GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 2000

Puget Sound Regional Council Board Room

MEETING SUMMARY

Members Present:

Councilmember Jeanne Burbridge, Commissioner Walter Canter, Councilmember Richard Cole, Councilmember Mike Creighton, Councilmember Grant Degginger, Councilmember Larry Phillips, Councilmember David Irons, Councilmember Nick Licata, Mayor Joan Simpson, Executive Ron Sims—Chair, Councilmember Peter Steinbrueck, Councilmember Shirley Thompson

The meeting began at 3:45 PM.

I-A.
Public Comment  

 There were no public comments.

I-B.
Review and Approval of June 28, 2000 meeting summary.

The GMPC reviewed and approved the June 28, 2000 meeting summary after correcting Councilmember Grant Degginger’s name.

II. Staff Update on GMPC Housing Activities

Walter Zisette, City of Seattle staff, presented an update on the five housing activities that the GMPC is working on.  He briefly described each of the activities and discussed how the GMPC may wish to coordinate these activities.  These include:  (1) Stakeholders model practices/ordinances.  Ten areas were identified and research is occurring to identify models in each of the areas.  Mike Luis, from the Housing Partnership, will chair this group.  (2) The issue papers which includes the subjects of shared parking, accessory housing, 5-story woodframe housing, Programmatic EISs, and SEPA thresholds will be models for local governments to use.  In June the shared parking paper was presented to the GMPC.  At the next GMPC meeting there will be an issue paper dealing with wood frame construction exceeding five stories.  (3) The Housing Road Map is intended to be a resource for informing GMPC members about what is going on with housing in the region.  (4) Jobs/Housing Distribution.  Also at the next GMPC meeting the PSRC will discuss background information on this issue and establish existing conditions in the 3 counties followed by a GMPC discussion on the policy implications of the background information.  Finally, in 2001 the GMPC will develop policy to direct the OFM household targets which will be released in 2002.  (5) The Community Acceptance Report.   Zisette discussed some of the ideas staff explored about how to disseminate the various housing items that will be forthcoming to the GMPC, such as developing a resource notebook and putting the information on the GMPC website, etc. 

III.
Discussion/Presentation of GMPC Housing Project
Zisette stated that the CTED grant report is aimed to:  (1) implement GMA goals; (2) implement CPPs housing goals; and (3) build on prior housing efforts.  He introduced the Bay Area Economics consulting team, Jonathan Stern and Janet Smith-Heimer.  The team presented a summary of BAE’s work and findings on Phase I of the GMPC Housing Project funded by CTED adding that the report is a beginning to understand what the community will accept in the way of affordable housing.  The team stated that it needs direction from the GMPC on next steps to be taken to complete this project.

Stern gave an overview of the themes in the report and some best practices ideas which included (1) housing opportunities/site considerations; (2) specific plans; (3) incentive-based affordable housing programs; and (4) inclusionary zoning through incentive bonuses.  

Councilmember Steinbrueck stated that Seattle had studied inclusionary zoning and has rejected it because of the State constitution.  He cautioned jurisdictions to consult their prosecutor.  Steinbrueck asked if design review precludes using SEPA.

Executive Sims asked Steinbrueck if a neighborhood that participates in a design review relinquishes its rights to a SEPA challenge.

Steinbreuck responded that there are trade-offs and there needs to be limits to how far you go with the process.  He explained that Seattle has a design review for every multi-family project that’s over 20 units.  It is a way to address the issues that have historically been raised about increased density and bad design.

Councilmember Irons asked how does Seattle define “community”?

Steinbreuck acknowledged that it’s a fairly elaborate process but there are design review boards that involve professionals and members of the community.  There is a procedural approach that has objective criteria that allows for public involvement.  He offered to provide more detail, adding that there are distinct design review boards.

Mayor Simpson added that design review could slow projects, while developers want certainty and expedited processes.  She stated that design review adds years to the development process.

Simpson said that communities should have timelines developed that have to be met once the design review is complete.

