GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 24, 2001

Puget Sound Regional Council Board Room

MEETING SUMMARY

Members Present:

Councilmember Trish Borden, Councilmember Judy Clibborn, Councilmember Richard Cole, Councilmember Richard Conlin, Councilmember Grant Degginger, Councilmember Jean Garber, Councilmember Eric Faison, Councilmember David Irons, Councilmember Kathy Keolker-Wheeler, Councilmember Nick Licata, Councilmember Louise Miller - Chair, Councilmember Larry Phillips, Mayor Joan Simpson, Executive Ron Sims, Councilmember Cynthia Sullivan.

Councilmember Miller convened the meeting at 4:15 PM.

I-A.
Review and Approval of the September 26, 2001 Meeting Summary.

The GMPC unanimously approved the September 26, 2001 meeting summary.

I-B.
Public Comment:

Amanda McClosky, staff for the Livable Communities Coalition, supported the methodology for the target process, efficient use of land within the Urban area and the goal of 30 minute or less commutes.  She also expressed support for affordable housing as a factor in the target allocation process and for mapping Urban Separators in the Countywide Planning Policies.

Tim Trahimovich of 1000 Friends of Washington spoke in favor of the preamble, objectives and proposed methodology for target extensions under consideration by the GMPC. 

Randy Bannecker explained that the Coalition is the result of a discussion between the private sector, the environmental community and others, including the County Executive, about how we make growth management work.  He stated the business community recognizes the challenges jurisdictions face.  He also expressed interest in working with the cities, particularly on financial issues and jobs housing target extensions.

Mike Luis of the Housing Partnership noted there is a wide variation in how well the housing targets are being met.  He noted the targets do not mean very much unless there is action to alter the market and makes people want to live in different places. 

Paul Krauss and David Osaki of the City of Auburn explained Auburn’s objections to mapping Urban Separators, as detailed in the letter included in the GMPC packet for this meeting.  A map showing the 200 acre area designated Urban Separator by the County which city staff believes is appropriate for 4 or 5 homes per acre was distributed to members.  Mr. Osaki also noted some nearby land owned by the public, including a high school site and some park land, which could be an alternative Urban Separator.  

Councilmember Borden asked about a gray area on the map supplied by Auburn.  Mr. Osaki explained this area is the Kent Watershed, which will not be developed.

Sue Carlson of the City of Renton also addressed the Urban Separators, distributing a map showing two areas comprising 76 acres where the County designation and the city designation are not consistent.  Ms. Carlson said she was concerned about public involvement before these areas are mapped.

II. Urban Separators: 

Paul Reitenbach of King County introduced this issue by reporting that he met with the affected cities as directed on October 5 to discuss the history and clarify the boundaries of the Urban Separators.  Mr. Reitenbach described the map of the Countywide open space system, which shows the network of public lands, which complement Urban Separators.  The map also shows the Agriculture Production Districts and Forest Production Districts and Rural areas.  It was noted that Rural Areas north of Interstate 90 such as Happy Valley and the Sammamish Valley serve the same purpose as Urban Separators.  Two letters were distributed from Robert Keever, a citizen who participated in both the Soos Creek community plan and the Lea Hill Task Force in support of Urban Separators.  Finally, with regard to issues with the three affected cities, Mr. Reitenbach stated there is no conflict with the City of Kent, discrepancies with the City of Renton that appear workable and should be resolved in time, and the more challenging conflict with Auburn.

Councilmember Miller referenced the map of Open Spaces, pointing out the Sammamish Valley, nearby parks, ballfields and Rural Areas that form an Urban Separator.  She stated there is a similar situation in the Snoqualmie Valley.  

Councilmember Phillips asked staff to respond to some of the specific issues raised in Auburn’s letter.  Mr. Reitenbach responded that the subdivision called Potters Plat was in fact partially within the Urban Separator.  All residential density was transferred to the portion of the property outside the Separator, resulting in the entire area designated as a separator remaining undeveloped or a small drainage facility.  This is the ideal way to implement the Urban Separator. Also, the Urban Separator is zoned R-1 with mandatory lot clustering, so claims that some portions are zoned at higher density, or that plats are being approved within the Separator at higher density are unfounded.

Councilmember Clibborn recognized the map of Open Spaces and made it clear the cities support open space.  But there still is a concern that cities will have something put upon them that is outside their own land use plans.  She stated this issue does not have the feel of a regional issue.  Ms. Clibborn asked that a list of four options be distributed.  Ms. Clibborn stated this caucus - not unanimously - but strongly supports the do nothing Motion (Option three on the Suburban Cities Association handout).

