GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL

WEDNESDAY, May 22, 2002

Puget Sound Regional Council Board Room

MEETING SUMMARY

Members Present:

Councilmember Mary Alice Burleigh, Councilmember Trish Borden, Commissioner Walt Canter, Councilmember Richard Cole, Councilmember Grant Degginger, Councilmember Jean Garber, Councilmember Eric Faison, Councilmember David Irons, Councilmember Kathy Lambert, Councilmember Margaret Pageler, Councilmember Michele Pettiti, Executive Ron Sims, 

Executive Sims convened the meeting at 4:00 PM.

I-A.
Review and Approval of the December 11, 2001 Meeting Summary.

The GMPC unanimously approved the December 11, 2001 meeting summary.

Executive Sims read a proclamation recognizing the contributions of Elsie Crossman, City of Seattle staff member, who is retiring.

I-B.
Public Comment:

Martin Durkan Jr. raised several concerns about Buildable Lands: assumptions about redevelopment are not realistic, critical habitat/sensitive areas setbacks are always larger than anticipated, and annexations can also result in loss of residential density.

Tom Harmon, Commissioner for Sammamish Water and Sewer District, stated he would like to see a Countywide Planning Policy related to water supply.  He also noted that the City of Sammamish lacks water rights to accommodate planned growth. 

Councilmember Pageler noted the City of Seattle has offered a 60-year contract for water service to the City of Sammamish.

Gail Twelves of the Sierra Club and other organizations, said that the State allocates growth to cities, and the cities must then shoulder the burden for additional infrastructure without financial assistance from the State.  She suggested that cities with infrastructure deficits get reduced targets. 

Councilmember Faison asked if Gail was pleased with the method of allocating housing based on jobs.  Ms. Twelves replied that jobs should locate in urban cores to attract people, however we still need infrastructure to support the growth we already have. 

Scott Hamilton of Sammamish pointed out that Sammamish has accommodated its 20-year target in 8 years.  He questioned whether Sammamish's capacity to accommodate future growth has been over-estimated.  He also responded to Councilmember Pageler's comments by stating Seattle's water is not an unlimited resource.  He pointed out that jobs bring additional traffic and some workers will find homes in adjoining counties.

Randy Banneker of the Better Cities Coalition appreciated staff work on Buildable Lands.  He urged members to keep in mind future environmental constraints and long-term infrastructure deficits - especially water.  Randy urged members to balance jobs and housing and accommodate jobs close in to hold the Urban Growth Boundary and to promote affordable housing.

Mike Luis said that staff did a good job on the Buildable Lands and Targets.  He stated there is a slowdown in single family construction in Snohomish County and that outlet for our market is going away.  He also raised the concern that new multifamily housing is being planned for areas that are very expensive.

II. Buildable Lands Report: 

Chandler Felt of King County introduced the Buildable Lands presentation.  He pointed out that no GMPC action is needed.  King County must submit the Buildable Lands report to the State in September 2002.  In addition to complying with State law, the Buildable Lands work is needed to inform the Growth Target effort now underway.  The results of the Buildable Lands work will also inform the development of each jurisdiction's comprehensive plan.

Michael Hubner of the Suburban Cities Association defined the Buildable Lands work as a refined assessment of the ability of King County jurisdictions to absorb future growth.  Michael proceeded to describe the methodology used to develop the Buildable Lands report.

Rose Curran of King County presented data about the amount of growth achieved in recent years in relation to existing growth targets.  Rose explained several key details related to land supply and residential densities being achieved

that will be included in the Buildable Lands report. 

See attached Power Point presentation for further details about the presentation.

Councilmember Irons asked what the criteria were for determining redevelopment potential.  Staff responded there were many factors, two of which were location and age of structures.

Councilmember Irons inquired whether staff had studied the recent past to test their redevelopment assumptions.  Staff responded they reviewed data from a five-year period in the late 1990's as part of the Buildable Lands work.

Councilmember Pageler, as a participant in establishing the existing targets, expressed amazement at the extent that growth has followed these guidelines.  

Councilmember Degginger said it is imperative to provide the infrastructure or we will not continue to meet our targets.

Councilmember Irons asked how many new jobs and households were created in the last seven years.  Staff responded there have been about 237, 000 new jobs and 75,000 new households.

Mr. Irons observed that there is a need for more affordable housing, and that many people with new jobs are finding homes in adjoining counties.  Councilmember Irons also requested a comparison of how much buildable land existed in 1993 and the amount of buildable land now available.  Staff offered to meet with Mr. Irons to discuss his concerns.

Councilmember Lambert raised concerns about quality of life.  She noted when affordable housing is far away; long car trips are needed to visit family members.  Councilmember Lambert also expressed concern about Rural cities, some without sewer systems, receiving too much growth.  Staff indicated the concern about Rural City targets would be addressed in the next presentation.