Sims pointed out that Multnomah County, Oregon, has a defined timeframe for design review.  However, he added that under Oregon law, an environment review is not required.  There is a time limitation from project submittal to the time it must be approved by the jurisdiction.

Councilmember Creighton asked if there were any communities with veto powers over development projects. 

Councilmember Licata asked the consultants if the strategies in the best practices list relate to the themes discussed earlier in the report.  

Zisette clarified that the consultants would like to know:  Which strategies the GMPC would like more information about?  Where should attention be focused in the next phase?  Which strategies are most helpful? 

Sims asked why credit pooling was not recommended since it is lawful in Washington citing that King County has been the third guarantor for a King County Housing project in order to write down their cost of financing.  He noted that if creditworthiness is aggregated jurisdictionally, the region could get a much better rate on bonds.

Zisette responded that the group did not know enough about credit pooling when it was raised but that the consultants could try to research this. 

Sims asked how San Francisco organized to create a regional credit pool.  He requested more information on regional financing pools be included in the report stating that it could possibly be used to meet regional needs.

Simpson stated that she was interested in how to encourage infill development.  She questioned how infill could be utilized for unused sites.  

Smith-Heimer responded that infill could be coupled with incentive based zoning programs.  She added that Bay Area Economics tried to highlight infill.  She discussed examples in Florida that rewards neighborhoods with grant money to assist with infill.  

Licata asked about expectations for consultant follow-up.

Zisette clarified that consultant is being paid with CTED grant funding and that the next step in the scope of work is to produce a video.  

Licata asked the purpose of the video.

Zisette stated that the video would be designed for general audiences, adding that he was sure the scope could be modified to reflect what the GMPC wants to do and that the grant money is available until the end of the year.  

Licata requested focusing the topics and if the consultants could be retained for the next phase. 

Sims requested that the GMPC look at the issues of (1) regional credit pools (how the region could you the pools to meet affordable housing needs; and how would a developer/non profit/housing authority, etc.  tap into the pool?); (2) incentive zoning; and (3) design issues relative to density.  He requested that the consultant report back to the GMPC with more information about these three issues.

Licata agreed that the above three areas should be the focus adding that he would not like to see a general video.  He said that he would like to see a model that would combine issues of design with a front-loaded process that would bring certainty to the entire process.

Councilmember Thompson stated that she would also like to focus on concrete examples and did not think a video would be productive.   Thompson cited the number of housing units lost in SeaTac because of the Third Runway with 400-500 more units slated to be lost in the next 15 years

Steinbreuck agreed with the three issues that Sims summarized.  He added that incentive-based programs are the way to go because they can be varied depending on the community’s goal.  He agreed that the region needs compact housing because they are less expensive to build because the County will never return to a level of affordability of single family, detached homes with large yards.  Steinbreuck agreed that incentive zoning is the greatest potential tool that is the least developed.  He added that perhaps this should be coupled with design review or other approaches that will work for communities and developers who are accepting more density.

Simpson cautioned that the door should not be closed to other areas mentioned in the report.

Thompson also cautioned that she didn’t want to close the door to discussing other possible strategies.  She questioned if the GMPC is the appropriate venue or are there other entities that might be appropriate.

Zisette asked if this work could be brought back to the GMPC in November.  He suggested that perhaps planning commissions could be used on the issue of community acceptance or for some of the other issues.

Sims suggested that the consultant should create the tools.  He mentioned Portland’s transit oriented development housing staff person, suggesting that we can create the tool but the Portland example can show how to enact the tools.

IV.
Proposed UGA Changes Under Consideration by King County

Paul Reitenbach, King County staff, explained that the substitute motion simply explains that the Grand Ridge map amendment is not subject to ratification.  It was not deleted from the motion because the motion also amends the potential annexation areas map for the cities and this area should be included in Issaquah’s PAA so that the City can annex it.   The GMPC adopted Substitute Motion 00-3 unanimously.

V.
Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 4:45 PM.
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