GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL

WEDNESDAY, July 24, 2002

Puget Sound Regional Council Board Room

MEETING SUMMARY

Members Present:

Councilmember Mary Alice Burleigh, Commissioner Walt Canter, Councilmember Richard Cole, Councilmember Richard Conlin, Councilmember Grant Degginger, Councilmember Eric Faison, Councilmember Jean Garber, Councilmember Jane Hague, Councilmember Kathy Lambert, Mayor Greg Nickels, Councilmember Margaret Pageler, Councilmember Michele Pettiti, Councilmember Larry Phillips, Mayor Joan Simpson, Executive Ron Sims, and Councilmember Peter Steinbrueck.

Executive Sims convened the meeting at 4:10 PM.

I-A.
Review and Approval of the May 22, 2002 Meeting Summary.

The GMPC unanimously approved the May 22, 2002 meeting summary.

I-B.
Public Comment:

There were no public comments - no citizens in attendance chose to speak.

II.
Growth Targets:

Michael Hubner of the Suburban Cities Association 

Michael Hubner introduced Motion 02-1.  He summarized staff work regarding the growth targets.  Motion 02-1 concerns amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies and presented the proposed job targets. The amendments provide the policy framework for accommodating the household and employment growth targets for the next 20 years.  See attached staff Power Point for details about the presentation.

Councilmember Degginger proposed an amendment to Motion 02-1.  The amendment would add an additional policy, FW 12c, which concerns the need to continue water resource planning.  It’s a complement to FW 12b, the transportation infrastructure policy.  He stated that the amendment emphasizes the need to support the new household and job targets with adequate water infrastructure.  Mr. Degginger moved for adoption of the amendment.
Executive Sims stated that before he could consider Mr. Degginer’s amendment, he would need a motion to put Motion 02-1 on the floor. Councilmember Cole moved Motion 02-1, which was seconded by Councilmember Hague.

Councilmember Phillips noted that the way the GMPC has procedurally operated in the past, motions were introduced at one meeting and voted on at the next meeting.  This was done so the GMPC members had ample time to review each amendment. 

Councilmember Hague requested that if there were no objections, the GMPC could perhaps override Mr. Phillips suggestion to delay adoption of the motion at the meeting.  She spoke in favor of Mr. Degginger’s amendment - that the GMPC must consider water supply as members consider the new growth targets.  She noted the current water moratoriums in several cities as evidence of water supply shortage in King County.  She urged the GMPC take action at the meeting rather than delay the amendment to a future meeting.

Councilmember Garber said that the Suburban Cities Association caucus discussed the proposed Degginger amendment and agreed to support it.  There is some disagreement among SCA members about when new water supply sources are needed but there is little disagreement about the need for water for people and fish.  She noted that’s really what this amendment speaks to and is also very parallel to FW 12b, transportation infrastructure.

Councilmember Pageler said her Caucus received the Bellevue amendment only a couple of days ago to review.  However Seattle does have some alternative language to propose to the Degginger amendment.  She voiced concern that technical staff did not have the time to review the amendment.  She said that she is unsure if water supply is the problem. Ms Pageler said the problem may be the State Department of Environment’s ability to act in a timely way on water rights.  It may also be the tribal concerns about their water rights.  Ms Pageler noted that there’s a whole host of other issues related to land use that one cannot necessarily solve by regional planning.  And many of these issues are certainly not within the scope of GMPC to solve.  So Ms Pageler would not want to blame the water moratoriums on something that the GMPC could resolve.  She noted the alternative language that Seattle is proposing points to the Central Puget Sound Suppliers Forum, which is the three county association of water suppliers, that is in fact working on regional efforts and for meeting regional water demands.  She recommends that the GMPC endorse the Forum’s effort.  Ms Pageler added that endorsing the Forum would be an appropriate way for the GMPC to recognize the good work that is going on in the greater metropolitan area and to address long term water usage.

Councilmember Degginger pointed out that a draft of the Bellevue amendment was sent to the GMPC Executive Committee in mid May.  He noted a concern regarding the identification of a specific water forum source.  He’s unaware of any other identification of such a source in the CPPs or a specific entity that would be doing the planning.  He noted, in particular, there are a lot of different cities that deal with these water issues individually and sometimes collectively.  He was unsure about the appropriateness of mentioning a particular water forum in the CPPs.

Mayor Nickels concurred with Ms Pageler’s comments.  He noted Seattle is finding that they have enough water in their system for existing customers for at least the next 35 years.  Therefore the language in the Bellevue amendment, in essence, posits a crisis that might not exist.  He noted it also suggests that water usage will increase hand in hand with growth.  Seattle’s experience suggests otherwise.  Over the last 20 years Seattle’s customer base has grown by about ¼ million people and the water use has not grown at all.  So Seattle has some concerns about the directive that the Bellevue amendment is headed.  Mr. Nickels also noted that efficient use and reuse of the existing water supply is an area that needs to be taken a very hard look at and he would rather see us concentrate our efforts on this issue rather than creating another regional water plan.