III. Growth Targets Report

Eric Shields of Kirkland introduced the 2022 Growth Targets presentation.  He summarized staff work regarding the household targets, job targets and the revised Countywide Planning Policies that support the growth targets.  See attached staff Power Point for details about the presentation.

Councilmember Garber congratulated the staff for their thorough and extensive work on the growth targets and thanked staff for their effort.  Executive Sims expressed similar sentiments.

Councilmember Pettiti asked about Table 3, Household Size, and why staff estimates the household size will decline between 2001-2022.  It was pointed out that household sizes have been declining nationally and in the Puget Sound region for the last 40 years.  Most King County subareas tracked well with the estimated household size for 1993-2000.  However, a significant change in household size occurred in the South King County subarea.  According to new Census figures, there was an increase in household sizes in South King County.  Staff speculate that the increase is partly due to large extended families of immigrants moving into South King County.  Staff determined that the long-term trend would be for declining household sizes in each subarea, but at a reduced rate, as compared to the last eight years.

Councilmember Pageler expressed surprise that the new household size for Seattle was estimated to be slightly smaller.  It was pointed out that it has surprised staff that a significant amount of the new units built in recent years are also physically smaller than in previous decades.  According to the 2000 Census data, the average household size in Seattle changed hardly at all in the last decade – it went down by about 100th of a person.

Councilmember Pageler asked if Seattle assumes that it will accommodate 50,000 new persons, will the city actually need to build 50,000 new units?  It was pointed out that the Seattle housing target for 2022 is about 50,000 housing units but staff estimate that’s going to result in a more than 50,000 population gain.

Councilmember Irons asked staff to look at Table 5: King County Subarea Growth Target Distribution Chart and the Jurisdictional Household Table and equate it to the growth targets adopted in 1994.  It was pointed out that the SCA requested a similar table and staff would forward that table to Mr. Irons.

Councilmember Irons also requested staff provide the projected job numbers from 1993 to present and the accompanying housing units needed to accommodate the new jobs– by subarea.  It was pointed out that staff have attempted to create a better balance of housing and jobs for future development – through the use of two forecasts: population numbers from the State Office of Financial Management and employment numbers from the Puget Sound Regional Council.  However it is important to note that the information from each source is based on a different set of assumptions and different data models.  The forecasts serve as a guideline to help us understand how many jobs and housing units we should plan for and accommodate through 2022.  What staff attempted to do  - is to allocate the new jobs and housing units so that there is a relative balance between the two.  It was also noted that there is certainly an importing of jobs into the subareas and that’s the nature of our metropolitan area to some extent compared to other counties in Central Puget Sound.  King County will always be an importer of jobs.  And the major job center is, of course, Seattle.

Councilmember Lambert asked about the size of the range established by OFM and the size of the range that staff developed for the targets.  It was pointed out that staff set a single target number for each jurisdiction, not a range, as in the previous growth target allocation.  Staff also noted that OFM is required to set low, medium and high forecast ranges for counties.  Staff chose to focus on the medium forecast range.

Executive Sims requested that staff prepare motions regarding the growth targets, for the GMPC’s consideration and or possible action, at their July 24th meeting.

Councilmember Degginger noted that jobs were the driver picked to allocate the growth targets.  He also noted that last fall the GMPC approved a set of principals to guide the target allocation.  One of the principals included mention of jobs driving the households.  He asked if jobs was the only principal that was used by staff to allocate the targets to all the cities.  It was pointed out that jobs were used to determine the number of housing units in each subarea but within the subareas - for allocation to each jurisdiction - staff looked at a broad variety of factors.  For example staff did not allocate a significant amount of growth to the Rural Area.  Rather staff allocated the majority of growth to the subareas within the Urban Area.  Staff also considered capacity, market trends, Urban Centers and achieved densities – at the jurisdictional level.

Councilmember Degginger noted that in Table 5, King County Subarea Growth Target Distribution Chart, staff included existing targets as well as the target extension.  And therefore that is a cumulative number not a new number for the total targets for 2022.  He emphasized the importance of providing infrastructure to support the new growth targets.  He said although we can agree on the targets and use them as a planning tool, it is another thing is to deliver the infrastructure services that support the new growth.  He noted that we could not ignore new infrastructure for transportation, or sewer or water supply.  Therefore he was pleased to see that staff drafted a policy that links transportation policies at the county level, subarea level, and the local level to the new growth targets.  It was pointed out that staff discussed this issue in detail and agrees – sufficient new infrastructure is the lynchpin to the success in accommodating the new growth targets.

Executive Sims asked for any objections to staff bring the motions for the GMPC consideration at the July 24th meeting.  There were none.

IV. 
Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 5:30 PM.
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