres as a state park. 
Approximately 290 of these acres consist of second growth Douglas fir and 
mixed hardwood forest. As a state park, the opportunity to manage the 
property for sustained yield timber production would be foregone except 
for such incidental salvage as may be necessary to carry out development 
of the property. This may not be a feasible concept because, if the Catholic 
Church were not to dispose of the property to a public agency for recreation 
purposes as it has indicated is its preference, it would dispose of it to 
real estate developers. These developers can pay a higher value for the 
property than a timber company would pay because the net returns from real 
estate development would be substantially greater than from timber produc
tion on a relatively small tract, which is not an economical size to estab
lish a cutting cycle. Real estate developers have made firm offers to 
acquire it. 

No land "per se" would be removed from the tax base. However, the opportunity 
to add to the tax base if the land were disposed of to the real estate de
velopers would be lost. 

No businesses or people would be relocated as a result of the proposal. 

The proposal may indirectly influence growth patterns in the Northshore Com
munity by forcing residential development to occur farther from the Seattle 
commercial core area and two of the Boeing Company's main plants than it 
would occur in the near term if the property were available for residential 
development. The time and cost of commuting would be greater for residents 
working for Boeing, the Seattle area's largest employer, or employed in the 
core conunercial area. 
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I. ACTION 

SHORT TERM/ACQUISITION 

Acqu:is:i.tion: Buy 316 
acres. 

LONG TERM/DEVELOPMENT: 

Fishing Pier/ 
Transient 
Moorage 
(boating) 

Pile
supported 
rigid 
structure. 

Remove 
log raft. 

EXISTING 
II. ENVIRONMENT 

See inventory maps, com
posite suitability, and 
narratives (II. DESCRIP
TION OF THE ENVIRONMENT). 

Forest shorel:i.ne . 

ANALYSIS OUTLINE 

III. IMPACTS 

Preserve existing char
acter of site. 

Place in public ownership. 

Limited public recreation 
use of existing facili
ties: pool, gym, outdoor 
sports area, road, park
ing area and trails. 

Vandalism, erosion, vege
tative damage, wildfire 
potential and air pollu
t:i.on: Increased carbon 
monox:l.de, hydrocarbons, & 
suspended particulates. 

Short term construction. 

Related water turbidity. 

Continued turbidity until 
silt depos:i.ted by pres
ence of log raft is dis
persed by wave action. 

MITIGATING 
IV. MEASURES 

Min:i.ma.l superv:i.sion of 
public use and mainten
ance of existing fac:i.li
ties provided funds are 
appropriated for this 
purpose; otherwise the 
property would be offi
cially closed to public 
use though trespassing 
would occur. 

Provide and manage public 
access and use of lake. 
Coordinated construction 
time with Department of 
Fisheries to minimize 
impact. 

.. 

UNAVOIDABLE 
V. ADVERSE EFFECTS 

Vandalism. 

Wildfire potential 
increase. 

Erosion. 

Vegetative damage. 

Increased carbon mon
oxide, hydrocarbons, 
and suspended particu
lates. 

Minor fuel spills from 
boats. 

Water turbidity. 



I . ACTION 

Bow 

Swimming/ Remove 
Wading Area existing 
(250 ft . of rock bulk-

I shoreline) head. w 
w 
I 

Selective 

'Tl 
clearing & 
excavation. -Q Import wash-
ed sand. 

c: Remove log 

;a raft . 

m 
Picnic Mfn1mal .... Area localized 

N 50 Sites clearing & 
earthwork. 

n Crushed 
rock sur-

0 facing. 

z 
:-1 

EXISTING 
II. ENVIRONMENT 

Forest shoreli ne with 
existing rock bul kheads 
& minor clearings. 

Meadow plateau - pr e-
viously cleared and re-
established in grasses. 

Forest shoreline. 

III. IMPACTS 

After silt is dispensed, 
the lake bottom will r e
turn t o a pre- log raft 
and natural and more pro
ductive fish habitat. 

Minor amounts of water & 
noise pollution owing to 
increased boating activity . 

Turbidity - (see Fishing 
Pier/Transient Moor age, 
above) . 

Turbidity wlll be in
cr eased by required ex
cavation. 

Di sturb 7,000 sq. ft . of 
vegetation, light grading. 

Air pollution: Increased 
suspended particulates , 
carbon monoxide, hydro
carbons. 

MITIGATING 
IV. MEASURES 

Provide restroom facili
ties. 

(See Fishing Pier above. ) 

Locate , design & con
struct to minimize im
pacts. 

Locate sites & connect
ing trails in existing 
clearings where possible 
to avoid trees and mini-

UNAVOIDABLE 
V. ADVERSE EFFECTS 

(See Fi shing Pi er 
above.) 

.. 

. . 

Replace 5 ,000 sq. ft. 
of vegetation with 
crushed rock sur face . 

Temporary increase in 
suspended particul ates, 
carbon monoxide, hydro
carbons . 
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I. ACTION 

3 Picnic 
Shelters 
1-100 person 

capac.ity 
1-50 person 

capacity 
1-10 person 

capacity 

lleatroom 

Bow 

Localized 
clearing & 
earthwork. 

Wood struc
tures on 
concrete 
foundations. 

Localized 
clearing & 
earthwork. 

Wood struc
ture with 
concrete 
foundation 
requiring 
utility con
cections. 

Force main 
to lift 
stations. 

EXISTING 
II. ENVIRONMENT 

Meadow plateau. 

Forest shoreline. 

Forest shoreline. 

III. IMPACTS 

Disturb 4,000 sq. ft. of 
meadow grasses & 3,000 
sq. ft. of forest . 

Air pollution: Increased 
suspended particulates, 
carbon monoxide, hydro
carbons. 

Disturb 1,000 sq. ft. of 
vegetation. 

Excavation for utilities 
& foundations causing 
conditions susceptable 
to erosion & disturbance 
of vegetation. 

MITIGATING 
IV. MEASURES 

mally disturb vegetation. 
Seed/plant disturbed 
areas. 

Wet construction site 
soils. 

Locate, design, & con
struct to minimize 
earthwork, vegetation, 
disruptive disturbance. 

Seed/plant disturbed 
areas. 

Wet construction site 
soils. 

Locate, design & con
struct to minimize dis
ruption to vegetation & 
protect against erosion. 

Seed/plant portion of 
disturbed areas. 

UNAVOIDABLE 
V. ADVERSE EFFECTS 

Replace 4,000 sq . ft. 
of vegetation with 
structures. 

Temporary increase in 
suspended particu
lates, carbon mon
oxide, hydrocarbons. 

Replace 500 sq. ft. 
of vegetation with 
structure. 

-. 
. . 
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I. ACTION 

What 

12.6 Acre 
Meadow; 
4.5 Acre 
Sports 
Field 

5.2 Mile 
Path and 
0.85 Acre 
Fitness 
Trail-a 
Total of 
7.3 Acres 

Six (6) 
Overlooks 

Bow 

Grade por
tion & seed 
& fertilize 
remainder. 

Clearing, 
grading, & 
crushed 
rock sur
facing to 
max. 10' 
width. 

Localized 
selective 
clearing & 
earthwork. 

Wood struc
tures with 
crushed rock 
surfacing. 

Form clear
ings for 
views to 
lake. 

EXISTING 
II. ENVIRONMENT 

Meadow plateau - Sports 
field is mowed lawn, re
mainder is rough grass. 

10% Meadow plateau; 
10% Forest shoreline; 
80% Forest slopes and 

forest plateau. 

Forest slope. 

III. IMPACTS 

Ditch & cover for irriga
tion system. 

Removal of rough grass 
as wildlife cover and 
habitat. 

Disturb 7.3 acres of veg
etation and topsoil. 

Minimal amounts of exca
vation. 

Short term increased site 
susceptability to soil 
erosion. 

Provide transportation 
systems removed from vehic
ular traffic. 

Disturb 2.0 acres of 
vegetation and topsoil. 

MITIGATING 
IV. MEASURES 

Located in existing 
clearings. 

Seed all disturbed 
areas. 

Locate, design, & con
struct to minimize soil 
and vegetation disrup
tion; install drainage 
systems; seed/plant all 
disturbed areas. 

Locate, design and con
struct to minimize soil 
and vegetation disrup
tion. Seed/plant dis
turbed areas to provide 
wildlife habitat varia
tions and to resemble 
natural meadows. 

UNAVOIDABLE 
V. ADVERSE EFFECTS 

Loss of 12.6 acre 
meadow, grass, and 
wildlife habitat. 

Replace 4.0 acres 
of vegetation with 
crushed rock, soil 
erosion. 

Alter 1.8 acres of 
vegetation. Replace 
forest areas with 
seeded planted 
clearings. Replace 
0.2 acres topsoil & 
vegetation with 
crushed rock. 

.. 

. . 
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I. ACTION 

What 

Existing 
Gym, Pool, 
Temrl.s/ 
Handball 
Court s w/ 
Men's 
Restrooms 

Play Area 
0.25 Acre 

Caretaker 
Resi dence 

Parking 
Lot - 350 
cars -
3.0 Acres 

Bow 

Rehabili
tate pool 
& gym for 
use by men 
& women. 

Wood/con
crete 
structures 
w/concr ete 
footings & 
sand sur f ac
ing. 

Wood struc
ture on 
concrete 
foundati on 
3,000 sq. ft. 
crushed rock 
walk and 
dr ive. 

Clearing 
earthwork & 
asphalt 
paving. 

EXISTING 
II. ENVIRONMENT 

Meadow plateau. 
Developed facilities 
for men only. 

Meadow plat eau . 

Forest plateau. 

Meadow plateau - 1 . 8 acres; 
forest plateau - 1 . 2 acres . 

III. IMPACTS 

Increased use of existing 
facilities . 

Repl ace 0. 25 acr e of 
vegetation & topsoil 
with sand surfacing & 
structures. 

Localized clearing and 
ear thwork. Disturb 4, 000 
sq. ft . vegetation. 

Clear , grade, & pave 3.0 
acres. 

Air pollution: Increased 
suspended particulates , 
hydr oc.arbons . 

MITIGATING 
IV. MEASURES 

See SHORT TERM ACQUISI
TION above. 

None 

Locate , design, & con
struct to minimize 
disruption. 

Reseed/plant disturbed 
areas. 

Seed/pl ant disturbed 
areas. 

Plant islands inside lot. 

Wet construction site 
soils. 

UNAVOIDABLE 
V. ADVERSE EFFECTS 

See SHORT TERM ACQUI
SITION above. 

Replace 0.25 acre of 
vegetation and top
soil with sand surfac
ing. 

Replace 3,000 sq. ft. 
of vegetation with 
structure and crushed 
rocks. 

Replace 3. 0 acres of 
vegetation with pave
ment and plantings . 

Temporary increase in 
suspended particulates, 
carbon monoxides and 
hydrocar bons . 

.. 
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I. ACTION 

Senior 
Citizens' 
Activity 
Center -
1 Acre 

Obliterate 
800' Road
way 

Use of 
Entire 
Property 
as Environ
mental 
Learning 
Center 

How 

Provide lawn 
& table 
games area. 

Minimal 

clearing & 
grading re
qu:lred to 
provide 
2,000 sq. ft . 
of crushed 
rock surfac
ing. 

Scatify 
present St. 
Thomas ' 
Seminary 
road pave
ment. 

Use of prop
erty for 
environmen
tal educa
tion, 

EXISTING 
II . ENVIRONMENT 

Meadow plateau. 

Paved road. 

See narrative section -
II. DESCRIPTION OF THE 
ENVIRONMENT. 

III. IMPACTS 

Disturb 4,000 sq. ft. of 
topsoil and grass . 

Demolition of roadway and 
disturbance of adjacent 
vegetation. Change traffic 
pattern. Create rtJJi!adow/ 
edge wildlife habitat. 

See SHORT TERM/ACQUISI
TION above. 

Educational/interpretative 
opportunities in urban 
area. 

MITIGATING 
IV. MEASURES 

Seed disturbed areas . 
Locate, design & con
struct to minimize 
earthwork and erosion. 

Seed/plant abandoned 
roadway, 

See SHORT TERM/ACQUISI
TION above. 

UNAVOIDABLE 
V. ADVERSE EFFECTS 

Replace 2,000 sq. ft . 
of grasses with crush
ed rock. 

None. 

See SHORT TERM/ACQUI
SITION above. 

. . 

. . 



Relationship of the Proposal to Land Use Plans, Policies, and Controls 

Department of the Interior Urban Recreation Study 

Public Law 94-22 instructed the Secretary of the Interior to report by Sep
tember 28, 1977, the needs, problems, and opportunities for recreation in 
urban America. Field studies of 17 Standard Consolidated Statistical Areas 
were conducted, including the Everett/Seattle/Tacoma SCSA. The July 1977 
final draft report for this area (which at that time was not for public 
dissemination) identified 28 potential park and open space areas. Of these, 
six were considered to have the most potential for meeting significant urban 
recreation needs. The St. Edward Seminary property was one of the top three 
in this group. The report stated: 

St. Edwards could play an important role in meeting ••• recreation 
needs of the greater Seattle urban area. Little undeveloped 
waterfront remains on Lake Washington or other lakes in this 
vicinity. Additionally, few tracts with this amount of acreage 
remain unspoiled by various types of development. The site is 
considered to be of regional significance. 

The report also stated: 

The 1970 Central Puget Sound population of 1,937,000 (56 percent 
of the state's population) is expected to increase by another 
400,000 by 1990. The combined efforts of local, State, and 
Federal agencies will be necessary to acquire and develop ade
quate lands and facilities to stay abreast of population .in
crease. Meeting existing needs in Seattle will be difficult. 

The Urban Recreation Study recommends acquiring available and desirable 
recreation lands, particularly shorelines, before they are developed for 
other purposes or become too costly to acquire. Shorelines are in short 
supply and in great demand for boat launching facilities, general water 
access, swimming, fishing, and boat moorage, particularly on the northern 
shore of Lake Washington. The acquisition and development of organized 
team sports areas is also recognized as a high priority. 

The Urban Recreation Study identifies urban/suburban area acquisition pri
orities for lands for the development of trails, playgrounds, and athletic 
sports fields, and waterfront purchases. The recreation trends cited also 
indicate increased interest in active outdoor recreation, particularly in 
slowpitch ball, softball, baseball, tennis, and soccer, which draw the major
ity of the outdoor activity participants. Increasing demands yet unsatisfied 
were also identified for the elderly and mentally and physically handicapped. 
Park sites within walking distance of highly populated areas (existing or 
future) are stated to be of particular importance. 

The proposal would be in accord with these findings and recommendations. 

Northshore Communities Development Plan 

The property is within the unincorporated portion of King County, Washington, 
and, therefore, falls within the purview of the King County Comprehensive 
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Plan. The Northshore Communities Development Plan was prepared in August 
1977 in recognition of and as a supplement to the County's Comprehensive 
Plan and as a means of integrating other applicable plans; namely, the Long
Range Interim Transportation Plan for 1990 (1974); the Urban Trails Plan 
(1971); Shorelines Management Master Program; the Fire District Planning 
Study (1968); Public School Plans; the Policies and Objectives of the Open 
Space Ordinance; the Comprehensive Plan Amendments Dealing with Steep Slopes, 
Wetlands, Wildlife Habitats, Agriculture, and Heritage Sites; and the Interim 
Regional Development Plan of the Puget Sound Council of Governments. 

The St. Edward Seminary site is in the King Cotmty Northshore planning area, 
one of the fastest growing communities on the east side of Lake Washington 
and increasing in population at almost 5 percent per year. In 1975, there 
were approximately 54,000 people residing in over 14,700 dwelling units, 
compared to about 20,000 in 1960. This is projected at over 90,000 by 1990. 
Finn Hill, the neighborhood immediately adjacent to St. Edward, is projected 
to double in population in the next 10 years. Based on these projections, 
available land for building development and open space would be almost non
existent b~ 1990. 

The plan, in response to the anticipated pressures of projected growth, has 
identified the following objectives: 

Acquire recreational lands capable of satisfying projected 
demands. Demand studies indicate a deficiency in recreation 
space in general and specifically by 1990, an additional 330 
acres needed to be acquired. 

Acquire and/or develop soccer fields and ball fields (partic
ularly team sports), lighted tennis courts, boat launching 
sites, tot lots, more regional and local waterfront access, 
swimming facilities, more equestrian trails, public indoor 
recreation space, and community meeting places to satisfy 
present demands. 

Safeguard environmentally and recreationally critical areas 
against uses which would remove those areas from public use. 

Presently within the Northshore Community, open space is still available 
for recreational uses, but no other sites of the size of the proposal with 
shoreline and existing facilities remain available for acquisition. The 
Northshore Community, with the highest density of any King County unincor
porated area, has no lakefront park and no major land available for these 
purposes. The Northshore Community also has a deficiency of 23 athletic 
fields, one of the largest deficiencies of any planning area of King County. 

The St. Edward property offers two opportunities to meet these needs: 

1. A large site of varying natural qualities suited for both active 
and passive park needs; and 

~· A waterfront location which could provide the largest public access 
to water available in the immediate neighborhood. 
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The Plan also states a higher percentage of school-age children create a 
need for play areas and playfields in the area. 

Regional Recreation Data Program of the Pacific Northwest River Basins 
Connnission 

The Pacific Northwest River Basins Conunission maintains a regional Recrea
tional Data Program. This program is an inventory of supply which is used 
to calculate overall demand. Currently, the Cotmnission predicts the overall 
demand for recreation activity surveyed in the Everett/Seattle/Tacoma area 
will increase by 14.5 percent between 1975 and 1980; 15.7 percent by 1990; 
and 97.9 percent by the year 2000. The River Basins Conmission's specific 
analysis of future recreation trends in the three-county area surveyed 
follows: 

Recreation Demand in Activity Occasions (lOO's) 
· Everett/Seattle/Tacoma SMSA 

Activity 

Camping 
Picnicking 
Swinnning 
Sightseeing & Driving for 

Pleasure 
Fishing 
Boating 
Water Skiing 
Walking & Hiking 
Hunting 
Playing Outdoor Games 
Bicycling 
Golfing 
Horseback Riding 
Attending Outdoor Sporting 

and/or Cultural Events 
Participating in Snow 

Activities 
Participating in Other 

Activities 

'1975 -
11,675 
17,286 

115,951 

68,988 
21,937 
25, 398 
13,174 
58,201 

1,874 
126,944 
180,379 
23,429 
12,359 

25,127 

10,438 

6,648 
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1980 

12,991 
19,233 

134,911 

76,624 
23,344 
29,580 
15,316 
64,614 

2,041 
147,697 
209 ,895 

2 7' 259 
13,706 

27,834 

12,231 

7,304 

1990 

16,420 
24,527 

190,376 

98, 145 
27,042 
41,669 
21,586 
91,273 

2,413 
208,212 
295,633 
39,968 
17,481 

35,616 

16,833 

8,540 

2000 

19,749 
29,814 

245,816 

119 ,245 
30,699 
53, 770 
27,871 

100,233 
2, 724 

268, 716 
381,360 
49,515 
21,228 

43,218 

21,447 

9,453 



According to the River Basins Commission's predictions, the following needs 
will have to be met in Everett/Seattle/Tacoma SCSA's in order to provide 
adequate recreation opportlUlities: 

Projected Recreation Supply and Needs 
for Everett/Seattle/Tacoma SCSA 

(*Activity Occasions) 

... .... . ·"Needs 
·supply 1975 '1980 . -

Camping 1,266,800 **(99,300) 32,300 
Picnicking 3,448,400 **(1,719,800) **(1,525,100) 
Swimming 5,665,800 5,929,300 7,825,300 
Fishing, Boating, 

& Water Skiing 3,376,200 2,671, 700 3 ,44 7, 800 
Walking, Hiking, & 

Horseback Riding 8,802,000 **(l, 746,000) **(970,000) 
Bicycling 8,400,000 9,637,900 12,589,500 
Golfing 1,800,000 542,900 925,900 

1990 

375,200 
**(995, 700) 
13,371,800 

5,650,500 

2,073,400 
21, 163, 300 

2,196,800 

*An activity occasion is defined as a standard unit of recreation 
use consisting of one individual participating in one recreation 
activity during any reasonable portion or all of one day. One 
individual participating in three different activities during the 
day is recorded as three "activity occasions." 

**Indicates surplus facilities. 
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**Facility Needs for 
Everett/Seattle/Tacoma SCSA 

Needs 
Facility 'Existing . ·1975 

Camp Units 4,576 *(355) 

Picnic Tables 7,765 *(3,880) 

Swim Beach Acres 18 70 

Swim Pool (f t2) 548,000 985,000 

Boat Launch Lanes 209 175 

Hiking & Horseback 
*(285) Trail Miles*** 1,467 

Bike Trail Miles 84 95 

9-Hole Golf Courses 100 30 

*Indicates surplus facilities • 

(Additional) 
1980 1990 -

130 1,355 

*(3,440) *(2,230) 

95 165 

321,000 2,215,000 

225 365 

*(160) *(3,415) 

130 215 

47 125 

**Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission, Regional Recreation Data 
Program for the Pacific Northwest. 

***The u. S. Forest Service estimates that up to 75 percent of the 
trail mileage may be in need of repair and upgrading. 

The proposed project would provide land for many of the activities indicated 
to be in demand in the above tables. Some of these activities can be met 
simply with the provision of public land; others would be dependent on future 
development of the site. 

Washington State Shoreline Management Act and the Federal Coastal Zone Manage
ment Act 

Recognizing the unique and fragile shorelines in Washington, the State Legis
lature passed a sweeping shoreline preservation and control act, the Shoreline 
Management Act of 1971. This requires all counties and cities to adopt 
procedures subject to State approval to protect and ensure environmentally 
sound development of a 200-foot upland riparian zone on most State waters. 

As one of the key counties involved in the Act's implementation, King County 
has prepared a Shoreline Master Program to guide development of that portion 
of Lake Washington within the County. Ten other municipalities bordering 
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Lake Washington joined King County in an effort to develop a mutual set 
of goals and policies for Lake Washington. This recognized that the value 
of the lake far transcended any one of the individual respective jurisdic
tions. 

Some of the Lake Washington Regional Goals and Policies directly applicable 
to this project and the sixteen "General Policies for Recreation" in King 
County ' s Master Program follow in the next two subsections . 

In late 1975, Washington was the first state to obtain approval of its 
Coastal Zone Management Plan by the Secretary of Commerce under provisions 
of the Coastal Zone Management Act . That Plan consisted of all the indi
vidual County master programs put together into a State plan. Therefore, 
the goals and policies which follow in the next two subsections have local, 
State, and Federal approval and presumably should have great weight in the 
management of Lake Washington's shorelands. 

Lake Washington Regional Shoreline Goals and Policies 

In 1973, a broad- based task force of private citizens and public officials 
representing all major communities around Lake Washington met to consider 
what Lake Washington should be in the future and how they could best achieve 
that goal. 

The following towns, cities, and communities were members of the · task force: 

Beaux Arts, Bellevue, Hunts Point, King County, Kirkland, Lake 
Forest Park, Medina, Mercer Island, Renton, Seattle, and Yarrow 
Point. 

Primary goals and policies were developed by the task force, incorporated 
into the final plan, and approved and accepted by the Washington State 
Department of Ecology. Principal conclusions relative to this proposed 
acquisition and eventual development follow (those particularly relative 
to this proposal are underlined) : 

The Lake Washington Regional Citizens Advisory Committee felt 
strongly that the order of preference for shoreline develop
ment should be evaluated according to the following consider
ations: 

1. Conservation of marshes, spawning grounds, and other 
unique or fragile aquatic and wildlife habitats is of 
primary concern. 

2. It is important that the public have ample access to the 
shoreline. 

3 . Of the uses and activities, water-oriented recreation is 
deemed the most appropriate and desirable . 

Planning and usage of Lake Washington's shoreline should re
flect these priorities. 
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--PRIMARY GOAL 

THE NATURAL AMENITIES AND RESOURCES OF LAKE WASHINGTON ARE 
TO BE CONSERVED IN A PREDOMINANTLY RECREATIONAL/RESIDENTIAL 
ENVIRONMENT WITH ADEQUATE ACCESS AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC. 

---The regional goals established by the Committees are 
listed below in order of preference: 

--GOALS 

---THE SHORELINE OF LAKE WASHINGTON IS TO BE PLANNED 
AND COORDINATED TO AFFORD OPTIMAL USE OF THE LIMITED 
WATER RESOURCE. 

--THE SHORELINE OF LAKE WASHINGTON IS TO PROVIDE 
NATURAL AMENITIES WITHIN AN URBAN ENVIRONMENT. 

---THE RESOURCES AND AMENITIES OF LAKE WASHINGTON 
ARE TO BE PROTECTED AND PRESERVED FOR USE AND EN
JOYMENT BY PRESENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS . 

---INCREASE PUBLIC ACCESS TO AND ALONG THE SHORELINE 
AREAS, PROVIDED PUBLIC SAFETY, PRIVATE PROPERTY 
RIGHTS, AND UNIQUE OR FRAGILE AREAS ARE NOT AD
VERSELY AFFECTED. 

---WATER-DEPENDENT RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES AVAILABLE 
TO THE PUBLIC ARE TO BE ENCOURAGED AND INCREASED 
ON THE SHORELINE OF LAKE WASHINGTON WHERE APPRO
PRIATE AND CONSISTENT WITH PUBLIC INTEREST. 

THE SHORELINE OF LAKE WASHINGTON IS TO BE PLANNED AND CO
ORDINATED TO AFFORD OPTIMAL USE OF THIS LIMITED RESOURCE. 

THE SHORELINE OF LAKE WASHINGTON IS TO PROVIDE NATURAL 
AMENITIES WITHIN AN URBAN ENVIRONMENT. 

---POLICIES 

1. Reasonable and appropriate shoreline uses and activities 
should be planned for. 

Preference should be given to those uses or activities which 
enhance the natural amenities of the lake and which depend 
on a shoreline location or provide public access to the shore
line. 

--GOAL 

INCREASE PUBLIC ACCESS TO AND ALONG THE SHORELINE AREAS, 
PROVIDED PUBLIC SAFETY, PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS, AND UNIQUE 
OR FRAGILE AREAS ARE NOT ADVERSELY AFFECTED. 
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---POLICIES 

Note: The policies set forth within the following Elements: 
Shoreline Uses and Activities, Conservation, Public, 
Access, and Components, are to apply to all uses and 
activities contained within this document. 

1. Public access to and along the water's edge should be 
consistent with the public safety, private property 
rights, and conservation of unique or fragile areas. 

2. Public access to and along the water's edge should be 
available in publicly owned shoreline areas. 

3. Provisions should be made for public access to and 
along the water's edge in new substantial shoreline 
developments. 

4. In new developments on the shoreline, the water's edge 
should be kept free of buildings. 

5. When substantial modifications or additions are pro
posed to substantial developments, the developer should 
be encouraged to provide for public access to and along 
the water's edge if physically feasible. 

6. Where shoreline areas are available for public pedes
trian and bicycle pathways, these should be developed 
as close to the water's edge as reasonable. 

7. Views of the shoreline and water from shoreline and 
upland areas should be preserved and enhanced. En
hancement of views shall not be construed to mean 
excessive removal of vegetation. 

8. Rights-of-way on the shoreline should be made avail
able for public access where appropriate. 

---RECREATION ELEMENT 

Water-dependent recreation accounts for a high proportion 
of all recreational activity in the Pacific Northwest. 
Recreational uses, both public and private, currently 
occupy approximately 20 percent of Lake Washington '·s wet
land area. The Lake itself is widely used by boaters, 
waterskiers, swimmers, and fishermen . In recent years, 
the sockeye salmon run in Lake Washington has become the 
largest in the state resulting in a unique salmon fishery. 
Aquatic biologists also indicate that Lake Washington's 
warm water fishery (bass, crappie, perch, bullhead, etc.) 
is one of the best in the state. However, these species 
represent an underutilized resource due to the current 
preference for salmonids in the Pacific Northwest. 
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Recreational needs are expected to increase with the 
growth of the regional population. As the work week 
shortens and disposable personal income increases, this 
demand for recreational opportunities is expected to 
rise even faster than population growth. A comprehen
sive study by the Interagency Committee for Outdoor 
Recreation further indicates the importance of water
dependent recreation in the State of Washington. The 
highest priority among a lengthy list of local agency 
priorities is 'acquisition of shorelines in urbanized 
areas where the resource is environmentally endangered 
or is in danger of being lost to other uses.' (See 
Washington Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation 
and Open Space Plan, Volume I.) 

--GOAL 

WATER-DEPENDENT RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES AVAILABLE TO THE 
·PUBLIC ARE TO BE ENCOURAGED AND INCREASED ON THE SHORE
LINE OF LAKE WASHINGTON WHERE APPROPRIATE AND CONSISTENT 
WITH THE PUBLIC INTEREST. 

---POLICIES 

NOTE: The policies set forth within the following Elements: 
Shoreline Uses and Activities, Conservation, Public 
Access, and Components, are to apply to all uses and 
activities contained within this document. 

1. Water-dependent recreational activities should be in
creased and given priority. 

a. Public shoreline parks should be increased in size 
and number. 

b. Additional public swimming areas should be developed 
on the shoreline. 

c. Recreational fishing should be maintained or in
creased. 

d. Recreational boating activities should be encouraged 
as long as they are compatible with other uses. 

2. Opportunity for passive forms of recreation and open 
space should be encouraged and increased. 

3. Commercial and industrial shoreline uses should be en
couraged to incorporate recreational activities into 
the shoreline area. 

4. Based on an acquisition plan with clear public intent, 
the appropriate governmental agency should avail itself 
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of the earliest opportunity to acquire shoreline when 
available. 

5 . Local jurisdictions and other appropriate governmental 
agencies should join in a cooperative effort to expand 
recreational opportunities through programs of acquisi
tion, development, and maintenance of waterfront areas. 

Conclusions: A detailed review of the above-quoted passages reveals that 
this acquisition meets all criteria and future development can also be ex
pected to be fully supported. 

King County Shoreline Master Program 

The following "General Policies for Recreation" address the proposed acqui
sition. The sixteen policies and their applicability to the proposed acqui
sition and eventual development of outdoor recreational facilities follow: 

1. The development of recreational acquisition plans should 
give emphasis to the acquisition of prime recreation lands 
prior to their being preempted for other uses. 

The proposal would directly implement this policy. 

2. In open spaces having an established sense of nature, im
provements should' be limited to those that are necessary 
and unlikely to detract from the primary values of the site. 

The open spaces currently existing at the site would largely remain unde
veloped with only footpaths, interpretive materials, and comfort facilities 
introduced. 

Projected major development (long range) would utilize an upland meadow, a 
portion of which is intensively developed. Limitations on shoreline piers 
and buoys may arise due to the "Conservancy Area" designation of the shore
line. It may be that the County and State will jointly agree to issue a 
variance for such facilities, given the high level of demand. 

3. The siting of all developments should aim to enhance and 
protect the area concerned. 

Interpretive trails would enhance natural area amenities by improving cQn
trolled public access. All developments would be designed to limit the 
impacts of human use. 

4. Structural forms should harmonize the topography, rein
force the use area, minimize damage to natural resources, 
and support recreation with minimal conflict. 

Long- range development of facilities would introduce only facilities in har
mony with the site. Addition of high or medium density uses, such as sports 
fields or camping areas, could occur adjacent to previously cleared areas, 
minimizing impacts on them. 
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Interpretive trails would produce minimal impacts and teach visitors appre
ciation and respect for the site. 

Passive and low-intensity recreational facilities would be designed for the 
lower elevations along the shore. 

5. New buildings should be made sympathetic to the scale, form, 
and proportion of older development, to promote harmony in 
the visual relationships and transitions between new and old
er buildings. 

All future development would be designed to accomplish this and ·include co
ordination in planning with appropriate public bodies and the general public. 

6. Wherever possible, natural materials should be used in de
veloping shoreline recreational areas . 

This is a long- established policy of the Washington State Parks and Recrea
tion Commission. 

7. Artificial irrigation and fertilization should be restricted 
to high- intensity use areas. 

This is not applicable to this proposed action. 

8. Existing buildings that enhance the character of the shore
line should be used for recreation wherever possible. 

There are no buildings within the shoreline zone. 

9 . Underwater parks should be extensions of shoreline parks, 
or be created or enhanced by artificial reefs where natural 
conditions or aquatic life could be observed and minimally 
interferred with. 

The presence of a 1- to 2- acre "underwater forest" resulting from a mass 
earth slippage 1 , 000 years ago may provide another interpretive value for 
skin and/or SCUBA divers just offshore from this property on Lake Washing
ton (see Figure 9). 

10. Public recreational shoreline areas should serve as emer
gency havens of refuge for boaters. 

Limited facilities for boaters would be provided. 

11 . Physical and/or visual access to the water should use steep 
slopes, view points from bluffs, stream valleys, and features 
of special interest, where it is possible to place pathways 
consistent with public safety without requiring extensive 
flood or erosion protection. 

This would be included in the long-term development. 
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• 

12. The acquisition of public easements to the shoreline 
through private or quasi-public shorelines should be 
encouraged. 

Th.is shoreline has not previously been available for public use except by 
trespass. The proposal would permit public access to about 3,000 feet of 
shoreline. 

13. Existing public recreation shorelines should be restored 
where it is possible to revegetate, re-site roads and park
ing areas that are close to the shoreline, remove stream 
channelization and shoreline protection devices, when the 
facility has either deteriorated or is inconsistent with 
the general goals of this program. 

The removal of the existing log rafts and dredging of underlying debris 
would restore the shoreline. 

14. Prime fishing areas should be given priority for recrea
tional use. 

A public fishing dock would be provided. Its location would be correlated 
with the Washington Department of Fisheries, which is concerned with the 
preservation of sockeye salmon spawning areas along this shoreline. 

15. Boating activities that increase shore erosion should be 
discouraged. 

Provisions for boating would include a small breakwater and riprapping of 
any shoreline evidencing serious erosion . Speed of boats would be restricted 
contingent upon passage of a King County Ordinance. 

16. Effective interpretation should be provided to raise the 
quality of visitor experiences and to provide an under
standing of the resource. 

Interpretive trails to assist the urban resident to understand the. ecology 
of the site would be provided . 

Washington State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) 

Background: Washingtonians are active participants in a wide variety o.f 
outdoor recreational activites. A population of 3.5 million accounts for 
190 activity occasions or a gross rate of 54 occasions per capita, roughly 
twice the estimated national rate. Recreational demand is increasing much 
more rapidly than is population. This increase in participation is not 
evenly distributed among all activities or area types. The growth rates 
of different activities are categorized as follows: 
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Stable 

Hunting 
Fishing 

Slow Growth 
30% Increase by 2000 

Picnicking 
Sightseeing and Driving 

for Pleasure 
Walking-Hiking 
Horseback Riding 
Camping 
Attending Outdoor Sporting/ 

Cultural Events 
Other Activi ties 

Rapid Growth 
70% Increase by 2000 

Swimming 
Boating 
Water Skiing 
Playing Outdoor Games 
Golfing 
Bicycling 
Participating in Snow 

Activities 

Projected recreational demands for differing types of areas are contained 
in the following table reproduced directly from the SCORP: 

Table 5-A. Activity Occasions by Area Type, 1970-2000* 

% of 1970 
Area Types 1970 1980 1990 2000 Activity Occasions 

Small Urban 28,219,000 30,899,000 37,789,000 41,378,000 
Large Urban 12,371 ,000 13,546,000 16,566,000 18,139,000 
Regional 8,324,000 9,073,000 11,069,000 12,065,000 
Winter Sports 2,446,000 2,678,000 3,275,000 3,586,000 
Golf Courses 4,556,000 4,988,000 6,100,000 6,679,000 
Forest 2,312,000 2,531,000 3,095,000 3,389,000 
Wildlife Habitat 779,000 853,000 1,043,000 1,142,000 
Freshwater Shorelands 29,016,000 31,772,000 38,857,000 42,548,000 
Saltwater Shorelands 17,615,000 19,288,000 23,589,000 25,829,000 
Seen ic/R ecreat ion a I 

Roads 22,157,000 24,261,000 29,671 ,000 32,489,000 
Urban Trails 42,839,000 46,908,000 57,368,000 62,817,000 
Non-Urban Trails 7,176,000 7,845,000 9,594,000 10,505,000 
Historical/Cultural 1,378,000 1,50~,000 1,844,284 2,019,000 
Outstanding Natural 3,124,000 3,420,000 4,182,000 4,579,000 
Other 8,403,000 9,201,000 11,252,000 12,320,000 

190,715,000 208,771,000 255,294,000 279,484,000 

*Projections based on increases in population on ly. 
SOURCE: "An Estimation of Washington's Outdoor Recreation Demand," 1971, 

Dr. Michael McGuire. 

-so-

14.8 
6.5 
4.4 
1.3 
2.4 
1.2 
0.4 

15.2 
9.2 

11 .6 
22.5 

3.8 
0.7 
1.6 
4.4 

100.0% 



In the three-county region including the seminary , the recreational activity/ 
facility demands are: 

1976 Activity Occasions by Activity Type 
for Residents of King, Pierce, and Snohomish Counties 

· ·Activities 

Swimming - Pool - Outdoor 
Swimming - Beach 
Water Skiing · 
Boating (Power) 
Boating (Other) 
Visiting the Beach/Beachcombing 
Fishing 
Other Water Activities 
Nature Study 
Food Gathering and Collecting 
Gardening 
Walking for Pleasure (in local park) 
Day Hiking 
Backpacking 
Camping 
Picnicking 
Downhill Skiing 
Cross-Country Skiing and Snowshoeing 
Snowmobiling 
Other Snow ActiVities 
ORV Driving 
Horseback Riding 
Driving for Pleasure/Sightseeing 
Bicycling - Pleasure . 
Bicycling - Tour 
Hunting 
Shooting 
Athletic Field Games 
Baseball - Softball 
Tenni'B 
Outdoor Court Games 
Playground Activities 
Golf 
Attending Sporting and Cultural Events 
Other 
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Total Number of Activity 
Occasions by Residents of 
· ' the Three-county Area 

1,157,756 
3,833,334 

542,871 
1,148,523 
1, 848, 347 
3,231,375 
7,443,242 

278,822 
2,511,240 
2, 875,001' 

12,528,502 
2,503,854 
1,966,523 

395, 151 
9,162,333 
3,105,813 
1,006,343 

66,474 
505,971 
747,833 

1,691,394 
956,487 

10, 157, 396 
3,297,849 

20,312 
3,055,958 

609,345 
998,957 

1,761,561 
1,680, 771 
1, 309, 169 

515,174 
3,079,962 
3,290,463 
9,777,218 



Summarized needs of the Central Puget Sound District are stated as follows: 

Despite a wealth ef recreation resources, the demand generated 
in the district results in needs for acquisition and develop
ment of recreation lands statewide. Of the 190 million activity 
occasions identified in the demand survey, Puget Sound residents 
account for 118 million or approximately 62 percent of all occa
sions by state residents. Because this demand is so great, the 
available resources within the district, even if developed to 
their potential, cannot meet existing and projected demand for 
any of the area types. 

The following chart illustrates recreation needs of the Central Puget Sound 
District: 
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User Acres Deficient in Costs in Thousands of Dollars 
Area District to Meet .Need -Acquisition Development 
·Types ·1910 "1980 ·1910 '1980 1970 1980 -
Small 
Urban 1,178 1,270 28,861 56,002 40,578 54,924 

Large 
Urban 4,408 5,174 98,318 194,687 33,332 55,432 

Regionatl/ 40,094 43, 755 323,000 1,297,483 69,236 135,234 

Winter 
Sports!/ 1, 794 2,080 2, 779 4,530 

Golf 
Courses 6,564 7,658 32,786 80,441 46,271 34,757 

Freshwater 
Shor elands~/ 33,704 36,394 163,206 1,047,348 53,270 79,230 

Saltwater 
Shore lands~/ 16,037 17,484 383,000 2,047,348 13,338 21,318 

Urban 
Trails 2,411 2,588 29,534 75,136 19,164 32,464 

Nonurban 
Trails 1,337 ' 2,180 

!/ 16,322 acres in 1970 and 21,112 acres in 1980 need to be acquired in 
the district, the remaining needs should be satisfied outside the 
district. 

J:./ Needs to be met outside the district. 

11 Estimated potential of 4,230 acres available in District 4. 

!!/ Estimated potential 7,760 acres available in District 4. 

Conservation Area Types Development 

1970 1980 -
Forests 2,028 3,306 
Wildlife Habitat 9 15 
Historical Culture 1,337 2,180 
Outstanding Natural 518 345 
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The seminary site by location and size could provide a variety of recrea
tional needs ranging from those of a regional recreation area to a major 
urban park. To clarify these needs, regional and local acquisition and 
development priorities are used as criteria to assess the seminary site. 

The priorities r epresent unfulfilled facility needs . These priorities form 
the basis for the selection of recreational facilities and activities pro
posed for the site . 

State Level: Ten priorities have been identified at the State agency level. 
They are: 

1. Critical resource acquisition 

2. Critical resource development 

3. Saltwater acquisition 

4. Freshwater development 

5. Saltwater development 

6. Freshwater acquisition 

7. Regional acquisition and development 

8. Trails 

9 . Scenic roads 

10. Forest 

Of these priorities, numbers 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 can be met by the site. 
Priorit y 1 , acquisition of critical resource areas, is applicable ~ecause 
the opportunity to acquire a site of this size, location, and character will 
cease after October 10 , 1977, when offers of private purchaser s would be 
accepted. It then would be subdivided and developed , eliminating public 
recreational use. Since the site has some existing recreational facilities, 
priority 2 would be applicable. 

Regional Level: The potential recr eational service area of the site varies 
depending upon the recreational facilities and activities that woul d be pro
vided. The shoreline is accessible by water and adjacent uplands and would 
create an attraction to the site of a regional natur e . The priorities for 
acquisition and development for the service region are identified for the 
Central Puget Sound District which contains Pierce, King , and Snohomish 
Counties . 

The district contains 2 million people, or 56 percent of the State's popula
tion, who account for 118 million activity occasions, or 62 percent of the 
activity occasions of the entire state. Population is projected to increase 
to 2.1 million in 1980, 2. 4 million in 1990 1 and 2.6 million in 2000. Based 
on historical trends , recreational demand will increase mor e rapidly than 
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the population. The . demand for facilities and the scarcity of readily acces
sible recreation sites within this district place the project in the highest 
pr iority. The SCORP's top priority for the Central Puget Sound District is 
acquisition of lands in or within 2-hour's travel time of high density urban 
areas, particularly shorelines and adjacent uplands which are in danger of 
being lost to other uses . These sites should serve areas with recognized 
facility deficiencies and be multiple-use , year- round facilities . 

Also of regional significance and high priority in the SCORP are urban and 
rural trails. The site would allow the completion of the Lake Washington 
Loop Trail by crossing the property. This would reduce the grades in the 
present route. The site could also provide rest stops and other trail sup
port facilities . It would also tie the Lake Washington Loop Trail to the 
Sound-to-Mountain (Tolt Pipeline) and Sammamish River Trails. Such a con
solidated trail system would create a major urban hiking/bikeway transpor
tation system. 

Local Level: The site is in the King County unincorporated Northshore Com
munity. This community is changing from a rural to a suburban environment . 
The present population of 54 , 000 is projected to increase to 96,000 by 1990. 
The site would also serve the cities of Bellevue, Redmond, Kirkland, Bothell, 
and Seattle, which are all within a 10- mile radius. 

The SCORP identifies the following acquisition and development priorities 
at the local level. 

1. Acquisition of shorelines 

2. Development of local recreation areas 

3. Development of shorelines 

4. Acquisition of local recreation areas 

5. Trail acquisition and development 

6. Acquisition and development of regional recreation areas 

Number 1 priority specifically calls for acquisition of shorelines in urban
ized areas capable of supporting multiple water-related activities, particu
larly where the resource is in danger of being lost to other uses, as in 
this instance. 

Priority 2 could be met by existing facilities on the site which would be 
available for public use after acquisition. The remaining local priorities 
could also be met by the site. 

In sununary, the proposed inunediate acquisition and long- range development 
conform to the Washington State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan. 
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IV. MITIGATING MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Measures to mitigate immediate impacts of any public use after acquisition, 
construction activity during development, and subsequent increased use after 
development are detailed in Column IV of Figure 12. These consist of main-· 
tenance, operation, design, and construction practices mostly confined to 
35 acres that would be primarily impacted by clearing of vegetation, light 
earthwork and grading, and crushed rock surfacing and bituminous paving. 

-56-



V. ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED SHOULD THE 
PROPOSAL BE IMPLEMENTED 

Economic Effects 

Although there would be no loss of tax revenue "per se" because the property 
has been tax exempt since the late 1920 1 s, the opportunity to increase the 
real tax base and provide an additional property tax revenue of $167,251 
initially in the 1978 tax year should the property be sold by the church to 
real estate developers would be foregone. However, the increase would be 
short term. In the long term, the cost of government services for residen
tial use would approximately equal the increased property and sales taxes 
generated. 

Effects on Regional Land Use Patterns 

The proposal precludes the opportunity to develop the property for residen
tial purposes, thus requiring more residences to be located farther from 
the commercial center of Seattle and increasing the time and cost of com
muting to the inner city and industrial areas . 

Physical and Biological Effects 

These are detailed in Column V of Figure 12 and consist of the loss of top
soil and vegetation on portions of the 35 acres that would be developed, 
increased particulates and carbon monoxide level in the air, and distur
bances df vegetation throughout the property . 
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VI. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN'S ENVIRONMENT AND THE 
MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Except for the actual buildings comprising St. Edward Seminary, the land 
now is forested, open space, and "undeveloped" in the conventional sense 
of that term. The proposal would preserve the essential existing charac
ter of most of the land. Approximately 35 acres would be modified by clear
ing and grading to meet public recreation and open space needs, if develop
ment funds are subsequently provided. There would be no increase in the 
real property tax base as a result of these actions since the land has been 
and would continue to be tax exempt. 

This proposed future use is to be traded for the only other option that 
appears available; that is, disposal by the church to real estate develop
ers . This would generate a major change in the physical nature of the prop
erty through removal of vegetation, grading, and increased surf ace runoff 
through loss of percolation. The property would be added to the real prop
erty tax base and initially generate additional taxes based solely on the 
land value . After full development of the property , it would generate ad
ditional real proper ty taxes because of the value of the structures which 
would be affixed to the land . Economic activity including increased rev
enues from State sales taxes associated with the development of land and 
construction of residential structures woul d peak in the near term within 
3 or 4 years and be phased out within 8 or 10 years . In the long term, 
the increased tax revenue from both real property and sales taxes generated 
should approximately equal the cost of governmental services for the area. 
Residential development would reduce commuting time and cost for some resi
dents oriented to the Seattle ' s inner core . 

