PROTECTION OF 

THE RURAL AREA

At the May 26, 1999 GMPC meeting, staff were directed to prepare policy options for three topics: defining rural growth targets; determining appropriate non-residential uses in the rural area; and strengthening the Transfer of Development Credits program. 

Goal: Provide direction to staff to draft policy language. 

_____________________________________________________________________

Issue #1: Growth Targets

How was the rural growth target established?

· In 1992, CPP LU-52 required the establishment of 20 year growth targets for each city and for “each unincorporated urban and rural community….”

· The intent of the target allocation was to be tough in the rural area to encourage growth in the urban area. 

· The 1994 King County Comprehensive Plan adopted a target of 5800 to 8200 new households over 20 years, or roughly 350 new households per year.

· The annual rural target translates to about 4% of the overall countywide growth.

What does the rural growth target really mean?

· Once the targets were allocated countywide in early 1994, LU-52 was revised to reflect the completion of this work and any reference to a rural community target was deleted.

· LU-52 was subsequently renumbered to LU-67 and added to the Urban Residential Areas section of the CPPs.

· Throughout the CPPs, jurisdictions are encouraged to meet their urban targets, but the CPPs are silent on the meaning and the need to stay within the rural  target – is it a goal, or is it a cap?

Problem

· While the average annual rural growth rate has dropped to less than 7% in 1998 for an average of 1000 new building permits per year, it is still higher than the 4% target rate.

· The growth rate is higher than the target because:

· Buildout capacity under existing zoning could allow more than 23,000 new households throughout the rural area, substantially more than the target.

· There are many existing, legal lots created prior to the application of rural zoning, and prohibiting development on existing lots is legally difficult.

· There continues to be a strong market for homes in the rural area.

GMPC Actions to Address the Problem

1. Develop a new CPP to define the intent of the rural target.

Options

A.
Define the rural target as a cap on new households in the rural area.  Give the target a different name to make it clear it does not have the same meaning as the urban target.  Set a regional directive that every step must be taken to prevent development from exceeding the rural target during the 20 year planning cycle.

B.
Recognize that as the number of existing lots greatly exceeds the target, the target is not realistic.  It should be revised or considered a goal, not an absolute cap on the number of new households.  To work toward the goal, all possible tools for reducing development in the rural area short of moratoria or drastic permit limits should be explored.

2. Help reduce rural capacity by amending LU-12 to allow for the application of lower density zoning for a broader range of circumstances.

Options

A. Allow for one home per 20 acre zoning adjacent to the Forest Production District.

B.
Call for application of at least one home per 10 acre zoning in critical ESA habitat areas.

_____________________________________________________________________

Issue #2: Nonresidential Uses in the Rural Area

What’s being built in the rural area, and why?

· The CPPs call for protection of rural character, but other than restricting land uses in Rural Forest and Farm Districts to very low density residences, forest or farm-related uses, and K-12 public schools (LU-9, CO-14), the CPPs are silent on preferred or prohibited uses and the appropriate size and scale of such uses in the rural area.
· As urban land becomes more valuable, land uses that are difficult to site and use large amounts of land are locating in the rural area. 

· Uses that may be inconsistent with rural character include:

· Schools, which have state-mandated site requirements, and typically

       include sports fields and large parking lots; 

-     Large churches that serve a regional congregation;

· Recreational facilities, especially soccer fields and golf courses. 

Problem

· While these uses serve rural residents, they also serve urban residents and require urban services and infrastructure such as sewers, parking lots, storm water detention facilities, urban standard roads and lighting.

· These uses also result in traffic and surface water storm flows in excess of traditional rural development.  

· While large tracts of rural land may be more readily available and lower in cost than urban land, there are substantial costs for bringing the necessary infrastructure to the rural sites.

GMPC Actions to Address the Problem

Amend LU-9 and develop new CPP to address appropriate nonresidential

 land uses in the rural area.  

