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Sims:
Good afternoon everyone--a beautiful, sunny day.  Is there anyone who would like to address the Council?  Please come forward. 
Maxine Keesling: Note attached comments. 

Sims:
Paul, would you please enter that into the record.

Martin Durkan, Jr.:  Good afternoon, Mr. Executive, members of the committee.  Martin Durkan, Jr.,  22401 Sweeney Road, Maple Valley.  Long time, 45-year resident of the rural area and I don’t know anyone can top that besides Miller, who has not only lived there longer, but has represented that area for much of her career.  I am concerned today with the way that King County’s Annual Growth Report is being interpreted.  A few weeks ago, I spent some time with a rural neighbor who happens to hold a doctorate degree in mathematics and statistics.  We went over a number of the different figures contained in the report and like any other mathematical report or statistic, it can be construed in many, many ways for many arguments.  But the most important number that has been tossed around over the last couple of months is the rural growth rate and a number of you have extracted that the rural growth rate in King County is six percent and therefore that exceeds what we have planned for originally under GMPC policy and therefore we have to ratchet that down and do something about that.  And I’d like to put forth to you today that that is a very false assumption and that the rural growth rate in King County is not six percent—it is one and a half percent.  And if you go to the Annual Growth Report and you take the number of residents in the rural area and you take the number of residents that were produced in 1998 in the rural area, and you divide that number, you will see that the rural growth rate is one and one-half percent.  And the problem we have here is we have confused the rural growth rate which is a distinct and separate area, with the number of building permits that have been issued in King County in the municipalities.  And when you use that number for the rural growth rate, it’s very unfair and inaccurate because what has happened here, and I hate to use any city for an example, but let’s for instance, Mary Gates isn’t here, let’s talk about Federal Way.  Federal Way produced a hundred and ninety-one new units last year.  Maple Valley produced two hundred and fifty-nine.  Now Maple Valley is about one-fifth the size of Federal Way and we are producing more homes than Federal Way, Maple Valley is.  And if you go down the list and you look at how many cities are behind their targets, its not that the rural areas have produced too many homes, its that the urban area has not produced enough.  And those are specific cities.  We could tomorrow cut off all growth in the rural area and still would not solve the housing crisis.  The problem is not in the rural area, the problem is in the urban area, and it is with a particular number of cities.  I would hope as you deliberate today on the proposed rural policies and as the King County Council does in the near future, and we look at it, that we don’t continue ratcheting down the rural area.   There have been no new homes on Sweeney Road in the last five years.  There has been one new home on Petrovitsky.  There has been one new home on 240th.  There have been some eight hundred new homes in rural King County last year spread out over 75 square miles.  That’s not a lot of homes on that much property.  If we were to take a lesson of the election held last week, the lesson I’ve learned from that is that residents of the rural area are more concerned about infrastructure and transportation then they are about rural growth.  The problem is that we have forced a lot of rural growth into our rural cities.  The jobs are in the urban area and what happens is you transverse the rural area on the way to your job and it’s a huge traffic nightmare as we all know.  That’s where we really need to focus our efforts on the transportation and infrastructure between the rural cities and the urban area and we need to hold cities like Federal Way accountable.  I hope you would take that into consideration and not just penalize the rural area because as Maxine said, she was one of the few people in the early ‘90s that were here during GMA and here during Comp Plan and we did make a commitment to rural land owners.  We downzoned fifty-square miles of R-1 property, one unit per acre, and changed it to five-unit and ten-unit per acre and we told those people out there that those of you with one or two acre lots, don’t worry, those are yours and those are vested.  We’re not going to take that away from you.  And the worst thing government can do is go back and do something they said they weren’t going to do years ago.

Sims:  
Thank you.  Mr. Vance.

Vance:
Thanks Chairman.  I’d like staff to, maybe not this instance but at some point, address the statistical point that Mr. Durkan is trying to make.  Basically what he is saying, when you look at the total number of permits being issued, the permits in the rural area may be six percent of the total number of King County permits, but that the increase in the rural area is only one percent growth in the rural area itself, if that makes sense.  So, that’s what Mr. Durkan is maintaining, and I’ve heard it from other people and I’d like staff to say if that’s true or not true or whatever.

Paul Reitenbach:  I don’t know if that’s true, but I can have the people who did the Annual Growth Report listen to the tape and respond.

Vance:
OK, that’d be great.

Sims:
Good afternoon.

Sam Pace:
Good afternoon.  My name is Sam Pace.  I’m with the realtors.  I would ask for the opportunity to direct your attention to what is identified over there on the bench as GMPC Issue Paper #1 Housing Production, Item Roman Numeral IIA at the top.  And the part of this I want to direct your attention to is the matrix on the very last page.

Sims:
Permit issue for new housing units?

Pace:
Yes.  As you know the Growth Management Act was adopted in 1990 and as part of the Growth Management Act, the legislature required that each county plan to accommodate a population increase as forecast by the State Office of Financial Management.  In round numbers, our population forecast for the twenty year period from 1992 to 2012 is about 325,000 people.  The portion of that I would ask you to reflect on is the twenty-year period from 1992 to 2012.  We have here, in King County, converted that to a need for 195,700 units and that is set out in the Appendix II of the Countywide Planning Policies.  The concern that I have is in the next to last column on this matrix that you have.  It says, “Average annual units to meet the twenty year target.  But it begins counting not in 1992 when the twenty-year period begins, but in 1995.  And so what you have is a situation where—and I don’t have a problem with beginning to count in 1995—I want to make that absolutely clear—if you begin in 1995, to accommodate the twenty year target, then the simple math formula is you divide by seventeen, not by twenty.  If you begin in 2002, you divide by ten, not by twenty.  The other piece of that is obviously you need to give the cities credit for anything that they’ve done between 1992 and 1995.  I mean to be fair about it, we need to count everything that the cities have done.  But in determining whether or not we are on-track, if you’re going to start in 1995, we need to be dividing by seventeen, not by twenty.  We need to be giving the cities, credit for what they’ve done, and we need to understand that these numbers do not exist independent and apart from the OFM requirement to accommodate the twenty-year OFM population forecast for the twenty-year period  1992 to 2012.  The consequence of the way this has been done is to understate the performance standard by fifteen percent or expressed as a portion of the 195,700 units by 29,355 units and I’m not a math major but—

Sims: 
You’re doing very well.

Pace:
But if you take the 195,700 and you multiply it by 15% you get about 29,355 units and if you carry this forward without taking the earlier point into account, we understate our twenty year performance standard by the homes that are needed for 29,355 King County families.

Sims:
Thank you Mr. Pace.  Mr. Pace is president of the Seattle King County Realtors

Pace: 
Washington State.

Sims: 
Washington State Realtors, excuse me, and your comments are well taken.  Thank you.

Margot Blacker: Thank you very much Mr. Chairman, and the members of the GMPC.  I’m Margot Blacker and I’m on the board of a 1000 Friends of Washington.  I just wanted to make a couple of comments. You have before you some significant to put teeth into the rural area policies and I would really urge the GMPC to do this.  I would like to see you really send a strong message that development in the rural areas is going to be very difficult to do.  We need to put some added teeth into the rural policies.  I remember when we wrote them and we had concerns at that time and I think that things need to be corrected.  I think we all know that if we want to achieve less car dependent development and livable, walkable communities we’re going to have to accept growth inside the urban areas and I think that cities have been really trying to do that and to have creative infill, but I know being a past-elected, that isn’t easy.  But, I think the problem with rural growth is this:   the rural folks expect urban standards and we become more and more suburbanized and urbanized the further out, and especially outside the Growth Management boundary.  I really urge also that you set size and scale limits for non-residential uses in the rural areas.  The rural areas are no place for mega, mega-churches and schools and I urge you to put size limits on those kind of uses.  Thank you.

Sims: 
Margot Blacker, it’s always good to see you.  Does anyone else wish to speak today?  Mr. Ostrom.

Aaron Ostrom: Hi, my name is Aaron Ostrom.  I’m the executive director of 1000 Friends of Washington and I wanted to comment on the issues before you today, particularly establishing a cap on rates of rural, residential growth and also encouraging cities and counties to make efficient use of the lands that are inside the Urban Growth Area.  King County and the cities have been collecting important data for a number of  years now showing us on how we are doing and addressing issues that protecting our rural areas from sprawl and focusing growth into our urban areas.  And one of the things the data is showing us is that while we are making progress in reducing growth in rural areas, we are still growing two times faster than called for in the planning policies.  We need to find ways to manage that growth to make our plans meaningful and to put some teeth into those goals.  And so we are urging the GMPC to establish an annual limit on the creation of new lots in rural areas and to establish caps on rural growth overall.  And while any caps need to allow some flexibility to accommodate changing circumstances, we also need to send a signal that we are not going to take the path of least resistance when it comes to letting rural growth go unchecked.  The flip side of that, of course, is encouraging development in the urban areas so we also want to encourage you to strengthen the policies that support incentives like the transfer of development rights, strengthen protection of rural farms and forests.  We need to make sure we’re sending the right signals about making it difficult to develop in rural areas and encouraging growth in appropriate places that are served by adequate services.  Finally I just want to urge the GMPC to make sure that we do use our lands within the urban areas efficiently.  The Growth Management Hearings Boards have set four dwelling units per acre as the threshold for urban development.  But if you really talking about creating walkable, transit-oriented communities, you need higher densities than four dwellings units per acre and we think that Countywide Planning Policies should establish more specific minimum density guidelines for urban areas—and they also need to look at methods to respond when we are not achieving those densities for what may be a variety of reasons.  I actually think that if we can do a better job in the Countywide Planning Policies to make sure that we are achieving Growth Management densities in our urban areas, I believe we could relieve some pressure for more aggressive legislative fixes, perhaps in Olympia.

Sims:  
Thank you.  Mr. Vance.

Vance:
Yes, Mr. Chairman, I have a quick question.  I understand that in your testimony you said that 1000 Friends is opposed to the creation of new lots in the rural area.  I think we already do that and I don’t think we are creating any new lots in the rural area.  But is 1000 Friends opposed to issuing permits on lots that have been legally created and have met all their existing requirements. . .building permits.

Ostrom: 
Right.  I think we’re open to what is the best—what is the most effective, practical strategy for putting limits on the rate of new development happening in the rural area.  And whether its lots or permits, I guess I wouldn’t take a position on that, today.  But if we need—if to do that effectively, we need to go after permits, that is something that we would support.

Vance: 
OK.
Sims:
Mr. Edwards.

Edwards: 
If I could just ask, I heard you say four dwelling units per acre with regards to —I assume that that is an average throughout the urban part of King County and the intent is not necessarily to—so if you have areas of higher density, that allows areas of lower density so you could have differences of density within a city.  I would assume that 1000 Friends of Washington supports that?

