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King County
Planning and Community
Development Division

Parks, Planning and
Resources Department

Smith Tower Building ) . :
506 Second Avenue Room 707 ‘ January 12 , 1994
Seattle, WA 98104 .
(206) 296-8650

RE: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the King County
Countywide Planning Policies :

'Dear Interested Reader:

The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the Phase II
work on the King County Countywide Planning Policies is being issued by the King
- County Planning and Community Development Division. The Planning Policies were
‘adopted and ratified in 1992 to serve as a framework for developing local compre-
hensive plans. At the time the policies were adopted, it was recognized .that
.additional work was needed on.several key topics. This work, called Phase II
Countywide Planning Policies, has been underway for the last year. It analyzes
five land use alternatives developed from the Phase II work. '

This DSEIS has been prepared pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) and Rules (WAC 197-11) for use by the public, agencies, groups and
decision-makers in review of the proposal and alternatives. Included is an
- Executive Summary which highlights the key components in the DSEIS.

I believe this document outlines the range of issues facing King County as we
move into the next century. Your input is important in determining the most
suitable alternative for managing future growth while minimizing environmental
impacts. ' . '

Copies of the DSEIS are available for public review at King County and Seattle
public Tibraries, and at the Planning and Community Development Division offices
during business hours from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. daily. Copies can also be
mailed for a cost of $20.00. Please send your request along with a check made .
- out to the King County Office of Finance to the Planning and Community Develop-
ment Division, 707 Smith Tower, 506 Second Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104. The '
comment period is 45 days; please mail comments to the Planning and Community
Development Division by February 28, 1994. ' :

Thank you for your interest and participation in the environmental review
process. If you have any questions about the DSEIS or the environmental review
process, please call me at 296-8650 or Lisa Majdiak, Growth Management Project
Supervisor, at 296-7631, or send written comments to: .

Lisa Majdiak . : '

King County Planning and Community Development Division
707 Smith Tower Building, 506 Second Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104 ' :

--------
-----
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DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES

Prepared for Review by Citizens and
Government Agencies in Compliance with:

The State Environmental Policy Act of 1971
Chapter 43.21C Revised Code of Washington

SEPA Rules, Effective April 4, 1984, as revised
King County Code Chapter 20.44

Date of Issue: January 12, 1994
Comments Due: February 28, 1994

” Jim Reid, Manager
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FACT SHEET
KING COUNTY
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR AMENDMENTS TO THE COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES

Project Title

Proposed Amendments to the King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs).

Proposed Action

Metropolitan King County Council, and ratification by cities as specified in the interlocal agreement that established
the Growth Management Planning Council. The proposed amendments or refinements include additional policies
on rural character, affordable housing, and economic development and fiscal impact. The proposed action also
includes designation of urban centers and manufacturing/industrial centers as called for in King County Ordinance
10450. ' |

|
The proposed action consists of amendments or polices to refine the existing King County CPPs for adoption by the §
|
|

Five alternatives were analyzed in the Draft SEIS and include: No Action; Eight Centers Alternative; 14 Centers
Alternative, Pre-Countywide Planning Polices Alternative; and the Magnet Alternative. This SEIS supplements the
VISION 2020 FEIS and the FEIS for the 1985 King County Comprehensive Plan,

Location of the Proposal

King County Washington: The CPPs serve as the framework for the update of the King County Comprehensive Plan
and the local comprehensive plans of each jurisdiction within King County.

Lead Agency and Source of Proposal

King County

Planning and Community Development Division
Parks, Planning and Resources Department

707 Smith Tower Building

506 Second Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

Proposed Date of Implementation

Council adoption is anticipated Spring 1994. The CPPs would be implemented . through local jurisdictions’
- comprehensive plans. ‘ ‘ . ‘ :

Responsible Official

Jim Reid, Manager

Planning and Community Development Division
Parks, Planning and Resources Department

707 Smith Tower Building

506 Second Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

(206) 296-8650




Contact Person

Lisa Majdiak, Growth Management Project Supervisor
Planning and Community Development Division
Parks, Planning and Resources Department

707 Smith Tower Building

506 Second Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

Phone: (206) 296-8640

Fax: (206) 296-0119

Licenses/Permits/Approval Required

Amendments to the CPPs can not become effective until adoption by the Metropolitan King County Council and
ratification by at least thirty percent of the City and County Governments representing seventy percent of the
population in King County.

Authors and Principal Contributors

This document had been prepared under the direction of the King County Planning and Community Development
Division, who also was responsible for the Affected Environment Section. The following consulting firms
contributed to this document.

(Prime)

Henigar & Ray, Inc.

157 Yesler Way, Suite 617
Seattle, WA 98104

(Land Capacity Analysis)

King County

Planning and Community Development
Parks, Planning and Resources Department
707 Smith Tower Building

506 Second Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

(Water Quality, Water Supply, Solid Waste, Sewer/Septic and Utilities Analysis)
CH2M Hill Northwest, Inc.

777 108th NE

Bellevue, WA 98004

(Stormwater Management Analysis)
Hong West & Associates, Inc,
19730 64th Avenue West, Suite 200
Lynnwood; WA 98036-5904

(Sensitive Areas and Resource Lands, Shoreline Use, Human Services, Police/Fire/Emergency Response, Parks and
Open Space Analysis)

M.R. Stearns Urban Planning and Design

P.O. Box 282

Vashon Island, WA 98070



(Housing Analysis)
Judith Stoloff Associates
2 Nickerson Street, #105
Seattle, WA 98109

(Transportation Analysis excluding Roads and Freight)
Weslin Consulting Services

1750 112th Avenue N.E., Suite B217

Bellevue, WA 98004

Additional analysis was prepared under separate contract for incorporation into this SEIS:

(Economic Development)
Thomas Lane & Associates
117 East Louisa #141
Seattle, WA 98102-3203

(Executive Summary)

Maggie Brown

Media Relations Communications
8823 20th Avenue N.W.

Seattle, WA 98117

Date of Issue of this Draft SEIS

January 12, 1994

Dates Comments Are Due

February 28, 1994

Scheduled Date of Hearing and Action on Countywide Planning Policies

Please call the GMA Hotline at 296-8777 for date, location, and time of hearing.

Subsequent Environmental Review

The environmental review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) for the non-project actions required
under the Growth Management Act is intended to be a phased approach. Phase I was the adoption of countywide
planning policies with environmental review. This SEIS is part of Phase II, refinements to the countywide planning
policies. The purpose of this SEIS is to analyze environmental impacts of the five growth scenarios and how the
five alternatives might affect the policy refinements being recommended by the Rural Character, Affordable Housing, .
- and Fiscal Analysis and Economic Development Task Forces.

The phased approach could also include determination and actions to be undertaken by the County and Cities during
adoption of their respective comprehensive plans, and development regulations which support those plans. The
phased approach could also include environmental determinations and actions to be undertaken by state, regional and
transit agencies for adoptions of transportation plans.



Location of Background Information

Copies of the CPPs and environmental documents are available at the address below:

Planning and Community Development Division
Parks, Planning and Resources Department

707 Smith Tower Building

506 Second Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

(206) 296-8640

Cost and Availability of the Draft SEIS

Planning and Community Development Division
Parks, Planning and Resources Department

707 Smith Tower Building

506 Second Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

(206) 296-8640

$20.00



“A Vision
for King County
in 2010

The Executive Summary of the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement
Which Analyzes Proposed Amendments of the
Adopted Countywide Planning Policies

January 1994

. King County Parks, Planning and Resources Department




l. Introduction

This Executive Summary:

s Summarizes the work to date to amend King County’s Countywide Planning Policies, which were
adopted and ratified in 1992 as the framework for local jurisdictions to develop their comprehensive plans
by July 1994.

s Describes five altemative approaches to implement the Countywide Planning Policies through the
distribution of growth.

m  Describes proposed policy refinements to the Countywide Planning Policies proposed by the Growth
Management Planning Council's Task Forces addressing economic development, affordable housing and
rural character.

m  Highlights significant findings of a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, which
analyzed the probable environmental consequences of five alternative approaches and the proposed policy
refinements. ' ‘

Some key findings of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement include:

m  Each of the five altematives attempts to preserve rural lands and rural character by guiding
development into Urban Growth Areas which are already served by the public services and facilities
necessary for urban development.

a  The 8 and 14 Centers Altematives generally call for the greatest concentration of future development.
Therefore, they would have the fewest negative environmental impacts by minimizing growth outside urban
centers.

m  The five alternatives produce very different impacts on King County’s remaining vacant lands:

- The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative, which continues the land development
trends of the late 1980s and early 1990s, would consume virtually all the remaining urban-des-
ignated vacant land in the county and its cities in the next 20 years.

- The 14 Centers Alternative, which makes use of higher concentration of housing and employ-
ment and redevelopment to accommodate growth, would consume far less vacant land.

- In comparison with these “bookends,” the other three alternatives would fall in the middle be-
tween the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative and the 14 Centers Alternative.

m  The 8 and 14 centers alternatives, with their concentrated development in urban centers, are likely .
to produce fewer vehicle trips than the other alternatives considered in this analysis.

s Overall, the alternative policies recommended by the Fiscal Analysis and Economic Development
‘Task Force, the Rural Task Force and the Affordable Housing Task Force provide for greater benefi-
* cial impacts on the environment than the Countywide Planning Policies.

- The Economic Development Policies promote environmental protection while promoting eco-
nomic development.

- The Rural Task Force Policies encourage land patterns which support the traditional character
of Rural King County through preserving rural lifestyles and economies.

ii XSUM  1/11/94



- The Affordable Housing Policies encourage development and preservation of low and moder-
ate-income housing. Each of the alternatives includes components that work for and against
housing affordability, which - combined with the enormous impact of market forces - makes it
difficult to predict which alternative will best provide for affordable housing. For each alterna-
tive, mitigating measures (such as creating incentives and reducing development costs) and
market forces (such as household income and financing costs) will greately influence success
in achieving affordable housing,

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement’s findings are qualified in several respects:

s The impacts of the proposed policies or strategies under each alternative are numerous and interre-
lated. If some policies are not implemented or if policies are interpreted differently, the environmental
impacts could change.

m  The expected or predicted outcomes of each alternative are based upon planning assumptions re-
garding population and employment growth. Any changes in these assumptions could substantially
affect the outcomes.

m  Detailed countywide data on existing conditions (particularly environmentally sensitive areas, in-
frastructure capacities, and economic activity), is not yet available. Much of this data is currently being
researched by individual jurisdictions in the preparation of their respective comprehensive plans. Upon
completion of these studies, it is recommended that the Countywide Policies be reviewed with consid-
eration of the new data,

m  The benchmarks and monitoring programs proposed by the Magnet Alternative would be beneficial
during implementation of any of the alternatives. Monitoring both the implementation of the policies
and actual development will be necessary to achieve the desired vision.

111 XSUM 1/11/94



Il. Growth
Management: The
Policy Development
Process

An Overview

H ow and where King County will grow over

the next two decades has been the focus of
extensive public discussion and debate during the
past few years. The challenge facing elected offi-
cials from around King County is how to provide
for an estimated 325,000 additional people, with
the least negative impact on the environment and
the most positive impact on the economy and qual-
ity of life. ‘

’ Between 1970 and 1990, the county experi- .
enced the largest growth in its history. The addition of
348,000 people swelled the county’s population by
30% to its present size of 1.5 million. By 2010, the
addition of an estimated 325,000 residents will en-
large the population to 1.8 million.

King County was not alone in experiencing this
accelerated growth. Throughout the Puget Sound re-
gion and other parts of the state, citizens were
alarmed by the increasingly negative effects of rapid
development — sprawling subdivisions, traffic jams,
declining air and water quality, escalating housing
costs, more frequent and severe flooding, rising hu-
man service needs and local governments struggling
to pay for increased demands for public services.

The state Legislature, recognizing the urgent
need for jurisdictions to work together to comprehen-
sively plan for their future, passed the Growth Man-
agement Actin 1990. As aresult, for the first time,
King County and the 33 cities within its 2,134-

“ square-mile boundary are working together to define -
how and where King County should — and should
not — grow in decades to come.

The primary challenge is to figure out a way to
manage future development so that our economy re-
mains strong and our environment is protected — and
to do it in a consistent manner throughout the county
and the region.

That means each city within King County must

develop policies to manage growth which are compat-
ible with the

Countywide Planning  gusme .
Policies, adopted in K
1992 as the frame- The pr imary
work for each juris- .
diction to follow ;hallenge s 1o
when developing its ﬁgure out a way to
own comprehensive ,
plan. Additionally, manage future
Al  development so that
ingin close collabora- [
tion with Pierce, our economy
Snohomish and S d
Kitsap counties to ‘remains strong an
deal with multi- .our environment is
county 1ssues. ' i

Growth man- protected — and to

agement is a com-
plex, exciting and
healthy process for
King County and
Washington state. It
will help ensure that
we retain the county’s
character of natural
beauty, thriving cities and healthy rural communities.
It also will help us strength-en each citizen’s freedom
to make informed decisions from a variety of options
to improve their lives.

lll. The Growth
Management Act &
Comprehensive

do it.in a consistent

‘manner throughout
.the county and the
“region.

Plans

lanning for the future is happening
simultaneously at several levels — regional,
countywide and in local cities and towns.

Passage of the Growth Management Act
(GMA) in 1990 was a critical step in the develop-
ment of rational policies to sustain growth in
Washington. For the first time in the state’s history, all

XSUM 1/11/94



urban counties and their cities were required to plan
comprehensively for the future. The state has
mandated that all comprehensive plans be adopted by
July 1994. By December 1994, all jurisdictions must
complete the regulations which implement the policies
contained in their comprehensive plans.

For King County, implementing the GMA
means ensuring that the area’s population growth is
accompanied by family wage jobs and affordable
housing for all citizens. It also means maintaining the
county’s high quality of life by efficiently and cost-
effectively providing transportation, parks, open
space, schools, water, sewer and stormwater systems
and facilities.

To achieve these goals, the local comprehensive
plans of King County and its cities will address land
use, housing, capital facilities, utilities, rural areas and
transportation issues. King County's Comprehensive
Plan will also contain policies to guide sustainable
economic expansion, as well as regulations to
conserve agricultural, forest and mineral resource
lands, and to preclude land use or development that
would damage critical areas such as streams and
wetlands.

Additionally, the GMA states that counties and
. cities must adopt regulations requiring them to deny
development if they cannot provide, within six years
the transportation systems and facilities such as roads
and transit needed to support the growth.

Atits heart, a community’s comprehensive plan
should reflect the hopes of local citizens for the future
and contain detailed actions to help achieve that vi-
sion. A comprehensive plan also must be flexible.
Through regular reviews and amendments, a compre-
hensive plan can be fine-tuned to reflect experience
and citizens’ evolving concems.,

Because planning is happening at various levels
at the same time, the GMA requires that cities and
counties constantly talk to each other to coordinate
their decisions and actions. Consequently, relation-
ships between cities and counties are changing dra--

matically as they seek new ways to manage growth to, .

- strengthen the economy and protect the environment.
Equally important is the building of stronger relation-
ships between the public and private sectors as citi-
zens, either as individuals or as representatives of
specific interests, become increasingly involved in the
planning process and exert their influence over the
decisions being made.

Thus, the GMA is creating a lasting legacy of
integrated plans and policies that make sense for the
entire region.

IV. Vision 2020:
A Multi-County Effort

he GMA sets out the general parameters of

growth planning for the entire state. A set of
guidelines known as VISION 2020 provides a
broad conceptual framework to guide public policy
decisions on growth management and transporta-
tion issues to ensure consistency and coordination
among the region’s four counties —King, Kitsap,
Pierce and Snohomish — and their cities.

VISION 2020 was adopted in 1990 by the
Puget Sound Council of Governments, the forerunner
of today’s Puget Sound Regional Council. It was
amended in 1992 by the Regional Council and
adopted as the required Multi-county Policies under
GMA. In November 1993, the Regional Council
initiated an 18-month effort to update and refine
VISION 2020 to reflect changes since its adoption.

V. Countywide
Planning Policies

Phase I: Adoption

G uided by both the GMA and VISION 2020,
the Countywide Planning Policies were
developed in early 1992 by the Growth

- Management Planning Council, a 15-member

interjurisdictional group of elected officials from

- King County, Seattle and suburban cities. This

group coordinates the county’s interjurisdictional
planning efforts and recommends to the
Metropolitan King County Council policies for its
adoption.!

!(Note: The 13-member Metropolitan Council replaced the nine-member
King County Council on January 3, 1994, following voter approval in 1992
of the merger of King County government and Metro, which had
countywide responsibilities for public transit, sewage treatment and water
quality.)
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The Countywide Planning
Policies subsequently were adopted
by the King County Council and rati-
fied by more than the required 30%
of the governments representing
70% of the entire county’s popula-
tion. Any amendments to the
Countywide Planning Policies must
be approved in the same manner.

It’s important to remember
that the Countywide Planning Poli-
cies are only a framework to guide
development of the comprehensive
plans for King County and each city
within the county. The Countywide
Planning Policies do not dictate the
way each jurisdiction will handle its
share of growth or which city will
choose to have one or more Urban
Centers. Rather, the policies set up criteria and allow
local decisions.

The Countywide Planning Policies’ Vision

As adopted in 1992, the Countywide Planning
Polices are a vision statement of how King County
should grow over the next 20 years. The policies
established an Urban Growth Area within the
western one-third of the county where most future
growth and development would occur in order to
reduce urban sprawl, enhance open space, protect
rural areas and more efficiently use social services,
transportation and utilities. (See Map A)
Ultimately, the idea is to reduce the taxpayer's
costs by encouraging concentrated development in
those areas where services already are provided.
This can be accomplished by changing
development patterns and zoning, and by offering
incentives to direct growth within the Urban
Growth Area. -
Within the Urban Growth Area, some Urban
-Centers (see map A) would be designated within
existing cities. These Urban Centers are envisioned as
areas of concentrated employment and housing, with
direct service by high-capacity transit, and a wide
variety of land uses, including retail, recreational,
cultural and public facilities, parks and open spaces.
Quite simply, the notion is that well-designed, highly
livable Urban Centers will encourage people to work

Ultzmately, the |

"ldea is to .
encourage
.‘concentrated
'development in
those areas where
services already

are provided.

and live there, and thus contribute
to achieving the GMA goal of
concentrating infrastructure
investments and preventing further
urban sprawl. Examples of possible
Urban Centers include the
downtowns of Bellevue, Seattle,
Renton, SeaTac, Kent and
Redmond.

The policies also call for
designation of Manufacturing/
Industrial Centers, (see map A)
recognizing that these sites are key
components of a strong and vibrant
regional economy. These areas
would be zoned to preserve and
encourage industrial growth.
Examples include Tukwila and the
Duwamish River industrial area,

While the majority of our investments in infra-
structure and transit, as well as jobs, will be directed
to the Urban Centers, it’s expected that these urban
centers will take only 25% to 40% of the residential
growth. Like today, urban neighborhoods will form
the bulk of the Urban Growth Area and will be home
to the largest portion of the county’s population.
These areas will look much like they do today in that
there will be a diversity of housing types — single-
family houses, smaller-scale apartment buildings,
condominiums — nestled with neighborhood business
districts. However, considering that rising costs al-
ready have made housing ownership and rental in-
creasingly expensive, figuring out how to provide a
variety of affordable housing in ways that consume
less land is a critical issue facing all jurisdictions.

By promoting growth in existing urban areas,
we anticipate that an increasing share of all growth
will be in cities. To preserve the character of these
cities, each jurisdiction has the authority to make
decisions regarding its local character and density.

. But they are expected to develop their comprehen-

sive plans to be consistent with the countywide
policies so that together we solve countywide
problems that transcend jurisdictional boundaries.
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Summary of Phase 2 Work

Chart 1

Countywide Planning Policies

Potential Refinements

Supporting Analyisis
Growth Policy Guidelines
Pattern Refinements & Strategies
SEIS Fiscal
Population & Affordable Housing ~ Regional Finance Analyisis
Employment Targets Rural Character Report
Centers Designations E . Transportation DSEIS Draft Marginal Cost
conomic Stud
Urban Growth Areas  Development Human/Community ~ Final SEIS udy
Services Joint Summary IS“mzl Marginal Cost
Affordable Housing tudy
: Final Report
Joint Summary
Infrastructure Pricing
and Values Study ‘
Policy Model

Phase 2: Refinement

When the Countywide Planning Policies were
adopted, the GMPC and the King County Council
recognized there is still important work to do.
Today, the policies are being analyzed and may be
refined to:

s Develop population and employment targets;
m  Adjust the Urban Growth Area;

»  Designate Urban and Manufacturing/
Industrial centers;

" w  Establish countyw1de objectlves for
providing affordable housing for low- and
moderate-income households within each
jurisdiction;

® Define rural character and provide incentives
for protecting rural areas.

m  Prepare a countywide economic development
strategy.

Additionally, guidelines and strategies regarding
regional finance, transportation, affordable housing
and human/community services are being devel-

oped that will also guide the county’s growth strat-

egies.

Finally, supporting analysis of the County-
wide Planning Policies is being conducted in the form
of this supplemental environmental impact statement

and a separate fiscal analysis study. A summary docu-

ment that will highlight both environmental and fiscal

impacts of proposed refinements and/or alternatives to

the Countywide Planmng Policies is expected to be
released for public review in late Spring 1994. (See
Chart 1 for a summary of the Phase 2 Work.)

Ultimately, all these pieces of additional work
and analysis may lead to adoption of amendments to
the Countywide Planning Policies. In some cases, ex-
isting policies may be refined, and, in others, re-
placed with new ones. Such action would be intended
to retain the County’s character of natural beauty,
thriving cities and healthy rural communities.
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Any recommended amendments to the
Countywide Planning Policies must be approved by
the Metropolitan County Council, and then ratified by
at least 30% of the governments representing 70% of
the county’s entire population.

Vl. Phase 2: Projects

The following sections briefly describe some of
the projects undertaken to refine and analyze the
Countywide Planning Policies.

Growth Pattern

Target Numbers for Population and
Employment by Jurisdiction

According to state forecasts, between 1990 and
2010, King County will grow by 325,000 people
living in 215,000 households. The Puget Sound
Regional Council predicts there will be 340,000
new jobs within the county.

Based upon those predictions, the cities and
county are working together to develop how much
growth in people, households and jobs each
jurisdiction will absorb. These target numbers are
expected to be presented to the Growth Management
Planning Council for review in early 1994,

Once the Metropolitan County Council
establishes target numbers, each jurisdiction then
must examine its current land use and zoning to
determine what adjustments will be required to plan
for and accommodate its share of growth.

As part of that process, a methodology has been
developed to determine whether the county has the
~ land capacity to handle the predicted growth. An
adequate supply of land suitable for development is
critical for'a growing economy. Many complex and
competing factors govern its supply, including the
- quality and type of land, the location and affordability
of sites, the redevelopment potential of sites and
regulatory and market factors.

To estimate how much room there is for growth
in King County, growth management planners from
the cities, King County, METRO, the Puget Sound
Regional Council and special districts consulted with
private sector experts. The group developed common

assumptions and criteria to ensure they were all
calculating estimates the same way.

Based on 1991 data, the group estimated the
county’s urban and rural areas could handle 320,300
new dwelling units over the next 20 years, with about
63% of those units in the cities.

Designation of Urban and Manufacturing/
Industrial Centers

Designating Urban and Manufacturing/Industrial
Centers is at the core of the Countywide Planning
Policies. The policies set up a process for cities to
nominate Urban and Manufacturing/Industrial
Centers and for the Growth Management Planning
Council to make recommendations from these
nominations to the Metropolitan County Council.

Urban Centers are defined as areas no larger
than 1.5 square miles. They must accommodate a
minimum of 15,000 total jobs within 1/2 mile of a
transit station to promote good transit service. Urban
Centers must be zoned for at least 50 employees and
15 households per gross acre.? In addition, all portions
of each Center must be within walking distance of a
transit station and discourage single-occupant vehicles
through such measures as limited parking and higher
parking rates.

Manufacturing and Industrial Centers are
defined as large parcels of land earmarked for
manufacturing and industrial uses that can :
accommodate at least 10,000 total jobs. These areas
also will be served by good transit and allow for easy
movement of goods by truck, rail or waterway.

Following these guidelines, the Growth
Management Planning Council received nominations
from eight city councils for 14 Urban Centers and
four Manufacturing/Industrial Centers within their

_cities.

A gross acre is a measurement of all land, including land which may be
used for right-of-way or is unsuitable for development, such as wetlands.
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Policy Refinements
Rural Character

A fundamental component of the countywide plan-
ning strategy is to maintain the traditional character
of our rural area, with its mix of forests, farms,
high-quality natural environment, rural cities and
unincorporated rural centers, and a variety of low-
density residential uses.

The Countywide Planning Policies were very
general in this area, and lacked details about how to
accomplish the vision. That job fell to the Rural Char-
acter Task Force, which has developed new and
amended policies that define what characterizes a ru-
ral area and offer specific incentives for protecting
these areas.

Affordable Housing

The need for a greater supply of affordable housing
equitably distributed throughout the County is a
critical issue facing the region. An Affordable
Housing Task Force was formed to recommend
countywide policies, as well as local actions to en-
courage development and preservation of afford-
able housing. That task force has recommended
policies that provide:

m  Specific targets for low and moderate-income
housing development and preservation.

m  Expanded programs and funding to over-
come existing deficiencies in housing
availability.

m  Better monitoring and evaluation of housing
development and affordability.

m  Technical assistance to help local govern-
ments create programs and strategies that
promote affordable housing.

Economic Development

Just by itself, properly managmg future growth
does not guarantee a robust economy. Our goal
and expectation is that proactive policies and
strategies will provide strong stimutus and
encouragement for economic expansion.

The Fiscal Analysis and Economic Develop-
ment Task Force was charged with ensuring that the
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countywide policies, and any refinements or alterna-
tives to them, maintain the economic vitality of King
County. The task force developed a series of policies
that seeks to encourage long-term sustain-able eco-
nomic growth under any of the alternative growth sce-
narios analyzed within this Draft Supplemental Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement.

Guidelines & Strategies
Regional Transit System Plan

One of the key elements that will guide growth
management planning, particularly development of
Urban Centers, is the availability of transit systems
to help people get around efficiently. Thus, while a
separate planning effort is underway for a Regional
Transit System Plan, that process is closely linked
to the region’s comprehensive planning process.
This transit plan, originally proposed in May 1993,
is being refined by the Regional Transit Authority,
a group of elected officials from King, Pierce and
Snohomish counties.

The transit plan seeks to increase speed, service
and reliability and to encourage the use of transit and
high-occupancy vehicles. Development of a regional
and commuter rail system is a major element of the
Regional Transit System Plan. The Regional Transit
Authority will determine how the plan will be
financed, and then determine when to put the plan
before the voters.

Affordable Housing

Housing affordability is affected by a range of
factors — land capacity, market supply and
demand, cost and availability of financing, housing
development mix and household incomes.
Therefore, in order to help local governments and
the Growth Management Planning Council, the
Affordable Housing Task Force is developing’
specific strategies on ways to implement its

-recommended policies.

These strategies are based on the task force’s
analysis of King County’s housing needs in relation to
its demographic profile. They will range from ways to
ensure sufficient land and to reduce development

. costs of affordable housing, to incentives and funding

for low-income housing.
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This 100-plus page report also will include a
“directory of housing techniques,” which will provide
specific examples of projects and programs local
governments could implement to provide affordable
housing for their residents. Examples include ways to
~ revise a city’s subdivision code to allow more
flexibility and cost savings, suggestions onhow to
create a lease-purchase program to assist lower-
income individuals buy homes, as well as public
education strategies.

These strategies will be important tools to help
local jurisdictions implement the policies because
each town or city has different housing markets and
needs. What works in Kent won’t necessarily work in
Bellevue.

Supporting Analysis
Fiscal Analysis

When the Countywide Planning Policies were
adopted, local elected officials recognized that
more time was needed to conduct a fiscal analysis
of how much the policies will cost in terms of
public financing and investment in infrastructure.
The Fiscal Analysis & Economic Development
Task Force is examining these costs, particularly in
regard to their impact upon individuals, businesses
and the public sector.

VIl. Supplemental
Environmental
Impact Statement

his Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact

Statement is another part of the analysis
conducted to determine probable outcomes of the
Countywide Planning Policies; in this case, their
impact on the environment.

Purpose

Taking the nominations for Urban and
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers and using

preliminary planning assumptions about the
population and employment targets, five different
growth alternatives were developed for purposes
of examining probable impacts on the environment.
These alternatives contain both proposed policy
refinements and replacements to existing
Countywide Planning Policies. The results of that
analysis are contained in this Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statements (DSEIS).

The purpose of this DSEIS is fo analyze
environmental impacts of both the growth scenarios
and the policy refinements being recommended by
the Rural Character, Affordable Housing and Fiscal
Analysis and Economic Development Task Forces.

The DSEIS also looks at what the impact might
be on the three alternatives should the rail component
of the Regional Transit Program not be built,

Limitations

When reviewing the DSEIS, it is important to
understand what its limitations are and the
consequences of those limitations:

m  Prior to passage of the Growth Management
Act, individual jurisdictions were not required to
coordinate their planning. Therefore, data from
individual jurisdictions is just now being
collected and combined to produce a countywide
perspective. Therefore, because of data
limitations and the countywide nature of this
environmental examination, analysis for most
elements in the DSEIS is presented at a broad,
qualitative level. Further analysis will be done
when each jurisdiction does its environmental
review to evaluate its own comprehensive plan
and regulations.

»  For purposes of environmental review, the

- DSEIS assumes that the action called for within
the Countywide Planning Policies and-the five
alternatives can be accomplished, but it does not
estimate the costs or feasibility of achieving
them. Again, that analysis is forthcoming from
the Fiscal Analysis and Economic Development
Task Force. A summary document that will
highlight both environmental and fiscal impacts
of proposed refinements and/or alternatives to the
Countywide Planning Policies is expected to be
released for public review late this spring.
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m  Inorder to evaluate the differences among
alternatives, the DSEIS assumes that under the 8
Centers and 14 Centers Alternatives, jobs and
housing growth will occur in Centers in
sufficient numbers to meet the Countywide
Planning Policies’ defined criteria. In reality, the
Countywide Planning Policies require planning
to accommodate the housing and jobs targets.
Development to actually achieve the Centers’
criteria may take more than 20 years for most
Centers.

Summary Description of
Alternatives

The following sections contain summary
descriptions of the five alternatives and highlight
some of the DSEIS’ significant findings.

This DSEIS addresses five alternatives for King
County’s future. All alternatives assume the same
amount of growth by 2010 within the county:
325,000 more people living in 215,000 additional
households, and 340,000 new jobs. All the alterna-
tives also call for concentrating the majority of fu-
ture growth west of King County’s Urban Growth
Area boundary. (See Map A)

The primary difference between the Alterna-
tives is in the approach used for spreading employ-
ment and population growth within urban and rural
areas. The accompanying Tables 1 and 2 show how
the alternatives will distribute job and housing growth
in each land use category. For example, one alterna-
tive calls for 30% of all the new jobs to be located
within Urban Centers. This table allows for direct
comparison between each alternative. For more de-
tailed definitions of these alternatives, see the intro-
ductory chapter of the DSEIS.

Note: Itis important to keep in mind that the
growth targets referred to in the following
discussion are preliminary. They are based upon
certain planning assumptions and were approved
by the Growth Management Planning Council for
this environmental impact examination.

No Action Alternative

This alternative assumes that the Countywide Plan-
ning Policies are in effect, but that no additional
action will be taken to refine or amend them. This
means there will be no formal designation of Urban
Centers or Manufacturing/Industrial Centers to
which future growth will be channeled. Only one
area within the county — Seattle’s University Dis-
trict — currently meets the Urban Center criteria
as defined by the Countywide Planning Policies.
Others which are close include the Central Busi-
ness District of Seattle and the First Hill area of
Seattle.

Under this alternative, each jurisdiction is ex-
pected to pursue the vision contained in its own com-
prehensive plan, acting individually while paying at-
tention to the Countywide Planning Policies.

Under the No Action Alternative, the county
most likely will continue its current development pat-
tern. Most new housing development, including
single-family and multifamily, will continue to occur
outside the Urban Centers in existing incorporated
cities and the unincorporated areas of King County
located within the designated Urban Growth Area
(see Map A). New employment will continue to lo-
cate in major downtown areas and in office parks,
shopping malls and commercial strip centers through-
out the county’s Urban Growth Area.

Under the No Action Alternative, most employ-
ment growth — 65% — will go to non-Urban Center
areas; 32% to Urban or Manufacturing Centers, and
3% to Rural Areas and Resource Lands. Of new
housing, 36% will go to Urban Centers or Urban Ar-
eas served by transit; 52% to Urban Areas where the
car is the primary means of getting around, and 12%
to Rural Areas and Resource Lands.

The No Action Alternative will produce a
growth pattern which is more dispersed than those -
alternatives calling for designated Urban Centers.

8 Centers Alternative

* This alternative will refine the Countywide

Planning Policies by designating eight Urban
Centers and four Manufacturing Centers to be

- developed over the next 20 years.

The Urban Centers include five in Seattle —
the Central Business District, First Hill/Capitol Hill,
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Seattle Center/South Lake Union, Northgate and the
University District and the Bellevue Central Business
District, Renton Central Business District, and
SeaTac Central Business District.

The Manufacturing Centers include: North
Kent, Duwamish/Tukwila, Ballard Interbay and
Seattle/Duwamish.

New growth first will be phased into Urban
Centers and other urbanized areas which have exist-
ing infrastructure for transportation, water, sewer and
surface water management. The 8 Centers Alternative
calls for new housing development in a diversity of
housing types to be provided for all income groups.
Jurisdictions will cooperatively establish a process to
ensure equitable distribution of low-income housing
throughout the county.

Guided by the four-county Regional Transit
Plan, the transportation system will include a com-
bined bus/rail system implemented in incremental
stages throughout the region.

Under the 8 Centers Alternative, 54% of the
employment growth will go to Urban or Manufactur-
ing Centers; 43% to non-Urban Center Areas, and 3%
to Rural Areas and Resource Lands. Of new housing,
60% will go to Urban Centers or Urban Areas served
by transit, 34% to Urban Areas where the car is the
primary means of getting around, and 6% to Rural
Areas and Resource Lands.

Thus, the 8 Centers Alternative will produce a
growth pattern that is more compact and will con-
sume less vacant land than all but one of the five
DSEIS alternatives, the 14 Centers Alternative.

14 Centers Alternative

This Alternative is similar to the 8 Centers Alterna-
tive except it designates 14 Urban Centers to be
developed over the next 20 years.

The Urban Centers include five in Seattle —
the Central Business District, First Hill/Capitol Hill,

Seattle Center/South Lake Union, Northgate and the
University District and the Bellevue Central Business. -

District, Renton Central Business District, SeaTac
Central Business District, Federal Way Central
Business District, Tukwila Central Business District,
Kent Central Business District, Redmond Central
Business District, Overlake, and Totem Lake.

The Manufacturing Centers include: North
Kent, Duwamish/Tukwila, Ballard Interbay and

Seattle/Duwamish.

New growth first will be phased into Urban
Centers and other urbanized areas which have exist-
ing infrastructure for transportation, water, sewer and
surface water management. This Alternative also calls
for new housing development in a variety of styles —
such as single-family homes, row houses, cottage-
type apartments, smaller-scale apartment buildings
and condominiums — to be provided for all income
groups, coupled with cooperative efforts among cities
to ensure an equitable distribution of low-income
housing throughout the county. This alternative also
assumes implementation of the four-county Regional
Transit Plan.

Under the 14 Centers Altemative, 79% of the
employment growth will go to Urban or Manufactur-
ing Centers; 19% to non-Urban Center Areas, and 2%
to Rural Areas and Resource Lands. Of new housing,
74% will go to Urban Centers or Urban Areas served
by transit; 21% to Urban Areas where the car is the
primary means of getting around, and 5% to Rural
Areas and Resource Lands.

The 14 Centers Alternative will produce the
most compact growth pattern and consume the least
amount of vacant land. To achieve this growth pattemn,
this alternative will require a higher concentration of
development than exists today.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternative

This alternative assumes that the Countywide
Planning Policies are replaced by the 1985 King
County Comprehensive Plan. In other words, this
Alternative calls for returning to the policy
framework which existed before the ratification of
the Countywide Planning Policies in 1992. This
alternative has an urban growth boundary based on.
the 1985 Plan (see map A). ‘

. This means there will be no formal designation.
of Urban Centers or Manufacturing/Industrial
Centers. Each jurisdiction will pursue the vision
contained in its own comprehensive plan, acting
individually under the old policy framework rather
than the 1992 Countywide Planning Policies.