Commitment to state park use is physically, though not necessarily legally, 
reversible at some future date should this be desired. Nothing would be 
done to physically preclude other uses. 
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VII. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES WHICH WOULD 
BE INVOLVED IN TIIE PROPOSED ACTION SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED 

The acquisition would be funded in part with a grant from the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (L&WCF). Under Section 6(f) of the L&WCF Act, lands as
sisted with L&WCF monies cannot be converted to nonrecreation use without 
the approval of the Secretary of the Department of the Interior. Such 
approval is optional at the Secretary's discretion and can only be granted 
subject to substitution of an equivalent acreage; thus, the L&WCF assistance 
(short of an amendment of the Act itself) irretrievably commits the property 
to outdoor recreation use in perpetuity. 

There are no lands that roughly approximate the size, character, and location 
that have frontage on Lake Washington that might be available for substitute 
lands should Section 6(f) of the L&WCF Act ever be utilized to provide for 
conversion of use of the property if the proposal is implemented. 

The proposal would perpetuate, though in a somewhat modified state, the 
second growth Douglas fir/mixed hardwood forest. The opportunity to manage 
this for a sustained yield timber production would be foregone. 
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VIII. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

No Action/Postpone Action 

No action and postponing the action are synonymous because the Catholic Church 
has indicated that if it does not receive a binding commitment by the State 
to purchase the property by October 10, 1977, it will dispose of it to another 
buyer, a real estate developer. Development for residential purposes would 
substantially alter the nature of the physical and biological environment by 
clearing of vegetation, grading of land, and increasing surface runoffs by 
reducing percolation because of impervious surfacing of a large percentage 
of the property. 

The property would lose its tax-exempt status and be added to the real prop
erty tax base. A short-term increase in economic activity associated w.ith 
development of the land and construction of residential structures would 
occur. In the long term, the increased tax revenue would approximately equal 
the cost of servicing the property for residential purposes. 

Less than Fee Simple Acquisition 

The property has been offered by the Catholic Church and is available only 
as a fee simple acquisition subject to easements for existing utilities and 
access over existing roads to the parcel comprising the St. Thomas Seminary 
and St. John Mary Vianney Church which would not be acquired. The Catholic 
Church has advised that it does not wish to sell the property in any other 
manner nor dispose of it in separate parcels to different owners. 

Alternate Management Classifications 

Pursuant to State legislation, the Washington State Department of General 
Administration would acquire the property and assign it to the Washington 
State Parks and Recreation Commission to develop and operate outdoor recrea
tional facilities for public use. A "preferred" conceptual development plan 
and its impacts has been analyzed and condensed in Section III. This con
cept is based on the classification of the site as an official State Park. 
The Commission also develops other types of recreational areas based upon 
different management classifications. In the following subsec~ions, alter
nate classifications and the consequent environmental impacts of .each are 
described. Criteria for a State Park are attached to aid in comparing the 
proposed classification to the following alternatives classifications. See 
Figure 13. 

State Natural Area 

The property could easily fit this classication, if the Commission felt it 
appropriate after substantial public input had been solicited. 

This is the most protective classification. Site characteristics are pre
served at the expense of developed facilities. Only limited facilities for 
public use such as trails, comfort stations, and small parking lots are pro
vided. The goal of a natural area is to preserve the natural character and 
allow only that level of public use which the site can absorb without signifi
cant deterioration. See Figure 14. 
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The environmental impacts of designating the St. Edward Seminary property 
as a State Natural Area and operating it as such are limited and confined 
mostly to the public use areas only. 

Because the Seattle urban population needs more land for traditional out
door recreational activities and the Commission now operates the 590-acre 
Squak Mountain Natural Area only 25 miles away near Issaquah, it is unlikely 
that this property would justify a State Natural Area classification. 

State Recreation Area 

State Recreation Areas are defined as: 

••• land and water areas suited and/or developed for high 
density outdoor recreational use ••• and ••• do not necessarily 
meet the high scenic standards for State Parks. 

They are oriented to high density recreation and are often small parcels 
located adjacent to areas of high scenic or recreational potential or in 
urban areas where demand for day use facilities is high (see Figure 15). 
Figure 19, Alternate Design B, exemplifies the type of facilities which 
would be provided in a State Recreation Area. 

Because of the site limitations and high resource values of portions of 
the property and the desire to meet identified State and local recreational 
needs, this alternate has been tentatively rejected. It will be reviewed 
before any development commences. 

Environmental impacts of this classification of the property would be little 
different than the proposed action. However, because the steep slopes are 
so precipitous, development on the plateau area would be more intense and 
extensive. Little additional area would be committed. 

State Conservation Area 

This is reserved for very large parcels with divergent habitat types and 
management needs. Development can range from primitive or very limited to 
elaborate in scope, depending on legislative direction and significant, un
usual, or unique natural characteristics of the site. Since the property 
lacks any of these characteristics, this classification will not be consid
ered further. 

An example of this classification is the Washington State Seashore Conserva
tion Area. This includes all of the wet sand beach and intertidal zone in 
State ownership between the mouth of the Columbia River and Cape Flattery at 
the entrance to the Strait of Juan de Fuca. This is noted only as an example 
of the size and diversity of one major conservation area. 

The impacts of this classification would differ little from those of the pro
posed action. 
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State Launch Area 

Commission-designated boat launch areas are designed for small sites where 
public boat launching is the sole or primary goal. Additional ancillary 
facilities, such as limited picnic areas and restrooms may be provided. 

Physical limitations at the seminary site, particularly access to the shore
line, preclude boat launching. This would also be incompatible with the 
natural shoreline environment. For these reasons, this alternate will not 
be considered further. 

Alternate Design Concepts 

Three conceptual plans have been developed for a park of regional scope. 
The program elements have been selected to satisfy the regional needs iden
tified. See Figure 18. All three plans have many program elements in com
mon. The differences between them follow: 

Regional Recreation Area 

This alternative is more passive in character with low-key, minimal distur
bance development. Special elements include a "walk-in" overnight camp
ground with SO campsites, restroom facilities, and separate parking lot 
for campground patrons. See Figure 19. 

Regional Urban Park 

This alternative replaces the campground with a fitness trail. Though gen
erally passively oriented, more active sports facilities are provided, in
cluding a play area, sports meadow, tennis and handball courts, and a senior 
citizens activity center. It is the most responsive mix of activities to 
satisfy identified recreational needs while adhering to the environmental 
constraints of the site. For these reasons, this is the proposed conceptual 
development plan (Figure 3) which was analyzed for impacts (Figure 12). 

Large Urban Park 

This provides the most facilities for active sports, including several sports 
fields. Development is the most intense. See Figure 20. It is the least 
responsive to the environmental constraints of the site. Adverse impacts 
would be the greatest. Therefore, it has not been considered further. 
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' tate Launch Ar••• State Launch Ar••• 
n:ust be relatively are l.oCllted on 
level. ~ave low banlo Pu~at Sol>Dd and ita 
01aterfront capable adjac..,t Wllte ra or 
of deve lopment ae a on ot!wr wter• 
boat launch rutp a~ whe re boating ac• 
be a a1nimwa of ce•• i• n...s.d. 
ei9ht ueable acre• They • hall be con-
in e ite. centr•ted ne•r 

major populati on 
center• and have 
9ood public roed 
acce••· 

! 

I 
I 

i 
I 

. . 

N:TJVXTIZS DEV!:LOPMIWN 

§ta te L!\ll'ICh Ar••• State Laanc:h Ar•• 
vill provido boat develo.-nt will be 
l...anchin9 and l..iaited to l a unch-
loedi.ng H d e U.- iD9 rlillfP(•) . per k-
ited •-unt of 11\9 l ot•. unitary 
picnicking. lt:lor- facilities end boe t 
age and th• oppor- loading and unload-
tuniti•• tor w t e r ing dock•. Lilli tad 
a nd ahoreline ac:t- picnic feciliti .. 
ivitie• are not .. y be provided i n 
included in the•• epecitic inatanc•• · 
•r••• although 
11-ited picniclr.J.ft9 
.. Y be tolerated 
in apecifi c in-
a tancea if it doe• 
not detract from 
th• prillllllry pur-
pose of access. 
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~~ 
".iVCnHcl.'I .$£afos ..$cnafo ~ 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510 - l 
f-epteT.'\lJer 23, l ~?77 

Ilonorable Cecil n. 1'n..ln!S 
Secretary 
Department of the In i:cr jor 
i"oshineton, L.C. 202,io 

Dear I·!r. Secretary: 
B~~u of Outdoor Recreation 

l'lcffic NorthwP.st RP. 111<1n;i1 Offtr.• 

KnO\dng of your cor.cen1 about meetin~ tl1e r ation's growing 
danands for quality urLan recreatior: facilities, 1·ie are asJ.:ing 
your assistance in preserving a unique parcel of property near 
Seattle, Washington which, without imnediate action, will be lost 
for park and recreation purposes. 

F.arlier this year the Catholic Archdiocese of Seattle announced 
plans to sell for $7 million, the St. Edwards Seninary property 
w11ich contains some 316 contiguous and undeveloped acres with 3000 
feet of waterfront along the East side of Lake \:·ashington. This 
property represents the last large piece of undeveloped l~md on 
that side of Lake i.'ashington - an area which is presently quite 
deficient in public recreation facilities. In demonstrating its 
good faith in ac'lui ring this pro~erty, the \·,·ashing ton State Legis
lature last spring appropriated ~3.S million, and approved another 
$1. 75 million from its regularly apportioned 1977 Land and Water 
Conservation funds. Because of the magnitude of tl1e St. F.clwards 
proposal, the appropriations legislation requires that the remain
ing $1. 75 million necessary to complete the $7 111illion purcl1ase 
price come from the Secretary's contingency fund for Land and 
Water Conservation projects. 

The Catholic Church has already been offered t heir asking 
price by land developers, but they \·mul<l prefer to see the property 
used for public purposes. Unfortunately, the Oiurch J!IUSt make a 
decision on the future of the property within the next month. We 
feel that this property represents an excellent opportunity to 
purchase urban parkland in an area which is badly lacking in 
facilities of this nature. l'.'e ask your favorable action in ap
proving tl1e requested funds from your contingency fund. 

Sincerely yours, 

Warren G. Magnuson, u.s.s. Henry M. Jackson, U.S.S. 



H::·. C.ac.il D. Andr.is 
Se.cretar:r of the Interior 
C St=eet Be~ 13th and 19th Streets 
Washington,, D.C. 20240 

Dear Secreta:ry Andrus: 

August: 9. 1977 

~i'18 ~? -1 077 VA~ .i,; '-' I..., 

Included in the Capital "Budget approved by the legislature va.s llnthor
ity to acquire apprcr.d.mate1y 316 acres with J,000 feet of waterfront: 
on Lake Washington i:l ling Councy_. Washington.. That property offers a 
unique opportunity to provide the citi·ens of the area vit.h a recrea
tion faei J 1 ty that is e:xceptional in most vays. 

Approxbate1y $5,250,000 of the acquisiti.on fuuda are specified to 
col!ie through tbe Cut:door Recreation Fund and the local rcf erendum 
f-:.:d!.:lg. 'nie a-::qu.isitlon authority,, however, is contingent on $1~750,000 
be.i:ig made availa.hle by the Secretary of the Interior fr01ll the Land 
and Yater Conservation Contingency Pun.cl before 'February 15, 1973. 

We very much desire to acquire the property and will uke all steps 
necessary that are availahle to us, but as stated above, the. authority 
to a.cqui:r~ is condition.al. upon receiving the $1, 750, 000 from 'jOUX' 

~gen.cy fund. We vil.1 pursue acquisition of t.hcs6 funds through 
nor:Jal channels through the regional office of the Bureau of Outdoor 
'2.ecreation and v.lll greatly appreciate. your support to our .action. 

Pl.ease be assured of my deep persona.1 interest in this project and I 
~oul.d~ .:iccordi:l~ly, appreciate your full support in assisting us v.i::.h 
the necessary funding. · 

DLR:tbp 

Dily Lee Ray 
Ccvernor 



STATE OF WASHINGTON 
OFF ICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

OFFICE OF PROGRAM PLANNING AND FISCAL MANAGEMENT 

HOU5( OFF'lC£ 8UIL01~C 

Di xy Lee Ray 
OLYMPIA. WASH INGTON 98504 

GOVERNOR 

September 15, 1977 

Mr. Jan Tveten, Assistant Director 
Resources Development 
Parks and Recreation Commission 
P. 0. Box 1128 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Dear Mr. Tveten: 

Orin Smith 
DIRECTOR 

206 ·753 -5450 

The Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Management has been designated 
by the Governor as the state clearinghouse for the review of state agency 
applications required as a condition of federal financial assistance. On 
behalf of the Governor, we have reviewed the "St. Edward's Seminary-Acqui
sition" application, prepared jointly by the Parks and Recreation Commis
sion and the General Administration Building. 

We understanQ that the proposed project will provide for the acquisition 
of approximately 316 acres and 3,000 feet of non-trust freshwater shore
line on Lake Washington. Our review indicates that the proposed project 
is consistent with overall state policies and objectives. 

This application has been assigned the following state identifier number 
for transmittal to BOR: 90-7-09-08. 

Thank you for your cooperation in the A-95 review process. 

by: 

NDL:MEM:mp 

Sincerely, 

NICHOLAS D. LEWIS 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR . 
c;../~ ~ .:.L--'~·. Ja!,L_.,,/ 

Michael E. Mi 11 s 
Administrative Assistant 

cc: Syl Fulwiler, General Administration 



DATE: 

TO: 

FRCN: 

ST/\TF. OF 
WASHINGTON 

OFFICE UF COMMIJNITY DEVELOPMENT 

01xy Lee Rily 
Governor 

MEMORANDUM 

September 27, 1977 

l'i)irles H. Odeg~ad, Director 
~hington St.~;e .. a~~s_, and. Recreation Corrmrission 

. '.' •·: . ·· { /. ~.// \ t'·' i . 
ene Wiegman, Ac~1ng Qirector • 

{ 
SUBJECT~. 

f fi"te of Comrnt_i ty De~elopment . 

St. Edwards Seminary Property Acquisition 

We have received your request to review the proposed State Parks Department 
acquisition of the St . Edwards Seminary property. 

The Office of Corronunity Development supports the concept of public 
acquisition and development of this property for public park and 
recreation purposes. The property located on the northeast shoreline 
of Lake Washington presents an outstanding opportunity to acquire a major 
recreation area within the rapidly developing Seattle metropolitan area. 

Our agency has responsibil i ty for coordination of state agency and local 
govenunent plans. There will be a need for close cooperation by the 
state with local government as detailed plans for the development and use 
of the property are prepared. 

We appreciate the opportunity to coITITlent on this project. 

EW:cl 



. 
~ 

( ' " · : · ,~ ·:,\ 
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STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

!Jixy L.:e Ra:; 
Go11rr;« r 

DEPARTMENT OF GAME 
600 North C~pitol Way 10lymp1d. Washing1011 9S504 

RECE1v~ 1 
2011. 7 53-5 700 

.... - - t) 1977 
' • • (.J • I 

September 19, 1977 

TO: Dave Heiser, E.P., Chief, Environmental Coordination 

FROM: Gene Dziedzic, Deputy Chief, Environmental Management~ 
SUBJECT: St. Edwards Seminary Property Acquisition 

You requested our views on two points concerning acquisition 
of their 300 acre site on Lake Washington . 

gd 

1) We prefer the option of state ownership over private 
acquisition and intensive development. Fish, wildlife 
and natural values of the site would be better served 
under this option. 

2) Those rare and endangered species, which might exist 
on or use this site, would require special consi der
ation. Low intensity use is preferred . If certain 
habitats are identified as essential to a rare and 
endangered species, their complete protection may 
be necessary. 

Thank you for contacting us . 

cc: Douglas 
Shockman 
Drivdahl 
Brigham 



STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

Dixy Lee Ray 
Gouemor 

Dear Applicant: 

STA TE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
7150 Cleanwater Lane, Olympia, Washington 98S04 206/7S3 4011 

September 19, 1977 

Re: St. Edward's Seminary 

We have reviewed the project materials forwarded to us for the above project 
and would like to make the following comments: 

Insufficient info'l'mation: We will need a detailed narrative of the project 
~elements, a map of the project site and surrounding area, line drawings of 

the project, photographs of structures to be renovated or demolished. 

-~-No resouraes present: No properties are listed in the National and State 
Register of Historic Places or the State Inventory of Historic Places which 
may be impacted by the project. (Properties include archaeological-historic 
resources). 

Potential effeats on unknoum resources: There is reasonable probability 
~that cultural resources exist in the project area and a cultural resources 

survey is recommended as part of project construction. 

~Resouraes present, no effect. 

~Resouraes present, effect uncertain: see below for comment. 

~No adverse effect on National Register property. 

Adverse effeat on National Register property: see below for conment. 

bp 

Conments: 

Form AHP R-5 (Rev. 9/77) 

Sincerely, 

~~ 'rrJ -CL~~~ 
'./ 

Jeanne M. Welch, Acting State 
Historic Preservation Officer 



STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

D1xy Lee Ray 
GOL•emor 

September 20, 1977 

DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES 
115 General Administrat ion Building, Olympia, Washington 98504 

Charles H. Odegaard, Director 
Parks and Recreation Commission 
P.O. Box 1128 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

Dear Mr. Odegaard: 

206/753-6600 

The Department of Fisheries strongly supports state acquisition of the St. 
Edwards Seminary property. This opportunity appears to be unique in that 
it involves the only substantial remaining natural, undeveloped shoreline 
on Lake Washington that is available for acquisition. As such, it would 
be an outstanding addition to the State Park system. 

This Department has documented the use of the shoreline of this property 
for spawning by sockeye salmon, and we would encourage maintaining as much 
as possible in a natural state. Your staff is welcome to participate in 
aerial observations in this area to pinpoint spawning areas, and we would 
like to work closely with you on the siting of beach developments that may 
be planned in the future. 

Sincer~ly, 

.,,,, ,, '* ... -·· ""-'. ~c.,._.Ji.. .. ~ .:c._l'l.. , .,, ··. ~, r , . 
Gordon Sandison 
Director 

jh 



STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

D•xy Lee Ray 
Go.11?rnor 

September 20, 1977 

O.ymp1a, W;1shm9ton 98SO'l 

Charles H. Odegaard, Director 
Washington State Parks and 

Recreation Commission 
P. 0 . Box 1128 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

/(}/} lh: 
Dear~ Oeegaard: - ~ 

206 753-2800 ... 
( 

- ·r 

We appreciate your staff making the Department aware of an unusual 
opportunity for the state to purchase the 316- acre St. Edward ' s Seminary 
property on Lake Washington. We strongly endorse its acquisition and offer 
our support. 

1be acquisition and recreational development of this property will 
provide the means to further the goals and policies for Lake Washington 
developed by Lake Washington Regional Citizens Advisory Committee in 1973 
under the Shoreline Management Act of 1971 . Increased public access and 
recreation are among the most critical issues addressed by the local 
communities surrotmding the Lake . Public acquisition and recreational 
use of the property will also help to implement King County ' s shoreline 
management program, which recognized the recreational potential of the prop
erty. 1bis key parcel, one of few remaining undeveloped waterfront areas on 
urbanized Lake Washington, should be reserved for public use. 

Once within public domain, we look forward to working with the Parks 
and ' Recreation Commission to assure the preservation of the existing natural 
character consistent with a development plan which will maximize recreation 
benefits on the site. 

Director 

WGH:vh 



STATE OF WA~HI NlJ I U1'4 

OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 

9 8 5 04 

September 20, 1977 

Mr. Charles H. Odegaard 

•' 

Director State Parks and Recreation Commission 
Olympia , Washington 

Dear Mr. Odegaard : 

Recently my staff has had the opportunity to 
review the proposed state acquisition of 
St. Edward's Seminary property. It is my under
standing that this parcel with its 3,000 feet of 
waterfront may go into private ownership and 
intensive development , if not acquired by a 
public agency. 

C OMMISSIONER 
BERT COLE 

DON LEIC FRASER 
S UPutVlao• 

For this r eason, I support the concept of acquiring 
the parcel for public ownership now, which will 
preserve the site ' s natural character. Action to 
acquire this property wi 11 also permit careful 
coordination of any future development plans with 
all affected agencies at such t i me as funds are 
avai lable. 

BERT 
Commissioner of Public Lands 
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( c 
,IN.,<CIAl IHSlllVl'CNS ""'0 INSUl"NCe 
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SINA TO• 

ALAN BlUECH~l 
FOH• "'"" 0tsn:tT 

f?'ll .. f . 11• 1H l lOS U"'4S•~1hllOH 

s~~a~~~ ¥.~b~~t D~~ohwe , C~ai~~3..l 
Se:-.ate Way:. c.:-id Mea.~s Cc=.-:ii t~ee 
1G5 Pu~li~ La.~1s 3uilding 
o~~'Wpi::l, We.shi:lt;ton 9e504 

D~ a:- Senato~ Donc~ue: 

Ja~o 9, 1977 

.. 

Re: St. Ea~a~d3 - St . Thc~as Se~ina!"y 

11.tl i ... ,..o 990ll 

It ca:.e to '!:"J attention yesterday that a de~ision is beir.g made by t~e 
A:-chciio~~:;e of SeaJ:-t~e rc3a.rd..i~c, t~e dijpcsiticn of St. td~ .. .-ards - St. Tho:lcs 
S~:i:n~r:r property in r.orth Ki!'lg County. This prope:-~:t co!'lsists of a.pp::"o:ci
n:at:ly 320 ac:-es of view pr~pe:-t.~· f:-•:mtin~ on Lake ~·:ashinr;tcn ·..ri th 2 ,000 
fee-: o!"" ;:at ~rf:-c:tt. 

~~~re i~ a series of cla3s~co= b~ilCiugs, re~;aati~n b~ildings, dor~i~o~ies, 
c..:-id a:i Ol:t?:~~ic ~i zeO. s·.:ir..9:::!.::i; pool on a. swall porticn o!-.. th~ prop'!!!'ty . 

i·1r. !·iaurice I.1.t.'1d:f , of th?. Fc1t?re:!. Bureau of Outd.o:>r Rec::-ea-:icn, ca.2.:.ed 
~e tot~y !lnd ir.~cr~c~ ~c that ~h~ EQ~ is ve~y inte~~st2d in pa~t::i~1ti~~ with 
t~e 3tata or co~ty in the ac~~isitio~ of this prop~rty for a par~ or other 
pu;::lic :pu::-;;-:>se . 

The deci3ic~ ~s to t~e di3p:>3al of ttc pro?erty is bein~ m~d~ thi3 Fricay 
by a cc:-:-.ni ~~ee csta':>listcd ~y the Arch di o::cse of Seattle . Accordin~ to ~-:r. 

L~~d.:r, the t.!·::!'-.-:iio::ese has i::di.::a~ed to hi!!: that t hey ·,rould prcfe!" to sell the 
property i~t~ct and p:!.nce it in the public do~ain . The preli~inary suggestion 
as to the price range is $6 - $8 nillio~ ~ith $7 ~illion for both buildin~s 
a~d ~r~?e~ty b~i~g the ~o~t c~~~only discus~ed f~eu~~ . 

:.::-. L~'l-:.y indicated that the Archd.io::c!:le ' s esti::::?.~ion of the repl:?.ce~ent 
c::::;~ o!' the bui2.di~b=- is $312 ::-.illion a."1d. tho.t the de,?rccin~ed value ...-ould be 
~l ~illic:1. BaGed on a tot~l of 320 acres, thi:; '.IO~ld indic:?.tc a va:ue of 
3l2,QCO - ~13,0aO pc:- acre ::!...~d a value of $70~ per front foot of ~aterfro~t. 
~~i3 ;ric~ inclu~~s t~e bui!dinhs. 

I :;...~ rie :·:;o:1ally familio.r '.Ii th sc::-:e of the prc_?erty values in the are~. 
In ~he last ~onth, 1/3 aero lotG with a si~ilar vie~ have b~~n sclli~G in the 
~25,~C~ ~~:ce ~a;:Gc. It ~c~ld see~ t~~t t~~ S~G~~sted ~~ice by t~e Arc~Cio:~se 
i:; in tho r::i...--::;e or 2J¢ - l;c; C:l the coll a!" of act~:?.l value . 



•. .. .. ( 

Senn.tor Huber": Donohue 
Ju."l~ 9 • 1977 • • • . ... # . 

P:lf.C 2 

I believe the state should ·~artici~ate in this acquisition. It is a ver:r 
t::.iq~e c~?ortu.;i~y t~at ~ill not co~e a5ain. Bccause of t~e si=e of t~e ~rope::-t1, 
it c ·:nild be e. tr.~jor e.sset to not only the Seattle-King Cou.,t:: a:-ca~ bu.t to the 
State of Washinr,ton . 

CcrC.ially, 

.. 
Ala.~ Bluec~cl 

AB:ckh . 

. . 

..... -



Mr. Maurice H. Lundy 
Regional Director 

John D. Spellman, County Executive 

King County Courthouse 

Seattle, Washington 98104 

(206) 344-4040 

Se p tember 23, 19 77 

l I\. 
,I ~ ; 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
l:4llr'ttlfl' crl r.1·1: .. , . • .:..i : -1· • .i •;' 

"9effic tfortn..~st ,..f! . , . .-1: l : ;- : ~. 
Room 930, Federal Office Building 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

Dear Mr. Lundy: 

Allow me to take this opportunity to express my strong 
. support for the State of Washington's program to acquire 
the St. Edwards Seminary property East of Lake Washington 
in King County. 

As I am sure you are aware, this is an opportunity to 
acquire a fantastic piece of open space for the citizens 
of the State of Washington and one of the few, if not the 
last remaining large pieces of waterfront on Lake Wash
ington that can be acquired for public use . 

King County is very desirous of seeing this property 
acquired by the state for public park and recreation pur
poses and that your agency and the Secretary of Interior 
will give utmost consideration to providing the federal 
funding needed to bring about the acquisition. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to congratulate 
you and the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation on your Urban 
Recreation Study and am encouraged to see that the federal 
government is planning on placing more emphasis on urban 
recreation opportunities. 

JDS/mg 



, 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
210 MAIN STREET • KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033 (206) 822·9271 

June 28, 1977 

Honorable Governor Dixy Lee Ray 
Governor Office 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Re: St. Edward's Seminary 

Honorable Dixy: 

The entire Kirkland and Juanita area is extremely 
pleased with the chance of the State making an Urban 
State Park of the 316 acre site of St. Edward's Seminary. 

Your support and enthusiasm for the farsighted : 
possibility is greatly appreciated. Keep up the good 
work. 

Sincerely, 

.-;.-? /%Zz2 . , -/ ,,,7 ,___.. ,. 

~/, -~/ ...... ..., //~-< _____, ---.:.:::---·0:· ~{._~..:=---- '---

Bob Neir 
l1ayor 

BN:kj .· 



~ . . r c ~ 

The Nature Conservancy 
Nurthwcst Offi.:c 

August 12, 1977 

123-1- NW 25th Avt·nu~-. PortlanJ , Orego n 97210 
(503) 2.?8·9561 

Mr. Maurice H. Lundy 
Regional Director 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
915 Second Avenue, Room 990 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

Dear Maury:' · 

.· ... ... 

. . . . 

RECEIVED 

AU~ 1 G 1977 

DIRECTOR 

You should be one of the first to learn the happy news that The 
Steele-Reese Foundation has announced their intention of making a 
$225,000 grant to The Nature Conservancy for a Washington State 
Heritage Program, a preliminary Heritage effort in Idaho and Montana, 
additional funding for our Oregon Natural Heritage Program and to 
provide regional Heritage coordination capability for the four 

·Northwest states. · 

.. "'-Approximately $126,000.will be available for a 1-3/4 year program in 
Washington State to begin in September. To do a proper full scale 

-program we anticipate· needing assistance from !AC and BOR and Wayne 
· Rifer, coordinator of the program, will be in touch with you soon in 
this regard. We plan a public announcement about the program some

. time in the next few weeks, and Wayne would like to invite your 
comment to include in the press release. 

We look at this as a very exciting and substantial step forward and 
hope to work closely with you. 

On another matter, please find enclosed a copy of a letter from me 
to Vernon Barnes regarding the St. Edward's, Lake Washington Park 
project. While it doesn't appear that the Conservancy can play a 
significant role at this late date, we certainly feel it is a very 
worthy project and wish to express our support and our hopes that 
BOR will be able to provide the key to its success. If there is 
anything you think we can do short of Conservancy acquisition· to 
further this effort, please do call on me. · 

Sincerely, 

Spencer B. Beebe 
Northwest Director 

cc: Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 

Wayne Rifer 
John Hough j 
Vernon Barnes 
Charles Odegaard 

Wc.·\tcrn ltq11<•n:il Office: 

... 

,,... :~_· :"!. . 
. . 

• • ""·~ -: ·; • • i • 

?-::ition.il Ofti.:c ·.::.',. '. :---.~ . -· . 
.J:?S liu~h Street, S.ln Fran~i,co, C.ilifurn1a •>.+!OH 

(415} 9~9·3056 

l 800 :>forth Kent Street. Arlin~ton. Virginia 22209 
.. · (703) 841-HOO : :·~ ,.··~ "·!.·.,.~ ·: •:-

• \• . .·:-.-. ~\ .:;.~~-~- -~·.::,;. ''.7:.: · 
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Honorable Dixy Lee Ray, Governor 
Off ice of the Governor 
Olympia, WA. 

RECEIVED 

SEP 13 1977 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Dear Governor Ray, 2 September 1977 

I am writing you to express my deep concern over the State's 
ability to purchase the [St. Edward's Seminary_ site for a State 
park, here in King County. Your efforts, those of your staff, 
and those of the Legislature are to be highly corrunended. That 
site should be a park. We have a once in a lifetime opportunity 
to acquire a park site of unparalleled beauty right in the 
heart of a major metropolitan area. 

I know you don't have the full amount of funds required to 
purcha~c the property. I know you are searching hard to find 
the funds. What I am proposing to you, to Speaker John Bagnariol, 
and to King County Council Chairman Nike Lowry, is for County 
government to finance the short fall in State and Federal funds.' 
If this cannot be accomplished by the County Council i~ediately, 
then you should try to keep options open with the Archdiocese 
until the first of next year. 

I intend to be County r:xecutivc and I will find the necessary 
funds at that time to supplement the State and Federal funds 
so t~is magnificent property can be purchased for the people 
and remain in their hands forever. We must act decisively when 
we have such a unique opportunity. It clearly appears to be a 
situation \·mere "he who hesitates is lost", and in this instance, 
it would ba the poople of King County and the State of Washington 
that would lose. 

I u.ppreciate all you've done to date on this. 

cc: Hike Lowry, King County Council, Rep. John Bagnariol, Speaker 

Aub1~~~lox1l~!~~98111 
Phone (206) 682-5283. Hugh Mitchell, Treasurer 

't 



CITY OF BOTHELL 
18305 • 10l s t N.E. 

BOTHELL, WASHINGTON 98011 

September 20, 1977 

Mr. Maurice Lundy 
Regional Director 

•16·3256 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
Federal Building 
915 2nd Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98174 

Dear Mr. Lundy: 

JEl\AU> OSTEllMAH 
CJtr Man14et 

lll:!TY ICEEHEY 
Clly C.rk 

NANCY Cll()l.SUY 
CUy TN&lumr 

COUNCIL 

!\OBERT DoYOUNG, Mayor 
llOY AL l>ONELSON 
ct.Alli IHGllllAJI 
CKAllLES ltAY$NEll 
AllNE STllAHO 
SUE WALSH 
AEUIED ZWEl!I\ 

This letter represents endorsement from the City of Bothell for 
the purchase and use of St. Edwards Seminary as a State Park. 
The acquisition of this site could lend itself well to providing 
further park and recreation open space for use of citizens of the 
Northshore Conununity. 

Sincerely, 

?~f& 1J'Y-7 
Robert DeYoung' 
Mayor 

RD/lfs 

cc: Jan Tveten 
Washington State Parks and Recreation 
Commission 
P.O. Box 1128 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

~1..inmu of Outdoor Recreation 
.·19r.1t1c Nort11west RellinnRI Ofttc 



.,. - <1 CM~ A;iprov:il N". 2"- ~«J2HI 

---r;.-;,:~- - ~ ·--··---·--
FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 

a. hUM!llR 3. STAlE 1. t.UMilEI< 

CANT'S 78-90IA APt'LICh· 
- TION ----J, TYPE D PREAPi'LICATION APPLI· b. DAU IDF.NTI· b. DATE l"ea,r 1not: tl• duv OF l"oa,r tnonth dn11 

ACTION D APPLltATIOl\I CATION 
19 77 9 19 r:i:n ASSICtlED 19 

(Ma,rl<BJ>- 0 NOTIFICAHON OF IHT£NT (OpL) Lra,v~ propriate 
boa:) 0 REPORT OF fEOERAL ACTION Blank 

4. LEGAL APPl.ICANT/RECIPIENT 5, FEDERAL EMPLOYER IDENTIFICATION NO. 

~. t.;;~llunt 1:am1 : St&te of Washington 
b. Or11nl11tlan Unit : lnteragency C.ommi ttee for Outdoor Rec. 

6. 
c. Slrtet/P.O. ~ : 11800 Ca i tol Blvd. PRO· 1. NUMBER 11 15 1°14 1°1°1 
d. City : Tumwater •· County Thurston GRAM b. TITLE : 
f, State Washington 98504 (Fror" Outdoor Recreation -: I· ZIP Code: l"edarcal 
h. Contact Person (Name RoberG L. Wilder, SLO Catalog) Acquisition, Developme 

:! & telephone No .) : 753-3 10 and Planning 
a 7. TITLE AND DESCRIPTION OF APPLICANT'S PROJECT 8. TYPE OF APPLICANT/RECIPIENT 

nt 

B St. Edwards Seminary Acquisition; Department of· A-State H-Community Action AgP.ncy 
B-lntorstats I- Hicher Educllional lnslllution 

!; General Administration, Olympia, Washington 98504. C-S"bstzte J- Indian Tribe 
u District K-Olhtr (Specif'll) : 

I Acquire approximately 316 acres of land and over D-County 
E-Clty 

3,000 feet of Waterfront on Lake Washington. South F- School D lslrict 
G-Speci1I PurpoM 

Enter appropriate letter [fil 

~ of Kenmore for Urban passive recreation area. District 

9. TYPE OF ASSISTANCE 
A-Basic Grent 0-lnsurtnce 

Ii 11-Supplemenlal Grenl E-Other Enter appra- [AO 
i C-lo~n priate letter(•) A 

JO. AREA OF PROJECT IMPACT (Names of cities, eountitc, JJ. ESTIMATED NU~.1· 12. TYPE OF APPLICATION 
Stat~. eic.) BER CF f'ERSONS A-New C-Rtvislon E-Au~mer.tallon 

BENEFITING B-Renewal D-Conlinu11ion 
King County N/A I Enter appropriat• lett•r [A] 

13. PROPOSED FUNDIN.J 14. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS OF: 15, TYPE OF CHANGE (For lfc or lfe) 

3 500. 000 .co- 1 . APPLICANT b. PROJECT 
A-lncruse Dollars f-Othar (Speci/'I/): 

1 , FEDERAL $ El-Decrease Dollars 

l • 500. 000 .oo N/A 2 
C-lncreasa Duration 

~LA b. APPLICANT D-Oecrease Dur1tion 

c. STATE 16. PROJECT START 17. PROJECT E-Clncallation 
.00 DATE Year month da'I/ DURATION E•ter appr.:J· [_J_LJ 

d. LOCAL .co 19 77 11 1 24 Mont.lit p~i4t• letter(•) ---

e. OTHER .00 JB. ESTIMATED DATE TO Year month dt1'11 19. EXISTING FEDERAL IDENTIFICATION NUMCER 
BE SUBMITTED TO 

1 '· TOTAL $ 7. 000. 000.oo FEDERAL AGENCY .... 19 77 9 
20, FEDERAL AGENCY TO RECEIVE REQUEST (NatU, Cit'I/, Sta,t1, ZIP oode) 21. REMARKS ADDED 

BOR Northwest Reoion. Seattle. Washinoton 98174 0 Yes 12!1 No 

z 22. 1. To the b1St of my knowlid1• 1nd bollaf, b. If required by OMB Circulu A-95 this app!icailon wu submille.:I, pursuant to in- Nore- 1'opon,. 
2 data in this prapplinlion/1ppllc1tlon ara struction11 lh1r1ln, to 1pproprl1t1 clurini;houses and 111 responsu ara attached: •JIOUIS 1Ut.ul1cd 

5 THE true ind correct, th• document h•• been 
APPLICANT duly 1uthorized by Iha 1ovemln1 body of Puget Sound Conference of Governments D Iii ! CERTIFIES th• 1pplie1nt and the 1pplle1nl will comply (1) 

THAT ... with the 1ttached 1ssur1nc11 If 1111 uslat- (2) State OFM D «l 
1nce la 1pproved. 

(3) D 0 
I 23. 1. TYPED NAME AND TITLE 

·~~.Ll~ 
c. DATE SIGNED 

CERTIFYING Robert L. Wilder Y.ar mor.tA da.,, 

u REPRE· 
19?7 -ct - '~ SENTATIVE Administrator 

24. AGENCY NAME ' 25. APPLICA· l'eor month dalf 
TION 
RECEIVED 19 

21. ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT 27. ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 28, FEDERAL APPLICATION 

I Bureau of Outdoor Recreation ~DENTIFICAT~-003 73 

29. ADDRESS 30. FEDERAL GRANT 

I 915 - 2nd Avenue. Seattle. WA 98174 IDENTIFICATg>G-003 73 

31. ACTION TAKEN 32. FUNDING l' .ar 1n0nU. Ga'I/ 34. Year •ont/o Ga'I/ 

! 
c:J 1. AWARDED 1. FEDEP.Al $ 3.500.000 • oo 33. ACTION DATE ... 1977 10 04 

STARTING 
19 77 10 04 D.UE 

0 II. REJECTED b. APPLICANT 3.500.000 .00 35. CONTACT FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMA· 35. l'cor mo11t1' da'll 
TION (Name and t<lophon• 11umb•r) ENDING 0 c. RETURNED FOR c. STATE .00 Glenn Baker DATE 19 79 12 31 

AMENDMENT d. LOCAL .00 206-442-4720 37. REMARKS ADDED 
I 0 ti. DEFERRED 1. OTHER .oo 
i 0 e. WITHDRAWN f. TOTAL s 1.000.000 .oo 0 YM QNo 

38. 1. In llkin1 1bov1 1ctlon, any comments rece ived from cleerlnchouses w1r• con- b. FEDERAL AGENCY A-95 OFFICIAL 
ridtred. II liillCJ response Is due under prov11ion1 of Put 1, OMB Circular A-95, (Nam• and tclcp~M KO. ) 

206-442-1 72 FEDERAL AGENCY ii has bHn ar la b1in1 m1d1. Frederic Bender, 
A-95 ACTION 

0 
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(Letter dictated by 
Ken Cole, Washington IAC) 

Maurice H. Lundy, Regional Director 
Northwest Region 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
990 Federal Building 
Seattle, Washington 98174 

Dear Mr·. Lundy: 

Re: 

In accordance with Bureau Manual Section 670.l.4A, the State of Washington's 
Interagency Conmittee for Outdoor Recreation is submitting herewith a re
quest for an advance of funds to cover one half of the Federal share of the 
cost of subject project (OMB 80-R0183, Request for Advance, enclosed). The 
amount for which the advance is requested is that share of the project 
which has been requested from the Secretary of Interior's Contingency Fund 
as contained in the Bureau's project agreement, submitted with our letter 
of September 16, 1977. 

The State Legislature appropriated $5.25 million for this project with 
the Proviso that an additional $1,750,000 be received from the Secretary 
of Interior's Contingency Fund. The Legislature did not make an appro
priation for this $1,750,000; consequently, the State of Washington has 
no authority to disburse this share of the project amount until such time 
as the cash is received in the State Treasury. We believe this specific 
legislation meets the criteria cited in the Bureau Manual with reference 
to participants lacking the financial resources to initially finance 
approved projects with its own funds. The outdoor recreation account 
administered by the IAC does not have, in fact, the sufficient cash to 
finance the Seminary property project, but the Legislative terminology 
in the appropriation bill would, in any case, preclude the use of such 
funds for the disbursement of this $1,750,000. 

Your prompt attention to this request will allow the State to complete 
this project in the most expeditious manner. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

Robert L. Wilder 
Administrator 
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Illustration 1 
675 6 2 • . OM•NO. ••••111 

REQUEST FOR~UANCE -i .. , ........... "' .. '°' ............ ,~ c. ......... - '""""' .. 
. ''-

OR REIMBUR .,. NT BOR 63-00373 
a. ,_ .. , __ • "-•"" " g·;.:: Aa-

s. ,.,.. .. ,.,_ • .._ ...... 

·~-
~o ...... 

O••• • --• QQ, ..... o-e..-41-· 1 
.. ..._._II_ .... 1. :: ... A.- .... w ''--".,.... I. PO<l-4 c.-.4 1-tlo, 0.,, Ye•I 

91-0780046 78-901A 'io I 10 I 71 1'0 11 I 10 I 77 
.. _.,,o.-a..--- •. "- .. ,_ ,., .,_, _ ,_,, 
~~~hington Interagency 
.-..-.-..... .....,. ............... 
Committee for Outdoor Recreaticn - ..... P•C ... ..... aian &UtCeM 

4800 Capitol Blvd. 
", __ .; ~ 1.11\ nai;;nA - . ., ., --.,, 

n. CDllPUTATIOll OP AMOUNY R!QUHT!D 

-llMS - l'UllCTIOllS - ACTNITIU 

Ill 121 ca TOTA&. 

L TlllalpqiamcmlllplD.$1ll•afr 10-3-Zi • -0-. • • • -0-

" i.m: O.latiw ....... ·- •••••••••••• -0- -u-

c. .. pRlll9 oulfars ••••.• •••••••••••••••• -0- -u-
.. &llulld Ill casll Clltllys "' --period. •••• 7,000,000 7,UUU,UUU 

1. Ttlllallitlllcmdd ••••• • ••••• • •••••••• 7,000,UUU 7,000,000 

I.' llaH'tdonl sllaie 111-1111 line e ••••••••• 3,500,000 3,500,000 

s. ftdelll •11 Clf -•an Linn .•...•...... 3,500,000 3,500~000 

" Ftdllll ..,.ms piniaasly f9ll1lll1td ••••• •••• -0- -u-

L Ftdllll sllaie - lllP!Slld •••••••••••••••• 1,750,UUU 1,750,000 
J. ~~adnnat ... i1et11111ls: 

1 _ 7i;;n .000 1,750,000 
ht-.......................... 

m 2111-ai. •••••••••.••••••••••••••• -0- -u-

m3R1-ut .•••..•••••..•••.•..•....• -0- -o-
II. llllAlllCS CAH9clo ......... .._.. 11-...,,1 

The Federal share now requested is the amount requested from the 
Secretary of Interior's Contingency Fund for the project. The 
State Legislature, in appropriating funds for the project, 
specifically provided in the bill (Subsenate Bill 3110) "that ar 
additional $1,750,000 of the Secretary of the Interior's Land a~j 
Water.Contingency Fund for outdoor recreation be received by 
2-15-78." The Legislature did not appropriate the Contingency 
~und amou~t; consequantl~, the cash must ba disbuhsed to the Ste rte 
·~~~~urv e ore the isb rsement can be ma e to t e property owr er s. 

II. ,_,, __ .... ._. .. .., .......... --4Mli.I .. ,._-"" ..._, __ .... -ell .... .,•--I• -- wllh ·--H•• _. ___ ,. __ ..__ .... ,...._,, __ 
.... 

l"A9dministrator 
UL!PHOH! 

Rnbert L. Wilder ~" "2tf6'" 1""71;3 1~'140 ......,..,..__. ... __ ............... ,_ 
9-30-77 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

1. 

HER!T!\GE CCN::;:::t.VATiCN Ai"4u i<f:CREATION SERVICE 

(206) 442-4706 

4. j_ 
---"~ 

NORTHWEST REGION 

91 !5 SECOND AVENUE. RM. 990 

SEATT\.£ WASHINGTON 98174 
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St. Edwards Seminary 
OMlll N 4"..1 10-.!fOll I 

OUTLAY REPORT ..\ND REQUEST FOR j 1. <odo<ol A<onq and 0,,.,,.,. 11 ..,ol , l. Fodo<ol C:.anl No. o• Ot~ 
(l•"'•nt ld•nt.lr1ng NuMh., 

F!EIMBUR5EMENT FOR CONHRUCTIOH PROGRAMS HCRS 53-00373 ---- --l. T 1p• ol R•quest • A111ia of P•Q1.1 1ut .5.. Peon al Powm•nt Request No. 

ixf;··' Ix c • .i ~ 
1 Final U Port1el 0 Accr1o1•d E •P•ncli '"'• -._ _ -- - -·-

6. ['"plol'•' ldenti,1cation Ho. 1. Gronte• Ac co",, ' Ho. or ldentlf"t no I . Pe1iocl Co•••ecl 1"4onth, Do.,. Yeer) 
Ho. 