Ostrom: 
Sure.  I mean, we haven’t taken an official position on the difference, but I think you’re right, there’s got to be some flexibility within a jurisdiction.

Edwards: 
So that there’s an overall average that you’re shooting for, but there are variations throughout.  The reason why I’m asking is that at the last meeting that we had, there was a representative of 1000 Friends who left an impression that was different that every place should have a minimum density of exactly a certain amount which would be kind of hard when you got areas that have industrial uses and things like that and other areas that are a lot more sensitive.  I’m sorry I just want to. . .

Ostrom: 
That’s fine.

Sims:  
Is that going to be the Port’s position? (laughter) Ms. Ives.

Ives:
Aaron this is for you.  You’ve been really focused on housing and the testimony of housing in rural areas, and I guess one of the things I would throw out for conversation later is that we’re only looking at one element of the formula or the equation.  What about the costs—the source of needing for housing is the job growth in King County.  And so, have or has the 1000 Friends of Washington done any conversation or study about the job growth and perhaps we’re never going to get to the issue of affordable housing when there’s so much demand.  I mean, this is the perfect example of a market.  In the city of Redmond four years ago, we upzoned an area that had been traditionally maybe one house per five acres or one house per two and a half and then the condensed development was one house per acre—but definitely a rural profile.  We upzoned that to the four units per acre and as of last Friday, I was informed that one of the developments is coming on-line at four units per acres.  The housing prices are going to start at 600,000 dollars each.  And that’s the small house.  I don’t think that was the intent.  So, we really need—we just can’t talk about the housing issue in isolation.  We got to talk about what’s driving the housing and that is the job growth and is it time for the electeds along with, obviously, public input to have some conversation about the very, very aggressive rate of job growth.  And I think that 1000 Friends of Washington could be a very, very important participant in that discussion.  What work have you done on that?

Ostrom:  
We would happily participate in that discussion.  We haven’t done a lot of work on the job growth issue other than I think, we would happily support efforts to share the wealth we have in King County with some of the other counties in the state that would appreciate higher rates of job growth and might help solve some traffic problems going back and forth too.  So we have been very supportive of efforts to share the economic development there and we would happily participate in additional discussions on job growth.

Sims:  
I was going to quip there that I thought job growth was always more important than unemployment. (laughter)
Pelz: 
Mr. Vance made a statement that we’re not creating new lots in the rural area.  Is that true?  I’m asking staff, I guess.

Sims: 
Mr. Ostrom, thank you very much for speaking to us.

Ostrom:
Thank you.

Reitenbach: 
Well that’s not our current policy, I mean our current regulations on zoning allow lots to be created in the rural area.
Pelz:
Right.  So that statement was not correct by Mr. Vance.

Reitenbach: 
Well I think he might have been thinking about it in the proposed policy language that is going to be brought in front of you today.  That may be one of the options to talk about.

Pelz:
He made a statement we are not creating new lots, is that true or false?

Reitenbach:
That is not true under existing zoning.

Pelz:
OK, thank you.

Unidentified:
Well, that’s the key though, I think.  Under existing policies, we’re not changing the existing policies.  I think that’s what he means.  We haven’t done anything to change the existing zoning.

Sims:
Please, sir.

Jake Jacobovitch:
Good afternoon, I’m Jake Jacobovitch, President of the Vashon-Maury Island Community Council, King County-recognized unincorporated area council.  I’m here because of my community’s concern about maintaining our rural character, quality of life, preserving our diverse terrestrial and aquatic wildlife and natural environment, and ensuring that our sole source aquifer, our only source of potable water is protected.  Our community sees this goals starting to be endangered by the continued yearly increase in households on Vashon-Maury Island.  We have exceeded the twenty-year growth target in the first five years of the plan.  The Carr Report commissioned by the County a few years ago studying our aquifer made the assumption that Vashon-Maury Island’s aquifer can support a population of about fourteen thousand.  Our current population is eleven thousand and will exceed fourteen thousand at the current rate of growth in approximately seven years.  Salt water intrusion in our wells and nitrates and other contamination are also beginning to rise.  Our five-year old elementary school is near capacity.  There are lots of other examples of growth going way too fast.  I have some recommendations on these CCP options that is consistent with the repeatedly expressed desires of my community.  The rural growth target, I, option 3 or option 4 or somewhere in between is where my community would stand—does stand.  I’ve learned from county staff that accessory dwelling units don’t necessarily count as a household.  Yet it has the impact of a household:  sewage and water consumption and things of that nature.  On reducing rural capacity, Option number 2 is most consistent with my community.  I would like to ask that on the 2, section C, which is a continuation of B, I guess, that to protect small-scale farming, with a ten-acre zoning, there will also be added or if the lands or in a sole-source aquifer with high recharge or high susceptibility to contamination that the ten-acre zoning will be implemented, which is at the beginning of the King County Comp Plan, but there are new reports that identify more area.  On the third rural land uses, under option 3 would be consistent with my community’s expressed feelings.  I would say that under option 2, I have cause for concern where it says the siting of utility facilities where no feasible alternatives exist.  Everyone understands consoles, cabinets, maybe even cell towers and things like that, but if you get into utility facilities could mean a pole yard, Puget Power, it could mean a maintenance yard for the gas company and I’d ask you to be cautious there.  And I would ask you to listen to the residents of the rural area.  They know the treasure that they have and are keeping in stewardship for the urban residents of King County.  Thank you.

Sims:  
Thank you, Mr. Jacobovitch, President of the Vashon Community Council.  Ms. Ives.

Ives:
You know, I’m now thinking about your comment, now that the humor has dissipated and I really do have to come back on that because my comment was misinterpreted.  I would like to see—because I suspect at the next meeting,  we will be making some decisions about rural and about affordable housing.  I’d really like to have the same kind of accounting about the job growth and I did get a copy of the Benchmarks Report, but I’d like to know if we’re surpassing our job targets and are we really out of balance.  I know the city of Redmond is out of balance. We have 97% of all the job growth that we have planned for the next twenty years, we’ve had within in five years.  That’s pretty irresponsible as far as I’m concerned.  We don’t have the infrastructure in place.  I think that, before we make these decisions about rural housing, rural zoning, lots and the other things and such—that we really need to look at that.  I would suggest, this is not a discussion about unemployment or employment of people who live here.  I would guess, as we look at the numbers, that at least in my community, it’s new people coming in, taking the jobs, and demanding housing and the markets going up.  So, I think before we jump to any further conclusions, having some basic information, you know, as some of us in suburban cities were reading these numbers, we frankly, were not pleased with the tone or the fickle-finger of fate pointing to the suburban cities as not doing their fair share on housing.  So let’s get some information on the other side.  Growth management says jobs and housing; it’s not one or the other.  We have to take a holistic approach.  Let’s see what we’re doing because in fact, if we are growing on the job side too fast, can those of us who embrace affordable housing, the market is truly doing what it’s supposed to do and we’re not going to get affordable housing.  So, I would really appreciate some information along those lines in plenty of time at least a week before this body meets so we can read the material and think about what we’re reading and perhaps come and have a more thoughtful conversation.

Sims:
Can you get that for us, Paul?

Reitenbach:
Yes I can get it for us.  Now, this body meets in one week so. . .

Ives:
Well . . .

Sims:
Get it to us as fast as you can.

Reitenbach:
I will do that.

Miller:
Well, interesting to hear that you upzoned an area and the houses are worth six hundred thousand dollars and that’s what they are going to go for—

Ives:
They’re worth, I’m not saying, I’m telling you that—

Miller:
That’s what the market will bear.  One of the reasons the market will bear that is that your area and some of the other areas in the north and east side of King County and south side of Snohomish and everything, the jobs that have been created are very high-paying jobs for very high-skilled people and they can afford a more expensive home and I understand that then it drives the assessed value and you have others who are then having difficulty hanging on.  But I’m trying to understand what you would be looking at, sort of a jobs policy then?  Would we be looking at saying, well we’re capped on jobs in Redmond.  They just can’t take any more jobs there so we’ll move them somewhere else or, I’m not sure how this would work.

Ives:
Well, first of all, I’m asking for some data and some information.  And then I think, once we have that, if there’s a tremendous imbalance, then you talk about what are the solutions.  I mean, phasing and metering of different kinds of growth has been used successfully without legal challenge.   And all I’m saying is, before we jump to make any decisions, let’s not do the rural thing or the housing thing in isolation.  Let’s see how we’re doing.  The Benchmarks Group—I was the co-chair along with Cynthia Sullivan and Margaret Pageler.  There’s a Benchmark Report out and I met with King County staff nine months ago once.  The committee has never met.  The co-chairs have never met together and, frankly, we got this document and how are we using that information?  And staff is working on that, so, we had some conversation—but the point is, we’re doing benchmarks, but how are we using the information that is being generated.  Are we, in fact, putting resources to the indicators and benchmarks that we really need to have?  For example, the County has made some progress on thirty out of thirty-five indicators and three years ago there was very little bit on transportation which is the big stick for all of us.  In terms of making new decisions or refining, it seems to me there are bodies of information out there that we should have.  Then we have a conversation to see what is causing some of these challenges.  If people think we are not doing a good enough job on housing and then we go to the next level and what we’re doing is not affordable, then we ought to have some conversation about, well, is that something in the CPPs that we have said we’re in agreement.  But just to have the housing or just have the rural component and not the jobs seems—making a decision in isolation for me.  And that would help me to do a better job.

Sims:
Mr. Canter did you have your hand up?

Canter:
No.

Steinbrueck:
Are we still in public comment period or are we moved on here.

Sims:
Well, no.  We’re hoping to move on.  Public comment elicited a number of different responses.

Steinbruck:
I would just concur with Mayor Ives that the focus needs to be on affordable housing—low-, moderate-income housing.  The market is providing substantially for market rate housing.  In Seattle we are up to twenty-five hundred units as of August this year.  We’ve already surpassed our annual growth target in Seattle and we still have a huge shortage of low-income and affordable units.  The market is not going to build those unless we’re pro-active about it.  That’s were the focus needs to be.

Sims:
I want to thank everybody who testified today.  We’ll go to item number two, discussion of the housing report.  Beth Mountsier will do the housing production and housing growth.  Walter Zisette will do affordable housing.  Deborah Eddy and Art Sullivan will do a local presentation.  Paul?

Reitenbach:
Do you want to approve the minutes from the previous two meetings?

Sims:
No.  (laughter)  In regards to the June 16th and July 28th, is there any objection to the approval of the minutes?

Derdowski:
Mr. Chair, no objection, but I’m not listed as one of the attendees, but I’m listed numerous times in the comments section. (laughter)

Sims:
Please make the correction.  And with that correction, are there any objections to approve the minutes of June 16th and July 28th.  Seeing no objections, the minutes are approved.  We will get to item number two,  presentation and discussion of the housing report.