Under the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternative, 21% of the employment growth will be
Urban or Manufacturing Centers, 75% in non-Urban
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Center Areas, and 3% in Rural Areas and Resource
Lands. Of new housing, 29% will go to Urban
Centers or Urban Areas served by transit; 56% to
Urban Areas where the car is the primary means of
getting around, and 15% to Rural Areas and Resource
Lands.

Thus, the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternative will produce a growth pattern that is the
least compact and consumes more vacant land than
any of the four other DSEIS altenatives.

Magnet Alternative

This alternative proposes to use social, economic
and environmental incentives — as opposed to
regulations — to try to attract people and
businesses to many “magnet communities,” rather
than a few urban centers. This alternative is
separate from the other four alternatives in that it
does not assume implementation of either the
Countywide Planning Policies or the 1985 King
County Comprehensive Plan.

The alternative stresses strategies and
incremental changes to achieve a defined series of
quantifiable community goals monitored by
measurable benchmarks. It sets forth the concept of
“least-cost planning” to develop the most cost-
effective plan and minimize the tax burden, while
taking into account social and environmental costs.
Under this alternative, existing facilities would be
utilized to maximum capacity before development of
new infrastructure. It also would lower and gradually
phase-in the higher-density housing and employment
targets currently proposed in the 8 and 14 Centers
Altematives.

Under the Magnet Altemnative, 35% of the
employment growth will be in Urban or
Manufacturing Centers, 62% in non-Urban Center
Areas, and 3% in Rural Areas and Resource Lands.
~ Of new housing, 36% will go to Urban Centers or
Urban Areas served by transit; 51% to Urban Areas
where the car is the primary means of getting around,
and 13% to Rural Areas and Resource Lands.

Thus, the Magnet Alternative likely will
produce a pattern of growth more compact than the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative, but
less compact than the 8 and 14 Centers Alternatives.
It is probably most similar to the No Action

Xiil

Alternative’s growth pattern, although it might
consume less acreage and be somewhat more |
compact. That’s because it calls for 25% of all new
development by the year 2000 to be either more
concentrated development or redevelopment of
existing land. By the 2010, 50% of all new
development must be either more concentrated or
redevelopment.

Summary of Environmental
Impacts

Overview

1. Overall, the five alternatives are similar to
one another in that each contains an Urban
Growth Area boundary and recommends achiev-
ing some greater concentration of new
development.

2. Overall, the altemative policies recom-
mended by the Fiscal Analysis and Economic De-
velopment Task Force, the Rural Task Force and
the Affordable Housing Task Force provide for
greater beneficial impacts on the environment
than the Countywide Planning Policies.

3. The proposed policies or strategies under
each alternative are numerous and interrelated.
Thus, if some policies are not implemented or if
policies are interpreted differently, the environ-
mental impacts could change.

4. The alternatives’ outcomes are based upon
assumptions about population and employment
growth. Any changes in these assumptions could
substantially affect the outcomes.

5. Detailed data on existing conditions (par-
ticularly critical areas, infrastructure capacities
and economic activity), is not yet available. Much .
of this data is currently being researched by indi-

- vidual jurisdictions in the preparation of their re-
spective comprehensive plans. Upon completion
of these studies, it is recommended that the data
be aggregated and the countywide policies re-
viewed with consideration of the new data.

6.  The benchmarks and monitoring programs
proposed by the Magnet Alternative would
strengthen implementation of any of the alterna-
tives.
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Land Use

7. The 14 Centers Alternative generally pro-
vides the fewest negative environmental impacts.
Considering anticipated employment growth,
implementation of this Alternative could take
longer than the forecast year of 2010.

8.  Theincreased densities called for under the
8 Centers and 14 Centers Alternatives may cause
adverse impacts within the Urban Centers them-
selves. However, the Countywide Planning Poli-
cies do include actions to mitigate the majority of
the negative impacts most commonly associated
with concentrated development, such as: in-
creased traffic congestion; change in existing
neighborhood character, scale or identity; degra-
dation of quality of life due to a lack of design
standards for more concentrated development and
redevelopment; increased costs of housing and
business space due to increased development
competition for available land; land-use conflicts
between areas of concentrated development and
areas less developed or with less-intensive uses,
and decreased public safety.

9.  The five alternatives produce very different
impacts on King County’s remaining vacant
lands:

s The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternative, which continues the land devel-
opment trends of the late 1980s and early
1990s, would consume virtually all the re-
maining urban-designated vacant land in the
county and its cities in the next 20 years —
an estimated 44,000 residential acres and
10,100 commercial/industrial acres. 20
years from now, we will have to either move
out into rural areas or tear down existing
buildings to satisfy growth needs. Although
current density implies less change or fewer
impacts to the Centers, the net impact to the
region is quite different. This alternative’s
policies provide the least amount of mitiga-
tion of the adverse impacts of dispersed,
low-density development. Thus, it may re-
sult in the most negative impacts on lands
within the Urban Growth Area (other than
Urban Centers), as well as rural and re-
source lands. The Urban Growth Area for
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this alternative also is much larger than the
other altemnatives. Hence, there will be more
impacts located over a larger area.

m The 14 Centers Alternative, which makes
use of higher concentration of housing and
employment and redevelopment to accom-
modate growth, would consume far less va-
cant land: an estimated one-quarter as much
residential land and one-third as much com-
mercial/industrial land.

s In comparison with these “bookends,” the
other three alternatives would fall in the
middle. The 8 Centers, Magnet and No Ac-
tion Alternatives would consume, in increas-
ing order, greater amounts of vacant land
than the 14 Centers Alternative, but less
than the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Altemnative.

10. The 14 Centers Alternative, followed by the
8 Centers Alternative, has the least amount of ad-
verse impacts on rural areas, resource lands and
rural cities by allocating the least amount of em-
ployment and residential growth to these areas.
However, all the alternatives, to differing degrees,
attempt to preserve rural lands and rural character
by guiding development into Urban Growth Areas
served with the public services and facilities nec-
essary for urban development.

11. Forfour of the five Altematives, existing
zoning (which includes an estimate for redevelop-
ment as well as vacant land) is adequate to ac-
commodate all the projected future housing
growth. The exception is the 14 Centers Alterna-
tive. Its designated Urban Centers fall short by
14,000 housing units under current zoning. This
shortfall in housing capacity is in the seven cen-
ters outside Seattle, Bellevue and Kent. Centers in
these three cities have adequate capacity for resi-

. dential growth under current zoning. Remember

however, that this finding is based upon current

zoning and does not reflect any zoning changes to

accommodate increased densities that planning
efforts will make.

12. Job growth targets can be accommodated by
the capacity of commercial and industrial lands as
currently zoned under all five altemmatives.
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13. Because of the lack of computer data, it will
be essential to vigorously monitor actual land
development to ensure adequate capacity for
future development. Close coordination of land
capacity issues with any capital improvements
also will help ensure adequate capacity for future
development.

Air Quality

14. The 8 and 14 Centers Alternatives are likely
to produce fewer vehicle trips than other
alternatives because of their concentrated
development. Air quality should be best in the
two Alternatives as a result. It is not expected,
however, that they would reduce or hold constant
the number of trips currently produced.

Schools

15. Previous studies have indicated that, overall,
the impacts of additional families could be severe
on schools. There could be a shortage of school
facilities. Without estimates of population growth
in each city, it is not now possible to identify
which school districts will be impacted under
each alternative.

Utilities

16.  All the alternatives concentrate most growth
in employment and households in urban areas
where existing infrastructure (electrical, gas, and
water supply) is in place or can be expanded with
moderate to significant capital investment. For
example, for some utilities, improving service
within the Urban Centers would entail significant
costs. All the alternatives propose locating no
more than 1% of new employment and 9% of
new households in rural areas, which would re-
quire significant improvements to the utilities -
" infrastructure. R

Affordable Housing

17. Each of the alternatives includes compo-
nents that work for and against housing
affordability. Combined with the enormous im-
pact of market forces, it is difficult to predict

which alternative will best provide for affordable
housing. The 8 and 14 Centers Alternatives re-
strict land supply, which will likely cause land
prices to rise (although not necessarily land price
per unit); however these alternatives increase the
proportion of moderately priced housing, includ-
ing small lot single family homes, mid-rise con-
dominiums and apartments. The Pre-countywide
Alternative provides the greatest amount of land
for housing, but would contain the highest pro-
portion of low density, higher cost housing. The
No Action Alternative and Magnet Alternative
fall between the Pre-countywide Planning poli-
cies and 8 and 14 Centers Alternatives. For each
alternative, mitigating measures (such as creating
incentives and reducing development costs) and
market forces (such as household income and fi-
nancing costs) will greatly influence success in
achieving affordable housing.

Transportation

18.  All the alternatives analyzed are expected to
increase the average vehicle occupany in the
County.

Water Quality

19. All the alternatives propose concentrating
urban growth west of the urban growth boundary,
providing positive benefits to water quality in the
rural and resource areas in the eastern portion of
the County. Water quality in areas where growth
will be concentrated could be adversely affected.

Sensitive Areas

XV

20. The Pre-countywide Planning policies -
alternative has the greatest potential for dispersed -
growth which could have greater negative impacts
on the majority of sensitive areas and resource

- lands.
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VIill. Answers to
Questions about the
DSEIS

Following are answers to some frequently asked
questions. They are designed to help explain some
significant findings of the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement.

1. Can the Countywide Planning Policies be
implemented without unacceptable damage to the
environment, i.e. degradation of sensitive areas
and resource lands, air and water quality, plants,
animals, fish and noise?

All new growth will pose some trade-offs with
environmental values. In general, the 8 and 14
Centers Altemnatives will cause fewer adverse
impacts to the environment than the No Action
and Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternatives. The Magnets Altemative would fall
in between the other four alternatives in its
environmental impacts.

2. Will the proposed policies developed by the
Task Forces markedly improve or detract from the
overall performance of the alternatives?

Fiscal Analysis & Economic Development
Task Force policies that propose benchmarks
will greatly facilitate implementation of policies
recommended in all the alternatives. Benchmarks
for redevelopment will facilitate implementation
of both the 8 and 14 Centers Alternatives. These

policies also generally will enhance the likelihood :

~ that Countywide Planning Policies can be
implemented without adverse impacts on .
economic development, with one possible
exception: The Task Force policies provide more
land for business/office parks, which may draw
jobs from the Urban and Manufacturing Centers,
and thus undermine the outcomes of both Centers
Altemnatives and the Countywide Planning
Policies.

Xvi

Rural Character Task Force policies offer
more specific criteria for designating rural areas
which will make more accurate and efficient our
efforts to implement them. Densities in the rural
area would be slightly lower under the Task
Force’s recommendation than under existing
Countywide Policies. That would reduce adverse
impacts on both public services and the natural
environment.

Affordable Housing Task Force policies
emphasize the importance of looking at the entire
housing market and finding ways to provide
affordable housing for all economic segments. In
addition, they call for setting specific targets by
jurisdiction for low- and moderate-income
housing, new development and and to be attained
through preservation of existing housing. The
policies also recommend expanding the
monitoring of both the housing market overall,
which includes land capacity issues, and of the
low- and moderate-income housing targets. These
policies are more specific than those
recommended within the alternatives and
therefore are likely to improve the outcome.

3. Is there sufficient growth capacity under
current zoning to support the growth in jobs and
households described in the DSEIS alfernatives?
If not, how much change will be needed to support
Sfuture growth?

Land capacity under existing zoning is adequate
to accommodate the 20-year targets for residential
growth, with one exception. The exception is the
14 Centers Alternative. Its designated Urban
Centers fall short by 14,000 housing units under
current zoning,. This shortfall in housing capacity
is in the seven centers outside of Seattle, Bellevue
~and Kent, However, local jurisdictions are
currently working on Comprehensive Plans to
address this issue.

The 20-year employment targets can be
accommodated in each of the alternatives by the
capacity of commercial and industrial lands as
currently zoned.
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Although land capacity generally is adequate to 5. Will the Alternatives produce adverse impacts

accommodate growth targets, current zoning to affordable housing? [f so, how can the impacts
provides an inadequate “cushion” in case the be mitigated?
numbers are off and there isn’t enough room for
growth in the urban areas. These cases are evenly Each of the alternatives is likely to produce some
spread across the five alternatives. Changes in degree of adverse impact on housing prices and
zoning will be needed to allow markets to rents because the overall supply of land available
function efficiently in these cases. for development will be constrained by designat-
ing the Urban Growth Area and by requirements
These conclusions are based on the growth targets to provide infrastructure services. It isnot known
specified for the DSEIS and the land capacity for sure which of the alternatives will have the
work of the King County Data Resources least adverse impact. Prices and rents will be
Technical Forum, which has recommended that greatly affected by market factors such as supply
additional capacity be provided through zoning to and demand and the cost of financing.
provide for a 25% “cushion.” Land capacity Affordability also will be affected by the degree to
calculations estimate potential buildout under which private and public actions actively promote
specific assumptions and include a factor for both affordable housing in areas where services are
vacant land and redevelopment potential. Land available.

capacity estimates have been adjusted for critical

area constraints, right-of-way, public purpose

lands and market factors. m Providing adequate land capacity, with a
cushion, to allow markets to function without

undue price effects;

Such actions might include:

4. Will the Alternatives place different demands

on the remaining vacant lands in urban-designated = Providing public subsidies to assist lower-
areas of King County? income individuals meet their housing needs;
m Providing incentives to encourage
The alternatives would have widely different deveopment of attractive, higher-density
impacts on the remaining urban-designated vacant housing, and

lands in King County and its cities. The Pre- )

Countywide Planning Policies Alternative, which 6. Can the Countywide Planning Policies succeed
continues the land development trends of the late  without a rail system?

1980s and early 1990s, would consume virtually

all remaining urban-designated vacant land in the The Countywide Planning Policies, which are
County and its cities in the next 20 years — an based on the concept of compact centers, must be
estimated 44,000 residential acres and 10,100 supported by a high-capacity transit system in
commercial/industrial acres. The 14 Centers order to function effectively. This system does not
Alternative, which makes greater use of more have to use light rail in order to succeed. Buses
concentrated development and redevelopment to and other options to the single-occupant vehicle
accommodate growth, would consume far less could fulfill the need. 3

vacant land, an estimated dnne’-quaner as much
.residential vacant land and one-third as much
commercial/industrial land.
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7. Will the Countywide Planning Policies affect
economic development? If so, how?

It is assumed the policies will affect economic
development, but on the whole, the specific im-
pacts are not known.

To the extent that development policies reflect a
balance between conservation of the County's
physical and biological resources and land use
requirement of commerce and industry while pro-
viding a constant low risk of change environment,

. the development potential of the County will be
enhanced relative to other parts of the Western
United States.

Positive effects could result from jurisdictions
working together to implement the Countywide
Planning Policies through appropriate changes to
regulations and provision of incentives for growth
in Urban Areas and Centers.

This Executive Summary was prepared by Maggie Brown of
Maggie Brown Media Relations/Communications

XVvili XSUM 1/11/94




J

COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES
ADOPTED URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

Geographie Informetion Gystam

ey
svelabis = the surant tma. Jerusry O, 1904

0123486

SN

MILES

1992 Countywide Planning Policies
— Urban Growth Boundary line

- Highways and Arterial Roads

Urban

Rural/Resource

New Rural

(Formerly Urban Llndl under 1885
King County Comprehensive Plan)

® Nominated Urban Centers

A Nominated Manufacturing/
Industrial Centers

URBAN CENTERS: MANUFACTURING/

: INDUSTRIAL CENTERS:
Seattle Ceantrsl Businass District
First Hill/Capite! Hill North Kent
Seattle Center/South Lake Unlon Duwamish/Tukwila
Northgata Ballard/Interbay
Unlversity District

. Sesttie/Duwamish
Baliavua Contral Businees District .
Ranton Central Business District

SesTac Central Business District

Federal Way Cantra! Business District

Tukwila Central Businsss Distriet

Kent Central Businsss Dlistrict

Redmond Centrel Business District

Overlske

Totem Lake



Table 1

Distribution of King County Employment Growth,
in terms of Percentage Land Use

Land Use Type No Action 8 Centers | 14 Centers |Existing Plans| Magnet

Alternative | Aiternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
Urban Center 30 49 74 20 30
Manufacturing 2 5 5 1 5
Center
Activity Center 35 27 9 38 38
Office/business Park 12 8 5 15 15
Other Urban 18 8 5 22 9
Rural City 2 2 1 2 2
Rural/Resource 1 1 1 1 1
Lands

Table 2
Distribution of King County Household Growth,
in terms of Percentage Land Use
Land Use Type No Action 8 Centers 14 Centers |Existing Plans| Magnet

Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
Urban Center/
Urban Areas 36 60 74 29 36
(transit primary .
means of travel)
Non-Urban
Center Areas 52 34 21 56 80
(car primary means
of travel)
Rural/ Resource 7. 2 2 9 7
Lands o v
Rural Cities -
Rural/Resource 5 4 3 6 6

Lands
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1.0 LAND USE

MAIN FINDINGS., s

OVERALL LAND USE

: Because there are uncertamtres and possxble errors in the data it is essenttal to estabhsh a vrgorous
- ‘'monitoring effort to track land development and capacity, so that on-course corrections can be made
S vand adequate capacity for future development can thereby be ensured. Integration of land capacity -

" . provision with capltal 1mprovement programmmg also wﬂl help ensure adequate capacrty for. futute

o development. G

LAND DEVELOPMENT AND LAND CAPACITY o

: .The ﬁve SEIS altemanves produce very drfferent rmpacts to ng County s remaining vacant. .
" The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative, which comes closest to cont.mumg the low—densrty. :
development pattern typical of the 1980s, would consume vxnually all remaining vacant urban lands
within the 20-year planning horizon. By way of contrast, the 14 Centers Alternative, which places v
greater reliance on use of infill sites and redevelopment, would consume far less vacant land =~ an =
estimated one~quarter as much res1denttally zoned land and one-thxrd as much commercnal/mdustnall
zoned land. i i v i e

T ,thh one exceptlon, resrdennal land capacrty under exrstmg zomng is adequate to accommodate growth i

" targets in the five SEIS alternatives. The exception is that within 'urban centers there is a collective
 residential capacity shortfall of about 14,000 dwelling units -under current zoning in ‘the 14 Centers . =
b AIternatrve This capacrty shortfall is 1n the proposed centers outsnde of Seattle, Bellevue, and Ke

Wrthout exceptnon, Job growth targets can be accommodated by the capacxty 'of commerc1a1 and
'ndusmal Iands as currently zoned : : -

_ _Whﬂe there is generally sufﬁcrent ]and capacxty to meet the growth targets for. each,alternattve, :
- one-quarter of the cases where targets are compared to individual land uses there is insufficient. capacrty
."_.to provrde a 25 percent_ cushton (1 e to allow_for growth to exceed the target by 25'percent) i '

SURBAN GROWTH AREAS AND URBAN CED

i ,_-’I'he 14 Centers Alternatxve, followed by the Elght Centers Alternative, calls for the greatest.
“'concentration of development within urban centers and hence, the greatest impact on land uses current}yg;-
inside the centers, As a result, thé 14 Centers Alternative has the least adverse impact on other areas . .

within the UGA, followed by the Erght Centers Alternative. These alternatives will require a m

compact development pattern. within urban centers than currently experienced. The policies for the 14

Centers‘Alternatlve call"for this to be accomphshed .through mﬁll and redevelopment’,-‘regulatory

The Pre-Countyw:de Planmng Policies Altematxve calls for the least allocation of growth
centers, and more dispersed development within the UGA. Thxs results in less density anc h
* or impacts to ‘the centers, The net impact to the remaining potttons of the UGA is quite dxfferent Th !
policies associated with this alternative provide the least amount of mitigation to- the adverse impacts of
dispersed, Jow density development. The UGA for the Pre-Countywrde Planmng Pohctes Alternative is
o oalso much larger than the other alternattves, hence there wrll be more nnpacts Iocated over a Iarger o
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RURAL LANDS AND RURAL CITIES »

U meacts to rural lands and ruraI cmes

SHORELINE USE

S Centers Altematxves

MAIN FINDINGS "Continued” S

All of the alternatives allocate similar amounts of new jobs to rura lands and cities, except for the 14 . -
Centers Alternative which allocates more jobs to urban centers in the western portion of the County, -
thereby reducing the amount targeted to rural cities.” The major drfferences between altematlves he m
their allocatron of resrdennal growth to rural areas and rura! cmes : S : iy

i The Pre-Countyw1de Planmng Pohcres Altematrve calls for the largest ailocatxon of remdentral growth ot
" to rural areas and rural cities. This alternative also provrdes the least mmgatlon for the impacts©
associated with its pattern of lower densxty development

. Implementanon of the Rural Character Task Force poli y Optlo
'»’the exrstmg rural character of the umncorporated areas would be preserved and enhanced

:’L : 1 The 14 Centers Alternatwe would have the Ieast negatwe impacts on the
~ " with the Eight Centers, No Action, Magnets, and Pre-Countywide Plannmg Policies Alternatives -

:.following in respective order. However, more adverse impacts could occur'to urban shorelines msxde or

~ adjacent to urban centers as pressures for infill and greater dens'

" The Pre~Conntyw1de Planmng Pohcres Altematxve has the grea est potenual for dxspersed growth whlch
could negatively impact a greater number of shorelines in urban and rural areas.  There would also be
limited requirements for jurisdictional coordination under the Pre-Countywrde Planmng Policies
Alternative resulting in potentially more adverse impacts on shorelines in both- urban and rural areas

Te uit, xt may produce the greatest

onld i xmprove the extent to‘ whr h = f:

greatest number of shorelmes, .

are achxeved through both the

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

LAND DEVELOPMENT AND LAND CAPACITY
Land Development Patterns

Substantial land development occurred in King
County during the 1980s. The first half of the
decade, which experienced a recession, had a slower
rate of growth for both new households and jobs.
Development picked up greatly in the second half of

the decade, led by a rapidly expanding economy

which created population immigration, new jobs and
corresponding demand for additional commercial and
residential development.

Residential Lands

Demand for residentially zoned lands increased
greatly during the second half of the 1980s. Annual
Growth Reports for King County show that between
1985 and 1989, an average of 17,600 new dwelling
units were permitted annually in unincorporated King
County and its cities, compared with slightly more

than 11,200 a year during the first half of the decade.
Approximately 52 percent of the new units receiving
permits during the 1980-1989 period were for
locations in unincorporated King County, and the
balance in the cities.

The share of new development siting in
unincorporated areas has declined in the past few
years, principally as a result of the incorporation of
new cities in Federal Way, SeaTac, Burien, and °
Woodinville. Between 1990 and 1992; about 43

percent of newly permittéd units were sited in

unincorporated areas.

Between 1980.and the énd of 1990, 161,000 dwelling
units received construction permits in King County
and its cities. Fifty-five percent of these units were
for multifamily units; the rest were single family.
With an average density of 20 units per gross acre,
multifamily development used between 10 and 15
percent of all lands consumed by residential
development during the period. Single family
development, at roughly 2.5 dwelling units per gross
acre, which was substantially less than allowed by
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zoning, consumed 85 to 90 percent of the residentially
zoned lands committed to new development.

Overall, an estimated 26,000 to 27,000 acres of
vacant land (41 to 42 square miles) were consumed
by new residential development during the 1980-1990
period. This represents about 80 percent of all
residential development, with the balance occurring
through redevelopment or reuse of underutilized
lands.

Recent market trends do not show residential lands
being used more efficiently. Between 1990 and the
end of 1992, the last full year for which data are
available, the 1993 Annual Growth Databook' shows
that lots recorded in single family subdivisions in
King County and its cities achieved an average
density of between 1.6 and 1.8 lots per gross acre. At
the same time, the multifamily share of all units
permitted has declined, from 55 percent during the
1980s to slightly less than 40 percent during 1991 and
1992. With the total mix of development shifting
toward lower density single family development, this
means that greater amounts of land are being used to
create new housing on a per household basis in the
early 1990s than was true during the 1980s.

As of 1991, prior to adoption of the Countywide
Planning Policies (CPPs), King County had roughly
52,000 acres of residentially zoned vacant lands
remaining in its cities and unincorporated urban
designated areas. Ninety percent of this acreage was
zoned for single family development and ten percent
for multifamily. Data for individual cities and
planning areas, as well as a summary for
unincorporated rural areas, are presented in Table B1
in the Appendix.

The 1992 CPP redesignated about 49 square miles of
lands formerly designated urban and transitional to
rural.  While most of this "new rural" area was
already developed, the redesignation decreased the
_ vacant land base with an urban designation by 12,000
acres, to approximately 40,000 acres countywide.

Rural uninéorporated areas contained approximafely
63,400 acres of residentially zoned vacant land in
1991.

Commercial and Industrial Lands

Between 1980 and 1990, nonagricultural wage and
salary employment in King County increased 39
.percent from 679,000 to 942,900 jobs. This growth
served as a powerful stimulus to commercial and

industrial development. Although land data
describing this development are not readily available,
the general pattern is evident in two related trends.

First, employment has been dispersing outward from
central city areas for many years. In the early 1970s,
90 percent of leased commercial office space in King
County was located in the central business districts of
Seattle and Bellevue. By the late 1980s, this figure
had fallen below 70 percent.?

Second, at the same time that jobs were
decentralizing, land extensive business and office park
development (often sited in campus-like settings with
very low ratios of floor area to gross parcel acreage)
became popular.

These two major trends have consumed commercial
and industrially zoned land at an increasing rate. In
recent years, commercial lands brokers have
expressed alarm at the dwindling supply of large,
relatively unconstrained parcels appropriate for new
development. In 1990, the King County Economic
Development Council undertook a survey of vacant
commercial and industrial lands in selected King
County jurisdictions. Shortly thereafter an
interjurisdictional Data Forum (described in next
section) undertook another, more comprehensive
analysis based on King County Assessor files. The
results are summarized in Table B2 in the Appendix.

The meaning of these numbers with regard to capacity
to absorb future commercial and industrial
development is addressed below in the impacts
section of this chapter.

Land Capacity Data
Land capacity refers to the number of additional

dwelling units (for residential uses) or square feet of
improved floor space (for commercial/industrial uses)

that can be accommodated within a given geographic -

area under current zoning.

* Estimates for land capacity have been developed for

residential and commercial/industrial lands in the
urban designated portions of King County and its
cities by the Data Resources Technical Forum. This
Forum is an interjurisdictional work group established
in 1991 to develop a coordinated approach to the data
and information required for countywide planning
efforts.

The Forum’s land capacity work was intended to
provide policy makers and citizens with a baseline to
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gauge how far current zoning might take them toward
the vision contained in jurisdictions’ comprehensive
plans required by the state GMA. Capacity under
current zoning is distinct from (and preliminary to)
the planned capacity that jurisdictions will need to
provide in order to realize the vision contained in
their plans.

The Data Forum relied heavily on the only source of
comprehensive data describing the characteristics of
the King County land base: the computerized files of
the King County Assessor. In several cases,
jurisdictions used databases developed as a result of
their own parcel-specific land inventories. Residential
capacity estimates were received from all jurisdictions
except the new cities of Burien and Woodinville.
Commercial/industrial capacity estimates were
received from one-half of the County’s 34
jurisdictions (16 cities plus King County), including
information for all but three of the jurisdictions with
more than 10,000 residents: Bothell, Burien, and
Mercer Island.

Capacity estimates for the land areas now in the new
cities of Burien and Woodinville are included in the
unincorporated estimates for the Highline and
Northshore community planning areas, respectively.
Capacity figures for the new cities will be available in
the near future.

Land capacity calculations estimate potential buildout
under specific assumptions about the land base and
the character of potential development. To estimate
capacity for additional dwelling units, the Forum
assumed maximum yields under current zoning after
discounting for critical area constraints such as steep
slopes and wetlands, right-of-way, and land needed
for other public purposes such as schools and parks.
To estimate the capacity of commercial and industrial
lands, the Forum estimated the additional square feet
of floor space allowable under current zoning,
assuming floor area ratios (FARs) based on recent
market trends (code adopted FARs in the case of

. Seattle) and discounts for ' critical areas and -

right-of-way.. Estimates for both -vacant land and
redevelopment potential were prepared.  These
methods are detailed in a draft report entitled, "Draft
Data Resources Technical Forum Preliminary Report
on Land Capacity" dated September 3, 1992,

With one exception, the methods used by the Data
Forum conformed to the procedure recommended by
the state Department of Community Development
(DCD) guidebook entitled "Issues in Designating
Urban Growth Areas (Part I): Providing Adequate

Urban Area Land Supply” (March 1992). The
exception is that the estimates as initially prepared did
not take market factors fully into account. For
example, all jurisdictions indirectly considered market
factors in their commercial/industrial land capacity
when they excluded from redevelopment calculations
all parcels with improvements-to-land assessed values
above 50 percent. In addition, Seattle and King
County excluded residentially zoned parcels with
relatively high improvements-to-land values.

Market factors address realities having to do with the
availability, acceptance, and financing of land
development transactions within a given period of
time. Unlike land capacity, market factors are
time-sensitive. Land capacity calculations address
potential buildout, not the rate of utilization or
absorption of capacity.

In an effort to respond to market realities, the Data
Forum convened a series of discussions with
representatives of private sector organizations
knowledgeable about land development and real
estate. These discussions resulted in the formulation
of an approach that is used in this SEIS to further
discount the land capacity data for market factors.
These factors, along with detailed recommendations,
are described in a King County revised draft paper,
"Adjusting Land Capacity Estimates for Market
Factors."*

In that paper, the Data Forum recommends to
jurisdictions that they consider discounting their land
capacity estimates under current zoning an average of
15 percent for market factors, 5 percent to 15 percent
for vacant land and 15 percent to 25 percent for
redevelopment. These market discounts are for the
20-year GMA planning horizon and would be in
addition to discounts already made for critical areas,
right-of-way, and public purpose lands.

The group also recommended that jurisdictions’ future -
planned capacity exceed its adopted growth target by
25 percent. This "cushion" is intended to allow the

© markets to operate without significant upward

pressure on land prices. Establishing the size of the
cushion clearly involves judgment. Providing too
small of a cushion will not provide sufficient
mitigation of price pressures. Too large of a cushion,
on the other hand, would encourage continuation of
inefficient, lower density urban development
sprawling outward from urban centers.

The 25 percent cushion chosen by the Data Forum is
recommended in the March 1992 DCD guidebook and
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is based on practice in other states with growth
management programs (Oregon and Florida). To
safeguard against possible price impacts, the cushion
is recommended for use as a complement to ongoing
monitoring of development trends and residual land
capacity.

Summary Findings

Initial Data Forum estimates of residential and
commercial/industrial capacity are contained in Tables
B3 and B4 in the Appendix, These tables include
data for all cities and unincorporated areas in King
County, including estimates for rural city expansion
areas contained in adopted community plans.
Prepared in accordance with the method described in
the preceding section, these data have been discounted
for market factors for purposes of this SEIS. By
agreement of the Data Forum, individual jurisdictions
will make their.own judgments about market factors,
These may be different from those assumed in these
tables, where vacant land has been discounted 10
percent for market factors and redevelopment
potential, 20 percent,

When reviewing the land capacity findings, two
general qualifications should be taken into account:

1) These findings are based on initial estimates.
Refinement of numbers is expected to occur as
jurisdictions develop the comprehensive plans
required by the GMA. Blanks in Table B4 (in
the Appendix) represent missing data that would
add to reported commercial and industrial
capacity countywide.

2) These estimates do not indicate whether
infrastructure capacity for water, sewer,
transportation, or schools exists in those areas
reporting land capacity under current zoning,
This is important because the GMA requires
concurrency for selected infrastructure (with
transportation being mandatory) to bring capacity
“on line" in support of future development. Data
on the capacity of these systems, providing a
fuller, more realistic sense of land capacity, will
only bé introduced as policy discussions advance
and comprehensive plans are prepared.

Urban Areas

1991 Urban and rural residential capacity estimates
are provided in Table B3 in the Appendix. Urban

areas include all cities, including rural city expansion
areas, and unincorporated areas west of the
urban-rural line adopted in the CPPs in July 1992,
These are the areas -- about 457 square miles in total
-- where the vast majority of new growth is expected
to go.

Based on 1991 data, with market discounts for the
20-year planning horizon, there was residential
capacity under current zoning in these areas for an
estimated 291,000 new dwelling units, including rural
city expansion areas. About two-thirds of this
capacity was in the cities, with the balance in
unincorporated urban areas west of the urban-rural
line. Slightly less than half of the available capacity
(48 percent) was estimated to reside in redevelopment
potential, not on vacant land.

The City of Seattle represented about one-third of
available urban residential capacity countywide. In
unincorporated King County, the Soos Creek
community planning area contained more urban
residential capacity than any other community
planning area west of the urban-rural line (about 6
percent of the countywide urban total).

Commercial/industrial 1991 land capacity estimates
are provided in Table B4 in the Appendix. As shown
in Table B4, commercial and industrial lands capacity
under current zoning existed for an estimated 319
million square feet of additional floor area in 1991.
Approximately 314 million square feet of this floor
area was in urban areas, and the balance in
unincorporated rural areas. Upwards of 95 percent of
the 319 million total was in the cities, with the City
of Seattle representing 46 percent of total unused
capacity.

About three-fifths of all unused non-residential urban
capacity was in commercial zones, which include
retail and office uses; two-fifths was in industrial
zones. About 47 percent of unused urban commercial
and industrial capacity resided in redevelopment
potential, not vacant land.

Unincorporated Rural Areas

Residential capacity estimates for King County’s
unincorporated rural areas also are available. These
areas cover about 334 square miles and include
approximately 285 square miles that were designated
rural as of June 1992 plus 49 square miles (formerly
unincorporated urban and transitional areas, that were
proposed for rural designation by the CPPs in July
1992).
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The rural area estimates were not prepared as part of
the Data Forum process. They were prepared by
County staff in 1992 based on its own work and the
environmental impact statements prepared by
consultants for adopted community plans. The
methods used in preparing these statements vary but
generally follow the same logic used by the Data
Forum.

As based upon information provided in Table B3 in
the Appendix, there was capacity during the 20-year
planning horizon for approximately 29,300 additional
dwelling units in King County rural areas under
existing zoning, 18,700 in areas that were already
rural in June 1992 and the remainder in the "new"
rural areas designated by the CPP.

This estimate excludes the growth possible in the
seven square miles that are included in the rural city
expansion areas contained in adopted community
plans for the Snoqualmie Valley and Enumclaw
community planning areas. The higher density zoning
possible in these areas upon annexation (assuming
four dwelling units per acre, net of all factors
addressed in the Data Forum procedure) would allow
an additional 6,550 dwelling units to augment the
residential capacity of selected rural cities.

The figures presented in Table B3 (in the Appendix)
do not take into account the downzoning that would
be required to preserve rural character in the 49
square mile area that was redesignated rural by the
CPP in July 1992. This downzoning would reduce
capacity by about half in that area, to approximately
5,000 to 6,000 new dwelling units. Overall,
excluding rural city expansion areas, there would then
be residential capacity in King County’s
unincorporated rural areas for about 24,000 additional
dwelling units for the 20-year planning horizon.

As suggested above, there was discounted capacity for
an estimated five million square feet of commercial
. and industrial floor space in King County’s
unincorporated rural areas in 1991,

URBAN GROWTH AREAS AND URBAN -

CENTERS
Urban Growth Areas

The Washington State GMA requires King County to
designate a UGA where growth is to be encouraged.
This area is characterized as being suitable for urban
growth, containing existing or planned facilities and
public services to serve development. Urban growth

is defined as "growth that makes intensive use of land
for the location of buildings, structures, and
impermeable surfaces to such a degree as to be
incompatible with the primary use of such land for
the production of food, other agricultural products or
fiber, or the extraction of mineral resources. When
allowed to spread over wide areas, urban growth
typically requires urban governmental services" (RCW
36.70A.030). The UGA is a permanent designation.
Land outside the UGA is designated for permanent
rural and resource uses, except for the cities in the
rural area. All cities are to be included within an
UGA.

In July of 1992, the King County Council adopted the
CPPs. These policies and the map included with the
policies established the framework for designating the
UGA and methods to phase development within this
area in order to bring certainty to long-term planning
and development within the County.

The UGA is largely based on the urban area
established by the 1985 King County Comprehensive
Plan as amended through 1992 (except for 49 square
miles designated as new rural areas). The new UGA
boundary, including the Technical Review Areas, has
not been formally adopted. The Technical Review
Areas are-still under consideration by the GMPC. By
July 1994, the Technical Review Areas, as defined by
the CPPs, will be formally acted upon. Presently, the
map adopted by the GMPC contains approximately
447 square miles of urban area, and approximately
331 square miles of rural area. The balance of the
County’s lands are in resource lands.

Centers

The CPPs envision urban centers as areas of
concentrated employment and housing, with direct
service by high capacity transit, and a wide range of
other land uses such as retail, recreational, public

facilities, parks, and open space. None of the areas -
proposed to be urban centers in the future currently
meet the urban center criteria for both employment
" and housing with the exception of the University

District in Seattle.