Councilmember Phillips responded, pointing out that at the time the Urban Growth Area was designated, the County shared this decision with the other jurisdictions of this region due to its regional significance.  The other half of that constuct was that in the Urban area there were areas that also needed a decision at the regional level.  Mr. Phillips distributed an amendment that would adopt a map of Urban Separators, reserving until May 30, 2002, the decision on the Renton and Auburn Separators.  A staff subcommittee would work on these unresolved areas and report back to GMPC by May 30, 2002.  He compared the Renton and Auburn “hatched areas” to the Joint Planning Area for the City of Snoqualmie.  There may also be other areas that the subcommittee should address which could be added to the Urban Separator map.

Councilmember Irons asked about the date – May 30, 2002.  Mr. Phillips responded that he thought that was sufficient time to resolve the issues.

Councilmember Borden said she supports Urban Separators but has questions about the map.  May is too soon to allow the people on Lea Hill to weigh in on this issue.  She suggested a year.

Councilmember Degginger asked if there are any additional separators out there.  Councilmember Phillips said he has no specific area, but at the last meeting the cities said there could be additional areas.  

Mayor Simpson said she does not agree with most of her group.  North Bend has some large areas of open space being acquired and areas under consideration by the Planning Commission as Urban Separators.  She asked who would serve as the subcommittee to address the Separator issues.  Mr. Reitenbach suggested the Interjurisdictional staff team; along with the planning director from each affected city would be the team or subcommittee.

Councilmember Garber concurred with Councilmember Borden and Paul Krauss of Auburn that cities are good stewards of open space.  But cities are nervous about mapping them because they would be committed to the exact boundaries and would not be able to make future changes or tweak them without coming to GMPC.  The Urban Separator policy has discouraged cities from naming them.  The Urban Separators are such a small area on the map that they do not seem to be a regional issue.

Councilmember Miller disagreed; saying these small areas will not be there in the future if they are not mapped.  The reason the Urban-Rural line is still there is because that was a Countywide decision.  This line can not be tweaked without coming back to GMPC, and rightly so because this would be a major step.  If there is a policy with no map there is nothing to guarantee there will be anything left in years to come.

Councilmember Degginger asked about Mr. Phillips’ amendment.  Are the areas identified for further study on the map considered Urban Separators?  Yes, but with the knowledge that the map could change in 6 months or a year.  He also wondered whether there was a disconnect between the Urban Separator map and the underlying zoning.  Mr. Reitenbach pointed out the Urban Separator map is consistent with both the County land use map and zoning for all affected unincorporated property.

Councilmember Garber said that tweaking of boundaries would not mean reducing the size of the Separator if other land were added.  Those are the kind of changes cities would like to make without coming back to the GMPC.  

Councilmember Borden said the Urban Separator would create a playground for people who can afford to have one house per acre.  She wished we were discussing playgrounds for people who live on Lea Hill.  

Councilmember Keolker-Wheeler asked about the timeline.  Mr. Phillips responded the date is flexible.  He does not want a long delay, and it is difficult to address land use during the budget process.  Ms. Keolker-Wheeler said the danger of a map in the CPP’s is the process involved in making future changes.  A city can take advantage of opportunities quickly without having to go to the GMPC.

Councilmember Clibborn said we are not ready to adopt maps at this point.  There is a process in place to address the issues and the map can come back at a later date.  Under Option 2, this will come back when negotiations are finished.

Councilmember Phillips noted that open space preservation is a GMA implementation issue, and it is time to finish up this work.  

Councilmember Garber asked for the work to be done with cities before the maps come to the GMPC.

Councilmember Phillips placed Motion 01-1 and his proposed amendments before GMPC.

Councilmember Koelker -Wheeler opposed this Motion, stating it is inappropriate to adopt maps that have not been agreed to.

Councilmember Irons offered a friendly amendment - on line 20 – which would except the three areas under discussion from the map until related issues are resolved.

Mayor Simpson asked for September 30 as he date to report back to GMPC.  Councilmember Phillips added that it is not just a date to report back, but a date the maps will be acted upon. 

Councilmember Keolker-Wheeler noted the time and asked that action on this issue be delayed to the next meeting.

Councilmember Sullivan reminded members that we all are in this together.  There is not a fundamental disagreement about the outcome, but on how we get there.  So the three areas under discussion would be called out as potential Urban Separators on the map, final boundaries to be negotiated.  

Councilmember Keolker-Wheeler said it is getting late to craft an agreement and requested this issue be tabled to the next meeting.

Councilmember Sullivan clarified her suggestion, referencing line 18 of the Phillips amendment, suggesting eliminating the word “existing” before Urban Separators.  On line 20, she suggested to add “potential” before the words Urban Separators within Auburn and Renton’s Potential Annexation Area.  Councilmember Sullivan stated this would mean the areas in question would be orbiting in two universes – Urban Separators in the County Comprehensive Plan and potential Urban Separators in the city PAA.  Also on line 25, it would read:  May 30, 2002 “with proposed final Urban Separator map”.  

