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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


Staff will give an overview of the requirements under the Growth Management Act and Countywide Planning Policies for a 10-year Urban Growth Area (UGA) review. Staff will summarize two items—Buildable Lands Report and Growth Targets—that were brought before the Growth Management Planning Council in 2002 and will describe how these exercises, together with King County Benchmarks monitoring, satisfy the technical requirements of the UGA review mandate. 
An evaluation of the UGA—drawing upon Buildable Lands, Growth Targets, and Benchmarks indicators—finds that the current UGA is adequate to accommodate Household Growth Targets through the year 2022. Therefore, no change to the UGA is recommended.

BACKGROUND

I.
Statutory and Policy Requirements for a 10-Year UGA Review

Washington State’s Growth Management Act (GMA) (1990, 1991) requires counties planning under the act to designate Urban Growth Areas (UGAs), which delineate areas planned for Urban vs. Rural development (RCW 36.70A.110). The GMA further requires that counties and cities 1) review designated UGAs every ten years, evaluating the adequacy of the UGAs to accommodate the next 20 years anticipated population growth, and then 2) amend county and city comprehensive plans as needed to ensure continued ability to accommodate that growth (RCW 36.70A.130). This requirement may be met in concert with the review and evaluation 
required by the “Buildable Lands” amendment to the GMA (see RCW 36.70A.215) 
. 
The King County UGA, which encompasses the contiguous Urban area as well as the “Rural” cities expansion areas, was adopted in 1992 by the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC). The Metropolitan King County Council (MKCC) revised and finalized the UGA boundary in 1994, following recommendations from the GMPC. FW-1 (Step 8a) of the King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) implements the state UGA review requirement locally. This policy requires that the GMPC “review all Urban Growth Areas ten years after adoption and ratification” of the UGA boundary. The review is to be conducted “utilizing monitoring reports and benchmark evaluation and be coordinated with evaluation and reporting requirements of state law.” Based on this review, the GMPC may recommend to the MKCC changes to the UGA, if such changes are deemed necessary in order to accommodate growth targeted for the next 20-year planning period. The GMPC, alternatively, may affirm the sufficiency of the current UGA. 
The technical requirements of the GMA-mandated UGA review are satisfied by two state-mandated exercises that were completed, reviewed, and acted upon by the GMPC in 2002: the Buildable Lands Evaluation Report (2002) and allocation of Household and Employment Growth Targets for the 2001-2022 planning period. In the following sections, these exercises are briefly summarized. Their findings provide a basis for evaluating the UGA consistent with the statutory mandate. Further support for the UGA review as required by the CPPs is provided by data tracked for the annual King County Benchmarks Report.
II.
Buildable Lands Evaluation Report (2002)
Staff briefed the GMPC at its May 22, 2002 meeting on findings of the Buildable Lands Program and presented materials from the draft Buildable Lands Evaluation Report (2002). Analysis results—reported for cities, four subareas of the UGA, and the entire UGA—included the following:
· Population, housing unit, and job growth (1993-2000)
· Densities achieved in permitted residential and non-residential projects (1996-2000)

· Vacant and redevelopable land deemed “suitable for development” (2000)
· Development capacity of such lands, specifically potential for new additional housing units and jobs; Capacity estimates reflect current plans and zoning, as well as actual development densities and other market trends measured during the review period
The Buildable Lands statute requires an evaluation of the sufficiency of the supply of developable land to accommodate targets established in the “most recently adopted” comprehensive plans. This was accomplished in King County by comparing development capacity estimates for housing and employment with Household and Job Growth Targets for the 1992-2012 planning period. 
The report concluded that capacity in the UGA as a whole, within each subarea, and in the great majority of jurisdictions is sufficient to accommodate growth targeted for the remaining 12 years of the 20-year planning period. Capacity in several cities was found to be insufficient to accommodate 2012 targets, necessitating the adoption of remedial measures in those jurisdictions to increase the consistency between targets, local plans, and actual development.
In addition to the capacity evaluation, the Buildable Lands report also presented data on achievement of OFM population projections and CPP Household Growth Targets during the first eight years of the 1993-2012 planning period. These data show that, UGA-wide, the county is on track to meet 2012 targets for households. While the data also revealed some unevenness in target achievement among cities, further analysis showed that population growth in all subareas of the UGA met or exceeded OFM projections for the 1993-2012 period.
At the May 22 meeting, the GMPC discussed the methodology and findings of the draft report and directed staff to proceed with finalization of the Evaluation Report. The final draft of the report was submitted to the State Department of Community, Trade, and Economic Development in September 2002. 