The 1985 King County Comprehensive Plan
established general guidelines for lower density
activity centers. Policies in the comprehensive plan
encourage the development of a variety of activity
center types, from urban and rural activity centers, to
community and neighborhood centers. These centers
are in existing urban areas and are intended to provide
employment, shopping, service, leisure, and
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community and neighborhood centers. These centers
are in existing urban areas and are intended to provide
employment, shopping, service, leisure, and
community needs to King County residents. These
centers theoretically already existed in cities and
towns when they were designated by the
comprehensive plan. Some of the urban activity
centers’ boundaries have been refined and have
expanded over time. There was never an attempt to
designate any further centers. For the most part, the
centers designated by the 1985 Comprehensive Plan

_reflect reality with perhaps the exception of Preston.

Preston is presently designated as a rural
neighborhood center and appears to be functioning as
a rural town center.

RURAL LANDS AND RURAL CITIES

King County identified, designated, and zoned a
permanent rural area through its 1985 Comprehensive
Plan and subsequent community plans and
regulations. Overall, rural lands tend to be
characterized by large amounts of undeveloped land,
low land use density, and minimum service levels.
Small farms, woodlots, and single-family homes on
large lots tend to dominate the rural landscape.

The 1985 King County Comprehensive Plan
designated about 207 square miles (132,782 acres) of
rural area (about 10 percent of King County’s total
land area). On these lands, some residential
development has occurred on parcels of 2.5, 5, and 10
acres, consistent with the comprehensive plan.
However, most existing residential development
occurred prior to 1985 in the form of 12,000 lots of
less than 2 acres on 13 square miles (or covering 6
percent of the rural area). An additional 7.7 square
miles, or just under 4 percent, is subdivided into
undeveloped lots of under 2 acres. The "new" rural
areas designated by the CPPs add 49 more square
miles of rural area, including 14 square miles (or 47
percent of the land in question) with over 14,000 jots

2 acres or smaller already platted or developed with ‘

houses.

" While counties are the jurisdic_tionis specified by the -

GMA as responsible for designating and regulating
rural areas through their comprehensive plans, the
protection of King County’s rural area is a
countywide issue and a fundamental objective of the
CPPs. Under the CPPs King County’s UGA would
be reduced by some 49 square miles, expanding the
rural area by the same amount,

The CPPs also include resource lands. Resource
lands include agriculture, forest, and mineral areas
(sand, gravel, and other mined minerals) having long-
term commercial value. Although King County
already has designated resource lands and restrictively
zoned extensive portions of its territory as
Agricultural Production Districts or Forestry
Production Districts, a significant part of the rural
area land base is still in farming or forestry uses. For
example, out of the 132,782 acres designated rural by
the 1985 King County Comprehensive Plan, almost
55,000 acres, or 42 percent, are enrolled in property
tax incentive programs intended by Washington State
law to preserve viable farming and forestry (RCW
Chapters 84.33 and 84.34).

Agricultural Lands

In November 1979, County voters overwhelmingly
approved a $50 million land sale to finance the
purchase of development rights to voluntarily offered
farmlands. The implemented program to buy and
protect farmlands is known as the Farmlands
Preservation Program. Once acquired under the
program, the farmland can only be used for farming
since the development rights have been purchased
from the property owner. Since adoption of the 1985
Comprehensive Plan over 10,000 acres of farmland
(about 30 percent of total King County farmland) has
been acquired by King County.

After the adoption of the 1985 Comprehensive Plan
the County enacted new resource and rural zone
classifications. The agricultural classifications (A-35,
A-10) were applied to the comprehensive plan
agricultural resource designated lands (which include
most of the Farmlands Preservation Program lands)
and rural zone classifications (AR-10, AR-5, AR-2.5)
were applied to the rural designated lands. The rural
zone classifications recognize agriculture and forestry
as preferred land uses (with other uses allowed which
are compatible with this preference). The Resource

. Areas Zoning was applied in 1989 with the adoption

of King County Ordinance #8848. Rural area zoning
classifications are applied as each community -

‘planning area is updated. The new County zoning

code (adopted 1993) will now be applied to the
resource areas and rural areas during the next few
years,

Forest Land
King County does not have a forest land protection

program similar to the County’s Farmland
Preservation Program. Forest lands (of which about
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40 percent of King County is privately owned
commercial forest) is primarily protected by the 1985
Comprehensive Plan rural or resource land
designation and rural AR-10, AR-5, AR-2.5 or forest
F zone classifications. The F zone classification calls
for a minimum lot size of 80 acres. Approximately
95 percent of the private owned forest lands are in
current use taxation programs which also encourage
retention in forest land use. Current use taxation
allows for taxing land at a current use value rather
than at the higher market value.

Most of King County forest land is held in large
parcels conducive to commercial forestry.
Approximately 90 percent of the forest land base
(1,200 square miles) is held in 1,700 large parcels.
An exception to this is the 16,000 privately owned
acres that are fully taxed. In 1990, the average size
of the 1,400 parcels in this category was just over
eleven acres, which is considered too small for
efficient management of land for commercial forestry.
Commercial forest land has remained relatively
constant in King County since adoption of the
resource land area zoning in 1987 and application of
rural area zoning through community plan updates.
However, some land has been lost due to primarily
residential development and golf course development.

SHORELINE USE

Shoreline areas encompass several different and
sometimes overlapping land uses. In King County,
shorelines consist of water bodies and their associated
wetlands, such as lakes, streams, rivers, and reservoirs
as well the lands underlying them. Within
unincorporated and incorporated King County, a
variety of uses exist in shoreline environments--
residential, commercial, parks and open space,
industrial, and institutional uses.

To protect shoreline environments, the Washingtion

State Shoreline Management Act was passed in 1971.
The Act identifies seven land and water use elements

that are required to be included in areawide shoreline .

goals. These elements include the following:
shoreline use, economic development, public access,
conservation, historical/cultural, and recreation. To
implement the act, the King County Shoreline
Management Master Program was developed. King
County Ordinance 3688 followed the 1971 Shoreline
Management Act. This ordinance created a new title
in the King County Code providing for the regulation
of development impacting shoreline areas of the
County, the implementation of the Shoreline
Management Act, and the implementation of the

goals, policies and objectives of the King County
Shoreline Management Master Program.

In 1977, King County Council adopted Ordinances
3689 and 3692, thus adopting the goals and policies
of the Shoreline Management Master Program as an
addendum to the comprehensive plan. Written
descriptions of the boundaries of the various shoreline
environments along the shorelines of the state were
also adopted.

However, even with the passage of these regulations,
the size and number of parcels in King County with
shoreline access have diminished considerably during
the last 20 years because of continued growth
pressures and desirability of shoreline property.
Much of the developed shoreline in King County is in
private ownership, subdivided into small lots and
presently zoned for residential use. There are also
commercial and industrial uses on the shoreline,
especially in the urban areas. This has significantly
reduced the quality and amount of shoreline available
for fish and wildlife habitat, public recreation, or
shoreline public access.’

To date, the King County Shoreline Management
Program has not been amended. A proposed
ordinance is currently under review by King County
Code Development and other agencies to update some
sections of this document. Some cities will be
revising their Shoreline Management Program to
reflect changes in their comprehensive plans being
developed under GMA.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

LAND DEVELOPMENT AND LAND CAPACITY
Introduction

The analysis of the environmental impacts of the
CPPs and their proposed alternatives and other policy
options assumes that the policies will be implemented
as adopted or proposed, unless otherwise specified.
This analysis does not examine feasibility issues in
any direct sense, nor does it address fiscal impacts.
The analysis provides quantitative estimates of impact
where there are credible data. Where such data are
lacking, the analysis provides a qualitative assessment
regarding the direction and rough order of magnitude
of significant impacts.

The principal approach used in this section compares
discounted land capacity figures for dwelling units
and jobs with specified growth targets. The document
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also explores the adequacy of urban designated vacant
land to support future growth.

The analysis addresses the following questions
regarding land capacity:

1) "Is net land capacity under current zoning,
discounted by market factors for the 20-year
planning horizon, sufficient to accommodate
specified growth targets?"

2) Would additional capacity be needed to
provide a 25 percent cushion for the targets, so
that markets might work more effectively?"

It should be stressed that a finding of insufficient
capacity under current zoning does not invalidate the
CPPs and the proposed alternatives. Rather, the
analysis is intended to provide public policy makers
and citizens with a rough sense of how much zoning
might have to change under the alternatives in order
to accommodate the alternatives.

Growth Impacts of the Alternatives

The alternatives will have significant impacts on land
development patterns and land capacity in King
County. They may have impacts which are felt
beyond County borders. Before systematically
examining land capacity across the alternatives,
several general statements can be made.

All of the alternatives will consume vacant land.
How much additional vacant land will be needed is
uncertain, for at least three reasons:

(1)  The share of new development that will come
in the form of redevelopment or reuse of

underutilized sites is not known.

(2)  The densities that will be achieved by new
development are uncertain at this time.

(3)  The share of new development that will be

devoted to multifamily or office uses (higher

density types for residential and commercial
development, respectively) is not known.

For these reasons, a definitive quantitative,
comparison of alternatives in terms of vacant land
consumption is not possible. However, some broad,
comparative statements are possible. One would
expect significantly less vacant land consumption in
the Centers Alternatives, given the higher shares of
new growth targeted for centers where most new

development will require reutilization or
redevelopment of already developed parcels. In
comparison, one would expect a higher degree of
vacant land consumption in ‘'the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative, which is reflected in
existing trends (comparatively low single family
densities). The No Action and Magnet Alternatives
would fall somewhere in between these "bookends."

Rough quantitative estimates of vacant land
consumption for the bookend alternatives can be
presented and may be helpful, as long as one does not
lose sight of the assumptions made. Beginning with
the bookend that is closest to existing trends, the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative might
achieve the following, using 1980s trends as
assumptions:

Ten percent to 30 percent of new development
will be redevelopment: the lower percentage
for single-family and the higher percentage for
multi-family or office development (or 20
percent on average).

Twenty dwelling units per gross acre for
multi-family and 2.5 dwelling units per gross
acre for single-family; .2 to .3 floor area ratios
(floor area to gross parcel area) for
commercial and .1 to .2 for industrial uses.

Fifty percent of new development will be

multi-family. =~ Five percent of new
development will be heavy manufacturing
uses.

For residential uses, 226,000 dwelling units are
needed for the 20-year targeted household
growth of 215,000 (5 percent vacancy rate
allowed). For commercial/industrial uses,
142.8 million square feet of floor space are
needed for the 20-year targeted job growth of -
340,000 (assuming an average 400 square feet
per employee and 5 percent vacancy rates).

‘Rounded to the nearest 100 acres, the results based on
these assumptions are:- '

A total of 44,600 acres of vacant land would
be consumed for residential uses (3,900 acres
for multi-family, 40,700 acres for single-
family).

A total of 10,100 acres of vacant land would
be consumed for commercial uses (1,800 acres
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for heavy manufacturing, 8,300 acres for
commercial, including business/office parks).

By way of comparison, the 14 Centers Alternative
might achieve a more compact development pattern
based on the following assumptions:

For both residential and commercial/industrial
uses, 35 to 65 percent of new development
will be redevelopment. The lower end of this
range would be for single-family and higher
end for multi-family or office development
(about 60 percent on average). Redevelopment
is assumed greater than the 10 percent to 30
percent in the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative because of the greater
shares of residential and commercial
development in centers, where most new
development will consist of redevelopment.

Thirty dwelling units per gross acre for multi-
family and 5.0 dwelling units per gross acre
for single-family uses. For commercial, .3 to
4 floor area ratios and for industrial .2 to .3
floor area ratios. The higher densities
assumed in this alternative when compared
with the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternative are logical in view of the greater
shares of growth going into centers,
accompanied by greater emphasis on efficient
land use.

Sixty-five percent of residential growth will be
multi-family. Five percent of
commercial/industrial growth will be heavy
manufacturing uses. The greater share for
multi-family in this alternative compared with
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative
is explained, again, by the greater share of
residential growth targeted to centers.

226,000 dwelling units are needed for 215,000
targeted household growth (5 percent vacancy

rate allowed. 142.8 million square feet of floor
space are needed for 340,000 targeted job -
growth (assuming an average 400 square feet -

per employee and 5 percent vacancy). These
assumptions are the same as for the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative.

Rounded to the nearest 100 acres, these assumptions
yield the following rough estimates for the 14 Centers
Alternative:

A total of 11,600 acres of vacant land would
be consumed for residential uses (1,700 acres
for multi-family and 9,900 acres for single-
family).

A total of 3,700 acres of vacant land would be
consumed for commercial/industrial uses (700
acres for heavy manufacturing and 3,000 acres
for commercial, including business/office
parks).

Rough estimates for the two bookend alternatives
suggest that the burden on the vacant land base is
greater for the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternative when compared with Fourteen Centers.
For example, the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternative requires nearly four times as much vacant
residential land and two and one-half times as much
vacant commercial/industrial land as is needed under
the 14 Centers Alternative.

As based upon the information provided in Table B1
in the Appendix, the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative would consume about 85 percent
of all remaining urban designated vacant land zoned
for residential use. This assumes, consistent with this
alternative, that the CPP basis for the "new" rural area
is not implemented and that the low-density
development patterns of the 1980s continue into the
future. Without adding in the 12,000 vacant acres in
the "new" rural area, the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative consumption of vacant urban
lands would exceed the total amount available by
about 10 percent (44,600 vacant acres needed vs.
about 40,000 acres available).

As based upon the information provided in Table B2
in the Appendix, the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative would consume about 10 percent
more land than all remaining vacant lands in King
County bearing a commercial/industrial zoning

designation, including rural areas (10,100 vacant acres:
needed vs. 9,200 acres available).

In comparison, the 14 Centers Alternative falls -
-comfortably within the vacant lands available, For

residentially zoned lands, Fourteen Centers would
require about 30 percent of the remaining vacant
urban designated acreage (without the "new" rural
area), For commercial/industrially zoned lands, this
alternative would claim about 40 percent of the
available vacant acreage.

All of the alternatives that derive from the CPPs, but
especially the Centers Alternatives, will necessitate a
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occur within high density urban centers as defined in
LU-29 through LU-34, How much new growth will
go into centers will vary depending upon the
alternative selected.

How much new growth will come in the form of infill
and redevelopment is uncertain but will depend on
subsequent actions taken by jurisdictions to implement
the policies, The actions called for in the CPPs
include both regulatory changes, such as establishing
minimum residential densities (LU-51) and maximum
floor area ratios for some commercial development
(LU-61), and provision of incentives for- compact
development (e.g., the urban centers incentives in
LU-35 to LU-38).

As discussed earlier, the share of redevelopment in
the new development mix is likely to vary from 10 to
30 percent on the low side with the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative to 35 to 65 percent on
the high side in the 14 Centers Alternative. The other
three alternatives are likely to fall somewhere in
between, with the probable ordering from high to low
on redevelopment being Eight Centers, Magnets, and
No Action.

Compact development will have consequential
impacts, both adverse and positive. Principal among
the adverse impacts are the following: increased land
prices, increased localized traffic congestion, and
increased public safety concerns.

It should also be noted that there are probable positive
impacts to be had from more compact future
development.  Significant among these positive
elements are:

Less vacant land needed to accommodate new
development.

Less development pressure on resource lands
and unincorporated rural areas. This follows
from the achievement of higher urban densities

in conjunction with the growth phasing policy .

in the CPPs (LU-16). ‘ :

Enhanced access to employment, shopping,
and other services. Development at higher
densities in and nearby urban centers should
place people closer to employment, shopping,
and other services.

Enhanced sense of shared public purpose and
commitment to neighborhood values through
closer community ties. This impact can be

expected to follow from a commitment to
higher densities when supported by good urban
design and a well-conceived program of public
incentives and education.

Reduction in vehicle miles travelled (VMT),
with resultant savings in regional traffic
congestion, energy costs, and improvements in
air quality. Higher density, particularly in the
Centers Alternatives, should encourage greater
use of public transit and other nontraditional
mobility options, therefore reducing VMT.

Possible reduction in long-term public costs of
serving new development. The research
literature leads to no firm conclusion on this
complex issue.® There is a substantial body
of work which suggests that the per unit costs
of serving new growth are lessened at higher
densities.” Other work suggests, however,
that compact development may require high
costs for rehabilitation of existing
infrastructure in already developed areas.®
Others have pointed out that, while per unit
costs may be somewhat less in denser
developments, more public services are
required to support these areas.” Additional
analysis of these questions is being undertaken
in work contracted for by the Fiscal and
Economic Development (FIS/ED) Task Force
of the Growth Management Planning Council.

Impacts Across County Borders

Implementation of the CPPs could have impacts on
land development and capacity that extend beyond the
borders of King County. Some developers have
argued that the CPPs will "chase" new development
to adjoining counties in Washington State, thereby
undermining the local economy and tax base and
increasing prices of the County’s housing stock.

It is difficult to test these assertions because other
factors, such as higher land prices existing in King

- County prior to GMA, could push development into

adjoining counties where land prices are lower. To
some extent as well, cross-county impacts will depend
on the policies adopted in those counties and on the
degree of cooperation that King, Pierce, and
Snohomish Counties are able to achieve through the
multicounty planning policies required by the GMA.,

Tracking of new housing units receiving permits in
the broader Puget Sound Region from 1984 through
1992 provides some baseline evidence which does
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suggest that King County’s share of total regional
development is on the decline. Mason, Skagit, and
Thurston counties are included in the broader region
along with the Central Puget Sound counties of King,
Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish. King County’s share
of the new units built in the broader region (including
units authorized for construction by cities as well as
counties) declined from 49.8 percent in 1984-1985 to
47.7 percent in 1989-1990. King County’s share then
dropped to 37.5 percent during 1991-1992.

Information on the King County share of lots applied
for and recorded in new formal subdivisions in the
four Central Puget Sound counties provides additional
support for this trend. In 1990, King County’s share
of new lots applied for and recorded was 45 percent
and 51 percent, respectively. By 1992, this share had
fallen to 22 percent and 29 percent, respectively.
Through the first six months of 1993, King County’s
share of the new lots applied for had declined to just
5 percent of the regional total. Pierce County was the
clear beneficiary of King County’s declining shares of
new formal subdivision activity.

These changes in building and subdivision activity
have occurred in advance of implementation of the
CPP and are most likely due to other factors.

Impacts of the Alternatives

The analysis of the alternatives in this section is based
upon information provided in Tables 2 and 3, which
compare discounted capacity for dwelling units and
jobs with growth targets for specified land use
categories across the five SEIS alternatives.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative assumes that the CPPs are
in force but that no additional interjurisdictional
action will be taken to implement them. This means
there will be no formal designation of urban centers
or manufacturing/industrial centers. Each jurisdiction
is expected to pursue the vision contained in its

comprehensive plan, acting individually within the

“parameters set forth in the CPPs.

As shown in the third column of Tables 2 and 3, the
discounted capacity for households and jobs in the No
Action Alternative can accommodate the growth
targets which have been specified for all of the land
use categories estdblished to frame the analysis.

The fourth column in Tables 2 and 3 shows that
discounted capacity exceeds growth targets by 25

percent or more with three exceptions. In these three,
the fit between targets and capacity is tight.

Rural cities, including the expansion areas in
adopted community plans, have insufficient
cushion for their growth target. As a group,
they have a 21 percent cushion for growth,
four percent short (about 400 dwelling units)
of the recommended 25 percent buffer
recommended by the Data Forum to support
good market function. Capacity estimates for
the rural cities include 6,500 dwelling units
within city boundaries, and 6,550 units in
approved expansion areas. The portion of
capacity within expansion areas assumes four
dwelling units per acre, per adopted
community plans, and then applies discounts
for critical areas (20 percent), right-of-way (20
percent), public purpose lands (10 percent),
and market factors (15 percent) as explained
earlier in the text.

Auto-friendly areas, overall, also have 21
percent excess dwelling unit capacity against
their growth target for households (111,800),
four percent short (about 4,000 dwelling units)
of the 25 percent cushion recommended by the
Data Forum to support good market function.
It is not possible to specify the relative
"comfort zone" in the two auto-friendly
subcategories, those with and those without
full urban services (other than transit). These
subcategories have not been mapped, pending
a decision on which services to include in the
basic definition.

LAND USE

Page 25



04-Jan~94

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

TABLE 2
Comparison of 20—Year Houschold Growth Targets with Dwelling Unit Capacity by Land Use Designations: Five SEIS Altcrnatives

fouschold G; Farget Niseounind: Dwéiling Unit Capat : ax s Dise _ Target Pits:D ! .
No Action | 8 Centers |14 Centers | Pre—CPP | Magoels NNo Action |8 Centers {14 Centers| Pre~CPP Magnets No Action {8 Ceaters | 14 Centers | Pre—CPP Magnets No Action |8 Centers {14 Cesaters| Pre—CPP lM-gncu
,',;‘. b AJt. At Alt AlL AlL Alt. Al Alt Al Al Alt AlL AlL Al Al Al AlL Alt AlL At
Urban Centers 15.050 $1.600 86.000 6.450 15.050 31.700 54.000 T2.000 31700 31.700] YES YES NO YES YES | YES . NO NO YES YES
Nogp Center Urban
Arcas .

— Transit Friendly 62350 77.400 73.100 55.900 62350 110.500 136,100 118.100 110.500| 110500 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
— Auto Friendly 111.800 73.100 45,150 120.400 109.650 135.800 87.900 87.900 135.050| 135.800] YES YES YES YES- Y‘ES NO NO YES NO NO
wi full services (83.850), (55.900 (34.400; (75250 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 7 ? 2 ? 7 ? 7
wio [ull services (27.950) (17200 (10.750 (45,150 ? ? 7 7 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Rural Cities 10.750 8.600 6.450 12,900 12900 13.050 13.050 13.050 13,050 13.050f YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES NO NO

Ualoc. Roral Areas
- Added by CPP 6,450 2.150 2150 8.600 6.450 10.600 10.600 10.600 10.600 ( 10.6001 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES
—Existing belore CPP 6.450 2150 2,150 8.600 6,450 18.700 18.700 18.700 18.700| 18.700f YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Resource Lands 2,150 0 0 2,150 2,150 NA NA NA NA NA ? YES YES ? ? ? YES YES ? ?

TOTALS 215,000|. 215.000 215,000 215.000| 215,000 320.350| 320,350| 320.350 320.350 320.350] YES YES YES YES YES | YES YES YES YES YES

Note: Dwelling unit capacity allocations arc estimates based on map ysis and g ditions data pr d in Table 6. No estimates are available for full service and non— full service areas of the auto~friendly category because
they have not been mapped. Capacity data for resource lands are not available. Rural city data incfude exp areasin adopted ity plans. Pre—CPP Alt. = Prior 1o Countywide Planning Policies Alternative :
am/able—awk3
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TABLE 3
Comparison of 20—Year Employment Growth Targets with Employment Capacity by Land Use Designations: Five SEIS Alternatives

Employinent Growth Targe Diiounted Employmént Capasity 1S Jiited.Capacily ‘Target Fits Discounted Capacity Plus:25%7
No Action (8 Centers {14 Centers|Pre—CPP | Magocts | No Actioa | 8 Centers |14 Centers | Pre—CPP lh;ncur No Action [8 Centers | 14 Centers | Pre—CPP Magocts No Action |8 Ceanters 14 Centers| Pre~CPP Magoets
iDesignation 2| Al AlL Al AlL AL Alt. AlL Al AlL Alr Alt Alt. Al Al Al Al Al Al Alt. Alt.
Urban Ceoters 102,000 166.600| 251,600 68.000 102.000 110,300 233300 312,000 110300 110300} YES YES YES YES YES NO YES NO YES NO
Manu. Centers 6,800 17,000 17.000 3.400 17.000 £0.000 80,000 80,000 80.000 80,000 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES VES YES
Noa Center
Urban Ascas 221.000 146.200 64.600] 255.000| 210.800 512,500 389.500 310.800 512200 5125001 YES YES YES YES YES _YES YES YES YES YES
- Activity Arcas (119.000)  (91.800)  (30.600) (129200) (129200 ? ? 7 ? M 2 ? ? ? ? 2 ? ? ? ?
~ Business/Off. Pks (40.800)] (27200  (17.000§ (51000} (51,000 ? ? ? ? H ? 7 ? 1 ? ? ? ? ?
~ Other Urban (61.200), (27.200 (17,000 (74,800 (30.600 1 ? ? 7 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Rural/ Resource
Ascas
~ Rural Cities 6.800 6.800 3.400 10200 6.800 NA NA NA NA NA ? 1 ? ? 7 ? ? ? ? ?
— Other Rural 1.700 1.700 1.700 1.700 1.700 8.500 8.500 8,500 8500 8,500 YES YES YES YES YES . YES YES YES YES YES
- Resource lands 1.700 1,700 1,700 1.700 1,700 NA NA NA NA NA ? ? 7 7 T ? 7 ? 7 ?
TOTALS 340,000{ 340,000[ 340,000| 340,000; 340.000 711,300 711,300 711,300 711.300 711.300f YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Note: Employment capacity allocations are estimates based on map analysis and existing conditions data presented in Table 7. Job estimates for the floor arca data presented in Table 7 were derived bascd on standards for sclected land
use types in the 1991 Trip Generation manual published by the Institute of Transportation Engincers: 400 square feet per commercial zone employee: 550 square fect per industrial zone employee. Estimates are not available
for subcategories of non center urban areas because they have not been mapped. Capacity data for rural citics and resource lands are not available. Pre—CPP AlL = Prior to Countywide Planning Policies Alicrpative

nm/table ~b.wk3
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The three urban centers included in -this
alternative are those expected to meet
CPPspolicy criteria by 2010 even in the
absence of formal designation -- Seattle’s
CBD, First Hill/Capitol Hall, and University
District. These centers have eight percent
excess employment capacity (total of 110,300)
over the 20-year jobs growth target of
102,000. This is 17 percent short (about
17,200 jobs) of the 25 percent recommended
cushion, Capacity for additional jobs under
current zoning is tightest in the University
District. In addition, it should be noted that
the Centers targets assume a 20-year buildout
to the 50 jobs per gross acre criterion specified
in the CPPs. Urban centers numbers have
been discounted 20 percent for market factors
because most new development there would
entail redevelopment, not vacant land. Seattle
and other jurisdictions also made indirect
allowance for market factors in the basic
calculation for employment capacity via
redevelopment, prior to application of the
formal 20 percent discount. This was done by
excluding those parcels where the assessed
value of improvements was more than half the
land value. If one assumes a target buildout
to CPPs criteria takes longer than 20 years, or
if one discounts less deeply for market factors,
these centers might have an adequate capacity
cushion, even under current zoning.

The No Action Alternative will produce a growth
pattern that is more compact than the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative, but less so than the
other three alternatives. As stated in the Affected
Environment section of the SEIS, residential densities
countywide have averaged about 20 dwelling units per
gross acre for multifamily and about two to three
units per gross acre for single family in recent years.
Floor area ratios for commercially zoned areas have
typically averaged .2 to .3 (ratio of floor space to
gross parcel size) and .1 to .2 for industrially zoned
lands. As suggested above, this alternative will
consume less vacant land than the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies option, but more than the Centers or
Magnets Alternatives. ’

Eight Centers Alternative

This Alternative assumes that eight urban centers will
be developed per CPP LU-28 as a result of further
interjurisdictional action: five in Seattle (CBD, First
Hill/Capitol Hill, Seattle Center/South Lake Union,

Northgate, and University District), Bellevue CBD,
Renton CBD, and SeaTac CBD.

As shown in the third column of Tables 2 and 3, the
discounted capacity for households and jobs in the
Eight Centers Alternative can accommodate the
growth targets which have been specified for all of
the land use categories established to frame the
analysis.

The fourth column in Tables 2 and 3 shows that
discounted capacity exceeds growth targets by 25
percent or more with two exceptions, both in Table 2.
In these two, the fit between household targets and
dwelling unit capacity is tight.

Auto-friendly areas, overall, have 20 percent
excess dwelling unit capacity against their
growth target for households (73,100), five
percent short (about 3,500 units) of the 25
percent cushion recommended by the Data
Forum to support good market function,
Again, for reasons noted above, it is not
possible to specify the relative "comfort zone"
in the two auto-friendly subcategories, those
with and those without full urban services
(other than transit).

The eight urban centers included in this
alternative have 5 percent excess discounted
dwelling unit capacity (total of 54,100) over
the 20-year household growth target of 51,600.
This is 20 percent (about 10,400 units) short
of the recommended cushion of 25 percent.
The Renton and SeaTac CBDs, under current
zoning, are well short of the capacity required
to support center development. In addition, it
should be noted that the Centers targets
assume a 20-year buildout to the 15 dwelling
units per gross acre criterion specified in the
CPPs. Urban centers numbers have been
discounted 20 percent for market factors
because most new development there would '
entail redevelopment, not vacant land. It
should also be noted that Seattle made indirect
allowance for market -factors in the basic
calculation for multifamily residential capacity
via redevelopment, prior to application of the
formal 20 percent discount. This was done by
excluding those parcels where the assessed
value of improvements was more than half the
land value. If one assumes a target buildout to
CPPs criteria takes longer than 20 years, or if
one discounts less deeply for market factors,
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these centers might have an adequate capacity
cushion, even under current zoning.

The Eight Centers Alternative will produce a growth
pattern that is more compact, and will consume less
vacant land, than all but one of the five SEIS
alternatives -- the 14 Centers Alternative.

14 Centers Alternative

This Alternative assumes that fourteen urban centers
will be developed per CPP LU-28 as a result of
further interjurisdictional action: the eight centers of
the previous alternative plus six additional -- Federal
Way CBD, Kent CBD, Redmond CBD, Overlake,
Totem Lake, and the Tukwila CBD.

As shown in the third column of Tables 2 and 3, the
discounted capacity for households and jobs in the 14
Centers Alternative can accommodate the growth
targets which have been specified for all but one of
the land use categories established to frame the
analysis,

The household growth target for the fourteen
centers, 86,000 for the group, exceeds their
collective discounted capacity estimate of
72,000 dwelling units by almost 20 percent.
Of the six additional centers in this
Alternative, only the Kent CBD, as currently
zoned, has sufficient dwelling unit capacity to
meet the household criterion for centers
development. In addition, it should be noted
that the Centers targets assume a 20-year
buildout to the 15 dwelling units per gross
acre criterion specified in the CPP. Urban
centers numbers have been discounted 20
percent for market factors because most new
development there would entail redevelopment,
not vacant land. If one assumes a target
buildout to CPP criteria takes longer than 20
years, or if one discounts less deeply for
market factors, many of these centers might

not be short of capacity, even under current

zoning.

The fourth column in Tables 2 and 3 shows that
discounted capacity exceeds growth targets by 25
percent with two exceptions, In these cases,
discounted capacity is either insufficient or tight with
respect to specified growth targets.

As explained above, the 14 urban centers
included in this alternative have no cushion for
their growth target. As a group they do not

have the minimum discounted capacity needed
to accommodate their 20-year household
growth target.

The 14 Centers as a group have 24 percent
excess employment capacity beyond their
specified target of 251,600. This is just one
percent (about 2,500 jobs) short of the 25
percent cushion recommended by the Data
Forum to support good market function,

The 14 Centers Alternative will produce the most
compact growth pattern of the five SEIS alternatives
and consume the least amount of vacant land. It will
require an increment in densities of new development
well beyond existing conditions.

In the example developed earlier, it was assumed that
residential densities would increase, on average, to
about 30 units per gross acre for future multifamily
development and to about 5.0 units per gross acre for
single family in this alternative. For
commercial/industrial development, floor area ratios
were assumed conservatively to increase to 3. to 4
for commercially zoned acreage and to .2 to .3 for
heavy industrial uses. These assumptions are based
on the greater shares of growth targeted for the
centers for both households and jobs and a greater
emphasis on efficient land use throughout urban
designated areas.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

The Pre-Countywide Planning Alternative assumes
that there will be no countywide designation of urban
centers or manufacturing/industrial centers. Each
jurisdiction will pursue the vision contained in its
comprehensive plan, acting individually without the
parameters provided by the CPPs,

As shown in the third column of Tables 2 and 3, the
discounted capacity for households and jobs in the -
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative can

- accommodate the growth targets which have been
- specified for all of the land use categories established

to frame the analysis.

The fourth column in Tables 2 and 3 shows that
discounted capacity exceeds growth targets by 25
percent or more with three exceptions. In these three,
the fit between targets and discounted capacity is
tight.

Rural cities, including the expansion areas in
adopted community plans, have insufficient
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cushion for their growth target. As a group,
they have virtually no cushion for growth in
this alternative.  About 1,300 additional
dwelling units would be needed to provide a
capacity cushion. Capacity estimates for the
rural cities include 6,500 dwelling units within
city boundaries, and 6,550 units in approved
expansion areas. The portion of capacity
within expansion areas assumes four dwelling
units per acre, per adopted community plans,
and then applies discounts for critical areas (20
percent), right-of-way (20 percent), public
purpose lands (10 percent), and market factors
(15 percent) as explained earlier in the text.

The 49 square mile "new" rural area proposed
in the CPP has a 23 percent capacity cushion
beyond its specified household growth target
of 8,600 in this Alternative. This is just two
percent (150 dwelling units) below the 25
percent cushion recommended to support
proper market function.

Auto-friendly areas, overall, have 13 percent
excess dwelling unit capacity against their
growth target for households (120,400), well
short (about 14,700 dwelling units) of the 25
percent cushion recommended by the Data
Forum to support good market function, For
reasons noted previously, it is not possible to
specify the relative "comfort zone" in the two
auto-friendly subcategories, those with and
those without full urban services (other than
transit).

The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative
will produce a growth pattern that is least compact,
and consumes more vacant land, than any of the other
four SEIS alternatives. It may be expected to produce
a continuation of recent trends.

The Magnet Alternative

The Magnet Alternative is a "strategy that seeks to

make urban growth areas and urban centers magnets' -
" for future growth." It emphasizes incentives as

opposed to regulations and sets forth the notion of
"least cost planning,” which is "a process that defines
a series of quantifiable and measurable goals that
create an overall target quality of life, measured by
benchmarking."

Growth targets presented by the Magnets team
suggest that, across most land use categories, the
Magnet Alternative is most similar to the No Action

Alternative, For this reason, the discounted land
capacity numbers for the Magnet Alternative are
assumed to be distributed like those of the No Action
Alternative,

As shown in the third column of Tables 2 and 3, the
discounted capacity for households and jobs in the
Magnet Alternative can accommodate the growth
targets which have been specified for all of the land
use categories established to frame the analysis.

The fourth column in Tables 2 and 3 shows that
discounted capacity exceeds growth targets by 25
percent or more with three exceptions. In these three,
the fit between targets and capacity is tight.

Rural cities, including the expansion areas in
adopted community plans, have insufficient
cushion for their growth target. As a group,
they have virtually no cushion for growth in
this Alternative.  About 1,300 additional
dwelling units would be needed to provide a
capacity cushion, Capacity estimates for the
rural cities include 6,500 dwelling units within
city boundaries, and 6,550 units in approved
expansion areas. The portion of capacity
within expansion areas assumes four dwelling
units per acre, per adopted community plans,
and then applies discounts for critical areas (20
percent), right-of-way (20 percent), public
purpose lands (10 percent), and market factors
(15 percent) as explained earlier in the text,

Discounted dwelling unit capacity in the
auto-friendly land use is 22 percent above the
households growth target of 109,650 in this
alternative, This is just 3 percent short (about
1,300 units) of the 25 percent cushion
recommended to support good market
function.

Discounted capacity for employment in urban.
centers is 15 percent greater than the 102,000

jobs target specified in the Magnet Alternative.

This is well short (about 17,200 jobs) of the

25 percent cushion recommended to support
good market function. In addition, it is
important to remember that the capacity
numbers in this alternative are assumed to
resemble the No Action Alternative. If the
Magnets team were to assume more than the
three centers specified in the No Action
Alternative (and no specific number of centers
have been designated by the Magnets team),
then this conclusion might not be valid.
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Additionally, the Centers targets assume a
20-year buildout to the 50 jobs per gross acre
criterion specified in the CPPs. Urban centers
numbers have been discounted 20 percent for
market factors because most new development
there would entail redevelopment, not vacant
land. If one assumes a target buildout to CPP
criteria takes longer than 20 years, or if one
discounts less deeply for market factors, these
centers might have an adequate capacity
cushion, even under current zoning.

The Magnet Alternative will likely produce a pattern
of growth more compact than the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative, but less compact than
the Eight and 14 Centers Alternatives. The Magnet
Alternative would most likely resemble the No Action
Alternative in compactness. It might produce a
pattern somewhat more compact, and consume less
acreage, than No Action because it proposes clear
benchmarks for the share of higher density
redevelopment and infill in the overall development
mix -- at least 25 percent of all new development as
either redevelopment or infill by the year 2000, and
at least 50 percent by 2010.