Options
A. 
List inappropriate land uses for rural residential areas and allow only in or in very close proximity to rural towns and cities.   Land uses currently permitted in rural residential areas are listed in Attachment A.

B.
Do not specify appropriate uses, but call for size, scale and development standards to ensure rural character is maintained and the environment is protected.

C.
Require facilities that serve primarily urban residents to locate only in urban areas.

D.
Pursue a combination of A., B., and C.  Prohibit some uses and allow others with rural character standards, i.e., require schools that primarily serve urban students to locate in the urban area, prohibit golf courses, and allow sports fields as long as they are developed consistent with rural standards (no lighting, limited parking, soft surfaces, visual screening, etc.).

_____________________________________________________________________

Issue #3: Transfer of Development Credits

How does the TDC Program work?

· The primary goal of the Transfer of Development Credits (TDC) program is to protect valuable forest lands and prime habitat by transferring their potential density out of the rural area.

· The King County Zoning Code has included the opportunity to transfer density credits from rural and urban “sending sites” to urban “receiving sites” since 1995; only one transfer has been completed.  

· Review of successful programs elsewhere and analysis of potential urban “receiving sites” for the transferred density indicate the greatest opportunity for success is to include the Cities as partners, finding ways the Cities can benefit by receiving density credits from the rural area.

· To stimulate the program, King County authorized a series of pilot projects focusing on reaching agreements with cities to accept additional density; and dedicated $.5 million to help provide amenities to urban communities willing to accept additional density.

· The City of Seattle has proposed an ordinance to accept density transfers from rural King County, and an interlocal agreement to describe how the transfers can occur and what amenities will be provided is being developed.

Problems

· There is no regional directive to allow transfers of density from rural King County into the cities.

· CPP LU-14 also allows transfer of density between rural properties as long as there is no net increase in density, but there are very few rural areas able to serve as receiving sites due to physical or infrastructure constraints.  The greatest opportunity for success is to eliminate other means by which rural properties could be subdivided.

GMPC Actions to Address the Problems

1. Amend LU-14 to encourage rural to city transfers of density.

Options

A.
Call for cities, especially designated centers and transit hubs, to take actions to facilitate receiving density credits from King County’s rural areas, i.e., consider designating receiving areas instead of increasing zoned density. 

B. Describe necessary public services and amenities that should be provided to offset added density to receiving sites.  Identify possible funding sources to provide for these services and amenities.

C.
Remove specificity from LU-14 to allow the TDC program to be revised to reflect successful transfers.

2.
Amend LU-14 to eliminate competing regulations within the rural area for further subdivision. 

Options

A.
Eliminate allowance for rural to rural transfers of densities.

B.
Allow rural transfers into Rural City UGA’s or Rural Towns, but not into rural residential areas.

Allowed Uses in the Rural Area

In addition to the more traditional rural uses such as homes, associated home occupations, farm and forestry-related uses (farm produce stands, log sales, etc.), the following uses are allowed in all the rural zones (RA-2.5, RA-5 and RA-10).  In most cases, special conditions must be met and permit processes ensuring public review are required.

· campgrounds

· destination resorts

· sports club

· ski area

· golf facilities



· golf driving range

· RV park

· churches

· vocational school

· commuter parking



· animal control facility


· training facility









· bed and breakfast

· parks

· shooting range

· K-12 schools

· outdoor performance center

· interim recycling facility

The GMA calls for all cities and counties to develop a process for coming to agreement on how to site “essential public facilities,” otherwise know as LULUs (locally unpopular land uses).  The following uses are not specifically permitted anywhere, but could be allowed in the rural area subject to a special permitting process.

· jails

· airport/heliport

· race track

· transit bus base

· college/university

· zoo and breeding facilities

· transfer station

· landfill

Current zoning code density and dimension requirements in rural residential zones:

Maximum impervious surface – 12.5% to 25%.

Minimum street setback – 30 ft.

Minimum lot width – 135 ft.

Base height – 40 ft.
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