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D#55 ANIMAL PROVISIONS FOR ANNEXED AREAS 
 
General Description 
The East Renton Plateau Citizens Task Force recommended that residents in areas that annex to 
the City be allowed to continue to keep animals that would be considered non-conforming in 
Renton, but were legal in King County, after the area annexes.  Additionally, the Task Force 
recommended that those non-conforming animals be allowed to be replaced in perpetuity for 
that parcel.  In 2007, Council affirmed the position of the Task Force on both of these issues.  
Since then, implementation of these two policies has proven challenging for staff.  It is 
recommended that the code be amended to provide clarity for staff and residents that animals 
may continue to be kept.  However, it is further recommended that the provision allowing 
animal replacement in perpetuity for parcels not be included. 
 
Impact Analysis 
Effect on rate of growth, development, and conversion of land as envisioned in the Plan 
Not applicable.  There are no anticipated effects on the rate of growth, development, and the 
conversion of land created by the proposed changes. 
 
Effect on the City’s capacity to provide adequate public facilities 
Not applicable. There are no anticipated effects on the City's capacity to provide adequate 
public facilities created by the propsed changes.   
 
Effect on the rate of population and employment growth 
Not applicable.  There are no anticipated effects on the rate of population and employment 
growth created by the propsed changes.     
 
Whether Plan objectives are being met as specified or remain valid and desirable 
The proposed changes do not have direct bearing on Comprehensive Plan objectives.  However, 
Objective LU-HH in the Residential Low Density Land Use section states, in part, that the 
designation is to “provide for a range of lifestyles and appropriate uses adjacent to and 
compatible with urban development”.  Land Use Element goal 7a calls for the promotion of 
neighborhoods that “contribute to a strong sense of community and neighborhood identity”.  
The proposed amendments strike a balance between these two goals.  The strong sense of 
community and neighborhood identity goal is supported in the proposal to allow property 
owners to continue to keep animals legal in King County if they annex to the City.  The proposal 
to not allow the continued keeping of those animals to “run with the land” is supported by the 
objective to provide for a range of lifestyles that are compatible with urban development in 
accordance with the City’s location inside the Urban Growth Boundary.  The City has adopted 
regulations regarding animals that are appropriate for an urban environment.   
 
Effect on general land values or housing costs 
Not applicable.  There are no anticipated effects on general land values or housing costs 
created by the propsed changes.     
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Whether capital improvements or expenditures are being made or completed as expected 
Not applicable.  
 
Consistency with GMA, the Plan, and Countywide Planning Policies 
The proposed changes have no bearing on growth management.  They are consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and Countywide Planning Policies.  
   
Effect on critical areas and natural resource lands 
The effects of this proposal are anticipated to have no impact on critical areas and natural 
resource lands.  However, over time as properties come into compliance with City code, if it 
causes a reduction in the number of animals on a property, it may decrease the amount of fecal 
matter that runs off of a property. 
 
Effect on other considerations 
Establishing a clear standard will make the code easier to administer and to understand for staff 
and residents.   
 
Background 
In 2010, staff sought to clarify the code regarding this portion of the Animal Regulations 
through a code interpretation (as shown in Attachment A).  There were a number of comments 
received from the public (grouped together as Attachment B), so this item was brought forward 
as a docket item for the consideration and policy recommendation of the Planning Commission 
and Council.  The comments received were supportive of the proposed code amendments in 
regards to adding code language that provides a very clear statement about the permissibility 
of annexed areas keeping animals that were legal in King County, but are not legal in Renton.  
However, there were some who expressed two concerns.   
 
First, there was concern expressed about the classification of the allowance being considered as  
non-conforming.  Second, the proposed amendment did not allow animals to be replaced in 
perpetuity for the parcel on which the keeping of the animals was established.  It was the desire 
of the East Renton Plateau Citizens Task Force to allow this, however it has proven especially 
difficult to administer.  When the initial code amendments regarding this were made the City’s 
Code Compliance group was not consulted.  The group is challenged by the inherent difficulty in 
applying code conditions that are first, unique and second, transferable.  They have been able 
to accommodate the uniqueness.  However, the transferability remains challenging.  It could 
place Code Compliance in a situation where they may not be able to adequately remedy an 
illegal and unhealthy situation because a property owner claims that the previous owner had 
been doing something that had been allowed in King County.  Issues such as: how the use is 
established, how far back a property owner is allowed to go back to establish the use, and what 
effect amendments made by King County to their animal regulations have on these property 
owners remain unresolved.  It does not seem beneficial to work towards resolving these issues, 
when the City’s current adopted animal regulations are reasonable and provide for flexibility, 
unlike the animal regulations that were in place at the time the Task Force made their 
recommendations. 
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Staff Recommendation  
In response to the concern about classification as non-conforming, staff believes that non-
conforming is the most appropriate classification.  The animals that would be allowed for 
residents who annexed after November 1, 2007 creates a circumstance that is not allowed 
anywhere else in the City.  By its nature, the circumstance does not conform to City code.  
Additionally, the desired outcome of something being considered non-conforming is that over 
time it will come into conformity.  This leads to the response to the second concern regarding 
being allowed to keep the animals in perpetuity on the land.   
 