Mountsier:
Thank you.  This is Beth Mountsier.  This has been an interjurisdictional staff team approach to bringing the housing report to the GMPC.  So, I have sitting next to me: Walter Zisette from the City of Seattle Staff, Deb Eddy with Suburban Cities Association, and Art Sullivan with ARCH(A Regional Coalition for Housing).  And you’ve probably all met us at different times.  Let me first make a brief introduction on behalf of all of us.  You might have seen each one of our introductions to our issue papers talk about just briefly why this review at this time.  I just want to remind you that back in 1992 there was an affordable housing task force that was set up as a sub-group of the GMPC and they were asked to come back with refinements to the initial housing policies that had been developed.  That task force met for over a year and did come back with recommendations on two of the key policy additions were Policies H-5 and H-6 that said, in 1999, the GMPC wanted to have some reports back on the annual monitoring of residential development that had gone on and that we would do that every five years to do a check in on how we were doing on housing development under all the Growth Management Policies.   I hope you will see this as a beginning of the discussion, not the end.  We prepared these issue papers to try and sort of take a broad cut and what we thought the review asked us to look at in terms of how we were doing on housing. And so we have these three issue papers which were in your packets.  One on sort of overall housing production—just sheer numbers, where they were distributed, etc.  Although Rosemary, that’s also where you will find some jobs information and I will refer that to you as I go along.  The second paper is on housing affordability.  How are we doing on housing affordability goals for low-income and moderate-income households.  And the third paper, because this was specifically referenced when we were doing the review was not just only look at the stats, but to look at the efforts being made by jurisdictions to actually meet some of those housing goals.  I think we all knew, or you all knew, when you set those goals back in 1994, that they were ambitious housing goals and it was recognized that there was lots of language about looking at market conditions, looking at the efforts that cities were making, so that’s what the third housing paper will address.  Now I’m going to launch into—my last little announcement was we’re all going to try and present our papers and then hopefully invite you to engage in a dialogue.  What we’re looking for is feedback on what the priorities, what further research do you want us to do.  What we had planned on doing was probably come back in a month with a paper that synthesizes all of the major issues that you’ve identified whereas right now, we’ve got them sort of segmented out in three different areas.  But we’d like to present all three papers, five minutes at the most for each of us.  If you have a burning question, please stop us, but we’re hoping to not get into a deep, discussion of each one of the issue papers until we get to the end.  So that we’ve done all three papers.

Edwards:
Where’s the chair?  Uh, I’m it? OK.  I’m going to ask a question.  You’re saying that you want us to go through the presentation for all three before we come back to the first one that we might want to talk about.
Mountsier:
That’s what we were hoping. . .
Edwards:
Now these are quite a bit separate subjects, is there any harm in taking one, discussing it, taking—

Mountsier:
I think we just don’t want to run out of time.  That’s our main desire is we’d get to all three papers.  I’d hate to get hung up on the issues just in issue paper one and not get to papers two and three.  And they’re all related.

Zisette:
We’ve found a lot of linkages between all the papers and we thought that because they were all linked together and there’s a lot of themes running through all of three of them and it might be good to present them as a unit.

Edwards:
Ok, I don’t see anybody objecting too doing that.  I’m a little uncomfortable about it because I think, there are sections of each paper that generate a lot of discussion.

Mountsier:
I’ll defer to the chair then.  

Edwards:
Well, maybe the real Chair will come back then.

Mountsier:
Carol, maybe if you can put the first overhead up.  This is just a different summary of the key summaries.  I’m starting with your housing production paper.   See Housing Paper #1.

Creighton:
Chair, may I ask a technical question.  Is this in our report that you’re referring to?

Mountsier:
No this is slightly different.  I’m giving you more detail here than the summary that I did at the top.  I’d be happy to provide this for you as well.  Well, it’s the top of the page in the report.  In the report, it also talks about the ratio of what had been planned, essentially of new jobs to housing growth versus what we are averaging now which is roughly 3.8 jobs per housing unit.  That differs in the neighboring counties as I’m sure that you’re all aware of from the anecdotal information.  This is in the report as well.  This is where, I believe, Mayor Ives was going on wanting to know the information and its actually in your issue paper at the bottom of page six of the first issue paper.  King County had planned for a capacity of some 347,400 new jobs over twenty years.  And I want to make sure you know, that was not a number—the state office of financial management only issued targets for population which we translated to households.  There was no target for jobs.  This was the target that was self-generated by the cities who reported in and as part of the CCP adoptions, we said we had enough capacity for this number of jobs.  So it was not meant as a maximum target or a minimum or anything, but it was just, we have this amount of capacity.  But, what we created thus far is 160,700 jobs and that’s the data what we’re getting from Employment Securities.  In other words, in the first four years, we’ve almost created 50% of the jobs of the capacity that we had planned for.  So that’s where I noted in the report there was essentially what was planned for was roughly 1.7 jobs per housing unit.  At the moment we’re creating jobs at a rate of about 3.8 per housing unit.

Steinbreuck:
Beth, does that suggest that the targets for housing should be doubled, as well?

 Mountsier:
I don’t know what it means.

Steinbreuck:
Since they were so far off?

Unidentified:
Or the other way around.

Steinbreuck:
Well, jobs lead the housing, so. . .

Mountsier:
Jobs lead the housing.  Carol if you can go to the next table, a lot of you may have seen this bar chart which has been out there.  The Housing Partnership created this bar chart using our same AGR and Benchmarks data. Let me be sure you note that I was misreading this.  This is cumulative job growth for each decade.  So you start in the beginning of 1970 and go up and you can see, like in the last year, 1979, the higher bar is the amount of job growth compared to the lower bar which is the cumulative housing units.  And you can see the gap there.  And you can see the line shows, then, housing prices took off.  As we all know, typically, when there is an imbalance of demand to supply is when you get a tight market and rising housing prices.  Then you start over in 1980 and actually see we lost jobs there, but we were still producing housing.  Then once again, in a typical Puget Sound regional cycle, the jobs take-off and the housing follows in terms of the development.  You can see by the end of the 1980s, the cumulative job growth compared to cumulative housing growth was quite disparate and that was when we had the steepest increase in housing prices.  Then if you start over again in the 1990s, again, we had a rise in job growth followed by a rise in housing production.  Now the difference in the 1980s and the 1990s is the job growth was much higher, the housing production, when we peaked, I think we were producing more like 14 to 15,000 housing units per year.  This last cycle, as you saw, the total of what we were producing is more in the 10,000 unit range.  But, we don’t supposedly have as big a gap between the number of jobs created and the number of housing units that have come on-line. And yet, we still have a rising housing price and I think this tells us is that its not simply supply-demand which is driving housing prices.  It also does have to do with a rise in income and abilities— to purchase.  And the market rising to what it will bear, essentially.  So that in some parts of the County, housing prices are quite high.  I don’t want to diminish the importance though of—we still have an imbalance.  Let me go then to the conclusion of where I think this leads us in terms of policy.  There are three main areas I addressed on page one of my report.  Refer to Housing Paper #1.
Derdowski:
Beth, before you go off this chart, are the scales 1:1 for both housing and job growth?

Mountsier: I believe they are 1:1.  But they are cumulative, you need to recognize, so that by the time you get to the end of the cycle—

Steinbrueck:
Beth, do we know what the distribution of jobs is throughout the County?  Where is this growth occurring.  Because that to me is extremely relevant to looking at the housing production numbers as well.  Ideally being the jobs and the housing are, at least, near each other.

Mountsier:
That data has been much harder to come by.  Working with PSRC and Employment Securities who not annually but every couple of years disaggregate the job data to tell us geographically where it is.

Steinbrueck:
We know a lot of it is in Redmond, right?

Ives:
Yeah, twenty to thirty thousand in the next two years.  Start talking to those of us that are directly effected, I would suggest.

Mountsier:
And I think we know that a lot of its in Seattle.  The one thing we also had discussions on, I don’t think anyone there would be a job-housing balance in every jurisdiction.  Clearly, part of the strategy had been to create thirteen urban centers, locate more of the jobs and housing there, and then there these secondary sort of activity and industrial center areas.  So I don’t think jurisdiction to jurisdiction.  Regionally, that’s what I would like to get information for you on jobs.  I’m not sure we have the best data right now on jobs distribution.  But if that’s one of the research questions, we will go—

Edwards:
Trish Borden raised her hand.

Borden:
Beth, on the previous chart, related to the ratio in Pierce County and Snohomish County, it looks to me the people are working in King County and living in Pierce and Snohomish County.  Could you comment on that.

Mountsier:
Yes, well I think that’s the obvious conclusion between looking at both this table and that bar chart that I just showed you.  If we have a really high number of jobs in King County and not a comparable number of housing units, it does lead to the conclusion that there are people associated with those jobs that are not here in King County—they must be elsewhere in the neighboring counties.  Carol, the last bar chart, if you’d put up.  That’s even more clear in another chart that the Housing Partnership had provided that showed sort of the disconnect between jobs and population growth.  Now, what I’ve had a hard time making jive is, between the population growth and housing numbers, you wouldn’t think these would be off this far.  I think there are two things going on.  A lot of the new housing units that we are getting are smaller units, therefore, smaller populations then we have had in the past.  So I think more one and two person households.  But I think its also the jobs in King County, the population, in a lot of cases, is going elsewhere to find housing.  And that’s the problem we’re having.  We’re having more demand then we have supply.

Derdowski:
Right, now Beth, I just want to follow up on that one to one ratio between the jobs and housing.  In the report, there is a ratio of 3.8 jobs.  If you go back to that other chart, if you look at the cumulative ratio—no not that, the bar chart.  If you look at the current cycle, off to the right, the left cumulative job growth, if it’s truly a 3.8 to 1 ratio, that ought to be four times as high as the other.  And so, either this is wrong, or that is wrong.

Mountsier:
That’s right.  I know that my stats are right.  (laughter)  Let me come back—

Derdowski:
Which one is yours.  Is it this or—

Mountsier:
No, this was produced by the Housing Partnership and I was told it used the AGR data.  Brian, maybe while other people are making the presentation, let me look at those numbers or consult with someone else who has worked with the Housing Partnership, but you’re right you would of thought it would have been much higher.

Conlin:
I just had a couple of comments in relationship to the whole job issue and that is, I do think that we do need to have a fairly sophisticated analysis.  The 3.8 jumps out at you and says this is an incredible discrepancy, but there certainly is some reality behind that.  But in order to really analyze it, we need to know a couple of things.  One of those is we need to know what is happening to the unemployment rate in that particular time period—what’s the difference between the number of people who are unemployed then and the number of people unemployed now.  And secondly, we need to find something about new entrants in to the job market.  We’ve had a steadily increasing percentage of the population entering the job market.  So I’m not saying that we’re going to take care of all of that discrepancy by identifying those two things.  But unless we know those two things, we don’t know quite the nature of that discrepancy.