Summary of Findings for the Alternatives

Looking over the results presented in Tables 2 and 3,
there is a single case in which discounted land
capacity under existing zoning falls short of the
specified 20-year growth target.

Urban centers show a shortfall (about 14,000
dwelling units) against current zoned capacity
in a single alternative (14 Centers).

There are no shortfalls against current zoned capacity
that can be documented for commercial or industrially
zoned uses. In every case, for each alternative, the
specified growth target is accommodated by
discounted capacity under the current zoning.

When one looks at the capability of existing zoned

capacity to provide a 25 percent cushion on top of
targeted growth, however, tight market conditions
appear in one-quarter of the cases. Inadequate
cushion appears in 13 of 52 comparisons (25 percent)
for which estimates could be made:

« Urban Centers -- 5 instances

- Auto-Friendly Urban Areas -- 4 instances

- Rural Cities, with expansion areas -- 3 instances
- Unincorporated "New" Rural area -- 1 instance

These cases of inadequate cushion for new growth are
distributed fairly evenly across the five SEIS
alternatives:

- No Action -- 3 instances
- Eight Centers -- 2 instances
- 14 Centers -- 2 instances
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Plans -- 3
instances
- Magnet -- 3 instances

In most cases, fairly minor adjustments to zoning
could mitigate the cushion shortfall.

Three important qualifications must be noted here:

First, these conclusions are in part a product of
the assumptions used by local planners in
preparing and discounting their capacity
estimates, #s described in the text. They also
are affect¢:d by the assumptions implicit in the
growth target numbers themselves. Given the
sensitivity of the conclusions to assumptions,
it is probably wise to pay little attention to
findings that show a shortfall of less than five
or ten percent.

Second, the findings conceal considerable
variation within land use categories. The
status of Seattle’s and Bellevue’s proposed
urban centers, for example, is quite different
from those in places like Federal Way, Totem
Lake, and Tukwila, to name a few. Detailed
jurisdictional analysis is beyond the scope of
this analysis because, for the most part,
jurisdictions have yet to specify targets for
themselves. This step will come soon.

Finally, it is important to stress that these
findings are based on conditions under current
‘zoning. Shortfalls do not invalidate the CPPs.
They simply provide a sense of how much
zoning and associated regulations might have
to change to accommodate the growth target
-assumptions. ’ .

Other Policy Options

The policy options to the alternatives contained in the
proposed policies of the three Task Forces would, if
implemented, affect the alternatives analysis with
respect to land capacity and development issues as
follows:
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Technical Review Areas

Recommended changes to land use in the five
technical review areas around Renton and Issaquah
would result in a cumulative shift of slightly more
than one square mile (645.8 acres) from rural to an
urban designation. This would have a negligible
increase in the overall countywide capacity of urban
areas to absorb growth, particularly in view of the
fact that staff are recommending that much of the
area be zoned to function as low density Urban
Separators that would have little future development.

No Rail Option

The land development and capacity analysis was
based on existing zoning and specified growth target
assumptions. The No Rail Option would not affect
this analysis.

In the long run, probably well beyond the 20-year
planning horizon of the CPP, the presence or absence
of rail would have an effect on the location and
compactness of future development. The number and
the densities of new developments along the rail
corridor would likely be greater than would occur in
the absence of rail. The magnitude of this difference,
when compared with the transit initiatives that would
be assumed in the absence of rail (e.g., more bus and
HOV lanes), is uncertain.

Affordable Housing Policies

The options to the policies proposed by the
Affordable Housing Task Force, particularly the
modifications to AH-1, may require a shift of zoned
capacity to allow more small lot single family and
multifamily development during the 20-year planning
horizon. However, zoning for added multifamily
capacity will not ensure that units are built, nor that
they will be affordable to low and moderate income
households.

There is substantial unused capacity for multifamily
units under current zoning. As illustrated in Table BS

‘in the Appendix, which has been discounted for

market and other factors per the Data Forum
methodology, the vacant portion of the urban
designated land base alone could provide housing for
66,600 additional households. Although comparable
data are not available for redevelopment potential, one
might assume a $imilar or even greater yield for
multifamily based on the character of recent
residential redevelopment. Conservatively, if half of
the redevelopment total in Table B3 in the Appendix

is multifamily, an additional 71,150 units might be
realized, for a combined multifamily capacity of
137,750.

This very rough estimate represents approximately 61
percent of the 226,000 dwelling units that will be
needed (allowing 5 percent vacancy) to accommodate
the 20-year countywide growth target of 215,000
households. Compared with the 55 percent
multifamily share of new development that King
County experienced during the 1980s, these figures
cast doubt on whether a change in aggregate zoned
capacity to include more multifamily will be needed
during the next 20 years.

This information does not indicate, of course, that
zoned capacity for higher density housing is located
in appropriate locations to meet community needs. It
says nothing about the mix of unit types (e.g.,
townhouse vs. apartment-type units, low-rise vs.
high-rise) and density ranges provided for in the
existing zoning. All of these factors deserve scrutiny
because they are important to producing higher
density housing that is both attractive to prospective
tenants and buyers as well as to existing community
residents.

Also, the availability of capacity for higher density
units, including small lot single family as well as
multifamily structure types, is only part of the
solution to the housing affordability problem. As
described elsewhere in this SEIS many multifamily
units are not affordable to lower income households
(below 50 percent of median income). While higher
densities are probably a necessary condition for
housing affordable to lower income households in
King County, they are not of themselves sufficient to
ensure affordable housing. Providing subsidies, other
incentives, and appropriate regulatory relief for higher
density construction is equally if not more important.

Economic Development Policies

Two issues relevant to land capacity are brought to

Tlight in the policy options to the CPPs proposed by

the FIS/ED Task Force. These issues involve:

1) Change in manufacturing jobs during the 20-year
planning horizon.

2) Policies with respect to business/office parks
(BOPs).

With respect to the first issue, the FIS/ED Task Force
has proposed a change to CPP LU-39 that would
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assume a 10 percent growth in manufacturing
employment over the 20-year planning horizon. This
proposed change, amounting to an increase of 17,000
manufacturing jobs, has been factored into the
analysis of three alternatives -- Eight and 14 Centers
and the Magnet Alternative.

The 17,000 jobs, 5 percent of all employment growth,
are reflected in the manufacturing centers category in
these three alternatives, despite the fact that not all of
these jobs would site in these centers. It is assumed
_that manufacturing jobs locating outside these centers
(for example, in BOPs) would be balanced by a like
number of nonmanufacturing jobs (for example, in
retail and transportation-related activities) that would
be attracted into the centers by the new manufacturing
activity.

In comparison with these assumptions, the No Action
and Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternatives
assume considerably less growth in manufacturing, as
reflected in the small growth figures in manufacturing
centers in those alternatives (2 percent and 1 percent,
respectively).

As shown in Table 3, there appears to be adequate
land capacity to accommodate the manufacturing
targets assumed in the alternatives. In reviewing the
comparisons of targets to discounted capacity in
manufacturing centers, it is important to remember
that most jurisdictions reporting industrial capacity
used conservative floor area ratio (FAR) assumptions
based on already developed industrial land (.1 to .2
FAR). Discounts for critical areas and right-of-way
were also made by most cities, in addition to the
market discounts applied in this SEIS.

One noteworthy exception to this methodology is the
City of Seattle, which based its floor area assumptions
on higher code-adopted FARs (which would allow
multistory industrial uses) and did not discount for
critical areas (because critical areas are not precluded
from development under city codes). At the same

time, Seattle’s estimate is conservative in that it did -
not include any redevelopment potential in its-

- industrial lands capacity estimate.

The conclusion derived from Table 3 regarding the
adequacy of discounted land capacity to absorb
manufacturing center job targets receives added
support from a 1993 study of Seattle’s industrial land
base, which comprises at least one-third of King
County’s capacity for new industrial development (see
Table B4 in the Appendix). This study concludes that
industrial land capacity is adequate while

acknowledging that there are significant problems
facing any industrial development in Seattle (e.g.,
parcel aggregation and toxic waste clean-up).

In terms of the second issue, the FIS/ED Task Force,
the Suburban Cities Association (SCA), and the City
of Seattle all have proposed changes to the CPPs
regarding BOPs. CPP FW-2(c) and LU-59, which
prohibited cities from expanding land area zoned for
BOPs, were remanded to King County Council for
action by the Central Puget Sound Planning Hearings
Board in March 1993." The King County Council
subsequently removed both policies from the CPPs.
The proposed changes are suggested within this
context.

The FIS/ED Task Force appears to call for increased
land availability for BOPs in its proposed change to
LU-59. The SCA proposes to leave the matter to
individual jurisdictions and their local plans. The
City of Seattle proposes to allow BOP development in
manufacturing centers and, possibly, even urban
centers in the event that proposals could meet urban
centers’ density criterion for employment (50 jobs per
gross acre).

The competing proposals are difficult to compare
because they make different assumptions concerning
the kinds of jobs that typically site in BOPs, and
empirical evidence on this question is in short supply.
The FIS/ED Task Force believes jobs that go into
BOPs are largely unable to site in urban centers.
These are jobs that require extensive land area for
light manufacturing, assembly, storage, and movement
of goods. In this view, BOPs often serve as
"incubators" for new, small businesses that cannot
afford the high rents of urban centers. In the view of
the FIS/ED Task Force, there is little or no
competition within urban centers for this kind of
employment.

The cities see the situation differently, with Seattle.
perceiving a clear and direct threat to urban centers
" employment targets from' BOPs and the SCA a bit
less so. The SCA attempts to distinguish between '
- traditional office jobs, which should go to urban

centers in its view, and "Business/Technology/
Warehouse” jobs which might legitimately require
extensive land area.

The FIS/ED proposal would likely increase
competition for jobs. The City of Seattle proposal to
encourage BOPs in existing manufacturing centers
would, if feasible, reduce the potential competition for
jobs between BOPs and centers. The SCA proposal
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would have an uncertain impact on competition for
jobs, depending on how effectively traditional office
jobs could be encouraged or required to go into urban
centers,

Full data are not available to assess the present
capacity for BOP-type employment in King County.
Data Forum work, based upon a definition of BOPs
provided by a member of the FIS/ED, showed that 15
to 35 percent of four cities” zoned capacity for future
commercial and industrial development could be used
to accommodate BOPs:

Bellevue, 15 percent (4.5 million of 30.5
million potential square feet of floor space);

Kent, 23 percent (6.4 million of 28.1 million
square feet);

Kirkland, 35 percent (2.1 million of 6.0
million square feet); and

Seattle, 15 percent (26.3 million of 171.1
million square feet).

Cumulatively, if one assumes 300 to 500 square feet
per employee in BOPs (based on the Institute of
Transportation Engineers 1991 Trip Generation
Manual), it would be possible to accommodate
between 78,600 and 131,000 additional BOPs jobs in
these four cities, a range more than sufficient to
handle the BOP targets in all of the alternatives. It
must be noted, however, that two-thirds of this
capacity is in the form of potential redevelopment, a
proposition which many consider highly dubious
given problems such as toxic wastes and parcel
fragmentation. In addition, only 1.3 million square
feet of these four cities’ commercial and industrial
capacity is in vacant parcels ten acres in size or
larger. Only 2,600 to 4,300 BOPs jobs could be
accommodated on these parcels.

In summary, the data lead to no firm conclusion

" regarding the capacity or the availability of lands

- zoned for BOPs in King County. -
Rurél Character Policies .

The policy changes proposed by the Rural Character
Task Force appear to call for a reduction in the zoned
residential land capacity of rural areas. In
RU-FWa(f), the Task Force declares that "The rural
areas shall offer important alternative and/or
qualitative housing choices but shall not be considered

a quantitatively significant part of the county's
residential growth capacity."

As based upon the information provided in Table B3
in the Appendix, unincorporated rural areas together
comprise an estimated 29,300 dwelling units of
additional discounted capacity, not counting Rural
City expansion areas, about 9 percent of the
countywide total. About one third of this added
capacity resides in the "new" Rural Area of about 49
square miles that is proposed for rural redesignation
in the CPPs. The balance is in rural areas as they
existed prior to adoption of the CPPs.

The Rural Character Task Force asks the SEIS to
evaluate the effect of downzoning to 20 or 35 acre
minimum lot sizes in rural areas, consistent with a
vision that emphasizes resource husbandry and
encourages stewardship of lands rather than land
development. This would result in an overall
reduction of approximately 10,000 dwelling units
(two-thirds of this in the "new" Rural Area).
Substantial residual capacity -- about 18,000 to 20,000
units -- would remain because three-quarters of the
approximately 17,700 vacant parcels existing in rural
areas are existing lots less than five acres in size.

URBAN GROWTH AREAS AND URBAN
CENTERS

Introduction

This section will roughly compare the alternatives,
looking at how much growth is contained within the
UGA, the impacts of the distribution and
concentration of growth on the built environment and
land use pattern, and measures necessary to mitigate
these impacts.

Impacts of the Alternatives
The alternatives call for varying degrees of

concentrated development. The following issues are
applicable to all of the alternatives: regional context

- and market response.

There is some uncertainty as to what the cumulative
impacts the policies of the region (Pierce, Snohomish
and Kitsap) will have on King County’s pattern of
development. The impacts of the policies will depend
on the level of cooperation achieved between the
counties through implementation.!” Policies which
are perceived to call for specific types of land use
patterns may be negated or their impacts mitigated by
the land use activities of other counties. Under the
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PSRC’s Multicounty Policies (VISION 2020 as
amended)’!, there should be coordinated action that
supports centers development while providing
adequate land regionally for the forecast residential
and employment needs.

Market forces and personal preferences play an
important role in where, when, and how development
occurs.’? On their own, policies, zoning, and land
use designations may not be able to achieve the high
density residential and employment targets for the
urban centers. In recognition of this, the CPPs
recommend the use of funding strategies and
incentives, as well as utilizing public-private
partnerships, to achieve design and density goals for
the urban centers.

However, if people do not change their desire for
living in a single family home on larger lots, then
they will not purchase homes in areas of higher
density. The market will respond by striving to
provide more of the types of homes people will buy
in the locations that people prefer.

A shift in peoples’ general attirude must occur in
order for this more concentrated pattern of
development to happen. That this shift is already
beginning to take place is apparent in the increase in
public concern over the impacts of the pattern of
sprawl development, as well as in their participation
in the evaluation of the impacts of regional and local
plans and programs.'* However, the recent market
trends discussed under Affected Environment showed
a shift to lower density development in the 1990’s
from the 1980°s. To the extent that shifts in attitudes
do not correspond with the County’s desired
allocation of growth, development may begin to leave
the County and locate elsewhere in the region.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative assumes no action will be
taken by the GMPC on any of the recommendations
of the CPPs, such as designating urban or
manufacturing centers. This will encourage a more

~dispersed - pattérn of lower density development
throughout the UGA than would occur in the Centers

Alternatives.

Under this alternative, a lower percentage of growth
is accommodated within urban centers and a larger
amount of development is allocated to undeveloped
areas of the UGA. This could pose a significant
impact on these areas in terms of the availability of

infrastructure necessary to accommodate additional
development.'

Under this alternative, only one third of the total
growth in employment would take place in the urban
centers, compared to the Centers Alternatives which
allocate 49 percent and 74 percent, respectively. The
majority of employment growth would occur outside
the centers in the UGA, resulting in commercial
development along major arterials, in shopping malls
and existing downtown centers, or in low density
business/office parks. There would be a greater
demand on the conversion of open spaces and
environmentally sensitive lands for higher intensity
development within the UGA than in the Centers
Alternatives. '

Urban centers would not be formally designated under
this alternative. However, cities could choose to meet
the recommended employment and population targets
for urban centers, as stated in the CPPs. Currently,
there is only one area meeting the households and
employment density criteria in Seattle -- the
University District. Under current trends and planned
capacity, Seattle’s Central Business District (CBD)
and First Hill/Capitol Hill are forecasted to qualify as
urban centers in the future and are assumed to do so
in this alternative. First Hill/Capitol Hill nearly meets
both the employment and population criteria presently
and modest change would be necessary. Seattle’s
Central Business District already meets the
employment requirements. The households living
downtown would need to more than double to achieve
the minimum 15 households per gross acre. This
would require new construction. In a built city such
as Seattle, new construction implies the need to
demolish existing structures, possibly displacing
current residents or jobs."

In the remainder of the urban growth area, the CPPs
provide guidelines which encourage the concentration .
of growth in the No Action Alternative. Policies
require jurisdictions to meet their future residential
requirements by encouraging infill development has

“both positive and negative impacts on UGAs for the -

No Action Alternative. While this could assist in
decreasing the overall amount of land consumed for
residential purposes, it would also tend to increase
densities in existing neighborhoods.  Increased
densities from infill development could have a critical
impact on the urban form and the quality of life.'s
The character of development in the neighborhood
may change significantly.
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retain features which contribute to the overall quality
of life, concentrate development near services and
facilities, and provide sufficient urban services for
development. These policies should mitigate the
adverse effects of concentrated development.

One policy redirects the location of future office
building development from outside to inside urban
centers. In addition to increasing densities within
urban centers, this policy may create adverse impacts
on the cost of available land for future business/office
uses. It must be recognized that some businesses may
need to acquire large amounts of office space for their
operations. Typically, areas outside of cities have
been the only places that could provide a land base
large enough to support this type of development and
at a lower cost.'” Start-up businesses will also need
to be able to locate inexpensive space for their
operations within urban centers. For business/office
parks locating outside urban centers, jurisdictions are
encouraged to foster a mixed-use approach to
designing business/office parks, versus creating an
employment destination. This could have significant
impact on the character of land use under the No
Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative
allocates approximately 41,000 new jobs to
business/office parks. Therefore, the net impact on
the No Action Alternative will be greater than those
for both the Centers Alternatives which allocate lower
numbers of new jobs to these areas.

Eight Centers Alternative

Compared to the No Action Alternative, the Eight
Centers Alternative is expected to produce more
adverse impacts on character of the urban centers, and
the built environment and less impacts on other areas
inside the UGA. The Eight Centers Alternative
differs from the No Action Alternative in that all of
the recommendations contained within the CPPs are
acted upon by the GMPC. As part of these actions,
eight urban centers are formally designated to receive
significant portions of future household and

- employment growth. New growth is targeted first to
these centers, and next to-other urbanized areas w1th .

available infrastructure capacity.

Second only to the 14 Centers Alternative, the Eight
Centers Alternative targets the greatest amount of
residential and employment growth to urban centers
with high capacity transit and multi-modal
transportation options.  Areas outside the urban
centers without a full range of urban services, but
within the UGA, are allocated less growth than in the

No Action, Pre-Countywide Planning Policies, or the
Magnet Alternative.

" Under the Eight Centers Alternative, an additional

167,000 new jobs and 51,600 new households are
allocated to the places nominated as the eight urban
centers: Seattle central business district (CBD),
University District, Northgate, South Lake Union,
First Hill, Bellevue CBD, Renton and SeaTac. The
CPPs call for these urban centers to accommodate a
minimum of 15,000 jobs within .5 miles of a transit
center, and, at a minimum, an average of 50
employees and 15 households per gross acre, all
within 1.5 square miles. For purposes of comparison,
currently Renton’s CBD, South Lake Union,
University District, and First Hill all contain
approximately 50 jobs per acre. Seattle’s CBD
contains 123 jobs per acre, Bellevue’s CBD contains
60 jobs per acre, and Northgate only 23. In terms of
households per acre, First Hill contains 21, University
District 15, Seattle’s CBD 10, Northgate and South
Lake Union 7, and Renton’s CBD only 2.

Since there is very little vacant land within centers,
the majority of new development must take place
through infill and redevelopment of existing areas.
The result could be a dramatic change in the urban
form and potentially the quality of life in these
centers.'*  For example, in Renton’s CBD, the
pattern and scale of housing will potentially change
from low density, single family homes at an average
of 2 units per acre, to small scale or low rise
apartment buildings at an average of 15 units per acre
within a 1.5 square mile area. Higher density
residential, employment and mixed use development
would have to be carefully designed with the city’s
vision for their future character in mind.

Of the eight centers, Northgate and SeaTac would
require near doubling of their employment base to
achieve the minimum employment for a center. All
of the eight centers require major increases in
households except First Hill and the University .
District. These changes imply new construction,

~which could require demolition of existing buildings

or redevelopment of vacant tracts, Unmitigated, the
increased densities could potentially lead to
degradation of environmental quality in the
surrounding area, a change in the character of the
neighborhood or area, and a decrease in the general
quality of life.’ Increased competition for a
constrained supply of land within the urban centers
may also cause the cost of land and subsequently
housing and office space to increase.”
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The Eight Centers Alternative assumes
implementation of the Regional Transit System Plan.
Implementation of the Regional Transit System Plan
would significantly increase the attractiveness of
certain areas for development, thus increasing the
potential to achieve the target employment and
population densities in urban centers allocated by the
Eight Centers Alternative. Outside of urban centers,
land use could intensify in smaller activity centers
served by rail. This displacement of uses out of the
center and potential increase in growth and density
within UGA could work against the pattern of growth
allocated by the Eight Centers Alternative.

The assessment of general impacts in the UGA
outside of centers are similar to those of the No
Action Alternative, although the amount of the
potential impact is less. Under the Eight Centers
Alternative, very few office parks are expected to
occur (only 27,200 new jobs), therefore these policies
will result in very little change in the urban form
outside of the urban centers. Hence, the net impact
on the Eight Centers Alternative will be less than
those for the No Action, the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies, or the Magnet Alternatives, which allocate
higher numbers of new jobs to these business/office
parks. The impact on office space costs may be
higher than in the No Action Alternative, however,
because of the increased competition for space caused
by The Eight Centers Alternative’s allocation of
approximately 167,000 new jobs to urban centers.

The CPPs which are a part of this alternative mitigate
the impacts associated with increased population
growth and new development associated with the
development of urban centers. For example, one
policy provides for urban centers to be characterized
by superior urban design which reflects the character
of the local community, sufficient open spaces and
recreational opportunities, and a pedestrian emphasis.
Other policies ensure that urban centers are served by
transit, and that land use designs facilitate pedestrian
orientation. Another policy requires each jurisdiction
designating urban centers to conduct.a SEPA analysis
of the impacts from the centers designation action. It
is assumed that the SEPA analysis will be based on
‘more information at a higher level of detail than was
available during this analysis.

Several policies provide requirements on retaining
many of the elements which contribute to quality of
life -- diversity, neighborhood urban design, human
and social services, and significant cultural, historical,
architectural and environmental features. Providing

these elements in the face of increasing densities is
critical to preserving quality of life in urban centers.

14 Centers Altgmative

The 14 Centers Alternative is expected to produce the
greatest number of impacts on the character of the
urban centers, the built environment and the least
impacts on the remainder of the UGA. The 14
Centers Alternative allocates the majority of new jobs
to urban centers and the largest amount of new
housing to urban centers and areas within the UGA
served by urban facilities and transit.  This
Alternative differs from the Eight Centers Alternative
by designating fourteen urban centers to receive future
growth. The 14 Centers Alternative also assumes
implementation of the Regional Transit System Plan.
It is assumed as part of the definition of centers, that
all centers would be served by rail. Impacts in the
designated 14 centers would be similar to those
described for the eight centers under the Eight Centers
Alternative.

In addition to the eight centers proposed in the Eight
Centers Alternative, the urban centers would include
Overlake, Totem Lake, and the CBDs of Federal
Way, Tukwila, Kent, and Redmond. The character of
development in these urban centers would also
dramatically change to accommodate a minimum of
15,000 jobs within .5 miles of a transit center, and, at
a minimum, an average of 50 employees and 15
households per gross acre, all within 1.5 square miles.
For purposes of comparison, Kent currently has only
six jobs per acre, and Redmond’s CBD ten jobs per
acre. In terms of households, Redmond’s CBD has
only one house per acre. Similar to the Eight Centers
Alternative, the majority of new development would
take place through infill and redevelopment of
existing areas. This would result in a dramatic shift
in character from lower density to higher density
development within a relatively small geographic
area. Higher density residential, employment and .-
mixed use development would have to be designed
with the vision of the neighborhood and pedestrian
mobility in mind.*

Undeveloped lands outside the urban centers without
urban services are allocated less growth by this
alternative than in the other four Alternatives.
Manufacturing centers, activity areas, office/business
parks and other urban areas are allocated a total of
only 24 percent of the future growth. This is one-half
of the amount targeted by the Eight Centers
Alternative, and one-third of the amount allocated by
the No Action Alternative. As a result, the impacts
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associated with  business/office parks and
manufacturing centers in the UGA would be less than
the Eight Centers Alternative, since less new jobs are
allocated to these areas in the 14 Centers Alternative.

Of all the alternatives, the 14 Centers Alternative
concentrates the most growth in urbanized areas. In
addition, it has the lowest amount of development
targeted for rural and resource lands.

The positive and negative impacts of the CPPs
outlined in the Eight Centers Alternative apply to the
14 Centers Alternative. Adverse impacts associated
with significant increases in density, as described in
the Eight Centers Alternative, will occur across the
region in the 14 Centers Alternative’s fourteen
centers. Limited amounts of residential growth at
higher densities will occur in transit oriented areas
outside of urban centers. Thus, there will be negative
impacts associated with concentrating growth in these
areas, but the impacts will be felt with less intensity
than in the Eight Center Alternative because there is
less total new development outside of centers.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

This alternative will result in a pattern of growth that
is the least compact of the five alternatives. The
allocation of growth in this alternative would most
likely have the greatest number of negative impacts
on the urban growth area outside of centers. This
alternative will not be expected to achieve the
densities for employment and housing that are
required by the CPPs. Instead of concentrating
growth, large amounts of land would be consumed for
residential and employment purposes. Although
growth is allocated to areas within the UGA, that
growth is not concentrated within urban centers.
Instead, the growth will occur similar to the existing
trends in a pattern of lower density development
guided by a more general policy encouraging urban
activity centers without minimum thresholds.

Under this alternative, approximately 89 percent of
the residential growth will occur within the UGA.
However, only 3 percent of this. growth will be
allocated to urban centers. This figure is significantly
lower than the other alternatives. The majority of the
residential growth will occur in low density suburban
development located first in areas oriented towards
travel by automobile, and second in areas
characterized by transit use. The allocation of
employment within the County is similar to that of
housing.

The plan designates UGAs and urban activity centers
with the intent of concentrating development within
urban areas. The policies allow additional activity
centers to be designated, subject to public review and
provision of adequate infrastructure. The policy states
that centers should be located no closer than three to
six miles apart from each other.

Compared to the CPPs, the King County
Comprehensive Plan policies consist of general
recommendations and lack the stringency necessary
for guiding development in a proactive manner.
Instead, they serve to function as weaker guidelines
for mitigating the anticipated adverse effects of
sprawl, consumption and conflicting uses within the
UGA, compared to the other alternatives. In addition,
a lack of coordination between jurisdictions could
have negative impacts on developing urban centers,
although this would be slightly mitigated by policies
under VISION 2020.%

Magnet Alternative

The Magnet Alternative is a growth strategy that will
result in a pattern of development which is more
compact than the No Action and the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternatives, and less compact than
the Centers Alternatives. There would be fewer new
jobs and significantly less residential growth allocated
to urban centers (or magnet areas) than in the Centers
Alternatives. In general, the Magnet Alternative’s
allocation and concentration of residential growth to
urban centers, areas served by transit, and areas
provided with infrastructure is most similar to the No
Action Alternative. In addition, this alternative’s low
allocation of new jobs to urban centers is also the
same as the No Action Alternative. The differences
lie in the higher allocation of employment to activity
areas and business/office parks outside of the urban
centers, making it more comparable to the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative.  The
Magnet Alternative also allocates an amount of new
job growth to manufacturing centers which is similar
to the Centers Alternatives. Compared to other
alternatives, the Magnet Alternative allocates the
largest amount of growth to rural cities.

This alternative does not try to force growth into
centers. Instead, it treats existing cities as magnets
tor future development. The policies, benchmarks
and strategies developed for this alternative were
based on the premise that growth, at the densities
required for urban centers, will not occur on its own
without incentives. Therefore many of the policies
incorporate incentives rather than penalties for
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attracting development. Monitoring and benchmark
programs play a key role in ensuring that the elements
necessary for development are available over time,
and that appropriate targets or goals are being met.
Results from these programs can be used as feedback
to revise policies or estimates.”® For example, the
Magnet Alternative allows higher density residential
growth to occur within the UGA, and attempts to
maintain the quality of life through monitoring
selected benchmarks.

.This alternative proposes the use of "least cost
planning" as a means of developing or evaluating
strategies which can be used to achieve the
benchmarks, such as the extension of infrastructure to
serve residential development. This concept could
result in a dramatic shift away from the current trend
of each city increasing the capacity of its
infrastructure to serve forecasted development.
Instead, development would be directed to those cities
with available capacity, or those where infrastructure
improvements would be the least expensive.

Although the allocation of growth in this alternative
is similar to the No Action and the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternatives, there are a number of
goals, policies, benchmarks and strategies which
would result in a different character of land use.

Principle Countywide Benchmarks for UGAs produce
both positive and negative impacts on land use within
the UGA for this alternative, These benchmarks call
for specific amounts of new development to be
accommodated through infill, renovation and
redevelopment of land within existing developed
areas. Rapid increases in densities may cause
increases in impervious surfaces and potential
degradation of environmental quality in the
surrounding area, a change in the character of the
neighborhood or area associated with the impacts of
infill and redevelopment, and a decrease in the
general quality of life* However, these impacts
. will be felt less than in the Centers Alternatives

because less growth will be concentrated within

magnet areas in the Maghet Alternative,

A principle Countywide Benchmark under Affordable

Housing provides another potentially negative impact.
It requires by the year 2000, that the amount of land
required for housing be decreased on a per capita
basis. Without additional policies regarding design
standards, density’ requirements, siting criteria, or
provision of services, this policy could affect the
quality of life in the UGA. There is a more positive

impact: this policy would reduce the overall
consumption of land in the Magnet Alternative.

There are a number of policies which will have
positive impacts on the less concentrated pattern of
growth allocated by this alternative. Benchmarks
under the Quality of Living section can be used to
mitigate the negative impacts of increasing urban
densities within magnet areas. They call for an
increase in the acreage of regional parks, recreation
facilities, and open space per capita by the year 2010.
They also recommend implementing a monitoring
program to follow trends in crime, health care and
education. However, there are no recommendations
for ensuring that design standards for infill or
redevelopment are in place.

The goals, benchmarks, and strategies proposed under
the Provision of Public Services section all provide a
positive impact on land use in the areas outside of
magnet areas. They ensure that the availability of
services and infrastructure are a requirement for
development, thereby controlling and limiting the
location of higher densities of development. These
benchmarks also advocate the use of the "least cost
analysis” to account for "hidden costs” in the
provision or extension of these services.

Impacts of the Other Policy Options
Technical Review Areas

The following analysis is applicable to both the
Centers Alternatives and the Magnet Alternative. The
Technical Review Areas are five areas that were
called out for further analysis prior to a final
designation as urban or rural. The level of detail
provided in the CPPs is not sufficient to perform a
site specific analysis. Further, the comprehensive
plans for Issaquah and Renton have not been
completed to date; thus, these jurisdictions’ future
plans for these areas have not been considered- in -

~ terms of adjacent land use ‘compatibility.v

" Recommended changes to land use in the five

technical review areas around Renton and Issaquah
would result in a cumulative shift of slightly more
than one square mile from rural to an urban
designation. This would result in a minimal impact
on the UGA, since staff has recommended that much
of the area be zoned to function as low density urban
separators that would have little development in the
future.

LAND USE

Page 39



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

No Rail Option

Under the Centers Alternatives, rail transit would be
effective in supporting higher density development in
centers of at stations because it offers: fixed station
locations through which larger numbers of people
travel, thereby providing a focused market for
business and urban design investments in the capital
facilities in the center -- the stations can be attractive
additions to the urban fabric and serve to stimulate
the upgrading of the surrounding buildings.

Bus transit, if it is developed with the above
attributes, may be equally effective in stimulating and
supporting concentrated development in centers. As
bus service has historically not been developed using
these attributes, the evidence is less compelling that
the No Rail Option fully supports the Centers
Alternatives.

The Magnet Alternative does not result in the high
population and employment concentrations in specific
nodes throughout the region that do occur in the
Centers Alternatives, If transit service was designed
using improvements similar to rail (i.e. fixed station
locations, urban design investment) it would act as an
incentive under the Magnet Alternative for
development in centers.

Affordable Housing Policies

This analysis applies to the Centers Alternatives and
the Magnet Alternative. Task Force Policies would
affect the location and type of affordable housing
within the UGA. Policy AH-1 may result in an
increase in densities in portions of the UGAs outside
of urban centers for additional multi-family
development, Alternative forms of housing may be
allowed which may contribute to an overall change in
the character of existing neighborhoods. In addition
to manufactured homes, small-lot single family, zero-
lot line development, mobile home parks, apartments
and condominiums this shall include group homes and
foster care facilities. '

* Under AH-2, slower growing jurisdictions may be .

able to meet their affordablé housing targets by
locating their affordable housing cooperatively in
another jurisdiction or by selecting specific locations
within the jurisdiction where this type of housing can
be accommodated. The result may also be a change
in the community’or neighborhood character of the
area receiving the required affordable housing.

Economic Development Policies

In general, policy options recommended by the
FIS/ED Task Force provide more detail to those
proposed under the CPPs. Some of these policies
strengthen their mitigating aspects, while some may
cause adverse impacts.

Under the Centers Alternatives, Economic
Development policies require jurisdictions to provide
an adequate supply of land to ensure that the
jurisdictions’ economic development goals are met.
(Note: CPP LU-59 was revoked by King County
Council in March 1993). In addition, these policies
require that: 1) industrial-zoned land is maintained
through appropriate zoning and supporting
redevelopment; and 2) land suitable for
business/technology/warehouse parks is provided.
These policies could impact the character of lands in
the UGA outside the urban centers if the siting of
these uses is not compatible with the other uses or
character of the area.

To meet goals for economic development, ED-14 and
ED-15 and the Suburban Cities Association
Alternative ED-14 add incentives for developers by
decreasing the processing times and streamlining
permit review.

The FIS/ED Task Force Policies LU-58 through LU-
62 and City of Seattle’s recommended alternative LU-
59 address the location and character of
business/office parks. These policies could be
inconsistent with the Centers Alternatives’ vision of
accommodating growth within multiple centers, if
these recommendations were used by many
jurisdictions in  developing and promoting
business/office parks outside of centers. The policies
recommending the conversion of business/office parks
into mixed use developments could impact the
character of the UGA by increasing the amount and
types of development which may not be compatible
with the scale and density of the surrounding area.

" Successful conversion of these parks should be

implemented using design standards to mitigate these

-effects of this type of. development and create a

pedestrian oriented environment.

The policy recommending locating business and office
parks within manufacturing centers may have a
positive impact on land use in the UGA. In this case,
if there is some connection between the types of
manufacturing and business employment, the siting of
the two together may be more appropriate than having
an "island" of business/office parks in the UGAs.
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However, since the Eight and 14 Centers Alternatives
do not allocate much growth to business/office parks,
the net impacts will be less than compared to the
Magnet Alternative,

For the 14 Centers Alternative, there would be very
few new jobs allocated to areas outside the urban
centers, since the majority of jobs are funneled into
the fourteen urban centers. Since most of the
Economic Development policy options address growth
in manufacturing and business/office parks, there
would be little effect on these areas.

The analysis of impacts for these policies on the
Magnet Alternative is similar to that of Eight Centers
Alternative. There were no economic development
benchmarks or strategies proposed under the Magnet
Alternative. The majority of these policy options
mitigate much of the development associated with
manufacturing centers and business/office parks.
Task Force policies support the larger amount of new
jobs allocated to manufacturing centers in the Magnet
Alternative, compared to the No Action and Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternatives. The
policies require local jurisdictions to provide an
adequate supply of land to ensure that sufficient land
is maintained for manufacturing uses. In addition,
they require that land suitable for business,
technology and warehouse parks is provided.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

The Rural Character Task Force has recommended
additional policy language and revisions to the CPPs.
These policies are applicable to the Centers
Alternatives and the Magnet Alternative, The
Suburban Cities Association and the City of Seattle
have recommended revisions to the Rural Character
Task Force Policies. The general intent of these
policies is to limit development within rural areas.

These policies support the Alternatives’ growth

allocations by funnelling jobs and housing out of the
rural areas and into UGAs, and potentially increasing
development within the urban centers.

RURAL LANDS AND RURAL CITIES
Introduction

This section examines the effects of the five
alternatives and the policy options on rural character.
Rural land, for the purposes of this analysis, consists
of rural areas located in unincorporated King County.
Rural cities, and their UGAs, are also considered as
part of this analysis.

