GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL

Wednesday, September 20, 2006
Puget Sound Regional Council Board Room

MEETING SUMMARY

Members Present:  Councilmember Teri Briere, Councilmember Tim Clark, Councilmember Richard Conlin, Councilmember Dow Constantine, Councilmember Reagan Dunn, Councilmember Grant Degginger, Commissioner Bob Edwards, Councilmember Eric Faison, Mayor Jean Garber, Acting Chair, Councilmember Larry Gossett, Councilmember Jane Hague, Councilmember Lucy Krakowiak, Councilmember John Resha, Councilmember Robert Sternoff.
Acting Chair Garber convened the meeting at 4:10 PM.

I-A. 
Public Comment:

There were no public comments.
I-B.
Review and Approval of the April 26, 2006 Meeting Summary.

The GMPC unanimously approved the April 26, 2006 meeting summary.

II. Benchmarks: Urban Centers Report
Lisa Voight of King County made a PowerPoint presentation titled “Job and housing growth in King County’s urban centers: factors, strategies, and tools influencing development”.  This presentation is attached to this meeting summary.

Councilmember Clark remarked that there should be more emphasis on transportation infrastructure in the urban centers analysis.
Councilmember Degginger asked if increased electrical load and other physical infrastructure were considered in this analysis.

Staff responded that three types of infrastructure were considered – municipal facilities, technical infrastructure, and transportation.

Acting Chair Garber asked if there were any objections to the staff recommendations.  Hearing no objections, the following recommendations were accepted:
· The distribution of the Urban Center study findings to cities;
· The King County Benchmark Program continue monitoring jobs and housing in the annual Benchmark Reports but also periodically prepare more in-depth analysis using additional measures; and
· Tracking the progress of the PSRC’s Vision 2020 Update to consider whether policy adjustments might be appropriate in the future to ensure the Urban Center policies in the CPPs remain consistent with the adopted regional visions and MPPs.
III. Proposed Designation of Overlake as an Urban Center
Acting Chair Garber reminded the GMPC that there was a major presentation on this subject at the previous meeting.   She also noted that Lori Peckol of the City of Redmond was in attendance.  Acting Chair Garber asked the members if any further discussion about Overlake was needed.  Councilmember Degginger spoke in support of the Urban Center designation, praising the spirit of cooperation between Redmond and Bellevue that led to this designation.  Councilmember Hague pointed out that Overlake is included in the Transit Now proposal as one of the destinations of bus rapid transit on the Eastside, which is another indication Overlake should be an Urban Center.

GMPC voted unanimously to approve Motion 06-3, amending policy LU-39 to designate Overlake as an Urban Center.  The vote was 8 ½ in favor and none opposed.
IV. 
Buildable Lands Methodology

Michael Hubner of the Suburban Cities Association and Chandler Felt of King County briefed         the Growth Management Planning Council on Buildable Lands.  The slides of this presentation are attached to this meeting summary.  Michael Hubner provided the following background on Buildable Lands:
Washington’s Growth Management Act (GMA) requires King County and its cities to implement a review and evaluation program (see RCW 36.70A.215). The goals of what has been termed the Buildable Lands Program include 1) determining whether “urban densities” are being achieved within Urban Growth Areas (UGAs), 2) measuring the degree of consistency between comprehensive plans and actual development, and 3) addressing any inconsistencies through follow-up measures to be adopted by local jurisdictions. 

Chandler Felt began to address some of the specific issues raised in the May 10, 2006 letter from Councilmember Dunn.   He pointed out there will be information about development in the Rural Area in the upcoming buildable Lands Report.  
Councilmember Hague asked what coordination there has been with the Puget Sound Regional Policy Board; she also noted the PSRC Policy Board projects a 5% growth rate in the Rural Area.  Mr. Felt responded that Buildable Lands information is important input for the Policy Board.  He noted there is coordination at the staff level with the PSRC effort.  The 5% growth rate for Rural Areas in PSRC’s study area is similar, but not identical, to the 4% rate for new residential development in King County’s Rural Area that is anticipated by our growth targets.
Next, Chandler pointed out the importance of transportation and utility infrastructure in the Buildable Lands analysis.  He pointed out that the analysis assumes infrastructure will be adequate within the UGA during the 20-year planning horizon and that infrastructure adequacy depends on future funding decisions, which are beyond the scope of this analysis.
Councilmember Sternoff stated that infrastructure funding should be somehow factored into this analysis.