Mountsier:
Right.

Miller:
But there’s another demographic that you absolutely have to use.  And that is: households where both husband and wife are working at professional jobs—the percentage throughout the United States is huge now compared to what it was even ten or fifteen years ago.  And furthermore, you will also find that children who have graduated from college but haven’t gone out and started a separate family are also staying in the house.  They may be even working in the family business, etc.  And so that’s a big factor too and you can’t ignore that.   If you go back and look at the 70s, this was rather unusual to have two adults in the same household working full-time.  But the statistic is even very, very high—close to seventy percent, I think now.  Or women with young children with a full-time, working spouse.  So that’s a part of what we have to have.

Conlin:
No, those are exactly the components of what the new entrants are.

 Miller:
That’s what I thought—

Conlin:  
That’s what I was getting at.

Mountsier:
Yes, I think you’re both making the same point that, I don’t think we’d ever anticipated there’d be a one to one ratio, by any means, the question is whether or not it’s a two to one ratio or higher.  So this is not necessarily—the fact that there is a discrepancy between them can be explained in different ways.  But in general, I think we know we are probably producing more jobs than accommodating those employees.  But you’re right, there’s a higher number of people employed per household now.  I think I want to wrap it—

Edwards:
Ok, Art had something, then my turn.  (laughter)  

Art Sullivan:
I’m going to take a stab at answering three or four questions at one time, and I can’t speak to this chart explicitly that Brian Derdowski had originally asked you to refer to, but one of the things we’ve done that confirms what Councilmember Miller is saying is that the number of workers per household has changed in the last twenty-five years.  What we’re finding is it’s starting to plateau.  We’ve done some charts for the cities who are members of ARCH and when we do those charts and account for workers per household, it looks a lot like that chart there and so I don’t know if that chart is looking at what is the demand for housing resulting from job growth.  And it may not be a one to one ration, it may be more like 1.5 or 1.6 workers per household and we have to look at these numbers to be sure.  But even when we account for a higher ratio of workers per household, you still see similar patterns, very similar to what you see up there.

Edwards: 
Beth, one thing I’m very pleased to understand is that it sounds like this paper is still somewhat of a work in progress.  There is still some more work that’s going to be done or that you are doing.  As Richard was suggesting, a little more analysis.  The reason I say that is when I first went through here, I was troubled by something that showed up that made it sound like some cities are doing what they are supposed to do—or aren’t doing what they need to do to be able to accommodate all the growth that we need to have.  And what troubled me about it was the way we segmented things out by region: by east and south and city of Seattle as one.  And yet, if there’s anything that cities are doing, it’s going to show up when you put cities side-by-side.   Some cities are handling their permitting or their zoning differently then others. So if there were really some things that cities were doing or were not doing enough of, it would show up city-to-city, not by a regional thing.  In the text, it makes it sounds like some cities are not doing what they are supposed to be doing.  And yet, in the table—it looks like this, the big, long one—you’ve broken it out by regions of the county.  If it’s by region of the county, then that would tend to say it’s more market driven than it is any one city is not doing what it’s supposed to be doing and I think there’s a big difference there and I think it gets at a larger debate on this.

Mountsier: 
Let me say two things.  One thing, when we get to the discussion of efforts, that will be covered in paper number three and that’s why I want to save time to get there.  I think what we’ve found is that all the cities have made efforts on both the regulatory level and funding levels of financing and those are two things.  I’m going to let Deb and Art to speak to more—its hard to measure effectiveness from one city to another although we know that’s a component.  Though we know that’s a component of the rate that new housing units are coming on, minus the one. It was a staff idea to divide it up regionally, because we had heard, anecdotally, those stories keep getting repeated that it varies by region—that we have more job growth, more housing growth in the north end.  It think we were trying to show that regionally, when you add them all up, it’s roughly the same number, if you’re talking sheer quantity of units, in each one of the regions.  The difference in terms of meeting goals is: the south-end of the county did set a total higher goal or percentage of the overall twenty-year growth target that would end up there.  And Seattle also took a very high target.  But the reason I provided the individual cities—now if you wanted me to go through and do a comparison of even—that’s what I’m looking for direction on.  Would you like to see comparable sized cities compared to each other?  I think what the thrust of where we’re going is we’re happy to do more research.  It’s more what do you need to know, in order to move ahead with policy amendments, new policies, or whatever.  I’m looking for—I’m open for suggestions.

Steinbrueck:
If I could interject here.  What I feel is where are those jobs going?  Where is the growth occurring?  Because if, for example, in theory, the north-end of the county is receiving a disproportionally high number of jobs, and we’re expecting the south-end of the county to add more or live up to their targets based on some artificial criteria of years ago,  we’ve got an imbalance.  We want jobs and the housing to go as close together as we can.  Maybe that’s the next step or lead that we need to make in terms of our growth management strategy is to get better information about where the job growth is occurring and then focus our efforts to see housing production closer to where the jobs are going.  And then reassess the growth targets for housing in other areas where they don’t need it.  We don’t want people going from one end of the county to the other—living at one end and going to their jobs at the other end.  We’re already in that mess right now.

Thompson:
If we’re going to do that, and I strongly urge that we get the economic development councils involved in the discussion because we got another group of people out there who are working very, very hard and their livelihood depends on what they’re doing to bring jobs into the area.  There are a couple of us sitting in this room who are on boards of directors for economic development councils and the conversation is quite different from the one we are having today.  I’d like to remind everyone, and this may be totally out-of-line and I apologize if it is, but I lost my job in 1970 from the Boeing Company.  And you can go any place in the entire region and buy anything you wanted for taking over the payments.  Many people walked out of their homes, they left their RVs and everything else.  Let’s be realistic about what our expectations are and not condemn all this wonderful job growth because we don’t have enough housing.  Let’s work on the positives of this and not the negatives and how we can help achieve what’s happening to our region so it’s a positive for everyone instead of a negative.  And all this conversation so far today has been the negatives because we have all this wonderful job growth.  I, for one, am really thankful to have a good job.  I, for one, wish that I were in the top-range so I could afford a six hundred thousand-dollar house.  I can and there are some of us who can’t, some of us who can.   But I think we’re going in the wrong track here by asking for a lot of this statistical information if we’re not going to include other people who are working on bringing jobs into this area and getting their opinions on how we can work together to achieve some common goals.  We’re working at opposite ends of the spectrum in the direction where we’re going right now in my humble opinion.

Steinbrueck:
I didn’t hear anybody complaining about the job growth.

Conlin:
I think we do need to be very careful about addressing those kinds of issues and I really do appreciate those kinds of comments that’s why I wanted that information on unemployment decline because I think we need to recognize that some of these jobs are for the people who are living in the County who need to have those jobs.  And I think it’s absolutely important that we do that.  I also want to add a couple of caveats to the comments that Peter was making in terms of locating jobs and housing together.  First of all, as we develop more two or even three job households as children are getting jobs in some cases, it’s very difficult—I don’t know if its very difficult, but many cases you’re finding people working in two different places even though they are working together.  So we need to be aware of that and figure out what it is we are going to do about that, which bring me to the other point which is that, in addition to thinking about trying to co-locate housing and jobs, we also need to think about it in terms of our overall transportation strategy.  And we need to emphasize, and this comes back to the early center strategy.  We need emphasize those places that we’re going to be able to connect with good transportation so that people will have those choices to be able to get mass transit from their house to the two different jobs those two people may have.  And when I look at these numbers, what really strikes me as a concern is what’s happening in the urban centers is that we’re not, necessarily, getting what we’re looking for in those urban centers and part of that may be that we haven’t put that mass transportation system in place.  We’re still talking about it and working at it and figuring out how to do it.  But when we do, or if we’re able to do that, then I think we have a kind of a different sort of pattern that we hope will emerge and I think we need to be conscious of those kinds of issues as well.

Edwards:
Federal Way’s urban center will grow faster if it was easier to get to.

Derdowski:
I’m probably the person who would least like to talk about reducing the number of jobs around here.  (Laughter)  We had a discussion a couple of years ago about trying to predict the type of changes in demand in the future.  And we tasked staff with the idea of laying out for us some predictions of future trends and changes in demand.  The argument was:  are we building the housing stock for yesterday’s demand; are we enabling yesterday’s type of demand and are we really predicting what the future demand is going to be.  We really haven’t done that.  We said we were going to do that, but we really haven’t done that.  Now, it’s important to do that now because we’re at the end of a cycle and we don’t know, many people will predict we’re at the end of a cycle, and I don’t think we know what the prediction will be for the number of jobs; where they are going to be located, and more importantly, what they are going to pay.  I suspect that we have two or three job households, we have two or three job people, you know?  And so, what I would like to see is a summary of the types of jobs.  Now, I know that these job categories list by each type of category and each type of pay how many jobs will be added.  We also have geographic data that shows approximately where they are going.  Now I think we need to see what’s really happening here.  Is it a few stars in the economy that’s really driving this, in which case we can call those stars and say, what’s likely to happen in the next year or two?  Or is it spread very evenly?  Is it in the low-pay sectors?  I did some analysis to show that the bulk of the increase is in the low-pay sectors and that the singular demographic trend of the last ten years is that in the past, we have had a balance between the bottom and the top, in terms of pay.  And now, for every job we add at the top, we add six at the bottom and is that trend continuing?  Is it getting worse?  We need to see that, because that’s going to predict the type of housing stock that we’re going to need to provide for in the future.  The comment that Peter made, if the job growth is going to be in the north, do we flog the southern cities to build more housing.  Is that really what the solution is?  It really isn’t the solution.  But we can’t get there, until we start to forecast what is likely to happen in terms of job growth, locationally, the types of jobs, and the wage those jobs pay.

Edwards:
We’ve totally destroyed Beth’s plan to keep us on track.  However—

Mountsier:
I thought that was actually a great segway, potentially, to the need for affordable housing.

Edwards:
I’d like to finish out though first with comment from Chris and then from Rosemary.  Then will finish and on to the next one.