Further detailed findings of the Buildable Lands Program are available in the staff report for the May 22, 2002 GMPC meeting or in the Evaluation Report, copies of which were provided to the GMPC and which is available online at http://www.metrokc.gov/budget/buildland/bldlnd02.htm.
III.
Growth Targets (2001-2022)
In presentations at a series of meetings from July 2001 through July 2002, staff briefed the GMPC on progress toward allocation of new Household and Job Growth Targets to cities and unincorporated Urban areas. The GMPC voted to approve the recommended Growth Targets at its September 25, 2002 meeting.
The approved Growth Targets specify anticipated housing and employment development needs for the 2001-2022 planning period. They also satisfy the GMA requirement that counties and their cities plan to accommodate 20-year population projections issued by the State Office of Financial Management in January 2002. The targets, which were recommended to the GMPC by a multi-jurisdictional committee of senior planning staff, reflect several principles, including: 
· Continuity with existing targets for the 1992-2012 period

· Fair share among jurisdictions

· Proportional allocation of households and jobs to subareas of the county

· Technical support based on best available data, including from the Buildable Lands Program and Census 2000
Overall, the allocation process resulted in distribution of a 22-year growth projection of nearly 152,000 households (based on a projected population growth of 282,000) to individual cities and to unincorporated areas within the UGA.
Further details on the approved Growth Targets, including the individual jurisdiction targets and the process and methodology to establish them, are available in archived staff reports to GMPC and in the text of Motion 1, approved on July 25, 2002, and Motions 2 and 3, approved on September 25, 2002. 
IV.
Review and Evaluation of UGA
Both the GMA and the CPPs direct the GMPC to consider development capacity as a primary criterion for evaluating whether expansion of the existing UGA is warranted in order to accommodate the next 20 years anticipated population and household growth. Table 1 (below) compares targeted household growth and housing capacity, for the UGA as a whole as well as within each of four subareas of the UGA.

Table 1: Household Growth Targets vs. Housing Capacity in UGA and Subareas

A
B
C


Household Target

(2001-2022)
Housing Unit Capacity

(2001)
Capacity Above Target
(=B-A)

Sea-Shore
56,369
122,340
65,971

East County
47,645
62,771
15,126

South County
42,335
68,991
26,656

Rural Cities
5,563
9,178
3,615

Urban Growth Area
151,932
263,280
111,348

As highlighted in column C, the findings indicate that the existing UGA encompasses more than enough developable land, zoned at densities sufficient to meet growth needs for the next 20 years. Further, the analysis shows that sufficient development capacity exists in all major urban subareas to meet projected housing needs. 
Countywide Planning Policy FW-1 goes further in identifying several criteria, in addition to development capacity, to be considered in the UGA review. They include the rate of growth and land consumption, capacities for infrastructure and service provision, and indicators relating to economic development, affordable housing, and the environment. Growth and achieved density data tracked for Buildable Lands indicate that the UGA has accommodated housing and jobs commensurate with established targets. The adequacy of infrastructure and services necessary to support accommodation of 2022 targets are addressed with the context of local jurisdiction comprehensive plan and capital improvements program updates. Finally, the King County Benchmarks Program has tracked progress toward achieving a range of economic development, affordable housing, and environmental policy outcomes since 1995. County staff presented the 2002 Benchmarks Report to the GMPC at the September 25 meeting. None of the indicators in the report suggests the need to expand the UGA at this time.


It is important to note that monitoring and evaluation are ongoing countywide responsibilities. This includes annual data collection for Benchmarks and Buildable Lands. The next Buildable Lands evaluation, due in 2007, and the next UGA review, due ten-years from now, each represent opportunities to take stock of new information on land supply, development capacity, growth targets, and other relevant factors that may suggest the need to amend local plans or the UGA boundary in the future.
At this point in time, the next step is for individual jurisdictions in the county to incorporate the new Growth Targets into their local planning. Most jurisdictions already have more than enough capacity under their existing plans to accommodate the new targets; a small number show small to modest gaps between current capacity and targets. The process to eliminate the long-term capacity deficiencies of these jurisdictions is already underway and in some cases has been completed. All jurisdictions will be adopting measures, such as comprehensive plan revisions and various plan implementation strategies, to ensure their continuing ability to accommodate targeted household growth. After the completion of the current round of state-mandated plan updates, which are due for completion by December 2004, staff will be able to report back to the GMPC on 
the results of these efforts, specifically their impact on development capacity within jurisdictions, subareas, and the UGA as a whole.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the GMPC affirm the adequacy of the existing UGA to accommodate anticipated growth for the planning period ending in 2022. Staff requests direction to prepare a motion to this effect for consideration and potential vote at the May 21 GMPC meeting. Staff also requests direction to report back to the GMPC in 2005 on measures adopted by local jurisdictions to accommodate targeted growth.



� RCW 36.70A.130 Comprehensive Plans--Review--Amendments...(3) Each county that designates urban growth areas under RCW 36.70A.110 shall review, at least every ten years, its designated urban growth area or areas, and the densities permitted within both the incorporated and unincorporated portions of each urban growth area. In conjunction with this review by the county, each city located within an urban growth area shall review the densities permitted within its boundaries, and the extent to which the urban growth occurring within the county has located within each city and the unincorporated portions of the urban growth areas. The county comprehensive plan designating urban growth areas, and the densities permitted in the urban growth areas by the comprehensive plans of the county and each city located within the urban growth areas, shall be revised to accommodate the urban growth projected to occur in the county for the succeeding twenty-year period. The review required by this subsection may be combined with the review and evaluation required by RCW 36.70A.215.
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