Michael Hubner pointed out that every parcel within the UGA is not assumed to have adequate infrastructure, but that enough land within the UGA will have infrastructure to be developed to meet our growth targets during the 20-year planning horizon.  Michael also noted the facts on the ground can change, such as King County’s amendment in 2004 modifying level of service standards to allow more growth within the UGA than was anticipated by the 2002 Buildable Lands analysis.
Michael then addressed market factors considered by the Buildable Lands analysis, and whether market feasibility should also be included as follows;
· Slopes—To the extent steep slopes are regulated by local critical areas ordinances, these areas are generally removed from the land inventory. Topography is also one factor considered in determining assumed future densities.
· Historic districts—Areas designated as historic by the City of Seattle are removed from the land inventory.
· Zoning and comprehensive plan changes—Each 5-year update of the BLR uses a fresh “snapshot” of land supply in the county and accounts for zoning and plan changes that have occurred since the last evaluation report. The 2007 BLR will report on land supply per zoning as of January 2006. Where further zoning changes are anticipated in the near future, those will also be considered in estimating the capacity for additional housing and jobs.
Several other cost factors fall outside of what is considered in the King County Buildable Lands methodology. They include: engineering costs, site contamination, code compliance, community opposition to development, project approval uncertainties, parcelization (small parcels), and adjacent uses.

Michael Hubner stated that staff agrees with Councilmember Dunn’s suggestion to break down housing capacity date by type of housing, showing single family and multifamily housing, and the breakdown of density ranges for both of those housing categories.  Michael also noted that housing affordability is beyond the scope of the Buildable Lands analysis; however affordability is monitored through the King County Benchmarks Report.

Michael Hubner then stated that staff agrees with Councilmember Dunn’s suggestion to break housing down into single family and multifamily categories, and track the different densities within each category.  He also said that affordability is not within the scope of the Buildable Lands analysis; however affordability is being monitored by the King County Benchmarks Program.
Councilmember Conlin noted that 2006 was an unprecedented year for residential growth within the City of Seattle.
Councilmember Sternoff expressed interest in residential growth in relation to new jobs, and he wondered how much residential growth in adjacent counties was the result of a lack of affordable housing in King County.
Councilmember Clark said that Kent has seen more jobs created recently, and the city has been overwhelmed with new permit applications for housing. 

Councilmember Conlin asked about a statement in Councilmember Dunn’s letter that the cost of housing in the rural area is now greater than the cost in the Urban area.   Chandler Felt replied that the sales price of new housing in the Rural Area does in fact exceed the median price of housing within the Urban Growth Area. 
Staff did not recommend any significant revisions to the Buildable Lands methodology. Within the scope of the current Buildable Lands data collection and analysis framework, staff recommended the following actions:

· Continue to monitor the amount, type, location, and density of new development within the UGA

· Include limited rural area land capacity data and analysis in the Buildable Lands Report (BLR), so we have countywide information

· Continue to monitor housing affordability through Benchmarks

· King County and SCA will work with local staff on the land supply and capacity analysis to identify site conditions that preclude development over the course of the long-range GMA planning period 

· Follow up the 2007 BLR with further research and analysis that 1) provides more detail on development trends and patterns in the county and 2) highlights challenges and effective measures for achieving targeted development on identified vacant and redevelopable lands in the short term.

Councilmember Dunn thanked the staff for their response to his letter and called for the Buildable Lands methodology to be as good as it possibly can be.  He also called for more work on transportation concurrency as a factor in the Buildable Lands Report.  He also would like to beef up the size of the report, showing the larger reports from adjacent counties.
Councilmember Degginger also asked for more work on transportation concurrency and offered to work with Councilmember Dunn on this issue.  Staff also offered to continue working on this issue.
Councilmember Faison asked what the effect would be if one jurisdiction lacked infrastructure – would another jurisdiction then have to take more growth?  He followed that he was not sure this is a road we want to go down.  
Acting Chair Garber asked if there were any objections to the staff recommendations.  Hearing no objections, the staff recommendations were accepted, with the understanding that staff will continue to work on the concurrency issue.

V.
Adjourn

The meeting was adjourned at 5:35 PM.
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