The current City of Renton standards for keeping animals are reasonable and appropriate for 
properties in a city.  When the recommendation from the Task Force was made and the related 
ordinance passed, the regulations regarding the keeping of animals were fairly restrictive and 
did not provide for flexibility.  Since then, the City has revised its animal regulations so that they 
are far more liberal and flexible than they were at the time the Task Force sought changes.  For 
example, at that time the City did not allow the keeping of chickens or rabbits on a lot smaller 
than one acre.  Now chickens and rabbits can be kept on lots as small as 6,000 square feet in 
size.  Additionally, there is now a provision that provides flexibility for keeping animals in 
numbers greater than what is allowed outright.  This flexibility is allowed through the Additional 
Animals Permit.  The permit requires notification of surrounding property owners with a 
comment period and an inspection by an Animal Control officer.  If the officer finds that the 
additional animals could be kept in a humane and sanitary manner that will not interfere with 
neighboring property owners enjoyment of their property, and the other conditions of the 
permit are met, a person would be allowed to keep more animals.   
 
The regulations established by King County are for areas that are both within the Urban Growth 
Boundary (urban) and outside the Urban Growth Boundary (rural).  In part, because of this 
there are circumstances that would be allowed in King County that are not appropriate in an 
area that is urbanized like Renton.  For example, King County allows up to six horses per acre if 
covered confinement areas are used or three without covered confinement areas; in a rural 
context this may be appropriate.  The existing standard in Renton allows two horses per acre.  
Past policy decisions have been that this is the standard that the City finds is appropriate for its 
urban context.  It is reasonable for a property owner who annexes to the City to be allowed to 
keep the animals that they are accustomed to keeping.  However, it is also reasonable that the 
circumstance not be allowed for a future purchaser of the property.  There would be nothing 
that would preclude a future owner from keeping two horses on an acre in accordance with 
City code; they simply would not be allowed to keep six or three horses on an acre merely 
because the previous owner had done so.  However, there is also a path in adopted City code, 
through the Additional Animals Permit, for residents to follow if they wish to keep more 
animals than what is allowed outright.  Additionally, current code includes provisions to allow 
property owners more animals if their parcels are larger than the minimum standard.  For 
example, if the property is 20,000 square feet larger than an acre, a third horse would be 
allowed outright by City code. 
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Staff recommends code changes as indicated in the attached code interpretation.  Given the 
current allowances in City code and the established flexibility, staff finds that it is reasonable to 
allow a person to keep animals after annexing to the City that would not otherwise be allowed.   
Staff also believes however, that it is also reasonable for properties, over time, to be expected 
to meet the code established by the City. 
 
Implementation Requirements 
Amend 4-4-010.M as shown in Attachment A.     
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 Department of Community and Economic Development 
Planning Division 

ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY/CODE INTERPRETATION 
 

 
MUNICIPAL 
CODE SECTIONS: Section 4-4-010, Standards for Animal Keeping Accessory to 

Residential/Commercial Uses, and Section 4-10-070 Nonconforming 
Animals of the Renton Municipal Code. 

 
REFERENCE:  N/A 
 
SUBJECT:  Clarification of the City’s regulation of animals regarding nonconforming 

uses and grandfathered uses in annexed areas. 
 
BACKGROUND: Prior to October 2007, subsection L reads as follows:  
    
   “L. NONCONFORMING USES: 
   In cases where the keeping of animals does not comply with these 

regulations, the situation shall be classified as a nonconforming use. The 
owner/tenant shall be allowed to keep the number of animals existing at 
the time the Section became effective (7-15-1985). 