Vance:
I’ll be brief, this is a very interesting discussion, but I always want to bring it back to a sort of sense of reality.  We can’t drive the region like a Porsche sitting down here in downtown Seattle.  It’s not going to respond to the whims of elected officials.  We don’t build housing.  We don’t create jobs. Government doesn’t do any of that.  Society does that.  We made some basic planning assumptions in 1994 and they were all good decisions.  I mean we wrote a plan that won national awards based on, for instance, Councilmember Conlin talked about, in terms of linking urban centers and all that stuff.  Again, everything we’re talking about today is in our Countywide Planning Policies.  There is no need in my mind to revisit those assumptions.  We just have to make sure that it actually happens and that’s why implementation is so critical.  And two very good points--one is Sound Transit must happen in the way it was envisioned in this region.  It must because we’ve based all of our planning decisions and our transportation decisions on that.  And the second thing is, the urban centers must be built because they are—and by that, I mean, the suburban centers, the suburban-urban centers, Bellevue, Federal Way, Kent, Redmond, Renton, Sea-Tac, because that’s where if you look at the chart on page five, that’s where a huge share of our housing is supposed to go.  And that’s supposed to be the backbone of the mass transit system all those sorts of things.  So I think this committee and we as a region, need to monitor, more than anything else, those two things because if we really do see the emergence of these new urban centers in the suburban cities, linked by mass transit, that’s going to fundamentally change the region.  And that’s something we can do something about, as opposed to deciding how much Microsoft pays their employees or McDonald’s pays their employees.

Edwards:
Rosemary.

Ives:
It is unfortunate that some people have jumped to some negative conclusions or assumptions about my introductory comments.  I think that, I guess, Beth, excuse me but, sometime, we need to talk.  And we don’t have enough of these kinds of conversations and so staff needs to be a little flexible.  I want to make an analogy for you and I’m glad that I said what I’ve said because I think we’ve had some good conversation amongst all parties at the table.  Now I have to make a comment Chris.  Sound Transit is great for the I-5 corridor and maybe for certain sections of South King County, and we support that.  But I’ll tell you, when you look at the East Side, nobody was paying attention to growth management or the CPPs when it came to Eastside service.  I mean I agree with you.  Those of us that designated urban centers and took the growth should have the investment of Sound Transit.  We got the short end of everything on that.  I’m looking forward to Phase II, in that I hope Phase I will be successful.  But the analogy that I want to lay out for you about what my thinking was and I think the comments that have been made and the volley back and forth is the analogy of a jigsaw puzzle.  That we each have a little piece and we look at that piece, we think we see a certain shape, we think we see a certain color or we see a certain pattern.  But it’s when those jigsaw puzzle pieces come together all of a sudden, the picture is different.  It’s not the same.  And I think that we are starting anew here, trying to move to the next plateau and I’m hearing, not from Rosemary Ives, but from other people around this table, that we want to make sure that as we make decisions, as we suggest policy, the suggestion is good about making sure that we bring more people to the table in regards to different aspects of this.  But we cannot make, I don’t think, wise policy decisions in a vacuum by looking, as I said, just to rural housing or just housing. Growth management says jobs and housing.  Growth management says we have to have infrastructure in place.  I mean, we have to look at all that and I think some of us have been at it for seven years.  Now is the time.  That may mean that we have to have difficult, provocative conversation about this.  But if we don’t do it now, then I think it’s really unfortunate for the people that we represent.  So I think the information will be valuable. I think it will help me make a better decision and I really do believe it will help all of us.

Edwards:
Back to you Beth.  To get us back on track.

Mountsier:
Well I think you’ve addressed all of the policy questions I also emphasized.  I also discussed job growth versus housing growth.  I think its great news, kind of, not-so-good news.  The great news is that the potential change in patterns is that we will not do the same ten-year cycle.  We usually have a big falloff of jobs every time Boeing laid people off at the end of the decade.  The good news, great news, is that we have a diversified economy. And if you talk to the different economists around and some of them, a year ago, were saying that we were going to be affected by the Asian downcycle and it doesn’t seem to have hurt us at all.  So the great news is we have a more diversified economy and I think, potentially, what it means for us is you’re not going to have the same falloff of economic development.   It doesn’t mean we shouldn’t try and cut off jobs.  It just means we need to up the ante on getting additional housing we’re going to need to keep up with the economic development.  And that’s where we need to potentially focus our energies on.  How are we going to increase production to keep up with the rate of economic development that we’re having?  I’d be happy to move on to the affordability discussion.

Zisette:
On to affordable housing.  The affordable housing issue paper really focuses on the affordable housing targets that are on the Countywide Planning Policies and those are in AH-2.   In my presentation I’m going to talk briefly about private sector performance in terms of meeting those targets and public sector performance in terms of meetings those targets.  Refer to Housing Paper #2.   Now a couple brief comments on public sector performance.  And in general, the available information we have on this indicates that only Seattle and Bellevue have met their respective targets for low-income housing and publicly-assisted alone.  However, all jurisdictions have increased their contributions to support low-income housing.  However, in term of which cities have met their specific low-income targets, Seattle and Bellevue, based on the information we have so far on publicly supported unit development, are the only jurisdictions that we know have met their targets for low-income housing.  It also happens in the second bullet that these two cities are also the two jurisdictions where the per capita housing expenditures have been highest where Seattle has spent twenty-nine dollars per capita on average, in the last four years, and Bellevue has spent fifteen dollars per capita.  So as I said, finally, as for the other jurisdictions, we don’t have enough information to make an accurate assessment in terms of publicly assisted housing whether those jurisdictions have—

Miller:
Vance and then Shirley.

Vance:
King County’s housing opportunity program, ARP or HOFF program—we build housing throughout the County.  Is there a target for unincorporated areas and we’re not meeting it?

Zisette:
We don’t know.  We don’t know what the HOFF has produced in terms of numbered units.  

Vance:
What I’m trying to say, is that we spend our low-income housing dollars in the city, in the suburban cities.  So how does that—

Zisette:
There is a formula and that’s why the issues you’ll see raised in our paper—there is credit given when one jurisdiction helps another jurisdiction create housing in another community.  So you are getting some credit, not one hundred percent credit for those units, but at least there is a benchmarking effort, an attempt to account for that to some extent.

Unidentified:
But even with that, we’re not meeting our target for affordable housing in the unincorporated areas, is that correct?

Zisette:
Having said that, we don’t know that.  I’m just saying what we know.

Unidentified:
I think Councilmember Sullivan’s committee would be very interested in that.  Are you going to do that analysis so we know?

Zisette:
Sure.  Finally we want to end up—

Miller:
Ok, hold it.  Councilmember Thompson.

Thompson:
The other comment I would like to make is that, and I’ve made it before, is the homes that are being lost to the third runway—the homes that were lost to the second runway.  And then, units that are being converted from rental units to buyer units like condominiums, for example, which were apartments that were built for rent, and then were converted to condominiums to be sold.  Are those statistics being considered in any place in what all of you are doing?  Just a question.  I don’t expect an answer today.

Zisette:
A brief answer would be no.  That in terms of public sector activities and the whole diversity of activities going on, plus or minus new developments being lost or developed, those factors haven’t been included so far, but they can be.  Last of all—

Miller:
Councilmember Phillips.

Phillips:
Thank you.  Just quickly to follow up on Vance’s point, is that you’re having difficulty getting the information with regard to King County or you just haven’t gotten around to it?

Zisette:
No.  We can get it.  It’s also a matter of how do you distribute the credit and we haven’t decided on how that credit should be determined.  The issue of whether the cities that takes the housing should get a percentage credit for that actual unit, or whether or not, the jurisdiction funding the housing should get the credit.  That’s a question that we thought should be addressed first.

Phillips:
An age-old issue that’s been around us for some time.  But seems to be you can cut it both ways to tell us where we stand.  It should be relatively easy to do.

Mountsier:
We can.

Zisette:
Lastly, I want to leave with a couple policy questions that might be of help in terms of directing discussion. First, should the housing policy update investigate new ways to further strengthening the local, public commitment to funding low-income housing?  Second, should opportunities for a countywide funding source for low-income housing continue to be investigated?  And last of all, are strategies warranted for addressing the housing needs of households earning below thirty percent of median income.  So that’s all that I have.

Thompson:
Do we have a copy of that document on the screen there?

Miller:
I think we’re ready.  Do we have another presentation?  Debbie, do you want to go ahead?

Eddy:
I think you know that I’m Debbie Eddy, serving currently as Interim Executive Director of the Suburban Cities Association.  Back in the spring, I got involved in the staff team working on the housing CPPs and staying involved because it’s too fascinating.  Art Sullivan, who is probably our local guru of affordable housing, as head of ARCH, co-wrote this paper with me.  We have made no amendments to our paper since July when this topic got dropped off the end of the meeting so, because we didn’t want to confuse you with a new copy.  But we do know that in our tables, there are a couple corrections needed and there are a couple typos in the paper—misstatements.  But in general, we stand by what we said.  Refer to Housing Paper #3.  You’ve now heard the three papers and the question is where to from here?  And what we expected today is that you would have some discussion and direction to us in ways in which you found this presentation lacking in specificity or development of certain lines of inquiry. Most of you do know that not only does the GMPC staff group meet every Friday, but there are also lots of mixed groups of both planning, regional policy staff, and other stakeholders like 1000 Friends of Washington, and the realtors, and the master builders.  All of whom regularly get together to beat each other up on, what can we do, jointly, so we don’t spend another season at the legislature arguing the appropriateness of a bill, but indeed do grapple with this question locally and so if we do end up going to Olympia, at least we’re having an argument at a higher intellectual level.  I made two slides that I thought caught most of the questions that came up for us.  What Art and I would particularly ask you before we go back out and re-question the planning directors or the local jurisdictions is, do you want to go any further in looking into efficacy of the different regulatory tools.  Do you want to slice and dice that one a little closer. Do you want to explore looking at what regulatory tools or housing approaches we might share an interest in asking for the state to mandate, much as they did ADUs—I have no opinion on that, I’m just asking the question.  Should we look at the impact of potential limitations like the fire and street codes, the lack of community acceptance, or should we pursue farther—the question of reconciling exactly what role the market has versus the government—one of the real frustrations that we have is that we often have to remind people that cities don’t build houses.  Should we—

Schell:
Yes it does.

Eddy:
Should we return to LU-66 and explore further the question of we need to think about minimum densities as an overall average, Councilmember Edwards, not as a site-by-site.  Or the fact that we have not on a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis, tried to do any targeting for all economic elements, but have simply taken one case.  Second page is funding issues.  Do—

Thompson:
Mayor Schell, do you want to ask a question?

Schell:
No.  I’ll just wait for the whole presentation.

Eddy:
Do you want to look at the measurement tools for affordable housing?  Do you want to look at policies which might highlight the importance of joint efforts, particularly on the suburbs?  Do you want to think about doing something like giving different credits for different levels of affordability?  And does anybody have any interest in renewing the effort to find further funding sources?  And that’s it.

Thompson:
Mayor Schell.

Schell:
Uh, where’s the chair?

Thompson:
Well, I’m the chair, now.  We’ve been passing it around as people have been going out to take phone calls.