F ROM 10 I I TO 12 91-0780046 78-901A 10 I 77 I 31 I 77 
"1. N.,,.. • .,r (.,....,...t•• Or7nn l ration 10 No•H of Pnr•• tlf i1f' .. "'' th-. llem 91 

lnteragenc~ Committee fQ[ Out. Rec . 
48'M' "'Ca'j)Tfo I Blvd. KP-11 

•l•lt f l'OO ••u ..... , 

Cl'' .,, .. ,. I•• CODI. tlf'f ••••« I,,. COlll 

Tunwater, WA 98504 
II. STATUS OF FUNDS 

PROGAAJrilS - FUNCTIONS - ACTIVITIES 

CLASSIFICATION (I) (2) (3) 

TOTAL 

-
a. Adminislralive expense •..••••••••...• • .••• 

5 I I I 

b. Prehmrnary e1pense .••..•......•.•• . •. . •• 

7' 000 '000. ( 0 17 ,000,000.oD c. land,sliuclures, 11ghl-0l-way . . .......... . ... 

d. Archlletlural en£rneennc basic lees ............ 

e. Other arcb1teclural enaineerine lees ....•.•...•• 

I. Project inspection lees . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . ...•• 

I· Land deV'!IOllf'lenl. .......•.. . ..•.••....•• 

h. Relocation expense .•.......•.•.•...•..•.• 

i. Relocation payments to indiv. and businesses . ...• 

j. DemoliliCJI and removal ..... . .•••..•.•.•..• 

k. Consliuclion and pro1ect improvement cost ....•... ~ 

I. [(JlrlJll!lll ........ ········· ... ········ 
m. Miscellaneous cost ..........••••.. . .•...• 

n. Total cumulative to date (Sum ol Lines a-nt) • . ... 7. 000. 000. I 0 .000.000.0) 

o. Deductions lor pro2ram income ... . ..• . ... . . .• 

p. Hel cumulat 1ve lo date (Line n minus Lrne o). . . . .. 17 nnn nnn 1hn 17~ Mf1W).Q.O_.QD 

q. feder31 slt.l:e lo 1a!e .... ... • . ...... . .•..• Ll.5.-0Jl....O nn I lf1 . 5.0..0..J) Q O_.__O D 

r. Rehabihlation erants (100::. reimbursement) . .. , ... ...___ -
s. Total federal share (Sum ol Lines q and r) ....... l3-5.ru)_,_QQ_Q. 1bn R 50 .0 •. OilO_.._Q D 

I. Federal payment~ prev1ou~ly re(Jlesled ...... . • . . ~50-0-,-0.0n hn,~ -- ~,so.o..,.000...op 

u. Arilomt requested lor re imbursement . . ... . . . .... s - Q - s ! 5 5 - Q -
i': 

v. Percent ol pro1ecl completed •... . .... . ...... " ....------------------- .._ inn '\ 

'" 
" ~_()_()___ 

l:Z. CERTIFICATION - I c••'•'r th•• to rhe beat of rnr ltro.:a• l•clp ond beltef th• .. )Jl•d coata of disl.\ll'un .. 1s &II'• in occordonce wit lot. •h• terms or the P't11,c.• 

ontl thot the , • • ,..burt.,..ent re1tresent• the Fe<l••al tf.iore clue which hoa not iiMn previou•lr ret1veated .. c1 rhot on 1n11pect lon hns be-" perfo t "'•cl and otl 

war• 1a in aC'lll)rclonce with the terma of the grO"'ll~ 

- ------ -----•. GRANTEE ~- Sl A TE. LOC.ll, OR F EDERAL GOVERNMEN T R EP RE SEH TA TlvE 
~·------------------ --
No"'• ""'"• 
._ ROBERT L. WILf)_ER _____ FREDERICK BENDER 

------

'"" ~·~·· Titl• T • l ephone No . 

inistrator 53-7140 A"~Tsfanf Regional Director 

V~·LJ.SiJi,,,.'·;;1'1!,hll --~----
Stgriature of Authotin .. Ofltci ol StI' 18 197E FREDERICK BENDER 

'i': A ply to advance ltl T : 4883-74 



STATE OF WASHINGTON 

INTERAGENCY CO~WITTEE FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION 

FINAL PROGRESS REPORT 

State Department of 
Agency General Administration Project St. Edwards Seminary 

IAC Number 78-90IA ~~~Number 53-00373 

This final billing covers the acquisition of approximately 316 acres of land with 

over 3,000 feet of frontage on Lake Washington in King County, Washington. 

The appraisal for the property was made on October 17, 1977, and reviewed and 

concurred in by the IAC review appraiser on October 26, 1977.· Preliminary, 

informal negotiations began prior to August 22, 1977, subsequent to knowledge 

that the Catholic Archdiocese had placed the property on open market. Payment 

for the property was made in two installments in the amounts of $1,750,000 

dated 10/28/77 (State Warrant #P368567) and $5,250,000 dated 11/16/77 (State 

Warrant #P368567). Title Insurance was issued on November 21, 1977. 

8/30/78 
Date 
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O.M.8. Ho. ~2·1< 1 65 6 

UIUfORM RW. PROPEltTY ACQUISITION POLlr.Y-TITLIL Ill 

AGlNCY: __ w_a_s_h_i n......;.g_t_o_n __ 

PROGRAM:_~L~w_c_~ ____ _ 

F'roJACt No: 5 3- 00 3 7 3 0 FEDERAL PROGRAM 

6lllln1 No: ------- Im FEDERALLY ASSISTED PROCRAM 

PART I. LAND ACQUISITION (301) 

1J l. 
ZJ 2. 

3. 

NO. OF TRACTS % OF TOTAL - ~I l 00 ACQUIRE!:.' ElY NEGOTIATION 
__ 1 

ACQUIRF.O BY COMOEMNATION 4/ 
TOTAL (SUM OF LINES l.'!.2) 1 100% 

PART II. TRACTS FOR WHICH FINAL SETTLEMENTS WERE COMPLETED 

% OVER 
APPRAISAL 

.TOTAL AP. CUNT 
PAID FROM 

FEDERAL FUN S 

TOTA1. A!.' UI 
CONT !BUTE 

ON.f"EOERA 
FUND 

7,050,000 7,000,000 3,500,000 3,500,00C 

1. RECORDING FEES, TRANSFER TAXES 
PENALTY COSTS & R.E. TAXES (303) 

2. LITIGATION EXPENSES (304) 

TOTAL :sum of Lines l&lJ 

PART Ill. INCIDENTAL EXPENSES (::,03 & 304) 

NUMBER 
OF TRACTS 

INTI 4812-7~ 

AMOUNT 
PAIO 

NOTESt 

Fed. Funds Non-Fed. Funds 

JjNegoll8ted tracts Include al/ tracts lfCQUlted by an/ m thOd 
other thlln ccndemnlltion tor reason ol price disagreement . 

.Jllnclude only tracts condemned because of price· d isa11reemont. 
,.Div/do lracrs shown en Line I by rr&;·ts shown on Line 3. 
J1Div1de tract~ shown on Line 2 ov t'ac:s sriown In Lino 3 . 
.YDlvide dlJJerene11 hetwHn apptetu../ value and oplloa/ 

award paJd by tho amount ol '="i'ptQJnci y.:zlue. 



.. • ST.~~TE OF 
WASHINGTON • DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 

Di11y.1 • .-C. Ray 
Gouerr.10t' 

October 31, ·1977 

Mr. RoberttL. Smith 
1st Properties, Inc. 
201 Borert. 7\v.-enue N. 
Seattle, WA 98109 

Dear Mr. SriU!.th : · 

218 Gmeral Adm1nrslri1l10rt Building, Olympia, WMhmgton 9S504 2()6. 75.J.5434 

Vanon L. Barnes, 011Ktor 

By letters ~ated August 22, 1977, and October 19, 1977, the State 
of Washingtx:>n offered to r-urchase the St. Edwards Seminary property 
for $7 million cash with partial payment to be made November 1, 1977, 
and the balance on or befor e November 18, 1977. That offer of 
$7 million ±o purchase t he property ~as accepted by the Archdiocese 
through you. 

In accordance with exist i ng federal and state statutes, it is 
necessary we inform you t hat the state's appraisal indicates a 
value of l? ; OS0,000. Additionally, the value of timber on the land 
in the ammmt of from $2 50 , 000 to $300, 000 could conceivably be 
added to that valuation. 

It is our understanding there is no one in residence on the property 
to be acquired by the state and therefore the Archdiocese will have 
no claim UnD ' " ~he Uniform Relocation Assistance Act. 

.. . 
In order to:be ~n complete compliance with the above cited statutes, 
we would appreciate your signing in the appropriate space below 
indicating your .concurren .e with the above. 

Sincerely, 

ti!~ 
V. L. Barnes 
Director 

VLB:sr z contents concurred m ; 

:k-rLLz,ut~ 
Robert L~ Smith 
lst Properties, Inc. 
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Vouc er No. 
GOlX~X'Xlx Gl 1 001 

~~ G-1 

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUNJ 
BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION 

Payee: lnteragency Committee for Outdoor 
Recreation 

4800 Capitol Blvd 
Tumwater, WA 98504 

Amount of Check: $1,750.000.00 

Applied to Advance: 

Project No. 00373 

Billing No. Advance of Funds 

BOR 8-204 
June 12 , 1975 



Treasury Fornt'GFO 7578 (test) 
Fiscal Service REQU~ 
Bureau of Government Financial Operations 
March 1974 

FOR PAYMENT ON LE1TER OF CREDIT 
AND 

STATUS OF FUNDS REPORT 
SECTION I - REQUEST FOR PAYMENT 
Agency Station Symbol Letter-of.Credit Number Document Number 

1 7 1 ' 
Name and Address of U.S. Agency 

lor 
f Outdo r R er atf on 

f'.C. 20240 

Name and Address of Treasury Disbursing Office 

qlon I bu 

p. • 
n Francisco, C llfornla 94119 

Name and Address of Drawer 

. ae for 
Outdoor R er~ tlon 

4 00 C pitol u1 v r 
Tu ater, W shlngton 9 50~ 

Make Treasury Checlc Payable To: 

Outdoor Recreation 
48'0 Capitol Boutev rd 

for 

Y ter, hln ton 504 

SECTION II - STATUS OF FEDERAL FUNDS {Muit Be Completed By Dra1DerJ 

1. Federal Funds On Hand, July l, 19 (Beginning of Federal 

Amount Requested 

$ 

PAID BY 
(Tteamry Use Only) 

Voucher Approved (Treasury Use Only) 

Check Number (Treasury Use Only) 

Fuca/Year) .... .......•..••. .. .. . ........ . ...... . . .. . . ....... ......... . S---..,,........,,,,,,..-..;.........,..._......~--------

2. Add: Advances Received, Fiscal Year To Date ............... . ..... .. ............. S---~":--~.,,,..:...;...,;-:--------
3. Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~S---..:..=..£...._~=.:.==-------

4. Less: Actual Disbursements, Fiscal Year To Date ................. .. •..•••......... S---..!...::...!....!.:!..~:.!!;;..!..!!~------

5. Federal Funds On Hand At Time Of This Request ........... ..... , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $'-----------------
6. Add: Unpaid Requests For Payment Previously Submitted. . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . S'------~---------

7. Add: Amount Of This Request For Payment. . . . . . • . . • . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . S•----:.------!:~-------

8. Total .•...................•............•.. . ..... ..... . ... ............ $. ______ ~1------------
9. Estimated Number Of Days Before Amount On Line 8 Will Be 

Disbursed . . • . . . . . . •.. <. L. b.1r.r . . d . o ... o . b •.. Cl' •••• • o , . ...... 1 •• • 7. ...... . 
(Treasury Use Only) 

SECTION Ill • CLASSIFICATION OF THE AMOUNT OF TIUS REQUEST (Miut Be Completed Br DrmoerJ 

Program, Grant No. or Ot!!er Identifying No.: 
' "' - Amount -

$ I , I' 
I $ 

{ -~- $ 
-

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
. $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Total (Must Agree WithAmountofThuRequest For Payment) $ ' , .,. , l>\,l. 

SECTION IV· CERTIFICATION (Mwt Be Completed By Dra1DerJ 

CERTIFICATION - I certify that this Request For Payment has been drawn in accordance with the terms and conditions of the 
Letter of Credit cited and that the amount for which drawn is proper for credit to the account of the drawer at the 
drawer's bank. I also certify that the data reported above is correct and that the amount of the Request For Payment is 
not in excess of current needs. 

v CHI r.i: J:' T S VI 

(Date) (Signature) {Tit le) 

(Date) (Countersignature) (Title) 

Da: s 

Forward Original And Two copies Of This Form To Treasury Disbursing Office 
Forward One Copy Of This Form To U.S. Agency NO CARBONS REQUIRED 



lsOR 8-103 
Revised 10/70 ....AND AND WATER CONSERVATION ~ uND 

CERTIFICATION OF FUNDS AVAILABLE 

PROJECT NUMBER ___ .:;--_2~?. ____ a_o ___ 2_z: __ ..:3 ____ _ 

TOTAL COST 

AMOUNT REQUESTED 
' 

COUNTY 
~------------------------~ 

D Planning 

tf!I Acquisition -----------

D Development ------------

FUNDS AVAILABLE ti?:( FUNDS NOT AVAILABLE /---, 

FISCAL YEAR FUNDS TO BE OBLIGATED 

CALLED IN BY: 
REGION r7 

WASO g! Name £~ 

19711 
I 9 74? 
19 7 7 • 

_L ______ ~-~ ........ ______ _ 1ek-h z 
' Signat ur e Date ' 

INT: 715211- 7:l 
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1 

" 

' REQUES1 OR ADVANCE 
OR REIMBURSEMENT 1

1. ,_, ........ cy ""'°'-'""'' 
El-• 

~ nR 

., 

1 T,.. ef p_, • ..,, A•'fU••te4 ............... 5. P•tlel Por• ... t ReqvHt Me. 

• K I .u."!"'. 
l"!•ot· ... ·-· 

6. r_,,1.,., 14...ttflcetl.,. Ne. 

~.[I,._, 

~IP ..... 
I )4 c.ah 

I : I ......... l!•PoM'"""• 

91-0780046 
7. Grmnt .. Ac-...• .... ., 14eRtlfrl"I I. PNled c. .. rff ( ... n•h. 0.,. Y••I I 
~- 78-901A Hor ro 0 I 10 I ·77 11 I 10 I 77 

t. "-• •' Gr•••• o.,.,., ,.,,." 10. N-• of Per•• cu d1u.,.., •h• u .... ti 
INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE FOR OUTDOOR 

RECREATION 
., •• &, •• .... ........ • ..................... . 

~800 CAPITOL BOULEVARD 

TUMWATER, WASHINGTON. 98504 
CITY 

11. COMPUTATION OP AMOUNT REQUESTED 

ftROG"Mll - P'UHCTIONI - ACTIVITIES 

(11 (2) 

1. Tatal 111oeram au I lays lo dale as of, J. 0 - 3 - 7 7 s -o-
b. l.IS:r. Cumulative proaram inc- .. . •........ -o-

c. Net proaram outlays.. . • . . . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • - 0-

d. Esthnaled ne• cash outlays lor advance period. . • . • 7. 000 . 000 

e. Total of lines c and d. . ... ... ...... . ..... z nnn nnn 

I. · Non-Federal share of amo111t on line e. . . . . . • . • 3, 500 , 000 
-·---- ---

......... 

131 

ZI• CODI 

TOTAL 

s -Q-
-u-

-o-
-7.000,000 

7 . 000.000 
3,500,000 

1. Federal share ol amount on Linee.. . ... . .. . .. . 3, 500, 000 3, 500, 000 
-~---~~--~-~~~~--tf--~~~~-+-~~~~~+-~~~~~~--~~~-1 

b. Federal payments previously iequesled • . • • . . . • • -0- -0-

i. Federal share now requested ..... ........... 1 • 750. 000 1 , 750, 000 
I· Moolhly advance reCJlirements: 

m 1o1 -•h·......................... 1 zi:;o _ ooo 1 - 750. ooo 
121 21c1 tnonth. .. • • • . • • . . . • • . • • . . • . . • • • • -n- -o-
(3) lnl month. . • . . . . • • . . • . . . . • . • • • • . • • • -0- -O-

l i .°"REr.iAus-iA·,;.;, .;,,~,;.;.r~-;;a;-.::;;;~'Yl lhe t ederal share now requesteCI 1s tne 
amount requested from the Secretary of the Interior's Contingency Find 
for the project. The State Legislature 1 in appropriatin~ funds for the 
r.roject, specifically provided in the Bill (Sub Senate Bill 3110) 
'That an additional Sl ,750,000 of the secretary of the interior's 
land and water conservation contingency fund for outdoor recreation 
is received by February 15, 1978. 11 The Legisla t ure did not appro
P,riat~ the contingency f und amount consequent ly t he casli'liius t be 
aepos1ted to the State Treasury betore the dis bursement can be made 
to the property owners. 

13. I certUr th•t t• th• lte•t of 111y itM• l•d1e and belief the de•• teported _...,. h n "•ct M 4 that oll·,.vtloya .,.,. Ma4o In Kcorllonce with lrant nndit lons 

9f'ld thet ••r"'onl I• duo enil hH l'lot lteen prewiovtly •••vHted, 

""'""GERALD W. PELTON 
I 

Tlllt HIE F' PLANNING TEL EPHONE 

SERVICES ~tJ'G'" T"~) IEi l 41 
(ALTERNATE SLO) OoloR•po•tla5uMlttad 

9-30-77 
FOR AGENCY USE ONLY 

L---------------~~~~~~--~~~~~~--~~~--~~~~~-1 

.. 

I N T1 l'233-?2 
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Ramsay, Heather <heather_ramsay@nps.gov> 

RE: FW: Washington State Parks Public Meeting • Saint Edward State Park 

Ramsay, Heather <heather_ramsay@nps.goV> Mon, Dec 23, 2013 at 3:17 PM 
Draft To: "Robinson, Scott (RCO)" <scott.robinson@rco.wa.goV> 

Yeah. Me either. But I haw to think lake side property in that part of the state isn't selling for cheap. And the real 
cost wild card may be more a matter of what the SHPO is going to want as mitigation for losing federal protection 
of a register site. Or maybe they won't be worried because it's in a state park. Guess we11 find out. 

Funding and Protecting Parks Where you li-.e 

Heather Ramsay, Program Officer 
National Park Ser\1ce, State & Local Assistance Programs 
909 First Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 - www.nps.gov/lwcf or /uprr 
Follow us on Twitter @NPS_state_LWCF 

On Mon, Dec 23, 2013 at 3:10 PM, Robinson, Scott (RCO) <scott.robinson@rco.wa.goV> wrote: 

I am not sure how much an old dilapidated building is worth??? The building is going to be retained by 
the developer who is planning to redo the inside and leave the outside as close to historic as possible. 
We shall see ...... .................. .. 

SCOTT ROB INSON 

RCO Deputy Director 

0: (360) 902.0207 

From: Ramsay, Heather [mailto:heather_ramsay@nps.gov] 
sent: Monday, December 23, 2013 2:41 PM 
To: Robinson, Scott (RCO) 
Subject: Re: FW: Washington State Parks Public Meeting - Saint Edward State Park 

I cannot imagine where they will get the money to conwrt that building. Or to deal with the section 106 
compliance that would go with it. Can't wait to hear from Myra. 

Funding and Protecting Parks Where you Live 



Ramsay, Heather <heather_ramsay@nps.gov> 

RE: FW: Washington State Parks Public Meeting • Saint Edward State Park 

Ramsay, Heather <heather_ramsay@nps.goV> Mon, Dec 23, 2013 at 2:40 PM 
Draft To: "Robinson, Scott (RCO)" <scott.robinson@rco.wa.goV> 

I cannot imagine where they will get the money to convert that building. Or to deal with the section 106 
compliance that would go with it. Can't wait to hear from Myra. 

Funding and Protecting Parks Where you Live 

Heather Ramsay, Program Officer 
National Park Ser\1ce, State & Local Assistance Programs 
909 First Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 - www.nps.go'h'lwcf or /uprr 
Follow us on Twitter@NPS_state_LWCF 

On Mon, Dec 23, 2013 at 2:39 PM, Robinson, Scott (RCO) <scott.robinson@rco.wa.goV> wrote: 

Ok she will. We have more info on St Ed. It sounds like it will be a conversion. 

SCOTT ROBI NSO N 

RCO Deputy Director 

0 : (360) 902.0207 

From: Ramsay, Heather [mailto:heather_ramsay@nps.gov] 
Sent: Monday, December 23, 2013 2:35 PM 
To: Robinson, Scott (RCO) 
Subject: Re: FW: Washington State Parks Public Meeting - Saint Edward State Park 

Not yet she was probably trying to give me time to catch up. 

Funding and Protecting Parks Where you Live 

Heather Ramsay, Program Officer 

National Park Ser\1ce, State & Local Assistance Programs 



909 First Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104-1060 

206.220.4123 - www.nps.govlwcf or /uprr 

Follow us on Twitter @NPS_state_LWCF 

On Mon, Dec 23, 2013 at 2:25 PM, Robinson, Scott (RCO) <scott.robinson@rco.wa.goV> wrote: 

Did Myra speak to you Heather about our meeting last week with Parks on this topic? 

SCOT'!' ROBINSON 

RCO Deputy Director 

0: (360) 902.0207 

From: Ramsay, Heather [mallto: heather _ramsay@nps.gov] 
Sent: Monday, !Rcember 23, 2013 2: 18 PM 
To: Fields, Nikki (PARKS) 
Cc: Hurst, Nata (PARKS); Hankinson, Michael (PARKS); Robinson, Scott (RCO} 
Subject: Re: Washington State Parks Public Meeting - Saint Edward State Park 

Glad to hear! That will help me sleep better at night. ;) 

Cheers, 

Heather 

Funding and Protecting Parks Where you Live 

Heather Ramsay, Program Officer 

National Park Ser'\tce, State & Local Assistance Programs 

909 First Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104-1060 

206.220.4123 - www.nps.govtwcf or /uprr 

Follow us on Twitter@NPS_state_LWCF 

On Mon, Dec 23, 2013 at 2:15 P Fields, Nikki (PARKS) <Nikki.Fields@p()s.wa.goV> wrote: 



Ramsay, Heather <heather_ramsay@nps.gov> 

RE: Washington State Parks Public Meeting • Saint Edward State Park 

Ramsay, Heather <heather_ramsay@nps.goV> Mon, Dec 23, 2013 at 2:18 PM 
Draft To: "Fields, Nikki (PARKS)• <Nikki.Fields@parks.wa.goV> 
Cc: "Hurst, Nata (PARKS)" <Nata.Hurst@parks.wa.goV>, "Hankinson, Michael (PARKS)" 
<Michael.Hanklnson@parks.wa.goV>, "Robinson, Scott (RCO)" <scott.roblnson@rco.wa.goV> 

Glad to hear! That will help me sleep better at night. ;) 

Cheers, 

Heather 

Funding and Protecting Parks Where you Live 

Heather Ramsay, Program Ofllcer 
National Park Ser.1ce, State & Local Assistance Programs 
909 First Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 - www.nps.govlwcf or /uprr 
Follow us on Twitter @NPS_state_LWCF 

On Mon, Dec 23, 2013 at 2:15 PM, Fields, Nikki (PARKS) <Nikki.Fields@parks.wa.goV> wrote: 

Hi Heather, 

Yes, we are aware that this could be a conversion, and coordinating w ith RCO and NPS is a key part of 
our planned process moving forward. Thank you for clarifying the difference between this property and 
Fort Worden; I wondered whether it would be seen similarly, so it's important for us to know that it will 
not. 

Thank you for your message, and I look forward to talking with you more about this soon. 

Happy holidays, 

Nikki Fields, RLA 

Acting Partnerships and Planning Manager 

Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 

360-902-8658 



Ramsay, Heather <heather_ramsay@nps.gov> 

Washington State Parks Public Meeting - Saint Edward State Park 

Ramsay, Heather <heather_ramsay@nps.goV> Mon, Dec 23, 2013 at 2:04 PM 
Draft To: "Hurst, Nata (PARKS)" <Nata.Hurst@parks.wa.goV> 
Cc: "Hankinson, Michael (PARKS)" <Michael.Hankinson@parks.wa.goV>, "Fields, Nikki (PARKsr 
<Nlkkl.Fields@parks.wa.goV>, Scott Robinson <scott.robinson@rco.wa.goV> 

I'm unable to attend this meeting, but of course rm wry interested in what you're planning for St. Ed. Based on 
what l'w read in the papers, always suspect of course, the current proposal looks similar to something that NPS 
rejected as a conwrsion in the 1980's. I do hope that your discussions with the public fully cowr the possible 
federal nexus and relevant implications. Fort Worden cannot be used as precedent. In the case of St. Ed, we 
helped purchase the building in question with LWCF funds and that makes a difference In what we can allow. 

I understand you're working with the RCO on this, so thank you for contacting me but Iii just keep a quiet watch 
until they're ready for NPS to be engaged directly. 

Heather 

Funding and Protecting Parks Where you Liw 

Heather Ramsay, Program Officer 
National Park Ser.1ce, State & Local Assistance Programs 
909 First Awnue, Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 - www.nps.gov'lwcf or /uprr 
Follow us on Twitter @NPS_state_LWCF 

On Wed, Dec 18, 2013 at 2:57 PM, Hurst, Nata (PARKS) <Nata.Hurst@parks.wa.goV> wrote: 

You are invited to a workshop from 6:30 to 8:30 p.m. on Tuesday, January 14, 2014 in the North 

Shore Utility District IV1eeting Room located at 6830 NE 185th Street, Kenmore, WA. 

State Parks is beginning a planning process to evaluate a potential long-term lease of the seminary 
building located at Saint Edward State Park. The seminary structure and associated cultural 
landscape were listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 2007. 

During the past several months, a group of historic preservation, political, and community leaders, 
has been meeting with State Parks, to discuss how to preserve the Saint Edward Seminary 
building and grounds. In response to emerging potential for partnerships, the State Parks 
Commission adopted a resolution on November 14, 2013 authorizing the Director to "explore 
partnerships with other public and private sector entities for the purpose of rehabilitating the Saint 
Edward Seminary building." 

A private real estate broker approached State Parks with a proposal to lease the seminary on a 
long-term basis. State Parks is beginning a public planning process to evaluate this proposal and 



develop recommendations to the State Parks and Recreation Commission on an appropriate 
development plan. 

In January 2007, following an extensive public process, State Parks adopted a park management 
plan including land classifications and a long-term park boundary to provide direction for future 
preservation and development of the park. These agency actions will serve as a starting point for 
the current evaluation process. 

Michael Hankinson, Planner and Nikki Fields, Planner 

Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 

P.O. Box 42650, Olympia, WA 98504-2650 

Phone: (360) 902-8671 , FAX: (360) 586-0207 

E-mail Stedward.Planning@parks.wa.gov 



Ramsay, Heather <heathcr_ramsay@nps.gov> 

FW: LWCF Programmatic Agreement with RCO/NPS 

Ramsay, Heather <heather_ramsay@nps.goV> Tue, l'Jov 26, 2013 at 9: 16 AM 
Draft To: "Robinson, Scott (RCO)" <scott.robinson@rco.wa.goV> 

Thoughts about 1) the Fort W one specifically, 2) the programmatic, or 3) the idea that the arrangement at Ft. W 
can serve as a tackling block? 

1) I'd say they should draft something up that we can re\1ew and comment on. 

2) Yes I think it's wise to consider this and NPS should be looped into the conversation ear1y. We should start 
with a list of NPS funded/transferred State Park sites, of course. I could make time for a trip to Olympia so we 
could do this in person. 

3) Not a chance. Ft. W was a special situation where the buildings were pre-existing, an historic district, and 
mentioned in the original FLP transfer discussion. 

Funding and Protecting Parks Where you Liva 

Heather Ramsay, Program Officer 
National Park Ser\1ce, State & Local Assistance Programs 
909 First Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 - www.nps.go\H'lwcf or /uprr 
Follow us on Twitter @NPS_state_LWCF 

On Mon, Nov 25, 2013 at 1 :30 PM, Robinson, Scott (RCO) <scott.robinson@rco.wa.goV> wrote: 

Thoughts for me Heather? (See below 

SCOTT ROBINSON 

RCO Deputy Director 

0: (360) 902.0207 

A'om: Hahn, Steve (PARKS) 
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2013 1:19 PM 
To: Edwards, Karen {PARKS); Robinson, Scott (RCO) 
C.C: Barker, Myra (RCO) 
Subject: FW: LWCF Programmatic Agreement with RCO/ NPS 

Scott, reading Peter's direction to me/us below motivates me to schedule a meeting to discuss our options 
here. We have spoken about creating a programmatic agreement to proactivaly manage potential conversions, 



' 

establish land "banks" for this purpose... Hoping to carry this ball a little further using Fort Worden as our 
large offensive tackle blocking up front. 

Karen, can you set up this get together please? 

Steve Hahn, Real Estate Program Manager 

360 902-8683 

360 888-8896 (cell) 

Ft-om: Herzog, Peter (PARKS) 
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2013 8:55 PM 
To: Hahn, Steve (PARKS) 
Subject: LWCF Programmatic Agreement with RCO/NPS 

Steve, as part of the Fort Worden lease process we committed to working with RCO and NPS to dewlap an 
agreement through which the PDA will be able to enter into subleases and otherwise establish new/changed 
building uses at Fort Worden without requiring RCO/NPS approval or otherwise triggering a conversion. Scott 
Robinson and I spoke about this a few weeks a back and he is amenable to working with us on such an 
agreement. Please follow up with Scott to take the next steps towards this potential agreement - likely multi
party State Park/RCO/NPS/PDA. 

Also, while we're at it, let's also pursue a similar programmatic agreement with RCO/NPS for ~II LWCF and 
RCO funded lands. But, let's keep Fort Worden and this second agreement separate. 

Thanks! 

I Peter Herzog, Assistant Director 

Parks Development Di'vision 

Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 

(360) 902-8652 



Ramsay, Heather <heather_ramsay@nps.gov> 

RE: possible conversion proposed at St. Eds 
1 rr essage 

Robinson, Scott (RCO) <scott.robinson@rco.wa.gov> Mon, Nov 25, 2013 at 8:01 AM 
To: "Ramsay, Heather" <heather_ramsay@nps.gov>, "Barker, Myra (RCO)" <Myra.Barker@rco.wa.gov> 

Yep we saw this late last week. 

More to come. 

SCOTT ROHINSON 

RCO Deputy Director 

0 : (360) 902.0207 

From: Ramsay, Heather [mailto: heather _ramsay@nps.gov] 
Sent: Saturday, November 23, 2013 3:01 PM 
To: Barker, Myra (RCO) 
Cc: Robinson, Scott (RCO) 
Subject: possible conversion proposed at St. Eds 

State Parks! <exasperated sigh> 

No fast track deal. A similar deal was already nixed in the 1980's. Unlike Ft. W where the buildings were 
grandfathered In, LWCF actually paid for the acquisition of the one at St. Ed's with the intent that it be 
demolished. Ob"1ously, that option is complicated now by its historic status (and seems like a travesty) but it 
does mean the options are much more constrained. 

Please let me know as soon as you chat with state parks. I couldn't tell from the article whether the defense 
contractor was proposing this on their own accord or whether there is a DOD interface, in which case I may have 
some fed to fed work to do as well. 

Keep me posted -

Thanks, 



Heather 

-- Forwarded message --
From: Droge, Martha <martha_j_droge@nps.gov.> 
Date: Fri, Nov 22, 2013 at 9:03 AM 
Subject: Article on WA State Park In Seattle 
To: Heather Ramsay <heather_ramsay@nps.gov> 

Hope all ls well in OR Not sure if it's LWCF, but I thought you might find this artic le interesting. 

http://crosscut.com/2013/ 11/22/eastside/117583/park-system-may-save-grand-buildi ng-lake-washingto/ 

Funding and Protecting Parks Where you Live 

Martha J. Droge AICP, ASLA, LEED AP 

Program Officer, State & Local Assistance Programs 

National Park Service, 909 First Avenue, 5th Floor, Seattle, WA 98104-1060 

206.220.4122 (o) 206.220.4160 (fax) www .nps.gov/lwcf 



Subject: 
Entry Type: 

Start: 
End: 
Duration: 

State of WA State Parks 
Phone call 

Fri 12/7/2012 2:40 PM 
Fri 12/7/2012 2:57 PM 
17 minutes 

http://parks.wa.gov/Beyond2013/01State%20of%20State%20Parks%20-%200FM%20report%20FINAL%20(8-13-12).pdf 

They' re looking for "enterprise opportunities" = parks in key locations where they have good traffic and they could do 
some " improvements" that would generate revenue. They' re voting on an MOU with a public development authority to 
be a co-manager at Fort Worden. Their goal is to have something in place by 2015. At Lake Sammamish they' re working 
w ith the City of Issaquah. The idea is that they would district the parks into zones based on the obligations they have to 
various grant programs. 

Scott thinks St. Ed's will probably pop up in the near future. 

RCO restrictions are much greater than ours, especially when it comes to buildings. I also pointed out they are 
inconsistent about applying extra rest rict ions (from their interpretations of our programs) that aren't necessarily our 
requirements. 

Scott thinks they' ll need to pull us in once they have an actual proposal... but Scott wanted to get me in the loop in case I 
see anything hit the press or get calls. He's the primary RCO contact on this issue so call him if anything comes up. 
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Subject: 
Entry Type: 
Company: 

Start: 
End: 
Duration: 

Contacts: 
Categories: 

0 

Mon 1/10/2011 1 :26 PM 
Mon 1/10/2011 1 :34 PM 
8 minutes 

Jim Anest 
Business 

St. Ed - The City of Kenmore is thinking to buy the seminary building and change Its use. RCO hasn't seen a proposal so I 

asked what can we respond to? We need an actual proposal. 
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Heather Ramsay/Seattle/N PS 

12/01/2009 09:52 AM 

Hi, Tom· 

To tom.oliva@parks.wa.gov 

cc jim.anest@rco.wa.gov 

bee 

Subject St. Ed Concessions 

It was a pleasure to speak with you this morning. I'm sure that Jim with the RCO will also be able to help 
provide some insight about concessions on LWCF protected properties. As I said, because the buildings 
are pre-existing there is a fair bit of flexibility, but since they were acquired with LWCF funding, a bit less 
than if they had been excluded from the grant. Basically, the uses should be supportive of public outdoor 
recreation unless (as is the case with the pool) it is itself an indoor recreation facility. 

Our manual can be found here: http:l/www.nps.gov/lwcf/manual/lwcf.pdf. 

Check out the info on leasing and concession operations starting on page 8-2. The bit specific to 
restaurants is on page 8-13. Whether the food served is brew pub faire or coffee is really irrelevant to us. 
What matters is who the primary dient is; it should be aimed at serving the park recreating public. 
Because the park is a state park and was acquired as a regional facility based on its significance (and I'll 
add the most expensive LWCF grant ever awarded to WA and selected at the Department level) it would 
not be inappropriate for state parks to improve facilities to allow for the park to be a destination for 
traveling visitors. 

I've also attached the enabling legislation and the compliance CFR. As I mentioned, we recommend that 
in your concession agreement you require the concessionaire to operate in accordance with those laws 
and give yourself the ability to terminate the contract if they fail to do so. That way they don't cause you a 
compliance issue you can't easily remedy. 

~ 
LWCF Act & CFA.pdf 

Hope this helps and best wishes in finding a suitable operator for the park's facilities. 

Heather 

Bringing the NPS mission home! 

Heather Ramsay, Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Community Assistance Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 



Heather Ramsay/Seattle/NPS 

07/08/2009 02:55 PM 

Hi, Bill -

To Bill.Koss@parks.wa.gov 

cc jim.anest@rco.wa.gov 

bee 

Subject St. Ed road expansion 

It was a pleasure to see you at the LWCF grants technical review. Thanks for your patience while I caught 
up. From the map and legal description, it appears as though LWCF was used to acquire the parcels in 
their entirety with the exception of the "40 to 50 acre parcel surrounding the St. Thomas building", Holmes 
Point Road and Juanita Point Drive as they existed at the time of acquisition. 

I suggest you work with the RCO and your property folks to accurately determine the road easement as it 
existed when the property closed to see whether your current issue has the potential to conflict with your 
6(f) protection. 

And, as a reminder, we still have an outstanding sponsor change at this site. Right now, the WA 
Department of General Administration is on the hook for grant compliance. 

Cheers -

Heather 

Bringing the NPS mission home! 

Heather Ramsay, Project Manager 
National Park Service, PWRO - Seattle 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 



wcole, Adam (RCO)" 
<Adam.Cole@rco.wa.gov> 

05/01/2008 11 :48 AM MST 

To <Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov> 

cc 

bee 

Subject RE: St. Ed Ball Fields 

History: ~ This message has been replied to. 

Thanks for your prompt reply. Talk soon. 

Adam Cole 
adam.cole@rco.wa.gov (NEW EMAIL ADDRESS) 
Outdoor Grants Manager 
State of Washington Recreation and Conservation Office 
360-902-3084 
http://www.rco.wa.gov/ 
PO Box 40917 
Olympia WA 98504-0917 
fax (360) 902-3026 

From: Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov [mailto:Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, May 01, 2008 11:42 AM 
To: Cole, Adam (RCO) 
Cc: heather _ramsay@nps.gov 
Subject: St. Ed Ball Fields 

Hi, Adam-

Darrell was right - the ballfields do pre-date the grant. They're shown on the 6(f) map. The 1977 
environmental documents show that the plan here was for two softball fields, along with other athletic 
facilities (e.g. football, handball, tennis, volleyball, etc.) 

Although the property was acquired primarily for "passive", nature based recreation, I do not think a small 
expansion of the pre-existing use would significantly contravene the original intent of the grant when 
considered in the overall context of the park, and therefore there is no NPS action. 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 



"Cole, Adam (RCO)" 
<Adam.Cole@rco.wa.gov> 

0413012008 09:33 AM MST 

Hello Don and Bill, 

To "Hoch, Don (PARKS)" <Don.Hoch@PARKS.WA.GOV>, "Bill 
Evans" <bevans@ci.kenmore.wa .us> 

cc <Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov>, "Jennings, Darrell (RCO)" 
<Darrell.Jennings@rco.wa.gov> 

bee 

Subject St Edwards Park Grant ProjecVUse Agreement 

Can you pis clarify section 5 "Premises" of your draft use agreement to say park will "not" 
endevor to..... If you read it you will know what I mean... It currently says parks will parks will 
schedule activities not common on sports fields .... 

Next, and more importantly, as we look at the RCO's responsability to ensure this project is 
complient with the previous grant for the park (Land and Water Conservation Fund -National 
Parks Service). I have a couple questions: 

1) In scoping this project, is State Parks of City of Kenmore needing any (or have recieved any) 
federal permits such as Army Corps for the wetland work or Wildlife permit for ESA? My 
understanding is you only needed and obtained state and local permits but pis let me know. 

2) When were the ballfields currently in the park built? This will help us determine if this use 
was pre-existing to the L WCF grant or if this represents a significant change in use which the 
NPS must approve. 

Pis let me know. Thanks. 

Adam Cole 
adam.cole@rco.wa.qoy (NEW EMAIL ADDRESS) 
Outdoor Grants Manager 
State of Washington Recreation and Conservation Office 
360-902-3084 
http://www.rco.wa.gov/ 
PO Box 40917 
Olympia WA 98504-0917 
fax (360) 902-3026 



Unknown 

Subject: 
Entry Type: 
Company: 

Start: 
End: 
Duration: 

Contacts: 
Categories: 

St. Ed athletic fields 
Phone call 
RCO 

Wed 4/30/2008 9:03 AM 
Wed 4/30/2008 9:14 AM 
11 minutes 

Adam Cole 
LWCF 

State Parks got a YAF grant to do athletic field improvements with the city as a co-sponsor. Does the existing ball field 
pre-date the LWCF grant? The project proposal is to renovate the existing diamond and then put two more diamonds in 
with overlapping outfields The total footprint of ball fields is increasing by -8-11 %. There is a wetland surrounding the 
field. He doesn't know if it's jurisdictional. I asked if there are any other federal nexus issues i.e. endangered species and 
he said no, but he will double check with Bill (state parks). 

I said I would follow up with the following -

1. Do the ball fields pre-exist LWCF? ~~ 
2. Would this represent a significant contravention of the original intent of the grant? 
3. What to do if this is a significant change? 

- c .. ,..i~l~\~,..JZ w 1'1'\'( ~C.o\<.(': 
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TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

"Hurst, Nata \(PARKS\)" 
<Nata.Hurst@PARKS. 
WA.GOV> 

04/10/2007 08:20 AM 
MST 

Interested Parties 

To: 
cc: (bee: Heather Ramsay/Seattle/NPS) 

Subject: Saint Edward Management Plan - Requested Action 

Bill Koss, Manager Planning and Research 

Saint Edward Management Plan - Requested Action 

The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission will meet at 9:00 a.m. on Thursday, April 26, 2007, Grant 
County Fire District #3, 1201 Central Avenue South, Quincy, Washington. The agenda item referenced above has 
not been assigned a specific time for consideration at the meeting. Members of the public are welcome to attend and 
will be given an opportunity to provide comment to the Commission. 

If you wish to receive a copy of this agenda item, please contact 

Nata Hurst, Scc/Admin 
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 
P.O. Box 42650 

Olympia, WA 98504-2650 

Phone: (360) 902-8638 

FAX: (360) 902-8666 
E-mail: planning@parks.wa.gov 



• Heather Ramsay 

0312812007 03:17 PM 
PDT 

To: "Koss, Bill \(PARKS\)" <Bill.Koss@PARKS.WA.GOV> 
cc: 

Subject: Re: FW: Agency Recommendations 

Thanks for sharing. It was nice to see you too. No specific thoughts, but I'm looking forward to seeing the 
actual proposal ... whenever and whatever that ends up beingl 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 

"Koss, Bill \(PARKS\}" <Bill.Koss@PARKS.WA.GOV> 

To: <heather _ramsay@nps.gov> 

• 
. 

. 
"Koss, Bill \(PARKS\)" 
<Blll.Koss@PARKS. WA 
.GOV> 

cc: "Klohe, Karolyn \(ATG\)" <KarolynK@ATG.WA.GOV> 
Subject: FW: Agency Recommendations 

0312712007 10:08 AM 
MST 

Hi Heather - nice to have seen you yesterday evening. All the regional 
brass were there in uniform - it felt like a Smokey the Bear convention! 
Here is the information provided to our Advisory Committee covering the 
staff recommendation to the Commission. As always, your thoughts are 
appreciated. 

; Bob 

After considering the Advisory Committee recommendations along with 
input from the park, region, Assistant Director, Deputy Director and 
others, the enclosed recommendations were prepared. 

Of the 80 Advisory Committee recommendations, staff agrees with 54, 
makes clarifying or strengthening revisions to 18, revises 6, and 



disagrees with two. The staff recommendation adds fourteen new items 
adds. 

Additionally, the agenda item recommends that the commission approve the 
Management Plan, rather than the Director. This recommendation derives 
form the high level of policy direction inherent in several of the 
recommendations. It provides the Commission the opportunity to provide 
that policy direction. 

The agenda item will not be final until the Director signs it and it's 
then sent out. It's possible that there may be minor revisions to 
language but not to the ideas contained in it. Please respect it's draft 
status by not distributing these two documents . . It ' s very unfair for the 
public to be contacting Commissioners about a topic if they have not 
received a copy of the document . The final version will be available 
April 12 - I will ask that we post it on the web page on that date. 

For the April Commission meeting, at least one organization requested 
time to make a presentation in excess of the 3 minutes allotted to an 
individual. If you wish to do this please let me know in advance, and at 
the meeting make sure that the presenter or presenters sign up in 
sequence so that they may all yield their time to the person they 
designate. This will help ensure all the ideas are presented adequately 
and that we have an idea of how many organized presentations to 
anticipate. 

Thanks go out to each and every one of you for the commitment, passion 
and thoughtful consideration you brought to this effort. It spanned more 
time than anticipated, time you willingly provided through rain and 
storms and dark of night - we did let snow and ice slow our 
deliberations, just again demonstrating our good judgment. 

See you Wednesday evening for the final meeting of this Advisory 
Committee. Bill 

[@] ~ 
Stall recommendatin 3·23.doc lnlemal Review Recommendations Jl3.doc 
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National Park Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior 

PACIFIC WEST REGION 

LWCF (PWR-PPR) 
GMT 1-2 

Pacific Wut Region 
Pertnershlp Programs 
Seattle Office 

Freedom Park 32-00110, -127, -129, -1778, -213 
Saint Edward St ate Park 53-00373 

March 23, 2007 

Memorandum 

To: File 

From: Outdoor Recreation Planner, P\NRO - Seattle 

Re: Public Facility Policy Review 

Background 

909FlmAve 
Room 546 
Seattle, WA 98104 
206-220-4123 phone 
206-220-4161 fax 

Although section 6(f)(3) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund act prohibits the 
conversion of funded parks to other than outdoor recreation, section 6(e)(2) allows for 
project sponsors to "enclose or shelter facilities normally used for outdoor recreation" . 
NPS solicitors found that this grants the flexibility to allow the construction of indoor 
facilities in fund assisted sites in some cases, and also grants considerable flexibility to NPS 
in determining what those cases were. 

NPS established the "secondary to and supportive of outdoor recreation" criteria to assess 
whether facilities could be allowed as compatible without triggering a conversion. 
Recognizing the limitations inherent in this method as proposals became increasingly 
complex, the National Park Service director issued a memo in 07.01 .1982 to clarify policy. 

In that memo, the method for assessing compatible public facilities was shifted from 
"secondary to and supportive of" to "net benefit". Project managers were tasked with 
assessing the proposed impact to outdoor recreation and to determine whether the 
facility, if constructed, would result in an increased benefit to the public recreation 
opportunity. 

In March of 1986 the assistant solicitor completed a legal review of the LWCF policies in 
place at that time to ensure they were consistent with our legal authority. This memo 
clarified that the test for a conversion is not whether there is a net benefit to the park, but 
rather whether the facility would no longer serve an outdoor recreation purpose. 

EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA 

The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American people so that all may experience our heritage. 



NPS Issued a response on 03.29.1988, which served to further blur the line between 
"sheltered" and indoor. It also clarified that what was considered an acceptable indoor 
facilities was expanded from those "normally used for outdoor recreation" to those that 
are "supportive and compatible with ... [making] the outdoor recreation use more 
meaningful or enjoyable." Among several examples of facilities that would not be 
allowed as compatible (and thus would be a conversion), the memo included "other 
facilities which have primary purpose that is other then recreation." 

The policy language in the current manual establishes a number of criteria: 

• The proposed structure must be compatible with outdoor recreation use; 
• The proposed structure must increase outdoor recreation use; 
• The proposed structure [should be[ ... significantly supportive of the outdoor 

recreation resources of the site; 
• Outdoor recreation must continue to be greater than expected for the 

indoor use. 

Most recently, a 06.24.1998 policy memo emphasized the requirement that in order to be 
approved as a non-conversion, a proposed facility must "clearly enhance or benefit 
outdoor recreation use of the entire park". 

Regional Secondary Criteria 

The existing criteria are broad to the point where a case could be made in favor of nearly 
any proposal. In order for project managers to make decisions about the appropriateness 
of proposed facilities and whether there would be a conversion, they have historically 
relied on unofficial secondary criteria. 