  1. Animal Replacement: Property owners/tenants who lose an 
animal after the effective date of this Section shall not be allowed 
to replace the animal with a similar type of animal. 

  2. Transferability: Furthermore, for the purposes of this Code, 
nonconforming use rights belong to a property owner and are not 
attached to the property and therefore are not transferable from 
one property owner to another with the sale of the property. RMC 
Section 4-4-100A, Purpose of Sign Regulations, reads as follows:  It 
is the purpose of these regulations to provide a means of 
regulating signs so as to promote the health, safety, morals, 
general welfare, social and economic welfare and esthetics of the 
City of Renton.” 

 
   As part of the work that was done with the East Renton Plateau Citizens 

Task Force, the language of Subsection L was amended to include only 
the first sentence.  The later text was deleted in an effort to discontinue 
the City’s regulations that did not allow the grandfathering of animals, as 
well as replacement of those animals.  The intent of the code 
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amendment was to allow residents to continue to keep the number and 
type of animals that they had prior to annexing to the City of Renton. 

 
   Prior to March 2008, RMC Section 4-4-010, Standards for Animal Keeping 

Accessory to Residential/Commercial Uses, had a subsection L titled Non-
conforming uses.  This subsection was deleted and the language was 
folded into subsection M titled Violations and Penalties.   

 
    In application this portion of the code has been unclear and difficult to 

administer.  The deletion of the text and the later amendment moving 
the remaining language to a different subsection has not adequately 
codified the intent of the City to allow residents in annexed areas to 
continue to keep the animals that they had prior to annexation. 

 
JUSTIFICATION: The desire of the East Renton Plateau Citizens Task Force was to allow 

residents who annex to the City of Renton to keep the animals that they 
had in King County prior to annexation.  Ambiguity in code should not 
negate this intent and efforts should be made to implement their 
intentions and expectations.   

 
    
DECISION:  Residents of areas that are annexed by the City of Renton should be 

allowed to keep the number and type of animals that they had in King 
County prior to being annexed by the City provided that the number, 
type, and manner of keeping complied with King County regulations in 
place prior to annexation.  Residents should also be allowed to replace 
animals that are lost provided that the number and use remain compliant 
with the King County regulations that are applicable to the resident.     

 
PLANNING DIRECTOR  
APPROVAL:  _______________________________________ 
   C. E. “Chip” Vincent 
 
DATE:   _______________________________________ 
 
APPEAL 
PROCESS:  To appeal this determination, a written appeal--accompanied by the 

required filing fee--must be filed with the City's Hearing Examiner (1055 
South Grady Way, Renton, WA 98057, 425-430-6515) no more than 14 
days from the date of this decision.  Your submittal should explain the 
basis for the appeal.  Section 4-8-110 of the Renton Municipal Code 
provides further information on the appeal process. 

 
CODE 
AMENDMENTS 
NEEDED TO 
IMPLEMENT 
DETERMINATIONS:   RMC 4-4-010 shall be amended to replace the old text as amended below 

as subsection M and create a new subsection N as shown.   
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   M. NONCONFORMING USES: 
   In cases where the keeping of animals does not comply with these 

regulations, the situation shall be classified as a nonconforming use.  
Except that if the owner is the resident of an area annexed by the City of 
Renton after January 1, 2007 . Tthe owner/tenant shall be allowed to 
keep the number number and type of animals existing at the time the the 
annexation was effective, provided that the number of animals, type of 
animals, and the manner in which the animals are kept was a legal and 
conforming use in King County prior to the effective date of the 
annexation.  Section became effective (7-15-1985). 

   
  1. Animal Replacement: Property owners/tenants of areas 

annexed after January 1, 2007 who lose an animal after the 
effective date of this Sectionthe annexation  shall not be allowed 
to replace the animal with a similar type of animal. 

   
  2. Transferability: Furthermore, for the purposes of this Code, 

nNonconforming use rights belong to a property owner and are 
not attached to the property and therefore are not transferable 
from one property owner to another with the sale of the 
property.  

 
   N. VIOLATIONS AND PENALTIES: 
 
   1. Compliance with Current Code Regulations: If the keeping of animals 

does not comply with these regulations and is not classified as a 
nonconforming use, the owner shall have to comply with the Code 
regulations. 

 
   2. Fines: Violation of land use permits granted is subject to fines 

established in this Code. All other violations of police regulations shall be 
administered in accordance with Chapter 6-6 RMC, Animals and Fowl at 
Large. 
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