Growth Impacts

One of the primary objectives of controlling growth
is to restrict urban development to specified
geographic locations in order to protect threatened
rural, open space, and agricultural areas from the
pressures of conversion and potential clashes between
conflicting land uses. Areas within the UGA are
allowed to become more urbanized and areas outside
of the UGA are protected from urban development.
Thus, through the development of an UGA, rural
lands are reserved for a variety of rural development
purposes and open space lands are preserved for their
environmental or social value, or excluded from
development due to physical hazards. The result of a
UGA is a well-defined urban area, available and
ready for development and, through growth controls,
a rural area protected from sprawl outside of the
UGA®

Maintaining "rural character" is important to
preserving a certain quality of life in King County.
However, growth occurring in the rural areas outside
of the UGA will require a supply of developable land.
Lands suitable for development are typically also
those which are important to defining the rural
character -- open space, environmentally sensitive
lands, and lands used for agriculture, forestry, and
recreation. Increased competition and consumption of
these lands for residential and non-residential
purposes will reduce their supply and gradually erode
the rural character.’

Impacts of the Alternatives

The following issues are applicable to all of the
alternatives:

Across the alternatives, many of the policies attempt
to produce a positive impact on rural land while still
accommodating higher density or intensity activities

that are compatible with rural areas. However, there,

seems to be a "grey area" as to what is and what'is
not to be considered rural. Higher density urban
lands served by urban services are not.typically seen
as- rural, but clustered residential development with
septic systems may be acceptable. Manufacturing,
normally not considered a rural use, is allowed in
rural lands if it is resource-based. These activities
could have a significant adverse impact on rural
character if they are not mitigated with buffer, site or
design requirements which are consistent with
maintaining rural character’” As another example,
are subdivisions of "chateau style" homes with
manicured lawns on five acre lots considered more or
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less "rural" than residences on five acre lots with
cows, orchards or a barn?

Another issue is the effect of limiting development in
rural areas on the cost of land and housing in these
areas. Rural areas typically provided what once was
an "affordable" land to build homes. As development
in rural areas becomes restricted, competition for the
remaining areas which are suitable for housing may
increase, causing the price of land and eventually, the
cost of housing to increase.®® This could create an
exclusionary situation where only the wealthy will be
able to afford homes "in the country".

No Action Alternative

The allocation of :growth under the No Action
Alternative would result in a continuation of existing
development trends, with local jurisdictions
developing their own policy for planning efforts using
the CPPs as a guide. The No Action Alternative is
expected to produce a negative impact on rural
character. Less growth will be concentrated inside
the UGA, resulting in a more low-density, dispersed
land use pattern in the rural areas than either the
Centers Alternatives.

The No Action Alternative targets a significant
amount of future residential development to the
resource lands, rural areas, and rural cities. The
anticipated residential growth outside of the urban
growth boundary will require a large supply of
developable land in the rural area. Increased
competition and consumption of these lands for
residential purposes may reduce their supply and
gradually erode the rural character.?’

Under the No Action Alternative, the rural cities are
allocated a household growth target of 10,750
households. In terms of discounting dwelling unit
capacity, this number falls below what is available.
However, the No Action Alternative does not meet
household growth targets under an additional discount
of 25 percent. (Refer to the.SEIS section on Land
Capacity and " Land Development for . further
discussion.) In addition, it is not known (due to a lack
of employment capacity data) if the rural cities could
accommodate the targeted amounts of new jobs. To
accommodate targeted residential growth, higher
density zoning may be required within rural cities, or
growth may be forced elsewhere in the County or the
region, '

As these cities grow, so does the potential for conflict
between the more concentrated, intensive land uses of

the cities and the lower density, less intensive
activities of the rural lands and resource areas.

An increase in residential development in rural lands
and cities could result in an increase in a number of
adverse impacts. Increased densities could cause a
decrease in the quality of life due to a substantial
change or loss of community character, unmitigated
traffic increases, or insufficient levels of service. In
addition, an increase in surface water runoff is
associated with an increase in impervious surfaces.
This could cause a decrease of water quality in rivers,
lakes and streams, as well as negatively affect the
flora and fauna whose habitats depend on these bodies
of water. All of this would impact the recreational
aspects of the rural areas.® Refer to SEIS sections
on Stormwater Management and Plants, Animals and
Fish for further discussion.

Under this Alternative, lack of any further action by
the GMPC on recommended CPP actions will result
in a partial implementation of the CPPs, and allow
more dispersed development than in the Eight Centers
and the 14 Centers. The GMPC will not formally
define rural character or identify incentives for
preserving it. This policy could have served to
mitigate many of the impacts associated with the
more dispersed, lower density development in rural
areas characterized by this alternative. Instead, other
mitigation measures of this type will have to be
provided.

Under this Alternative, UGAs will not be formally
established around cities in rural areas. Therefore, the
policies regarding development within the rural cities
UGAs will only be used as policy guidelines rather
than directives. While the policies will assist in
guiding growth and development into the cities and
away from rural areas, they will not be as effective as
if UGAs were formally established; decisions on
annexations and/or urbanization or rural land would |
rely heavily on a case-by-case analysis.

Lands currently zoned for more urban levels of

development and - not receiving a full range of - -

services, such as sewer, will be downzoned by the
County and assigned more rural densities. These will
include small scale "hobby farms" and forestry uses
that do not qualify for the resource land designation,
areas with outstanding scenic, historic or aesthetic
value, and rural lands which currently serve as buffers
for designated resource lands or sensitive areas, It
also includes lands which are not necessary for
inclusion in the UGA to meet regional goals. This
represents an addition of approximately 50 square
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miles of rural land. Including these areas as rural
lands will result in a buffer between resource and
critical lands and more urbanized areas, and help to
retain rural character.’’ However, the No Action
Alternative allocates more growth to these "New
Rural" areas outside of the UGA than either of the
Centers Alternatives.

The pattern of residential development in the rural
areas will remain consistent with those densities
currently allowed in existing comprehensive plans and
zoning codes. Under this alternative, these will not
be revised by the GMPC. The dominant pattern of
development will be at the current trend of one home
on less than 3 acre lots. Otherwise, allowable
densities are for one home per 2.5, 5, or 10 acre lot.
Policy LU-12 provides additional protection for
traditional uses in rural lands by requiring clustering
of new development on all existing parcels of
contiguous ownership of greater than 10 acres. The
impacts associated with higher density development in
a rural area are mitigated by the same policy, which
recommends that the clustering be designed and
scaled to ensure consistency with the surrounding
rural character,®

Many of the CPPs provide mitigation to the potential
impacts of the trends in development for the No
Action Alternative, rather than causing negative
impacts. These policies separate urban lands from
rural and resource lands, and focus on using land use
designations which protect lands that are important in
defining rural character for the unincorporated areas,
such as critical lands, historic lands, etc. They also
state that only low density development not requiring
provision of urban services will be allowed in rural
areas.

Eight Centers Alternative
Unlike the No Action Alternative, the Eight Centers

Alternative  requires action on all of the
recommendations contained within the CPPs as

adopted by the GMPC. Next to the 14 Centers-

- Alternative, the Eight Centers Alternative targets the

second largest amount of residential and employment . ' .
growth to urban centers and other areas within the

UGA served with high capacity transit and miulti-
modal transportation and least growth to rural areas.

Since new growth is accommodated within UGAs and

eight urban cenfers, minimal amounts of new
residential  growth are allocated to rural
unincorporated County lands. Hence, there would be
less demand for lands which are suitable for

residential growth in the rural areas. As a result, this
alternative protects and conserves a greater amount of
rural land and character than do the No Action, the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies, or the Magnet
Alternatives.

Similar to the No Action Alternative, the County’s
comprehensive plan would include a redesignation of
an additional 50 square miles of land from urban to
“New Rural" uses. This area would buffer lower
density rural areas from urbanized lands.

The Eight Centers Alternative’s household growth
target of 8,600 household meets both discounted
capacity and discounted capacity plus 25 percent
(refer to the SEIS section on Land Capacity and Land
Development for further discussion). It is not known
(due to a lack of employment capacity data) if the
rural cities could accommodate the targeted amounts
of new jobs. To accommodate targeted residential
growth, higher density zoning may be required within
rural cities, or growth may be forced elsewhere in the
County or the region.

The overall effect of the CPP’s on rural areas for the
Eight Centers Alternative are positive in that they
support the preservation and enhancement of the
existing rural character in the unincorporated area by
conserving lands which are critical to maintaining
"rural character”, and regulating the pattern of
development and the extension of infrastructure.
Many of the CPPs provide mitigation to the potential
impacts of increasing densities in the rural cities on
rural lands, rather than causing negative impacts.

They also state that only low density development not
requiring provision of urban services will be allowed
in rural areas, to protect environmentally sensitive
land.

In addition, one policy requires clustering of new
development on all existing parcels of contiguous
ownership of greater than 10 acres. The impacts
associated with cluster development in. the rural area
are also mitigated by the same policy, which
recommends that the clustering be designed and.

- scaled to be consistent with the surrounding rural

character.®
14 Centers Alternative

Of all the alternatives, the 14 Centers Alternative can
be expected to produce the least amount of adverse
impacts on rural lands and rural cities. It is expected
to produce the least impact because compared to all
of the alternatives, the 14 Centers Alternative targets
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the greatest amount of residential and employment
growth to the urban centers and other areas within the
UGA served by transit and urban services. The major
difference between the 14 and the Eight Centers
Alternatives is the decision to concentrate growth in
fourteen urban centers versus eight. It is similar to the
Eight Centers Alternative in its allocation of new
housing to "New Rural" areas and resource lands.
Under the 14 Centers Alternative, rural cities have
more than enough capacity (13,050) to absorb its
targeted household growth of 6,450 households over
the next 20 years.

The CPPs analysis conducted under the Eight Centers
Alternative is applicable to the 14 Centers Alternative.
The overall effect would be to preserve and enhance
the existing rural character of the unincorporated area
by conserving lands which are critical to maintaining
"rural character”, and regulating the pattern of
development and the extension of infrastructure into
these lands.® Within rural cities, the intensity of
impacts resulting from increasing densities and rates
of growth will be less than those experienced in the
Eight Centers Alternatives, since less growth is
allocated. However, the nature of the impacts will
remain the same, Under this alternative, the
concentration of growth combined with strict
environmental, development and annexation
regulations contained in the CPPs is expected to
produce the greatest positive impact on rural character
and rural lands of all the alternatives.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

This alternative will result in a pattern of growth that
is the least compact of the five alternatives. As a
result, the allocation of growth in this alternative
would most likely have the greatest number of
negative impacts on rural cities and their UGAs, and
rural lands. Although the majority of new jobs are
allocated within the western portion of the County,
. this alternative will not be expected to achieve the
. densities for employment and housing that are
required by .the CPPs.
“employment in the future would be targeted for the
rural cities, resource and rural lands. This amount is
comparable to the No Action, the Eight Centers, and
the Magnet Alternatives.

Instead of concentrating growth, large amounts of
land would be consumed for residential and, to a
lesser extent, employment purposes in the rural lands
and rural cities. Under the 1985 plan, the overall size
of the UGA encompassing the urbanized portions of
western King County is larger then in the other

Four percent of total

alternatives, As a result, the overall amount of land
actually included under the rural lands designation is
less than in the other alternatives.

Future residential growth allocations will have more
of an impact on rural areas than employment. In
general, lot sizes in the rural areas would be five
acres or greater in size.  Because of a lack of
policies concentrating residential growth into the
UGA, this alternative would direct the. largest
percentage of residential growth to the rural areas,
resource lands and rural cities. The cities in the rural
areas are allocated more growth than in the No Action
or both of the Centers Alternatives. Under the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative, the
household growth target of 12,900 households just fits
the discounted dwelling unit capacity (13,050
households). However, the household growth target
exceeds the discounted capacity plus 25 percent.
Thus, to accommodate the discount capacity plus 25
percent, higher density zoning or more land for
growth may be required within rural cities, or growth
may be forced elsewhere in the County or the region.

The 1985 Comprehensive Plan designates rural areas
with the intent of maintaining rural community
character, providing a choice in housing, allowing
small scale farming and forestry, and buffering natural
resources, However, the policies consist of general
recommendations and lack the stringency necessary
for guiding development in a proactive manner.
Instead, they are weaker guidelines than those in the
CPP for mitigating the anticipated effects of sprawl
and consumption of environmentally sensitive areas,
resource lands and open space for residential
purposes.

There are a number of policies that could result in
positive impacts to rural lands and rural cities.

These policies attempt to mitigate the effects of
dispersed development on rural lands and resource

lands, maintain rural character through - site

development, clustering and design standards,- and

recommend level of service standards,

Magnet Alternative

The Magnet Alternative incorporates a growth pattern
that is more dispersed than for the Center
Alternatives, Rural Cities are treated as magnets for
urban growth, the same as other cities in the County,

Of significance is an increase in housing allocations
to rural cities, compared to the No Action Alternative.
Both the Magnet Alternative and the Pre-Countywide
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Planning Policies Alternative allocate the largest
amount of housing to rural cities of all the alternatives
and at lower densities. However, household growth
targets of 12,900 households fall under the discounted
unit capacity calculated to be available (13,050
households). (See Land Development Section for
more information). Yet, the household growth targets
do not fit the discounted capacity plus 25 percent.
Just as under the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternative, to accommodate the discounted capacity
plus 25 percent, rural cities could require higher
_density zoning or more land to accomodate the
growth targets.

The increase in population, and densities in rural
cities from the current trend may impact the character
of the rural cities, degrade environmental quality, and
create conflicts between adjacent rural and more
urban uses.”®> Benchmarks under the Quality of
Living section will serve to mitigate the negative
impacts of increasing urban densities in rural cities on
rural city character and environmentally sensitive
lands in the areas surrounding rural cities. They call
for an increase in the acreage of regional parks,
recreation facilities, and open space per capita by the
year 2010,

Under the Provision of Public Services section, the
proposed goals, benchmarks, and strategies ensure that
available services and infrastructure capacities are a
requirement for locating new development. This
requirement helps to control and limit the location of
higher densities of future development. Subsequently,
this could potentially produce a "no growth" scenario
in many rural cities since they may be experiencing
deficiencies in their infrastructure or are reaching
capacity. Since public capital investments would be
targeted to urban areas that allow other benchmarks to
be achieved on a "least cost” basis, this could imply
that rural cities would be less likely to receive grants
to improve their facilities.

A potentially negative impact could occur due to a
principle Countywide Benchmark policy under
Affordable Housing. The benchmark requires that by

- the year 2000, the amount of land required for -
housing be decreased on a per capita basis. For

example, without additional policies regarding design
standards, density requirements, siting criteria, or
provision of services, this policy could affect the
quality of life in the rural cities’ UGAs.*® However,
this policy would reduce the overall consumption of
land in rural areas and make provision of public
services and facilities more economical.

The Magnet Alternative builds upon the King County
CPPs regarding economic development. For example,
two of the policies require using incentives,
streamlining the permitting process, and reducing
regulatory constraints on development in order to
increase the rate at which new business may form and
existing businesses expand. This would have a
positive impact on the economic climate in the rural
cities. However, without additional mitigation such as
design standards or density requirements, this policy
calling for increasing amounts of development at a
faster rate could negatively affect the quality of life.

Impacts of the Other Policy Options
Technical Review Areas

The following analysis applies to both Centers
Alternatives and the Magnet Alternative.
Recommended changes for the five technical review
areas would result in a cumulative shift of slightly
more than one square mile from a rural to an urban
designation. Because of the environmental sensitivity,
open space and wildlife benefits contained in these
areas, this land may be designated as urban separators
under the joint planning process, as recommended by
King County staff. Urban separators are permanent
low density lands and shall not be redesignated in the
future to urban uses or higher density development.
Inclusion of these areas within the UGA, if designated
as an urban separator, would therefore provide
positive impacts on rural lands, since they would
buffer adjacent rural or environmentally sensitive
lands from urbanized areas.

No Rail Option

Under both of the Centers Alternatives and the
Magnet Alternative, the no rail option would not
result in any significant impacts to rural lands or rural
cities because rail service could not have served these
areas initially. Both the No Rail Option and the Rail
Option would provide similar levels of transit service
to rural areas; but there are probably insufficient
densities to support transit service in rural areas under

- any of the alternatives.

Affordable Housing Policies

The following analysis applies to both Centers
Alternatives and the Magnet Alternative. Policy AH-
1 requires all jurisdictions in King County to provide
specific housing targets for all economic segments of
the population. This could result in an increase in
allowable densities in portions of the cities’ or their
UGAs for additional multi-family development. The
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comprehensive plan and zoning may need to be
revised. In addition to changes in density, alternative
forms of housing may be allowed in the rural areas,
cities and their UGAs. These policies could result in
impacts to existing local character.

Policy AH-2 states that the distribution of housing
affordable to low and moderate income households
shall consider the adequacy of infrastructure to
support housing development. In the rural areas, this
will potentially limit the location of affordable
housing to areas within cities and their UGAs.

Economic Development Policies

In general, the recommended Task Force policy
options provide more detail to those proposed under
both Centers Alternatives. Some of these policies
strengthen their mitigating aspects, while others may
produce adverse effects on rural character. Policies
strive to produce a positive impact by maintaining
rural character while still accommodating regional
economic development activities.

Policies ED-7 through 9, ED-13 and LU-39 require
jurisdictions, including rural cities, to provide
sufficient lands and zoning for a wide mix of uses
and monitor the supply of land to ensure their
availability into the future. Policies FW-20 and 22,
and CC-1 through 3 also provide requirements to keep
community character intact.

ED-10 is a two-part policy encouraging jurisdictions
to site resource and agricultural based industrial
activities in close proximity to the resource. This
policy could have a potential adverse impact by
weakening the economic viability of rural cities if the
industries were to be located in rural areas outside of
the cities. It could also have significant impact on
rural character, if rural character is not defined to
include resource based industrial activity, In addition,
this policy implies that existing industries located on
either side of the UGA, such as lumber mills, would
" be protected.

The analysis of impacts for these policies on the -
Magnet Alternative is similar to that of the Centers .

Alternatives. The differences are described below.

The FIS/ED Task Force Policies LU-58 through LU-
62 address the location of business/office parks.
These policies ' would support the Magnet
Alternative’s larger allocation of employment growth
outside the urban centers and increasing employment
within rural cities. At the same time, they provide

guidelines for improving the siting of these areas, as
well as encouraging the provision of incentives for
conversion into mixed use areas. In addition, these
policies may cause even more employment growth to
be diverted from urban centers and directed to low
density business/office parks within rural cities than
are already targeted in the Magnet Alternative.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

The following analysis applies to both the Centers
Alternatives and the Magnet Alternative. The Rural
Character Task Force has recommended additional
policy language and revisions to the CPPs. In
addition, the Suburban Cities Association and the City
of Seattle have recommended revisions to the Rural
Character Task Force policies.  Those policy
refinements from both groups with significant impacts
to the rural character or lands are described below.
To facilitate the discussion, Rural Character Task
Force policies are prefaced with the RU designation,
and the Suburban Cities Association policies with
SRU. Overall, the Rural Character Task Force
policies are more definitive than the CPPs in
specifying the type and extent of activities which are
allowed in rural areas.

Policies RU-1, RU-2, RU-11 and FW-RUa provide
for a positive impact on rural character by tightening
the definition of what types of activities are allowed
in rural lands and calling for a reduction in the zoned
residential land capacity for the rural area,

RU-6 and SRU-6 enhance the CPPs by adding more
criteria. RU-6 states that clustering may be required
on very large lots of 5 acres or more, if the
development meets certain criteria which preserve
rural character. SRU-6 is more vague, stating that
clustering may be required on very large parcels, if it
meets specific criteria.  Clustering also allows
flexibility in considering site specific constraints.

Policies RU-8 through 10 help rﬁitigate the impacts :

- from development. RU-8 recommends that the long
_term integrity -of the ecosystem be considered as a

guiding principle in determining the location and
intensity of land uses and public facilities in rural
areas. RU-9 outlines the types of rural development
standards which could be used to protect the natural
environment. Using these tools and guidelines will
have a positive impact on the character of the rural
area. RU-10 protects aquifer recharge areas and
surface waters.
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RU-4 requires that development in urban areas not
result in any increases in floods or pollution in rural
areas, and that urban generated traffic not cause rural
roads to be upgraded to urban standards. However,
SRU-4 recommends removal of RU-4, stating that
policy RU-4 may be difficult to implement and
unfavorable to many rural cities in need of improved
facilities, particularly in response to recent growth.
These two policies need to be considered with the
understanding that rural cities are urban by GMA
definition.

FW-RUa, RU-3 and RU-12 through RU-16 aim to
reinforce the preservation of appropriately-scaled, low
density development in rural areas by limiting the
provision of urban levels of infrastructure, services
and facilities in these areas. SRU-14 recommends
deleting portions of RU-14 regarding rural standards
for water systems, and replacing it with CPP CO-16.
Language stating that rural water systems may be
provided through private wells or community systems
would be removed. This would cause both positive
and negative impacts on the rural lands. Of particular
concern currently to rural area residents is the absence
of fire flow in their area because urban levels of
water service are not provided. If rural water systems
were operated at urban levels, it would create
incentives for urban levels of development outside the
UGAs.”

FW-RUa and RU-3 relate to rural levels of service.
Both policies have removed CPP language which
require setting levels of service standards that take
into consideration environmental protection. The
corresponding Suburban Cities Association policies
recommend inclusion of this type of protection in the
policies. The basic difference between the policy
recommendations is that one requires considering the
protection of the environment and one does not. If
the language were revised, mitigation could be
provided through other environmental legislation.

RU-19 recommends that revisions be made to King

County land development regulations to create

~ incentives for reconsolidating lots and minimizing
conflicts to farming and forestry through subdivision
design. The policy also recommends developing a
strategy to make it financially feasible to retain rural
character. These are all positive impacts on the rural
character.

RU-26 and SRU-26 address rural cities’ UGA issues.
The additional language suggested by the Rural
Character Task Force recommends that land in the
rural cities’ UGAs be maintained in large lots with

mandatory clustering provisions until the city annexes
the area. Once annexed, large lots would still be
available to allow for an efficient subdivision of the
land into higher densities and extension of urban
services.”®  This is an important concept for
achieving the population and density targets proposed
in the Centers Alternatives. = SRU-26 suggests
dropping the mandatory clustering element, and
"recommending” clustering instead.

Both the Suburban Cities Association and the Rural
Character Task Force provided supplemental language
to the rural CPP. The groups’ comments are
conflicting and a decision should be made on using
either one statement or the other. The Rural
Character Task Force endorses the language as is,
while the Suburban Cities Association revised some
of the wording. Following is the original text in
regular print; the revised text is in italics.

The original text reads as follows (supported by the
Rural Character Task Force):

"In its comprehensive plan update, King
County should reevaluate its maximum density
policies. Maximum densities of one unit per
20 acres and one unit per 35 acres are
recommended.”

The revised text reads as follows (the Suburban Cities
Association rewording):

"In its comprehensive plan update, King
County should reevaluate its minimum density
policies. Minimum densities of one unit per
20 acres and one unit per 35 acres are
recommended.”

The Rural Character Task Force wording implies a
density policy which would prevent the area from
becoming more dense than one dwelling unit per 20
or 35 acres. For example, only one unit would be
allowed on 35 acres. A density of one unit per 5
acres would not be allowed as this results -in
exceeding the maximum of 1 unit per 35 acres by
allowing 7 units on that same 35 acres. Thus, the
Rural Character Task Force wording supports a very
large lot development pattern, consistent with rural
land uses. The Suburban Cities Association wording
implies a density policy allowing one unit per 20 or
35 acres to be the lowest possible density. This
means that there must be at least one unit per 20 or
35 acres, but you can develop many more units on
that same 20 or 35 acres. Thus, the Suburban Cities
Association wording supports a more dense, urban
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development pattern in the rural area. This may
negatively impact rural character. (Note that the
meaning would be changed to be consistent with the
meaning of the Rural Character Task Force working
if the words "lot size" were inserted instead of
"minimum density." This may have been a technical
eITor.)

However, the Suburban Cities option would retain
more rural land given the same amount of total
growth. What does the higher density development do
to rural character? Is one unit per acre, 2.5, or per 5
acres considered rural? The County should work with
rural area residents to further define what activities
are considered rural, then apply them as mitigation to
these development scenarios.

SHORELINE USE
Introduction

This section examines the effects of the five
alternatives and the policy options on shoreline use.
Overall, as urban growth continues and new shoreline
access locations become scarcer, emphasis will be
placed on infill, redevelopment, and revitalization of
existing urban shoreline areas with uses and activities
which are water-dependent or water-related and
appropriate for these areas. Some natural displacement
of existing uses will occur as pressures for
development increase. The extent to which the five
differing alternatives can direct growth to reduce
impacts on shorelines is the focus of this analysis.

Impacts of the Alternatives

All of the alternatives call for concentrating most
growth west of the county’s UGA, which could result
in positive impacts on shoreline use in designated
rural and resource areas. An underlying assumption
of this analysis is that uncontrolled growth which can
sprawl to the upper reaches of watersheds will
probably have a greater negative impact on shorelines,
especially downstream, than if it were more
concentrated in the lower reaches of urban areas.

Conversely, urban areas, urban/transit areas, and
activity areas where growth will be concentrated
under both Centers Alternatives and the Magnet
Alternative, could experience more adverse impacts
due to increased development pressures. Both the
Centers Alternatives and the Magnet Alternative will
create more pressure for infill and redevelopment on
urban shorelines, thereby potentially impacting a
greater number of shorelines in these areas and

potentially reducing the negative impacts to rural and
resource shoreline areas.

No Action Alternative

The CPPs applicable to the No Action Alternative
could have significant positive impacts to shorelines.
One policy would assist in mitigating adverse impacts
to shorelines by requiring jurisdictions to protect
visual access to water bodies and rivers, and provide
for physical access where appropriate.

The negative impacts of the No Action Alternative on
shorelines would be greater than both Centers
Alternatives respectively, but less than the Magnets
and Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternatives
respectively. Since the No Action Alternative does
not designate centers, it has the potential of greater
negative impacts on a larger number of shorelines
within the UGA because of this dispersed growth
pattern.

Eight Centers Alternative

This alternative could result in fewer impacts on
shoreline use than the No Action Alternative because
it concentrates growth in urban centers, urban/transit
and urban auto areas thereby identifying the general
locations for growth and consuming less undeveloped
land, including shorelines. All of the positive
impacts associated with the No Action Alternative
apply to the Eight Centers Alternative. However, in
the Eight Centers Alternative, urban centers,
urban/transit and urban auto would receive the
majority of growth which could negatively impact
shoreline use in these areas. Rural and resource areas
would be positively impacted by this alternative
assuming that growth impacts on shorelines would be
concentrated into urban centers.

The Eight Centers Alternative assumes
implementation of the Rail/TSM option of the
Regional Transit System Plan. Construction

" equipment, materials, demolition, clearing and dust

may temporarily affect shoreline use -environments.
New or expanded transportation corridors, stations,
and access facilities may require shoreline
environment right-of-way. New transit corridors may
affect shoreline access and usability. Transit
infrastructure (e.g.wires, rights-of-way, stations) may
physically or visually separate shoreline use areas
from neighborhoods. Aerial structures might create a
visual barrier.*
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14 Centers Alternative

This alternative would result in fewer negative
impacts on shoreline use in rural areas than the No
Action or Eight Centers Alternative because it further
concentrates growth, thereby identifying general
locations for development and consuming less
developed land and shoreline resources.  All of the
positive impacts associated with the No Action
Alternative apply to the 14 Centers Alternative.
However, in the 14 Centers Alternative, urban centers,
urban/transit and urban/auto areas would receive the
majority of growth which could negatively impact
shoreline use in these areas. Rural and resource areas
would be positively impacted by this alternative
assuming that growth impacts on shorelines would be
concentrated into urban centers.

The 14 Centers Alternative assumes implementation
of the Rail/TSM policy option. Impacts would be
similar to those described under the Eight Centers
Alternative.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

Future growth would be the least concentrated under
the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative.
This alternative would consume the most undeveloped
land, and would result in the greatest impacts on
shoreline use in urban/auto, urban/transit and rural
areas. The estimated growth impacts on shorelines
in rural and resource areas from this alternative would
be a total of 15 percent of the entire projected
household growth, or 32,250 more households during
the next 20 years. There would also be limited
requirements for jurisdictional coordination resulting
in potentially more adverse impacts on shorelines in
both urban and rural areas.

This alternative assumes the CPPs would be replaced
by the policies in the pre-existing plans. However,
the King County Shoreline Management Master
Program (1977), SEPA, and the King County
~ Sensitive Areas Ordinance (1990) would all still
apply.  The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies

Alternative assumes that implementation of the

Regional Transit System Plan is limited to TSM, and
does not include rail.  The impacts of the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative regarding
TSM are similar to those described under the No Rail

Option.

Magnet Alternative

Under the Magnet Alternative future household
growth would be most concentrated in the urban/auto,
urban/transit, and urban centers respectively. Future
employment growth would be most concentrated in
activity areas, urban centers and other office/business
parks respectively. Unlike both Centers Alternatives,
the Magnet Alternative does not designate the location
of urban centers, but rather establishes goals for
allocation of urban growth as measured by
benchmarks and strategies. Impacts on shorelines
would be the greatest in the urban areas under the
Magnet Alternative. The Magnet Alternative also
allocates the greatest amount of growth to rural and
resource areas than the No Action and both the
Centers Alternatives. Consequently, similar to the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative,
shorelines would have more growth impacts in rural
areas under this alternative.

The UGAs’ policies of the Magnet Alternative could
have adverse impacts on shoreline use in urban areas.
A benchmark associated with this policy would be to
utilize opportunities for infill, renovation and
redevelopment within existing developed areas to
increase countywide average rate of development
activity in these areas. This policy could negatively
impact urban shoreline use while positively impacting
shoreline use in rural areas. The King County
Shoreline Management Master Program (1977),
SEPA, and the King County Sensitive Areas
Ordinance (1990) would all stiil apply under this
alternative.

The Magnet Alternative assumes the following policy
options to the Regional Transit System Plan: a
commuter rail from Everett to Tacoma, HCT rail,
benchmarks incorporating King County Commute
Reduction Plan targets, improvements to existing
HOV system, public transit, .and regionally
coordinated pedestrian and bicycle routes. :

Impacts to shoreline use under this policy option
would be similar to those described under both -the
Centers Alternatives.

Impdcts of the Policy Options

Technical Review Areas

N/A.

LAND USE

“Page 49




AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES "

No Rail Option

The impacts on shoreline use regarding TSM are that
equipment, materials and dust from construction of
HOV facilities, transit hubs and park-and-ride lots
may temporarily affect access to and usability of
adjacent shoreline environments.*

Affordable Housing Policies

In general, all of the Affordable Housing Task Force
policies would have impacts on shoreline use located
in urban areas. There will be tradeoffs as the urban
areas become more dense with affordable housing and
associated services. This will cause some adverse
impacts on shoreline use as density increases.
However, this alternative assumes a greater
concentration of development in urban areas, thereby
reducing impacts from housing on shorelines in rural
Or resource areas.

Economic Development Policies

Both the Centers Alternatives and the Magnet
Alternative include the FIS/ED policy which calls for
the GMPC to adopt economic development policies to
protect the natural environment as a key economic
value in this region. This policy could have
significant positive impacts on natural areas, including
shorelines.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

In general, all of the rural character task force policies
would have positive impacts on shoreline use in rural
and resource areas. Low density land uses and
activities would provide positive impacts to shoreline
use in rural and resource areas assuming they utilized
"best management practices". In turn, less
development at the upper reaches of the watersheds
could create less negative impacts downstream.

However urban areas, where growth will be
concentrated through implementation of the rural task

force policies, could experience more adverse impacts -

due to increased development pressures.

MITIGATION MEASURES

LAND DEVELOPMENT AND LAND CAPACITY

All of the alternatives have areas which do not have
enough land capacity to achieve household growth
targets with a discounted land capacity of 25 percent.
Mitigation measures relating to land development and
capacity are of two kinds: substantive and procedural.

Substantive measures to address possible negative
impacts to development patterns and land capacity are
the following:

1) Measures to provide adequate land capacity to
accommodate growth targets for various categories of
land use within urban designated areas and cities.
Specific mitigation might include:

A) Providing more higher density zoning for
apartments, townhouse, and small lot single
family development in residential zones and
for increased floor area ratios and mixed use
development in commercial areas.

B) Increasing the capacity of existing zoning
by selective easing of standards that affect site
yields. For example, easing building setback
requirements, consistent with maintenance of
public safety and environmental safeguards.

2) Measures to mitigate the negative effects of higher
densities. These will be needed in direct proportion
to the compactness of the development scheme
envisioned in each of the alternatives, with the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative posing the
least need for mitigation and the 14 Centers
Alternative the most. Mitigation measures could
include (but not be limited to) the following: the
implementation of housing grants and low interest
loans for lower economic groups, and the
development of design guidelines.

Procedural measures to address possible negative
impacts to development patterns and land capacity are
the following:

1) Enhancement of jurisdictions’ capability to monitor
and report accurately on land development and
capacity. This mitigation measure responds to the
possibility that land capacity and development data
may be incomplete or contain errors. If jurisdictions
closely track land development and capacity and

" report regularly, errors that might have a negative

impact can be caught and adjustments can made to

‘bring jurisdictions back on track toward established

policy goals and targets.

2) Adoption of quantifiable benchmarks, with specific
timelines for accomplishment, for key land
development, housing price, and land capacity
indicators. The benchmarks concept -- calling on
public officials to adopt objective performance targets
with specific timelines -- is an extension of the
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monitoring concept. It is proposed by the FIS/ED
Task Force and in the Magnet Alternative.

3) Integration of land capacity assessment with capital
improvement programs (CIPs), to ensure that capacity
is available for development and supported by
necessary infrastructure. This procedural measure
would address concerns that capacity might not be
capable of realization because infrastructure is not
present to allow its use.

.In addition to planning for and then monitoring land

capacity for a 20-year comprehensive plan horizon,
this proposal would ensure that jurisdictions provide
a regularly verified supply of land capacity for
residential and commercial/industrial development that
matches the time horizon used for capital facility
programming (six years in many jurisdictions). By
bringing land capacity together = with decisions
regarding capital facility provision, this measure
would bring more certainty to the land development
process and mitigate concerns surrounding the land
capacity question.

URBAN GROWTH AREAS AND URBAN
CENTERS

For all of the alternatives except the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative, many of the policies
regarding development in urban centers and UGAs
provide mitigation strategies needed to offset the
adverse impacts on the built and natural environment
and quality of life associated with these alternatives’
patterns of development. For example, rather than
causing negative impacts, the CPPs mitigate the
impacts associated with high density development in
urban centers by addressing transit and pedestrian
orientation, design considerations, and appropriate
types of land uses.

Additional mitigation measures, applicable to these

alternatives, include the following:

Insisting on high quality urban design in urban
centers to enhance liveability and public
acceptance of higher densities, including
measures to promote integration of open space,
landscaping, amenities and public art into
development plans.*'

Providing increased spending for public
infrastructure and services required to support
new development in urban centers and
designated portions of the UGA.

Supporting public and private efforts to offset
higher land prices that come with higher
densities in urban centers, to keep housing and
opportunities for smaller businesses
affordable.”

Using concepts proposed under the Magnet
Alternative, reduce uncertainties surrounding
the effects of the various policies in urban
centers and UGAs by enhancing the
jurisdictions’ capability to monitor and report
accurately on land development, land costs,
land availability/capacity, business and office
space, housing and small office costs, and
quality of life indicators. This data can be used
to bring the region back on track towards
established goals and policies.”

Another option for mitigating the impacts on urban
form is to provide the cities with more flexibility in
defining the geographic extent of the urban centers.
The CPPs may be too prescriptive in attempting to
accommodate such a large amount of growth within
a constrained amount of land. Within a particular
jurisdiction, there may be a larger area than 1.5
square miles which is suitable for redevelopment. In
addition, important buildings, parks, or other elements
of the community might feel less pressure for
redevelopment to accommodate the higher densities.
By providing more flexibility in the definition of
these areas, the likelihood of each urban center
achieving its population and employment targets may
increase. For example, criteria for the size of each
urban center could be based upon actual pedestrian
access needs. Expansion of the urban center area
must be mitigated by concepts such as ensuring
pedestrian orientation, access to transit or rail, and
appropriate design standards.

The impacts associated with the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative’s pattern of dispersed

-growth in the UGA may be significant. In

comparison to the other alternatives, the King County
Comprehensive Plan’s “policies consist of weak
recommendations and lack the stringency necessary
for guiding development in a proactive manner.
Instead, they serve as minimal guidelines encouraging
mitigation of the anticipated effects of dispersed
development. Additional policies, such as those
found in the CPPs or the Task Force policy options,
would be required to counteract the type of
development pattern inherent in this Alternative.