Basic 

Project managers have applied the language from the first portion of section 6(e)(2), 
which allows for LWCF dollars to fund basic outdoor recreation facilities, broadly to 
include the second portion of 6(e)(2), which allows for grant sponsors to enclose facilities 
without the use of LWCF funds. It is not clear from the language in the Act that Congress 
meant for NPS to restrict local activities to "basic". In fact, solicitor review determined 
that NPS authority to allow construction of indoor facilities beyond sheltering as defined 
in 6(e)(2) was granted as part of a "liberal conversion program, not as an exception to It". 
Therefore, it seems that applying the "basic" requirement to a public facility proposal is 
counter indicated. 

Destination 

In order to help them determine whether a proposed facility is "secondary", project 
managers have asked whether the building is a destination in and of itself. The idea is 
that If people would go to that facility, then leave without using the park, it would be a 
conversion. While this is a very attractive argument with a certain surface logic, it does not 
stand up to scrutiny as one can imagine any number of arguments on either side of the 
line for any possible facility. For example, a restroom in a wayside park might often be 
used solely by the passing motorist, yet that structure would likely be approved for 
funding. On the other hand, a marina restaurant within a state park, where all parking 
spaces were built for boat trailers and the primary patrons were boaters, might be deemed 

EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA 
The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American people so that all may experience our heritage. 
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a conversion because some of its patrons visited the facility solely for eating. While this 
criterion may help to shape the project manager's view, it should not be the primary 
determining factor. 

Marketing 

The 11 .06.1967 national solicitor opinion found that there is no objection to a concession 
contract or management contract to allow a government agency the right to contract the 
actual burden of operation and maintenance of a facility provided the sponsor maintains 
adequate control and tenure. The review also concluded there is nothing in the LWCF act 
that would preclude the contractor from earning a reasonable return on their investment. 

According to the solicitor opinion from 02.08.1972, a lease to a private concessionaire is 
allowed, provided that "the area is identified as being publicly owned". This is reiterated 
in manual chapter 640.1 .9. It's not entirely clear whether "area" is meant to apply to the 
park as a whole or the concession venue specifically, but the point is to make it clear to the 
public that the facility is not private. 

The manual goes on to require that "all signs, literature and advertising" identify the site 
as being publicly owned. Project managers have interpreted this opinion to require that 
marketing materials include statements specifically addressing LWCF. Thus, if the 
concessionaire prints publicity fliers, etc. that call attention to the concession rather than 
the park as a whole, project officers have deemed the facility to be a conversion. 

There seems to be no actual requirement that the concession operation itself be marketed 
as being publicly owned, merely that the "area" is signed as such. The distinction between 
"publicly owned" and "publicly operated" needs to be made. Although the former is 
required, the latter Is not. 

A concessionaire requires public use in order for their facility to be economically viable. 
Regardless of whether the facility is marketed as "Alder campground at Tall Trees State 
Park" or "Alder campground at publicly owned LWCF funded Tall Trees State Park" a 
conversion only exists if the public is denied access to the campground or is required to 
obtain a membership in an organization to access the campground. 

NPS Management policies 

Of course, professional judgment is an important part of this decision making process, but 
as employees of the National Park Service, the NPS Management policies should also be 
used to help shape these decisions and may be more applicable than regionally developed 
secondary criteria. While it is obvious that fund assisted sites are not units of the national 
park system, the Management Policies do reflect carefully crafted, publicly reviewed 
guidance on park management best practices and can provide some applicable guidance. 

Of particular import to this topic is the discussion on concessions from section 9.3.2 and 
chapter 10. Here NPS finds that "[o]vernight facilities and food services will be restricted 
to the kinds and levels necessary and appropriate to achieve each park's purpose ... and 
only when the private sector or other public agencies cannot adequately provide them in 
the park vicinity." 

EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA 
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In terms of marketing concessions, NPS wants it to be clear to the public that the privately 
owned concessions are separate from NPS operations. The parks are signed as public parks 
(e.g. 'Grand Canyon National Park') but the concessions buildings, vehicles, staff uniforms 
and signs are clearly marked as being operated either by the concessionaire (e.g. Xanterra) 
or the cooperating association (e.g. Grand Canyon Association). This helps the public to 
make a distinction in who is providing the service. Either way, the facilities are open to 
the public. 

As an example, the El Tovar hotel at Grand Canyon National Park has destination appeal 
both for its historic value and for its location. Visitors might spend their entire time at the 
park viewing the Canyon from within the hotel's restaurant without ever participating in 
outdoor recreation activities. Thus, the "destination" criteria from above would likely . 
have ruled this building a conversion. 
Similarly, the hotel is not basic, although it is a bit rustic, and it is obviously run by a 
concessionaire. The hotel has its own website, independent from the park's, and although 
the site says the hotel is located within "Grand Canyon National Park," it does not 
overstate the obvious fact that the park and the hotel are open to the public. 

Despite also failing "basic" and "marketing" criteria, the facility clearly enhances the 
visitor's experience, allowing them to visit the park over an extended period and granting 
a greater opportunity for hiking, wildlife viewing, etc. without significantly impacting the 
recreation opportunity. In this case, the hotel is both "secondary to and supportive of 
outdoor recreation" and "necessary and appropriate" especially given the park's remote 
location. It also makes the outdoor experience more enjoyable with a primary purpose of 
providing lodging for park visitors. · 

Other Relevant Issues 

Pre-Existing Buildings 

The courts found in friends of Shawangynks. Inc. v. William Clark that Secretarial approval 
would be required for a change in use whether or not the change falls within the Act's 
definition of a conversion. In this case, the project manager must assess whether the new 
proposal contravenes the original plans for the park or rettoactively calls into question the 
basis for the original funding. However, this authority comes from section 6(f)(3) and not 
from section 6{e)(2) so is not part of the sheltering review, but instead falls under the 
conversion requirements. 

EX PERIENCE Y OUR AMERICA 
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Me:ilo::randum 

'fu: Reg:l.or1a l DirtJct•.:r~ Southeaet neg1.on 

Pr )Ill: Assistant Director for State l'l:;,,igrams 

Su .>=ject: PrJlicy - Private Duvelopment on Fund-assisted Land 

Th ls is in reply to your memorandtll!I of .December 231 1971, subject i:.lB 

ab we . 

We will answa i- your policy question in two parte: 

1. Our policy n1emorandur;1 on 1.•vernight acconltilorliiti ,ms (dated Nov:mbe.r 21, 
1966, Clipy uttacbed) states "'l'herc will be no prohihition on th<:! 
~roction of l:idgos or this type of ovt:!rni{:!ht focili ties wi t'lt funds 
other th~n 1,a11d and Wt1t.er Conservati •)ll Fund gr unts on land purchased 
with nssistance undP-r the Fund /\ct. 11 'l'his statement shCJuld be 
~~xpandC?d to incluclo - as long vs auch buildings are compatible with 
tho outd.:iur activities contemplated at the tiw.e of acquisiti ,n 
approval, and the pr;rnar.Y purpos~ of the facilities is to ec rvc the 
outdoor ~creating publ:i.c . The above!· aru;wars th;:; question 01 allowing 
lodges , motels, etc. on Fund-assisted aroaa. 

2. 'l'l~e second qui:stion conccrna the <illoh•ability of private p.:il'ties 
building such facilltius on Fund-£1Dsi.stcd land undei· a lellse· 
at,"n!c111ent with the project sponaor, Since the beginning, tlt·1 
Dui-eau 's gcnt!ral policy has been to encourage the investt!lent of 
pl·.i.v£1te f1rnds to pl·ovic1i:: and expand public outdoni· recrir:atil'.1,1 
opp.:irtunitfos. 'l'herof:1r~, w.: h<J,,..! no ·object:i;:ins to acccpt<>ble 
d~velopmcmts by pd....-at~ parties on F11r1d-as~!isted areas ns le.rig as 
th<? development is carrh:d out unrler an adequate lease ag1·e;; nent . 

fo: ~ GUldancc il6 to ttn adequate lease, at'l.ach~d is t.ssociate s (,Jli ·~it or 
Ne:!er 's Fc:bruar}' o, 1972, opinion concexning the sarr.plo leci13e yei.J 
tr;msmitted, As yuu can &ec, the opinion is ratbcr critical and the 
lo.1e~ will requil·~ considerable alterations. Specific nrcffi oJ.1 c::mcern 
ar•! :· ( l) That th~ l•?cised tir.:!as will b,~ operated ·lly lessee for pulJ11c 
ou cck11..ll' rccreati.on purpos~s; ( 2) Abs~ncc of c1)1t1.rols etnd very l.ir.1i tcd 
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re<: uircmcnts with respect to the facilitie~ that aro to be made £!Vailab lo 
to the public; ( 3) No control is retained by the Stntc over charges 1. o 
the public for ust of the facilities to assure that they are fair; ( 4) 
Agr?ement should 2:'\3qu1re t.hat the areas be identified as being pu Jlicly, 
own :?d art?aa of the Authority in all signs, li teratu.re , and advert:i.sing 
and that the lessee-c1Jncessioncr be identified as such; and· (5) ~,ho 
agr-.:e~ent should specify \·.'hicl1 party will hLive maintenance respoo~;ibili ties 
and some indication of the standard of L'laintcnance. 

PlN se contact us if you hEwe qut?sti ono 01· c0tn100nts • 

{sgd) A. Heal11n lindertiill 

A. Heaton Under hill 

cc: POR, ii.ea-a, Chron, L&WCF(S), L&WCF(S)Read 
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• Heather Ramsay 

03/02/2007 09:27 AM 
PST 

To: Gloria Shinn/Seattle/NP$, David Siegenthaler/OAKLAND/NPS, 
cc: Wayne Strum/WASO/NPS, 

Subject: Fw: seattletimes.com: A night at the inn. at ravaged Rainier 

I thought this article did a good job of highlighting the reasons why a hotel with restaurant could, in some 
cases, be considered secondary to and compatible with outdoor recreation. It's a bit more illustrative than 
my El Tovar example in the policy write up I just sent out. I highlighted a paragraph that reminded me how 
much of the wilderness experience is closed to people with disabilities that will not permit them to spend a 
week backpacking and sleeping on the ground. 

You may recall I brought this topic up last year during a grants manager's conference call and no one 
expressed concern over this type of proposal for a pre-existing building. 

I have heard some rumblings since then that indicate those who have been thinking about the concept 
more might have reservations now that didn't occur to them at the time. 

Of course, the discussion is quite premature since I don't have an actual proposal yet, just some inquiries 
about the types of projects that might be allowed without conversion. More later, I'm sure. ;) 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 
- Forwarded by Heather Ramsay/Seattle/NPS on 03/02/2007 09:27 AM -

• 
heather_ramsay@comc 
est.net 

03/02/2007 07:24 AM 
PST 
Please respond to 
heather _ramsay 

To: heather_ramsay@nps.gov 
cc: 

Subject: seattletlmes.com: A night at the inn, at ravaged Rainier 

This message was sent to you by heather ramsay@comcast . net, 
as a service of The Seattle Times {http~//www.seattletimes.com}. 

A night at the inn, at ravaged Rainier 
Full story: 
http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/outdoors/2003593640_nwwrainierOll.html 

By Eric Sorensen 
Special to the Seattle Times 

LONGMIRE, Pierce County -- For another month or so -- maybe longer -
Washington state will be home to one of the most exclusive hotels in the 
world, the 25-room National Park Inn. With most of the rest of Mount Rainier 
National Park closed due to storm damage, and the Paradise Inn closed for 
remodeling, this is the only place for a traveler to sleep and enjoy indoor 
plumbing in the park's largely unpeopled wilderness. 



It' s just you, a few dozen other visitors and 250,000 pristine acres, and you 
don't have to sleep in your Capilene . 

You ' ll also have no phones, cell or otherwise, no TV, and no Internet, which 
combined with so much wilderness can make for a strange sensation. The rumble 
o f an automobile engine becomes a rare event as the park roads are only seeing 
workers and trucks carrying rock to fill and shore up roadways and embankments 
ripped out by an epic deluge in early November . 

The result is a deeply relaxing pattern of pleasant meals in a nearly empty, 
full-service restaurant, lounging by a river-rock fireplace and the occasional 
hike through that aged scotch of Northwest nature, old-growth forest. The 
hotel staff is easygoing and accommodating in most any regard, tending the 
fire, setting out afternoon tea and scones, and arranging at one point to have 
a 14,411-foot mountain appear outside the window . 

In a typical year, roads in this part of the park would be busy with people 
headed here or up the road to Paradise for weekends of skiing, sledding, 
snowshoeing or the occasional winter summit. But the Paradise Inn is closed 
for renovations until next year, leaving the National Park Inn as the only 
active hotel in the park. 

The floods shut down roads in the rest of the park, with 18 inches of rain 
falling Nov. 6 and 7. There was little snow to absorb it, so the rain 
throttled down the park's streams and rivers in torrents never before seen in 
the park's history. Massive trees were peeled from banks and turned into 
battering rams ; boulders exposed by receding glaciers were dislodged and even 
floated by the slurry of glacial silt in powerful debris flows. 

"All the monitoring stations all around the mountain all set records," said 
Kevin Bacher, a park public information officer and interpretive ranger who 
gave a regularly-scheduled presentation on the flooding during our visit. 

By the time the waters receded, every major road in the park was damaged. 
Officials, many of them now working out of temporary facilities, had to close 
the park. 

A few hikers still walk in from the park entrances, but the usual traffic of 
winter visitors has been shut down. The lone exception was made for guests of 
the National Park Inn, who get shuttled in on back roads from outside the 
Nisqually entrance while repairs are made to the main road. The result is a 
unique chance to have one of the Northwest's great treasures nearly to one's 
self, without the clamor of cars and the crush of fellow tourists. 

Dare we say it's a once-in-a-lifetime experience, like going with the 
Washington State University Cougars to the Rose Bowl, only less expensive, 
more peaceful, a lot less crowded and with a better outcome. 

Disconnecting 

It's obvious from the start that this is a different kind of outing. A mile 
from the shuttle parking lot outside the park, the van c rosses the Nisqually 
River and guests can see just how powerful the floods were. The riverbed looks 
like a Mount St. Helens blowdown, with hundred-foot-long trees, shorn of their 
branches , stranded on new boulder beaches 100 yards across. Freshly scoured 
banks rise 10, 20 and in some cases 60 feet above the r iver . 

The sense of seclusion builds almost immediately as the van leaves pavement 
and winds along a single-lane forest road. 

"I'm starting to hear banjos about now," said one guest as the driver, Don 



Hay, stepped out to open a gate. 

Approaching Longmire, Hay pointed out the shoulders of the mountain across the 
river. 

"Before the flood , you woul dn ' t have that view, • he said. •All this was 
trees." 

My room was sparely equipped with bark-on furniture, sweet-smelling soaps and 
no TV or phone. Fittingly, my cellphone said, "Auto Update of Time & Date Not 
Ava i labl e ." I checked for a wireless Internet connecti on , just to see. OK, I 
really wanted one. But the height of technology was a four-cup Mr. Coffee, 
which I promptly used to mix up an envelope of hot cocoa and plot my behavior 
in this scaled down, disconnected, low-tech, early-20th-century cul-de-sac. 

I fought the urge to somehow connect with the outer world. It was a Friday 
afternoon, the weekly national holiday of Seattle. No one needed me. My wife 
fully knew what I was up to. My daughter, a teenager, wouldn't much care. My 
dog doesn't answer the phone. 

I went with the force. I took a nap. 

Rainier so near 

That evening, the dining room was nearly empty. I had a sumptuous two-inch 
plank of meatloaf and drove it home with blackberry cobbler a la mode. At 
breakfast, my waitress was filling my coffee cup as if she had ESP. 
Photographer Greg Gilbert and I were two of a handful of diners. 

National Park Inn 

The mountain was out. In Seattle, that means a pleasant day with occasional 
glimpses of the peak between lane changes. Here it's like having a 
temperamental 14,411- foot pet following at your heels . It's everywhere . Look 
out the window when you wake up and it's a study in light and shadow, with 
wisps of snow curling off the top. Cross the suspension bridge on the 
Nisqually, and it's just over your shoulder, sporting a sombrero and cape of 
cloud. 

Staffers lead regular snowshoe trips around the lodge, but we set off on our 
own after stumbling on to the Eagle Peak Trail. The park forest is designated 
wilderness just a few hundred yards from the roadways and it was soon obvious. 
Huge cedars loomed all around, and the forest floor was a thick carpet of moss 
and salal thriving on the downed and rotting remains of a former canopy 
brought to its knees. Every sound was basic: a polysyllabic wren, a growling 
raven, the white noise of the river. 

It seemed so incongruous. Much of Ameri ca's wilderness ethic is built around a 
hardy, frontier spirit in which you pay in risk and sweat to see the forest 
primeval, sleeping on the ground , donning wool and hiking vast distances. Here 
you can roll out of bed and strol l through the old growth, in cotton socks and 
sturdy shoes. Or you can wait until you 're good and ready. Did I say the 
cobble r is avail able for breakf a s t ? 

"Not just anyone can make it at Longmire -- you've got to be tough," joked Mic 
Fite of Kirkland, who visited with his wife, Jan, and did a mix of reading and 
snowshoeing . 

Bob and Donna Raforth played cribbage by night in front of the lodge's massive 
fireplace and by day set out on the Wonderland Trail, the 93 -mile superhighway 
for the lugged-sole set that circumnavigates the mountain. They went up 



Rampart Ridge. Bob did the hike in blue jeans. 

"We saw Mount Rainier in all its glory," he said later. "It's an unobstructed 
view from up there. Well worth the hike.• 

For the most part, they had the mountain all to themselves . 

Eric Sorensen, a former Seattle Times reporter, is Northwest Weekend ' s boating 
columnist and senior editor of Conservation Magazine. He lives in Kenmore. 
Contact him: svwhim@yahoo.com. 
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Heather Ramsay 

0210212007 01 :47 PM 
PST 

Hi , there -

To: "Klohe, Karolyn \(ATG\)" <KarolynK@ATG.WA.GOV> 
cc: Wayne StrumfWASO/NPS, 

Subject: RE: St. Ed 

Sorry it took me so long to get this to you. The solicitor in the DC office 
is: 

Michael Tiernan 202.208 . 7957 

I couldn't find a useable email address. Hopefully the phone number will 
work. 

Wayne - I've cc•d you because I expect that Mr. Tiernan may contact you for 
more information. As a reminder, this project was an acquisition through 
contingency reserve for a new state park . The acquisition included some large 
(-8000 sqft+) buildings that are now eligible for the historic register. The 
buildings were included i n the appraised value . Washington State Parks is 
soliciting requests for proposals about what to do with the buildings. The 
Assistant Attorney General is concerned that we will be named as codefendant 
in legal action whether we define the eventual use of the building as a 
compatible public facility or as a conversion. She wants to be proactive 
about coordinating with out Council. She's had no luck gett i ng a response 
from our regional solicitor. 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 

"Klohe, Karolyn \(ATG\)" <KarolynK@ATG.WA.GOV> 

"Klohe, Karolyn \(ATG\)" 
<KarolynK@ATG.WA.G 
OV> 

01/26/2007 02:04 PM 
PST 

Karolyn R. Klohe 

To: <Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: RE: St. Ed 

Assistant Attorney General 
Fish, Wildlife & Parks Division 
P . O. Box 40100 
Olympia, Washington 98502 
phone: (360) 586-4034 
fax: (360) 586-3454 
e-mail: karolynk@atg.wa.gov 



Heather Ramsay 

11/20/2006 09:21 AM 
PST 

Hi, Karolyn -

To: karolynk@atg.wa.gov 
cc: MarcD@IAC.WA.GOV 

Subject: St. Ed 

As promised, I'm following up from our call this morning. Here is the link to background on the most 
recent LWCF related court action: 

http://www.nycgovparks.org/sub_your _park/nyy _stadium/html/nyy _redevelopment.html 

The decision is attached below. 

It has specific language in answer to your question about how we determine whether all alternatives have 
been considered.. When there is a NEPNSEPA evaluation, we don't need an additional one just for the 
conversion package. When the action would qualify for a CatEx, then an analysis has to be done just for 
the conversion. The LWCF act predates NEPA, so that may explain some of the duplicate language. I 
looked through our policy memos and didn't find anything specific to this question. As I said, we are 
looking to see that alternatives have been considered and rejected for sound reasons. Beyond that, it is 
not our role to micro manage other park agencies and make decisions about what Is or Is not appropriate 
for their community. Rather, we must consider whether or not federal requirements have been met 

Some of the questions specific to St. Ed that I will be considering: 

Is the proposal a conversion, compatible public facility exclusion, or simply a parks management decision 
with no necessary federal action? 

Does the concession agreemenVMONlease etc. preserve control and tenure, or is there a conversion? 

How will the proposal meet the requirements of other federal laws (e.g. NEPA, HP, ADA, etc.)? 

As you can imagine, each pathway comes with its own set of policies, procedures and opinions. Once I 
know more about the specific proposal at hand, I will be better able to provide targeted technical guidance, 
including a list of past projects that may be relevant. 

Our manual, can be found here: http://www.nps.gov/lwcf/manualllwcf.pdf 

In the event that there is legal action against NPS, we would be represented by the DOJ AG. However, 
our DC office recommended you contact their solicitor, Michael Tiernan, at 202.208.7957, who would be 
coordinating on our behalf. 

Please feel free to call/email if/when you have any further questions. 

'fl 
yankee decision .pdl 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 



·Unknown 

Subject: 
Entry Type: 

Start: 
End: 
Duration: 

St. Ed - AG's questions 
Phone call 

Mon 11/20/2006 9:09 AM 
Mon 11/20/2006 10:09 AM 
1 hour 

Karolyn Klohe, the State Attorney General representing State Parks called this morning for some information regarding 
conversions. Initially, she was asking to go through our binders of conversion documents. I explained that these aren't 
tracked together, but rather, in each individual project, and suggested that she may want to narrow her scope to make her 
search more manageable. Specifically, she is interested in conversions that have been approved or rejected similar to the 
proposals anticipated for the St. Ed's project. 

We discussed the contradiction currently in question about whether private funding of public resources automatically 
constitutes a conversion, or if they're allowed as concession agreements. I told her I'd asked for guidance from WASO 
and was awaiting their decision. I also suggested it's a bit different for St. Ed because the building is pre-existing and we 
have that NPS director's memo that allows for uses in the building that the region had previously considered a conversion. 

I also suggested we may want to look outside of the region, and let her know that the most recent litigation involving LWCF 
was the Yankee Stadium project. I promised to send her an email with some background. 

They have been contacted by opposing council, so she was wondering who would represent us in the event of a suit so 
that she could contact them for information. I said I wasn't sure ... that in matters affecting the region we would talk with Bill 
Back (I gave his number to her) but cautioned that he probably wasn't that familiar with the program and probably not at all 
with the proposals at St. Ed. I told her that in matters of national significance, we often worked with the DC solicitor and 
my recollection was that DOI AG represented us for the Yankee case. She said she would contact Bill with the hope that 
he could point her in the right direction, and I promised to talk to DC about which attorney she should talk to. 

She was wondering about whether we had formal policies on how to consider other alternatives, and whether there was 
any requirement that they choose a less prefered alternative if it meant no conversion. I said no, provided they could 
demonstrate that each alternative had been considered and rejected on sound grounds - that this was a requirement for 
both LWCF and NEPA. I promised to double check our policy history to see if we had anything in writing about this. 

We also talked about the role of the IAC and the need for replacement property to meet SCORP standards 

360.586.4034 
karolynk@atg.wa.gov 

*************'**'****'*****"*"**'************ 

I called Wayne immediately after we hung up: 

He confirmed that the Attorney General's Office would be representing us through DOJ. He suggested I refer her to Mike 
Tiernan in the context that it varies from case to case and region to region about who would represent us. 
202.208. 7957 

Wayne, in thinking aloud, wondered if this is even a federal action. If there Is no expansion of the building footprint, is 
there anything for us to approve? He thought the test might be, will this negatively impact a listed site? If there is no 
federal action then, does 106 even apply? 

We'll never have a cookbook ... 



St. Ed: 

Heather Ramsay 

11 /0812006 12:27 PM 
PST 

To: MarcD@IAC.WA.GOV 
cc: 

Subject: Answers to your questions 

Contingency reserve money is also LWCF. It means Congress and the Secretary of the Interior took 
special interest in this project, deemed it of national importance and awarded the grant extra money. I 
haven't cross checked it, but I'd bet some of those Congressional players are still in office. BTW 
Congress doesn't currently allow contingency reserve projects . 

••••••••• 

Sunnyside 

Did the letter to SHPO and the survey encompass the whole park, or just the area that was going to be 
Impacted by the road? If the correspondence with SHPO didn't specifically address this project, then we 
will need to initiate a new consultation. Since WA's SHPO Is not being very responsive to the IAC, I can 
Initiate the consultation for you. To do so I will need three park maps (doesn't need to be final 6(f)), three 
location maps, and three copies of the project description form. It would also help me if you could send 
(preferably by email) the letter template you usually use for initiating SHPO consultation. I'll also check to 
see if there are any Tribes that should be notified. 

Let me know if you have any additional questions -

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 



Heather Ramsay 

11/08/2006 08:14 AM 
PST 

To: "Regan, Chris \(PARKS\)" <Chris.Regan@PARKS.WA.GOV> 
cc: "Koss, Bill \(PARKS\)" <Bill.Koss@PARKS.WA.GOV>, "Lucas, Emily 

\(PARKS\)" <Emily .Lucas@PARKS.WA.GOV>, MarcD@IAC.WA.GOV 
Subject: RE: NPS review of LWCF funded properties 

Thanks. As I understand it, the Commission is engaging In an administrative action that wlll not result in 
any Immediate changes to the uses at the park. Therefore, no NPS approval is needed and there is no 
action to trigger NEPA. Thanks for keeping us posted! 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Seivice 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 

"Regan, Chris \(PARKS\)" <Chrls.Regan@PARKS.WA.GOV> 

To: <Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov> "Regan, Chris 
\(PARKS\}" 
<Chris.Regan@PARKS. 
WA.GOV> 

cc: "Koss, Bill \(PARK5')" <Bill.Koss@PARKS.WA.GOV>, "Lucas, Emily 
\(PARKS\)" <Emily.Lucas@PARKS.WA.GOV> 

Subject: RE: NPS review of LWCF funded properties 

Heather , 

11107/2006 03:53 PM 
PST 

As .we discussed , the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commiss ion 
will be entertaining a decision in January which is limited to the 
classification and long-term boundary of St. Edward State Park . No 
decisions will be made on the use of the Seminary building. As such , and 
per your message below, I am assuming that the NPS will not require NEPA 
considerat ion for the Commi ssion decision . As we move toward a decision 
on uses for the Seminary building, I'm sure we will continue to 
coordinate environmental informat ion as appropriate. Please feel free to 
call or write with any further inquiries or coordination issues. Thanks 
Heather, 

Chris Regan, Environmental Program Manager 
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 
7150 Cleanwater Drive , PO Box 42650 
Olympia, WA 98504 -2650 
Phone (360 ) 902-8632; Fax (3 60 ) 902-8840 

• 



Unknown 

Subject: 
Entry Type: 

Start: 
End: 
Duration: 

Contacts: 
Categories: 

St. Eds 
Phone call 

Thu 11/2/2006 11 :42 AM 
Thu 11/2/2006 12:03 PM 
21 minutes 

Bill Koss 
LWCF 

He was calling to ask about whether NPS could say "no you can't convert". 

UW law school students are going to work with the citizens group. They also met with State Parks. Seem to be taking 
more of a facilitator role. 

Talking about parking agreements with property owners outside of park, limiting number of cars allowed for events, etc. 

Vocal minority or majority? Mailing list is 500 people. Only got 22 responses. 

City is revising their zoning code. That ll)ay affect what they can do with the park. 



Heather Ramsay 

11 /01/2006 11 :43 AM 
PST 

To: Judith Finn <heyjude22jearthlink.net> 
cc: bill.koss@parks.wa.gov, dhirt@earthlink.net 

(Rebecca Hirt), rjbenish <rjbenish@hotmail.com>, 
MarcD@IAC.WA.GOV 

Subject: Re: St. Edward Conversion Conference Call 

The guidelines are in our manual, which can be accessed at http://www.nps.gov/lwcf/manual/lwcf.pdf. 
See section 675.9.3D&E. The St. Ed's case is a bit different since the building already exists. Our 
regional conversion vs. public facility threshold that I mentioned, of whether a facility is a "destination in 
and of itselr is not a nationally consistent one and is currently under review by our DC office. The thinking 
is that it is potentially a bit restrictive. The example given again was a community center. In a cold 
climate area, for example, that center may be a destination by itself through some of the year, but could 
still be "secondary to and supportive of outdoor recreation" most of the time. We may need to develop a 
more targeted threshold. I won't be able to make a determination for this park until I look at the whole 
package, once I receive It, and based on the policies that are in place at the time. One of the things I will 
have to consider Is what the original grant envisioned as a possible use of that facility, as well as the 
Impacts of the proposed use on the rest of the park and whether outdoor recreation remains the primary 
purpose of the park as a whole. 

I urge you to look at the IAC's web site as well, and be In contact with Marc, since they have compliance 
manuals specifically aimed at Washington grants, and things differ from state to state. 

I hope this helps -

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 

Judith Finn <heyjude22@earthlink.net> 

Judith Finn 
<heyjude22@earthllnk. 
net> 

10/31/2006 08:59 PM 
PST 

To: Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov 
cc: rdhlrt@earthlink.net (Rebecca Hirt)~benish 

<rjbenlsh@hotmail.com>, bill.koss~ -
Subject: Re: St. Edward Conversion Conference Call 

Heather. The term "compatible public facility" was referenced during 
t his conference call and you indicated there were documents you could 
provide to clarify this concept. Could you please l e t me know what 
t hese documents are and when they may be available. 

Thank you. 

Judy Finn 
206-367- 1553 



Heather Ramsay 

09/28/2006 01 :05 PM 
PDT 

To: "Regan, Chris \(PARKS\)" <Chris.Regan@PARKS.WA.GOV> 
cc: MarcD@IAC.WA.GOV 

Subject: Re: NPS review of LWCF funded properties 

Sure. If State Parks decides to take the seminary building out from NPS protection (called a 6(f) 
conversion), then my signature (welt, probably our Regional Director's) on the document authorizing the 
change in legal protection at the park is the federal action that triggers the NEPA requirement (and also 
compliance with section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act, ADA, etc.). NEPA analysis will look at the 
impacts to the remaining park property of the proposed action. If they don't convert anything, there's no 
federal action. The Commission's action of classifying the land for recreation purposes isn't an issue. Ifs 
what form that recreation use will take that is under question. 

With that said, we can often use SEPA documents, provided they meet the needs of NEPA. 

If you really want to see what conversions can entail, check out this write up from one that just went 
through in New York: 
http://www.nycgovparks.org/sub _your _park/nyy _stadium/htrnl/nyy _redevelopment.html. 

Feel free to call me next week to chat further. I should {hopefully) be able to talk by then. And FYI - the 
whole park was purchased with assistance from LWCF. I'm not how much you know about the program, 
so I apologize if I give you too much: LWCF is a grant program administered by the NPS. It is a pass 
through program, which is where the IAC comes in, but ultimate responsibility for compliance with federal 
regulations, like NEPA, rest with us. 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 

• 

"Regan, Chris \(PARKS\)" <Chris.Regan@PARKS.WA.GOV> 

"Regan, Chris To: <heather_ramsay@nps.gov> 
\(PARKS\)" cc: "Lucas, Emily \(PARKS\)" <Emily.Lucas@PARKS.WA.GOV> 
<Chrls.Regan@PARKS. Subject: NPS review of LWCF funded properties 
WA.GOV> 

09/28/2006 12:24 PM 
MST 

Heather, 

Your name was forwarded to me by Marc Duboiski. I understand you recently underwent surgery on your 
vocal chords (I hope your feeling and healing well) and this is the best way to communicate with you right 
now. I am State Parks SEPA Responsible Official, and have heard rumblings of the need to conduct 
NEPA review at Saint Edward State Park for the Land Classification and Management Planning process 
currenUy underway because part(?) of the land was purchased with LWCF. I am trying to wrap my head 
around this, and so needed the context and was hoping you could help me out. 

Is there an action that NPS will take as a result of a Commission decision to classify land at St. Edward for 
recreational purposes? 



Do you have to approve State Parks' plan because of a nexus with your agency through LWCF? 

Can you otherwise describe the federal action that requires NEPA analysis? 

Thanks, 

Chris Regan, Environmental Program Manager 
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 
7150 Cleanwater Lane, PO Box 42668 
Olympia, WA 98504-2668 
Phone(360)902-8632; Fax(360)664-0418 



~ -
"Regan, Chris 
\(PARKS\)" 
<Chris.Regan@PARKS. 
WA.GOV> 

09/28/2006 09:05 PM 
MST 

To: <Heather _Ramsay@nps.gov> 
cc: <MarcD@IAC.WA.GOV>, "Lucas, Emily \(PARKS\)" 

<Emily.Lucas@PARKS.WA.GOV> 
Subject: RE: NPS review of LWCF funded properties 

Thanks Heather. I will probably call you next week to discuss timing, 
preliminary decisions, and to get a better understanding of what 
constitutes a conversion. I've been having interesting discuss i ons with 
our Historic Preservation Pr ogram about how ensuring proper use of a 
histor ic struct ure is one of the best ways to pr event loss of such 
structures (especially when budgets are an issue) . Thanks for your 
prompt answer, 

Chris. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Heather_Ramsay@nps . gov [mailto :Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov] 
Sent: Thur sday, September 28, 2006 1:21 PM 
To: Regan, Chris (PARKS) 
Cc : MarcD@IAC.WA.GOV 
Subject: Re: NPS review of LWCF funded properties 

Sure. If State Parks decides to take the seminary building out from NPS 
protection (called a 6(f ) conversion) , then my signature (well, probabl y 
our Regional Director's) on the document authorizing the change in legal 
protection at the park is the federal action that tri ggers the NEPA 
requirement (and also compliance with section 106 of the Historic 
Preservation Act , ADA , etc. ) . NEPA analysis will look at the impacts 
to 
the remaining park property of the proposed a c tion. If they don ' t 
convert 
anything, there ' s no federal action. The Commission ' s action of 
classifying the land for recreation purposes isn ' t an issue. It ' s what 
form that r ecreation use will take that is under question. 

With that said, we can often use SEPA documents, provided they meet the 
needs of NEPA. 

If you really want to see what conversions can entail, check out this 
write 
up from one that just went through in New York: 
http ://www.nycgovparks.org/sub_your_park/nyy_stadium/ html/nyy_redevelopm 
ent.html. 

Feel free to call me next week to chat further . I should (hopefully) be 
able to tal k by then. And FYI - the whole park was purchased with 
assistance from LWCF. I'm not how much you know about the program , so I 
apologi ze if I give you too much: LWCF is a grant program admi nistered 
by 
the NPS. I t i s a pass through program, which is where the I AC comes in , 
but ultimate responsibility for compliance with federal regulations, 
like 
NEPA , rest with us. 

Heather Ramsay 



TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

"Washington State 
Parks Planning" 
<Planning@PARKS.WA 
.GOV> 

09/2212006 09:32 AM 
MST 

Interested Parties 

To: 
cc: (bee: Heather Ramsay/Seattle/NPS) 

Subject: Saint Edward State Par1<-CAMP Preliminary Recommendations - Report 

Bill Koss, Manager Planning and Research 

Saint Edward State Park-CAMP Preliminary Recommendations - Report 

The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission will meet at 9:00 a.m. on Thursday, October 19, 2006, Best 
Western I Friday Harbor Suites, 680 Spring Street, Friday Harbor, Washington. The agenda item referenced above 
has not been assigned a specific time for consideration at the meeting. Members of the public are welcome to attend 
and will be given an opportunity to provide comment to the Commission. 

If you wish to receive a copy of this agenda item, please contact 

Bill Koss, Manager Planning and Research 
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 
P.O. Box 42650 
Olympia, WA 98504-2650 

Phone: (360) 902-8629 
FAX: (360) 902-8666 
E-mail: bill.koss@parks.wa.gov 

Nata Jo Hurst, Secretary Administrative 
Parks Development Service Center 
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 
7150 Cleanwater Drive SW 
PO Box 42650 
Olympia WA 98504-2650 
nata.hurst@parks.wa.gov 
(360) 902-8638 



Heather Ramsay 

09/18/2006 01 :12 PM 
POT 

To: "Koss, Bill \ (PARKS\)" <Bill.Koss@PARKS.WA.GOV>, 
MarcO@IAC.WA.GOV 

cc: "Bill Evans" <bevans@ci.kenmore.wa.us>, "Bob Doyle" 
<bobd@wfse.org>, "Brent Smith" 
<brent@highlandappraisalgroup.com>, ':Chase, Maralyn" 

Subject: St. Edward Conversion Conference Call[j 

It gladdens me to see people so impassioned about their park resources. It reinforces my belief that the 
work we do is important and relevant. I apologize that it's taken me so long to respond. I was out part of 
last week for vocal chord surgery and won't be able to speak for several weeks, which is why Bill 
scheduled the conference call with such urgency. 

It seems there are a few points that need some clarification , and then I'll fade back into the background 
and let Marc and Bill do their jobs. My part comes mostly later on and it's important for me not to get too 
involved at the outset so that I can maintain my objectivity while reviewing the conversion package when it 
(finally!) arrives. Your primary contact should be Bill with State Parks, or Marc with the IAC. 

In response to the all or part question when it comes to the idea of converting the building, I'm afraid I'll 
really just need to see what the actual proposal entails. It seems likely that State Parks will receive many 
suggestions about the disposition of the building and I'm not sure that it's a constructive use of time to 
address every potential. Rather, I need to focus on what is actually proposed. As you can Imagine, this is 
not the only conversion I am working on right now. just as Washington is not my only state. 

As Bill clarified, when I said that our jurisdiction over the building would end with a conversion, what I 
meant was that if the 6(f) protection is removed through the conversion process, then the use of the 
building will not need to meet any requirements set forth in LWCF ever again. Although it may still be 
protected under section 106 of the Historic Preservation act, the allowed uses would likely be expanded. 
And really, it's the footprint of whatever was converted that would no longer be protected by 6(f). That 
may include parking, access roads, etc. 

When we look at community serviced, we generally rely on the agency's (in this case State Parks) 
determination of service area. 36CFR Ch. 1 states in section 59.3(3) "The property proposed for 
replacement is of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location as that being converted. Dependent 
upon the situation and at the discretion of the Regional Director, the replacement property need not 
provide identical recreation experiences or be located at the same site, provided it is in a reasonably 
equivalent location. Generally, the replacement property should be administered by the same political 
jurisdiction ... " Exceptions are allowed when the agency is unable to find suitable replacement property in 
the same community. Approval of such an exception is made jointly by the IAC and the NPS. 

Rebecca's point about commercial uses of properties on LWCF sites is generally true, "If they 
become their own des t i nat i on point and are not compatible to the park that 
wou l d trigger a conversion . " However, In this case we do have to consider the 1982 letter from 
the NPS director that suggests otherwise for this specific site. I'll honestly state that this letter is a bit of an 
anomaly for the program and is likely a reflection of political will more than accurate policy interpretation. 
While it does give us some room to consider non-recreation uses for the building, it is not a blanket 
approval of all non-recreation uses. The specific proposal before the director at that time was for office 
spaces. A subsequent proposal for refugee housing was denied. 

There is no "typical" conversion, though there are some that are much easier than others. As I understood 
it, Bill was hoping that Marc and I could provide everyone with some general information about 
conversions and it seems this was accomplished. The finer points of negotiating what will happen at the 
site will hinge on a great many things, not the least of which is the planning process In which you are all 
engaged. If you would like more information, I encourage you to visit our website at 
http://www.nps.gov/lwcf/ and the IAC's website at http://www.iac.wa.gov/iac/grants/lwcf.htm. 

Heather Ramsay 



~ • 
Bill, 

Rebecca Hirt 
<rdhlrt@earthllnk.net> 

09/13/2006 11 :35 AM 
MST 

To: "Koss, Bill (PARKS)" <Bill.Koss@PARKS.WA.GOV>, 
<heyjude22@earthlink.net>. <rjbenish@hotmail.com>. 
<conleov~@yahoo.com>, Susan Martin <Susanm@tre.wa.gov>, Bob 

cc: <Heather_Framsay@nps.gov>, <marcd@lac.wa.gov>, "Hahn, Steve 
(PARKS)" <Steve.Hahn@PARKS.WA.GOV> "Chase Maralyn" 
<chase_ma@leg.wa.gov>, 

Subject: Re: St. Edward Conversion Conference Call 

Glad we heard the same on so much on this. I have a couple of responses to 
your response and will follow the numbering system you used. 

2. the comment Heather made about preferring that the replacement land 
serve the same community, and she did use the word "community", was made 
later in the conversation. That note is an add on in the margin that I 
placed so it went with the right subject. I can't pinpoint when she said 
it, but I'm sure she can clarify how considering the community where the 
property to be converted is located is done. Probably what needs to be 
clarified is the definition of "community" since unlike a city park, St. 
Edward Park serves a whole region of the state. 

4. yes, and the non-recreational use she mentioned often that would not 
trigger a conversion was a community center. 

6. My attention wandered here so I didn't get all she said on parking 
except my notes indicate that parking for a community center would not be 
considered a conversion. She didn't want to answer specifically for the 
McMinamins proposal since she hadn't seen it . 

8. Commercial uses may not trigger a conversion, but only if they don't 
have an effect on the recreational experience of the rest of the park and 
are secondary to outdoor recreation. If they become their own destination 
point and are not compatible to the park that would trigger a conversion . 
Of course, the other constraints regarding the lease, being open to all the 
public, parking etc. would apply. 

See you this evening . 

Rebecca 

> From: "Koss, Bill (PARKS)" <Bill.Koss@PARKS.WA.GOV> 
>Date : Wed, 13 Sep 2006 09 : 03 : 45 -0700 
> To: <heyjude22@earthlink.net>, <rjbenish@hotmail.com>, <Conleovy@yahoo.com>, 
> Susan Martin <Susanm@tre.wa . gov> , Bob Doyle <bobd@wfse.org>, Brent Smith 
> <brent@highlandappraisalgroup.com> , <kbeall@nwcenter.org>, Ken Davidson 
> <ken@kirklandlaw.com>, Laura Murphy <laura.murphy@muckleshoot.nsn.us>, 
> <mank@rocketwire.net>, Michael Murphy <michaelj@tre.wa.gov> , 
> <patricia_m@comcast.net>, <pe- anderson@comcast.net>, 
<uponphinney@yahoo.com>, 
> <rdhirt@earthlink .net>, , Sheldon Haber 
> <Shaber@bastyr . edu>, <San erson@c1. enmore.wa . us>, tom fitzpatrick2 
> <tfitz98028@yahoo.com>, Bill Evans <bevans@ci.kenmore.wa.us>, Diane Cooley 

!:'~ ·-· -> <dcool e @bastyr.edu>, "Farber, Daniel (P l.Farber@PARKS.WA . GOV>, 
> 
> 

, 
<heyjude22@earthlink.net>, 
<Mohammad.Mostafavinassab@PARKS .WA.GOV>, 



• 
' 

' 

"Koss, Bill \(PARKS\}" 
<8111.Koss@PARKS.WA 
.GOV> 

09/13/2006 09:03 AM 
MST 

To: <heyjude22@earthllnk.net>, <rjbenish@hotmail.com>, 
<conleovy@yahoo.com>, "Susan Martin" <Susanm@tre.wa.gov>, 
"Bob Doyle" <bobd@wfse.org>, "Brent Smith" 

cc: <Heather_Ramsay@fnps.gov>, <marcd@iac.wa.gov>, "Hahn, Steve 
\(PARKS\)" <Steve.Hahn@PARKS.WA.GOV>J "Chase, Maralyn" 
<chase ma@leg.wa.gov>, ) £ I "Koss, Bill 

Subject: FW: St. Edward Conversion Conference 'tall 

Rebecca - great notes, thanks for amplifying to bring out the details. 

A couple of comments (I numbered your paragraphs to make following 
easier) : 
1. I await for Heather to assess the amount of latitude availabl e. 
2. Heather often referred to jurisdiction (rather than community) as the 
administrative unit and that is the term uses i n the LWCF rules - I do 
not recollect which term was used here. 
3. yes 
4. A non-recreational use policy was the purpose of the NPS evaluation 
which resulted in the Oct. 1982 letter - the letter says that 
non-recreational uses are permissible without a triggering a conversion . 
5 . yes 
6. and one measure of this is whether additional parking is necessitated 
by the commercial use. 
7 . yes 
8 . The 1982 letter clearly does not approve in advance every proposal -
it does establish that non-recreational, even commercial uses, may occur 
within the building without triggering a conversion. 
9 . Following a conversion the LWCF constrains no l onger apply on the 
converted property. Other NPS policies may still apply, as noted in the 
notes. 
10. yes 
11 . yes 

Bill 
- ----Original Message-----
From: Rebecca Hirt [mailto:rdhirt@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2006 4:33 PM 
To : Koss , Bill (PARKS); heyjude22@earthlink.net ; rjbenish@hotmai l .com; 
conleovy@yahoo . com; Martin, Sue; Bob Doyle; Brent 
kbeall®nwcenter. i · L ra Mu h · 
Mu h , Michael; 

sanderson@ci.kenmore.wa . 
Farber, Daniel (PARKS); 
Mohammad (PARKS); tom fitzpatrick 
Cc : Heather Ramsay@nps.gov; marcd@iac . wa . gov; 
Maralyn Chase 
Subject : Re: St . Edward Conversion Conference 

Bill, 

Evans; Diane Cooley; 
Mostafavinassab, 

Hahn, Steve (PARKS); 

Call 

1. Your summary of the St. Edward Conversion Conference Call is 
good, but not as clear as Heather was on the call on a couple of things . 
One in particular is your statement "NPS may consider the entire 
building converted if a part of it is converted. Part of the test is 
whether the remainder of the park remains a viable park after the 
conversion." Heather stated that a partial conversion of the building 
would be an administrative nightmare that they would not get into. It 
was all or nothing. So I don't agree that they may consider the entire 
building converted if a part of it is converted, I heard as much 



stronger statement that if part is converted all is converted . 

Some other points from my notes: 

2. The property "swapped" for the conversion does have to be an 
equal or greater Fair Market Value and has to have similar recreation 
utility. The value has to be set by independent appraisals. There was 
also a public component through SEPA in addition to NEPA and the 
Commission meetings. I also heard that it could be anywhere in the 
state and could be multiple parcels, but the NPS would prefer that it 
serve the same community. 