Schell:
Just a couple of general comments.  They have to do with words.  One of the things that is really quite apparent is that we live in an interdependent or interconnected world and that to the extent we can only focus on a single issue like housing, I think, we do ourselves a disservice about the relationship that housing plays to the rest of the issues that we struggle with.  Let me just run through some ideas with you and I’m learning this, but there are certain words that generate the wrong response and certain, that do the positive units, the same issue.  Like we all know there is a relationship between density and open space, and density and public transportation, and things are—transportation and open space, healthy cities—they’re all the same question.  So if you talk about growth management, people don’t like to be managed in this country.  We don’t like people telling us what we can do and can’t do and we got all sorts of reasons about that.  And so, growth is something that we’re for, but managing it we’re not.  But we’re all for solving the traffic mess.  And we’re all for stopping sprawl.  But we don’t want to have growth management.  We don’t really want to have density, but we want to preserve our open spaces.  And we’re against regulations and we like incentives generally.  And yet they are all parts of the same puzzle so, if I could use an example in our city.  We talked a lot about urban villages and got a negative reaction earlier on.  But when we talked about strengthening our neighborhood business districts, we got a positive reaction.  So, the words and the languages that we use are really important in that how we say a lot of things, I think, we need to give some thought to.  And we ought to be singing the same song, all of us.  I think it all starts with, we need to do much better job of educating not only ourselves, but the community we serve and point out the interconnectedness of all of these issues and the interdependence of all of us if we’re to survive as a healthy region.  And so, with that as an outset, and I know that we have debate over this last year at the State Legislature and the County and the city were in one place and the rest of the suburban cities were in another.  I’d guess what I’d like to suggest is—I’ll make no bones about it—we absolutely must find ways to contain our growth and encourage densities in appropriate locations.  It’s a transportation strategy; it’s an open space strategy; it’s a quality of life strategy; it’s affordability strategy—all of those things.  And there is this sort of problem of a vulcanized region trying to act as one and it’s a real challenge when we try to assign everybody has to do the same thing when it’s not may or may not be appropriate to do in that particular jurisdiction—it may or may not be possible.  And if we approach this only from a regulatory perspective, I think we limit our ability to achieve even modest success.  We’ll end up debating ourselves until nothing happens and we lose the chance. And so I would urge us to just think together about what kind of incentives  can we create so we’re not only limited to playing cops. What kind of things can we do to motivate and educate our electorate of the importance of what we are trying to do and the linkages that exist out there and how can we do that together.  And I would hope there is a sense of regional funding source so there is a fair, at least, commitment of all of our citizens on a per capita basis to try and address some of the obvious housing needs we have in our region and how we allocate those resources maybe is based more on what is a logical application of those densities in concert to where are we putting public transportation issues and public transportation options and where is there the most appropriate location.  We’re trying in our city to add significant densities, but to do it without threatening our single-family neighborhoods without saying, one-size fits all or one solution fits every place.  It’s that variety that people like around here.  So those are just some casual observations that, I guess, I signal here by saying, we got to figure this out.  We got to figure it out together.  We need to get past the Balkanization of the region and start to deal with some of our regional challenges--whether it’s housing, homelessness, and transportation—together and try to find the same song sheet.  And I’m willing to start with not being the tough cop, because in the beginning—but let’s focus on what incentives and what resources can we develop together so we got something positive to talk about rather than something negative to impose on each other, pointing fingers and assigning guilt for not delivering.  And it all goes back to let’s try to clean up our language and messages so that we’re setting the right signals to the people.  If that sounds like a sermon, I’m sorry.

Pelz:
I’m going to try to be as equally as vague.  (Laughter)  I’m going to try and be as global as the mayor just was.  And this is really just kind of—I hope this line of thought works out.  Last year when Vance and I were thinking about roads in the legislature and we were talking about going down to legislature and demanding that they actually put money back into King County commensurate with at least our population, which they didn’t do, but maybe respect the fact that we’re 40% of the economy in the state, we should get back 40% of the roads money.  Well, we didn’t get the percent of the economy back.  We didn’t even get percent of population back which is a statement for all of us that we need to continue to kick our legislatures and tell them we’re not happy that they don’t represent us that well.  But, one of the problems about roads historically, in Washington, was the rural people in Olympia would all say, well it’s three miles between two people in my district, and the state has to build that three miles.  So it’s really much more expensive to build roads for people in the rural areas then it is when you got people on a square of city block.  Either we bought that because it was true or all these years, or we bought it because we, as legislatures of King County, didn’t fight back very well.  That’s just not the case anymore.  What’s the number, was it a billion four to widen 520 from I-5 to I-405? Was that right?  What did that get us?  Two lanes in each direction?  OK, and after we spend a billion four, which is more than we’re going to spend on this profligate light-rail system, I believe, the one everybody is critical of—the one all the roads people think that’s a total waste of time, we just spent a billion four on 520 and moved the traffic jam a mile in each direction.  (Laughter)  So, the point is, solving transportation in King County is extremely expensive.  And the legislature, at the current pace of state finding for roads, is never going to step up to the 520 question.  Never, much less many of the other questions that we face.  And 520 is a corridor which is harming the lives of more people than any corridor in the state of Washington.  I mean, it’s really tough on what fifteen hundred thousand people a day are sitting in traffic over there.  And so the legislature is going to have to come up with some funding sources for roads, or we are going to have be given the right to come up with funding sources—when I say roads, believe me, I’m a huge believer in rail and transit.  We need funding sources for transportation, otherwise, out policy solution in King County will be gridlock.  Just sitting in traffic for years out.  And maybe that’s what going to happen, and maybe that’s what’s going to happen on the question about affordable housing.  It may be that our solution for affordable housing will just be gridlock, because all the options that are up there are a form of intellectual gridlock.  If any of you are willing to take a tough political vote.  If not, we’re going to have, housing gridlock.  And what that means, is we become Vail which is our workers can’t afford to live here and—Vail, Colorado, where they have to bus their workers in 80 miles each way to get them to work.  And that’s sort of what’s happening, and that’s what those statistics show.  We are becoming Vail.  Our lower income workers are coming in from Pierce and Snohomish counties cause we’re not building the housing for them here, which ironically then adds to our transportation problem.  So we got to face up to the fact that in King County, both because we’ve got a hot economy, because we’re running out of room, it’s going to become extremely expensive to solve housing and transportation.  Per mile cost of the solution of transportation is very high and per unit cost to the solution for affordable housing will be very high.  And this goes back to the earlier conversation about slowing down jobs and I think I agree where Ron was—I don’t believe that the government should slow-down jobs.  I think I probably disagree with Brian on this.  But in a sense, if we were to say, what were the real costs of job growth and start to assign true marginal cost on job growth the way we’ve done some impact fees on development.  We would get some kind of head tax per employee in King County, that might come up with a revenue source that might pay for these very expensive transportation improvements and pay for these very expensive housing investments that we have to make.  And that, in a sense, would make it expensive to do business in King County which would slow down the growth of jobs.  And maybe in the end, that would gives us some kind of solution.  But unless we get into identifying serious revenue streams on housing—because we got to buy down the cost of land.  Period.  That’s the solution on affordable housing .  We’ve got to buy down the cost of land so affordable housing can go into every community.  You’ve heard me complain that South Seattle, working class neighborhood and all the housing comes into my area.  The only way we’re going to solve and really spread affordable housing throughout the County, is to buy down the cost.  And the only way we’re going to do that is identify some serious revenue streams. My bet is, we have gridlock.  My bet is, we can’t solve this problem.  My bet is, we’re going to sit in traffic for all-time because we’re not going make the investment that we need to—the legislature is not going to make this decision.  My bet is that our workers will continue to drive in from Snohomish County and Pierce County.  So we can talk about all the regulatory tools you want, but both of those problems need some serious bucks.

Thompson:
Mayor Creighton, then Mayor Schell.

Creighton:
As long as everybody is waxing philosophically, I’ll be very brief in that regard.  I think the key to this, and Schell addressed it earlier and I think we’ve all talked about it before, the goal of this group is we all agree on the need for urban density and adequate housing.  Where we disagree is we sort of fight amongst ourselves is to where it should go and how it should happen and I think we need to stop that.  One of the things I encourage is that every time we put up these things, we do it by south or by north, we sort of polarize ourselves and I think we ought to be concerned about doing that.  I think we all have an obligation towards this as a caution to that. Other things I think, on the affordable housing issue, if we’re going to get into the issue of CPPs, discussions, etc., we need to get credit, frankly, we talk about where it all goes, but the practicalities if you pick out Medina, how realistic is that we’re going to get affordable housing with the land prices in Medina.  But we’d like to get some money from Medina to help build affordable housing.  So I think we need to be making sure that they get credit for that when they contribute money.  I know Bellevue is facing that situation; our land prices are so high.  We’re contributing a lot of money to affordable housing, but a lot of that housing is being built in neighboring communities through ARCH.  So we’re trying to do our part, but we get more bang for the buck if it actually gets built on the ground outside.  Now the transportation issue is real, it’s not just hypothetical.  I’ll give you a perfect example.  I’m both a politician and I have a job and both of my right-hand people, my closest help, I’ve lost on both sides in the last year.  One lived in Brier.  One lived in Sumner.  Neither one of them wanted to commute anymore to Bellevue so they found jobs closer to home.  That’s what happened to all of us and it’s a real problem.  We just got to figure out how to address it.

Thompson:
It’s Mayor Schell, then Councilmember Steinbrueck, but I would say, this is one of the things, if you’ve been reading articles recently.  This is the problem with a lot of our professional workers, for instance, school teachers, fireman, policeman, etc.  You’ll notice now that the schools are in a real difficulty even filling their permanent, full-time staff and they are extremely worried about substitutes because the same thing: this solving this housing problem and having them commute from further and further away.  Mayor Schell.

Schell:
Well, I would hate to think that our failure in coming up with a transportation strategy is going to result in significant growth management, but in part, I think that is one of the dividends of our not solving our traffic problem, that we really are dealing with growth management.  Anyway, I’m just being facetious.  Just a couple of thoughts, and maybe these are risky to put on the table, but it seems to me that we’re building a regional transit system that extends from Pierce County to Snohomish County.  That are solving the problem of avoiding sprawl is sort of hollow, if it isn’t solved in Snohomish County or Pierce County and that if, we’re really to deal with the solutions of having quality public education, plus housing, plus roads, it all comes down to having resources to address these problems.  That in the three counties we have 50% of the legislature, 50%.  If we can ever figure out a way where we were all on the same page, we’d at least get some legislative authority to raise the resources to address problems that we have.  We’d not be having all of our policies dictated by east-of-the mountains and expect them to come along with us.  We can solve our own problems within our region, but we need to act like a region.  And I think we need maybe to think about whether or not we invite the other two counties to share with us.  We’re all at the table on Endangered Species.  We’re all at the table on Sound Transit.  The issues that are high to those are housing, housing densities, housing affordabilities, open space, green space, even public education which has impact on where housing can go, that we need to have a regional funding service that addresses these.  And we at least need the authority so our folks can vote to solve our problems.  Right now, its gridlock and it starts with Olympia and it starts with our failure to even understand and protect our own interests.  I don’t even know whether if that’s even an appropriate subject, I just invite you to think about that.