The package of policies, benchmarks, and strategies
for the Magnet Alternative are not as specific as those
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in the CPPs. As a result, on their own they may not
be as effective in controlling the potential for
dispersed development outside urban centers in the
Magnet Alternative as the CPPs were for the
allocation of growth proposed in the No Action
Alternative. As mitigation, this alternative’s
benchmarks and strategies could be combined with
some of the more effective CPPs and policy options
to control and manage growth more appropriately for
this Alternative.

Policy Options

The No Rail option, in order to be more effective in
stimulating and  supporting  higher  density
development in centers, should be mitigated by
constructing improvements typically associated with
rail transit -- fixed station locations, exclusive rights
of way, and urban design investments.*

The Economic Development Task Force policies
addressing manufacturing centers and business parks
attempt to mitigate impacts associated with location,
siting, increases or decreases in density, conflicting
adjacent uses, and traffic. However, these policies
may weaken the ability of the urban centers under the
Centers Alternatives to attract employment growth if
a proliferation of these parks occurs in the UGA. As
mitigation, a program should be implemented to
monitor employment growth both in the centers and
in the UGA to be able to evaluate whether or not
targets are being met.

The Rural Character policy alternatives do not create
significant impacts on urban centers or UGAs, other
than to increase densities within these areas indirectly
through policies which limit development in rural
lands and re-allocate it into the urbanized areas.
Increasing densities in urban areas are then adequately
mitigated by the CPPs. Refer to the SEIS sections on
Rural Lands for an analysis of these policies on rural
cities’ UGAs and rural areas.

RURAL LANDS AND RURAL CITIES

-There are a number of existing plans, programs and
regulations which would apply mitigation to impacts
associated with sprawl or increasing development in
rural areas, and which are applicable to all of the
alternatives. These regulatory documents include the
following: the King County Sensitive Areas
Ordinance, the King County Open Space Plan, the
King County Agricultural Preservation Plan, VISION
2020, SEPA, implementation of the Shoreline

Management Act, and Washington State Legislation
on Annexation.

By July, 1994, the following plans, programs and
regulations will be revised for consistency vertically
with GMA requirements and the adopted King County
CPPs, and horizontally between themselves.
Revisions of these plans and programs should also
include an analysis of the environmental impacts
associated with their specific actions as well as
recommended mitigation measures. These regulatory
documents include the following: the King County
1985 Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations, the
King County Zoning Code, and the Comprehensive
Plans and Zoning Codes of Local Jurisdictions.

For the No Action Alternative, both Centers
Alternatives, and the Magnet Alternative, many of the
rural policies contained within the CPP and the policy
options (policy options are not applied to the No
Action Alternative) provide mitigation strategies
needed to offset the adverse impacts on consumption
of rural lands and degradation of rural character and
quality of life created as a result of these alternatives’
allocation of growth. For example, rather than
causing negative impacts, the CPPs and rural policy
options mitigate the impacts associated with
development in a rural landscape, requiring
mechanisms such as clustering on large parcels, and
provision of rural levels of service.* In addition,
buffering requirements could be added to protect the
adjacent lower intensity uses, and maintain rural
character,

The impacts associated with the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative's pattern of dispersed
growth in rural areas and rural cities may be
significant, In comparison to the other alternatives,
the policies under the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative consist of general
recommendations and lack the stringency necessary .
for regulating development in a proactive manner.
Instead, they serve as minimal guidelines for
mitigating the anticipated effects of sprawl and

‘consumption of rural lands, resource lands and open

space in rural areas for . residential purposes.
Additional policies, such as those found in the CPPs
or Rural Task Force policy option would be required
to counteract the development pattern inherent in this
alternative, and to ensure mitigation of impacts such
as the increased consumption of rural land.

The Magnet Alternative provides a set of policies,
benchmarks, and strategies which begin to mitigate
some of the adverse impacts associated with its high
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allocation of residential growth to rural cities. On
their own, they may not be as effective in controlling
the potential for sprawl in rural areas or preserving
the quality of life in rural cities as the CPPs were for
the allocation of growth proposed in the No Action
Alternative.  However, there are many positive
concepts for monitoring the quality of life in the
Magnet Alternative which could be used in
conjunction with the CPPs to control and manage
growth more appropriately for this alternative. In
addition, a program to monitor rural cities available
infrastructure capacities should be implemented to
assist in determining which cities will be suitable for
additional growth under the "least cost” planning
strategy for infrastructure extensions.

The recommendations in the Magnet Alternative for
implementing monitoring programs could be used in
conjunction with the CPPs or policy options for all of
the other alternatives. Monitoring through the use of
a series of performance indicators can be an effective
tool in measuring the impacts (positive, negative or
neutral) as well as measuring desired outcomes.*
Increases in land development and consumption,
decreases in available land capacity, increases in land
and housing costs in the rural areas and rural cities,
and degradation of quality of life or rural character
could be adequately mitigated by regular performance
monitoring. Results could be integrated into the
review and revision of the CPPs should they fall short
of the established goals.

Many of the rural character and economic
development policy options are more specific than
those proposed by the CPP. In addition, they attempt
to produce a positive impact on rural lands while still
accommodating higher density or intensity activities
not normally associated with rural areas. For
example, Policy ED-10 may encourage the siting of
resource based manufacturing uses in close proximity
to the resource. Other rural character policy options
allow clustering of development into higher density
areas to consume less rural land. These activities

could have a significant adverse impact on rural -
character if they are not mitigated with buffer, site or’
" design requirements which are consistent with -

maintaining rural character. King County should
work with rural area residents to further define what
types of land uses or siting requirements contribute or
detract from rural character, then apply this as
mitigation to higher intensity activities in rural areas.

SHORELINE USE

King County is in the process of amending its Master
Program to better define standards and regulations for
the following: public access (visual and physical),
biofiltration strips and swales, vegetation
management, including commercial, industrial and
recreational development, rip rap enhancement
standards, dams and hydroelectric facilities, and
residential variable setback standards. Upon adoption,
the proposed amendments will clarify visual, physical
and limited public access development requirements
and standards. This will mitigate some of the
inevitable loss of shoreline public access from future
development and growth.” The spatial pattern in
which growth is allocated in several of the
alternatives will also serve to mitigate some of these
adverse growth impacts to some degree.

Under all alternatives, the Washington State Shoreline
Management Program (1971) and King County
Shoreline Management Master Program (1977) would
provide some degree of mitigation for adverse impacts
to shoreline use. The proposed King County
Shoreline Management Master Program Amendments
(March 1992) will also provide some additional
mitigation measures upon adoption.

Acquisitions under the King County Open Space
Program (1988), King County conservation easements
for shoreline public access, and other park and
recreation programs could all provide some mitigation
for adverse impacts to shoreline public access.

SEPA requires that adverse impacts to shoreline areas
be disclosed, but does not prohibit activities that have
unavoidable impacts.

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

LAND DEVELOPMENT AND LAND CAPACITY

- Development during the next 20 years will consume

additional vacant land and reduce the capacity of

King County jurisdictions to absorb the growth of

future -generations. This is true of all of the
alternatives, to varying degrees, with the Centers
Alternatives causing least impact and the Magnets, No
Action and Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternatives (in probable increasing order) greater
impact to the vacant land base.
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URBAN GROWTH AREAS AND URBAN
CENTERS

In general, additional supplies of developable land
will be required to accommodate anticipated increases
in jobs and housing throughout King County. The
majority of this development will be guided to. lands
within the UGA in the western portion of the County
in order to preserve the rural lands outside of the
UGA. The overall goal is to try and minimize the
extent of impacts on the environment and quality of
life associated with increasing development in urban
centers and the UGA. .

All of the alternatives will result in an increase in
density in urban centers through infill and
redevelopment. Increased density creates a number of
unavoidable impacts. Existing buildings may be torn
down and replaced by higher density development.
Vacant land or open spaces may be developed. This
could create a dramatic change in the character of the
center.®® There is some question as to whether or
not the targeted density of development recommended
by the CPPS will actually occur, due to people’s
preferences for lower density development.”

Local jurisdictions should work closely with residents
and business people located in the urban centers to
define a vision for this area before this type of
development occurs. Taking a proactive stance on the
character of this area will assist in creating an
environment that is attractive to both residents and
business people. By increasing the area’s
attractiveness, this may subsequently increase the
chance of actually being able to achieve the high
population and employment targets.

RURAL LANDS AND RURAL CITIES

In general, additional supplies of developable land
will be required to accommodate anticipated increases
in jobs and housing throughout King County in the
future. While the majority of development will

~ guided to areas within the large UGA in the western =

portion of the County, some development will still
" occur in rural cities and rural lands. The goal is to
try and minimize the extent of the impacts on the
environment, rural character and quality of life
associated with development in these areas, through
clustering, design guidelines, and extension of
infrastructure and services policies.  Effects of
policies on rural areas and cities can be identified and
mitigated to the best extent possible by implementing
a program monitoring development, land capacity and
quality of life benchmarks.

SHORELINE USE

There will be a certain amount of inevitable loss of
shoreline public access from future development and
growth. There will also be a certain amount of
negative impacts on some shorelines due to lack of
"best management practices" implemented during
development. This includes landowners who do not
assume responsibility for proper shoreline
development activities as well as public agency
responsibility for effective code enforcement of permit
requirements.
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2.0 AFFORDABLE HOUSING

ffor_dable honsm
eveloped commm mtzes, and.y__” j

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Housing Stock, Quantity, and Type

There are currently a total of 668,118 housing units
throughout King County; 388,136 are single-family,
261,862 are multi-family and 18,120 are mobile
homes. 66,335 single-family units (17 percent) and
62,607 multi-family units (24 percent) have been built
in the last ten years. The building boom of the last
ten years has yielded 20 percent of the total stock.

Approximately 225 of the units have 3 rooms or less
(one bedroom and efficiency units) and 78 percent
have more than 3 rooms.

Housing Condition and Quality

Throughout the last decade, overall housing condition

in King County has improved. This is to some -

degree the result of the County housing boom of the

- 1970s and 1980s which produced more than half of ‘
" the éxisting units. Improvements in housing condition -

likely reflect the increased proportion of newer units
in the total supply of housing as well as upgrades of
existing units through private investment and local

housing rehabilitation programs for lower income’

households. A survey of housing conditions in King
County suggests that 5.9 percent of the rental stock
and 8.7 percent of the owner stock is inadequate and
requires major home repair. This affects about
24,000 households. Over half are low income

households and of these, about three out of four are
homeowners.

Housing Tenure

Of the occupied housing in King County,
approximately 60 percent is owner occupied and 40
percent is renter occupied. Vacancy rates for
apartment complexes containing 20 or more units
average 4.8 percent in King County in March 1993.
Vacancy rates over the past ten years have averaged
4.7 percent with a high of 7.3 percent in 1983 and
low of 3.6 percent in 1989.

Housing Development Trends
The number of units authorized by building permits

increased 18 percent Countywide in 1992 over the
previous year. The 9,658 new units permitted in 1992

" were just over half the 19,275 units authorized in -

1989 at the peak of the 1980s building boom. Multi-

- family unit authorizations increased almost 40 percent .
* from 1991 to 1992, with the city of Bellevue alone

accounting for 60 percent of the growth. Among the
cities, Seattle continued to lead the way in 1992 with
more than 1,700 multi-family units permitted,
followed by Bellevue with 767. The Highline and
Soos Creek community planning areas combined had
nearly half of the 583 multi-family units permitted in
unincorporated King County.

Single-family permits grew by 6 percent to more than
5,500 units between 1991 and 1992. Cities with the
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largest number of new units authorized were Seattle
(528), Federal Way (245), and Bellevue (230). In
unincorporated King County, Soos Creek (796), East
Sammamish (575), and Tahoma/Raven Heights (525)
continued to lead in single-family construction, as
they have since the late 1980s.

King County’s forecast population growth will require
additional residential development of about 190,000
_dwelling units between 1992 and 2010. This means
that an average of more than 10,000 units a year will
be needed. (Development during the 1980s averaged
more than 14,000 units annually.)

Housing Development Trends
Homeownership

The affordability of the average priced single-family
home in King County declined sharply during the late
1980s, after improving for most of the decade.
Homeownership declined from 62 percent to 59
percent during the decade.

Since 1990, home purchase affordability has once
again improved, due mostly to sharply falling interest
rates.

Affordability refers to the relationship between the
price of housing and ability to pay. Key variables in
the home purchase equation are the following: the
sale price of the house, the income of the purchasing
household, and the proposed terms of the sale (i.e.,
the mortgage interest rate, down payment, and closing
costs).

As summarized in Table 4, the average sale price of
single-family housing increased 107 percent between
1980 and’ 1990 (from $81,600 to $169,200), with
three-quarters of this increase coming during the last
three years of the 1980s, The sharp price spike

between mid-1987 and mid-1990, with average sale -
prices increasing 2 percent to 3 percent a month for:

a good part of this period, as due primarily to strong
job growth and immigration into King County.

With the economic downturn of the early 1990s,
housing prices have leveled off. Between 1990 and
the end of 1992, the average sale price of the single-
family house in King County increased just 4 percent,
from $169,200 to $175,800.

Home purchase conditions vary widely across King
County. As shown in Table C-1 in Appendix C,
which compares average sale prices in the first
quarter of 1993, prices are highest on the Eastside
($237,400 in the most recent data) and lowest in the
Highline area ($120,300) of South King County.

Affordability patterns mirror countywide price trends
fairly closely. Between 1981 and 1987, the afford-
ability gap for the median income household (the
difference between the average single-family sale
price and a calculated affordable price) narrowed
from $37,100 to just $9,800. (This calculation
assumes 25 percent down for principal and interest
and a 30-year conventional loan at prevailing interest
rates.) During the next three years, the gap widened
to $58,300 for the median income household, meaning
that the affordability gains of the preceding six years
were more than wiped out.

Since 1990, conditions have again brightened on the
home purchase front, as interest rates on the con-
ventional 30-year loan tumbled. Based on the Puget
Sound Multiple List Association (PSMLA) sales data
by price range, the median income household could
have afforded 65 percent of the single-family sales
closed in March 1993, up from 35 percent just two
years earlier.

Affordability conditions for first time and low income
buyers, while following the trend of the median
income household, were much more difficult. The
affordability gap facing these households varied
between $56,100 and $101,000 during the first quarter
of 1993. First time buyers could qualify for just 28
percent of the March 1993 PSMLA sales: the low
income household, just 5 percent.
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Table 4. Average House Price And Rent Trends

King County, 1980--1992

. Year : ; o Avexage Hbu‘sév o o - AverageMomhlyRﬂn
G i SalePrice 2 Bedroom, 1 Bath Apt. |
1980 $81,576 $312
1981 $89,884 $338
1982 388,041 $357
1983 $92,611 $380
1984 $90,785 $389
1985 $94,626 $395
1986 $98,119 $411
1987 $104,855 $446
1988 $115,262 $482
1989 $138,354 3516
1990 $169,202 $537
1991 $173,821 $588
1992 $175,789 $609

Source: Housing Affordability in King County. Monitoring Report prepared by the King County Planning and Community Development Division, November 1988; and individual

Monitoring Bulletins, 1989--1993.

Rental Conditions

As shown in Tables C-2 and C-3, located in the
Appendix, between 1980 and 1990 the average rental
for a two bedroom, single bath apartment in King
County increased 72 percent from $312 to $537 a
month. Rental price increases were moderated by a
high rate of multi-family construction, particularly
during the second half of the decade. Between 1985
and the end of 1990, nearly 105,000 multi-family
units were permitted in unincorporated King County
and its cities. Vacancy rates remained well below 6
" percent in most places during this period.

. From 1991 through 1992, multi-family prqducﬁon fell
to less than 9,000 units annually, compared with

17,500 during the 1985-1990 period. Rent increases
remained low, reflecting the economic downturn
which slowed both immigration and employment
growth. From the first quarter of 1992 through the
first quarter of 1993, the average rent for a two
bedroom rental in King County rose just 2.3 percent,
from $609 to $623 a month.

Rentals vary considerably throughout King County.
As summarized in Tables C-2 and C-3 in Appendix
C, which compares two bedroom rentals in 1992 and
1993, the average rent for the two bedroom, single
bath unit ranged from a high of $824 a month in
downtown Seattle to under $450 a month in the
Rainier Valley. Among major King County subareas,
the City of Seattle had the highest two bedroom rents
during the first quarter of 1993 ($669), followed by
the Eastside ($659) and Northshore ($624). As with
home prices, rents are cheaper in South King County,
with the lowest monthly two bedroom rental in the -

- SeaTac area ($512).

‘ ~ The low income renter without public subsidy, with

an estimated annual income of one half the median
renter (currently about $12,700), faces very difficult
rental conditions. Countywide, the unsubsidized low
income renting household faced an affordability gap
in excess of $300 a month for the average two bed-
room, single bath apartment.
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Regulatory Trends and Impacts to Housing

Over the last twenty years, nationally and in King
County, there have been numerous regulatory changes
in response to environmental concerns, energy
conservation, etc. Some of these regulatory changes
have had incremental, but cumulative impacts to land,
infrastructure (site development), and building costs,
which in turn has resulted in higher housing costs.
Many jurisdictions, including King County, are
responding to higher housing costs by studying these
regulatory impacts and amending policies, ordinances,
and codes to reduce costs. An example of this is
King County’s new zoning code. It is simpler to
understand and more straightforward regarding zoning
designations, allowed uses, and development
requirements. For example, there is more flexibility
for housing development by zoning land based on
units per acre to be built versus minimum lot sizes,
zero lot line development is allowed, and other cost-
saving development standards are allowed without
special conditions. Furthermore, there are density
bonuses for affordable housing, better definitions of

special needs housing and group homes, as well as

more flexibility in siting these facilities and mobile
home parks. In addition, there is more flexibility in
standards for mobile home parks, including allowing
duplexes.

Housing Needs

Need has traditionally been defined to include
households earning 80 percent or less of area median
income who 1) occupy substandard or overcrowded
dwellings and/or 2) pay in excess of 30 percent of
household income for housing costs or 3) have no
permanent housing at all. It is generally assumed that
households earning more than 80 percent of median

income have better or sufficient housing opportunities

provided by the market, as discussed above.

' By far the greatest number of households in need are o

those paying more than they can afford for housing.
Approximately 8 percent of all homeowners,
approximately 31,140 households, are low and
moderate income households which pay more than 30
percent of their income for housing expenses.
Approximately 34’ percent of all renter households,
86,260 households, are low and moderate income
households paying more than 30 percent of their
income for rent.

Housing Needs of the Homeless

It is difficult to determine a precise number of
homeless in King County outside Seattle. At any one
time there are over 3,100 shelter beds available and
filled in all of King County. Street counts of
unsheltered individuals in Seattle alone indicate
another 500 people per night who are unsheltered.
Additional data from youth shelter providers indicate
an additional 400-500 youth not included in the count
above. The figures represent a baseline of about
4,100 homeless in King County on a given day.
However, this figure is significant in its failure to
account for any unsheltered people outside of Seattle.
Although an exact count is unknown, there are large
numbers of people sleeping in cars, camping out in
campgrounds, parks and rural areas, doubling up with
family and friends, and otherwise unseen. Given the
size of the population outside Seattle (1 million), it
seems likely that there are at least another 500-700
people unsheltered. Over the course of a year, Seattle
and King County project a total of 30,000 people will
be homeless for some period of time.

Housing Needs of Special Needs Populations

Special needs groups include those with supportive
service needs such as the mentally ill, people with
developmental disabilities, physical disabilities,
runaway and homeless youth, people with AIDS,
alcohol and substance abusers, frail elderly, veterans,
and victims of domestic violence. In some cases,
pregnant and parenting youth and young adults also
have special needs. Over the past ten years, it has
become increasingly difficult for lower income
persons to obtain adequate, affordable housing. The
problem is most acute for those persons who are in
greatest need due to the inability to care for them-

selves, the lack of family support, and/or very low or .-
' no income. , - -

» .Recenily published studies of housing needs indicate

the following:

Persons with Mental Iliness - It is estimated
that 7,500 chronically mentally ill and
67,000 seriously disturbed persons live in
King County and are those most likely to
need long-term housing assistance
coordinated with out-patient treatment and
other support services. There are currently
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about 1,000 beds of community based
housing options for the mentally ill. It is
estimated that there is currently a need for
an additional 1,000-2,000 beds for aduits in
King County.

People with Developmental Disabilities -
There are approximately 4,000 people in
King County with either mental retardation,
cerebral palsy, autism, epilepsy or other
neurological impairment.  Approximately
775 people currently reside in assisted single
or group homes. There are 600 people in
State institutions targeted to return to King
County, 700 persons waiting for housing
with 80 high school graduates added to this
waiting list annually.

People with Physical Disabilities - Detailed
information on the extent of housing needs
for lower income, physically disabled
individuals is limited. Many live
independently but in inappropriate settings or
could live independently if more
opportunities were available. Easter Seal
Society of Washington has assisted
approximately 1,750 clients in King County
outside of Seattle on an annual basis.

Runaway and Homeless Youth - It is
currently estimated that there are between
500-800 youth living on the streets of Seattle
at any given time, however, youth shelter
providers believe the numbers are higher.
No count has been attempted for King
County as a whole. The State Division of
Children and Family Services has estimated
that approximately 2,700 adolescent youth

will need alternative out-of-home care. The -
number of beds provided for youth in need

of crisis has declined since 1980 from a total
- 'of 1,600 to 320 in 1990. Typically, most
youth aré in need of shelter for two to four
days and 400-600 to the total homeless/street
youth need housing up to 18 months.
Housing for emancipated minors or youth
18-22 is significantly lacking. Little has
been done to accommodate the minority,
gay, lesbian, handicapped, pregnant/
parenting teens, youth with AIDS, and other
special populations within the group of

homeless youth. In all, 15 providers are
providing 200 youths with shelter, crisis
residential  beds, group homes, or
transitional housing beds. It is estimated that
at least another 666 beds are needed
immediately.

Homeless pregnant and parenting teens do
not fit into existing family or youth shelter
systems because of their age and/or family
status.

People with Alcohol and Other Drug
Problems - The relationship between
chemically dependent persons and
homelessness is complex. It is clear that
alcoholics and substance abusers are
disproportionately represented among the
homeless and are among the most visible
and vulnerable. Studies show between 20
percent and 40 percent of the homeless
population have alcohol or other drug
problems. There are currently less than 100
beds for homeless persons in recovery in
King County.

Veterans - The importance of veterans as a
special needs population is underscored by
the fact that this group make up a large
percentage (estimated at 40 percent) of the
total homeless population. Many at risk
veterans are not receiving needed housing
and treatment services due to the constricted
supply of beds. While there is a need for
additional shelter space for veterans, this
need is not distinguished from the general

homeless population.

People with AIDS - It is estimated the
number of cases of Class IV AIDS in

. Seattle/King County will be well over 2,000 -

by the beginning of 1993. ' Historically,

“housing services have been requested by 50

percent of the total Class IV AIDS
population. The Northwest AIDS
Foundation, along with other providers of
AIDS housing, provided housing services to
389 clients in the first quarter of 1992.

Single Female Heads of Households and
Victims of Domestic Violence - While
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approximately 3,000 domestic violence
victims are annually provided with shelter,
counseling, and support groups, in 1990
alone, 11,145 women and children were
turned away for lack of space. About 540
additional beds are needed to help fill the
gap in resources. County shelter reports
show that 43 percent of families served in
1990 were female-headed. Increasing
numbers are in shelters as a result of
evictions, domestic violence, and family
crisis.  Female headed households are
disproportionately  represented among
householder families with children under 18
who are living below the poverty line in
King County.

Frail Elderly - Over one-fifth of the
County’s 65+ population are identified as
frail elderly meaning that they are in need of
assistance with at least one daily activity
such as bathing, cooking, or dressing. In the
next twenty years the number is expected to
more than double from 16,786 to 36,353
people. Congregate care facilities and adult
family homes are readily accessible to indi-
viduals who can afford to pay privately.
However, for low-income elderly it can be
extremely difficult to find placement.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Introduction and Growth Impacts
Assumptions
The subject of this SEIS is the impacts of the CPPs

and their policy options, as applied to five land use
alternatives, on housing. Some basic assumptions

govern this analysis. One is that population forecasts-
“are the same under each. alternative. [Note: Even

-with this assumption, the: possibility of transfer of
housing units is discussed under Eight Centers
Alternative.] Second, capacity to meet household
growth is expected to be sufficient under all
alternatives,even if land capacity is not sufficient
under current zoning. Third, it is assumed that the
policies are fully implemented, e.g. that some land is
upzoned.

Definitions of Affordability

King County defines sale housing affordable to
median income and one-half median income
households using 25 percent of income for principal
and interest on a 30 year 20 percent down payment
loan at prevailing interest rates. For tenants, units are
affordable if they cost no more than 30 percent of
monthly household income.

Recent King County Land Use and Housing Policies

The thrust of land use policies in King County since
the 1985 Comprehensive Plan has been to concentrate
growth in cities and activity centers within a defined
UGA and rural cities outside the growth area. All
other land is intended to remain rural or reserved for
agricultural or forest resources. The housing policies
are directed to achieve affordable housing goals
within various compact development scenarios for
each jurisdiction in King County.

Limitations on the Analysis

Forecasts of housing prices and affordability are not
precise because the factors involved in determining
them are many and complex. Market forces,
including demand factors, such as increases in
employment and population, are major factors which
drive prices up in any growing region. The principal
source for this assertion is the technical analysis
conducted for VISION 2020. Several other studies,
noted in the literature review, in Appendix C also
support this view. A study recently completed by
Tom Kirn of the Seattle Planning Department
supports the VISION 2020 analysis while also finding
significant impacts from supply factors, such as
geographic constraints, traffic congestion and
regulatory restrictiveness.

In Seattle, and a few other cities which experience -

sharp price increases, sﬁpply factors, such as

.geographic constraints, traffic congestion, and . - -

regulatory restrictiveness are of increasing importance
as explanatory variables. This still leaves growth
management development restrictions as only one
aspect of one variable considered.'

The nature of supply and demand in the future King
County market is uncertain. If there are absolute job
losses, demand may shrink. If timber use is limited
further, lumber prices may rise. If gasoline prices
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rise sharply outlying locations may decline in
popularity.

Further, consumer response may change if housing
costs continue to rise relative to incomes. Smaller
houses and smaller lots may become more popular.
Then we would be comparing affordability of today’s
house with the affordability of more modest sized
houses.

All these factors prevent firm conclusions on the
results of one factor, housing policies, on housing
affordability.

The affordable housing policies, which have been
evolving in specificity and force since the 1985
Comprehensive Plan, operate in an environment
which includes market driven cost increases and cost
effects of restrictions on residential development in
the County. Developers report that residential
development sites in King County are very scarce and
expensive. The affordable housing policies can
encourage affordable housing, but their effects may be
overwhelmed by the market forces.

Based on existing analysis and the preponderance of
the research, communities may have difficulty
meeting affordability goals in any of the alternatives
even with the implementation of the affordable
housing policies. Many low income households
already cannot afford available housing, and incomes
are not expected to rise relative to housing costs.
Cities with sufficient financial resources, established
programs and non-profit developers, such as Bellevue
and Seattle, may have an easier time implementing
policies, but they have a greater challenge to face
because of the higher prices of their housing.

The only example found in the literature where
policies may have influenced affordability is the .
Portland  Metropolitan Rule. Here, one regional .

- government had the authority to cause large amounts
of land to be zoned for higher density and to set a
monitored goal of higher muiti-family production.
Overall the goal was met: multi-family production
increased, and housing was affordable by a larger
proportion of the population after the study period
than earlier.

Important distinctions exist between Portland and
Seattle.  First, Portland experienced an economic

slump during the study period. Therefore, it is
unlikely that there were significant demand pressures
during most of the study period. Second, Portland’s
regulatory environment is different. They do not have
a state environmental protection statute. While they
have system development charges for streets, utilities
and parks, which are similar to impact fees, these
vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. There is no
readily available information comparing the size of
systemn development charges to impact fees.

Focus of Analysis on Hdusing Affordability

The analysis which follows focuses almost exclusively
on housing affordability. This focus is necessary
because of the nature of the housing policies, the need
to be objective in the context of SEPA, and the
exclusion of fiscal impacts from this analysis.
However, it is important to remember that other costs
are associated with housing at different densities.

Dispersed housing development imposes related costs
on individuals and the community. On the public
side, more roads and sewer lines may be needed. A
study of fiscal impacts of development in Florida
confirmed other research findings that more dense
developments have lower fiscal impacts than scattered
developments.

On the individual side, costs related to dispersed
housing may include an extra car or additional money
spent on child care because a long commute keeps
parents away from home longer. In addition there are
social issues, which may be described as costs,
associated with scattered development. Generally,
housing is separated from jobs and stores and services
in suburban development. Children go off to school
never observing -adults at work; they may not even be

able to stop off at a local donut shop af_ter school.

Impacts of the Alternatives -

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative does not designate new
urban centers, and allocates only 7 percent of
household growth capacity in areas at the 15 d.u./acre
densities. However, there are close to as many
households in transit friendly areas as in the Eight and
14 Centers Alternatives and these areas are also
suitable for small lot single family, townhouse and
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multi-family densities. The No Action Alternative
also has one of the largest numbers of households in
rural and resource areas.

Because of this household distribution, it can be
expected that the market forces causing price rises
would be somewhat weaker than in the Eight and 14
Centers Alternatives. It is also likely that there will
be less new high rise or very dense multifamily
_housing than in the Centers Alternatives.

The relevant policies under No Action Alternative are
the CPPs. Land use policies LU-51 through 54 deal
with the development of affordable housing targets in
urban neighborhoods to meet the county’s overall
housing goals. The Affordable Housing policies, AH-
1 through AH-5 under FW-24 propose an inter-
jurisdictional process to distribute diverse types of
housing around the county to meet the variety of
needs, that all jurisdictions share in the responsibility
to meet the needs of low and moderate income
households, develop strategies and guidelines for
affordable housing, evaluate existing resources and
monitor their progress.

Whether the housing cost impacts are greater under
the No Action Alternative than the Centers and
Magnet Alternatives depends in part on the mix of
housing developed in each alternative. Affordable
small lot single family and townhouse style housing
could render No Action Alternative the least costly.
There might not be as much price inflation of urban
center land, since there might be less targeting of
population into those centers.

Costs of transportation and other infrastructure
improvements may reduce the apparent cost
advantages of the more spread development pattern.

However, none of the studies reviewed deals with .
comparable statewide growth management planning, -

*- Implementation of local stra'teg'ies to promote -

“affordable housing. is likely. to vary among
jurisdictions under the CPPs. Monitoring
requirements are not spelled out. The CPPs also do

not contain any plan for addressing existing

deficiencies. Since the CPPs are less specific and
monitoring is inexact, communities may vary widely
in their goals and success in meeting the affordable
housing needs of their residents.

Eight Centers Alternative

Under the Eight Centers Alternative, centers, as
defined in LU-29, would provide capacity for 24
percent of household growth and 36 percent could be
accommodated in transit friendly urban areas. The
largest number of new households in the Eight
Centers Alternative are expected in the transit friendly
areas. This alternative and the 14 Centers Alternative
suggest a wide variety of possible impacts on land
costs.

Land prices under Eight Centers Alternative or 14
Centers Alternative may be less inflationary than
other alternatives if capacity is not reduced outside
centers, but rather, development is encouraged in
centers through incentives.

Further, while land price is a critical factor in housing
cost, land per urnit may be lower in some urban
centers than in suburban locations. Whether the
higher land cost is translated into higher housing costs
depends on the type of housing which is built in the
centers. If it is predominantly high rise multifamily,
costs may be higher because of higher construction
costs. If it is predominantly attached housing and low
rise apartment construction, costs may be lower than
in the No Action Alternative because the smaller
amount of land required per unit in attached/low rise
muitifamily vs. single family houses reduce housing
costs.

Analysis included in the City of Seattle’s Draft
Housing Element (April 1993, page 298) indicates
that total unit cost is lowest in L1 zones, but is also
lower in LDT, L2, L3 and MR (woodframe) than in
single family zonmes. Total costs for highrise

~ construction are comparable to single family costs.

Another possibility, though not analyzed in the SEIS,
is that prices might rise high enough to divert some -
household growth to less costly parts of King County
and to other counties.

If the CPPs are the operating policies, they may apply
a small moderating influence on housing prices
through minimum density zoning (LU-51), changes to
land use regulations (recommended in AH-5),
preservation and other affordable housing strategies
(AH-3, AH-2).
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See the section on Affordable Housing Policies
following the alternatives for discussion of the Task
Force Policies.

14 Centers Alternative

The 14 Centers Alternative is very similar in relation
to housing affordability to the Eight Centers
Alternative. Here, capacity is to be provided for 40
percent of the growth in households in Centers and 34
percent in Transit Friendly areas. The impact of the
difference between eight and fourteen centers might
move costs in either direction. Since the 14 Centers
Alternative increases the number of areas of
concentration considerably, if actual densities are
sufficient, this alternative might ease any tight supply
conditions and thus allow prices to stabilize or
decline. However, this alternative concentrates the

most households in areas where land prices might be

highest.

Pressures and prices may vary between centers, and
some smaller outlying centers may have lower costs
than others and be comparable to Transit Friendly
areas, reducing cost variations between the Eight and
14 Centers Alternatives. The designation of Centers
may bring more high density zoning, and if the
resulting housing is accepted in the market, may
actually increase supply and provide a brake on
housing price escalation.

The relative impact of the CPPs and the Refined
policies is the same between the Eight and 14 Centers
Alternatives.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

The 1985 Comprehensive Plan alternative provides
the least concentrated development among the five

alternatives. Auto oriented development areas are

‘allocated the largest growth in households, 56 percent,

in this alternative. Urban and rural activity centers,
including rural cities, might comprise a significant
portion of these auto oriented areas. These areas
could include small lot single family and multi-family
densities. They would be sufficiently spread out to
diffuse land price impacts relative to the Eight and 14
Centers Alternatives.

The policies which form the basis for affordable
housing initiatives under this alternative are those

found in the 1985 Comprehensive Plan and the 1987
Affordable Housing Policy Plan. They relate to
unincorporated - King County primarily. The 1985
Comprehensive Plan policies are similar to the CPPs
in encouraging a range of housing types and densities.
They also include a policy to encourage density
credits for innovative low cost housing among other
types of developments.

The Affordable Housing Policy Plan was developed
as a five year program for affordable housing. The
plan’s strategies have succeeded in encouraging
zoning changes for multifamily and mobile home
parks, and housing production and preservation.
Policy 4 promotes fair share allocation of housing for
low and moderate income households. Even so,
housing affordability has declined.

Because the policies applicable in Pre-Countywide
Planning Polices Alternative apply principally to
unincorporated King County, there are likely to be a
variety of approaches to affordable housing by
individual jurisdictions--to a greater extent than in
other alternatives. This alternative might have a
somewhat lower inflationary impact on land prices,
except near highway intersections where the increased
accessibility to the region may cause land prices to
rise.

Also, as discussed in the introduction, land prices
alone do not account for housing costs. Even
assuming that Growth Management related impact
fees would not be applicable here, there might still be
substantial and increasing costs attached to housing
from SEPA mitigations or other system charges.

The Magnet Alternative

The Magnet Alternative falls- in the lower range in. -

terms of household concentration. The largest amount -
of household growth is allocated to the urban/full . -
service areas: 39 percent. This alternative, along with
the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative,
includes more households in rural cities than other
alternatives.

The Magnet Alternative includes goals of increasing
homeownership to 70 percent “"market based”
affordable housing for all economic groups,
neighborhood control, and decreased per capita
consumption of land for housing. Features of the
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Magnet Alternative usually work in opposition to each
other. For example, efficient land consumption for
housing and increasing homeownership to 70 percent
"market based" affordable housing for all economic
groups. The combination of goals would typically
invite the prospect of a complex administrative
structure and an expensive housing subsidy program.

Another aspect of the Magnet Alternative is its
espousal of "least cost planning." Possibly the
intention here is to remove a significant number of
regulations and allow neighborhoods to govern
themselves. The expectation may be that increased
density, reuse and efficient development patterns will
result.

This alternative might need special mitigating actions
to achieve its goals. Suggestions are listed following
the general mitigation possibilities.

Impacts of the Other Policy Options
Technical Review Areas

The Technical Review Areas have the potential to add
a small amount of land to urban use. The amounts of
land are small compared with the total UGA. Much
of the potential addition is in urban separators.
Therefore it is not likely that these changes would
have significant impacts on housing.