Mr. Canter said that he agreed with Mayor Nickels.  He commended the work if the Central Puget Sound Suppliers Forum.  He stated that there is a good amount of water supply coming on line in the next couple of years.  The Forum has also been successful at water conservation.  Mr. Canter still believes we need additional supply and that we have the lead-time to do it. 

Executive Sims noted that there was a motion submitted by Ms Pageler.  He asked if there was a GMPC member that would second it.  Councilmember Steinbrueck did so.  

Councilmember Degginger said the issue was not to resolve issues about how much water and when.  The purpose of his amendment is to make sure that GMPC members are having water supply discussions so the County is not caught short of water.  Mr. Degginger noted what Bellevue and the SCA have proposed is a policy that sets that objective during the time frame GMPC members are talking about regarding the growth targets.  He said that the forums could change and the nature of the forums could change.  Therefore it is more appropriate to keep the amendment a little broader.

Councilmember Simpson said that Seattle’s and Bellevue’s amendments were similar and may be able to be combined into one amendment.  She suggested that staff review both amendments and to the September GMPC meeting.  The intent was that staff would return to the September meeting with one amendment that was acceptable to Seattle and Bellevue and other members.

Executive Sims asked members if they wished to table the two motions until the September meeting.  After much discussion the motion to table the amendments was adopted by roll call vote of 6 votes yes and 4 1/2 votes no.

The GMPC unanimously adopted the Motion 02-1, relating to amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies, by voice vote.

Executive Sims noted that there was another motion before the GMPC – Motion 02-2 relating to Household Targets.  He asked if there was a motion to adopt.  There was none.  He noted that the Motion would be scheduled for our next meeting in September.  He also noted Motion 02-3 relating to Job Targets was introduced and asked for a motion to adopt.  There was none.  Mr. Sims said this Motion would also be scheduled for consideration and adoption at the next GMPC meeting.

Mayor Nickels noted that the concern Seattle has with Motion 02-2 is with accepting the amount of growth targets allocated to Seattle.  He said that the city has been working hard to accept all the targets  - but was concerned about adequate infrastructure to serve the new growth.  Mr. Nickels noted that in Seattle the type of infrastructure is not going to be, in large part, additional highway or road improvements.  The city might need to replace existing capacity for roads but they are not going to be looking for a lot of new road capacity.  It is extraordinarily important to Seattle to serve the city’s Urban Centers and Urban Villages with adequate transportation infrastructure.  These are the areas where Seattle plans to allocate household targets throughout Seattle.  Mayor Nickels said that the Regional Transit Committee is forwarding to the KC Council some recommendations that would significantly alter the distribution of new service planned for these areas.  Seattle has counted on that new service as a part of their strategy so that they are able to serve additional household growth.  He noted that Seattle has about 18% of the urban area and about 35% of the new household growth targets.  Mr. Nickels said that they are working hard to try and achieve those regional goals but the infrastructure – the transit service – has to be able to adequately serve the areas receiving the new growth.  Mr. Nickels added that receiving new transit service is as important to Seattle as road capacity to accommodate new growth is to other cities in King County.  Mayor Nickels welcomes the convening of various stakeholders to have a conversation before the next GMPC meeting  - in the hope that GMPC members might be able to resolve some of the conflict regarding transit service and reach a consensus on the household target issue.

Councilmember Garber said from the cities’ standpoint what the RTC did was make very small inroads into an existing disproportionate transit service split.  She noted that the east and south cities are greatly in need of transit and this allocation of new hours makes a very small difference to Seattle’s share of total transit service hours.  But it makes a big difference to the suburban cities.  And with that allocation of new transit service hours - the hours are still disproportionately allocated to Seattle.  And yet the suburban cities are willing to accept our target.  Having said that Ms Garber noted the cities are willing  - since this issue has come up at the GMPC meeting – to delay voting on Motion 02-2 until the September GMPC meeting.  But Ms Garber added that the cities would have been prepared to accept their growth targets at today’s meeting.

Mayor Nickels said he appreciated that there are different perspectives on this issue.  He pointed out that when Initiative 695 passed, and the legislature adopted the reduction in motor vehicle tax for local transit, that it was Seattle representatives on the King County Council who pushed to get the additional tax request on the ballot to replace funds lost through the Initiative.  Also it was Seattle’s votes, in large part, that adopted that new revenue source that allows for any new growth.  The campaign was to approve transit service hours throughout the County - in east King County and South King County and Seattle.  Mr. Nickels was concerned that if the RTC policies are adopted the adoption will undermine basic support for additional transit investment in the future.  Mr. Nichols urged that in the desire to address what is believed to be a historical inequity of transit service, we not take a step that is going to undermine our ability to have a larger transit investment as part of our regional growth strategy in the future.