Steinbrueck:
I couldn’t agree more with the Mayor and I appreciate his strong encouragement to think regionally.  I think we could kick butt in the legislature if we could accomplish that.  He is absolutely right—we are in this together, we have our domains and we all feel like we all have something to protect and defend, but until we start thinking regionally, we’re not going solve these regional problems.  We’re going to keep on fighting and keep on losing out.  I’d like to bring it back to the topic at hand, which is affordable housing, and for me, this briefing has demonstrated to me that the market is doing pretty, darn well. That is, the private market is producing housing.  We’re exceeding our target, cumulatively.  We’re not going to do that year-to-year, because the market changes year-to-year and we can’t expect it to meet the growth target.  I do think that the growth targets are somewhat suspect when they are predicated on 1990 estimates and not on current conditions, in terms of the job market leading population and housing regionally.  And we’re seeing very different results with the job market and what’s happening with the creation of new jobs.  Nevertheless, we’re keeping up pretty well on the macro-level, but where the problem is, as we all know and as these figures demonstrate, it’s that the market is not producing the housing, the affordable low-, moderate- income housing that we need.  Now, anybody who says that Mercer Island or Bellevue or Redmond can’t build because the land is too expensive.  There’s no more expensive land in this state than you’ll find in downtown Seattle.  And we’re building housing like crazy in downtown Seattle.  In fact, we have the fastest growing residential community in the state in the Belltown/Denny regrade area. There are ways to do it, and there are ways to do it successfully.  And we’re building shelters as well.  Seattle’s housing market, through government action and through public sources of funding, we’ve produced over 20% of the total housing production.  We’re making a difference.  And that 20% is a critical difference because it is addressing the needs that aren’t being met through the market place, the low-, moderate- income housing.  That we’re not going to get—we cannot do it with a stick, we cannot beat jurisdictions over the head to build low-income housing.  We’ve got to focus on funding sources and encouraging through incentives, through carrot approaches to get all jurisdictions to try harder to see to the production of that level of housing that is needed.  And worry less, focus less on the market rate housing.  We don’t need to get so academic about every jurisdiction meeting its target precisely, on the macro-level, of producing the right level of housing.  And we know that the jobs are not equally distributed throughout the County.  So why should the housing be equally distributed?  End of speech.

Thompson:
Councilmember Derdowksi, then Conlin.

Derdowski:
Well, Peter brought us back to the issue which is housing so I don’t really want to talk anymore, because the mayor was talking about the global issues and that was a lot more fun to talk about. But I have the mike—(laughter)  Ten years ago, actually twelve years ago before the growth management act, the progressive growth management types in this region said that what we needed was planning and we needed to have impact fees so that there was a way to rationalize the marketplace.  We needed to have critical area ordinances, and we needed to have urban growth boundaries.  That didn’t come from these bodies.  It came from the community which was pressuring that.  And we achieved that in ‘90 and ‘91 and ’92—we started that process.  And we established during the 90s, and put into place many of those tools.  In the course of doing that, we dropped off one, absolutely critical component.  Now that was, that we ignored the enforcement and the establishment of our community standards to be used as a disciplining tool for the kinds of land development decisions that were being made.  And instead, the enforcement and the concurrency, the disciplining factors that were supposed to be part of the mix, were all too often either ignored or shunted to the side.  In Issaquah, my district, the fundamental problem in the gridlock that Issaquah has, is because for five years, the city violated the State Growth Management Act and didn’t pass a concurrency law.  And so the corridors that Bruce Lang and I and Ron Sims and others funded to help get people through and around that city and onto the freeways, were filled with Costcos and Eagle Hardwares and all manner of commercial development.  Three and four and five traffic lights right next to each other.  And the result was you don’t have a functioning community.  The reason you don’t is because that city didn’t have a concurrency law for five years.  Now, the answer when the standards are hit, whether it’s a critical area standard or a steep slope standard, the response has been a variance or a lack of enforcement or the standard has changed.  We have not had the will to say no, hardly ever.  It just hasn’t happened.  And so, the construct of having standards weighed against growth hasn’t happened the way it was designed.  And now, we have staff coming forward using the old paradigm which is, we want you to change your standard some more.  In fact, we’re going to give you a list of our standards.  We’re going to give you a list of community standards that exist and we’d like you to consider figuring out ways to get the state to say you can’t do it anymore.  That’s the old paradigm.  The issue in the late 80s and 90s was: planning, urban growth area, critical areas, impact fees.  The issue of the next ten years is to find the political will to live within your means.  And that means you have to count your means.  You have to be real with exactly how much money you’re going to have.  WSDOT has been telling us that we’re growing way beyond their ability to provide state highways.  And we’ve not only ignored them, we’ve actually passed laws to prohibit state standards to discipline growth decisions.  What a bogus response.  We have got to find the political will to measure what we can produce and to live within our means.  And the progressive community in the next few years, and there is a resurgence in that community, the people that generate this stuff that brought us the Growth Management Act in 90, they’re going to be going in that direction.  And it would be nice if we got out ahead of them rather then chasing after them.

Thompson:
 Member Conlin and then Mayor Ives.

Conlin:
Well, I’m going to a totally different subject, I think.  I’m not really sure.  I just want to say something about the distribution of housing and what I think are some of the issues that we are looking at there.  I’m concerned that we look at the statement that the moderate-income target for new units is being met or exceeded and I’m not sure that I believe that.  (laughter) The question I want to ask is—well, what I’m trying to figure out is, why is that not believable.  The reason it is is because I’m not sure the distribution of incomes able to meet those to afford those houses is the same percentage as the percentage that we set as the target.  And so what I’m interested in looking at is, how is the distribution of income changed since we’ve created the targets for the percentage of new units that we wanted to have for the moderate-income target.  What I’m suggesting is that the median is an excellent tool for some purposes, but we also have to see how the median cost of housing relate to the way in which income is distributed.

Unidentified:
And how much have we lost in terms of our existing housing stock.

Conlin:
And that’s another very good question that we need to be thinking about.  And I add to that, that I think then we need to look very carefully at the low-income housing target.  And here’s where I think we need to think creatively, if possible, and where it kind of circles back to where this discussion all began a couple hours ago, and that is that—one of the ways you can reduce the need for low-income housing is to raise people’s income.  And if you’re creating jobs that are having that effect, then that will have an impact on reducing big issues in relationship to low-income housing production.  If we’re not creating jobs that are affecting those people, that are providing people with opportunities in which they can afford other houses, then we have an even more significant problem as the general cost of housing is increasing.  So those are a kind of data requests and they are kind of vague, but those are the kinds of things I really need to know to figure out what is the strategy that we need to adopt.  But it does seem really clear to me that however that data is going to come out, that we need to do something to increase the production of low-income housing.  That we’re not going to have enough evidence that that need is changing.  That we’re going to be not faced with a need to address that question.  So my question is can we—I guess what I’d like to pose is and being a relative new-comer to this body—can we go back to the other two legs of the stool and really do some serious questioning about is there a way that they can be revived?  Is there a way in which we can start thinking about them?  Is there a way in which we can maybe find some breakthrough way to come up with new and innovative approaches.

Steinbrueck:  We dissolved the committee that was working on the legs of the stool.

Thompson:
Mayor Ives will be the last, then we need to move onto the rural policies and we’re like a half an hour behind on that, but this has been a good discussion.  So Mayor Ives and then we’ll move to the rural.
Ives:
And it really has been a good discussion.  I’m glad to say that we should do more of this.  We really should.  I’m going to try to weave a few threads together and tell you that three years—the city of Redmond, when I go to conferences, they hear that I’m the mayor of Redmond, Washington, they think that the streets are paved with gold.  I have to tell them they are not paid with gold, maybe there are some that aren’t paved very well and they expect me to fill in the potholes.  As all of our communities are struggling with the expenditure side, but also sources of revenue and of course with 695, we’re going to have some new challenges ahead of us.  So three years ago, I did something very, very uncanny because the city of Redmond has prided itself on a tradition of not having a business and occupation tax.  So I went out and proposed a head tax.  And before I did that, I went and visited with 30 CEOs from the one person operation in downtown Redmond to that big company up on the hill.  And basically, the proposal was for a hundred and twenty dollar per full-time employee annual fee.  And about half that money was going to go to transportation and the replacement of that transportation because in the city of Redmond, we have policies about replacement of infrastructure.  Then there was a small token amount for downtown Redmond because, very frankly, a lot of these CEOs were doing all of their entertaining in Bellevue and Kirkland and were embarrassed by what downtown was looking like—that was before Town Center and Victor’s and some of the other things—the Redmond Brewery and some other things that we’re very proud of.  The last amount, which I think was going to generate between five hundred thousand and maybe eight hundred thousand dollars a year was specifically for affordable housing.  Because I said, the people who live here, they already have housing.  It’s housing for the new jobs that are going to occur in Redmond.  Not a single CEO balked at any element of this proposal, at all.  They were so delighted that I wasn’t going to talk to them about a B&O, I think they were grateful that I was being discriminating about taxation.  But, one of the things that occurred to me as one of the things Mayor Schell was talking about, the electeds, in the three county area in particular, is that I would suggest that we create an opportunity for some of these CEOs who are, frankly, bringing people into this area to work, and to sit down with them and say, hey you know, this is our neighborhood; this is our county; this is our region.  And as I’ve had conversation with certain employers about transportation and mass transit and high-capacity technology, I said, if you’re going to wait for the elected officials in King County to solve this one, this is pretty futile. CEOs in some companies have no problem picking up the phone and calling in their chits for stadiums or for sports teams.  How bad is this issue?  Is this something we’re creating and it’s in our minds because we are in government and this gives us importance to have conversation about this, or is it time to say to the leaders from the private sector—and not people who have—we’ve had committees that have been focused where you want to make sure that people who were constructing housing were at the table.  But what I’m talking about is a higher level of conversation.  Not people who are going to make money off of the decision or the policy decision.  But people who have some distance but whose future and their ability to attract quality employee is threatened.  I would suggest that we create a forum for this informal conversation with the CEOs of a full-range of corporations throughout King County to sit around and really talk about the frustrations that we’re experiencing and to say, hey, join us in the solution.  It’s got to be at least as important as sport stadiums and teams.  And if it isn’t, they should tell us and they should say we’re not holding you accountable for affordable housing.  We’re not holding you accountable for transportation.  It’s OK with us if the elected bodies are ineffective.  So, I’d guess I’d like to go to the next level sometime.  If you’d like me to organize that, I’d be glad to take a leadership role in this—after November 2nd.