No Rail Policy Option

The no rail policy option may have a slight impact on
housing in the Eight and 14 Centers Alternatives. It
might make the centers slightly less attractive, since
they would be served by buses rather than high
capacity transit. However, this would not affect the
ability of jurisdictions to provide capacity for housing
. in the centers, so the overall impact is not likely to be
. significant. - 4 - :

~ Affordable Housing Policies

The Refined Affordable Housing Policies could have
a greater impact on housing affordability than the
CPPs, since they provide specific targets for low and
moderate income  housing (AH-2B), a process to
overcome existing deficiencies (AH-2A), and more
defined monitoring and evaluation programs (AH-5,
AH-6). The technical assistance provided to local

jurisdictions (AH-4) should facilitate the adoption of
programs and ordinances which promote affordable
housing.

AH-2B sets targets for affordability for the expected
growth in households between now and 2012. Either
37 or 41 percent (depending on the concentration of
jobs and housing) of the housing needed for
anticipated household growth should be affordable to
people earning under 80 percent of median county
income (with at least 20 percent for under 50 percent
of median). This housing may be new construction or
existing housing. New construction could be directly
subsidized or costs of production lowered through
regulatory changes and increased density. Existing
units could be secured for low income occupancy
through transfer to non-profit or public ownership, or
other means to assure continued low price or rent.

This policy is likely to have a positive impact on
housing affordability by focusing jurisdictions on
specific numeric goals. They will have to include
these targets in their comprehensive plans.

The Refined Affordable Housing Policies include
specific targets authorized to be planned for and
reviewed in a monitoring program by the GMPC in
AHTF AH-1 and AH-2 B. They also contain a plan
for addressing existing deficiencies. The precision of
these policies is likely to assure greater uniformity
among jurisdictions in implernentation and a higher
probability of success in meeting the affordable
housing needs of their residents.

Economic Development
The economic development policies which call for the

retention and attraction of jobs, if successful, could
have several impacts on housing and housing

. affordability. Increased employment is closely related

to rising housing prices, so the policies might cause -

“housing prices to rise. On the other hand, by
" providing jobs in King County, which might be filled

by county residents, the policies could improve
residents’ ability to pay for housing and make it
easier for them to travel between work and home.
The complex possibilities of types of jobs and their
locations with relation to various types of
neighborhoods make conclusions difficult relative to
impact on housing affordability.
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The regulatory reforms proposed in ED-14 through
ED-17 could also apply to housing development.
They might help improve housing affordability by
lowering the costs of development.

The other economic development policies do not
directly affect housing. They do affect land uses
generally, through their impact on the location and
amenities associated with residential land uses.

Rural Task Force Policies

As stated in FW-RUa f, "...the rural areas...shall not
be considered a quantitatively significant part of the
county’s residential growth capacity...” The small
proportion of growth anticipated in rural areas in the
Centers Alternatives supports the assertion. The
Magnet Alternative allocates a somewhat larger
amount of household growth in rural cities. To the
extent that rural development capacity is expanded in
the Magnet Alternative, it may have a slightly positive
impact on housing affordability.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The CPPs and Refined Affordable Housing Policies
can be thought of as mitigating forces working for
housing affordability. = Some of the mitigation
measures listed are expansions of the policies or
implementing mechanisms. These are in three
groups. The first can apply to all the alternatives,
since stronger methods may be necessary to achieve
the affordable housing targets for any of the
alternatives. A small list is directed to the
alternatives which provide significant new capacity in
urban centers, since they may experience
displacement. Another small list is addressed to the
specific goals of the Magnet Alternative. Other

policies being developed by the Affordable Housing -
Task Force and in the update of the King County -

- Comprehensive Plan may also be effective mitigating
"~ actions. » S

Mitigation Applicable to All Alternatives

Minimum Density Zoning

LU-51 requires in section b. that each jurisdiction
establish minimum densities in each residential zone.

For this to be effective the maximum densities should
allow development appropriate to environmental and

neighborhood conditions, and the minimums should
be close to the maximums.

Establishment of minimum densities close to the
maximums would prevent land from being developed
at less than anticipated densities. Land zoned for
multi-family housing could be prohibited from
development as single family. A variation on this
regulation is setting a maximum lot size for single
family developments. One possible way to do this is
through a site plan review which would limit the
proportion of large lots which could be produced in a
development.

Density for Residential Development

LU-51, Section ¢, calls for a target mix of housing
types. The policy does not extend to recommending
a specific proportion of residential land to be set aside
for housing. It appears that sufficient up zoning to
allow for sufficient capacity for housing is a powerful
land use control to mitigate against the upward push
of market forces. Higher density does not mean all
high rise apartments. They are expensive to build and
may be expected only in a few centers. Midrise
frame buildings can provide about ten times the
density proposed for centers. Much of the
development could be encouraged in townhouse (12-
20 d.u./acre) developments.

The Portland Metro model, described briefly in
Appendix C, could be considered.

Inclusionary Zoning
All jurisdictions, or a targeted group with strong

housing markets, could adopt inclusionary zoning
ordinances such as the one which operates in the City

~of Bellevue. This requires a percentage of lots or -

units in a development to be affordable to low and

- moderate. income households. This strategy may be
~ effective for increasing affordability for moderate

income households. Inclusionary zoning should be
accompanied by density bonus provisions so that the
market rate proportion of the housing does not have
to bear an undue amount of extra cost.

Inclusionary zoning provisions provide some risk of
raising prices in the overall housing market. Unless
there are controls over the prices of the "non-
inclusionary units," they may rise to cover any costs
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associated with the inclusionary, or price controlled
units. If that occurs, it might be expected that
existing housing prices will also rise, since prices of
existing housing tends to stay in a fairly fixed
relationship to new housing prices.

Existing Deficiencies

The CPPs and Refined Housing Policies -provide
much greater specificity about new housing than
existing conditions. The methods of dealing with the
existing deficiencies are found in AH-2A of the
Refined Housing Policies. The approach seems
adequate, but the success of the efforts depends on
public acceptance of the funding implications. The
policy could be strengthened with more specific
proposals and targets.

Increased Public Subsidies

Jurisdictions could allocate local funds to subsidize
new development and preservation efforts for housing
for low and moderate income households. They
could act alone or in concert with other local
governments.

Fully Developed Jurisdictions

Some jurisdictions are fully developed and do not
have much potential for redevelopment in the near
future. They could contribute to meeting countywide
goals. For example, if a fully built community has
not produced the share of affordable housing proposed
in the Refined Affordable Housing Policies, it could
take on the obligation to contribute to providing or
preserving the same number of units as its share
would be.

Additional Assistance to Small Communities

Very small, but growing, communitieé may not have ’

the capacity to mount a housing program
independently. These jurisdictions could work on
their needs for new affordable units in the same
context (countywide) as is proposed for tackling
existing deficiencies. Another possibility is for small
jurisdictions in South King County and North King
County to form regional housing agencies on the
model of A Regional Coalition for Housing (ARCH).
ARCH is serving as administrator of pooled funds,
developer, and analyst for affordable housing efforts

in Bellevue, Kirkland and Redmond. These cities are
allocating block grant and general fund revenues to
support a shared housing effort.

Fee Limits for Affordable Housing

Specific maximums for fees could be established to
control development costs. These caps might be tied
to price or rent caps on the developments.
Alternatively fees could be waived for low and
moderate income housing.

Monitoring

With further definition, the monitoring system
proposed in AH-5 of the Refined policies and the
evaluation proposed in AH-6 should be adequate to
provide accountability.

Many communities in the county have conducted their
housing planning using different data bases and
methods of analysis. A good monitoring program
would include uniform assumptions and measures. It
would allow the county and each jurisdiction to assess
its progress toward meeting affordable housing goals
both in terms of capacity (density, location and
availability of services) and performance on the
targets. Only with this information will communities
be able to assess the usefulness of the techniques they
have adopted. A good monitoring system would use
readily available measures. Consistency in
application is more important than absolute accuracy.
Integration of responses into one regional data base
will facilitate intra-county assessments.

Additions to the Monitoring Program

Monitoring will be a major way to determine if the
policies are having their desired effects and thus
allowing for any needed "mid-course cvorrections."'
The addition of a few of the methods used in
Metropolitan. Portland might be considered.. The
Portland monitoring program compared the planned
vs. actual density of developments. For those with a
density shortfall of >20 percent, surveys were
conducted to determine the causes for shortfalls.

Failure to Plan for Targets

The success of the housing policies depends on urban
centers and other areas within the UGA providing the
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target capacity for growth in households and changing
regulations to encourage the target proportion of
affordable housing.

Jurisdictions have a great deal of difficulty increasing
density, revising development standards or funding
housing subsidies, some combination of which are
necessary to approach the affordability goals. In
some cities and community plans, down zoning has
been the direction rather than increased density.
However, Growth Management legislation includes a
system for review of comprehensive plans. King
County could add a local voice by proposing
alternative locations for housing capacity for
jurisdictions which are unable to meet their targets.

Mitigations Measures for Centers Alternatives

Incentives could be offered to developers for
rehabilitating older buildings.

Transfer of development rights could be implemented
to encourage preservation of older buildings when the
sites have capacity for additional square footage.

Relocation benefits could be offered to tenants
dislocated from existing housing.

Preservation and relocation programs could be
implemented in all jurisdictions for mobile home park
residents.

Mitigation Measures for Magnet Alternative
Neighborhood Planning

Jurisdictions could establish neighborhood approval
processes for residential land use decisions. They
would need criteria for decisions and clear targets for
- affordable housing by neighborhood.

" Volunteer Efforts

Programs could be developed through neighborhoods
or other community organizations to assist in
neighborhood enhancement and housing preservation
efforts. Clean up, fix up programs, self-help housing,
and targeted CRA investments from lending
institutions are examples which might meet the goals
of the Magnet Alternative.

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF
AFFORDABLE HOUSING POLICIES

Some increase in land and housing costs is inevitable
if the region continues to grow and prosper.
However, higher costs may encourage higher density
zoning.

Some dislocation may occur in urban centers and
other areas where redevelopment is used to expand
capacity for affordable housing. Gentrification may
also accompany redevelopment and rising rents and
prices of existing housing may drive out low income
residents.

Affordable housing programs may require increased
taxation for county residents or impositions on
developers and residents of new housing.

To reduce development costs for affordable housing,
regulations which have some public safety component
may be removed. For example, while sidewalks may
not be needed on both sides of streets, having them
on both sides offers safety, particularly to small
children and others who are less able to navigate
crossing streets safely.
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

OVERALL MOBILITY

An estimated 36,930,320 vehicle miles were travelled
each day in 1990 in King County.' Regional analysis
indicates that vehicle miles traveled increased by
more than 80 percent between 1981 and 1991.
During the same period, the region’s population grew
by just over 20 percent and employment in the region
grew by 35 percent. Traffic grew by nearly four
times the rate of population.

More people have an automobile available to drive.
Between 1981 and 1991 the number of registered
vehicles increased by nearly 40 percent - double the
increase in population. Greater automobile
availability leads to more people driving alone to
work, more use of automobiles for non-work trips and
allows for regional residents to choose to live further
from work. Census data and household travel surveys
conducted by the Regional Council have shown that
the average distance of trips from home to work
increased from 9 miles to 9.8 miles between 1980 and
1987.2

There is an increase in the number of trips being
made per household. The proportion of people who
work in King County increased from 74 percent to 77
percent between 1980 and 1990. This increase in the
proportion of people making work trips helps explain
why traffic grows faster than employment. It also
helps explain why there has been an increase in non-
work trips. Between 1971 and 1987 the average
number of daily trips per household increased from
7.73 to 9.89 according to regional travel surveys.
Most of this increase in trips made was for non-work
trips (such as trips to daycare or the grocery store).

More frequent trips could be the result of -a greater -
need for goods and services because there are fewer
~'households with an adult ‘who ‘stays home. More

frequent trips could reflect a decrease in the extent to -

which” people combine errands in a single trip - a
reflection of the dispersed pattern of development.
More frequent trips could simply reflect an increase
in the general level of consumption.’

For all of King County, the average commuting time
increased between 1980-1990. At least two factors
contributed to longer commutes: 1) as residential
development has extended into previously

undeveloped areas of the region, more people are
living farther from their workplace, resulting in
greater commute distances; and 2) with more vehicles
on the road, congestion has worsened and slowed the
rate of travel, so that even the same trip takes longer
than is did ten years ago. The average 1990
commuting time was 48 minutes for all of King
County.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND
MANAGEMENT

Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
programs encompass any strategy aimed at reducing
roadway demand, as measured by a reduction in the
number of Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOVs), a
reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), and an
increase in Average Vehicle Occupancy (AVO).
TDM strategies may include: parking charges, parking
taxes, fuel pricing, congestion pricing, preferential
carpool parking, telecommuting, compressed work
weeks, flextime and strategies that promote High
Occupancy Vehicles (HOVs), or alternate modes such
as walking and bicycling. Metro actively works with
King County and the various cities to actively
promote implementation of transportation demand
management strategies in local plans and development
reviews. Metro also provides ridesharing services to
individuals and businesses. The Washington State
Department of Transportation currently operates an
extensive High Occupancy Vehicle lane system on the
freeway and highway system in King County.

Fewer commuters are using transit, carpools or
bicycles to journey to work. Table 5 shows the
change from 1980 to 1990 in the travel mode to work
for commuters working in King County.
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TABLE 5
Travel Mode to Work in King County
Year SOV Car Car Transit Walk/Bike Other Total
2 Persons 3+ Persons Commuters
1980 63.8% 14.0% 4.9% 10.7% 4.8% 1.8% 664,642
1990 73.8% 10.1% 2.3% 8.5% 4.0% 1.4% 884,886
ource: Puget Sound Regional Council, "Puget Sound Trends”, No T1, October 1593.

LAND USE/TRANSIT LINKAGE

Transit services in King County are provided by three
public transit agencies. = The Municipality of
Metropolitan Seattle (Metro) provides the vast
majority of transit service available to King County
residents. Pierce Transit and Community Transit both
provide express commuter services into King County,
mostly to the Seattle central business district. Pierce
Transit’s services are provided under contract with
Metro and Community Transit contacts with a private
firm to provide commuter services into King County.

Transit for Seattle

Metro provides transit service to all of King County
and is the largest transit agency serving Seattle. In
1990, Metro operated about 188 routes over 7,050
miles and carried about 73 million passengers. Metro
also provides special transportation services for
persons unable to use regular bus service.

In addition to Metro’s local and express bus service,
Community Transit and Pierce Transit operated
express buses to downtown Seattle from Snohomish
and Pierce Counties.

Approximately 10 percent of the trips in Seattle and -
3 percent of the trips in the region are made on .
" framsit. - ' : o

The Regional Trahsit'System Plan released in October
1992, proposes capital improvements and service
changes to increase transit speed, service and

reliability, and to encourage the use of transit and

high-occupancy-vehicles by giving those vehicles
priority on arterials and freeways. A rapid transit
system is the central element of the plan. Among the
major components of the plan are:

Regional rail - A rapid, high frequency, all-day
regional rail systern connecting activity centers
throughout the region, including Rainier Valley,
Capitol Hill, the University District, Northgate, and
Downtown Seattle.

Commuter rail - Peak-period service using existing
rail lines between Tacoma, south King County, and
Downtown Seattle.

Regional Transit System Plan

Bus - High-frequency, all-day bus service linking
neighborhoods, employment centers, and the regional
rail system. Its main focus is on high-ridership
arterial streets.

Local Bus - Two-way, all-day local bus services
connecting Seattle neighborhoods with the regional
rail system.

Regional HOV System - Completing the freeway
HOV system to allow for faster service by buses,
carpools, and vanpools.

. Arterial Improvements - Traffic controls to give .

priority for moving transit and carpools through
congestion. ' C '

Demand ‘Responsive Services - Services such as
dial-a-ride to provide local mobility and connections
to the regional system in areas where fixed route
service is not feasible.

Vanpool and Rideshare Services - Increase vanpool
and rideshare services to meet both local and regional
commuter needs.

TRANSPORTATION

Page 76




AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

In the past 20 years, VMT has increased faster than
population growth. More households have two
workers, new housing and businesses have located in
the suburbs, cities have become more dispersed, and
the number of vehicles and length of trips per
household has increased. As a result, congestion,
travel time, and traffic accidents have also increased.
"Normal" congestion caused about 30 million
person-hours of delay in 1984; by 1990 this figure
had risen by 50 percent. The lack of an effective
investment program to increase highway capacity in
combination with the increase in VMT contributed to
the increase in congestion. The average peak hour
freeway speed is estimated to be 26 mph in 1990.

Although public transit could provide an alternative to
increased congestion, vehicular congestion on roads
plus the increasing dispersion of home and work sites
have reduced the ability of transit to be a time
effective alternative to the automobile. Transit
ridership per capita increased significantly during the
1970s, due to two oil supply crises and major public
investment in transit operations. In 1990 it is
estimated to be about 33 annual rides per capita.
Changes in annual transit ridership are presented in
Table 6.

Transit Operations and Ridership

Metro operates service within King County, with
ridership of 77.2 million in 1990. Local bus service
operates daily on a fixed-route, fixed schedule basis
with typical peak headways of 10 to 60 minutes and
midday headways of 15 to 60 minutes. Express
service consists of commuter-oriented peak
limited-stop service with typical headways of 20 to 60
minutes. Custom service is express bus service for
groups of 40 or more commuters not served by
regular transit service. Paratransit service using vans
or smaller vehicles is operated on fixed routes or

flexibly with advance reservations in areas that cannot

support regular bus service.
Community Transit

Community Transit had 4 million riders in 1990. CT
operates two types of express service, as well as
custom subscription service. Commuter service
operates to downtown Seattle, Bellevue, and Redmond
Monday through Friday in the peak period and the
peak direction, with 5 to 35 minute

headways. Limited off-peak service is provided to
downtown Seattle. University service operates to the
University of Washington all day Monday through
Friday. Typical headways range from 15 to 35
minutes during peak periods. Community Transit also
provides all day local service Monday through
Saturday with 30 to 60 minute headways. All day
suburban service operates between local communities
in Snohomish County, as well as to Aurora Village
and Bothell in King County.

Pierce Transit

Pierce Transit operates within Pierce County and to
King and Thurston Counties. There were 10.4 million
riders in 1990. Express routes serve downtown
Seattle every 15 to 30 minutes in the peak period.
Local routes operate every day on arterials in Pierce
County and to Federal Way and Enumclaw in King
County. Peak headways range from 15 to 60 minutes.
Off-peak headways range from 15 minutes to 2 hours.

Existing Modal Splits

"Modal split" here means the percent of trips that
occur by transit as compared to automobiles.
Between one and 38 percent of work trips in the
region take place on public transit, depending on the
location of the work site. Downtown Seattle and the
University District have the highest transit shares with
38 percent and 23 percent, respectively. Bellevue,
Renton, Northgate, Tukwila, SeaTac, and Tacoma
have transit shares between 3 percent and 6 percent.
Other major centers have transit shares between 1
percent and 3 percent.

Private Bus Service

Intercity Bus Services in the three-county area include -
" Greyhound, Evergreen Trailways, Cascade Trailways,
. and Trailways Northwest. Major stations are located . .
in downtown Everett, Seattle, and Tacoma and are .

well served -by public transit in those areas.
Airporters and shared-ride vans provide mostly
demand-responsive express service to Sea-Tac
International Airport. Fixed-route service is available
from downtown Seattle.
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TABLE 6
ANNUAL TRANSIT RIDERSHIP

B Dm : An ;‘suafrbmn’sit ki éé,s":pef Caplta
1960 34 -
1970 22 -36%
1980 36 +64%
1990 33 9%

Source: Need source irom King County Staff

Rail Lines and Monorail

Amtrak provides one daily train each way from
Seattle and Everett to Spokane and runs three trains
a day each way in the Seattle-Tacoma-Portland
corridor. Stations at Everett, Seattle, and Tacoma are
served by public transit. The City of Seattle Monorail
links downtown Seattle and Seattle Center every 15
minutes during the day and evenings. The Waterfront
Streetcar links downtown Seattle’s waterfront and
Pioneer Square with 20 to 30 minute headways. Rail
transit has no significant role in moving people within
the three-county region.

Ferries

The Washington State Ferry system provides vehicle
and passenger service from Seattle and Fauntleroy to
Vashon Island and Kitsap County, and from
downtown Seattle to Bainbridge Island and
Bremerton. Ferry loading docks include HOV lanes
to give priority to buses and carpools at peak
commuter periods. There is also passenger-only
service from downtown Seattle to Vashon Island and
~ Bremerton. = The Victoria Clipper provides a

passenger link between Seattle and Victoria, B.C.

. There is frequent Metro service to Seattle ferries.
Air Service

Most regional, national, and international air service
is provided at Sea-Tac International Airport. Service
to the San Juan Islands and British Columbia is also
provided from Lake Union in Seattle and Lake
Washington at Kenmore. Metro serves Sea-Tac
Airport and Kenmore at least every half hour and
serves Lake Union every 15 to 30 minutes.

Bicycle Connections to Transit

An extensive designated bicycle route system is
envisioned for the region. Most bicycle routes follow
existing streets, rather than wusing exclusive
rights-of-way. Major exclusive bikeways include the
Burke-Gilman Trail from Seattle to Kenmore, the
Sammamish River Trail from Bothell to Redmond,
the I-90 trail from Seattle to Bellevue, and the
Interurban Trail in the Green River Valley. Most
bicycle routes intersect transit routes. Bicycle lock-up
facilities are also provided at many park-and-rides.
Metro transports up to two bicycles per bus on a few
routes connecting Seattle with the Eastside and is
currently planning to equip all its coaches with
bicycle racks to allow expanded transporting of
bicycles.

In spite of the extent of the bicycle circulation
system, many regional and local trips are difficult to
make by bicycle. In some areas, freeways form
barriers to bicycle access from one side to the other.
Major arterials often lack bicycle lanes and, although
formally available to bicycles, present safety hazards
for bicyclists. In some areas, freeways and major -
arterials are the only direct routes. between
neighborhoods, which effectively denies access by -

- bicycle.

Pedestrian Connections to Transit

Because much of the region has developed in
response to the automobile and lacks pedestrian
amenities, many areas could be considered
"pedestrian-unfriendly." Pedestrian amenities that
encourage use of transit include sidewalks, parking
strips or trees buffering arterials from walkways,
crosswalks at intersections, and laying out commercial
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areas to allow pedestrians to reach buildings without
crossing large parking lots. Many parts of the region
lack these amenities. In these areas, it is more
difficult for pedestrians to reach bus routes or transfer
between routes, even when bus service is available.

Linking Land Use and Transit

The Joint Regional Policy Committee recently
adopted the Regional Transit System Plan. The plan
calls for coordinating land use and transit planning by
three levels: regional-level, corridor-level and
community level. The focus will be on areas where
zoning and densities support a multi-modal
transportation system. Urban densities are to support
transit investments. Programmed transit efforts are to
allow planning to direct growth to corridors likely to
be serviced by transit. Transit improvements may
include a rapid rail system, completion of the freeway
HOV lanes and increased bus service to feed rail.

ROADS AND FREIGHT

There are two primary uses of a street or road:
mobility and access. First, streets provide mobility
for the safe and efficient movement of people and
goods, and secondly, streets provide access to
adjacent property. Roads that are designed for the
efficient movement of traffic are very different from
those which provide access to a variety of land uses.
At one end of the spectrum, a freeway emphasizes
mobility by providing efficient movement of large
traffic volumes at high speeds, while limiting access.
At the other end, local streets provide complete and
easy access to residential, commercial or industrial
land uses, at the expense of mobility.

Between the extremes of high mobility and high

access there is a range of street classifications that

reflect the relative emphasis on traffic movement

- versus access to property. Specific classifications are’
- assigned to each road or section of road depending on

the transportation. function served by the facility.
Determination of the primary function of an
individual street is the foundation for classifying King
County’s roads and highways.

Functional street classifications are an important tool
for planning for future transportation needs, as well as
in designing and constructing individual facilities. In
addition to its practical applications, street

classification is required by Washington State law.
State law requires cities and counties to utilize a street
classification system that is consistent with state and
federal guidelines. These classifications are defined
as follows by King County:

Principal Arterial - Provides for movement across and
between large subareas of the urban region and serves
predominantly "through traffic" with minimum direct
service to abutting land uses. This category includes
freeways and major highways.

Minor-Arterial - Provides for movement within large
subareas bound by principal arterials. A minor
arterial may also serve "through traffic" but provides
more direct access to abutting land uses than does a
principal arterial.

Collector-Arterial - Provides for the movement within
smaller areas that are often definable as
neighborhoods, and which may be bound by arterials
with higher classifications. Collectors serve very little
"through traffic" and serve a high proportion of local
traffic requiring direct access to abutting properties.
Collector arterials provide a link between local
neighborhood streets (i.e. non-arterials) and larger
arterials.

The High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) system is an
important element of King County’s and the region’s
multi-modal transportation system. The HOV system
is made up of special lanes for use by transit,
carpools and vanpools on the region’s freeway and
arterial network. Capital facilities such as park-and-
ride lots, bypass ramps, flyer stops and transit centers
for buses are an integral part of the HOV system.
Coupled with the County’s Transportation Demand
Management program, HOV facilities are designed to

" help accommodate growth by moving more people in -

fewer vehicles, and reducing the need for new road

" - Construction or major widening projects on the
 County’s existing arterial system. -Since the early

1980’s, Puget Sound Regional Council’s regional
transportation policy has emphasized the benefits of
reduced congestion, air pollution, and energy savings
associated with a comprehensive HOV system.

HOV Lanes - In the early 1970’s the first HOV road
segments were completed on the Washington State
highway. Today over 40 lane miles of operating
HOV facilities are available for use in King County
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by transit, carpools (two Or more passengers per
vehicle); and vanpools (eight or more passengers per
vehicle).

Transit Flyer Stops - There are sixteen transit flyer
stops within King County along the interstate and
state highway system. These stops speed transit
travel by allowing riders access, without the bus
having to exit and return to the interstate of highway
on congested arterials.

Park-and-Ride Lots - In King County there are
approximately 89 Park-and-Ride or Park-and-Pool lots
that account for some 14,000 parking spaces. Forty-
two of the operating facilities, containing 13,250
parking spaces are permanent (meaning own by
Metro, WSDOT or other Governmental entity, while
37 are leased lots containing 1,305 spaces. The park-
and-ride and park-and pool systems play an integral
role in the success of the HOV system. The lots
provide commuters a place to leave their vehicles and
complete their trip by bus or some other alternative
mode, thus enabling commuters that live in suburban
areas convenient access to alternatives travel modes.

The Arterial High Occupancy Vehicle Plan follows
the policy direction of the King County’s
comprehensive plan -encouraging efficient
transportation facilities and services. The goal of the
County’s HOV program is to increase the average
occupancy of vehicles using the County’s roadway
system in an effort to move more people in fewer
vehicles. Instillation of HOV facilities and related
Transportation Demand Management programs
provide incentives for the traveling public to use
transit, rideshare, or other travel alternatives.
Incentives are often in the form of travel time savings

and/or reduced travel cost. Increasing the Average -
Vehicle Occupancy (AVO) through HOV measures -
results in improved traffic flow, thus reducing the

- need for expansion of the roadway system. -
Marine Freight Transportation Facilities

The marine freight transportation system within King
County is largely made up of facilities owned by the
Port of Seattle. The Port of Seattle is a municipal
corporation founded by the voters of King County.
Under the direction of a five-member Port
Commission, the Port is responsible for the
development and management of commerce through

Seattle Harbor, Fisherman’s Terminal, and Shilshole
Bay Marina. The Port’s capital facilities consist of
harbor facilities such as berthing and storage facilities,
equipment such as cranes, fork lifts, boat hoist, haul-
out ramps, and truck and rail access facilities.

NON-MOTORIZED TRAVEL

Pedestrian

The world of the pedestrian today is far more
complex and intimidating than it was twenty, thirty,
or forty years ago, not just in King County, but across
the nation. As our transportation system has
developed around the automobile, so too have
compromises been made in the facilities we make for
pedestrian access and safety in our residential
neighborhoods, commercial areas, and sometimes
even in our parks.

In King County, the problem is exacerbated by the
nature of development that has occurred during the
post-war era. While cities tend to have additional
development rtequirements in terms of dedicated
sidewalks and design features at the time of
development, it has only been fairly recently that the
County has started to match these requirements in its
own urbanizing areas. Traditionally, the county was
rural, and people would build specifically in the rural
areas to avoid the costs and requirements of
incorporated urban areas. While this hasn’t
necessarily been a detriment to the character or
lifestyles of the County’s most rural areas, it remains
that much of the County has subsequently become
very urban. Newly incorporated areas such as Burien,
and unincorporated areas such as Shoreline have
developed without sidewalks, paths, or trails, yet have

developed levels of traffic which rival any othe;

municipality in the County. .

About-5 percent of all trips in the region are made by
non-motorized travel modes, primarily walking. In
Seattle, where a variety of activities is often found a
shorter distance from home and where most
neighborhoods have sidewalks, more than 11 percent
of all trips are made by walking or bicycling. About
8 percent of Seattle’s work force walks to work,
while countywide about 4 percent of the work force
either walks or bikes. In several or Seattle’s
neighborhoods, more than 20 percent of the
population walks to work.
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Bicycle

In Seattle, bicycle commuting to work ranges from 1
percent for some neighborhoods to more than 10
percent in others. In the rest of King County, home
to work distance are such that many would be
dissuaded from choosing to commute by bike. It is
possible, however, to encourage shorter distance
cycling to gain access to public transit within
residential neighborhoods if adequate facilities are in
place within the neighborhood. It is difficult to
establish a prototypical "capture area" for bicycle
commuting. Past surveys of commuter behavior both
in King County and elsewhere establish that the
length of the trip can vary in direct proportion to rider
skill and the directness of the chosen route. While a
trip of two to five miles may appear to be a
reasonable capture for many types of bicycling trips,
current commuters often ride five to ten miles
(occasionally twenty or thirty) to work. The
combination of trip purposes (an after-work "fitness
ride" for example) can also extend the commute trip.

Facility improvements on-road which encourage
commuting would include standardized inclusion of
space (bike lane, shoulder, wide curb lane) on
arterials, provision of direct by-passes at barriers such
as bridges and ramped interchanges, and close
coordination of on-road facilities and trails in
instances where the latter serves as a direct link
between activity centers. The Burke-Gilman Trail is
perhaps the most cited trail in America as a
combination recreation/commuter facility.

Recreation does represent the reason most bicycle
trips are taken in King County. Depending upon the
skill level and experience of the cyclist, the trip can
involve separated multi-use trails, quiet country roads,
local streets, or (most likely) some combination of the

. three. Many county bicyclists use the trail system as_
a means to access outlying roads, and similarly use .
" “local streets and arterial to gain access to the trail .
system. Weekend cyclists are noted for meeting at

some outlying location as a "jumping off” point for
group rides to rural areas and destinations. In urban
areas recreational cyclists will use grid streets to gain
direct access to the Washington State Ferry System,
and thus to quiet country roads on the west side of
Puget Sound.

Several areas and roads in King County are notable
for their attractiveness to recreational cyclists. The
Snoqualmie Valley has long been a magnet for
cyclists of a wide range of abilities and skills, as have
the roads of the Upper Snoqualmie Valley near North
Bend and the City of Snoqualmie. Green Valley
Road east of Auburn to Flaming Geyser State Park
and May Valley Road in Newcastle are also popular
recreational cycling roads.

In urban areas, high traffic volumes provide
disincentives to recreational use, but several roads are
notable for their use by local cyclists. In south King
County, Marine View Drive and Dash Point Road are
popular cycling roads, while in Shoreline, a series of
roads near Shoreline Community College provide both
access to Edmonds as well as views of Puget Sound.
Routes such as the signed Lake Washington Loop can
provide useful information to bicyclists on roads
which may cross a variety of different urban cycling
environments.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS

Telecommuting is broadly defined as "organizational
work performed outside of the normal organizational
confines of space and time, augmented by computer
and communication technology, not necessarily in the
home. Telecommuting locations include home-based
work, satellite centers, local centers, and
neighborhood centers.

It is unclear how many people telecommute at present
in King County. The definition of telecommuting has
varied between surveys and organizations which allow
telecommuting do not necessarily have formal
policies.*

Potential Telecommuters

‘ A number of indicators exist for telecommuting :

potential. As of 1988, most information was available

‘for European countries. From this data, the following

conclusions were made by Schneider:’

Many jobs can be easily decentralized. In
the U.S. about 39 percent of the workforce
‘could be potential telecommuters.

Many workers are interested in
telecommuting.
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Managers have been found interested in
telecommuting.

The market penetration of personal
computers is an indicator of the potential for
telecommuting since PC’s are an important
enabling technology.

Data collected by Schneider in 1988 found that in
Washington State, 8 percent of all workers (including
farm) over 16 worked at home in 1960; this declined
to 3.5 percent in 1970 and 2.6 percent in 1980, about
the same rates as the nation as a whole. The decline
over the decades chiefly represents a decline in the
number of farm workers. For King County, the rates
for working at home increased from 2 percent in 1980
to 3.4 percent in 1990. This increase includes both an
increase in telecommuters and a growth in small (one
person) businesses.®

Examples of Existing Programs in King County

Hundreds of organizations worldwide have tried or
currently have telecommuting programs. There exists
a number of examples in each category --
home-based, satellite, and local and neighborhood
centers.

An example of an existing Work-at Home Program in
King County is with the Weyerhaeuser Company.
Weyerhaeuser has a program that allows marketing
personnel to work out of their homes full time, and
in-house personnel may work out of their home
part-time on an informal basis.

In the Seattle area, a telephone survey was conducted
in 1988 among 20 large law firms to see how many
of them had satellite offices in locations other than
downtown Seattle. Only 6 of the 20 were found to

maintain a single office in downtown Seattle, while
.10 maintain more than 3 offices in several locations.

Office parks in suburban areas are also common

locations for telecommuters. Further survey research
is needed to provide a clearer picture of the role of
the office park and similar type locations in
accommodating telecommuters.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

OVERALL MOBILITY

Introduction

This section of the SEIS assesses the impacts that the
Alternatives would have on transportation systems,
projected into the year 2010. Six categories of impact
are addressed:  overall mobility, transportation
demand management (TDM), land use and transit
linkages, roads and freight, non-motorized, and
telecommunication.

Methodology

There are a number of limitations to the transportation
impact analysis.  Quantitative analysis was not
conducted for this SEIS, because the specific facilities
and programs which would implement the proposed
policies have not been identified by the County or the
Cities. Also, the analysis in this SEIS considers
employment and household targets that distribute jobs
and households by large geographic areas within the
County according to the policy vision proposed by
each alternative. These large geographic areas are not
suitable for transportation modeling.  Specific
forecasts produced by others (PSRC, Metro, King
County and the cities) are not necessarily based on a
distribution of growth that corresponds with any of
the targets for any of the alternatives.

Although existing travel model forecasts do not
represent any of the alternatives, they can be used as
indicators of the direction of impact that certain
actions would have on travel and mobility. Table 7
provides a summary of four travel model forecasts
scenarios for the year 2010 with a comparison to.

1990. The scenarios are for the year 2010 using o
* existing development trends without rail transit;

existing development trends with rail transit; existing .
" trends with rail transit and increased costs associated

with parking and auto operating costs; and the fourth
2010 scenario uses a development concentration that
has eight King County centers, rail transit, and the
same increased costs.’” The eight centers in this
PSRC forecast do not have the same population and
employment concentration as the Eight Center
Alternative in this SEIS. The Centers Alternatives in
this SEIS have a greater concentration of population.
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Table 7

Forecast Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled
in King County

1990 -2010
1990 2010 2010 2010 2010
No Concentration No Concentration No Concentration Concentration
No Rail Rail Rail Rail
Congestion Pricing Congestion Pricing
36,930,320 | 47,010,784 46,748,864 45,068,416 43,555,440

Source: Puget Sound Regional Council, Correspondence and Data, May 14, 1993.

While Table 7 does not explain the impacts that the
various alternatives will have on travel behavior, it
does offer insight into anticipated increases or
decreases in the travel behavior variables considered.
It shows that:

Regardless of what measures are taken to
mitigate travel in the County (adding rail
transit, implementing congestion pricing
measures, or concentrating development into
transit-supportive environments) that the
number of vehicle miles traveled will
continue to increase over the next 20 year
period.

Concentrated development reduces vehicle
miles traveled (VMT). The number in the
column identified as "Concentration/Rail/
Congestion Pricing” best approximates the
impact of density on vehicle miles traveled
and is markedly smaller than the numbers in

the other columns where concentration is not

a factor influencing VMT.

This doﬂcumented relationship suggests.that the Eight |

Centers Alternative and the 14 Centers Alternative,
with their concentrated development in urban centers,
are likely to produce fewer vehicle trips than the other
alternatives considered in this analysis. Fewer vehicle
trips on the same highway system would mean less
traffic congestion. While concentration will reduce
the County’s overall VMT, it is not expected to
reduce or hold constant the number of trips currently
produced. VMT will continue to increase over the

next 20 year period. These observations are
reinforced with other data that points to similar
relationships.