3. As for the outdoor/indoor recreation use, it would have to be 
open to all of the public. Example : if it is only open to Seniors, it 
would be considered a conversion . The property can be leased to a 
private entity but it has to be open to the general public. As for the 
lease, yes, the sponsor (owner) of the property has to retain tenure and 
control. The lease has to be written so that the contract can be 
changed if the private entity should cease the "open to the general 
public". 

4. The Park system public facility policy addresses new buildings. 
St . Edward is a special case because previously buildings on land that 
was purchased have been demolished. The historical importance for the 
St. Edward building may prevent it from demolition. I heard that if the 
building is restored and used for non-recreational use it will probably 
not be OK, which I took to mean it would have to be a conversion. 

s. Heather stated that there are hotels on some property but room 
rate has to be fair pricing (I have no idea what they use to base that 
pricing on - the Woodmark, the Courtyard or the Comfort Inn.) and it 
also hinges on the ability to revoke the lease. The hotel also has to 
be compatible use; use that is secondary to outdoor recreation and they 
will consider noise and other effects from entity. 

6. Her question for a restaurant was at what point does it cease 
being a concession for park users or the people staying at the hotel and 
become its own destination point and not compatible to the park? 

7. The recreational experience of the rest of the park would be 
considered including the original purpose for purchase of the land. One 
highlight when the property was bought was the water access, now it is 
trails. They would look at all historical documentation and at the 
current SCORP to see what is needed for recreation use. When they do 
this they will look at the whole area affected by the conversion . Part 
of this will be what's the usual visitor's experience in the park. 

8. As to the 1982 letter that is quoted so often, she said it has 
to be considered in the context of the whole file and the current 
policy . It is not a blanket approval in advance of every proposal . 

9. If there is a conversion, then the NPS action is limited to the 
effect on the remaining property and they will have no say on the 
converted property . (I'm not sure what this means.) However, any 
property used in the replacement would have the same conversion 
restraints as the current property has now. 

10. Her take on how long this might take was years to resolve, 
depending on the proposal, because appraisals take time and the larger 
the conversion the more difficult they are. I also have that once lease 
documents are signed the value of the property increases so it is best 



to convert in advance. 

11 . She was very clear that NPS does not make the decision by itself 
but partners with IAC . 

Sorry if my notes "muddy the water" but since I was the only AC member 
on the call I thought I should share what I heard and thought was 
important to make notes about. I noticed that Heather is cc 1 d on the 
email so would appreciate her correcting anything I heard wrong or 
misinterpreted. 

Rebecca 

> From: "Koss , Bill (PARKS) 11 <Bill.Koss®PARKS.WA.GOV> 
> Date : Fri, 8 Sep 2006 15:25:50 - 0700 
> To : <heyjude22@earthlink.net>, <rdhirt@earthlink.net>, 
> <rjbenish@hotmail . com>, <Conleovy@yahoo.com>, Susan Martin 
> <Susanm@tre.wa.gov>, Bob Doyle <bobd@wfse.org>, Brent Smith 
> <brent@highlandappraisalgroup.com>, 
> <kbeall@nwcenter.org>, Ken Davidson <ken@kirklandlaw.com>, Laura 
Murphy 
> <laura.murphy®muckleshoot.nsn.us>, Michael 
Murphy 
> <michael'@tre.wa. ov>, 

Sheldon Haber 

Diane 
Cooley 
> <dcooley@bastyr.edu>, "Farber, Daniel (PARKS)" 

os a av nassab, 
> <Mohammad.Mostafavinassab@PARKS.WA.GOV>, 

> Cc : <Heather Ramsay@nps.gov>, <marcd@iac . wa . gov>, "Hahn, Steve 
(PARKS) II -

> <Steve.Hahn@PARKS.WA.GOV> 
> Conversation: St. Edward Conversin Conference Call 
> Subject : St. Edward Conversin Conference Call 
> 
> 
> Attached you will find the summary of the Wednesday conference call 
> with Heather Ramsay of the National Park Service. Heather administers 
> the LWCF program for NPS in the local NPS Regional office. 
> 
> The conference call went a long ways in illuminating the LWCF 
> conversion standards. The short version of the call is that l. lodging 

> is not a conversion unless it is priced so high as to exclude most 
> people 2. a restaurant may be a conversion IF it becomes an attraction 



> of its own rather than complementing park visit or use of the l odging 
> 3. a conversion of some or all of the Seminary Building would not 
> trigger conversion of the balance of the park as long as the 
> balance remained available for recreation 
> 4. a grant may never be repaid. 
> 
> You should read the entire notes to obtain the full flavor and content 

> of the call. 
> 
> Enjoy your weekend . 
> 
> Bill 



• 
Hi, Bill -

Heather Ramsay 

09/12/2006 08:45 AM 
PDT 

T.o: "Koss, Bill \(PARKS\)" <Bill.Koss@PARKS.WA.GOV> 
cc: MarcD@IAC.WA.GOV 

Subject: RE: St. Edward Conversin Conference Call 

I think it's inaccurate to say that lodging is not often a conversion. A proposal needs to meet the "basic" 
threshold set out in our laws and must be supportive of and secondary to outdoor recreation. Historically, 
it 's been more unusual for indoor lodging (as opposed to cabins or campgrounds) to be a non-conversion 
than a conversion, although Nbasic" is subjective and thus has changed with the years. St. Ed is a special 
case because the building is pre-existing and represented such a significant portion of the purchase price 
that it should be open to the public. 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 

"Koss, Bill \(PARKS\)" <Bill.Koss@PARKS.WA.GOV> 

a • 
"Koss, Bill \(PARKS\)" 
<8111.Koss@PARKS.WA 
. GOV> 

09/12/2006 07:39 AM 
MST 

To: "Judith Finn" <heyjude22@earthlink.net> 
cc: <rdhirt@earthlink.net>. <rjbenish@hotmall.com> • 

<conleovy@yahoo.com>, "Martin, Sue" <susanm@tre.wa.gov>, "Bob 
Doyle" <bobd@wfse.org>, "Brent Smith" 
<brent@highlandappraisalgroup.com>. <kbeall@nwcenter.org>. "Ken 
Davidson" <ken@kirklandlaw.com>, "La~ 
<laura.murphy@muckleshoot.nsn.us>, ,.____ 
• r i "< i I > 

, "Mostafavlnassab, Mohamma~ 
inassab@PARKS.WA.GOV>
<Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov>. 

<mare ac.wa.gov>, a n, eve \(PARKS\)" 
<Steve.Hahn@PARKS.WA.GOV> 

Subject: RE: St. Edward Conversin Conference Call 

HI Judy - thanks for providing the reference citations for those who wish to delve more deeply into the 
topic. As Heather explained it, providing lodging is not a conversion except when unusual circumstances 
occur, such as very high prices that serve to exclude the general public or the impacts of the buildings use 
creates an impact that precludes other recreation uses in the balance of the park. And NPS would 
examine parking as a factor in making a determination. Bill 
-----Original Message---
From: Judith Finn [mailto:heyjude22@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2006 1:33 PM 
To: Koss, Bill (PARKS) 



• 
"Koss, Bill \(PARKS\r 
<8111.Koss@PARKS.WA 
.GOV> 

09/0812006 03:25 PM 
MST 

To: <heyjude22@earthlink.net>, <rdhirt@earthlink.net>, 
<~benish@hotmail.com>, <conleovy@yahoo.com>, "Susan Martin" 
<Susanm<@tre.wa.J:!OV>, "Bob Doyle" <bobd@wfse.or1p. "Brent Smith" 

cc: <Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov>, <marcd@iac.wa.gov>, Hahn, Steve 
\(PARKS\)" <Steve.Hahn@PARKS.WA.GOV> 

Subject: St. Edward Conversin Conference Call 

Attached you will find the summary of the Wednesday conference call with 
Heather Ramsay of the National Park Service. Heather administers the 
LWCF program for NPS in the local NPS Regional office . 

The conference call went a long ways in illuminating the LWCF conversion 
standards. The short version of the call is that 
1. lodging is not a conversion unless it is priced so high as to 
exclude most people 
2. a restaurant may be a conversion IF it becomes an attraction of 
its own rather than complementing park visit or use of the lodging 
3. a conversion of some or all of the seminary Building would not 
trigger conversion of the balance o f the park as long as the 
balance remained available for recreation 
4. a grant may never be repaid. 

You should read the entire notes to obtain the full flavor and content 
of the call. 

Enjoy your weekend. 

Bill 

~ 
CONVERSION ISSUES.doc 



cOERSIO~ 1~suE: e 
SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE CALL WITH NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

SEPT. 6, 2005 

PARTICIPANTS: Heather Ramsay, National Park Service; Marc Duboiski, IAC; Bill Koss, State Parks, 
Judy Finn, Rebecca Hirt, Ray Benish, Community 

Grant Repayment 
Q: Under what circumstances is repayment of a grant required? Repayment is never allowed. 

Conversion 
Q: What are examples of conversions? Examples include a road widening not done to enhance a park 
experience, i.e. a city road encroaching on LWCF acquired property to widen a city arterial. Another example 
of a conversion is a cell tower. A park road widened to increase visitor safety would not be a conversion. 
Buildings in a park for administrative purposes or public purposes etc. are not conversions. 

Q: How is a conversion handled? When a party uses a property out of compliance with approved uses it is 
deemed a conversion. The NPS policy requires a market appraisal of the converted parcel. A property of equal 
or greater market value and recreation utility must be obtained to replace the converted property. When and if a 
conversion occurs, NPS continues to have a voice under other laws, like the Historic Preservation Act, 4(f) 
constructive uses and NEPA. It does not place a deed restriction on the property, although it's recommended. 
The property is protected under 6(f) on the replacement property. IAC may require a deed restriction. 

NPS applies the 'compatible public facility' policy to assist in determining a conversion. This means that the 
public facility should be secondary to and compatible with outdoor recreation. For example, a small community 
center in a large park would not be a conversion, provided the community center is open to the public. An 
example of a public facility conversion is a freeway taking so much of a park that the remaining property has 
little recreation value. An example of a public facility that Is a conversion would be a 5 star resort that is so 
prohibitively expensive that most people couldn't afford to stay there. Another example would be a facility that 
is a destination in and of itself, but has nothing to do with the park, like a movie theater showing the latest 
releases. • 

The replacement property should be in the same jurisdiction as the converted property. In the case of property 
owned by a state agency, the placement property may be anywhere in the state, although it would be preferred 
to serve the same jurisdiction. The replacement property should oiler similar recreation utility. NPS will look at 
the intent of the original grant, the State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) and other factors in 
determining whether to approve a proposed replacement property. 

Q: Is it acceptable to replace a conversion in a rapidly urbanizing area with property in a rural area? Yes, it is 
acceptable; the NPS would look at the specifics such as size and functions lost. 

Q: What steps are followed? The converting entity first makes a proposal to IAC, the state agency that 
administers the LWCF funds. IAC then prepares a recommendation to the NPS. 

Q: Is there a public role in this? NPS and IAC do not require a public meeting. NPS does require NEPA 
compliance which often has a public comment period. State Parks makes all land acquisition decisions at a 
Commission meeting. For each acquisition there is public notice. 

Q: Would a building leased to a private party be a conversion? Not if the state retained 'tenure and control', i.e. 
ownership and the ability to remedy any tenant behavior that could result in a conversion, such as excluding the 
public or failing to maintain the property. 
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Q: Does NPS review agency leases on LWCF property? Yes. 

Q: Is there public review the lease? State Parks adopts all long-tenn leases et a Commission meeting with public 
notice and opportunity to comment. 

Non-Recreation Uses at Saint Edward 

The Seminary at Saint Edward served a case study in the 1982 NPS development of its national policy on 
indoor uses of L WCF acquired property. L WCF generally is used to acquire and improve land; in this case the 
land came with a functional building. The buildings themselves were $2 mi Ilion of the price tag. The 1982 
letter to Parks from NPS guides NPS in detennining conversion; other NPS policies still must be considered. 

Q: How does listing a building on the National Register of Historic Place impact a conversion? There is no 
direct connection; however the federal connection means the owner must comply with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. The federal connection also requires completing NEPA; SEPA is a state 
requirement. 

Q: Would the McMenamins proposal constitute a conversion? Would need to see if state retains tenure and 
control, ensure building was open to the public, i.e. lodging prices not so high as to discriminate and no public 
use restrictions. It must still be a compatible public use. Additional parking might be a conversion, depending 
on volume. A restaurant might be a conversion if it becomes an attraction on its own rather than complementing 
the park visitors' trip. NPS may consider the entire building converted if a part of it is converted. Part of the test 
is whether the remainder of the park remains a viable park after the conversion. 

Q: What if conversion of 20 of the parks 316 acres squeezes out outdoor recreation? NPS will consider the 
impact on the rest of the park. If the current recreation can continue, the localized impact does not constitute a 
total conversion. An example of a potential total conversion occurs when a noisy use (ATV park) creates so 
much noise outside the boundary of its use area that it affects an entire park. 

Q: Who makes NPS decisions? All occur within region office; the Regional Director has signature authority for 
conversions of more than $1 million (Heather thinks this is the right number). 

Q: How long does it take to address a conversion? Complex ones can take a year or more. State is advised to 
contact IAC and NPS early if they believe a conversion may occur. This simplifies the process and may 
reduce the cost of the replacement property. NPS approval should be received prior to a conversion taking 
place. 



Judith Finn 
<heyjude22@earthlink. 
net> 

09/11/2006 01 :33 PM 
MST 

To: "Koss, Bill \(PARKS\)" <Bill.Koss@PARKS.WA.GOV> 
cc: <rdhirt@earthlink.net>, <rjbenish@hotmail.com>, 

<conleovy@yahoo.com>, "Susan Martin" <Susanm@tre.wa.gov>, 
"Bob Doyle" <bobd@wfse.org>, "Brent Smith" 

Subject: Re: St. Edward Conversin Conference Call 

Bill. There are two references which that the AC may find helpful in 
providing a basis and context for matters discussed in the Q&A: 

1. CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS (CFR) - at http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov -
select "Tit le 36- Parks, Forests & Public Property"; then select 
"National Park Service 1-199; and finally select "Part 59 - Land & 
water conservation Fund Compliance Responsibilities." 

2. LAND & WATER CONSERVATION MANUAL at 
http://www.nps.gov/lwcf/manual/lwcf°.pdf - after downloading go to 
chapter 675.9 for conversion requirements 

Regarding the "compatible public facility policy", Heather agreed to 
provide copies of appropriate NPS documentation of this policy which to 
date has not been published. My understanding of Heather's remarks 
about lodging is there is no hard and fast rule and that pricing may be 
one but not the only consideration in evaluating a "conversion." The 
overriding principle is that the impact of the converted portion of the 
park on the remainder shall be considered. There was also a brief 
discussion about parking. NPS would be looking at what activity is 
linked to increased need for parking spaces and what public 
transportation options were considered. 

Thanks. 

-JUDY FINN 

On Friday, September a, 2006, at 03:25 PM, Koss, Bill ((PARKS)) wrote: 

> 
> Attached you will find the summary of the Wednesday conference call 
> with 
> Heather Ramsay of the National Park Service. Heather administers the 
> LWCF program for NPS in the local NPS Regional office. 
> 
> The conference call went a long ways in illuminating the LWCF 
> conversion 
> standards. The short version of the call is that 
> 1. lodging is not a conversion unless it is priced so high as to 
> exclude most people 
> 2. a restaurant may be a conversion IF it becomes an attraction of 
> its own rather than complementing park visit or use of the lodging 
> 3. a conversion of some or all of the Seminary Building would not 
> trigger conversion of the balance of the park as long as the 
> balance remained available for recreation 
> 4. a grant may never be repaid. 
> 
> You should read the entire notes to obtain the full flavor and content 
> of the call . 
> 
> Enjoy your weekend. 
> 
> Bill 



Heather Ramsay 

09/0712006 01 :21 PM 
PDT 

To: MarcD@IAC.WA.GOV, Bill.Koss@parks.wa.gov 
cc: 

Subject: St. Ed Follow up 

Our policy on public facility requests is best accessed in chapter 675.9 of our manual, which is available 
at http://www.nps.gov/lwcf/manual/lwcf.pdf. There is also some additional conversion guidance there. It 
Is Important to remember that our manual is a critical tool beyond the CFR and the LWCF act in 
Interpreting whether an action is a conversion, since it represents a summary of the tremendous body of 
policy memos, solicitor opinions and case law that affect this program. 

I am also trying to pull together some of those policy documents from other regions that specifically relate 
to lodging/restaurant/conference center public facility requests. In my initial search I am already seeing 
subsequent NPS Director letters that give a different interpretation than the 10.21 .1982 memo in the St. 
Ed fi le, so I'll restate my position from yesterday - while that memo Is a guiding document, it is not a holy 
grail, and any current action would be considered under current policies. 

I also followed up our discussion with a conversation among other NPS project managers to see what Is 
happening In other states. The guiding threshold is consistent - secondary to and supportive of outdoor 
recreation. Thus, sleeping accommodations and an associated food concession that would serve as a 
base for park activities could be allowed as a compatible public use. On the other hand, a restaurant that 
is itself a destination that would attract patrons whose only interest was dining and leaving, could not be 
considered supportive of outdoor recreation. It seems that the parking question will help us determine this 
threshold - would parking need to be expanded above and beyond hotel needs to meet restaurant needs? 
If so, then it would likely be a conversion. Another thing to look at is park hours - would you need to 
change them to accommodate restaurant patrons specifically? 

It Is really too early to give any conclusive determination, although I hope that you're at least getting a 
flavor for the line between conversion and compatible public facility to help you make your final 
recommendations next year. It will be interesting to hear what the citizen group turns up in terms of case 
history. It is always good to have a complete record of the Influencing decisions for my files. From my 
understanding, though, as long as all of the conversion steps have been followed, there Is little to prevent 
you from converting that parcel if you so choose (although I'm not sure how the Section 106 question will 
play out). I also don't think there is much legal recourse if they object to the replacement properties 
Identified, provided the conversion criteria are met. It sounds like the critical questions to answer will be 
1) Is the proposed action a conversion and 2)1f so, how do we define the footprint of the conversion. 

Thank you for including us in this dialogue . 
• 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 



"Koss. Bill \(PARKS\)" 
<8111.Koss@PARKS.WA 
.GOV> 

09/06/2006 09:43 AM 
MST 

To: "Conway Leovy" <conleo 
<rjbenish@hotmail.com> "Romero, 
Fred \(PARKS\)" <Fred.Romero@PARKS.WA.GOV> 

cc: <heather_ramsay@nps.gov>, "lnslee, Jay" 

<jay.inslee@mail.house.gov>, •• 1 •••••••• <Hawkins.Marylyn@leg.wa.gov>, <ericks.mark@leg.wa.gov>, 
Subject: RE: Conference calno Heather Ramsay of NPS 

Conway - I have said many times to the Advisory Committee that we assume the McMenamins proposal 
would constitute a conversion. It does not follow that any commercial use within the park is conversion. Bill 
----Original Message---
From: Conway Leovy [mailto:conleovy@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2006 9:20 AM 
To: Koss, Bill (PARKS); Ray Benish; Romero, Fred (PARKS) 
Cc: heather_ramsay@nps.gov; Insl , ay; awkins.Marylyn@leg.wa.gov; 
erlcks.mark@leg.wa.gov; obrlen.al .rosemary@leg.wa.gov; 
heyjude22@earthlink.net; rdhlrt@earthllnk.net; annhurst@msn.com; 
blaeloch@westemlands.org; conleovy@yahoo.com; •••••• marcd@lac.wa.gov; Koss, Bill 
(PARKS); Farber, Daniel (PARKS); adam.bartz@mail.house.gov 
Subject: RE: Conference call to Heather Ramsay of NPS 

Bill, 

You have continued to present the October 28, 1982 letter approving a specific proposal for joint 
public-private office space use of the building as a general justification that use of the building 
for private commercial purposes would not constitute a 'conversion' under NPS rules. I and 
many others familiar with the background believe that this is misleading. 

The 1982 letter referred to a specific proposal; it was far from being a general approval for 
commercial development. It was also a very different and much lower impact proposed use of 
the building than the current proposal 'approved in concept' by the Parks Commission. The 
October 1982 letter made clear that the criterion it used in that specific case was that the proposal 
would 'have a net beneficial impact on public outdoor recreation use', consistent with federal law. 

In order not to constitute a 'conversion', each proposal should have to pass that test. It is very 
hard to see how the current 'approved in concept' proposal could possibly pass that test if fairly 
applied. In the opinion of almost all current users of the Park that have been surveyed and almost 
all of the general public that has testified at public hearings, the current proposal would have a 
deleterious effect on public outdoor recreation. 

Sincerely, 

Conway 

"Koss, Bill (PARKS)" <Bill.Koss@PARKS. WA.GOV> wrote: 
Ray : It is always so entertaining to receive you thoughts. Allow me to 
expand on a few of the points you mention. 
1. The Commission agenda item of August 2005 recommended Approval 



• 
"Ann Hursr 
<annhurst@msn.com> 

09/0612006 10:58 AM 
MST 

To: "Conway LeovyM <conleo 
<rjbenish@hotmail.com>, "Romero, 
Fred \(PARKS\)" <Fred.Romero@PARKS.WA.GOV>, "Koss, Bill 

cc: <heather_ramsay@nps.gov>, " lnSlee. Ja " 
<jay.inslee@mail.house.gov>, 
<Hawkins.Marylyn@leg.wa.gov>, <enc s.mar eg.wa.gov>, 

Subject: 1982 lttrs at www.c4sep.org under Files Re: Con erence call to Heather 
Ramsay of N PS 

For those of you curious about "the 1982 letter" regarding conversion which Bill Koss read in 
part to the Kenmore City Council after talking about the McMenamins proposal and how 
commercial uses are not precluded from the building, that 1982 letter is from Daniel Tobin 
and can be found at www.c4sep.org under Files, as can another 1982 letter from state parks 
that Indicates a predominant single use of the building would constitute a conversion. It 
seems that there should neither be one predominant tenant of the building nor should a 
consortium of commercial use predominate. It Is a building to be shared for the greater 
public benefit on a state, even national level. Best, Ann Hurst 
----- Original Message -----
From: Koss. Biii (PARKS) 
To: Conway Leoyy ; Ray Benish ; 
Cc: heather ramsay@nps.gov ; Ins ; 
Hawklns.Marvlyn@leq.wa.goy ; ericks.mark@leq.wa.gov ; obrien. I I 
mcaullffe.rosemary@leg.wa.goy ; heyiude22@earthlink.net; 
; rdh lrt@earthlink.net ; annhurst@msn.com ; blaeloch@westernlands.org ; 

· marcd@lac.wa.gov; Farber. oaniel (PARKS) ; 
adam.bartz@mall .house.gov 
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2006 9:43 AM 
Subject: 'RE: Conference call to Heather Ramsay of NPS 

Conway - I have said many times to the Advisory Committee that we assume the McMenamins proposal 
would constitute a conversion. It does not follow that any commercial use within the park is conversion. 
Bill 
-----Original Message-----
From: Conway Leavy [mailto:conleovy@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2006 9:20 AM 
To: Koss, Bill (PARKS); Ray Benish; 
Cc: heather ramsay@nps.gov; Inslee, Jay 
erlcks.marl<@leg.wa.gov; 
heyjude22@earthl ink. net; 
blaeloch@westemlands.org; ••• 
(PARKS); Farber, Daniel (PARKS); adam.bartz@mail.house.gov 
Subject: RE: Conference call to Heather Ramsay of NPS 

Bill, 

You have continued to present the October 28, 1982 letter approving a specific proposal for 
joint public-private office space use of the building as a general justification that use of the 
building for private commercial purposes would not constitute a 'conversion' under NPS 
rules. I and many others familiar with the background believe that this Is misleading. 

The 1982 letter referred to a specific proposal; it was far from being a general approval for 
commercial development. It was also a very different and much lower impact proposed use 
of the building than the current proposal 'approved in concept' by the Parks Commission. 
The October 1982 letter made clear that the criterion it used In that specific case was that 



• Heather Ramsay 

0910612006 01:53 PM 
PDT 

To: Michael D Wilson/WASO/NPS, 
cc: Wayne Strum/WASO/NPS, Michael Linde/Seattle/NPS, 

Subject: Fw: for full disclosure - copy of our letterto Rep. Jay lnslee 

I don't know that this will go anywhere with Mr. lnslee's office, but wanted to give you a heads up in 
advance In case you do get a request. I have a conference call in 5 minutes with some of the citizens 
group, state parks and the WA IAC primarily to talk about what conversions are and how they are 
addressed and to dispel the notion that the grant could be paid back. State Parks and the IAC have 
approached the hotel proposal as though it would be a conversion, although following our August 2005 
grants managers call and a subsequent conversation with Mary Vavre, I'm not so sure. At any rate, we 
are at least a year away from having an actual proposal to consider. 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 
- Forwarded by Heather Ramsay/Seattle/NPS on 09/06/2006 01 :53 PM -

To: heather_ramsay@nps.gov 
cc: 

• 

"Ray Benish" 
<rjbenish@hotmall.com 
> Subject: for full disclosure - copy of our letter to Rep. Jay lnslee 

09/06/2006 05:07 PM 
GMT 

Citizens for Saint Edward State Park 
www.C4SEP.org 

19410 66th Pl. NE 
Kenmore, WA 98028 

August 18, 2006 

u.s Representative Jay Inslee 
Shoreline Center 
18560 First Ave., NE 
Suite E-800 
Shoreline, WA 98155-2150 

Dear Representative Inslee, 

We are writing on behal f of Saint Edward State Park as a follow- up to 
meeting with Adam Bartz August 16. We wish to advise you of the State's 
planning process and federal regulations regarding this park and to ask your 
help to insure applicable federal regulations relevant to this process are 
rigorously fol lowed. 

This 316 acre park was purchased by the State of Washington in 1977 from the 
Catholic Archdiocese of Seattle using substantial funding (SO\) from the 
federal Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) which requires that the 
funds be used exclusively for outdoor recreation. The Park has been used 



since its inception primarily for outdoor recreation in a natural setting . 
Much of its acreage is natural forest, and i t contains 3000 linear feet of 
natural shoreline, the only natural shoreline remaining on Lake Washington. 
Its trails and upland grassy knolls comprise a superb asset to the State and 
to surrounding communities for physical and spiritual refreshment and for 
outdoor activities. These are often enjoyed by families in single visits: 
picnics, playground, trails, shoreline exploration, swimming, impromptu ball 
and Frisbee games and more . 

The property includes the original seminary building, which is in a state of 
considerable disrepair . To address this, the Washington State Parks 
Commission has sought proposals from private or public groups to take over 
the building under lease and to refurbish, maintain, and use the building. 

Citizens for Saint Edward State Park (C4SEP) believes that the current 
leading proposal for a 35 year renewable lease, to a commercial operator to 
use the building and adjacent parkland for an 80,000 square foot upscale 
restaurant-hotel and brewpub complex with outbuildings, soaking tubs, and 
400 new parking spaces, would adversely affect the outdoor recreational 
values of the Park and would constitute a •conversion' under the terms of 
LWCF rules. A conversion would require compensation to the federal 
government in cash or land of equivalent natural value and urban 
accessibility. 

Although State Parks staff have publicly stated their belief that 
implementation of this proposal would not constitute a conversion, we have 
not seen correspondence or other documents that - in our view - support this 
conclusion. 

We request your assistance and advice on how and by whom the conversion 
issue would be handled at the federal level and at the state-federal 
interface should the state recommend a lease involving a large commercial 
venture, and in obtaining documents and information applicable to a possible 
conversion in Saint Edward State Park, particularly those relevant to 
whether the proposed action would constitute conversion under LWCF rules. 

To assist you and your staff, we provided a packet of materials, listed 
below, during our helpful meeting with Adam. We look forward to working with 
you on this important issue . 

Sincerely, 

Conway Leovy , Judy Finn , Research Committee, C4SEP 

List of Documents Provided: 

1. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 36, Part 59 - "Land and Water 
Conservat i on Fund Program of Assistance to States : Post-Completion 
Compliance Responsibi lit i es# 
2 . LWCF Grants-in Aid Manual, Chapter 675 . 9, Post - Completion 
Responsibilities 
3. Letters of understanding among state and federal authorities (February -
November 1982) 
4. List of WA State Parks and other state public lands funded by LWCF 
5. Citizens for Saint Edward State Park, 'Saint Edward State Park: 
Preserving and Protecting the Park's Natural, Histori ca l , and Cu l tural 



Resoursces for the Citizens of Washington State. Executive summary for the 
House Speaker'. Washington State, August 14, 2006. 



"Koss, Bill \(PARKS\,. 
<Blll.Koss@PARKS.WA 
.GOV> 

09/06/2006 08:28 AM 
MST 

To: "Ray Benish" <rjbenish@hotmail.com>, 
"Romero, Fred \(PARKS\)" 

<Fred.Romero@PARKS.WA.GOV> 
cc: <heather_ramsay@nps.gov>, "lnslee, Jay" 

<jay.inslee@mail.house.gov>, 
<Hawkins.Marylyn@leg.wa.gov>, <ericks.mark@leg.wa.gov>, 

Subject: RE: Conference ca1no Aeather Ramsay of NPS 

Ray : It is always so entertaining to receive you thoughts. Allow me to 
expand on a few of the points you mention. 
1. The Commission agenda item of August 2005 recommended Approval 
in Concept to the McManamins proposal as described in their Letter of 
intent. The agenda item contained the followi ng sentence (page 2, line 
6) : "It is important to note that the Letter of Intent represents the 
applicant's proposal and does not represent pre-agreement to any terms 
or conditions by either staff or the Commission.' To stat e this more 
clearly: While McManamins may include a number of features in their 
proposal there is no commitment to approve them nor is there any 
commitment to lease to them nor any lease term discussed. 
2. As you see in the same agenda item, the July 1 2005 Letter of 
Intent makes no menti on of a marina. 
3. A more accurate statement of NPS policy direction is their 
October 28 , 1982 letter to IAC. It says: ' The Washington State proposal 
submitted for review last February i ncluded renovation of the Seminary 
to create office space for recreat i on and general public service 
agencies as well as for resource-oriented businesses . Office space for 
public for non-recreation business was also to be considered. This 
resulted from the i nvolved State agencies• finding that exclus i ve 
recreational use of the bui lding would not be possible and off i ce rental 
revenues received would be used to offset capital costs and operation 
and maintenance expenses. Additional revenues received would be used to 
expand or maintai n St. Edwards (sic) State Park or would be placed into 
the State's outdoor recreati on account. 

When applying the new policy to St. Edwards (sic) Seminary, we believe 
the proposal to be a cost-effective approach to maintaining the 
i ntegrity and viability of the Seminary building and the surrounding 
parkland. Securing independent sources of revenue would also appear 
helpful in off- setting and adverse impacts that may result from short or 
long-term State Parks budget reductions. 

We conclude that this proposal will have a net beneficial impact on 
public outdoor recreation use and as result is not a conversion under 
the provisions of Section 6(f) (3) of the L&WCF Act . ' 

I believe this is the existing NPS policy guidance on use of the St. 
Edward property and guides them in determining what constitutes a 
conversion on this property. 

Thank you for the information on which legislators wish to be kept 
apprised on the progress of this planning effort. I will contact them 
with information on the planning effort that the Commission directed in 
August 2005 . At that time the Commissi on directed staff to prepare a 
comprehensive plan for the park (termed CAMP ) , in order to bring an 
informed recommendation back on the McMenamins proposal and any other 
proposals for use of the park. Since that time the Commission identified 
a 60 day period followi ng approval of the comprehensive plan (scheduled 
for January 2007) to accept any additional proposals for use of the park 
and/or Seminary Building. All proposals received will be weighed against 
the comprehensive plan adopted by the Commission . Any agreements signed 



will of course be reviewed and approved by the office of the Attorney 
General in advance; long term agreements also requir e Commission 
approval, an action take at a public meeting with opportunity for public 
comment. 

Bill Koss 
Manager, Planning and Research 
POB 42650 
Olympia WA 98504-2650 
360 - 902-8629 

of NPS 

Bill: As I am an alternate for Tom Fitzpatrick on the Advisory Committee 
I would like to listen in on your call to National Park Service 
regarding the triggering of conversion when State Parks signs the 35 
year lease agreement with McMenamins Brewpub Inc. per the State Park's 
approved in concept from August of 2005 . 

If you have more than six telephone lines signed up, let me know and I 
will drop in on Manny's house to listen and discuss the conversion issue 
with Heather Ramsay over his phone line. As you know, conversion is an 
issue that Citizens for St. Edward State Park is very much interested in 
following as our grass roots citizens group has never believed that 
making St. Edward State Park into a massive brewery (more than 1,000 
beers per day per McMenamins oral testimony) and soaking ponds, and 
gardens, and movie theatres, and restaurants, and hotel, and wedding 
chapels, construction of marina on the last natural Lk. Washington 
shoreline (January 5, Kirkbride Letter, last paragraph) , and 
construc t ing a conference center is in keeping 
with the i ntent of the purchase of the property in 1977- out door 
recreation was listed as the intended purchase. Of course you are aware 
that the Park was funded with 50\ LWCF monies. It never has been 
apparent to our grass roots citizen group that lifting a stein of beer 
constitutes •outdoor recreation• but then if it is drunk outside on one 
of the three McMenamin's planned patios, perhaps it could be considered 
exercise if McMenamins attached a Slb barbell to each beer stein. 

I am looking forward to hearing from Ms. Ramsay about conversion as she 
is the NPS expert. Our grass roots citizens group has been in touch 
with Jay Inslee•s office Northshore Office as well as our elected State 
officials. Several weeks ago s i x of our members talked to Mr. Adam Bartz 
of Representative Inslee •s staff, regarding the issue of conversion of 
St. Edward State Park when Parks implements its plans to lease the Park 
for a large entertainment enter. we have followed up our discussions 
with a letter requesting that his office be apprised about conversion on 
an ongoing basis. Several State officials have also expressed an 
interest in hearing about conversion as the process flows along so we 
anticipate keeping a large number of folks informed. Thank you for your 



"Ray Benish• 
<rjbenlsh@hotmail.com 
> 

0910612006 04:57 PM 
GMT 

Bill:Thanks for the email. 

To: Bill.Koss@PARKS.WA.GOV, joankthomas23@comcast.net, 
Fred.Romero@PARKS.WA.GOV 

cc: lhlelatlhlelr 
1
ralml slalyl(@l nlplsl-elolvl, jay.inslee@mail.house.gov, 

1 1 1 1 1 Hawklns.Marylyn@leg.wa.gov, 
erlcks.mark@leg.wa.gov, obrien.al@leg.wa.gov, 

Subject: RE: Conference call to Heather Ramsay of NPS 

1. My purpose was not to entertain you as your intention to make St. Edward 
State Park into a brewery/hotel complex is a matter of dire concern to Park 
users and residents in five legislative districts. 
2. I would appreciate you including a larger number of State Legislators on 
your distribution list as the better informed our elected representatives 
are about Park issues, the better the decision making. State Park's planned 
outreach to State Legislative folks is long overdue and all of us hope that 
it will result in improved funding of State Parks. Tonight Citizens will be 
launching a Legislative Outreach Program where we will be making contacts 
with our elected representatives and their staffs to register our concern 
about the privatization of St. Edward State Park. 
3. For the matter of Kirkbride/McMenamins being a done deal, we have a lot 
of evidence that substantiates this position as follows: 
• Five days after receipt of the development proposal, you issued internal 
Park memos stating that you would 'nurture' this development. 
• You then evaluated the development proposal and recommended beginning 
negotiations with the developer with no opportunity for public comment-no 
prior notice provided to the public other than in the Commission Agenda 
item. 1,000 or more volunteers had recently completed designing, funding, 
and constructing a playground at the Park. This level of public 
involvement was not honored by Park senior staff as you sought Commission 
approval to directly move into negotiations with the developer. 
• The Commission then approves your appointment to be Park Representative 
to the AC committee and to lead the CAMP process when it is very apparent 
that you are a strong supporter of the developer. 
• You then take any number of actions to limit public input by ignoring 
public comments not favorable to your developer . You continue to limit 
public involvement in the AC discussions. 
* In verbal statements at the Cle Elum Commission Meeting, Mr. Joe Taller, a 
Parks Commissioner told Manny Mankowski and me that no matter what the 
public stated or wanted at the end of the day, the Park Staff/Commission 
would sit down with the developer t o put a deal together. To paraphrase, 
'at the end of the day, McMenamins would be at the table no matter how much 
the public protested' . 
• In a verbal statement to a local elected state representative, Mr. 
Michael Murphy stated that the CAMP process was for show and that the next 
year, the boys in Olympia would pencil out a deal with McMenamins that would 
work and that the final 'penciled deal' would probably not be what has been 
presented so far- verbal statement to an elected State Representative. 
* In verbal statements to myself and Manny Mankowski at the St . Edward 
Alumni Picnic, Mr. Murphy once again stated that the boys in Olympia would 
sit down at the table with McMenamins and make a deal and that what was 
happening at CAMP was for show. 

Perhaps you can understand why Citizens and the public are concerned about 
'penciled' deals that will be done in Olympia out of the public's scrutiny 
and how Parks is using the public planning process for show only. Citizen 
engagement at all levels of government is extremely limited and this type of 
'for show• and the compete disregarding of public comments only engenders a 
higher degree of public cynicism in the public discourse about governmental 
actions. 

• 



Citizens for Saint Edward has one mission: to protect and preserve the 
historic, natural, and cultural character of the Park while maintaining 
public access. We want and desire a wider public awareness of events now 
taking place about the Park's future. Citizens in our area have spoken loud 
and clear that the Park is viewed and held to be a valuable public asset 
that is now widely used at near its full capacity. We want all local 
legislators to be informed. By all means please increase your public 
distribution list so all can listen in to the ongoing conversations. The 
cruel irony is that the State of Washington would not have received one 
dollar in net revenue from providing the developer with a 35 -year lease (see 
proposed lease and comments by Park's staff Mr. Steve Hahn) - not a single 
dollar of net revenue while the public ' s use of our Park would have been 
limited in many ways. What a deal! 

I 



IN REPl Y REFER TO. 

United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Pacific West Region 
909 First Avenue, Fifth Floor 

Seattle, Washington 98104-1060 

PP Grants (PWRO-Seattle) 
53-00373 

SENT BY FAX ONLY 
(360) 902-3026 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Date: 

Pages: 

Mark Duboiski, Outdoor Grant Manager 
WAIAC 

Heather Ramsay, Project Manager 
National Park Service, Pacific West Region, Seattle Office 

St. Edwards State Park 53-00373 

September 6, 2006 

3 

As requested. I am sending the opinion issued by NPS in 1982 regarding non-recreation uses of the 
seminary building at this park. Please reference the proposal dated 11.19.1981 from State Parks to 
use the building for a mixture of recreation uses and office space. 

Of course, any proposal would need to be considered in light of our current policies as well, 
especially since some of the proposed uses for the building represent a significant departure from 
the concept plan approved by NPS in 1982. 

Please call if you have any questions. 

TAKE PRIOEaft.:: ~ 
I NAM ERICA~ 



Unknown 

Subject: 
Entry Type: 

Start: 
End: 
Duration: 

Contacts: 
Categories: 

St. Ed Conference Call 
Phone call 

Wed 9/6/2006 9: 11 AM 
Wed 9/6/2006 9:37 AM 
26 minutes 

Bill Koss 
LWCF 

Bill called to give me some guidance about what the advisory committee is looking for in terms of information: 

1) First need general explanation of conversions including why grant pay backs aren't allowed (there is a letter in the file 
suggesting this as an option). 

2) What is the role of the letter and the interpretation thereof in terms of our greater conversion policy? 

3) What do traditional conversions look like? 

4) Discussion about compatible public use facility policy and what is allowed without being a conversion and what triggers 
a conversion. 7 '"'~ ~\l~ll'll''- ~"'"'-!>\'\\~ "'1.i\-f. 

State Parks plans to complete planning process and present recommendation in January. At that point they would solicit 
proposals for 60 days. Then they would screen those proposals so it would be June at the earliest before they were ready 
to present a conversion proposal. I let Bill know there could be a hold up while we negotiate the PA with SHPO. 

The citizens submitted an application to the national historic register to include this as an historic district. It is being 
reviewed by Michael Howser in the SHPO's office. 

1 



~ -
"Ray Benish" 
<r)benlsh@hotmall.com 
> 

09/06/2006 03:15 PM 
GMT 

September 6, 2006 

To: heather_ramsay@nps.gov 
cc: -nslee@mall.house.gov, 

ricks.mark@leg.wa.gov, 
aw ins. ary yn eg.wa.gov mcauliffe.rosemary(@leg.wa.gov, 

Subject: NPS- LWCF Conversion Issue for St. Edward State Pat1( 

To: Heather Ramsay, Project Manager, National Park Service 

From: Ray Benish, Citizens for Saint Edward State Park 

RE: Conversion - Land and Water Conservation Funding 

My name is Raymond Benish. I am a member of a grass roots citizen group, 
Citizens for Saint Edward State Park. Our group of lay citizens is working 
to keep Saint Edward State Park located in Kenmore, Washington as a public 
park access i ble for outdoor recreation and public use. The Park was 
purchased using LWCF monies in 1977. As you may know, the Washington State 
Parks and Recreation Commission has 'approved in concept' the privatization 
of the Park through a 35-year lease agreement with a development firm . The 
approved plan calls for the developer to convert the historic Catholic 
seminary building and surrounding grounds into a large brewery/hotel 
complex. State Parks is prepared to provide the developer with the central 
core 20 acres of the Park leaving the general public with only steep 
hillsides and ravines. 

The Parks Commission has held four public forums about the future of the 
Park. In these public forums, nearly six hundred written comments have been 
made by public participants. Nearly all of these comments have indicated 
strong disagreement with converti ng the Park to a brewery/hotel complex as 
there would be few opportunities for public outdoor recreation. To date 
these public concerns have been ignored. In addition, we have more than 
five hundred signed petitions urging the State to maintain the Park as a 
public space and we expect by the end of September we wi ll have more than 
1,500 signed petitions. Despite strong public oppositi on to privatization 
of the Park, we understand that the Park Staff and Commission intend to open 
negotiations with the developer to 'pencil out a deal' sometime in 
January/February of 2007. 

Citizens for Saint Edward State Park believe that the 'LWCF conversion' 
issue is an important factor. We have established a sub-committee to 
research this issue. Needless to say, no member of our citizen group is an 
expert in understanding the ins and outs of LWCF conversion. Our lay 
person's reading of the federal statute and regulatory language has led us 
to conclude that the brewery/hotel development proposal would constitute 
'conversion' although we have been told a number of different viewpoints by 
State Parks from 'no conversion' to 'possible conversion' to 'the words do 
not mean what they say' statements. 

Because State Parks is a strong supporter of converting the park into a 
brewery/hotel complex, we are concerned that the State would not follow 
normal channels in resolving the LWCF conversion issue. Therefore, We 
have asked our area's federal elected Representative, Mr . Jay Inslee, to 
keep track of this conversion issue from the federal perspect i ve as we did 
not know where in the federal system (at whose desk) thi s conversion issue 
would surface. We intend to continue our research of this issue so we can 
arrive at a comprehensive understanding of how this issue will be resolved 
by the National Park Service . We understand that State of Washington 



Inter-Agency Office has a key role in processing the conversion issue and we 
intend to follow it on the State level as well. 

We look forward to participating in today's discussion with you on 
conversion. We are certain that at the conclusion of today's conference 
call, we will be better prepared to understand LWCF conversion issues. 

In appreciation of your time, sincerely 

Raymond Benish, 425-486-4553 
Member of Citizens for Saint Edward State Park 



"Ray Benish" 
<rjbenlsh@hotmall.com 
> 

09/06/2006 05:51 AM 
GMT 

To: bill.koss@parks.wa.gov 
cc: heather_ramsay@nps.gov, Jay.lnslee@mail.house.gov, 

maralyn_chase@rnsn.com, Hawkins.Marylyn@leg.wa.gov, 
ericks.mark@leg.wa.gov, obrien.al@leg.wa.gov. 

Subject: Conference call to Heather Ramsay of NPS 

Bill: As I am an alternate for Tom Fitzpatrick on the Advisory Committee I 
would like to listen in on your call to National Park Service regarding the 
triggering of conversion when State Parks signs the 35 year lease agreement 
with McMenamins Brewpub Inc. per the State Park's approved in concept from 
August of 2005. 

If you have more than six telephone lines signed up, let me know and I will 
drop in on Manny ' s house to listen and discuss the conversion issue with 
Heather Ramsay over his phone line. As you know, conversion is an issue 
that Citizens for St. Edward State Park is very much interested in following 
as our grass roots citizens group has never believed that making St. Edward 
State Park into a massive brewery (more than 1,000 beers per day per 
McMenamins oral testimony) and soaking ponds, and gardens, and movie 
theatres, and restaurants, and hotel, and wedding chapels, construction of 
marina on the last natural Lk. Washington shoreline (January 5, Kirkbride 
Letter, last paragraph) , and constructing a conference center is in keeping 
with the intent of the purchase of the property in 1977- out door recreation 
was listed as the intended purchase. Of course you are aware that the Park 
was funded with sot LWCF monies . It never has been apparent to our grass 
roots citizen group that lifting a stein of beer constitutes 'outdoor 
recreation' but then if it is drunk outside on one of the three McMenamin's 
planned patios, perhaps it could be considered exercise if McMenamins 
attached a Slb barbell to each beer stein. 

I am looking forward to hearing from Ms. Ramsay about conversion as she is 
the NPS expert. Our grass roots citizens group has been in touch with Jay 
Inslee's office Northshore Office as well as our elected State officials. 
several weeks ago six of our members talked to Mr. Adam Bartz of 
Representative Inslee•s staff, regarding the issue of conversion of St . 
Edward State Park when Parks implements its plans to lease the Park for a 
large entertainment center. We have followed up our discussions with a 
letter requesting that his office be apprised about conversion on an ongoing 
basis. Several State officials have also expressed an interest in hearing 
about conversion as the process flows along so we anticipate keeping a large 
number of folks informed. Thank you for your kind invitation to participate 
in this conference call. 