Councilmember Conlin said it is very important that every area of King County get new transit service.  Mr. Conlin noted that he introduced language at the RTC saying that citizens of King County must work together and find a way in which to increase service for everybody.  He noted that the problem is that we’re arguing over what are very small pieces of the pie, and essentially doing things that are harmful to one jurisdiction to benefit another jurisdiction.  He’d like us to all get together to work for more transportation for everybody.

Councilmember Degginger said one of the reasons why Bellevue was willing to accept the targets was with the promise that the city was going to receive the recommended transit service allotment that Executive Sims forwarded for the additional transit service.  He noted that the two-tenths increase in tax passed in Bellevue.  Mr. Degginger said that if we start looking at the transit service allocation that is based on population that the current base service provided is as follows - the Seashore subarea has over 2 million hours of service – and 59% of the service.  East King County has 600,000 hours and 17% of the service.  He noted that the Eastside certainly has a lot more than 17% of the population in King County.  The South County 36% of the population and has 24% of the service – 847,000 hours.  This increment of additional service is replacing service that the cities lost on the Initiative 695 vote that had been promised to the cities.  It’s going to help cities get people using transit.  He said that the Eastside doesn’t have the frequencies and the headways at this point and time to get that service.  Mr. Degginger added one other point - when the buses go across Lake Washington they are counted as Eastside service hours no matter how many people on the Westside are riding them when they come back.  So Mr. Degginger said the Eastside takes that burden as well.  He welcomes the opportunity to talk about this further in advance of our September meeting.  He noted that this is a very critical issue to the Eastside and that Executive Sims has also recognized the Eastside and South King County transit service issue for quite some time.

Councilmember Phillips said asked Seattle if they had factored in rail, light rail and monorail to support the future growth targets.  He asked if they considered those transportation modes as additional transit opportunities to support the growth targets.  

Councilmember Steinbrueck answered that the modes are interdependent.  He added that the monorail is not yet a project. 

Councilmember Conlin said that no one is doing this kind of analysis for the entire county and that is a key problem.  He suggested that it would be excellent to do the kind of analysis that would pull together what are the needs, what are the resources, and how do we match the needs to the resources.  It wouldn’t be based just on population.  It would be based on population that is transit dependent and can be efficiently served by transit.  Mr. Conlin pointed out that this kind of analysis has never been done because we’re currently arguing over subareas instead of how do to deliver effective transit service and how to meet the growth management targets for the entire County.

Counclimember Steinbrueck said this is a good discussion – and it also underscores a key provision of growth management - which is concurrency.  He thinks that Seattle is a transit dependent city – probably more than any other community in the County.  Given the density and growth Seattle is expected to take in the future, the city is more dependent on transit now today and will be in the future.  Mr. Steinbruck stated that it’s not to say that he does not want other communities to have more options - more transportation services  - and others are certainly mobility challenged with existing clogged freeways.  But he added, Seattle must have an effective transportation system that emphasizes transit as an important currency component of that.  He noted that this raises an important legal issue under the GMA - if Seattle does not have transportation concurrency with the new growth targets that they are being asked to accept.

Councilmember Faison agreed with the concurrency argument.  But he asked why limit it only to bus service?  Federal Way is a city that has a population density that is not far off from Seattle and a significantly large population of seniors who do not have their own vehicles.  Also the city has only two freeway access points.  He asked if now is the time and the place to expand this discussion beyond transit service to other modes of transportation.

Councilmember Conlin said that the electeds focus on money for transportation but the fact is there are different needs in different areas of the county.  He suggested what we need to do is find out the ways that we can meet the different needs of each city and the county in order to make the growth management work.  He argues that money should not be the key criteria.  He recommended that electeds should review how the whole system should work.  He said that it’s important to Seattle that things like State Route167 get fixed and I-405 get fixed – all the things that are outside of Seattle as well as inside Seattle – as long as that those transportation modes support an effective regional transportation system.  

Executive Sims noted that the transit service issues mentioned in today’s meeting were considered before the Executive forwarded his recommended 6-year transit plan to the Regional Transit Committee.  He said regarding concurrency and growth that Seattle/North has 34% of population and 64% of the transit service, the East has 30% of population and 16% of the transit service, and South has 36% of the region’s population and 21% of the transit service.  Regarding the proposed new job and housing targets - Seattle/North takes 33%, but Eastside is asked to take 35% and South to take 36%.  Mr Sims noted that if the argument is are we allocating bus service to meet growth and existing population needs; then the RTC 20/40/40 split does align itself with the job and household targets.  And the new transit service allocation also increases support for the under-served and existing populations of people who are not currently served by transit.  Yet even with the new service, the East and South remain under-served relative to the housing and job targets they have been asked to accept.  Mr. Sims noted that it’s important to have this debate.  However, he felt it was necessary to clarify that the Executive’s transit service proposal did clearly align itself with job, household and population targets.  It is a well thought out plan.  He added that the future debate about the allocation will not be about the quality of planning and techniques that has been used to develop the transit 6 year plan. 

Executive Sims noted that the GMPC would consider and act on Motion 02-2 and 02-3 at the September 25th GMPC meeting.

III. 
Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 5:00 PM.
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