Edwards:
We’ll move on to the discussion of rural policies.  We’re short on time.

Miller:
So Councilmember, are you leaving it to the staff to decide what we come back with next time.

Edwards:
I think that you’re probably going to have to—I see a suggestion over here, a brief one.  Councilmember Phillips.

Phillips:
Very briefly, are we done with this discussion?  I don’t think we’re done with this discussion.  No, I don’t think so.  So if there are recommendations to come back and consider, maybe that will help us with the next round of discussions.  In many respects, I think we’re just getting started.  And we lost some members here.  But I’m not quite sure that we’re ready to make some policy choices as we are ready to get to the next level of discussion about all this.

Miller:
That’s what I would suggest.   But I think I heard one particular theme which was maybe we need to take the approach of a region to the funding for allowing the transit and so forth.  One of the things Councilmember Pelz didn’t say is that we did try to put together a King County focus with the business community, with the CEOs, etc. on the transportation issue when we went down to the legislature.  Now Councilmember Pelz was complaining that we didn’t get our fair share.  They gave us more than they ever gave us.

Pelz:
Correct.

Miller:
So that approach did work.  Lots of us have been working on the funding for housing for affordable housing.  A resource that the state would allow us to implement.  We’ve been working on it for six years without any success.  Maybe that’s one of the items we should be investigating in terms of maybe we look at the three county region and say, ok we are going to take those 50% of the legislature and say this:  you must come home with—the ability to make the difference.  Because I think what you’ve told us is, we’ve spent the money we said we would spend, but we didn’t get the units we needed to have.

Pelz:
I know that you want to move on, but I’m really concerned—and I agree with where you are going—we’re not done with this discussion, but what I don’t want to do is see us get to Olympia arguing over housing targets.  We’ve seen the numbers, we’ve had them presented to us and there are obviously some communities that are doing better than others.  And if there are communities that aren’t doing well, then maybe we should find out why.  There may be underlying circumstances, etc.  So I would suggest that we could use this forum to maybe find that out, you know. We talk about the courts tearing down houses down there by the airport, it’s pretty hard to make your goals when their tearing them down faster than you can put them up.  But there are others, Federal Way is not even going to defend themselves, but they don’t seem to on paper, meet their goals—and there may be good reason why they are not meeting their goals.  I have no idea.  But I would like to at least address this issue, publicly amongst this group before we go down to Olympia and fight over some kind of a target.  I really am concerned about getting into that billable land on opposite sides.  We need to have this flushed out amongst ourselves.

Unidentified:
But, again, I think we need to have that.  We need to take a look at it from the housing situation: keeping up with job growth, revisiting some of the policies and what not—and get our act together on that.  And then also what we are doing on the affordable housing side of it which I think is a different sliver and a different message to Olympia.

Pelz:
But what thing I’m going to ask.  It’s not just a serious discussion this time, but there’s a serious commitment to some outcomes because I’ve spent three or four years in the housing and the affordable housing end of this thing and I got out of it because I was convinced it was not a serious effort.  So if we’re going to have this discussion, we’re going to do something are we going to have transportation, this body has to have a serious commitment to it or we’re spinning wheels again.  And a lot of us don’t want to go through it.

Edwards:
Judy, last word.

Clibborn:
OK, I have two comments.  One is, I think sometimes we’re confusing the targets and affordable housing.  And I think you’re right, we have to split them out.  And also I think that the next meeting, we are going to hear from the cities that are not meeting and we’re going to have a discussion so we don’t really have to dwell on that today.

Edwards:
Good point and a good way to move on to the rural growth targets.

Mountsier:
The cities are not slated on the agenda right now. We’ve talked at the staff level about working them into the agenda.  But if it is the elected officials desire to have a short presentation as to what their situations are, then we need to hear it from you in order to get it on the agenda.  The next time we were going to come back with housing, this session, is October.  I think you have a full slate for next week on transportation issues.  We’re all clear that the big gap is funding for the low-income housing.  The issue of targets, if I could just say one thing—on the other hand, we’ve all recognized that we’re heading toward the twenty-year growth target.  Gee, we all seem to be doing fine, but the beginning of the discussion, but that may not be adequate because we’re growing jobs much faster than we are growing housing.  And so the question is whether or not this group wants to up the ante and recognize—the other thing is we’re doing fine on moderate housing, and we came back and addressed the policies there.  It doesn’t necessarily mean that we’re meeting the needs of first-time homebuyers who are out there as well.  But I think we as staff will get together and check back with all of you as we haven’t completed the discussion on what to bring back.  But I think a presentation by cities on how they, individually, feel like they are doing—what their successes have been and what’s not going right.  Because I think that’s going to point us in the direction, potentially, of policy incentives and other things to keep moving forward or doing better.

Edwards:
I heard groans when we talked about moving on.  Do we want to go on into rural policies?  And the chair is here?

Sims:
Does anyone want to do rural policies this afternoon? (laughter) I apologize.  This has been one of those days from Hades.  Does anyone want to do those, take those up at our next meeting and if that’s OK with everyone?

Miller:
I do and I don’t.  The resource lands, timberlands, the rural density, etc. are all issues for the King County government.  I mean, we are the ones that are setting up the areas that are looking at the rural densities and whether what we have is appropriate.  And maybe this is something for a general discussion, at some point, but it seems to me that it’s really something that has to go into our Comprehensive Plan and the way we implement it and have just some key countywide planning policies that recognize that where there’s a rural-urban line; that we’ve decided that what’s going to happen is we’re going to try and preserve the resource lands and the timberlands and make some of those incentives work for transfer of development rights, etc. into the urban corridors.  And I think we’ve certainly done our part with providing parks and open space to help with neighboring cities that are taking in the greater densities. Since you can’t go into the center of Redmond and buy up a hundred acres of land that could be the open space park, but Marymore is right next door.  So I don’t know how far we want to go with having GMPC getting into the depth and the detail of the issues that are really—the implementation that King County has.  It’s a question. 

Edwards:
Clibborn, you seem very anxious—

Clibborn:
Well, I think that’s interesting.  I think you’re right that it is your—you certainly are able to do that without our input. Then why are we talking about what the cities are doing—I mean, it’s a two-edged sword and I thought the conversation that we had at the last meeting was fabulous.  I think the discussion that we’ve had today has brought up a lot of issues and we need to continue to have everybody talk about it and I don’t know if there’s a time-limit that means we have to have this conversation today.  But since nobody is here, that’s the only reason I’d put it off.  I think it’s an interesting conversation.

Sims:
Why don’t we have the discussion of Rural lands in our next meeting.   We’ll slide the agenda to items for next meeting.

Unidentified:
So that we’re just sliding it back just for the week.

Sims:
Yes.

Reitenbach:
Just to point out.  About an hour and a half of the two-hour meeting is the transportation meeting so there’s not a lot of time for rural in the next meeting.  

Sims:
Why don’t we do it then in the meeting after that where we can have a more lengthy and full-discussion.  Is that OK with everybody. That’ll be better than try and jam it into next week.  Mr. Mayor.

Creighton:
Last thing.  A staff plea.  The packets were mailed to us on Monday.  I received them this morning.  There is no way that I can prepare for a meeting like this with a packet received the same day as the meeting.  It’s totally unacceptable.  It’s just unacceptable.  We’re going to have a meeting next week.  I don’t know when that’s packet going out.  I haven’t seen it yet.  But I’m not the only one that’s received this packet.  And I can’t have it the day before because I’m at meetings every night.  So if I don’t get it before the weekend, as a part-time elected, I’m not going to get it read.

Sims:
We’ll have to work on that.

Clibborn:
One thing we have done is we’ve passed around—staff passed around, for suburban cities, where they could get it mailed so it wouldn’t go to the city halls.  Because what happens is—I think that will help improve it, but it does need to be done before Monday.

Mountsier:
We’ll work on that, definitely.  I agree with you on that that you need more time to have it in your hands so you can read it.

Miller:
And Judy, I wasn’t saying we shouldn’t discuss it and recommend it, etc.  And it’s been very helpful to hear the problems from the urban areas to understand their difficulties.  Also it’s necessary for the rural areas and there aren’t very many of us that represent the rural areas—I mean, I’m the one that’s brought this whole thing to the table about mega-, non-residential things changing the whole character of the rural area.  And so it’s important to exchange this information and then try to work on how we get to the solutions, but understanding that you will implement the solutions within your city limits and King County has actually do those from the rural—

Sims:
We’ll will do the Rural in the first meeting of October.  Paul.

Reitenbach:
And about the packets.  The interjurisdictional team, all of us, meet on Friday morning.  And we finish what’s going to be in the packets—or they are distributed on Friday afternoon.  I hand-delivered it to Seattle so they get theirs and we do the ones in the Courthouse.

Sims:
We have mailing addresses now, right?

Reitenbach:
What it boils down to, it may be needed to be hand-delivered, like I could actually could do Bellevue and we might have staff that leave on Friday mornings stay until the packets are done to deliver back to their caucuses.

Sims:
Why don’t we work out a guaranteed hand-delivery system so that we get these packets into people’s hands Friday afternoons so they can read them over the weekend, at least.  Because we’ll know what’s going to be on the agenda and the paperwork will be done.  So why don’t we work at that so we can make sure that everyone here gets that packet.

Reitenbach:
And we’re trying to do this electronically too, so that may be the answer.  We’ll try and brainstorm a way to get that out in that way too.  But we really are trying to fix this problem.

Sims:
There is an item, though, that came out of the executive board and that we need—is Walter here?  Walter, we need to talk about the pending grant applications which involves Seattle and the suburban cities.

Zisette:
The Department of Community Trade and Economic Development have put out requests for applications for growth management compliance and implementation grants.  It’s 3.2 million dollars and the GMPC staff are thinking about, or have reached a consensus on a proposal that the city of Seattle would sponsor as a contract administrator and project manager on behalf of the GMPC.  And that would have to do with a lot of the housing implementation issues that we’ve been talking about here today.  Having to do with meeting growth targets and reaching consensus and developing strategies on affordability.  So that’s something that’s in the works and that would be submitted by next Wednesday.

Sims:
The executive board recommended that we, in fact, have the application put in with Seattle being the contract administrator.

Miller:
Do we need to confirm that here?

Sims:
Yes we would.

Miller:
I apply to move.

Sims:
It has been moved and seconded and is there any opposition?  Seeing that, the motion is approved.  Next meeting will be here, the 29th from four to six.  We’ll handle the transportation issues.  I want to thank everyone for coming today.

Meeting adjourned at 6:03.
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