Thanks -

Heather Ramsay 

06/13/2006 09:12 AM 
PDT 

To: Susan Dolan/Seattle/NPS 
cc: Peter Butler/MORA/NPS@NPS, Michael Linde/Seattle/NP$, 

Subject: Re: St. Edward's State Park['.:) 

After I sent the email below I did receive a copy of your draft report from State Parks. Thank youl 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 

Susan Dolan 

Susan Dolan 

06/12/2006 06:45 PM 
_PDT 

Hi Heather, 

To: Heather Ramsay/Seattle/NPS@NPS 
cc: Peter BuUer/MORAINPS@NPS 

Subject: Re: St. Edward's State Park['.:) 

Thank you for the offer of this information. It's a small world! I think we have sufficiently covered the 
involvement of the LWCF in the acquisition of the park by the State in the history narrative of the 
document. However, if we need to delve some more, I'll get in touch. 

With thanks, 

Susan 

Heather Ramsay 

Hi, Susan-

Heather Ramsay 

06/12/2006 09:20 AM 
PDT 

To: Susan Dolan/Seattle/NPS@NPS 
cc: 

Subject: St. Edward's State Park 

I understand from talking with State Parks that you are working on a cultural landscape assessment for 
the seminary buildings. I'm sure you know that the park (and the buildings) were acquired by State Parks 
with a Land and Water Conservation (LWCF) grant from NPS. If you need any of the documentation, or if I 
can help you in any way, please let me know. 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 



Hi, Susan -

' 
Heather Ramsay 

06/12/2006 09:18 AM 
PDT 

To: Susan Dolan/Seattle/NPS, 
cc: 

Subject: St. Edward's State Park 

I understand from talking with State Parks that you are working on a cultural landscape assessment for 
the seminary buildings. I'm sure you know that the park (and the buildings) were acquired by State Parks 
with a Land and Water Conservation (LWCF) grant from NPS. If you need any of the documentation, or If I 
can help you in any way, please let me know. 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 



a • 
"Koss, Bill \(PARKS\)" 
<Bill.Koss@PARKS.WA 
.GOV> 

06/12/2006 10:16 AM 
MST 

To: <Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov>, <MarcD@IAC.WA.GOV> 
cc: 

Subject: RE: St. Ed's 

Hi Heather and Marc - as additional background, here is a briefing 
document I prepared for a Kenmore City Council coming up later this 
month. 

Another point on community concerns with the McMenamins (note the 
spelling) - many believe that commercial activities in a park are simply 
wrong. This particular proposal has no redeeming value: too noisy, too 
congested, wrong activities, privatizes a public space, etc. 

Here is a better link to the uses of the Good Shepard Center uses. 
http://www.historicseattle.org/projects/gsc.aspx 

Bill Koss 
Manager, Planning and Research 
POB 42650 
Olympia WA 98504-2650 
360-902-8629 

-- - - -original Message-----
From : Heather Ramsay@nps.gov [mailto:Heather Ramsay@nps.gov] 
Sent: Monday, - June 12, 2006 9:19 AM -
To: MarcD@IAC.WA.GOV 
Cc: Koss, Bill (PARKS) 
Subject: St. Ed's 

Hi, Marc -

I wanted to bring you fully into the loop, since Bill and I chatted 
informally last Thursday after the project reviews. Here is my 
understanding/recollection of what was discussed. Bill, please chime in 
if I missed or misrepresented something. 

State Parks has formed an advisory group as they're working on the 
comprehensive plan for this park and they have set up a mechanism to 
solicit additional proposals for the disposition of the seminary 
buildings. Current proposals include: 

1) A land exchange with Bastyr. The university would operate the pool 
and gym as open to the public. The main building would be used for 
campus purposes. I told Bill that this is ok, but we would process it 
as a conversion. The land received from Bastyr must appraise at greater 
than fair market value to the land given them, and it must meet the 
normal tests for recreation utility, NEPA compliance, etc. 

2)The McMiniman's (sp?) proposal already discussed. The community's 
primary concern with this seems to be the consumption of alcohol and the 
possibility that people would leave the bar late at night and drive 
through the neighborhoods while intoxicated. They are also concerned 
about possible parking impacts. 



3) Develop a center for sustainable development with classrooms, project 
space, office area etc. TBD. I said this sounds fairly similar to what 
was proposed and conceptually approved previously, so it would probably 
be permissible but without more details it would be hard to say 
definitively. 

4) Develop a municipal parks district that would use the building for 
community based purposes TBD. I had the same comment as for number 3. 

5) Use it for hospice housing - this would be a conversion (the use is 
too exclusive) 

6) Use it as a religious teaching facility - this would also be a 
conversion (same as #5) 

The City of Seattle renovated the Good Shepherd Center into a mixed use 
facility that may serve as a model for State Parks with St. Ed's. 
http://www.ci.seattle.wa.us/neighborhoods/ppatch/locations/9.htm 

A report is due to the Commission in October, with final recommendations 
due in January. From that point , the Commission will accept additional 
proposals for another 60 days. 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 

~ 
Kenmore counc11 letter1.doc 





Heather Ramsay 

0410712006 09:24 AM 
PDT 

To: MarcD@IAC.WA.GOV 
cc: MargA@iac.wa.gov 

Subject: St. Ed's 

Marguerite mentioned you were looking for a map for this project. I've attached ours, but it was a little too 
big for the scanner so the bottom edge got cut off. Also, you'll see from the legal description that a 40-50 
acre parcel is excluded, but the map doesn't show which and 10 acres is a pretty big (and expensive) 
discrepancy. Hopefully your archive file will have something more. If not I can start digging through the 9 
inches of correspondence I have for this file. Please save me from that. ;) 

maps.pdf 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 



To: 
cc: (bee: Heather Ramsay/Seattle/NPS) 

"Hurst, Nata \(PARKS\)" 
<Nata.Hurst@PARKS. 
WA.GOV> Subject People interested in CAMP at Saint Edward State Park: 

01/30/2006 02:48 PM 
PST 

People interested in CAMP at Saint Edward State Park: 

Attached you will find information about the upcoming two CAMP public meetings. They are February 
16 and 18; both meetings cover the same material. Information describing the specifics are included 
in the attached Meeting Announcement. 

Copies of these documents will be available on the agency website this week at 
http://www. parks. wa. gov/plans/sted/ 

Also included is a Question and Answer document. It provides responses to the questions asked 
directly and that were inferred from comments at the October public meetings. Should different 
questions arise at this public meeting, they will be addressed in a Question and Answer document. 

If you have comments, you can now write directly to a Saint Edward comment mailbox. Write your 
comments to: Saint.Edward.Planning@parks.wa.gov 

See you in a few weeks! 

Bill Koss 
Manager, Planning and Research 
360-902-8629 
bill.koss@parks.wa.gov 

There are four files attached to the e-mail, please let me know if you have difficulties with opening any 
of the files. 

*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-* 
Nata Jo Hurst, Secretary Administrative 
Washington State Parks & Recreation Commission 
7150 Cleanwater Lane 
Post Office Box 42650 
Olympia WA 98504-2650 
(360) 902-8638 
Fax: (360) 902-8666 

Stage 2·meeting announcemenldoc Stage 2-three approaches matrix.doc Stage 2-St. Edward Q and A.doc 

~ 
Stage 2·summary of three approaches.doc 



Issue 
Opportunities for the 
Seminary Building and 
Grounds 

Opportunities for the 
Seminary Building and 
Grounds- educational 
facilities 

Opportunities for the 
Seminary Building and 
Grounds - community 
and/or social services 
Overall Park Experience -
solitude 

Overall Park Experience -
landscape 

Overall Park Experience -
funding 

SAINT EDWARD STATE PARK CAMP 
THREE MANAGEMENT APPROACHES 

February 16 and 18, 2006 Public Meetings 

Cultural Landscape and Dispersed 
Recreation Emphasis Active Recreational Emphasis 

The Seminary building would be substantially The Seminary building would be 
mothballed, but a minimal restoration and re- internally gutted, though the exterior 
use would be carried out to the extent that would be preserved. Active 
State Parks could reasonably upgrade and recreational uses would be 
maintain the facility with its own resources. developed for the interior of the 

structure, such as recreational 
courts, skating rinks, and 
rollerblading areas. 

Seek partners who will assist in interpretation Affiliate with organizations that will 
of building and history of grounds and put teach about the out of outdoors. 
existing improved portions of seminary Create space for community 
building to use suc.h as health and exercise gardens, environmental learning, 
classes, or teaching about the environment. native crafts and teachings. 
Restore orchard and huns garden area. . 

A portion of the seminary building would Provide space for non-profit vendors 
available for non-profit community/social related to active recreation, both 
services use. renting and selling equipment. 

Maintain the existing experience provided by Maintain the aesthetic of the 
the park entrance road. Future park uses entrance road. The trail system 
would not increase visitation beyond current would be left essentially intact, with 
levels. No expansion or improvements at the minimal additional uses along the 
beach area. trails. 
No structures, even temporary, allowed west Same as previous alternative, except 
of the seminary building. The cultural that some intrusions into those 
landscape would be preserved intact. The landscapes would occur to maximize 
orchard and nuns garden areas would be recreational use. Examples of 
restored. possible intrusions include an 
The current experience when driving on the amphitheater west of the seminary 
entrance road would be preserved. The trail building, or altering the entrance 
system would be retained intact as would the road and/or trail. 
forested areas. 
Mothball major portions of the seminary Seek grants, capital budget 
building; making improvements as funding appropriations, partnerships with 
becomes available through the state parks local governments and partnership 

Cooperative Use Emphasis 
The entire Seminary building would 
be rehabilitated, and actively used. 
The nature of the use - be it public 
or commercial - would depend on 
the feasibility of any particular 
strategy achieving the objective of -full use and preservation of the 
buildinq. 
Community development or 
commercial non-recreational uses 
bring in partners who provide 
educational experiences. Space is 
available in the building and in 
selected outside locations for 
organizations. 
See comments above. 
Use of the seminary building for non-
profit community/social services 
occurs. 
See comments above. 
The trail system would be left 
essentially intact, with minimal 
additional uses along the trails. 

Same as previous alternative, except 
that intrusions into those landscapes 
could occur if necessary to meet 
objective of complete re-use of the 
seminary building and surrounding 
cultural landscape. 

Solicit partnerships with commercial 
and/or non-commercial entities to 
finance park improvements. Seek 



2 
Cultural Landscape and Dispersed 

Issue Recreation Emphasis Active Recreational Emphasis Cooperative Use Emphasis 
budget. agreements to finance park grants, capital budget 

improvements. Work with local appropriations, and partnerships with 
government on land management local governments or community 
agreements that share expenses groups to finance park 
related to active recreation. improvements. 

Impact on Natural 1) Conduct priority species and habitat 1) Control invasive non-native plant Same as active recreation emphasis 
Resources inventory of the park. 2) Control invasive non- species such as ivy and holly. 

native plant species such as ivy and holly and 
make other vegetation management efforts. 2) Prohibit intense activities in all 
3) Make the southwest portion of the park as forested areas 
a Natural Forest Area, with no cycling tr~ls 
allowed. 

Recreation Opportunities - Beach area has rustic services; vault toilet, Beach area contains a comfort More modest recreational expansion 
Beach pedestrian trail only access, vegetation station with showers, swim beach, than previous option, tied to the 

management actions to protect natural and picnic area and a beach area needs of the cooperative uses. 
processes. canoe/kayak campground; trees are 

removed north and south from 
current beach to expand by 
providing more sun and space for 
public use. 

Recreation Opportunities- Continue current policies that allow gym Schedule use of the gym as part of a Work with partner or partners in the 
Gym rental for a variety of uses by reservation. diverse array of recreational facilities use of the gymnasium. 

at the park. 
Recreation Opportunities - Fields remain at current size. Improvements Fields are expanded between road Fields remain or are enhanced to 
Sports Fields include better drainage, and leveling. leading to Bastyr and current the extent that they fit with the 

location. Artificial turf and lights allow cultural landscape and overall 
for greater usage and longer use cooperative uses at the park. 
season. Fields at Bastyr are also 
included in overall park recreational 
program. 

Recreation Opportunities - Increase the number of trails particularly Same as previous alternative, but The trail system, as an element of 
Trails along the northern area, where additional land reduce trails where they may impact the cultural integrity of the site, 

is acquired. Bicycle trails can be concentrated more active recreation facilities, and should be maintained. 
in southeast portion of park; no bicycle trails increase number of available sites 
in the southwest portion of the park. for mountain bikes, vis-a-vis 

pedestrian trails. 
Parking and Traffic- Parking only necessary to accommodate Additional parking would be Additional parking would be 
Parking existing levels of use would include developed to accommodate demand developed to accommodate demand 

improvements to existing functions and from existing and new uses. Design new uses. Parking amount would 
aesthetics of parking areas. of parking to minimize impact on accommodate particular cooperative 

active recreational uses of park. uses of park, designed to minimizes 
impact on natural and cultural 



3 
Cultural Landscape and Dispersed 

Issue Recreation Emphasis Active Recreational Emphasis Cooperative Use Emphasis 
resources. 

Parking and Traffic - Off- The use of the seminary building would not A transportation impact analysis Same as active recreation emphasis. 
Site Impacts exceed existing peak use of the site. Thus, no would be prepared. 

additional transportation impacts would be A transportation plan would be 
expected. Improve the quality of parking, and developed, including: Road and 
provide for transit, bicycle and pedestrian parking design requirements, Public 
access. Transit service plan, and 

Bicycle and pedestrian plan. 
Parking and Traffic - Within 1) Improve transit, bicycle and pedestrian 1) See above for traffic impact Same as active recreation emphasis. 
Park circulation. No other changes necessary. 2) analysis and transportation plan. Include analysis of likely impacts 

Maintain entrance aesthetic, including 2) Maintain entrance aesthetic, from alcohol consumption if 
protection of forest and trail system. including protection of forest and .trail McMenamins or other proposed use 

svstem. that included alcohol is advanced. 
Private Investment in the Commercial non-recreational activity limited Commercial non-recreational activity Commercial non-recreational activity 
Park - commercial activity to traditional concession services within a is limited (incidental) to support may be permitted that assures long-

state park setting. (e.g., selling swimming services to primary recreational term preservation and adaptive re-
goggles at the pool, or a drink machine at the uses. Examples include the use of the entire seminary facility 
gym, refreshment service for musical events.) following: small scale food and infrastructure. Such commercial 

beverages service incidental to park activities must meet the following 
visitation, activity-related equipment conditions through a comprehensive 
and incidentals such as kites, agreement with the agency: 
sunglasses, lip balm, suntan lotion, 1. All development must be 
and park logo items such as t-shirts, consistent with the Secretary of 
coffee cups, hats, etc. Interior's Historic Preservation 

Standards, including protection of 
historic structures and cultural 
landscapes. 
1. All commercial development e cooperative agreements must 

assure general public access to 
exterior grounds of the park 

2. All commercial development must 
assure general public access to 
interior common spaces that 
highlights the full historical legacy 
of the properties. 

3. Any commercial use within the 
seminary building should be part 
of a comprehensive commercial 
and non-commercial program 
that fully utilizes and preserves 
the entire exterior and interior of 



4 
Cultural Landscape and Dispersed 

Issue Recreation Emphasis Active Recreational Emphasis Cooperative Use Emphasis 
the building. 

4. In its full extent, commercial use 
must be subordinate to principal 
uses of the park, including active 
and passive recreation, and 
natural and cultural resource 
manaoement. 

Other Topics - Alcohol Alcohol allowed only in picnic areas (per Alcohol allowed only in picnic areas Alcohol allowed in picnic areas (per 
'II 

current policy). (per current policy). current policy) and may be served in 
association with cooperative 
partner's operation subject to 
contractual limitations and 
performance standards. 
Site design considers the nature of 
the uses and needed safety . 
considerations. 

Other Topics - Planning Provide ample public notice of scheduled Same as previous alternative and in In addition to previous alternatives, 
Process, Public Notice and meetings including notice in local addition, there would be an there would be an extensive public 
Participation newspapers, on agency and local government extensive public process in the process in the development of a 

websites and via postings in park. development of a master plan. master plan and a process in 
reviewing any·cooperative 
aoreements established. 



To: 
cc: (bee: Heather Ramsay/Seattle/NPS) 

"Hurst, Nata \(PARKS\)" 
<Nata.Hurst@PARKS. 
WA.GOV> Subject: FW: Saint Edward State Park planning page on Web 

12/09/2005 09:41 AM 
PST 

-----Original Message----

From: Koss, Bill (PARKS) 

Sent: Friday, December 09, 2005 9:36 AM 

To: Hurst, Nata (PARKS) 

Subject: FW: Park planning page on Web 

People interested in Saint Edward State Park: 
After far more time than anticipated, we have an agency web page dedicated to reporting 
the information on our planning projects. It took about 250 hours of staff time to create a 
page that reports about all the planning efforts under way and will accommodate future park 
planning as well. 

If you look at the Saint Edward information you'll find documents located in the Stage 1 
section (the stage of planning we are currently at) and additional information in the 
Miscellaneous Information section. 

While I regret taking so long in reporting this information to you, the agency is in a far 
better place for having invested the time in preparing a web page that will meet public 
needs for years. The email below explains some of the steps involved in preparing the web 
page. 

Bill Koss 
Manager, Planning and Research 
360-902-8629 
bill.koss@parks.wa.gov 

-----Original Message-----

From: Painter, Virginia (PARKS) 

Sent: Thursday, December OB, 2005 5:01 PM 

To: Parks DL All Employees 

Subject: Park planning page on Web 

Hello, everyone, 
I want to pull out the trumpets and herald the accomplishment of a team of people in our agency - and at 
the same time call your attention to a new page on the Web site. It's the Park Planning and New 
Developments page, available at www.parks.wa.gov/plans/ It's accessible by clicking on Current 
Information on the homepage, and there are links from park pages. 

Team members on this project include Public Information Specialist and Wonder Woman, Sandy Mealing; 
Peter Herzog, Brian Hovis, Bill Koss and Daniel Farber of Planning (wearing the crowns); and of course 



our IM Superhero (the one in the cape) Mark Schult. 

The page shows all completed land-use plans, as well as those in development. More plans will be added 
as park managers and planners continue their work together to meet the Centennial 2013 goal of having 
land-use plans in all 120 state parks. The beauty of the process the team designed is that everyone will 
use the same format and templates, with updates and meetings available to the public along with a quick 
and easy way for them to register their ideas and comments and get involved in the process. Because of 
the way this is set up on the Web, there also will be a same-day turnaround on posting new information to 
the page. 

If you want to see how the new planning pages will look, open the Pearrygin Lake or Saint Edward files 
posted on the page. 

There's more here than meets the eye, when you see the Web page. These team members really put 
their heads together and designed an efficient process that will support the work and the public 
information about the work at the same time. The project took approximately six months and at least 250 
staff hours - but will save time ultimately for everyone involved in the planning process and the information 
end of it. 

The cherry on top: We are open government, and we show it. 

If it sounds to you like I'm proud to be working with these people ... 

Well, ya got that right! 

Virginia Painter 

Public Affairs Administrator 

Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 

(360) 902-8562 



"Hurst, Nata \(PARKS\)" 
<Nata.Hurst@PARKS. 
WA.GOV> 

11/09/2005 03:39 PM 
PST 

,, . 

To: "Koss, Bill \(PARKS\)" <Bill.Koss@parks.wa.gov> 
cc: (bee: Heather Ramsay/Seattle/NPS) 

Subject: Saint Edward State Park Public Comment 

In mid-October State Parks held two public meeting where people identified their concerns and 
preferences for the future of Saint Edward State Park. At that time I believed we would be able to 
post all the comments on the agency website in short order, hopefully by the end of October. 

Issues of other staff workload, illness and technical computer matters have delayed its 
availability and there is no date set yet for having it on the website. 

In order to get the information, all 19 pages, out to you without further delay, you will find it 
attached to this email. It contains every comment made, verbatim. This constitutes the starting 
place for issue identification. As new issues emerge they will get added to the list. It also 
represents the list of topics that will get addressed in CAMP. 

Thank you for your patience. 

Bill Koss 
Manager, Planning and Research 
Bill.koss@parks.wa.gov 
360-902-8629 

«public comments both days.pdf» 
The file is in PDF format, please let me know if you are not able to open the file. 
Thank you, 
Nata 
*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 

Nata Jo Hurst 
Washington State Parks & Recreation Commission 
7150 Cleanwater Lane 
Post Office Box 42650 
Olympia WA 98504-2650 
(360) 902-8638 

Fax: (360) 902-8666 public comments both days.pdf 



Saini Edward State Park 
PubllcMeetlng 

October 11 1 2005 and October15, 2005 

• PropoMI fon:ommunity use need tu be coordinated with Kenmore/Juaffltu servleci. No 
need to duplk1ue. Oood servlce1 tequke coy accen- limited bus service &:. connecdon 
make it dlfficull for community lo he serviced. 

• I& n commef(ill enterprise a prc..dctermlnanl l'\'!quisite of the CAMP Review? 
• I would 1hink an elected uffichil from the m1e (leg district) would be ofhcncfil tu the 

planning committee. 
> &di o( the mecdno should have been better advertised. There wu no scant "ai;tive 

public ouln:iich" to ,..,h the public., required by the CAMP proc.,.., 
• If pool and cvm are .. privatized'' by a commercial enterprise a important recrea1innal 

opponun!ty wffl be loSI lo the publlc. 
• How convenient!! Hove f\nure meetiftli far away so ynu ~n remove youm:lf, Why do 

thc)*need to be .sd1cduled 2 yeart in advance when the whole CAMP process l• Q months, 
Can you al I"" !ell the publle when and where they will be. 

• McM~ has prior experience in running similar projects. the Kennedy School ror 
example. Th~ also have a g,n:at environmental record e well. 

pi.. Better communkmion, TuP wu.s barely a week's public notk:e of\he rnt CAMP 
meeting. Please aive adequate notice during the procQs :so that all lnterated parties can 
patticlpme. 

• Whkh 38 parb have gone thru the CAMP proce$$ so far? Does the public have 11ccest to 
CAMP records (not just summaries) for previom: CAMPI, How are they made available? 

• The park ls 1 perfect location for urban park experience& for inner city/urban youth. Thit 
option should be coosfdered when considering the use of the buildings and grounds. 

• Plcm post i notice on the park's informdtlon klnsk to lnfonn park visilors of the CAMP 
pmceSi i\I St. EdWlird including where to gel more lnibrmadon, webfttcs etc. Thank you. 

• We need to save the pW'k o natural as po$$lble. Public use- not private should be 
saved/enhanced. 

• Keep having park facilh available fur cultural fdtiwls and celehmtions. 
• The communhy shoutd have 1't.he rigbt offtrst refuMI" to decide the fate oflhe seminary 

building. For i:xamplc, they should be given the opportunity tn tax themselves tn pn:serve 
the building. l'rivllle lnt-11 shouid step in only If the communtty declines w pmervo It. 

• Kenmore desperately needs the type of estabtilhment that McMenamlns would bring to it. 
• I want my taxes to fully support parb. 'W'hy privalit.e parks nt alt? Insist that lephrture 

re prioritize it& budget to .support parb, If privatlzntion of $0tnC parks is inevitah1e, don't 
privatiieSL Ed. 

• Why was St. Ed Included in the 12 parks to be offered for privale development? 
• Which of the "six land classeJ" would a "pub" fall inln? Resource recreatim1? Recreation? 
> Having Mkkies is a good way to control the meeting whhout aetting involved with the 

public but there should be a forum fur more pub Uc di$cU$$lolU, Does the park commission 
really want to know or are your mlndJ already made up and this is just a ·1nocm?" 

• Chan&e a user fee noljust a parking f" slnce money is obviously the issue. A user fee for 
the park, not from a hotel and bltr. 

• Private development can provide additional jobs & taXes to Kenmore. Making money ii 
not a sin. 

~ This CAMP process iuuppusedly the model for I0-12 more parks. Look> like they wll1 all 
be ruined in much the same way by privatization. These parb are for the .. public good'* 
not a way to allow private compmies: to ntakc money. 

Iii> Park Rangers and Marine Sbtff cannot be displaced. TheirJtaff cannot suJfor any 
remlctions on their authority or ability to do the publics work at St. Edward. Park staff 
must by on she and not limited by any private contraci&fuiert. 

• Then were not any prominent public posrlnp advtrtising that the CAMP meetings had 
started. After all the outcf)' at the Coupeville meeting. where public was angry that this 
had been worked on for o\lef year, why not try and bt moro open. You seem 10 be doing 
mllft of this with very closed minds. 

~ In this proecu, I have he!IRI from people with gm1 quallllcations ln port -ent tmd 
with a great d,.I of interest ill llllln"""1enl of cultural "'"°u"""" This park hos unique 
ecological and wildlife qualilieo. Wiil CXJ>Crts In bolally, ccoloil)' and wildlife be fully 
111,.gmled Into the CAMP process? 

• Assuming "Saint Edw;ud State Park" is designated BS a "historical" area: how is It pouible 
to even consider incorporating u ~ub" on the egisdng 316 acres of St. Edward State Park? 

• SL Edward Park is a jewel. People! come here to escape from the city crowds and bwtle. 
We don't wan! to bring ln any b~ that would change the almos:phere. A hotel and 
brew pup o~t to the commW'liiy huiH :playground is ludicrous. What are you people 
thinking even considering this proposal? 

.,. What is the willingnM of State Parks to consider altemativa to McMcnamins? 
• How well dues aH this reJa1e lo the new Bastyr develupmmt plana1 Is McMenamhu in 

collibonolon with 811>1)11 
• b a pub going: to bring a lot of drunken people cingaging in destructive behavior to this park 

and the mnlniry buitding1 Are these people going k> be wandering down the tmit littering 
their beer cw and !rash? 

• What ecology rote govcm park? 
• Why do we need to do anything with the builtfinJ if there are only 4 ~ople in it'! 
• Pool - for those orpnlmions using the pool (JWMler lessons. swim team (high school), 

synchronized swlmmin& aquasize chmC!ff, etc.) wl11 they stlll be able to use the pool DI 
their current level or usap? 

• l don't like the idea of a ~ery nm to a children's play area. 
• Why woutd the sune pay for a new boiler if you are thinking uf leasing to brew pub? 
• How can the state allow a pmfii oriented company wort on stale land? Can lhe slate 

eh«rge fees from the profit oriented company to help off.get maintenance com of the park? 
What murance is there the state won't sell off the mt of the park? Whal assurance it 
there the profit oriented company won't cut olfthe public? Save the park! Don't let go of 
atrcuun:I 

t>- I'm concerned about how you communica1ed w/ the pubtic: tonight about the McMem:imins 
proposal. You spoke as if you had no responsibility. Thia is odd 6t. not honest. BiJI 
appeared sneak) when he was talking to me about this issue. 

~ Private use of public f0<:ili1i., should be limited to ,....;ng the publi<: u.lng the lilclli1i", 
_. 111e oommmton mu•t allow opportoolties to equalfaltematlve propotalt from the pubic and 

other cnthiei who would mW in funhcring the purpose ofthb parlv ll must not be a 
pmcm In wbkh state l'Web art med to tuppurt private pu~se&. 

.. PubUclprlvat• partnemhlps CMnO\ become a med1ud for priwle interests to own or use 
public .-u. Appropriate private partners should Jonale to preserve &. ~h•bllitate JUie 
publk: pitks or bike litter tontrol-donate to achieve the goal but no "ownership of state 
resources" 

.. Need regular public notlflcallnn of mectinp, A good portion of lhe !DC.DI populiition lli11 
does not know about St. Edward State Park and what Ji offered here. Pictures of evcnll 
would bring more pcopjc 10 the park. 

_. Most of the cumnt trail malnlenance lidnne by volunteerS: will they 00 IO when thetmffic 
isfmmlouristt? 

.. Woufd adveflising increl*: uJC nr pool. etc. to i.ncrc3SC income? 
• If the pool and arm were operated by & for pmllt organltatian 1 would be worried thul the 

comrnunlly wnutd looft' ii£ public "-"Mllkll1 li:nd awim prugram appmpriate tn the publics 
needs. Pool use. operation and ~men\ should be considered. The pool should stay 
operated hy n nol for prutll nrganitation. Wtth the puqiose to provide a service of 
impmvemenl 10 lhe community, 

• Contact IOC41 lntliun tribo as to origirud tribe sisters, Could there be a joint cultl.hl center 
esubHshed on site, The Indian councH hallff at NcW1 Bay & Yakima are two example11 
that come to mind, In Oregon neM Pendleton. 

• St#te Patb should nol set up a $)'Stem where 011e park is used tn generate fundtrig for ull 
other parks:. 

• A park is a park not a money maker, Clvillt.ed people pay for parks, stn.-ets, pools. schools 
with iaxe3. OPC$ everything inc1uding thl$ beaUliful peace of land have to make money? 
Jesus should chase you out nfthe temple! 

• 24 hour Ranp ability. Thm is & liw onlhrtement need. 
• Public/Private partnership!! cannol mtm:1 lhe use orthe park., The;e partnerships must be 

revenue producing to the patb JY$tmn ur at a minimum not lbnlt the use of the st.ate pirla 
1ystem due to tlmmclal constraints created by poorly planned/executed public/private 
pa!'llu:"'1lpt. 

.._ Traffic mist be mitisated hcfon: anything ttew happcos, Concentrate on 6Kth and 522. All 
1n1ffic binds there, flxu only on Juanita Dr. witl be insufllcienl. 

> The Mnte rcprescnunive(s) and Sbte senator should select a member or delegate to serve nn 
the advisory group m the process. They legislate; appropriate and direct! They m1111 he a 
p&nel ofthlt. 

• Stitc Pili'ks should not be commercialized it is in conflict with the miuion of a park and 
may violate the intent captured ln the tmnsferlpurchase documents of the property ffom lhe 
church to State Parks. For pmftt goaft will not mesh wilh puhHc aetCI& &. public use. 

• It has been reported McMcnamins will also include a marina and It movie theatre. These 
m Mted ill Kltkbride't le.,. olfer. Will they be included, and will they he pu!ille? 

• &istin& f&cititics provide significant bcnefhlresource . .Slate should ~re f\Jll·lime pubic 
access to facitities (e.g. pool, gym) during the cmtent park operating hours. 

• The public dmrve!! the opporhmily to voice their vieWJ. If parks belon., to the public why 
is the community kept in the dark and not allowed al forum for public input. 

• Financially the proposal is no1.conttlsttn1 wilh whm the Arthdiocate had in mind when the 
land was gifted to the stale for public use. Mrnn oflhc public is opposed to accepting the 
McMenamins proposal. You are nnt allowing equal sime to the community 10 share their 
w .... 

• Formally solicitaltemativ'* to McMonamins proposal. 
• How much of the declston on McMenamins proposal is based on economics oflhe state 

park versus the community input? 
~ Bastyr proposal ls sbowln!l lit!le pwiblllty of moving forward. Would th• Stale Park 

consider any potcmial joint purchase of this pmperty with the City ot' Kenmore? 
• I believe ii is an inappropriate involvement of the 1tatt 10 endorse a privately owned 

enterprise. especially one that promo1e1 alcohol as its primary revenue, Md especially in a 
setting that ii: maintained for familil.$ and children. 

• Oa you think a pub would be 1 good idea around -a kid friendly park'? No. Pubs can bring 
in wwng kinds of cm web M1metimeJ. Mayht mo~ sex offenden. 

• The Washingtun Wildlife & R~tion program may be a source of funding for the park. 
• The trails should be better maintained than they are 1oday, and must remain open to the 

public. 
.,. Did the Parks Commission sign a letter of intent wl the Kirkbride Group? 
• ls there a precedent for a private developet operaringu facility of this size within a stale 

park? 
• Is developmenl required by the State for this park? For money rea.mns. for example? 
• Purchase of patk land made with fed mi land for ccnservalion funds-follow imentlon to 

save ecology of park. Do not add more impervious surfaces. Bastyr buildings in bctW:r 
condition. Buy BiSt)'f & use thoae buildings for McMenamins. Save the bail fields. 

• Is lack of money the reason Parka Comm inion is entenaining a lease? If money WM 
available to Ma.le par~ would this be plmu11!tfl Is lack ufmoney the primary influencing 
factor or publicluser input? 

~ On a daity basis. who would be responsible for keeping this a safe family park1 What 
other proposal hat the Parks dept. received for 11se of St. Edward? 

• l-k!w does: this 4case" inlerconnect with the Jbstyr expansion proposal? The whole area 
picl .... 

• How did the Kitkhride group know to submit their proposal? Did the)' come tCl the Part'! 
• Has the Kirkbride group submitted proposal!! or inquired about other dC\lelopment 

oppommit~ in state patb'l 
• What are 1he conservation objective; for St. Edward? Given those objcctivt'B are the 

minimum requirements for natural areas? Whal ateu have high natuml values? What 
arm have high recration values? Whit areas have high cultl.ittl values? Can you J'll'OVide 
maps or vaJues ba.sed on studies? Whal studies have b$en conducted in the park? 

• Keep the McMcnamins idea alive as long as the issue receive1 fair attention. They could 
be an excellent 11eward of the park 

• Thi; proct:5$started 1 Ytyeat'$qo and onf>' recently WU$ the public nolifled. The nonnal 
CAMP process according to a state park ranger t.akea 5~ 1 O years. Why are you putt.in& this 
CAMP proceftoftist track. This sets the president for another 12stat.e parks! Theuete 
wants to privative, to save money, nol lhe environment. 

• Thia process feel too rushed. \Vho's pu!!hing this? 



""' What is there: now'} Valun.-cnviromnent'""°"omi~ati~wrat. \Vhat an=. parks 
objecti\IC$? What n optkms to mwdmize values & meet objectives? 

"°' Stron,Jy recommend that you Joo-k at the m:inu.tea of KenmOR'I City Council over pa$t year 
WI they have revlewed pbna ffll' Bastyr Univmity to expand in St. Edward Thii ineh1des 
envinmmontal impact e<>nc.iem, Examine' pmeivalion of public. playground, pool. tg gym. 
Traffic mitigation (improvement of Juanita Drive.) Many~ vo-ieed preft.-ences for 
site use. 

'"" Do-n't compromUe St Edward for the hope it wilt g:enemte enough revcntN to help oiher 
parts. 

""' Build trail to the street near the SW comer of the park, to enahle long lQop hikes chrough 
SL Edward. Denny and Big !"1!111 Hill Pam. 

... Howdo you consider the regional usesltlsers:ofthepaik along with lhestrangopinions nr 
lllO looalne!gllborl!oo<l'I 

""' tuue of Priva:te-emnpan:y having access t<t Public land. Ned to tt.ve dcvcli;tptneni tor all 
the public (¢ommunity center) not exclusive user or hotel hrew Plif'· Nan pmfrt would be 
-filforeommunily. 

"°' Can the aeeess roild Of roadt remain .imall tha1 f$ qvaim:and windy 111d avoid full blown 
11re proteeaoo7 

"°' Any UH of ll:!ieseminmy huikfing should assure quietude of the rest ofd.le park. i:.g. no 
loud '""'le from Ill• !>row pub. 

""' l don't think a brew pub. etc. fits in wrth the phil0$0JJhJI of "outdoor recreation- for artistic 
expmsion 6t other enabling pumits. ... 

lio- St. Edward S.P. A Case Study by Wi:lda Kaner Luner M(J51l!r University of Washington 
1935 #iould be use asa reference point forC\i?N'nt issues, It is JtiH pertinr:.nt today 
althollllh land wl- IJave clloulgtd. 

.,_ ~t:)•staff~andavailable. 
~ la the Slate going ro - or sell !Ile property anyway? Why or how did M<Menamins · 

came up with their idea? Has the state or Slate Parf:J: advertised they want to aeJL lease. 
chanp. make mooey? 

"'° Why are we evaluating putting a pub in a •tate patk? 
11- So.ale Parks has made a great use of Sand Point and Magnumm Parle buildings without 

1111100 development or 24 hour eommereia! -· 
"'° This mffdng was a prmntation ffom state employees. If bad Im: time tor public input. 

Tht public bas many comments/questions and not enough time and recognition of 
questions-given. 

lio- Do not place a brew pub in proximity to a playfietd. fn panicular drivers Jesving a 
brewpul,.hould be route pas<• children'• play orea. 

"°' Don't.now pert oftheparktobeused forcommen::ial pUTpOses such u proposed by the 
Kirkbride O..up. 

11- Will poot be open to general pub tic with the same cmret1t fee schedule and time usage 
schodule? WM will """"'"' paol7 Slate or priV11le dew:lopor. This b a publically paid 
for r.cillty, paid by our.,.,., 

lio- Item F#l l Oct. 14, 2004 Commission Policy p,2 Statf recommendation Sletes .. a putential 
partner cannot be expedcd io bear the expc:n51: of developing detail• of a new project only 
to have parks pm that project out for puhlic bidding." Who will hear this expen.iw: if nat 
donebyMcMenllllllns'! 

• Any and all mtrictiom co\lenant piaced on the park land use by the Arehdioc*1 fedeml 
government and &tale government in purchasing the propcrt)' and creating the park must be 
mad• ffedy avail•hl•"' ... public and wod to mfonn any plOll!liog proec for Ille park. 

• Develop ovnWght camping:areaJ. Showen, swim dock,. more tmih:, handicap t:mmway 
1hro114h tree <011"!>Y· 

"'° Can State Pllrks afford continued mainteM11ce or building? 
"'° I am concerned that the Kirkbride propo&a] ii being con$idered M the total impact on tho 

natuml arciJs of the park. The development or Buiyr promises kl put imjor pmsure or 
intWive recreation and genend we of all mas of the park. While the hotel development 
may not be acceptable the development of incremental tnun- pmerve lhr more beach 
development. sporti fields. li,dtting._ may lead to effective elimination of the natund area 
aspedl of the park and fiu'therdevelopmcnt of marinas beach arm. Compare what has 
happenetf to Maeymoor over the lmn 30 yon. 

"°' WA Statepm;bbelongto the people who five in this state. A priwtecompanythatb for 
profit should not ht; allowed to buy ihe right# to do busine;.s in a suue perk unless. it it voted 
on and pmed by the people who live in Wuhington State. T woufd definitefr vote 
AOAINS'fil. 

11- Any pfatu for addltiarml rest rooms on trail$ & by water1 
11> Why not j\ut get rid of dui bricknmd keep the park? No neceaity to renovate since no one 

bu money. 
II- Whit othe:r $I.ate parb Ute planning or could be: planned in future for commercinl use mixed 

in p.vk senblg7 
""' A fur prt1fit business. a tirewpuh in particular will druHeaJly change the nalure oflhe park. 

It will urfect all upem And will dcfinilcly sear the heart and soul ofthf«placc, The:re mmt 
be muny many a!lematlvcs: more suhatile to erthancing thb g.em and honoring the puhlic 
tmst. Leia be cteative in uur thinking. 

LONG '!\RM BOUNDARY: 

""' Stale bas difficu!ty maintaining existing properties. Until tlult sltwtion OOlUlget, no new 
property Mould he tcquifed. 

11- Pr<l$erve whal we have, loludlng lawM. foreat mid shoreline. AcquJre archdloecscflla5tyr 
property to prevent development in lhe center of our park. Acquire NW comer IO complete 
tlU. beautifu1 pnrk Wr g;ent.m1tiorm to come. 

"°' lncorpornte any adjacent properties that represent the cunent environment orthe park-ff 
rwub are available. 

II- I flsvor expansion tu preserve land filr wildlife, 
""' I really appreciate the fal;t the shoreline at St. Ed is the last undeveloped shore fn l.ul:e 

Wmhington, ff you were to hang out on the waterfront at night you would discover that 
lots of critters upprecl:ate this as welL Keep the shoreline undeveloped for iifl of tU. 

a.. Preserve:1 at a minimum, the current extent oflhe park leaving the undeveloped ,areas u 
natural 4!1 ponible. Add other wooded or pbyfield nreas in conjunction with city 
government ifpouibte. 

• Ownership of the pf!fk befonp to the i:ommunily, Why is the community m1r1.lled to ~alee 
their opposition, No one wams this done to St. Edward. Why do you need tu ram rod this 
through? 

1io- I think more people would use the park on a n:aular basis iflhe SS park ~e U wai"ed. $S 
ii too mochoopayevef)'day UJ gnfora walk io We pwk, That's SJ a week tn so fora daily 
Wiik. h's too expensive 

lio- HCVNdoes increase usapwkhtraffic bc'®Sidercd w/Bw:cyr's 2S )'e8fmastcrplan7 1 
don't wantacamlvaf atmosphere in our park. 

"°' Do you mako a comcious effort. to provide: fOf and for balance p;a;ssWe and active usea on 
Ille site. 

II- Does the statt have authority 10 obuin ptoperties through imminent domain 
(CMd-on.) 

~ lfthu1atcis comiderill$ polel!thll llScoflh< buildm11>)<•privato d•veloper. why should 
the $1lte put ,any money in.lo the buiJdin& until they kn~ who ii going 10 use 1he hWldin:g? 

liJ. Is the slate required to obtain development permits tom local apncies? 
"°' How urwhere do private mes fit into the various land c1Jsses7 
• · be sold to a developer? Ii 

~ 

""' Surdy the bmd was not mentiatfy given to the $late with the intent ofit being turned into 11 

commercial venue which mainly servicei the wealthy? 
""' Tonight's process iJ flawed. TheprocaJhouldcootcmplate publlcoukeachy$ the 

muting was no adequately advenited. There ~ no M:gnage: or notice posted. Th=' only 
Ml$on people came WJS the opp01ition did it for you. Did not follow 20 daYt notice as 
required. Said Parks arrowhead gym and that w• not the proper place. Provided no 
address or prominent notice. 

"'° Can we bring in the Northsbore School Oimict Community Center? 
liJ. Stategovernnwnt needs to beat the table. I recommend Rep Mm:llyn Clwc Di thb is in 

oodismct. 
lio- 'The McMenamins plan as written does not S:et:m tp have dle interm of the community in 

mind. For instancf;l, die proposal indicate& diat the pub will not maintain the pool or gym, 
r.cifilies lhat will sumly bused by II"""· Furthmnore, 1he pub adds oo!lling lo Ille 
community. indeed the pct is already avenue for microhrewing,as ft hosts the fJthers day 
11ummer brew fest. 

lio- Had no ()J'posldon shown up m Coupc\lille this would already have been a done deal. The 
Parks Commmioo is devious in bow they spin the meetiop. You slM off any chance ror 
public: comment m how tho meeting is run. Specifically to Bill Ko$$. ft b not pubflc input 
but it b censor. 

• With development of Kenmore P'QWI yard into a CiriUon Pt, type she. does this need to be 
pu11ued1 State Parks faclHties are nol intended lo be commercial ventures. How can 
man~ent meet tlris mixed use within park guide lines? 

lio- Thia is boring. Don't let MeMeMmins do it. Ca:se Chncd. More money memu JC$$ 
freedom. 

11> In the development ofd1e "options:" pt.Me. where 1:$ the detailed study or impactll of 
options done1 

1iJ. Preserve the lakeffont property that ls adjacent tQ the park k Iha! iJ already wed b)' the 
park for traUa. Would have been nice to hnve added B~yr property hut appcan Ihm b no1 
•1-i ... 

• Add-lmlyrpmperty ifp°"'ihle. Add lhe btndlocl<ed piece lo SI. Edwu1tl. Duy 
McDonaldlAO'llwiiead Poinl property. 

II- Can the park- $)'$fem purehu:e the bmd It. buildings that are still owned by the Calhollc 
clnm:M 

11- Emp'-ls should be to retain natural wildlife corridors w/ adjacent porks it waterwaya. 
11- Privately owned, undeveloped land nonh of park which includes envh"onmenrally semldve 

ravine. $houfd be acqnlred if financially fmlbfe. 
""' ts the park broken? If not leave it alone. 
"°' Need tu pt.wehase the llefeage(9.3) tn NW comer along the N. trail. 
'"" I feel that Parks open boundaries Mould include put of Seminary hldg fur pubic we. A 

m!Ut!um of past used would be nlc1t. Any annexing of St. Tonm wmdd be fine, 
""' Pool arm. open to public not just guest. Parking for patrorw. How mmiy dll)' a week for 

non guest? 
""' Boundary North shorerlnc. M3cDonald JOO' Minard 200' waterfront landlocked. 
""' What is the triail on pri"me proµerty? ls it po$Slble 111 purchase the area CMt ofB•tyr to 

ullowcontfnuation ofmUIJ fium Arrowhead through Finn Hilb Park? tfthe~mswertu Mt 
is the area N nr the wotetftonl border tn the north ridge lraJI .. J would strongly aupport the 
acquklticm. 

II- The Slate should acquire somt oral I offhe SO aCfCI owned by the mhdiocese. Expand the 
park. 

""' St Edward Park i;hould encompasa the grmm® and rucilhies currently lei13td hy Oiu1yr. 
• Should try to expnnd park boundary. 
~ Purct»ue land lo include lhe mn1h trail 
flto Coo Jlllte by Bp;styr site with City help. house mngCfl lhere and lee to McMenumim? 
.. J need more info on the mumption that the: park needs to be a money maker. 
)lo- 1$ there il plan IO build l1 road lo the lake? hi thcren phm for any mad hu\ldlng In the 

-ngfomla-1 
"'° If the private land is acquired wUl the owner he ahle 10 acceu and rcsidunl k develop it? 
"°' Why i5 tftiJ propoi<tl or other propn$Uls bdng considered? Whal is th1.1 monetary incentive? 
""' Don't nu.kc the beach a.JI 00.1 accm for the hotel or whatever bU$:ine& Keep ii a beach. 
II- Buy Bustyr whh Chy of Kenmore. Rent tu McMcnamins. Keep Bmyr bull fields., save 

traffic, um: ecology or park. Out buildings at pnrk. don't h~U it. lcuve the shell. I louse 
Rongers$1 l!ial;T. 

""' How is Baityr tied into long term plruminu? Work wilh Dust yr. They are a QOnd neighbor, 
• Pun:hue oCBaslyr (St. TI10nw} 
"°' What if m41tnt by "'long tem1 boundury" Is thia the. nnt plwe? Will there be more 

privatif.urion'I 
""' How cmn the park benefit from pl'C$ervation of Finn IHll bnds1 Recognile \he hu!JC impael 

of potential expamlon plans ofBas1yrCollege, Make representations in lhooe planning 
processes. 

""' Expand the park as much as ponible with natuml areas. 
"°' Leave the area as natural aa poMiiblc with uccess befog unly walking 1roih1., No new roads 

in 1he areMl. 



... Buy the private propeny w mointain the trail. 

