
GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL

Wednesday, September 21, 2005
Puget Sound Regional Council Board Room

MEETING SUMMARY

Members Present:  Mayor Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Commissioner Walt Canter, Councilmember Tim Clark, Councilmember Dow Constantine, Commissioner Bob Edwards, Councilmember Eric Faison, Councilmember Jean Garber, Councilmember Lucy Krakowiak, Mayor Greg Nickels, Executive Ron Sims, Councilmember Nancy Whitten.

Executive Sims convened the meeting at 4:12 PM.

I-A. 
Public Comment:

There were no public comments.
I-B.
Review and Approval of the June 15, 2005 Meeting Summary.

The GMPC unanimously approved the June 15, 2005 meeting summary.

II.
PAA Map Correction (Kent – Tukwila)
Paul Reitenbach of King County briefly outlined the above issue, explaining that the cities of Kent and Tukwila agree that a 30-acre area should be deleted from Tukwila’s PAA and added to Kent’s PAA on the interim PAA map in the Countywide Planning Policies.
GMPC voted unanimously to approve Motion 05-1, amending the Interim PAA map as described above.
III.
Proposed Designation of South Lake Union as an Urban Center
Mayor Greg Nickels described how South Lake Union meets the criteria in the Countywide Planning Policies for the Urban Center designation.  He pointed out this area has 19,000 jobs – 55 jobs per acre – and 1300 residential dwelling units with 1200 more units in the development pipeline.
Mayor Nickels also pointed out that a new park is being developed in this area, and a streetcar will link the Urban Center to downtown Seattle.  Also, South Lake Union is intrinsically tied to Seattle’s “Center City Strategy”, which includes four contiguous Urban Centers containing 60 thousand people and 220 thousand jobs.  These four centers will take about one-half of Seattle’s growth in the next 20 years.

GMPC voted unanimously to approve Motion 05-2, designating South Lake Union as an Urban Center.
IV. 
Buildable Lands Reasonable Measures Report 
Michael Hubner of the Suburban Cities Association updated the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) on the Buildable Lands Program mid-course between the Growth Management Act (GMA) required 2002 and 2007 evaluation reports. Immediately following completion of the 2002 King County Buildable Lands Evaluation Report, the GMPC adopted Household and Job Growth Targets for the 2001-2022 planning period. In 2003, GMPC conducted a review of the ability of the Urban Growth Area (UGA) to accommodate projected growth and affirmed the adequacy of the existing UGA to accommodate growth targets.  The slides of this presentation are attached to this meeting summary.
Michael also pointed out that Buildable Lands work by the cities and county over the next two years will continue and intensify, to include:

· Annual data on development activity

· Revised guidelines on Buildable Lands methodology

· Analysis of development trends

· Updated inventory of vacant and redevelopable parcels

· Accounting for impact of comprehensive plan update, critical areas ordinance updates, and other changes affecting development capacity

· Updated evaluation of the sufficiency of land use capacity in all jurisdictions to accommodate the 2001-2022 Growth Targets

· Production of a 2007 Buildable Lands Evaluation Report

As this work proceeds in 2006 and 2007, staff will return to the Growth Management Planning Council with periodic updates on both the progress and the results of these efforts.