It was again moved to postpone this until next month.  Councilmember Phillips stated he would be willing to delay, provided we come back at the next meeting with language we can adopt - that this is a regional issue and we live up to what we said in 1994 with policy LU-27.  Mr. Phillips withdrew his motion.

Councilmember Keolker-Wheeler asked that Renton and Auburn staff be involved.

Staff pointed out that December 12, 2001 is the next day GMPC can meet.  The chair directed staff to try to set up a meeting for that date.

III. Snoqualmie Preservation Initiative

Motion 01-3 amending the Countywide Planning Policies and the Urban Growth Area to reflect the resolution of the City of Snoqualmie Joint Planning Area in support of the Snoqualmie Preservation Initiate was approved unanimously.

IV. 
2012-2022 Jobs/Housing Growth Targets

Rob Odle of Redmond introduced the growth targets presentation as an introduction to the criteria that will guide the allocation of employment and household growth targets for 2012-2022.  Mr Odle asked the GMPC to affirm the direction of the criteria developed in Sections I, II, II of the Staff Report to the GMPC.  He reminded members that the goal of this work is to adopt Countywide Planning Policies amendments for jurisdictional growth targets by the end of 2002.  

Mr Odle described how staff have developed the methodology: building on existing 1992-2012 growth targets work and data, working with all the cities through the Buildable Lands and Targets Committee, and maintaining continuous communication with the jurisdictions about the draft the methodology.  He emphasized the cooperative and collegial nature of this process.

Dan Stroh of Bellevue introduced the design objectives that underpin the methodology.  They include: accommodate the state growth projections to meet the GMA requirements;

each jurisdiction must take a share of the growth; new 2012-2022 growth targets are extensions of the existing 1992-2012 targets; and targets should reflect market trends and land capacity information from the Buildable Lands work.  Additional design objectives include directing growth as defined in the Countywide Planning Policies; this includes maintaining the growth boundary, minimizing the growth outside the boundary, directing a large share of the growth to Urban Centers and Activity Areas and using urban land efficiently.  

Further design objectives include maintaining or improving the jobs and housing balance.  Mr Stroh acknowledged this is one of the more difficult objectives to achieve.  We need to keep the linkage between where people are working and living as close as possible and not worsen the situation from what it is today.  We have agreed to track the jobs housing linkage on a subregional basis as opposed to a jurisdictional basis.  

Mr Stroh said the new targets must be supported by sufficient infrastructure investments.  GMA places a burden on us to accommodate growth but also places a responsibility on cities to provide the infrastructure and services to support theses growth targets.  We recognize a way to do this is to identify where the infrastructure is located when we assign the new targets.  We think there is an important role for the region to play in helping to support these targets.  Additionally, he said the targets are a policy commitment.  Cities cannot guarantee the countywide growth will unfold as dictated by the targets.  However cities can put in place zoning, infrastructure, and incentives to encourage the growth throughout the county.  Ultimately the market will make the decision as to whether the growth unfolds according to the jurisdictions’ targets.

Tom Hauger of Seattle outlined the draft methodology for the growth targets.  

· Early next year King County will receive from OFM the countywide population forecasts that will cover 2012-2022.  These numbers will serve as the basis for our targets.  The countywide population number will be converted to households.  This was also done in early 1992 - the first time the GMPC worked through the target process.  Households are easier to monitor over time.  We only get census data for population every ten years.  It’s easier for jurisdictions to count households and track their progress.  And households are also what jurisdictions regulate through their growth management plan and zoning ordinances.  

· For each of the subareas, we will begin with a forecast prepared by PSRC for employment and calculate the proportion of employment in each of the subareas.  The reason we start with the employment forecasts is that we believe the households follow jobs, and we want to make sure that we tie households as closely as possible to jobs.  The intent is to cut down on commutes and makes urban style development more possible for all the areas west of the UGB. 

· Once we have settled on a subarea household number we will turn to individual jurisdictions and refer to CPP directives, current zoning level capacity, and market factors. Once we have then settled on a new job and household target number for each jurisdiction we will reassess. We’ll go back to the subareas numbers and see if perhaps one subarea has more constrained job or household capacity than another subarea.  Mr Hauger emphasized that we expect the allocation of targets to each jurisdiction to be an iterative process  - and intend to run through this methodology at a minimum, several times, to establish the final job and household targets.  Staff intends to return to the GMPC, early next year or in spring, with the recommended targets for all of the jurisdictions.

Councilmember Degginger requested a point of clarification: he asked if it was correct to assume that there would be adjustments made on other factors when assigning jurisdictions’ growth targets – perhaps even including planned projected and existing infrastructure.  Rob Odle responded Mr Derringer’s assumption was correct. 

Executive Sims asked members if they had additional questions.  Hearing no request for more information, he asked for a motion to affirm the direction of the criteria developed so far in Sections I, II and III of the Staff Report.  The motion was moved and seconded to accept the staff recommendation.

The motion passed unanimously.

V.
Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 6:15 PM.
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