MORI! PliOPLli AND YliHICLliS! 

,.. Tmtl1c is a huge problem. Juanita Drive is at capacity, Couldn't Miuule buae:s be nm from 
park &. rides in Kenmore-? Do not park land to ~omc huge parking lot. Keep woods 
settinl§ to let those entering pilrk know thbl Ii a place to enjoy nature. 

.,. With all lhc development tn the Seattle Mea, J think one of the last th:fup we 1teed ls to 
convert 20 acres or a pordon thereof, into parking Iota: & buildings for an obviously 
commercial project. This bsnme of the Id npen space in the area. 

.,. We need mnre people in the p1rk. More people doe1 not mtWt rm1p: am. Thi! park is for 
the enjoyment of the people of the wide community. Altetnadves-1. EJ®rhostel 2. A1'1 
tchool space 3. Community Center 4. Outdoor theaters, Outdoor educadon, 

.,. Park should be nccedible to many but for natural nwreatlonal me with pool &. (D'm. No 
brow pub, hotel which lo not in kccplilji with natU1<l o:c1 .. t1onal uaei'l'Orts. 

.. What addillnnal mods would be requli<d 1r111.,. is hi~et usage? (u,.ge ofSemlnory 
bldg.) Who pays for tbe1< addll ro•dS? Cnnccm about imroct on rott land -1 ... nrtrecs, .. ~ 

.,. Parkin$- Int location? Parking lot runoITT Mitigation. 
,. Mijor concern for me & probably many othm is the safety, This Is an urban wooded area 

m a denffly populated region, ml •!Ch. qf'1y m its more remole rem;hei is a problem -
ever more to as time goes nn. 

.,. The traffic impncts due to the pmpo•e McMcnamins use would be primarily non-rush hour 
relalcd{otthe ieaol) and lnsiinlfic1111t in vclume to bebi11&crpicmre on 611 th Ave NE. 

,.. Any use Wt promotes addlriuual cam wm be: ~ acoommodated wt a tmtrtc signal. The 
primary traffic iswe if 522. The-cttiesofLFP1 Kenmore, 8t Bothell as well as the state 
DOT need to solve that p11>blem. 

,. No more plTklng - no more traffic. 111e cUr'rCtlt parking lots maintain an adequale control 
on"'"'""'· The traffic in1olout ofporl< hall been ll'Cllily, 1n ...... d already by a .. 1yr. lt 
will be uoufe for pedestriw lflncremd. 

._ Separate vehicle entrance for McMenamins. The current t."lltranl 11 too narrow and curvy 
Corthat much traffic.. 

• Closed l""nlons or a.- 11>ad "'°'"" closed thmby retained "' paYed lrllil. Pl•yernund 
would be too clMc to road tr mad iac opened. 

,.. Do NOT re mo~ Juani11 hike path in order tu make moN car lanl!ili. 
.,. Vehicle traffic must be kept to i mlmmum while allowing for reawnable me of e1dsting 

facUilics and maximum acceu to disabled users. No widening of roads if it leads to 
congeition and traffic problem• entering and exiting the park? Small bus/van alternatives 
should be M!Uidcrcd. 

II>- Add sidewalk$ nuuiide on .tuanita for lncals-cither way for I mUe from entrance. 
.,. No Increase in impervious surfaces, No incm* in pirking. 
.,. Public lflMflortatiun tn site for McMenamins Wtlrb and sta01 
.,. AdditkmnJl ro11~ traffic and potentially drunk drivm wiU denipte the natural feel and 

use of the pd. More impervious surfaces= negatfve hnpact on wetland$, Kid$ it risk
kids are large user ~up. 

,. Second entrance 10 St. Edward from Juilnita Drive. Signal light at existing entrMce. 
Busins hours for McMenamins. New traU to replace road used by McMenamins. Traffic 
by pl•yaround. 

._ The McMenamlns proposed increase in parking Jpots-is surely contrary 10 the philosOflhy 
of"p~g the quality of the natural & cultUttl Mou!U$,"' 

.. Why not allow parl<ing for hotel guOSI by 600 bicycle a11d hlllldicap vehicles only. Hostels. 
II>- What is the McMenamins planned timing between pubHc plirking lot col1$truction end 

seminary renovation. 
.,. If McMenamins 14 considered include an underground parking SU'Ucture 10 1.11kc :iU car out 

ofsitt. 
.. Conccin abolft I"• quieL solitude peacefulne" wlth• pub {drinkins. etc.) 
.,. How witi traffic on sunoundblg roads be handled? lmpnlvements at who's cxpensc't 
.. Impact ploy~und •ilh all the rarklog. lmp•e1 on JLl!llllta DriV< trnmc. Talking away 

green space fhr mun: parking. , 
.,. Concern about uafflc onto Juanita Drive 1tnd incmtscd co~n iu the Juanita 

Driw/Slmund> Rd and Juanita Dr/Bothell W.y In~. 
.,. How witl you addrco trafflc concerns usociated with the reeder road that leads toffrom the 

park? Juanita Dr needs to be more latte$. The bridse at 68th & Juanita needs to be more 
lanes. Emergency vehicles need more that one- route in.lout of park tr par use expanded to 
imlude :a development such as McMenamlM. 

.. The McMe1111mlns prnl"'lal lncludtl the addlllnn of ,.vcral hund..d porl<i~ s(lOce<. 
However. there it no mention of parldng fees. Prohibitlve feea: may make 1he park 
inaccessible lo the general community. 

.. 600•"15'1 
II>- Will the tmfficque!tinn re: Juanita Or be fully covered in the development process 

(CAMP?) 
.,. Road in is quant reminder of past quiet days. Underground parking in tnmis cowt area if 

m0$ldeslnlble. 
• Mlnlmal -1. Peiilaps underground porkln!l'I 
.. SI. Edwwd ill a unique pat!< on 111c castsldc. There .,. no o111er rlaees wlthln 1111111y miles 

!hat offer lhe tranquility & solitude avail. Wil.houl this setting, one would haw to travel to 
Ttger/Coupr ML for the natural ~ce. There atwi fdtaunmts 2 miles either way, 
That's what private development & owne!'lhip is ror. Public owne"1Up lhould remain for 
the broader public we. This park should not be km tu development. 

.,. 11u: McMenamins proposal is unacceptable. Too much impervious surface. Should not 
have a pub wf alcohol in a natural park. Too muc~ uaffie for Juanita Drive. 

.. Juanita Dr. alrtldy has lllllk pmblcrn•. nu. wlll in.,...• 111em Elmer- will be lw 
parking fur parents with kids & hikm ur you Wit1 have ta in~ the parking area hy 
cutting down trees. 

.,. Don't want more parking lotS-in pwt. Underground parking would be a: consid;eration. 
Need to preserve open space u much as poss:Jble. 

.,. Tnatlic increase d11C lO commetdal hotellpub/conf center is utuiesimh&e. 
• Bil<ersnnwporl< In Inglewood ShorplngCcnm. Avoid SS ehnri<:· Necdporl<lngalo~ 

Juanita Drive, 
.,. Continue to have feeling of solitude, quietness nnd MICl)'. 

... 0Ver$14 million in iraffit now n11.cs on JU1nlt11 OrWe are needed, Much more needed (Qr 
lnl-ction of 121 nnd 61!th . 

.. Ju1111l1a drlvc trnmc h .. lncremd gm1ly wllh the arrival ofBmyr. Building •ny for rrnr.1 
husineu looking 10 britlg bodie110 the pork would be devastating to the communiti@ 
surrounding the park. We can't even drive on Juanita Or, Into Kenmore in lcu tMn 15-20 
mimnes at rush hour. 

• Kids efcty m\111 come first. 
.,. Better&. more pltking. Distount pennits for Kenmore cltlzeni. 
.,. A parking lol for600cars it BIO maybe they could make a building ror parking instead or 

choprln~ trct1 II: field. 
i- We do NOT NE!D McMcnamiM or any other such hlz. The natural wilderness la far Jll(lfe 

Wluable., Don 'I want anothef mad- i wider mad or• mad wj1h no cunoe. Pm1ec1 the rare 
'*"'''that iutill hc1<. 

.,. A mtjnt concern ii more people & vehlclct. Juanita Dr. CM1not handle the current traffic 
incrcucd tramc itum McMenamifli, 

.,. Dec~ traffic, No more condos thal,will only make ii worse, Hotel seem• to be 
something that will make it wore too . 

• Concern n[,"over crowding" In. l"li< rnconl fur rl•y II: pCICCful trnlls. Enolljh pat!<lng for 
remiiurant And field.$ and hiking and playground. is 100 muclt parking and Inn many cari 
wlthkld•around • 

II>- TI1e McMimnamin's proposal fur600 cart is too great. Avoid a major incrase in cm and 
people. 

II>- Concerns!: parking. If ""1.lhntel 
• C!m • formal >Wlmmlng """ be added to tho p•rl< DI 111• lake1 Con a hoot louoch nnd dally 

moomse be provided? 
.. r-rve ""11e· l!fll'l'Y ........ moro porl<lng dCll!oys open sp..,.., 
... l have &J'Odl concern fur incftlle in vehicl~. U50ti. tmffii; and the kind of pcopfo a 

brewpub/hotel would invite, The park is a grOll't n?Souru fur famillcs and the communhy. 
We would like to gee the huiidlup used for a community cenlerklumooms ur oilier kinds 
of fiicitltics which maintains thd park values and p~ lhe natural resources. 

.,. Will I have licceu to the 20 atm-Of "leased'. property? W'hnt rcStrlctlons1 

.,. It foe ls like a neighborhood park. Safety is a future concem with walketS. joggetJ, etc, 
Abo, doga must MUI he welconw! 

.,. How do you mana,e traffic at peak times? Gencml park mm wiU lorue nul to special 
ln1-. 

.,. Any tn1fftc Si11illes on mads letidin1, to park? 
· • Plme do '°methl~ to end porl<lns fCC1 In St Edward. 
._ We must make chokes for future gencnations. 
II>- Minimize further intblstructurc:de'Vdopment to prev-eot lnrge lncre4Si.'$ in vehicle tratric. 

Provide an npportunHy for «iCfCltion in t1 natural Je\ting. do not dnplicale urban 
cxperiencet already nvailahle. Develop move w/ Kenmore 10 Integrate cily planning and 
BMIJf • 

.,. It is important tu me thal peoplednn'lsmoke cigarelles in a.slate park J think e hrcwcry 
wi111$ttract people who want tO.'$ttloke ouuhle, 

• More: people wand vehicle wiU dlange the rk much toils detriment. More park lr!iffic 
will have an adverse etl'eet an birds and wll<llilii 'll!ib l.~1~1e1<. 

,. To htaV) traffic impact on the park. Rmul proposed to go near children's playground will 
have C8fl with drinkers driving. Increased waflic arid noise not compatible with wildemes~ 
area. Increased parking (hoo!) Spaces cementing over native planLS . 

FIELDS; 

.. What would happen to tlw ffeldS? VI<: necd$pllco for Soecer; b-ll 

.,. Any new development ofthe ball fields needs 10 stay within or at least clMe 10 the cu11Cnt 
boundarie<. 

.. S11te Parks -US In WO!t wl the e11y to develop more ball tields a State l'arl<, 
,. Review land 115r: to see if existing fields &. lfajts m being utili=d ~~ 
i. The ,reen :spaces provide wried use fur t~park a& opposed 10 the~· Lota! s 

11H111CIC r-. Nn lisl<!> shnuld be oddodlO allow nipu use 10 -•animal 
.,. Kidt & famftks art th@'~ userlfflup. Re:asonable i.«pansfon ofdw (0011$ for sport is a 

positive public m that Is ~Uy collS$t wt pmervation nf gl'l$$1 trM, ii wetlands:, 
Owrilead lightlng & tum mlllerials arc iuues to be ,...1vcd . 

,. Need for recnational Bclds is !here but needs to b done .u a posftiw addition not a 
ncptlve. Llghled n.ld,..re not needed. 

.. r,.kis-Childl<n&-tsnccd-eplcasc. 

.. Kids play sn--holl, badminton. vnlioyhall at SI. lldwwd io a ..C. envlronmcnl 
Pcnrle run/bike the trails. People walk thclrdop. Thll ll a reju_.i~ rbyslcal a'1MI)' 
area and is very important to the health andwdfire ofourcommwttty, 

• Nn li~ti~on flel<ls. Nn orti!lcial 1urfbul C1n imrmve exi<!i113 Reid> . 
II>- Save \he football and cricket fields. u 

,.. The en~ needs more soccet ficJdJ, St. Edward park could provide &Uch facilkff:s. 
.,. Since the State patk isa community u well#Sllteastet. willynupfeue encourage~ 

development of active use athletk fie~ The space eidsts and tho needs are very real, 
.. I would like to maintain""' !ll1d multi - by many $ports. 
.. There - -ch pat!< lleld&. W'!ldllfe necdupacc Ion. 
• lt seems that -mource remation nr h~ classification are more closcly aJigned with 

cummtpark usage and JMre prot~ against commetciai illtemts than.a recreation 
cli~n. Hawem. the charl indbtes tim lhese ctamf~ons are incompatible with 
alhleli< fields. Is II poasible tn el.mil)! the pat!< as a heritage park !ll1d still maintain 
exisllngathletic !lclds. 

.. K- fields and pat!<""' ,.d pat!< faelllties tD"""""' for public use. 

.. How -y Siate Parks hove ball fie Ida a11d how mllll)' of111o,. bell fields have llpu• and 
llllill<ial turf to aceo-da<e yt1r round play for youth !ll1d lldu!IS? 

.,. Thcteisst.mngcn~suppurt for baseball rreJds. Piease®Miderappnwalofemting 
-"'to dcvelopllelds. 

.. l\lo lisl<!>••thioil>l(lpln, 
,. Maitruttnexl$tingsportS:ficldsbutnomoreadditions, ; 
.. The boll fields should be po:,.rved (bu! not expai>ll'<l, to ~nmitt: into me rorpMI< 

maitlicnance. 



.., C<intintte w make field$ iwailable to recreational s:portJ. Fields in the region are in $hort 
llUjljlly. 

,. 6uyBa:stpwitb11;ity. SavelherlOld!J.savetheeeologyoflhepark! 
,. How do yoll ~ with local usen groups and Joeal park. & r«reatkm programs? Dn 

you help,._, lotol .00 regional pm. ""4--1 
.. P-Jlll!>rovelhe Kenmu .. playficld plan !hut llll$ buen "illmitted IO lhe ,...._ 

H!l!T9!!1C PYl!.@!NG AND LAND§s:APP:: 

.. Any - hui!dings mUSI be in k<ep!ng with ..ming structures. Thm is new''""'..., 
sll...idboin lbe-"Yl•-lyas thuxi>ling11y[ ... 

~ -fyand_.._.. ... in park. 
.., St Edward could serve as a gmt public resource on me Environment, wildlife k local 

history I< heritage. Ir oouldallur be• -ft• community.......,,,., club$. danct. 1heater, 
arts, Ii~ vahmteerMVice~ educatmn, weddinp. festivals &- moN. IJ thm noc a way 
., ........ 8' _.St. Ed-Uthrough-or!evios. is Ihm some way lb< building 
e.iuld b•lben-<dwdill<rent sre• whi<h would bring in-."" forlh•parl<. c..·1 a 
perlW!g- be huilt rather !hon ruining all th< field<. 

~ WbydidKirkbri<le-upropom. Didthoyi:allandoskifthepropertyW-availoblr. 
Did !hoy ao1;. wi.u """' oflbings lb<y could do? Wu Kiri<bride approad!ed by !he Parks 
to $tlhmit prop0$1J1 

.., What fbnds does the state have available (or woutd be willing to cummit) toward a 
nonprofit development of the seminary building-~ it is a portion? And wtm 
limd:!"-lbe-ll!lveiwalinM<towatd ongoingW1111t'1 

.._. Appmpirat.Jonst. fix boifer came from where? his October. legb)ature not in session, 
~lallonsoo gelling it fixed -naw to Ibo mof dreining drainage•-. 

.. I'm """lly opp-0...t to Ibo M--<WIJ, Rmote the building forpuhlic Wle. 

.,_ MeMenamiM-~ 1$ not appropriate use Pf the buikling. ts not keeping with the 
e11arecter-0flb< p<rk. It allur do .. 001 follow lh<iittivllieueetioa under Harifllg< A.,.. 
guidelines. The building- nev.,.a h-Oiel bmv pub wlll>lb< I~.,... used for 
parlling. Thepropomdo0$notfllS....Perl<'smissi-On&-01berpriflledmaterial. 

... That are the cunmt operating 1;:0$1$ for the seminary building'! 

.,. Thcseminlry isabeautitufbuilding. hshouidhe"preserved. Current use cannot pay rtlf' 
maintenance, A solution ihaJ provides lhat funding u wefl as enhances !he structure. as 
well•ee~its history ls strongly~ 

... Historic building; do not throw out baby whh the bath i.e., we should not SiK:ritke tawns. 
-. -ds. & public USei by privalizing to save lb< mninury. Fix !he seminary for lb< 
publicl10lforprivaleprofit s .. k fe-h-presemllon funds &olber-privOll: -· , ~ Atelbm"""'1ways to fund llxingarScEdWllld Seminary building bosldos lwing it ta a h-... Just Kidding: MeMemunins Js too small -why not invite Budweistr? 

~ The pubHc .-its- pum. Using public propony ID - private profil is slealing 
resourws form the people of UK' state . 

.. lweretheplllklelllikeilif. j"'lflx upwi.uisolmdyhete. -Tony, 12 yr. 

... Ri:novadon of bldg - keep historic • 

.._. Leave the building: alone-no beer no hotel! Pw.erve the f'3fk and its solitude. 
~ Any-funds for """"'11Unn ofJl<lllilwy building? 
... Ate thent any eompeting propoa.ls out there? te, COJTUnunity center 
.. Cu WO leave lb< p<rk .. is? 
..- With ft.Ill renovation wtun is the e;qiected useful iifeofthe building? What are the building 

.,..v-..,... baoed "" Ille Norlh Shore School Dist!i<t $lady from 19957 
... The park. k its building$ was purchased (or public use nnt private profit. Reject lhe 

M<MUIUIUlins prop<WIJ . 
._.. Consider dle many benefits McMenmnim could hrin.g to the seminary buihff.ng and 

""'"'""ding park. 
... Keep building to mhrimtnn to remain primarily a park 
.., How can yo-u appreciate the euhural significance of the buildings when you can't gtd in lo 

them or have some tell you the history. 
~ Building should Ii< u .. d for community not profit o<"'fl'llll>. Londacape should no1 be 

used formDJO parting. Nu, .... ~ting that will disturb wildlife. 
... I• this plan in thc1pirit of the sale by ArdibWlop o~oca? Nay cfttnle should co11$lder that 

ot the state will not continue to receive. land pnts from private parties. 
Jlo Public use,. education woufd be more in tine with history, 
.. The state should do wfuu is ~pedient k necessary to preserve this grand building with 

pubHe•- nuli ...... d • 
.. The hmoric bldg - p-d w/ land u a place for Ille public. Building n .. .t. 10 be put 

into public UM not private, The public use needs to fit with unique senlo1 and rtcm:itianal 
us<ofthepurk. 

... ft is in the pubHc domain. It should not be given - renled-sold to private party enterprise 
thr ma profu tu "Solve .. finanrial )$Suet. 

.,. Historic buifdinpshould be preserved if at all pouible. 

..- 11 would be nke to save the hiJtoric buildin$S without impact on the land. No more 
impervious surface. 

... What were the fmentions & limitutlonsofpurchme-keep it wJ satilude & buildinp 
maintained, 

._.. Docs the stale have adequ.te funds: 10 restore the huildin,p and or hnprove lbe park? 

..- I do not want to see "privatizallon" (McMenamins lease pmpo$AI} of '*pub Ii c SJJACCf" (St. 
Edw1rd Seminary}. Keep public spam public • 

._.. Commerc.Jaf development will not p~e the wdsti111 landscape or culturol wcts. 

._.. II would be nice to save the historic buildings widmut impact 011 the land. No more 
lmpenious surface. 

.., St. Edward&. Sf. Thomus should go on Fi:t.leml Historic N.gister-pmervution, cultural 
heritage and ""' break. 

..- Multiple proP<*I must be comidered for these hb1orie buihlinpi11cluding how impact we 
like Kenmore Community center & cultural resource l'acili1y. Dc\'elopfng thaae propollll 
will take inorc time. 

.,. Operate bulldin&$ and give priority Jo dny we rather than overnight use, If nvemigJu use. 
limit IO ll'1npmf'ii educalfonal U%M t!g Elt.ler hmted gov*t eonfctcnce etc, 

.., Preserve hisroric buildings - we for «mtmW'lity needs not private businesses . 
,.. The process-cannot prevwit preservation of and pubHccapital investment in the" 
~oftheparkmaimen:ance &.repai1<capitJJ projects must go forward to prevent 
th¢~ofexisting:.&ftrture-un. ' 

• Idea forwre of mninary building: L educaffimal i;tstiunitm: Qua&i! ~k spurts tinns. 
Training&. clinif:Jtt.g, mm bike qfftenter. ~=t-'Ulrtry running~~ tennis 
.,-_. -u~y lirms e.g. compllmmt BiUtyfwi!llffllditi<molmedicine 
& nWling edutation to ~for elderly. etc. Refigious totenmce epicenter. 2. Muhi-we & 
Artist Loft. Rotating Jiv~m artists. Llve in Mim fo&f-0r rent. Multi~ enables 
tl~ibility. J. A smaU privately !wed cara is ok but it shnuJd nnt be an adjunet kl " 
oommw»ty orkmed multi~ beafth c.wmclous mission e.g. sports It, competition, art A 
.-.... ..i;g;.us & refleelioo. festivals. 4. The prl;'s prim.y purp-0m11l""1d oo be 
dominated by commematizatton. A park i'5 a retlective spot nol another strip malt 

• Look into using the buildings for community activities k nffices, Can voltmteers do 
-ded updures on a lung tcnt1 lmsl<? 

.. Thehuildingneedluh .. ctively....iifprnl>iM• • .....-l>yth•l'arlo<dept.,pul~ic 
facltities of some kind-aka th~ lodge at Mt. Rainier,_ Perhaps as a self supportil'll urban 
"'ec:o" retreat. 

• Kup the current t;UJ1ure (Ir the pwt. M#i:nurin thtt huildinS$ (n:ston: u n~ and d(I 
no dmr>JI th•grem speces.,lb<park. The fields "'dtree>arepan ofwhal molt"' this 
~unique. Jtisa gem andsbouldnat bei:ome-a_ggldmfno (qr the stale orprivat#: 
i~.' 

'"' SOfllC fueal groupShave eicpres$Cd 1 desire to tum the seminary building intu a COQ'lmualty 
center. ff-Ow mucla' money would they need to raise oo renovate the building? 

.., Nobar$JtavermaNO~ Costofdemotition? 
'"' The building Jhould be used in a way thal is in keeping: with the heritage-education. 
-. mninury 8' - wodding:I. Seek funding th«mgb """'1 sources lban the """'nt 
propomwmaken-lmprovemmla. 

... Yoo can't possiblybemiousthatabrewpup i6 mnoleJ¥arpropriate in asetting_y.'here my 
dlildren and ho~fulty someday their children can now came kl enjoy and &:: explore 1wture 
&thequi<Ufde. 

'"' The original purpose of the park & the majoruse(by far) ii !lutdoor ~oo. The 
seminary building plays no role m outdoor ~ton or uy other current ~tiooaf me. 
So wily is Ille fate of1he Seminary buildins driving platllllng/or Mure develnpmen1 <>fth< 
pad<? ; \ 

.., RCS1orettw building. h"i a resource of value fix, the ptt«J ~po.int Duri't add anymOre, 
~ This building b<llmp to the public. If any <nterpris< ures ~facill1y, l1 sl!uuld try to hav• 

c001munity vafue-sudl as: senior center. Wa:yt.:are. ~e- or nurse run hnfrtl eMe for ~ 
blood pressure monitoring. \lllceine&. ele, r would propose £f Centro de lu Raza as a 
possible- role- model. 

.., Preserve &. increase access 10 ~ building. 

.., Restriction on adding structun:s: around seminary l:ruHding'! Deed, hbtoric 
'"' Multi used of building for eommunily and muical. 
.., No comments on tbe park vegetation! Just commeou on how nm ®"'11 the seminary 

buildings is -t!Us presmtation wu skewed toward giving rell$tlm, f<ir the "kirkbride 
group" to relieve the stale ftom their financial miponsibility. 

" ' ._.. Consider other ~0Td1e hisioric bl!ifCffli}!sUd}t:J"tramlititmal hoWling. Llmit t1t1e or 
historical huikting ta its fornprints - no add nn:s. Dti'nol eb9nge groun~ ~ ~-e 
building lo a private -

..- Omit McMemunir\11 _.min ti:unt ofbttifdl.ngii- plaua ~-low perennUd -i:ruses 
plwltinp- use ofU ofW Center of Urban Horticulture for Planning. 

..- Opmte Seminary bldg M a non'1:ommercial mukipufPO$e facility for~ by a wide 
nmge: of conununity non1:1roflt and gov't groups. Bldg$ are secondaey to the naturalit.ed 
areas &. should be entimy consistent with existing atmosph~ wildlife and pas1oml. 

..- l see lhe seminary bldg complex at a heriblge area but l woutd also see an appropriale we 
for it fur conference and edueifional activifia -designated for .. recreation ar=" clmit 
Can it be-one (conf.center)andnottbeolhor? 

..- The iemln3ry bldg is currently clo$ed to the public fQf most purpQSes. Then!fore, Ir it is 
not renovated. it willno1 hf a lou. I would rather see it condemned than lwed rar 
co~aluse. 

.,. Can you mothball the top fhx1rs Jmd continue t'1 economically opent.fe the ground floofl 
~ Whoo theltfC:hdiocesepve buildi:ngs A land w pm-k what 1re thcruf0$ ofu$C:? le U$ti of 

building open to public or lawn in front of building cannot be. 11 there a contract you 
agreed to wl an:hdiocesea? 

..- Motel 6 - Super 8 modest roorrni for average people. Some pan.fun for youth/elder hwtel. 
Community center city omc• USC$ that would leave part quiet in evening. A hilt is an 
inappropriate use for SI. Edward. Bending your elbow is nol an approved outdonr 
recreation. 

NATUl!ALR!!SOURCES; 

... There were mushrooms, dCerhCTIJ. Now: none. Silence U a great natural mc1, god damn 
dledesl'royers. 

~ Nod&velopmcnt orlak~ronl. Where will the fish @o? 
..- Shoreline 1hould be designated for comervution (e.g. Natl area pre$e:rve): one of the Wt 

natl 1horeline; on Lake Washington. Re!ults should he that nn et'mlidercd dev proprumf 
11nuld incl tide a marina or other developed shoreline mt, 

..- No commercial develnpment of the wiuerfrout . 

..- Park$ were an inle;ml pan of mis:iTig my children. Propt.'f1y in the pub"lic domain should 
stay in the public domnin. Once sJven (rented.sold) ii ii tmlikcly lo come back. to the 
p11h1ie. The parks department is supposed to be run in best iniereal nf public, tlow is ii in 
b¢11t intereit ofpuhtic if it lflC$ away? 

..- Wan I 111 keep mi tutu I fU'WS 1$$ they are - nu l\1rth« dcvelupmenl i:specialty lhe he111;h uttm, 

... What Is plunned for1he11occerflelds. Am concerned about bright Ugh!$. Not soml !Or the 
wildlife • 

..- Pwmofe naturu - en,.:oUtf.tge unmof¢11led tret:$, land & anlmab in every way pO&Siblc. 
-... As an urban (oreil; St. Ed and adjaccnl Big Finn 11111 Park, Juanita: Woodlands & 0.0, 

Denny Park >!ho~" bald ~QS. deer. cnyole, pil~1ed wood peckers. faleoM, barred 
owl$. and u1 le;sst l endangmd specim {m11$cles. St John's wart. eaglti} Cnncem: 
dcvelnpment, itlcreMed traffic It lil:C removal will fwm thii habitat & wildlife. 



~ !low will my children and l!fllOdchlldren (•om<day) en}oy the undeveloped p•rl: If It 11 
dcvttloped and covered with concrete. 

~ Maintain day use detil!IU'tlon 10 otalnlllln wildlife and ,..,,urces. No llghll on field•, no 
poll du•k 11111llc, no overnight hotel" no line n!i!U pubs. 

.._ This: b: nnt 1he srace for a hotel -kuep the park as a miture mwrve, The llelds here w-e nne 
-keep lhem - nu cummen:ial development ofWiterfmnt or w-0nds arei.!I, 

.,. Trails. tmt. water-a beautiful place should be pmerved for now 81. for future 
gencration1. We need mnuml arw for spiritUal renewal. 

.., Currently we Ace ow}j. birds, deer {ju:n Im week) nnd sign1 nf coyotes:. More buildings, 
more coverage nf ground surfaces and people In the areaa :at nigh I will be dctrimenud to 
this na1uml area. More bulld~np would ruin this 1uue park. 11ls11 great educational 
experience for kidt. 

... It bi my undctitandfog 1hu1 McMenamilu \\Dttld try to sot the J5 Uief fee waived for use nr 
tht park, That ii il Win SitUMion for UiCfS $0 they CAil enjo)' the amenities of I.ht flBrk 
spontaneously, especitllly ils tmils. 

.., The other areas parb have muttly dilapproved when b11ihling aml devt:lurm come in. We 
need to keep our park ahmg wi1h the development. 

.., Save the park as a nttuml area for pmWe: uae. Bitds and wUdUCe arc being pushed ow 
thmughmrl King County. With higherdenshy in 1he urhan n~~ pcrople nt:et..I quiet natural . ..,... 

.., Keep the bigpidurc& keep this place for my Bfllmlkld1. Ab&ohne1y no limlu to public 
accm (by priwte owncrt·developm) 

.., Namm! $horeline ii valuable community met to be retained. Once Inst never able to 
ttefffte. Will reslautantflodglngfpub bring pmons Md hems too cloSt 10 natural uNtts? 
Nobe? Trull, ovcruse? Muwcan 1hb be mi1iga1ed? 

.., Tree concern: keep all the trees. no cutting down. 

.., The trails and open space are: invaluable as n community rt$0ur<:e, We would lnte I.he space 
and chamcter ifMcMenamins goes in. We need to find alternatives which preserve I.he 
chamcterorWhil exisli now, 

Ii" This is one nfthe few 1mrum; parks with great trails. What will lhe Impact lie? Are you 
planning on changing the trails? Don 'ti 

,. Lake Frontage concern: no major clump. 
.,. Pn=ierve the tolitude and natun.I beauty. This is a gteot park for kids and families, Don't 

change it. 
.., OowehoveaEJSyet'l 
.., This park is. unique in 1he reason with ils !lfT:lU of wilderness, It need to be pmlected. We 

have enough pubs. 
.., Original purpose for this unique area wu provide for ph)'skel & spiritual refreshment in an 

urban Jetting, How wm proposed option1 insure this? 
• Trail areas kept natural. 
.., Keep the tmils matntamed. I enjoy them so much. 
.., Since moving here in 1983,J have watched 1he progressive decline ord«r. coynte. owls 

and nthet wondert\11 crinm. The lakcfront stiU has evidem:e of old mussd nr fresh Willer 
clown shells. but I recall being, with my kids IS yemago catchingcrayfrab. Thoe 11rc 
preny much gorte now, I hnpt we can f'f'ClCrve what it left • 

.., Trail to remain as they are muural . 

.._ WiU trails stay netuml und 115 quiet with bigger l'acility Ide? Trees-no trees removed! 
Keep shoreline natural uniqLit 10 Nonhwest areti -no planned or .. finishcd" areas {marina, 
docks. tic &. such) 

.._ CentenniaJ 20 I J i!I sholi sighted as far as rmding B flx fnr SI. f.dwanJ State Park woes, we 
neod to think about prcsen'1&1ion for the next one hundred years. Otherwbe, we win look 
like Seattle's hills - overbuilt with tlllflll patche!i of green. 

.,. Uut undevolupcd property on Lake Wahington should not be: developed, 
• Mountain biker cttuse gtl.'lil deal of damage to tmils.. 
~ Any prop-I whleb d""1iclllly red•<"' "nalural a,...·· i. •naeeeptahl~ le nddinu 

11ipllflcan1 "paved" parking reduces 1hc outdoor e"pcricnce. cautts additional damage 
pmhlem; and adversely changC$: 1he natural nature ofd1e !'Wk· 

.,. Thi: water lint: Is a ~I plm tn swim . 
.., Qcach-1.akt front stay in the park to be umJ u if non is l!kd. 
.,. Keep it natural • 
.., Dnn't forget that lhe park provides h11hitat for c1it1er11 BS well a recreation for people . 
.., Keep trees and not um I environment. 
• Arrowheld Creek dmimsc-year round creek till over ycan: IWi built Arrowhead Poitu, 
• ShoreHne ernslon-lluotlng dock nlong shore-walkway, fi'Shbtg. puU kayaks small dfogyt 

up onto, buoys for tying bmltt up, .swim beach. 20~10 bona along Jhnrc during summer, 
.., Retain moJ:t or all m1tutal ilfCIU ofthe park m thdr Mtural sta1e. 
.., St Edwatd Park is the last undeveloped parcel or any site on Lali.e Wuhington and sny 

Jigntf1L11nt developmi:nl is nui compatible wilh pruerving lhb unique natuntl 0$0un:c, 
Exist.in& historic buildings should be preserved and dedicated to mating a local 
community «nter- not commercial development. 

.,. M much nfthe park as punlhle slmulJ he kepi in a natural ilffte, Nil additional 
developmmt 

.., Keep lake act«l as is. We dOn't need boatc:rs, docks to acce11 a pub. II will forever 
chanse the na1ural feulin1 offhe plfk . 

.., Suy B!Myr with city, save the-ball fields and save the ecology of the park Do nut odd 
lmpervfous &urftice& 10 park. Gut seminacy building. House ranger at Bastyr. 

_. More people ln park on tmili will impact wildlife and integrity oftriils, Lon or green 
space with developmem for ouWoor uctiviUe1 loss of natuntl setting: w/ new bldp &. 
par1'ing impervious surfaces is 90ing to affect Ollltural arewt. 

.., We like tmd enjoy the park now. the way it fs, 

.., Limit jet ski no lie. 

.., Identify the 3000' nfundeveloped watertfont as state parks natural forest arcu. Increase 
further dcgmdation of forest near m.Hi. Recognize 
l•rge urb,. l111docllpe . 

.., 111ere are several areas it has infiUmted~unchecked it 
cm overtake v~iun, 

... We have. rcsponlibiliiy to m1Utuain lhe StttlCtuary feel of om park. Con they build JO 
close to eagle nestt? wm constmction have an impact on deer, nwl? 

.., Any Jm'V1;l)' and irwentlon on the St. Edward ecotystem cmnot bl!l' responsibly completed in 
the short CAMP time frame or 9 months, This ptocm tannot be fast track and the 
planning proeen must be ei<tended to considet all pouible uses for St. Edward Park. 

.., Park is an hbmd in a sea of devclnpmcn1. Any development should nut emphilSizc high 
impact development. i.e. loll of traffic, ovcmlghtllate night u~ it inconsistent with the 
current park. £xamplti of more approprffue usage would be Efderhostel!Envlmnmen1al 
conferencdlwnrbhop. 

.., Maintain trailt and tranquHhy orthe pi.1rk as a first priorit)". 



Unknown 

Subject: 
Entry Type: 

Start: 
End: 
Duration: 

Contacts: 
Categories: 

'St. Ed l:ind Haley 
Phone call 

Fri 10/28/2005 4:23 PM 
Fri 10/28/2005 4:37 PM 
14 minutes 

Kammie Bunes 
LWCF 

· Kammie went to the St. Ed public meeting. State Parks has taken the CAMP (comprehensive management plan) 
approach because of the public concern. State Parks has a list of 12 parks that were given to the private developer as 
potentials for development. She reiterated that of the -55 people at the meeting, all but one were opposed to that type of 
development, although they don't object to all development. 

The public seemed angry that they hadn't been included earlier in the process. (of course!) 

Of the parks on the list, Haley is one of them, but they didn't have a list at the meeting, so that is based just off the top of 
Bill's head. The IAC funded a development grant for Haley, but State Parks had a lot of difficulty getting permits out of 
King County and their next development grant didn't score well enough to fund. State Parks has removed the signs about 
no trespassing and instead posted signs that says it is state park property held for future development. 

Send her spread sheet of state park projects. 

1 



"Hurst, Nata \(PARKS\)" 
<Nata.Hurst@PARKS. 
WA.GOV> 

09/28/2005 09:56 AM 
MST 

September 26, 2005 

To: 
cc: (bee: Heather Ramsay/Seattle/NPS) 

Subject: Comprehensive Plan for Saint Edward State Park 

To: People Interested in Saint Edward State Park 

From: Bill Koss, Manager Planning and Research 

SUBJECT: Comprehensive Plan for Saint Edward State Park 

In early October State Parks staff will begin a series of public workshops to help prepare a 
comprehensive plan for Saint Edward State Park, a process we call CAMP: Classification and 
Management Planning). When completed in 9-12 months, the plan will address overall visitor 
experiences, natural resources, use of all the parks' buildings, the ballfield and the trails, and 
other topics of interest to the community. State Parks staff will ultimately take the final product 
to the Parks and Recreation Commission for approval. 

The first workshop, to identify issues, will be held Tuesday, October 11, from 7 until 9 p.m. at 
the Arrowhead Gymnasium. In order to accommodate people with varying schedules, the 
workshop will be repeated on Saturday, October 15, from 1:30 to 3:30 p.m. at Gymnasium at 
saint Edward. Prior to each workshop staff and volunteers will provide tours of the park's 
buildings and grounds; tours will start at the park gymnasium. On Tuesday the tours will 
commence at 3 and run until 5. On Saturday they will commence at 11 and end at 1. · 

The entire planning process involves a series of three workshops - one to .identify issues of 
concern, one to identify options and one to prepare preliminary recommendations. In addition to 
identifying issues, the purpose of the first workshop is to familiarize participants with the park 
planning process. During subsequent workshops, you will have an opportunity to review and 
comment on draft materials; the thrust of the planning endeavor is to hear your preferences and 
develop options that incorporate an array on choices prior to preparing community 
recommendations. State Parks staff will then use this information to form the basis of a park 
management plan and help guide future uses and development intensity. 

If you cannot make the meeting but wish to receive information by mail, please write the 
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission, Attention: Nata Hurst P.O. Box 42650, 
Olympia WA 98504-2650 or call 360-902-8638 (Telephone Device for the Deaf 360-664-3134). 
If you have access to the Internet, send electronic mail requests to nata.hurst@parks.wa.gov. 
Please indicate that you are interested in receiving information about the Saint Edward CAMP 



Project. 

Thanks and I look forward to seeing you at one of the workshops! 

*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 

Nata Jo Hurst 
Washington State Parks & Recreation Commission 
7150 Cleanwater Lane 
Post Office Box 42650 
Olympia WA 98504-2650 
(360) 902-8638 
Fax: (360) 902-8666 



Unknown 

Subject: 
Entry Type: 

Start: 
End: 
Duration: 

Contacts: 
Categories: 

St. Ed's 
Phone call 

Wed 8/17/2005 11 :58 AM 
Wed 8/17/2005 12:14 PM 
~6 minutes 

Kammie Bunes 
LWCF 

I called Kammie to share our findings about whether the proposed use would be allowed. I cautioned that this is a 
conceptual "ok" and that until we see a specific proposal we can't give an official approval. This is the information she will 
share with state parks. I suggested that the public support issue will be critical. 

She doesn't know if there is any change in proposal regarding the pool. We discussed how much maintenance King 
County must be incurring to operate a 70 year old aquatic facility, and whether they would use this as an opportunity to get 
the structure renovated. Kammie will talk to Darrell to get his read on King County. Perhaps McMinneman's would 
renovate this as well. Maybe state parks could charge a fee for public use, and comp hotel guests or something. 

I asked if there are state funds in this site. She thinks there are bond monies. 

We discussed the possible addition of other buildings for a restaurant etc. and I said they would then be looking at a public 
facilities request or conversion, depending on what is proposed. 

The gymnasium is still on site, and I thought that they might look at using it for one of these other possible uses instead of 
constructing a new structure. 

I reminded her we still need to do a sponsor change. 

1 



Unknown 

Subject: 
Entry Type: 
Company: 

Start: 
End: 
Duration: 

Contacts: 
Categories: 

St. Ed Hotel 
Phone call 
NPS 

Wed 8/17/2005 11:32 AM 
Wed 8/1712005 11 :46 AM 
14 minutes 

Mary Vavre; Philly Office 
LWCF 

Gloria Shinn discussed the concept of this proposal at last week's grants managers' conference call. No one on the call 
seemed to have any concerns about the proposal. Mary Vavre in the Philly office said she had processed several similar 
types of projects. I called her to discuss this issue and get her opinion about our reasoning on the St. Ed's issue 

City Island, was acquisition and development project that had fallen into significant disrepair. When a new mayor was 
elected, he made it a priority to clean up the park, but the city lacked any funding to do so. Instead, he licensed out 
portions of the site to developers for 25 year lease, but the development costs were fronted by the developer (i.e. golf 
course, ferry boat). 

A portion of the fees generated go back to the city. 

In PA state parks a developer was allowed to build a basic lodging facility instead of campground to minimize impact to 
environment. 

Mary agreed that as long as the hotel is open to the public for rentals, especially in light of the approved non-recreation use 
historically, the McMinneman's development should be allowed. 

She said she saw no need to do a public facility request, because the building already exists and instead suggested we 
document the file with a paper trail. I agreed. 

1 



Heather Ramsay 

08/11/2005 06:13 PM 
PDT 

To: "Bunes, Kammie" <KammieB@IAC.WA.GOV> 
cc: 

Subject: Re: St Edward (no 's) SP~ 

Hee hee. I just noticed your message line. Everything in _our_ file includes an 's. Ah well. 

I answer to your question below ... 

I will go ahead and do research on our end regarding the possibility of a public facilities request. This 
shouldn't require much work on your part; maybe none. All I'm going to do is search our legal opinions 
and initiate conversation with our DC office to see if they would even entertain the idea. 

You're right. It's WAY too early to start putting anything together for either a facilities request or a 
conversion. If we do decide the facilities request is a viable and desired option, then the work will be 
similar to what you did with Long Lake. From the last email, though, it sounds like they won't even be 
through their initial planning phase for nine months or so. 

I'll let you know what I turn up in my digging around. 

Cheers, 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF& UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 

"Bunes, Kammie" <KammieB@IAC.WA.GOV> 

"Bunes, Kammie" 
<KammieB@IAC.WA.G 
OV> 

08/09/2005 04:20 PM 
MST 

To: "'heather_ramsay@nps.gov"' <heather_ramsay@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: St Edward (no 's) SP 

I spoke with Marguerite about the potential for a public facility waiver at St. Edward SP. I believe it was 
clear that if they were to construct a new building that could not be considered for the waiver, but that 
perhaps non-recreation activities within the existing structure could be. You cautioned that the proposal 
may very well NOT meet the criteria, but that you were willing to ask the question if IAC would like. It 
sounds like we would like. This way we can at least explore the option, and if it is a definite no, then we 
move on, but are able to say we pursued the possibility. 

Marguerite is concerned about the amount of time I might have to spend preparing such a request. Would 
you need much from me, or is it just a matter of informal questions at this point (suqh as you asking if a 
project that does not go to public bid can even qualify)? I did prepare a request for the Kitsap Long Lake 
project (53-00347, amendment#') and it took some time to research use numbers, public process, etc. I 
don't think there is enough info on the St. Eds proposal to really pull much together at this time. your 
thoughts? 



.. 

Heather Ramsay 

08/11/2005 06:03 PM 
PDT 

To: "Bunes, Kammie" <KammieB@IAC.WA.GOV> 
cc: 

Subject: Re: FW: Item E-3: Private Sector Development Proposal-Saint 
Edward St ate Park-Requested Action~ 

Thank you, Kammie. I did receive the message. I figured the road issue and residence were new to you 
as well. Thanks for keeping me posted. Since I am in AK right now, I asked Gloria to bring up the public 
facility question with our other regions on yesterday's conference call. I'll let you know what she found out 
when I get back in the office. 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 

"Bunes, Kammie" <KammieB@IAC.WA.GOV> 

"Bunes, Kammie" 
<KammleB@IAC.WA.G 
OV> 

08/09/2005 11: 18 AM 
MST 

To: "'heather_ramsay@nps.gov"' <heather_ramsay@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: FW: Item E-3: Private Sector Development Proposal-Saint 
Edward St ate Park-Requested Action 

did you get this? I sent a message to Nata asking that Mr. Lundy be added to the mail list. I also asked 
her if you are on the list, and gave her your email address. so, if you haven't received this you should be 
getting it anytime. this is the first I've heard about road widening or private residence access. I did start 
the conversation with marguerite about the building as public facility waiver, and will let you know just as 
soon as she indicates her preference on that to me. she may need to consult higher up the food chain. 
-----Original Message-----
From: Hurst, Nata (PARKS) [mailto:Nata.Hurst@PARKS.WA.GOV] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 09, 2005 8:07 AM 
Subject: Item E-3: Private Sector Development Proposal-Saint Edward State Park-Requested Action 

Previously you contacted state parks about the proposal for private investment at Saint Edward 
State Park. I want to let you know of the results of the State Parks and Recreation Commission 
action and the steps that will ensue. 

First, you should know that on August 4 the State Parks and Recreation Commission authorized 
staff to move forward with an evaluation of the proposal for private investment at Saint Edward 
State Park. The Commission made clear in their approval that this step represented the start of 
the public involvement process and that the proponent entered into this with no assurance that at 
the end of it the Commissio.n would approve any private investment in the park. The 
Commission did not approve any private investment within the park. 

Future public involvement will take place within a framework of preparing a comprehensive plan 
for all 316 acres of Saint Edward. This plan will cover the variety of current and future topics 



that can impact the park: the proposed expansion of Bastyr University, possible future widening 
of the park access road, the proposal to increase use and improve the ballfield, a proposal for 
private residential access through the park, proposed private investment in the seminary building, 
and retaining the current experiences the park provides. 

The comprehensive planning will likely commence in late September and take 9-12 months. 
Meetings will be held locally at times convenient for community participation, with the final 
recommendations presented to the Parks and Recreation Commission, which has authority to 
approve, modify or deny them. 