Councilmember Witten asked how a redevelopable land is defined.  Michael responded that there are a set of guidelines adopted countywide.  Generally, for single family development parcels are considered redevelopable if they are large enough to subdivide.  For commercial or industrial land, there are underutilized parcels that may be reasonably be expected to redevelop.
V.
Report on Vision 2020+20 Process
Norman Abbott of the Puget Sound Regional Council made a presentation to the GMPC on the progress being made to update Vision 2020.  Norman described the process that has taken place to update Vision 2020, including scoping, alternatives analysis and the development of issue papers.  The anticipated September 8, 2005 action by the PSRC Growth Management Policy Board was also explained – at this meeting the alternatives for growth distribution to be addressed in the environmental impact statement are to be selected.  Mr. Abbott’s presentation is attached to this meeting summary.
Councilmember Clark asked about the issue papers that have been prepared.  Norman explained that they are raw material for consideration in the planning process.  Councilmember Clark also asked if the basic purpose of the original Vision 2020 document will still apply to the new Vision 2040 document.  Mr. Abbott responded yes.
Councilmember Garber asked about the objectives to which these alternatives are responding.  She pointed out that SEPA requires listing of objectives and the underlying need for a project and wondered if there could be an adequacy of EIS challenge.  Norman responded that a challenge is always possible, but they have consulted with internal and outside legal advisors on this subject and believe they are on the right track.  Norman pointed out that SEPA analysis should look at the most relevant alternatives, not necessarily the widest possible range of alternatives.  
Councilmember Faison asked about the amount of growth in unincorporated UGA being shown as 25% - does that reflect the size of unincorporated UGA’s in other counties?  Norman responded yes – the PSRC target report on their web site has data on this subject.  King County has a much higher proportion of growth within cities than the other counties.  
VI.
Benchmarks Report – Urban Centers Analysis
Lisa Voight of King County outlined the King County Countywide Planning Policies’ Urban Center Strategy, which includes criteria for growth in King County’s Urban Centers.  To encourage desired densities, Urban Centers should accommodate 50 jobs per acre, 15 housing units per acre, and 15,000 jobs within ½ mile of a transit center.  Subsequently, the Strategy targets growth equivalent to:

· 25% of all new housing permitted in Urban Centers

· 50% of all new jobs accommodated in Urban Centers

Over the last 10 years, King County’s urban centers attracted about 19% of all housing permitted in the county, falling slightly short of the 25% target.  Out of a total of 94,000 new units permitted throughout King County, almost 18,000 have been in urban centers.  However, housing growth in the urban centers has been disparate, with Seattle and Bellevue’s urban centers accommodating the lion’s share of growth.  Urban Centers have also collectively fallen short of the 50% job growth target.  From 1995-2003, Urban Centers accommodated 24% of King County’s job growth, though employment throughout the region was affected by recession, starting in 2000.  Employment has only now started to return to pre-2000 levels.

In response to these trends, the Interjurisdictional Staff Team (IJT) will conduct an Urban Center study with the intent to answer the following two questions:

1. What are the factors that influence growth and development among King County’s urban centers and are there discernable patterns among them?

2. What public and private actions may stimulate development in the Urban Centers which would allow them to promote the success of the Countywide Planning Policies’ (CPP) Urban Center strategy?

Staff will conduct this study by updating basic quantitative and qualitative data about the centers, researching growth strategies, and meeting with stakeholders (including city staff in planning and economic development departments and developers).  IJT staff will report findings and possible recommendations to GMPC by fall, 2006.
Councilmember Clark pointed out the amount of new growth that is anticipated in urban centers, and noted this would be a major shift in our growth pattern.  Staff responded that this is the case.  
Councilmember Clark wondered what would happen if this strategy does not succeed.
Executive Sims clarified that existing policy calls for future growth to increase in urban centers.  Executive Sims asked what would happen if the urban center study finds this is not possible.  Lisa responded this finding would be brought back to GMPC.  Chandler Felt noted the goals for future growth noted by Councilmember Clark are ambitious, but our research shows these goals are achievable - The urban center study will look at if these goals can be met, and how they can be met. 
Councilmember Clark observed that the train service to Kent resulted in some success in achieving new growth in downtown Kent.  He pointed out that investment in infrastructure is a key to successful urban centers.
Councilmember Witten asked about the legal feasibility of the urban center strategy.  

Executive Sims stated that infrastructure will set the pace for this strategy – and not just new roads construction.  Water availability will be a big issue.

Councilmember Faison asked if there will be discussions with individual jurisdictions.  Lisa answered yes.  Councilmember Faison said there is not much you can do if property owners are not willing to go along with this strategy.
VII.
Adjourn

The meeting was adjourned at 5:12 PM.
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