The letters and emails received identified concerns over the proposal to site a McMenamins 
restaurant and lodging facility at Saint Edward State parks. Comments specifically mentioned 
included: 

• Seeking other alternative public uses of the seminary 
• Preserving the wild feel of the park 
• The public received little advance notice of the private investment proposal 
• Desire to not see a marina 
• Traffic on Juanita Drive 
• Belief that the park may be sold 
• Privatization 

The comprehensive planning will cover all these points. It bears mentioning that no marina is 
proposed, nor will any portion of the park be sold. 

I appreciate your interest in the park. The fact that so many people took the time to write and 
express their vision for the park means that people care about the park and will participate in the 
planning to shape its future. Your name is added to the mailing list for all future public meetings 
regarding the park; you will be provided ample notice on all these meetings. Should you have 
additional questions I can be reached at bill.koss@parks.wa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Koss, Manager, Planning and Research 

*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-* 
Nata Jo Hurst 
Washington State Parks & Recreation Commission 
7150 Cleanwater Lane 
Post Office Box 42650 
Olympia WA 98504-2650 
(360) 90~-8638 
Fax: (360) 902.,.8666 



Sunday, August 14, 2005 - 12:00 AM 

Permission to reprint or copy this article or photo must be obtained from The Seattle Times. Call 
206-464-3113 or e-mail resale@seattletimes.com with your request. 

,James Vesely 

A park, a pub, a brouhaha at St. 
Edward 

All we know so far is that replacing the old Catholic 
seminary in Kenmore with a brewpub and hotel received 
very preliminary approval on Aug. 4 at a meeting of the 
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission held on Whidbey Island. 

The seminary is on the grounds of St. Edward State Park, described thusly by the state park system: 
"St. Edward Park is a 316-acre day-use park with 3,000 feet of freshwater shoreline. Once a Catholic 
seminary, the park's rich history reflects in its grounds and architecture. Walks along the undeveloped 
lakeshore are peaceful and give the visitors many opportunities for nature study." 

In other words, a perfect spot for a McMenamins pub. 

Washington state park commissioners approved a "letter of intent" received from a firm seeking to 
invest in St. Edward State Park, modify the seminary and portions of the grounds to accommodate 
overnight lodging and daily guests. 

The early conversations - heated and boiling for several weeks - go to the very nature of an urban 
park with lots of affectionate fans. It's one of the most-used walking parks in the region. 

"Oh, my God," said Park Ranger Mohammad Mostaravinassab, who has been the park's manager for 
about a year. "We get enormous use from people walking, or with their dogs, or just enjoying the 
park." 

St. Edward is one of 12 state parks identified by the department as possibly conducive to private 
investment. The old seminary and land are the first of the 12 to get a nibble. That comes from The 
Kirkbride Group, which would lease the land and then sublease it to McMenamins. Of the 4 7 
McMenamins pub and hotel operations in Oregon, plus six in Washington, this is the first to lease off 
a state park 

"Everyone should keep in mind there are some things we haven't done and won't do at St. Edward," 
said Parks Department Assistant Director Larry Fairleigh. "We've said no to a marina. The developer 
initially asked for 20 acres but the footprint will be much smaller than that. And it is not true that a 
deal has already been made." 

Fairleigh said Friday he thought a staff recommendation on St. Edward will emerge in about nine to 
12 months, following public hearings. 

http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/cgi-bin/PrintStory.pl?document_id=2002438975&zsectio... 8/15/2005 



.. 

Fairleigh also emphasized his department is aware it is dealing with an urban park that provides green 
space to a whole community of neighborhoods. "We understand it is a much-loved park," he said. 

To understand the brouhaha over this, it's useful to know that all the responses so far to a St. Edward
McMenamins resort have been negative. Friends of St. Edward Park is the most vocal, and within 
Kenmore there's also strong opposition at City Hall. 

The old seminary, picturesque but relatively useless in its current form, poses a dilemma for the state's 
park system: What to do next? State Parks won't sell any St. Edward land, but is looking around the 
state as well as at St. Edwards to explore how to get more revenue from its public holdings. 

Therein the battle. Now at the seminary, a lively argument over what's on tap. 

James F. Vesely's column appears Sunday on editorial pages of The Times. His e-mail address is: 
jveselJ!@seattletimes.com 

Qwyri11ht Q 2005 Ille Seattle Tilll~Jl!U'. 

http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/cgi-bin/PrintStory.pl?document_id=2002438975&zsectio... 8/15/2005 



August 4, 2005 

Item E-3: Private Sector Development Proposal-Saint Edward State 
Park-Requested Action 

· EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: This item requests the Commission determine that the 
letter of intent received regarding possible private investment at Saint Edward State Park 
by The Kirkbride Group Inc. (TKGI) complies with agency policy and direct staff to 
work with the public TKGI to determine if privately funded improvements at the park are 
appropriate. This complies with the Centennial 2103 Plan element, "Our Commitment -
Financial Strategy." 

SIGNIFICANT BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
In October 2004 the Commission ~pproved a policy on evaluating and authorizing public
private partnership agreements. (See Appendix 1) The policy: 
1. Authorizes the Director or designee to utilize direct lease negotiations for those 

proposals that do not lend themselves to competitive bidding; and 
2. Directs staff to establish and present additional criteria and information to assist the 

Commission in establishing agency policy on awarding future private investment 
agreements at a future regular meeting. 

In December 2004 staff prepared the additional criteria and information specified in #2 
above. (See' Appendix 2) 

In July 2005 staff received a Letter of Intent (see Appendix 3) to .locate a full service 
lodging facility, restaurant and other amenities in the seminary at Saint Edward State 
Park and on the nearby grounds (see map in Appendix 4). The day-to-day operation of 
the hospitality business would be performed by McMenamins, a firm based in Oregon 
with a history of modifying historic buildings in Washington and Oregon for 
contemporary uses. 

TKGI proposes to include a number of items within the development: 
• Improvements to · the seminary building including overnight lodging, restaurant 

and public areas; 
• Public access to all the non-lodging portions of the building; and 
• Improvements in the immediate vicinity of the seminary building. 

These improvements would be available to the public as would all the existing park 
amenities, including the swimming pool, gymnasium, trails and playfield. TKGI has 



asked that the Commission explore waiving the parking fee for visitors at Saint Edward 
State Park as part of an agreement. 

In January 2005, TKGI provided staff a Letter of Interest, which was shared with the 
Lands Committee of the Commission. The Lands Committee approved in concept the 
elements contained in the Letter of Interest. TKGI indicated at that time it would continue 
its internal consideration of the potential business venture at Saint Edward State Park and, 
if these considerations, e.g. assessment of the financial components, local permitting, 
existing deed restrictions, proved positive, would present the agency with a. formal Letter 
of Interest at a later date (Appendix 4). It is important to note that the Letter of Intent 
represents the applicant's proposal and does not represent pre-agreement to any terms or 
conditions by either staff or the Commission. 

In light of TKGI meeting the standards identified in Commission policy, staff 
recommends the TKGI be invited, at its expense and risk, to prepare a specific proposal 
for the seminary Building and associated property at Saint Edward State Park. In order to 
work effectively with the public, Bastyr College and the local governments (City of 
Kenmore and the local fire district} staff will prepare a Classification and Master Plan 
(CAMP) concurrent with TKGI preparing its final development proposal. This process 
will create several opportunities for public review and comment prior to staff formulating 
a future recommendation to the Commission on this private investment proposal. 

SUPPORTING INFORMATION: 
Appendix 1: Map of Saint Edward State Park . 
Appendix 2: Commission Policy on Evaluating and Authorizing Public-Private 

Partnership Agreements 
Appendix 3: Brokered Partnerships - Approval in Concept 
Appendix 4:' Letter of Intent for Saint Edward State Park 

REQUESTED ACTION OF COMMJSSION: 
That the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission: 
1. Determine that the Letter of Intent submitted by The Kirkbride Group, Inc. contains 

sufficient detail and merit that the Commission approves the Letter of Intent in 
concept; 

2. Authorize the Director to accept the Letter of Intent and so notify The Kirkbride 
Group, Inc. and staff to work with The Kirkbride Group Inc. as it prepares a 
application for improvements to Saint Edward State Park, consistent with the policy 
on evaluating and authorizing private investment agreements; 

3. Direct staff to work closely with the community of interested individuals, the 
Friends of Saint Edward State Park, the Kenmore Youth Playfield Committee, and 
park staff in preparing a future recommendation to the Commission; and 

4. · Direct staff to prep~e a Ciassification and Management Plan (CAMP) for Saint 
Edward State Park for Commission approval prior to bringing a final 
recommendation on The Kirkbride Group Inc. proposal to the Commission. 



Author(s): 

Reviewer(s): 

Bill Koss, Manager, Planning and Research 
bill.koss@parks.wa.gov 
(360) 902-8629 

Larry Fairleigh 
Larry.fairleigh@parks.wa.gov 
(360) 902.8642 . 

SEPA REVIEW: Following review, staff has determined that the action proposed for the Commission 
staff is in compliance with the State Environmental Policy Act. 

Larry Fairleigh, Parks Development Service Center Assistant Director 

Judy Johnson, Acting Deputy Director ___ _ 

Approved.for Transmittal to Commission 

Rex Derr, Director 



Appendix 1 
Map of Saint Edward State Park 
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Appendix2 
Commission Policy on Evaluating and Authorizing 

Public-Private Partnership Agreements 

October 14, 2004 

Item F-Jl: Policy on Evaluating and Authorizing Public-Private 
Partnership Agreements-Requested Action 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: This item requests that the Commission confirm the use of 
direct negotiation methods when developing certain types ofpubli~-private partnerships. 
This request complies with Centennial 2013 Plan element, "Our Commitment-Finaneial 
Strategy." 

SIGNIFICANT BACKGROUND INFORMATION:- The state Legislature has vested 
. the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission (Commission) with the 
exclusive authority to care for, control, and supervise all parks and parkways .. This 
authority includes granting concessions or leases (Appendix 1 ). 

The statutes that authorize the Commission to enter into these types of agreements are 
silent as to the process to be employed by the Commission in procuring agreements 
authorizing the use of State Parks land and make no distinction between recreational and 
non-recreational use of the land. With the recent Commission direction to pursue more 
public-private partnerships, a third type of lease agreement with both recreational and. 
noD;-recreational uses is expected to become necessary. 

Staff expects to receive proposals from private investors for facilities that are unlike 
anything currently found in the State Parks System. These proposals may include high 
levels of private investment and substantial costs on the part of the investor to bring a 
proposal to the Commission for consideration and potential approval. 

Process for Review of Proposals 
Once a proposal is received in completed preliminary form, staff will take it to the Lands 
Committee of the Commission for initial comment. The preliminary proposal will be in 
concept only and will not include discussion of potential compensation. Proposals that 
fail to receive an endorsement from the Lands Committee will be rejecteq or returned to 
the applicant together with those conditions and instructions required for further 
consideration. Assuming a proposal receives a Lands Committee recommendation to 
proceed, the applicant will be invited to develop a completed proposal together with 
instructions on how to submit an application for Commission consideration and decision. 

The applicant will be responsible for the full cost of developing an application including 
any planning, environmental, and financial inforination requested by staff. In.formation 
requested by .staff will be limited to that necessary to make . well . founded 
recommendations to the Commission regarding the recreational benefits, development 
impacts, their possible mitigations, and the proposed financial terms of the \'roposal. 
Once an application is complete, staff will bring the proposal to the Commission for a 



decision to determine if impacts are acceptable, mitigations, if any, compensate for 
expected impacts, and that proposed lease terms ·and expected levels of compensation are 
acceptable. 

Should the Commission approve a proposal, the applicant. will be responsible for all 
permitting and construction costs as detailed in the lease a~eement or associated plan of 
operations, the cost of any Commission required~mitigations, and all compensation as 
dictated by the terms of the lease. 

Current Commission Lease Policy 
The Commission has established, by policy, different methods of procurement for leases 
and other agreements that authorize recreational and the non-recreational use of State 
Parks land. Commission Policy Number 26-98-1 mandates that, if practical, competitive 
bidding be utilized to procure agreements for the recreational use of State Parks land. 
This policy does however recognize certain circumstances where competitive bidding is 
not in the Commission's best interest .and authorizes direct negotiations in those 
instances. (Appendix 2) Agreements for the non-recreational use of State Parks land may 
be procured by direct negotiations pursuant to Commission Policy Number 55-01.;.l. 
(Appendix 3) 

Staff Recommendation 
With the expectation that the Commission will, in the near future, receive applications for 
public-private partnerships involving substantial private investment that will provide new 
or improved recreational opportunities and may contain both recreational and non
recreational elements, staff is requesting the Commission authorize the use of direct lease 
negotiations with potential partners for the following reasons: 

1. Proposed new partnerships that are initially conceptual in nature and do 
not involve existing facilities or concessions involve many unknowns and 
therefore do not lend themselves to competitive bidding as described in 
current Commission concession policy. 

2. To reach agreement with the Commission on a proposed new project 
will involve substantial expense be incurred by the proposing partner. 
A potential partner cannot be expected to bear the expense of 
developing the details of a new project only to have Parks put that project 
out for compe~itive bid~g. 

3. Potential partners have already expressed the opinion that they will not 
be interested in a . development project if starf is required to take their 
proposal and "put it out on the street" for other industry competitors to 
review and bid on. · 

SUPPORTING INFORMATION: (not included) 
Appendix 1: RCW 79A.05.030, RCW 79A.05.070 
Appendix 2: Concession Policy No. 26-98-1 
Appendix 3: Lease, Permit and Easement for Non-Recreational Uses Policy Nq 55-01-1 



. ' 

REQUESTED ACTION OF COMMISSION: 
That the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission: 
1. Authorize the Director or designee to utilize direct lease negotiations for those 

public-private partnership proposals that do not lend themselves to competitive 
bidding. 

2. · Direct staff to establish and present additional criteria and information to assist 

Author: 

the Commission in establishing agency policy on awarding. future public-private 
partnership agreements at a future regular meeting. 

Larry Fairleigh, Assistant Director 
larry.fairleigh@parks.wa.gov 360.902.8642 

Steve Hahn, Regional Manager 
steve.hahn@parks.wa.gov 

Reviewers: 
SEPA REVIEW: Following review, staff has determined the action propo~ed for the Commission by staff 
is exempt from the State Environmental Policy Act. 

Larry Fairleigh, Assistant Director Parks Development 

Approved for Transmittal to Commission: 

Franklin E. Boteler, Deputy Director 



Appendix3 
Brokered Partnerships - Approval in Concept 

December 1, 2004 

TO: Lands Committee 

FROM: Larry Fairleigh, Assistant Director 

RE: BROKERED PARTNERSIDPS 

At the last Commission meeting staff presented, and the Commission approved, direct 
negotiations for certain kinds of project requests falling into the category of brokered 
partnerships. At that meeting the Commission requested further information regarding 
the process by which these types' projects would be handled. Following is a brief outline 
of staff thinking regarding the "approval in concept" phase of an application. 

Brokered Partnerships ..: Approval in Conc~pt 

1. On receipt of a proposal staff will acquire sufficient detail to brief the Lands 
Committee and obtain any comments or concerns and advice on next steps. 

2. What does "Approval in Concept" mean? - The applicant's proposal is of interest 
to the Commission. The applicant is invited at their own risk and expense to 
submit an application with supporting materials as requested by the Commission 
and its staff. Parks staff will, upon receipt of a completed application, present the 
application with staff analysis and recommendation to the Commission for 
approval or denial. "Approval in Concept" does not in any way assume or 
obligate final approval of the proposal or any part of it by the Commission. 

3. Since the Lands Committee cannot "take an action" two options exist for granting 
an applicant "approval in concept". 

A. Staff develops a "Requested Action" agenda item with proposal detail and 
a staff recommendation for Commission decision. 

B. The Director or designee approves or denies "approval in concept". 

Note: It may be that both are useful with smaller, seemingly non-controversial 
proposals being approved .in concept by the Director or designee and proposals 
that will, or may be, controversial going to the Commission as part of a good 

· public process for items of controversy. 



Lands Committee . 
Page 2 of2 
December 1, 2004 

4. Criteria for "Approval in Concept". Based on initial staff review of the proposal: 

A. Impacts to park resources and recreation opportunity appear to acceptable 
as is or with reasonable mitigation; and 

B. The scope and scale of the proposed development appear to acceptable for 
the proposed site, and 

C. The proposed development appears to be consistent with both Parks 
mission and Centennial 2013 Vision and Plan, and 

D: There appear to mutual benefits and the proposal is in the public interest, 
and 

E. The applicant indicates a willingness and appears to have the capaCity to 
develop a completed application package 

5. Information requested of the applicant may include, and not be limited to, 

A. business plans, financial plans and analysis 
B. detailed project impacts and mitigation reports and plans 
C. specialized natural, cultural, or historic reviews and permit details 
D. design details, options, analysis · 

NEXT STEPS-

1. Frank Boteler has assigned overall management of this program to the Parks 
Development Service Center. 

2. I have assigned day to day lead to Bill Koss, Planning Program Manager to 
facilitate creation of a team from the· aperations, Business Development, 
Partnerships, Stewardship, and Parks Development service centers to develop 
application materials, coordinate review of applications and develop draft staff . 
recommendations for any proposals received. 

3. Make additional park properties available for review by the private sector under 
the brokered partnership proc~ss. 



1\.ppendix 4 
Letter of Intent 



B~Rerit: 

Rent Increases: 

Comtnon AteaMaintenance, 
ln8"mnce, fire alarm 
monitoring m1d TaKes: Tenant shalLP!lY: all costs except::fQr tho5e a$800iltt~ with the swi1mniog pool and 

gymnasium buildings. 

Signnge: 

Utilities: 

Exclusive: 

Agency Disclosure and 
Commissions: 

Teimnt. at Tenant1s sole rost and expense, shall have the rigbt to install thll 

maximunt allo:wable i>ignage on elevatioli of the Premises using Tenant's corporate 
colors and logns. Signage subjectto landloid and City ofl<enmore' s approval. 

Te1\ant shl!U pay its pro-rata share offlie total water, sewer, garbage, electrieal, and 
natilral p utilities. 

State wil111ot lease the existing building or grounds to another restaurant, food and 
drink service, theater, or lodging bu$iness. · 

It is understood thllt the no Cea.I estate brokers aro fovolved in this transaction and 
that no commissions Qr foes aredue.tlJi'rd parties; 



Attachment.'>:' 

Letter.offnt;e~McMenamins 
Devetopment,Concept 



January 6, 2005 

Nell Amo11dson 
The Kirkbride Group, Inc. 
4405 7•" Avenue S.E., Suite 301 
Lacey; Washington 98503 

RE: Saint Edward Park Letter of Interest 

Dear Neil: 

McMenamins would like to express interest in pursuing a partnership with the WSPRC lo 
develop Saint Edward Park. Our ideas for development and benefits to the Kenmore 
Neighborhood are as follows: 

};. LP.ase the existing Seminary Building and several acres of grounds surrounding the 
building. The Seminary would be rem.odeled into a full service hotel including a 
restaurant, bars, lodging rooms, event spate, indoor/outdoor soaking pool, and a movie 
theater. 

> The development would result in.a filgnificant upgrade to Saint Edward Park as a great 
building (currently vacant) would be restored and open to the public, and rent could be 
available for Park upgrades. 

> TI1e development would result in a community center for the neighborhood with benefits 
such as free use of soaking pool, hallways and rooms with art and neighborhood history, 
landscaping and garden restoration (possible community garden), beer, wine and film 
f-estivals, free live music, food, meeting space, and activities for kids including afternoon 
movie matinees, holiday events (i.e., Easter Egg Hunt, Breakfast with Santa, etc.). In 
addition, there would be the possibllity of donations to local sdlools and non-profit 
organizations thJ;&ugh fundraisers/half..nlghts. 

· In order for McMenamins to move.past the interest stage and submit a letter of intent the 
following issues need to be satisfactorily resolved. 

1. Parkit1g ·For our p"roject to work parking has to be free of charge to all patrons accessing 
the Park grounds. Will the WSPRC agree to this? Does the proposed parking stmcture 
need to be built? Will elimination of WSPRC's Saint Edward bperating deficit and 
additional rental income from a lease with McMenamins be enough to offset the loss of 
projected parking revenue If garage isn't built? McMmamins would require an 
additional 400 parking spaces in addition to the 200 that currently exist. 

McMenamlns Pubs and Breweries• 1624 N.W. Glisan Street• Portland, Oregon 97209 
50.3-22:3-0109 • f'ax: 503-2.94~08.37 
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Heather Ramsay 

07/27/2005 10:13 AM 
PDT 

To: "Bunes, Kammie" <KammleB@IAC.WA.GOV> 
cc: 

Subject: RE: St. Ed meeting 

Ok. Great. I could really use the time to prep for AK's program review. Thanks! 

Heather Ramsay 
LW.CF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 

"Bunes, Kammie" <KammieB@IAC.WA.GOV> 

To: '"Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov"' <Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov> 
cc: 

"Bunes, Kammie" 
<KammieB@IAC.WA.G 
OV> Subject: RE: St. Ed meeting 

07/27/2005 09:59 AM 
MST 

Yea, I was not planning to attend given the distance and the preliminary nature of the topic. my understanding is that 
the staff is going to ask the commission for approval to enter into serious negotiations with the potential leasee, and 
nothing more specific than that. Looks like I will have to bug parks for a copy of the staff memo - I thought they 
would have distributed it by now. I think a transcript of the item will be sufficient for me, but if the memo raises red 
flags I'll have to rethink it. 

-----Original Message-----

From: Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov [mailto:Heather Ramsay@nps.gov] 

Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2005 12:21 PM 

To: KammieB@iac.wa.gov 

Subject: St. Ed meeting 

Hey, Kammie -

I didn't realize how far CoupeviJle is. Do you want to commute together? 

Heather Ramsay 

LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 

National Park Service 

Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 

909 First Avenue, Floor 5 

Seattle, WA 98104-1060 



TO: 

"Hurst, Nata \(PARKS\)" 
<Nata.Hurst@PARKS. 
WA.GOV> 

07/15/2005 07:25 AM 
MST 

Interested Parties 

To: 
cc: (bee: Heather Ramsay/Seattle/NPS) 

Subject: 

FROM: Bill Koss, Manager, Planning & Research 

RE: Private Sector Development Proposal, Saint Edward State Park 

The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission will meet at 9:00 a.m. on Thursday, August 2, Coupeville 
Elementary School Multi Purpose Room, 6 South Main Street, Coupeville, Washington. The agenda item 
referenced above has not been assigned a specific time for consideration at the meeting. Members of the public are 
welcome to attend and will be given an opportunity to provide comment to the Commission. 

If you wish to receive a copy of this agenda item, please contact 

Bill Koss, Manager, Planning & Research 
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 
P.O. Box 42650 
Olympia, WA 98504-2650 

Phone: (360) 902-8629 
FAX: (360) 902-8666 
E-mail: 

Thank you, 
Nata 

bill.koss@parks.wa.gov 

Nata Jo Hurst 
Washington State Parks 
7150 Cleanwater Lane 
Post Office Box 42650 
Olympia WA 98504-2650 
(360) 902-8638 
Fax: (360) 902-8666 



TO: 

FROM: 

"Hurst, Nata \(PARKS\)" 
<Nata.Hurst@PARKS. 
WA.GOV> 

07/15/2005 08:27 AM 
MST 

Interested Parties 

Nata Jo Hurst 

To: 
cc: (bee: Heather Ramsay/Seattle/NPS) 

Subject: Private Sector Development Proposal, Saint Edward State Park 

There was an error on the notice sent out about the commission meeting. The correct date for The 
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission meeting is THURSDAY, AUGUST 4, 2005 AT 9:00 
A.M. 

Sorry for any inconvenience. 
Thank you, 
Nata 

Nata Jo Hurst 
Washington State Parks 
7150 Cleanwater Lane 
Post Office Box 42650 
Olympia WA 98504-2650 
(360) 902-8638 
Fax: (360) 902-8666 



Unknown 

Subject: 
Entry Type: 

Start: 
End: 
Duration: 

Contacts: 
Categories: 

St. Edwards Hotel Conversion 
Phone call 

Wed 7/13/2005 4:26 PM 
Wed 7/13/2005 4:48 PM 
22 minutes 

Kammie Bunes 
LWCF 

She returned my call. I explained that originally I had been thinking that the determination on this building in 1982 was 
some sort of special allowance akin to what I sometimes see in the early Alaska projects. However, after reading through 
the file, it became clear that what had been developed for this building originally developed into the compatible public 
facilities. I advised that we would need to look at any new proposal accordingly. 

I asked about how the accommodations as Ft. Worden are run, which has 4 LWCF grants in it. She'll find out more. 
• Specifically I am wondering if those are managed under a lease agreement with a private entity or whether all revenue 

goes to state parks. Prices for the houses currently range from - $150-$350 per night. Dormitories are in about the same 
range, but with more rooms. 

I also requested a map that shows the portion of the park that was excluded. Kammie can send a good map that shows 
what portion was excluded. The Diocese retained the St. Thomas property for their use. There is a shared access road. 

Parks indicated this proposal would be going through the public process, as would the City of Kenmore. Public meetings 
will start in September and she has requested that we be invited. 

I also wondered whether the lease revenue to state parks would be based on a percentage of profits or flat. I also 
wondered what will state parks will do with the money (i.e. back to St. Edwards, or into general fund). She is going to find 
out. The revenue from the restaurant and rooms would go to private entity and there is no public bid process anticipated. 
I said in that case, this would probably be a conversion, but we needed to do some additional research. 

1 



Unknown 

Subject: 
Entry Type: 

Start: 
End: 
Duration: 

Contacts: 
Categories: 

St. Edwards hotel conversion 
Phone call 

Wed 7/13/2005 2:30 PM 
Wed 7 /13/2005 2:30 PM 
0 hours 

Kammie Bunes 
LWCF 

She called, being reluctant to confirm any details in writing, since everything is sti11 very speculative. 

The proposal is for McMinniman brothers, who develop historic buildings for -moderate to updscale lodging, to convert this 
to a lodge. They are oft~n a destination in and of themselves. There are others in Centralia and Portland. The lodging 
isn't necessarily expensive, but she wouldn't consider it lodging for the park. Her thought is that people will be visiting the 
hotel specifically, not the park, and this is why they are looking at it as a conversion. 

1 



To: "'Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov"' <Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov> 
cc: 

"Bunes, Kammie" 
<KammieB@IAC.WA.G 
OV> Subject: RE: Lake Samm and St. Ed 

07/13/2005 02:29 PM 
MST 

well, the current proposal is quite different from what what considered in the early 80's. I read a few letters related to 
possible uses of the building (from natural resource related offices for agencies and non-profits to housing for war 
refugees), and it was quite interesting. State Parks came at this from a perspective of no conversion, given the old 
correspondence, but the current proposal is for a combination of restaurant and lodging. I'll give you a phone call 
with more details, that are better left unwritten, since it's still speculative at this point. I'll be interested in your take. 

-----Original Message-----

From: Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov [mailto:Heather Ramsay@nps.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2005 1 :22 PM 

To: Bunes, Kammie 

Subject: Lake Samm and St. Ed 

Thanks for keeping on top of the Lake S issue. I knew you were waiting to 

hear back from them. Good idea to have us put on the mailing list. 

When non-recreation uses for the St. Edwards seminary building were 

originally proposed, it was approved by NPS as a non-conversion because the 

revenue would be used to maintain the facility. It was used as a case 

study for reshaping our conversion policy, although policies have evolved 

since then. See our letter to IAC dated October 28, 1982. We may not be 

looking at a conversion, depending on how closely in line the current 

proposal is with the one that was proposed then. I'll look through our 

file and see what I come up with, but if you haven't already, it would 

probably be worth pulling your archive file too. 

More to come ... 

Heather Ramsay 

L WCF & UP ARR Project Manager 

National Park Service 

Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 

909 First A venue, Floor 5 

Seattle, WA 98104-1060 

206.220.4123 

!---------+----------------------------> 
I I "Bunes, Kammie" I 



Heather Ramsay 

07/13/2005 10:23 AM 
PDT 

To: "Bunes, Kammie" <KammieB@IAC.WA.GOV> 
cc: 

Subject: RE: seattletimes.com: Park project to move ahead 

Thanks for keeping on top of the Lake S issue. I knew you were waiting to hear back from them. Good 
i.dea to have us put on the mailing list. 

When non-recreation uses for the St. Edwards seminary building were originally proposed, it was 
approved by NPS as a non-conversion because the revenue would be used to maintain the facility. It was 
used as a case study for reshaping our conversion policy, although policies have evolved since then. See 
our letter to IAC dated October 28, 1982. We may not be looking at a conversion, depending on how 
closely in line the current proposal is with the one that was proposed then. I'll look through our file and 
see what I come up with, but if you haven't already, it would probably be worth pulling your archive file too. 

More to come ... 

Heather Ramsay 
LWCF & UPARR Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region, Partnership Programs 
909 First Avenue, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 

"Bunes, Kammie" <KammieB@IAC.WA.GOV> 

"Bunes, Kammie" 
<KammieB@IAC.WA.G 
OV> 

07/13/2005 09:53 AM 
MST 

To: "'Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov"' <Heather_Ramsay@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: RE: seattletimes.com: Park project to move ahead 

It is unfortunate I The ball was left in SP court and I just haven't bugged them, but I will rattle his cage and ask that 
you and I be put on all mailing lists related to Lake Samm. and that we pull together a meeting prior to your 
upcoming month off. 

also, please be aware that State Parks contacted me earlier this week about St. Edwards State Park and potential 
plans to lease property for a restaurant/motel. Marguerite and I met with State Parks a couple months ago as they 
were feeling out the possibility of a lease. We explained about conversions and their need to factor that process into 
any plans. 

At the August 4th State Parks Commission meeting in Coupeville, state park staff will be asking their commission for 
permission to enter into serious negotiations and planning with the lease proponent. The lease proponent will be 
working with the City of Kenmore on permit and planning issues. I asked Bill Koss to send both you and I 
information and suggested that perhaps the three of us could get together prior to their August 4 meeting. Since 
Marguerite and I have already made clear they will have a conversion, it may not be necessary to meet before .August 
4, but certainly we'll want to meet by the middle of August so that they proceed correctly. I am very interested in 
how the neighbors weigh in on this one. I believe there will be traffic concerns, although I may be surprised and we 
may hear they are in fact happy to see the seminary building being put to some use. We have counseled SP that they 
need to convert an adequate area to cover parking and any other support for the lease area. The plan is to convert 
unused buildings there, but leave the rest of the area (shoreline and "natural" areas as is. 

can you please remind me what dates you'll be out of the office? I believe it was the month of Sept., but don't know 



Heather Ramsay 

06/10/2005 01 :25 PM 
PDT 

Hey, Kammie -

To: KammieB@iac.wa.gov 
cc: 

Subject: St. Edwards State Park 53-00373, 78-501A 

Our files show that State Parks and the GSA were co-sponsors on this project. Is GSA still involved, or do 
we want to amend them out? 

Thanks, 

Heather 
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Project ft S 3 - Do.373 

• . 

Based on a revi ew and evaluation of the information containecl in the 

. aupporting -·~eferences enumerated below, I have detemined that the 

z~tion proposed is not a major Federal action which would significantly 

11~fect the ~UE. li~y of the human environment within the meaning of 

', ection l 02(2){C) of t'1~ National Envirorunental Policy Act of 1969. 

Su_£1'or t ing R.ierences: 

3 . . /re- tUV~ 1;t,S;ec/io ~'-J ~· • #~ / '(/'.:J- ..s~t~ ~ ,~d« 
J; ~s-d/, 



Note to Director Delaporte 

Projects Washington 53-00373 

Name of Project: St. Edwards Seminary Acquisition 

Recommendations APPROVAL 

Project Purpose: 
The State of Washington will acquire approxi
mately 316 acres of land, including approximately 
3000 feet of frontage on Lake Washington, within 
the Seattle urban area for public outdoor recre
ation puxposes. 

Eligibility Expires: Continuing 

Applicant: State of Washington 

Location: On the east shore of Lake Washington 
near the north end of the lake on the west side 
of Juanita Drive in King County. 

Fund Amowit: 
State Share 
State Share L&WCF 
Contingency Reserve 

Total Project 

Flag Items: 

$3,500,000 
1,750,000 
1,750,000 

$7,000,000 

1. The st. Edwards property is owned by the 
catholic Diocese which has given the State 
until October 10, 1977, to acquire the property 
or it will be sold to developers for subdivision 
purposes. 

.. -.. 

, I 



2. The property is a wooded tract of 316 acres 
with 3000 feet of frontage on the east shore of 
Lake Washington. It is in the Seattle SMSA with 
a population of 1,421,869 which is over 41 percent 
of the State's population. 

3. Because of the wooded nature and location of 
the property, it will be used primarily for 
passive recreation. The land is currently excess 
to the needs of the Diocese. 

4. Although there are buildings on the property, 
there will be no relocation involved. A final 
decision has not been made regarding the 
disposal of the buildings; however, King County 
has expressed an interest in operating the 
swimming pool and gymnasium as a part of its 
recreation program. 

5. Because of the short time frame, not all of the 
necessa:r:y clearinghouse revi~ws and Historic 
Preservation officers commE!n-ts nave not been 
obtained. This effort is in process and no 
adverse comments are anticipated. 

60 The project qualifies for Contingency Fund 
consideration because of its location in a 
heavily populated urban area, because of the 
quality natural attributes of the property and 
because if it is not acquired by October 10, 1977, 
it will be lost to recreation. 

7. The Bureau h~s detennined that the proposed 
action on this project is not a major Federal 
action which will significantly affect the 
quail ty of the human environment within the 
meaning of section 102 (2) (c) of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 19691 and a negative 
declaration has been provided. 



..tlere are unusual circwnstances involved in 
~ funding of the project. The Washington State 

Legislature in authorizing $3,500,000 for the 
State share of the project also included verbage 
requiring $1,750,000 to be provided from the 
Secretary's Contingency Reserve of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund. The Governor has 
agreed to return $1,400,000 from the 
State's regular apportionment of the Fund to the 
Contingency Fund. This $1,400,000 will be 
reallocated to the State along with $350,000 from 
the Contingency Reserve to satisfy the state 
legislation. The State will also contribute 
$1,750,000 from its regular Eq)portiorunent to 
make up the $3,500,000 Federal share. 

9o The Regional Director has reconunended that 
the project be approved. 

I concur with the Regional reconunendation that 
the project be approved. 

··. ,. R1TSC1l 
gef t>.O'B°£P.tt l\.• 

Robert A. Ritsch 
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DAVID W. HEISER 

RICHARD L. FANKHAUSER 

PLANNING p 0 eox 1128 
suPERVISOR-Fi:~~ECRE•TlON YMPIA. ·wAsHINGTON 98~04 
STATE PARKS A 01.. 

COMMISSION #"'> :J 

DAVID McNEAL 

JONGEJAN I GERRARD I ASSOCIATES 
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS • ENVIRONMENTAL 
DESIGN AND PLANNING COORDINATION 

23 103rd AV ENUE NOR THE AST f BELLE VUE. 
WA SHINGTON - 9800 4 f GLENCOUAT 4 • 5723 



IAC PRE-AWARD INSPECTION REPORT 
Agency: Department of General Administration Date: 9/15/77 

Inspection 
IAC # 78-90IA Project Name:~ __ _:;S~t~·--=E~dw~a;::..:..rd~s::.......;S~e~m~i~n~a~r~y---------~ Est. Cost: $7,000,000 by: Ron Taylor 

YES NO Comments 
1. Is the site readily accessible to the x The site is located south of Kenmore/Bothell off Juanita Drive and 

general pub I ic: is easily reached from populous areas throughout the region. 

2. Is t he site suitable for the intended x The site is heavily wooded with cleared area only around existing 
development? building - waterfront in low bank and topography conducive for 

develooment orooosed. ~ 

3. Are there any environmental in- x The present owners have done an excellent job developing the • trusions on or near the project site in an environmentally sensative way. 
site? 

4. Are utilities (water, power, & sewer) x Electrical is underground. available on the site? 

s. Is project site a part of a larger x The owner will retain approxi mately 50 acres for continued use 
recreation complex? as a seminary. 

6. Is the total park area free from any x The pa r k w i 11 be free of such uses. 
non- rec rea ti ona I uses? 

7, f\re there any frag i I e natura I re-
sources which should be protected? x 

-
8. Are there any potential hazards to park x 

users? (floods, fire, slides, etc.)? 

9. If school site - are traditional or x Seminary - informal ba 11fie1 d, tennis and hand ba 1 I courts (outdoor) required school facilities already and tra i 1 s. 
provided? 

10. Are the re any improvements x Seminary buildings, gymnasium, indoor swim pool. exi s ting on the site? 
? 

(I AC 76- 048) 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 

GRANTS PROCESSING CONTROL SHEET 

I 

' 
State or Territory 

· Washington 
Project Number 

58-00871 

li)CProject Agreement O Amendment to Project Agreement County 
~ing 

Project Title St. Edwards Seminary Acquiaition 

Applicant Department of Cene.ral Administration 

O Planning []t Acquisition 
======================= 
Received t-Yf:11 

Senators: 

I. Warren G. Magnuson - D 

2. Henry M. Jackson - D 

Congressmen: 

l. __ Ll__,oy~d_M_e_e_d_s_-_D ____ ~-

3. 

4. 

Assistance Requested $ __ a_,._500_-=''-0_00 ___ _ 

O Development 

O Approved O Disapproved 
O Returned as Unactionable 
O Withdrawn 

Congressional Districts: 

2 

Date 

0 Combination 

I hereby certify that a complete set of all documents currently required in W ASO for processing this action is 
attached, that the Standard Form 240 contains an accurate reflection of this action, and that I have personally 
verified the Congressmen's names and Congressional Districts shown above. 

Received 

W ASO Project Officer -------------
To Congressiona! Liaison 

Region Notified 

BOR 1-112 
Ncwember 1111 

-------

WAtlO TRANSMITTAL COPY 

Signature of Regional Project Officer 
or Superior 



UN• - <1. r A TES 'ERNMEHT 

To: • 
L 

From: 

L 

~'II --102 1. TO BE RETAINED BY ADDRESSEE 

DATE OF MESSAGE 

DATE OF REPLY 

IHSTRUCTIOHS 
Use routing symbols whenever pos-
sible. 
SENDER: 

Forward original and <oee copy. 
Conserve space. 

RECEIVER: 
Reply below. the message, keep 
one copy, return one copy. 

OPTIONAL FORM 27 
OCTOBER 1962 

GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101·- 11.6 
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Mccraney 206/442-4706 

'$3.5 MILLION FEDERAL RECREATION GRANT TO AID PURCHASE OF ST. EDWARDS SEMINARY 

Cecil -D. Andrus, Secretary of the Interior, today approved a $3. 5 mi 11 ion 

Land and Water Conservation Fund grant to help the State of Washington acquire 

the 316-acre St. Edwards Seminary, located on the eastern shore of Lake 

Washington, in the heart of the Seattle metropolitan area, for use as a park. 

In announcing the grant, Secretary Andrus called the St. Edwards property, 
with its 3,000 feet of prime undeveloped beach, "one of America's finest 
remaining urban, open-space recreation resources. The people of Washington, 
the Archdiocese of Seattle, the State's public agencies and officials, 
Washington's Congressional delegation and the Northwest Regional Office of our 
own Bureau of Outdoor Recreation can all be proud of the key, cooperative roles 
they've played in initiating, negotiating and successfully completing this 
once-in-a-lifetime public recreation project," Andrus said. 

Chris T. Delaporte, Director of the Interior Department's Bureau of 
Outdoor Recreation, which administers the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
(L&WCF) and recently completed a comprehensive study of recreation in the 
Seattle urban area, said, "St. Edwards is the largest Land and Water Conservation 
Fund grant ever approved for Washington State and one of the most significant 
land acquisitions in the entire history of this program. 11 The Bureau's recent 
study of urban recreation in the Seattle area identified the acquisition of 
waterfront property as the area's top recreation acquisition priority, and 
Director Delaporte called the St. Edwards purchase, 11 a wise investment of 
public recreation money, which will help us to realize our shared goals of 
preserving open-space in the urban area, providing new recreation access to 
Lake Washington, and opening new, quality outdoor recreation opportunities 
to the people of Seattle and King County. 11 

.. 

The Federal L&WCF grant will be matched by the State of Washington, 
bringing the total cost of the St. Edwards acquisition to $7 million. $1.75 
million of the Federal grant is from the Secretary of the Interior's 
Contingency Reserve, a portion of the L&WCF set aside for projects of regional 
or national significance. In Washington, State responsibility for the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund program is carried out by the Interagency 
Conunittee for Outdoor Recreation. 

* * * * * * * 
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Lr ~ 'VJ~ Puget Sound Council of Governments· 

A-95 

C'-EARINGHOUSE ACTION 

OTHER IDENTIFIER: 

St. Edward's Seminary - Acquisition 

Dept. of General Administration/Washington State Parks & Recreation Comm. . . . . . . . . 

PSCOG Comments 

The purchase of the St •. Edward's Seminary site is highly supportive of adopted 
PSCOG policies •. These policies encourage the provision.of park and recreation 
facilities that meet the needs of urban and rural areas. The St. Edwards site 
offers not only a large amount of acreage for open space and recreation uses 
to serve an area that is becoming increasingly urban.but also the unique oppor
tunity to secure a lcmg stretch of Lake Washington shoreline for public use. 
Such an opportunity is not likely to occur again in the near future. 

Local Comments 

City of Seattle: "We think this looks like an excellent project - should have a 
positive impact to recretional facilities in the region. In the spirit of 
cooperation, we would like to meet with the administering agencies in order 
to better coordinate with the project. It should be clarified that we do not 
consider this meeting a prerequisite to approval for grants clearance purposes." 

King County Program Development: King County is very supportive of the State's 
efforts to acquire St. Edward's Seminary property as a park site. · 

King County Council: The proposed project is in a single-family residential 
area and seems compatible with neighboring land use plans. The County 
Council supports acquisition of this last major section of waterfront on Lake 
Washington to assure its accessibility to the public. . . 

State Agency Comments 

No comments 



• 'l-' ..• 1't ...... ~ ..• , 

, •' •,II ·l • 201 Boren Avenue North· Seattle, Washington 98109 • (206) 623-7920 

August 25, 1977 

Mr. Vern·Barnes 
Director of General Administration 
218 Gerieral Administration Building 
Olympia, WA 98504 

,[q ~.A'. G '·--·~ JN u · 2 g is t 1 

Dear Mr. Barnes: 
1. 

Bureau of Outdoor Hecreation 
f'llmific Northwest Rei;rional Otfu:-:P 

This will acknow~edge receipt of your proposal to purchase 
St. Edward's Seminary property as outlined in your letter 
of August 22, 1977. 

I have been instructed by the Archdiocese to advise you 
that the terms and conditions of your offer are generally 
satisfactory; providing, however, that all contingencies 
contained in your offer be removed by October 10, 1977. 
On or before that date, your proposal must be converted 
to a firm and binding buy and sell agreement with a mu
tually satisfactory closing date. 

I should also cali your.attention to the need of the Arch
diocese to retain easements for access over existing road
ways and easements for existing utilities across property 
to be sold. 

The Archdiocese has continued to defer consideration of 
other offers in the hope that your efforts will be success
ful. I trust you will understand that, considering all 
circumstances, a delay beyond October 10, 1977 would not 
be pr.ucient. 

RLS/lb · 

cc: Mr. Charles Odegaard 
. ~- Maurice Lundy 

· Mr. Robert L. Wilder 
Mr. John ·Hough 

Whidbey Island Office 

z;;~ 
Robert L. Smith 

;. . *"'· 



DI FOl'm 1350 
(March 1966) • 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
ASSURANCE OF COMPLIANCE 

(TITLE VI, CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964) 

• lllu9tNtlan No. 1 

Department of General Administration(h . fi 11 d ereina ter ca e "Applicant-Recipient") 
(Name of Applicant-Recipient) 

HEREBY AGREES THAT IT will comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-352) and 
all requirements imposed by or pursuant to the Department of the Interior Regulation ( 43 CFR 17) issued 
pursuant to that title, to the end that, in accordance with Title VI of that Act and the Regulation, no per
son in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national origin be excluded from participa
tion in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program or activity 

for which the Applicant-Recipient receives financial assistance from Outdoor Recreation and 
Bureau or Office 

Hereby Gives Assurance That It will immediately take any measures to effectuate this agreement. 

If any real property or structure thereon is provided or improved with the aid of Federal financial assistance 
extended to the Applicant-Recipient by Outdoor Recreation , This assurance obligates the 

Bureau or Office 

Applicant-Recipient, or in the case of any transfer of such property, any transferee for the period during 
which the real property or structure is used for a purpose involving the provision of similar services or bene
fits. If any personal property is so provided, this assurance obligates the Applicant-Recipient for the period 
during which it retains ownership or possession of the property. In all other cases, this assurance obligates 
the Applicant-Recipient for the period during which the Federal financial assistance is extended to it by __ 

Outdoor Recreation 
Bureau or Office 

THIS ASSURANCE is given in consideration of and for the purpose of obtaining any and all Federal grants, 
loans, contracts, property discounts or other Federal financial assistance extended after the date hereof to the 
Applicant-Recipient by the bureau or office, including installment payments after such date on account of 
arrangements for Federal financial assistance which were approved before such date. The Applicant-Recipient 
recognizes and agrees that such Federal financial assistance will be extended in reliance on the representations 
and agreements made in this assurance, and thai: the United States shall reserve the right to seek judicial 
enforcement of this assurance. This assurance is binding on the Applicant-Recipient, its successors, trans
ferees, and assignees, and the person or persons whose signature appear below are authorized to sign this 
assurance on behalf of the Applicant-Recipient. 

APPLICANT-RECIPIENT'S MAILING ADDRESS 

Department of General Administration 
APPLICANT .RECIPIENT 

By_____.l)i'--"'--=-£w~v~=--,---==---
<Pre•ident, Chairman of.Board or Comparable 

authorized Official 

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: IHI OF-221-IZI 

931-663 

-















ST. EDWARD'S .... .. ..)R SEMINARY 
Ke nmore, W a sh. 98028 

Silu•led on the northedst shore o f loke W •shington, 
IS m iles north of d ownto wn Se dtt le, this unit houses 
young me n b e g inning their studies !high school l 
fo r the Rom•n C•tholic p rie sthood. St Thoma s Major 
Semina ry is in the b•ckground . 
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