Other anticipated impacts of the various alternatives
considered in this analysis are presented in the
following mobility matrix (Table 8). The matrix
shows anticipated outcomes resulting from the
Alternatives on the five transportation systems
analyzed.
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Table 8
Mobility Matrix

Transportation
Issues

SEIS ALTERNATIVES

No Action Alternative

Eight Centers Alternative

14 Centers Alternative

Pre-Countywide Planniﬁg
Policies Alternative

The Magnet Alterrative

Transit and TDM

Parking management
strategies increase
average vehicle
occupancy.

Concentration in centers
and parking management
strategies increase average
vehicle occupancy.

Concentration in centers
and parking management
strategies increase average
vehicle occupancy.

Overall congestion
increases average vehicle
occupancy.

Completing the HOV
lane system is expected
to increase average
vehicle occupancy.

Land Use/Transit
Linkage

Is expected to discourage
transit, generate more
vehicle miles and more
vehicle hours traveled
then the Eight Centers,
14 Centers and Magnet
Alternatives.

By concentrating
development in eight
urban centers, this
alternative is expected to
increase transit ridership,
decrease SOV usage, and
reduce trip-making at the
individual, home-based
level.

By concentrating potential
riders along a number of
transit friendly corridors,
transit ridership is
expected to increase
significantly in both the
urban centers and in the
transit oriented areas
outside the urban centers.

This alternative provides
the best opportunity for
increasing transit
ridership. A greater
percentage of the growth
is allocated to urban
centers, which would be
linked by RTP.

This alternative represents
the choice with the
greatest negative impact.
It allows for sparsely
developed employment
and household activity
centers that are difficult to
serve with high quality
transit service. This form
of development encourages
SOV use.

Under this Alternative
most new housing
development would
continue to occur outside
of the areas identified as
potential urban centers.
The number of
employment opportunities
located in office parks is
also expected increase.
These development trends
are expected to increase
the number of SOV trips
produced in the county
while diminishing the
attractiveness of transit
use.

POLICE/FIRE/EMERGENCY RESI’ONSE

Page 84




AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Transportation
Issues

SEIS ALTERNATIVES

No Action Alternative

Eight Centers Alternative

14 Centers Alternative

Pre-Countywide Planning "

Policies Alternative

The Magnet Alternative

Roads and Freight

The No Action
Alternafive negatively
affects roadways and
freight because it
generates more trips and
longer freight travel.

The Eight Centers
Alternative is the second
best choice to minimize
impacts on roads and
freight. There would be
localized impacts in the
centers.

The 14 Centers
Alternative is the strongest
alternative for reducing
single occupant vehicle
travel and for supporting
transit use and pedestrian
activity. There would be
localized impacts in the
centers.

The Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies
Alternative represents the
choice with the greatest
negative impact. This
Alternative allocates the
least amount of growth to
urban centers. The
resulting dispersed
development generates
more trips and longer trips
impacting both roads and
freight.

Under the Magnet
Alternative, the
relationship of future
development patterns and
transportation systems
are not clearly defined.
The dispersed land use
favors single occupancy
vehicle use over transit.
But the land use
distribution and the
transportation goals of
this Alternative could be
mutually exclusive.

Non-Motorized

No’ Action Alternative
essentially calls for a
continuation of existing
development trends,
which have developed in
response to the
autoinobile and lack of
pedestrian and bicycle
amenities. To the extent
that continued auto
dependence. encourages
low density development,
bicycle and pedestrian
shares of travel are
expected to decline.

The Eight Centers
Alternative, with its
concentration of mixed
land uses into urban
cenlers, is expected to
increase the use of bicycle
and pedestrian modes of
travel.

The 14 Centers
Alternative, with its
concentration of mixed
land uses into urban
centers, is expected to
increase the use of bicycle
and pedestrian modes of
travel.

The Pre-CPPs Alternative
represents the greatest
negative impact. The
dispersed growth of this
Alternative is likely to
encourage people to
choose driving over
walking and bicycling.

The Magnet Alternative
expressly states that
pedestrian and bicycle
travel should be part of
the transportation system
and developed on a
coordinated regional
basis. Growth, in this
alternative is not
expected to occur in
urban areas that
encourage non-motorized
trips.

Telecommunication

No anticipated impéct.

No anticipated impact.

No anticipated impact.

No anticipated impact.

No anticipated impact.
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TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT
Introduction

The impact of the various alternatives on TDM is
described in terms of their anticipated impact on
average vehicle occupancy. Average vehicle
occupancy rates are frequently used as performance
measures for TDM programs, hence there use in this
analysis.

Impacts of the Alternatives
No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative is expected to increase
average vehicle occupancy in King County. TDM
strategies are called for in all land use categories
including: urban centers, manufacturing/industrial
centers, UGAs outside of centers, activity areas and
office parks. The TDM actions include the
development of parking management strategies.
Parking management strategies involve tax laws,
zoning codes, parking controls, public parking charges
and parking regulations. These strategies are found to
be very effective at deterring people from using single
occupant vehicles, particularly when these strategies
are complemented with enhanced transit service.®
Even though most growth is expected to take place
outside of the urban centers in areas typically
considered as auto-oriented, people will seek
rideshare opportunities, when single occupancy trips
are discouraged through parking management
strategies and other TDM measures that provide
incentives.

Eight Centers Alternative

The Eight Centers Alternative is expected to increase

the average vehicle occupancy in King County for the

. same reasons identified for the No-Action Alternative. - ° )

~ Carpooling is further encouraged in. this Alternative
_through the development of regionally consistent
policies for implementing countywide transportation
demand management actions. The concentration of
destinations in centers also facilitates ridesharing.

14 Centers Alternative

The 14 Centers Alternative is expected to increase the
average vehicle occupancy in King County for the

same reasons identified for the No Action Alternative.
Carpooling is further encouraged in this Alternative
through the development of regionally consistent
polices for implementing countywide transportation
demand management actions. The concentration of
destinations in centers also facilities ridesharing.

Pre-Countywide Planning Polices Alternative

The Pre-Countywide Planning Polices Alternative is
expected to increase the number of carpooling trips
produced in King County due to the increase of
overall congestion that would occur through a less
concentrated development pattern. This is likely to be
less effective than No Action, Eight Centers and 14
Centers Alternatives.

The Magnet Alternative

The Magnet Alternative is committed to the
"reduction in PM peak single occupant vehicles by
demand management." It aims to accomplish this by
completing the regional HOV lane system. HOV
lanes are highway lanes intended for use by vehicles
carrying more than one passenger. When properly
planned, developed, and enforced, HOV lanes are an
effective incentive to rideshare because traffic flows
more freely on HOV lanes than on adjacent freeway
lanes. As HOV lanes are also part of the No Action,
Eight Centers and 14 Centers Alternatives, the
Magnet Alternative is likely to be less effective as it
does not also include the other TDM strategies.

Other Policy Options

The policy options to the Alternatives contained in the

proposed policies of the three Growth Management
Planning Council Task Forces are analyzed for their

" potential impacts on Transportation. Demand -

Management. The impacts of the variations -_are
similar for all alternatives. ' :

Technical Review Areas

The Technical Review Areas have no additional
negative or mitigating impact on TDM.

No Rail Variation

The No Rail Variation is the Transportation System
Management (TSM) option of the RTSP alternatives.
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The No Rail Variation includes investments to
complete the regional HOV lane system as well as
other TDM actions. HOV lanes are highway lanes
intended for use by vehicles carrying more than one
passenger. When properly planned, developed, and
enforced, HOV lanes are an effective incentive to
rideshare because traffic flows more freely on HOV
lanes than on adjacent freeway lanes. The HOV and
transit lane development portion of this alternative is
expected to increase the average vehicle occupancy in
King County.

Affordable Housing Policies

The Affordable Housing Policies variation has no
additional negative or mitigating impact on transit and
TDM under any of the alternatives.

Economic Development Policies

Originally written to encourage all jurisdictions to
establish a charge for SOV parking, and a limit on the
number of parking spaces for SOVs within each
existing business/office park, the countywide planning
policies were amended in this variation. Language
referring to parking space limitations on existing
business/office parks was deleted. This amendment
is likely to increase SOV travel to office/parks.

Rural Character Task Force Policies
The Rural Character Task Force Policies have no
additional negative or mitigating impact on transit and

TDM under any of the alternatives.

LAND USE/TRANSIT LINKAGE

Introduction

This analysis examines the influence of three different -

land use characteristics .on transit performance:
density, mixing of uses, and location of uses. Transit
supportive land use development has the following
characteristics:’

Density. A fundamental characteristic of
transit supportive development is density, if
it results'in the concentration of homes
and/or jobs within walking distance of transit
services. Generally, higher densities support
higher levels of transit service. Increasing

the concentration of homes and jobs along
transit routes and station areas typically
results in increased ridership. Table 9
presents estimated traffic counts for nineteen
screenline locations. A map of the
screenline locations is in Appendix D.
Traffic counts in the column identified as
"Concentration/Rail/Congestion Pricing" are
lower than the counts identified for the
screenlines in the other columns where
concentrated development is not a variable
influencing travel behavior. In a number of
instances, the "Concentration/Rail/
Congestion Pricing" column has actually
reduced traffic counts below 1990 figures.
Estimated counts for the year 2010 for
screenlines 19, 35, and 36 show a drop in
traffic volume from 1990 data.

Mixing of Uses. Mixed land use allows
access to range of activities within easy
walking distance of a person’s place of
arrival.  Providing a mix of land uses
reduces the need to make separate trips to
various places, which is harder to do by
transit, walking or bicycling. By mixing
land uses around transit stops, transit use,
walking and bicycling are encouraged.

Location of Uses. Transit supportive land
use patterns concentrate jobs in major
employment nodes, linked to other
employment nodes by the region’s high
capacity transit system. Additional transit
corridors radiate from each node, increasing
access from residential areas to jobs in the
region. Moderate to high density residential

areas are encouraged to flourish in
designated transit corridors or within. major- -

employment nodes to maximize access to the
transit system for the County’s population. -

In this analysis the land use characteristics of the
various alternatives were evaluated on the effect they
are likely to have on transit ridership, as a percentage
of all trips produced in King County.
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Forecasted Daily Vehicle Volumes at Selected Screenlines in King County (1990 & 2010)

Table 9

2010 2010 2010 2010
No No No Concentration
Concentration Concentration Concentration Rail
No Rail Rail Rail Congestion
1990 Congestion Pricing
Screenline Pricing

13 70,593 96,930 94,339 94,515 91,724
17 86,828 103,146 103,164 101,088 95,869
19 89,771 94,639 96,054 91,222 87,141
20 241,322 283,250 277,514 269,592 253,552
21 105,310 164,267 162,391 160,759 153,948
26 204,300 236,508 228,326 217,035 217,294
27 253,600 270,359 273,490 257,392 261,174
28 147,794 207,897 210,250 200,790 193,685
29 488,294 499,630 493,698 464,478 470,546
31 77,942 112,149 113,294 111,641 101,825
32 260,868 286,928 276,806 272,089 268,008
33 238,760 304,533 307,596 297,317 287,514
35 571,334 594,001 585,657 547,761 533,342
36 130,107 128,281 121,003 115,721 104,836
37 340,741 465,261 459,392 442,569 427,036
41 357,529 414,936 416,597 397,106 384,809
42 277,238 354,362 356,801 343,082 - 332,749
45 89,166 124,476 119,607 118,580 1 | 114,771
70| 136816 194,699 | 188,555 184,293 1777764

TOtal " 4,168,313 4,936,252 4,884,534 4,687,030 4,557,587 |

Source: PSRC, Correspondence and Data, May 14, 1993.
TRANSPORTATION Page 88




AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Impact of the Alternatives
No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative essentially calls for a
continuation of existing development trends, with
local jurisdictions developing their own detailed
policy for planning efforts. Most new housing
development would continue to occur outside of the
areas identified as potential urban centers. An
estimated 52 percent of all new households will be
located in areas characterized as auto-oriented.

Most new employment opportunities would continue
to locate in office/business parks, shopping malls, and
commercial strip centers throughout the urban growth
area. Robert Cervero, a notable researcher of the
transportation effects of locating employment centers,
found that workers in suburban office centers
solo-commute 13 percent more than workers in CBD
settings. '’

The No Action Alternative is expected to discourage
transit, generate more vehicle miles and more vehicle
hours traveled than the Eight Centers, 14 Centers and
Magnet Alternatives.

Eight Centers Alternative

Under the Eight Centers Alternative, most
development would be concentrated in eight urban
centers. An estimated 49 percent of all employment
opportunities would be located in these centers. Most
household growth is expected to concentrate in transit
oriented areas (36 percent) outside the urban centers.

Guided by a multi-county Regional Transit System
Plan (RTSP), the transportation system would include

a combined bus/rail system throughout the region to

major employment and commercial centers and major

- institutions. By concentrating potential riders along’ "~ ’
- anumber of transit friendly corridors, transit ridership

is expected to increase significantly in both the urban
centers and in the transit oriented areas outside the
urban centers.

By concentrating development in urban centers, the

Eight Centers Alternative is also expected to reduce
trip-making at the individual, home-based level.
Concentration, reduces existing peak period vehicle
trip demand. Work site related midday tripmaking

will also be much more heavily nonmotorized under
this Alternative,

14 Centers Altémative

For the 14 Centers Alternative, the concentration of
development along transit friendly corridors served by
rail with parking management strategies would
produce overall transit usage similar to that projected
for the Eight Centers Alternative. This Alternative
differs, however, from the Eight Centers Alternative
in its allocation of population and employment growth
to the respective land use categories.

Under the 14 Centers Alternative, employment and
population growth is concentrated in 14 urban centers.
By concentrating 74 percent of all employment
growth and 40 percent of population growth in the
urban centers, this Alternative is expected to increase
transit usage to a greater extent than the Eight Centers
Alternative. The main reason for increased transit use
in this alternative is the concentration of growth in an
urban pattern more easily served by transit. This
pattern of growth better uses the transit capacity
currently in place as well. Travel distances are also
expected to decrease by concentrating residences near
employment in the centers resulting in an overall
decrease in the County’s vehicle miles traveled.
Work site related midday tripmaking will also be
much more heavily nonmotorized under the 14
Centers Alternative.

Pre-Countywide Planning Polices Alternative
The Pre-Countywide Planning Polices Alternative

continues the current development pattern without the
mitigating effect of coordinated countywide action to

encourage transit and land use linkages.

Under this Alternative, most new - housing

. development would continue to occur outside of the
" areas identified as potential urban centers and in the

unincorporated urban growth areas of King County.
A larger share of the new households would locate in
the auto oriented areas. Most new employment
opportunities would continue to locate in office parks,
shopping malls, and commercial strips.

Under this Alternative, the number of single occupant
vehicle (SOV) trips would be expected to increase
while the number of transit trips would be expected to
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decrease. Other adverse transit impacts could also be
expected including lower ridership on the transit
services that are provided due to the dispersed
employment and household pattern.

The Magnet Alternative

Under the Magnet Alternative, most new housing
development would continue to occur outside of the
areas identified as potential urban centers. An
‘estimated 51 percent of all new households will be
located in areas characterized as auto-oriented. The
number of employment opportunities located in office
parks is also expected increase.

In this alternative, the number of single occupant
vehicle (SOV) trips is expected to increase while the
number of transit trips is expected to decrease. Other
adverse transit impacts could also be expected
including lower ridership on the transit services that
are provided due to the dispersed employment and
household pattern.

Other Policy Options

The policy options to the Alternatives contained in the
proposed policies of the three Growth management
Planning Council Task Forces are analyzed for their
potential impacts on land use/transit linkages. The
impacts of the variations are similar for all
alternatives.

Technical Review Areas

The Technical Review Areas are five areas considered
for redesignation from urban to rural. The impacts
are the same for each Review Area, though to varying
degrees depending on the percentage of rural and

urban land. Areas designated urban will have a more .
pedestrian and transit supportive environment, while

_ the roads in the rural areas are not as transit and
pedestrian supportive. '

No Rail Variation

Rail service is expected to increase transit ridership
marginally without any changes in land use.

The regional transit ridership forecasts from the
Regional Transit System Plan are shown in Table 10.
Ridership under the Rail/TSM alternative would be

157.3 million annually. This is 96 percent higher
than 1990 ridership and 18 percent higher than the
TSM alternative (which is used on the basis for the
No Rail alternative in this SEIS). Only 42 percent of
the increase under the Rail/TSM alternative is due to
growth in population and employment. None is due
to concentration in centers as this is not assumed in
preparing the forecasts. Forty percent is due to
improved transit service.!!

Under the Eight Centers and 14 Centers Alternatives,
rail transit would be effective in supporting higher
density development in centers or at stations because
it offers: station locations through which large
numbers of people may travel, thereby providing a
focused market for business and exclusive rights of
way for the rail vehicle resulting in travel times
unaffected by automobile traffic of congestion.

Bus transit, if it is developed with the above
attributes, could be equally effective in stimulating
and supporting concentrated development in centers.
As bus service has historically not been developed
using these attributes, the evidence is less compelling.
Centers without rail would need to rely on the above
attributes, combined with large amounts of bus
service, ridesharing and nonmotorized travel to
achieve similar effects. Centers without rail are more
likely to be smaller in scale and less concentrated .
Development is much more likely to spread outside of
centers into nearby neighborhoods along arterials
served by bus transit and good nonmotorized access
(i.e. bikeways, pedestrian paths).

The Magnet Alternative does not result in high
population and employment concentrations in specific
nodes throughout the region to the same extent as the
Eight Centers and 14 Centers Alternatives. - Even if

transit was. designed using improvements similar to

rail (ie. exclusive rights of way, fixed station
locations, urban design investment) it would. be .
difficult to support transit between magnet centers
because of the lower densities in magnet center areas
and more residential development allocated to lower
density, auto oriented areas in the UGA outside the
centers.
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Table 10
Transit Trips Per Capita, 2020
Regional Transit System Plan (RTSP)

RTSP Alternative

Annual Trips (Millions)

Transit Trips Per Capita

% Change from 1990

1990 80.3 33.0
TSM (2020) 133.7 354 +7
Rail/TSM (2020) 157.3 41.7 +26

Affordable Housing Policies

The Affordable Housing Policies Variation has a
positive impact on transit/land use linkages. Efforts
are made under this variation to ensure that affordable
housing is provided in conjunction with regional
transportation planning. To promote a fair share of
affordable housing in all urban areas and rural activity
centers this variation requires each jurisdiction’s land
use plan to provide for affordable housing. The land
use policies and zoning codes must accommodate the
number of low, moderate and middle income
households expected to reside in the community. A
number of strategies have been identified to ensure
that affordable housing is provided in close proximity
to employment centers, including: removing
regulatory barriers, providing a full range of housing
types such as accessory dwelling units, manufactured
homes on individual lots, apartments, townhouses and
attached single family housing.

Economic Development Policies

Efforts are made in this policy option to change
peoples’ tendency to access business/office parks with
single occupancy vehicles. Siting business/office

- parks close to transit routes is expected to encourage
. transit usage to and from these employment facilities. .

v By allowing mixed use areas in business/office parks,

this variation also reduces the use of single occupancy
vehicles for performing mid-day errands and other
non-home based trips. Workers may not find it
necessary to have their own car at work to
accommodate midday trips with restaurants, shops,
and banks located nearby, and may be encouraged to
commute by carpools and vanpools.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

The Rural Character polices associate lower density
and larger lots as mechanisms to preserve rural
character. However, lower densities and larger lots
require more roadway because of the distance
between residences. Lower densities and larger lots
also have higher trip generation rates, creating more
vehicle trips per residence. These trips also tend to
be longer because the larger lot sized results in
greater spacing between activity areas. Larger lot
sizes and lower densities are not transit-friendly. This
development type discourages tramsit use and
encourages single occupant vehicle travel.

ROADS AND FREIGHT

Introduction

The demand for roadways and freight travel is linked
to the land use patterns and densities. Lower land use
densities increase the demand for vehicle trips, require
a large proportion of infrastructure to unit of
developed land, and decrease transit trips. The low

densities also result in long distances between activity .
centers, which reduces pedestrian and transit use.”” -
" Freight travel is also reduced as densities increase,
. because a larger delivery

market can be served- in
fewer trips. S :

The following analysis examines the impact of five
Alternatives on roads and freight. Comparison of
specific criteria, such as vehicle miles traveled
(VMT), vehicle hours traveled (VHT), forecast total
daily trips, and forecast travel patterns would be the
ideal analysis. However, this data was not available
and to obtain this data, specific travel forecasts would
have to be developed for each Alternative. Travel
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forecast require jurisdictional population and
employment forecasts which are not included under
any alternative. The following focuses on the policy
implications of each of the five Alternatives.

Impacts of the Alternatives
No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative is a continuation of
existing development trends. This results in dispersed
development and higher vehicle trips and roadways
needs. Consequently, the No Action Alternative
negatively affects roadways and freight because it
generates more trips and longer freight travel.

Under the No Action Alternative, 52 percent of the
household growth is allocated to either Urban-
Auto/Full Service or Urban-Auto (39 and 13 percent,
respectively). Only 7 percent of the household
growth is allocated to urban centers. The
employment distribution also affects dispersion.
Under the No Action Alternative, approximately 70
percent of the growth is located in moderate to low
density employment centers and only 30 percent is
located in urban centers.

Many of the CPPs contained in the No Action
Alternative mitigate the impacts of the growth targets
identified for this Alternative. These policies would
reduce the demand for vehicle travel by requiring
consolidated land use, increasing densities,
encouraging transit and multi-occupant travel, and
coordinating access. The policies also positively
impact freight travel by consolidating delivery
destinations. At the same time, however, the higher
densities could negatively impact freight travel
because there is likely to be more congestion both on
the regional transportation system and in urban

centers. While the increased congestion will

“encourage single occupant drivers to take other modes

. of transportation, the trucking activity may be slowed. -

Consequently, freight trucking may see a decrease in
vehicle ‘miles traveled (VMT), but vehicle hours
traveled (VHT) may increase.

Eight Centers Alternative
The Eight Centers Alternative is the second best

choice to minimize impacts on roads and freight. The
eight urban centers outlined in the Eight Centers

Alternative limit the areas allowed for development
and would be directly served by high capacity transit.
This reduces the demand for roadway capacity to
serve people movement. Rail is expected to possibly
slow the rate at which congestion increases and
provide additional person-carrying capacity. By itself,
rail may not permanently reduce automobile and
freight delay because population and employment
growth will result in consumption of road capacity.

Residences are concentrated within an area are more
amenable to transit and carpool commute work trips
and since many of the CPPs support providing high
occupancy travel to the Manufacturing/Industrial
Centers, transit and high occupancy commute trips are
encouraged and accommodated.

The Eight Centers Policies result in positive impacts
on roads. Those policies would assist in mitigating
the adverse impacts of future growth by requiring
consolidated land use, increasing densities,
encouraging transit and multi-occupant travel, and
coordinating access. Impacts on freight vary.
Regional freight travel would be improved because a
larger delivery market could be served in fewer trips.

At the local level, such as from a center to a
neighborhood, roads are likely to experience more
congestion because of the concentrated activity in the
centers. Inside the center, freight trucking is likely to
experience difficulty accessing site specific delivery
points, such as a loading dock, because of congestion,
turning movement conflicts, pedestrian and bicycle
conflicts, driveway access or parking problems.
These issues, however, can be addressed through
concurrency and site specific mitigation.

The Eight Centers Alternative also limits density, by

requiring the designation of maximum densities forall . . .

- activity areas. While activity areas are intended to be
‘moderate density employment sites, placing a .

_ maximum on densities inhibits creating transit -

supportive environments and encourages adding
additional roadways or widening roadways to serve
these urban areas.

By offering an effective and competitive alternative to
the single occupant vehicle, TSM will increase
mobility and reduce pressures to expand roadway
capacity. However as Tables 9 and 10 indicated
earlier there would be more vehicle traffic under the
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no rail option. This would likely result in more
traffic congestion and impact interregional, state, and
national freight trucking that uses the freeway system.

This Alternative assumes the Regional Transit System
Plan. The RTSP is expected to be developed "in a
way that ensures continued freight train mobility"."”
At the same time, the Regional Transit System is not

intended to improve freight travel.
14 Centers Alternative

The 14 Centers Alternative is the strongest alternative
for reducing single occupant vehicle travel and for
supporting transit use and pedestrian activity. A
greater percentage of the growth is allocated to 14
urban centers, and the urban centers would be linked
by the RTSP. This higher growth allocation in the
urban centers is expected to further encourage transit
and pedestrian activity and alleviate the need for
additional roadway capacity.'*

The concentrations of population and the potential
associated increased transit activity does facilitate
transit access to Manufacturing/Industrial Centers. In
terms of goods movement, the effect of the RTSP
would be similar to the effect describe under the
Eight Centers Alternative.

The policy analysis conducted under the Eight Centers
Alternative is applicable to the 14 Centers Alternative.
The alternatives do differ, but not enough to affect the
relevance and applicability of the policies. The most
significant difference is that the 14 Centers
Alternative provides the best opportunity for reducing
roadway needs and facilitating efficient mobility of
both people and goods.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

The,’Pre~Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

represents the choice with the greatest negative
impact. The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies and
the No Action Alternatives locates the least amount of
growth to urban centers and revokes the CPPs.

The resulting low density development generates more
vehicle trips per land use activity and is difficult for
transit to serve."

The wide dispersion of development will also increase
freight travel, because freight services, particularly
trucking, will not be able to deliver the bulk of the
freight to a key centers. Rather, the freight goods
would have to be delivered to the various dispersed
development sites, resulting in increased freight travel.
The ultimate impact of the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative would be the need for more
roads, and possibly wider roads, to accommodate
additional vehicle and truck activity.

In addition to this aspect of the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative, the policies included in
this Alternative would not provide strong enough
guidance and restrictions to mitigate the dispersed
development effects on roads The 1985 King County
Comprehensive Plan polices address various aspects
of transportation, roads, and freight, ranging from
setting level of service standards to avoiding locating
transportation facilities in environmentally sensitive
areas. However, these policies are not as oriented
toward reducing the demand for roadways and for
freight travel.

For example one policy states that Urban activity
centers should be three to six miles apart. The policy
indicates that this dispersion would provide for
"distinct and separate centers” while proving short
work and shopping trips. The distance requirement
between urban activity centers has three negative
effects. First, the policy seems to be referring to
encouraging short auto trips, not other modes of
travel. Second, the relationship between the centers
and transit service is unclear. Third, short auto trips

-contribute to roadway needs, congestion, and parking

demand, all of which are negative impacts. Only if
transit had quick, efficient access to the urban centers
would it be able to compete with the private

‘automobile, but such transit advantages are not

mentioned in the policies. Some areas may have
efficient transit service to urban .centers; but. for
effectiveness efficient transit - service should be
provided to all urban centers.

The Magnet Alternative

The Magnet Alternative uses "Least Cost Planning"
(LPC) where a countywide Progress Board monitors
local jurisdiction progress in achieving benchmarks
and goals. LPC is described as "..a process that
defines a series of quantifiable and measurable goals
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that create an overall target quality of life, measured
by benchmarking." Least Cost Planning focuses on
avoiding new infrastructure by using existing facilities
to their maximum capacity and on reducing demand
for the facilities by managing demand.

Monitoring and benchmarks are an effective method
to guide planning and implementation. The policies
under the Magnet Alternative identify both the goals
and the mechanisms for achieving those goals. The
mechanisms are sometimes at odds, such as
Transportation Policy 7, which calls for both reducing
p.m. peak hour SOV travel through demand
management and adding new roadway capacity. A
general increase in roadway capacity while
implementing demand management mechanisms may
defeat the effectiveness of the demand management.

Under the Magnet Alternative, the relationship of
future development patterns and transportation
systems are not clearly defined. The dispersed land
use favors single occupancy vehicle use over transit.
The land use distribution and the transportation goals
of the Magnet Alternative could be mutually
exclusive.

Impact of the Alternative Policy Options
Technical Review Areas

The impacts of the Technical Review Areas on freight
travel are not significant.

No Rail Policy Option

The No Rail Policy Option consists of the
Transportation System Management (TSM) option
from the Regional Transit System Plan.
Implementation of the No Rail Alternative will impact
roads and freight through increased automobile traffic
-and transit bus traffic on the county road system.

" Affordable Housing Policies
The Affordable Housing Policy Option have no

additional negative or mitigating impact on roads and
freight under the Eight Centers Alternative.

Economic Development Policies

Two Economic Development policy options affect
roads and freight. One was developed by the
Suburban Cities Committee and one by the City of
Seattle. Both policies state that employment growth
should be targeted

to locations that are effectively served by transit.
These policies have beneficial impact because both
policy options are intended to reduce demand for the
single occupant vehicle and to encourage transit use.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

The proposed policies are designed to protect rural
character, including regulations on the lot size,
development standards, and service standards. All of
these characteristics affect roadways. For example,
lot size and development standards influence the
amount of roadway needed to serve a site. Larger
lots place residences farther apart and require more
roadway than smaller or more narrow lots. Also the
lower densities larger lots generate more vehicle trips
per residence and are not transit or pedestrian
friendly. These policies could have a negative impact
on the countywide roadway system.

The policies also refer to rural roadway design
standards and work towards maintaining rural road
character. They would restrict roadway volumes by
limiting capacity expansions and by establishing rural
road service standards. Limited capacity expansions
and rural levels of service in combination with the
concurrency requirement of GMA will restrict
development in the rural area. This is consistent with
the low growth target for these areas. The low
growth will result in minimal impact on roads. The
policies could also have negative impacts because
limiting road widths could increase the -

- maneuverability problems for trucks and transit buse_s'. o

- Small-scale farming, forestry, and active e,cdlogicél' ' _
restoration as the designated land use in the rural area -

can be served with rural design roads. Recreational
traffic from urban areas, and suburban residents who
locate in the rural areas may be inconvenienced by
farm and timber trucks and equipment.
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NON-MOTORIZED TRAVEL

Introduction

The non-motorized travel section of the impact
analysis documents the anticipated impacts of the
Alternatives on both bicycle and pedestrian travel.
Although pedestrian and bicycle amenities (e.g.,
sidewalks, bike lanes, street furniture, etc.) encourage
pedestrian movement and bicycle circulation, the land
development pattern has the greatest impact from the
various alternatives.'

Impacts of the Alternatives
No Action Alternative

While the No Action Alternative is committed to the
development of non-motorized travel as part of the
transportation  system, the pattern of urban
development in this alternative will not be conducive
to walking and bicycling in many of the new areas
targeted for development. This Alternative essentially
calls for a continuation of existing development
trends, which have developed in response to the
automobile and lack pedestrian and bicycle amenities.
To the extent that continued auto dependence
encourages low density development, bicycle and
pedestrian shares of travel are expected to decline.

Eight Centers Alternative

The Eight Centers Alternative, with its concentration
of mixed land uses into urban centers, is expected to
increase bicycle and pedestrian travel and increase the
demand for facilities to support these modes of travel.
Walking and bicycling becomes a more viable
commuting alternative when workers are provided
with housing opportunities near their place of work.

‘The pedestrian and bicycle environment . is " also
. expected to improve with rail service.” The closer -

people live to a rail station, the shorter will be the
access time and the greater their willingness to walk
and/or bicycle. The mode split generally peaks near
a station and declines extremely rapidly with distance
from the station. Thus, development density in the
walk- and bicycle-access area is critical to rail
ridership.

14 Centers Alternative

The 14 Centers Alternative is expected to increase the
use of bicycle and pedestrian modes of travel and
therefore increase the demand for more facilities. The
concentration of development along transit friendly
corridors served by rail with parking management
strategies would produce a pedestrian and bicycle
environment similar to that projected for the Eight
Centers Alternative.

The 14 Centers Alternative differs, however, from the
Eight Centers Alternative in its allocation of
population and employment growth to the respective
land use categories. By concentrating 74 percent of
all employment growth and 40 percent of population
growth in urban centers, the 14 Centers Alternative is
expected to increase non-motorized trips to a greater
extent than the Eight Centers Alternative.

Pre-Countywide Planning Polices Alternative

The Pre-Countywide Planning Polices Alternative
represents the choice with the greatest negative
impact. These polices do not guide growth into urban
centers or transit serviced areas. It is unlikely that
densities will encourage pedestrian and bicycle trips.
The Pre-Countywide Planning Polices Alternative also
makes no commitment to encouraging pedestrian and
bicycle trips.

The Magnet Alternative

The Magnet Alternative expressly states that
pedestrian and bicycle travel should be a part of the
transportation system and developed on a coordinated
regional basis. While efforts are made in this
alternative to promote non-motorized travel through

concentrated development, the growth targets in this' . . .
. alternative occur in auto-oriented urban areas that do

not encourage non- motonzed mps

' Impacts of the Policy Opttons

In this section, the recommended Task Force
refinements to the countywide policies have been
analyzed for potential impacts.on pedestrian and
bicycle travel. The impacts of the variations are
similar for all alternatives.
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Technical Review Areas

A rural designation will assist in keeping motorized
traffic from increasing. An urban designation will
increase and have a negative impact on the
non-motorized recreational use on certain roads. An
urban separator designation would have a positive
impact on non-motorized recreational travel.

No Rail Variation

The No Rail Variation is expected to improve the
pedestrian and bicycle environment through
"investments in pedestrian and bicycle improvements
in local neighborhoods.””” That no rail is included
in this alternative diminishes its ability to satisfy
numerous person trips that begin as walking and
bicycling and then would have become rail trips if
such an option were available.

Affordable Housing Policies

The Affordable Housing Policies has a positive
impact on the pedestrian and bicycle environment. A
number of strategies have been identified to ensure
that affordable housing is provided in close proximity
to employment centers, including: removing
regulatory barriers, providing a full range of housing
types such as accessory dwelling units, manufactured
homes on individual family housing. This promotes
pedestrian and bicycle access to both employment and
services.

Economic Development Policies
In this policy option an increased effort is made to

change peoples’ tendency to access business/office
parks with single occupancy vehicles. By providing

workers with housing opportunities near their place of

work, walking and bicycling becomes a more viable

- commuting alternative.to the single occupant vehicle.
- Efforts to locate residential - and neighborhood

commercial land uses and open spaces in existing
business/office parks are expected to improve
pedestrian and bicycle access to office parks.

Rural Character Task Force Policies
The Rural Character Task Forces Policies identify

lower density and larger lots as mechanisms to
preserve rural character. Bicycle trips for recreational

purposes are frequently made in rural areas.
Preservation of such areas would probably increase
such trips. However, lower densities and larger lots
require more roadway because of the distance
between residences. Lower densities and larger lots
also have higher trip generation rates, creating more
vehicle trips per residence. These trips also tend to
be longer because the larger lot size results in greater
spacing between activity areas. Larger lot sizes and
lower densities are not pedestrian- and
bicycle-friendly. This development type discourages
walking trips by residents and encourages SOV travel.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS

Introduction

Telecommuting allows workers to accomplish part of
their normal work load at home, rather than at the
office, thus eliminating a vehicle trip to work,
decreasing overall fuel consumption, and reducing
commute time. As a major employer within the San
Diego region, the City of San Diego developed a
telecommuting pilot project as part of its
transportation demand management program. As
much as 438,000 vehicle commute miles, 21,000
gallons of fuel and 23,000 hours of commute time a
year could be saved from a fully developed
telecommuting program for City of San Diego
employees.'s

In general, as densities decrease the attractiveness of
telecommuting as a commuting option tends to
increase. In the San Diego study cited above,
telecommuters were found living slightly farther from
work than those who do not telecommute. While
distance plays a role in encouraging people to

. telecommute, people are attracted to telecommuting

for many other reasons as well: decreased cost of
clothing and food, increased flexibility .to handle
work/family schedules, and closer bonds with the -
family and the community. . '

While the appeal of telecommuting may increase for
those people living far from their worksites, for
many this commute mode is not an option. A great
many work environments require an on-site presence.
As such, it is difficult to determine to what extent the
alternatives in this study (with their respective land
use, TDM measures, and rail characteristics) will
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influence the attractiveness of telecommuting as a
transportation option.

Impact of the Alternatives

A great deal of further research is needed to
determine the likely scale, rate of adoption and
impacts that telecommuting may generate in King
County. The telecommuting industry is largely being
driven by decreasing hardware costs and increasing
value of this technology. Although some evidence
suggests that a large number of workers are interested
in telecommuting, it will not occur on a large scale
basis until managers are convinced that it will
significantly reduce costs and increase efficiency.

The alternatives under analysis are not expected to
have a significant impact on the development of
telecommuting as a transportation option.

MITIGATION MEASURES

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND
MANAGEMENT

The Economic Development Task Force Policies are
likely to increase SOV travel to office parks.
Encouraging in-fill development at these sites is just
one of many measures that can be employed to
diminish parking facilities at existing business/office
parks. If in-fill is not an option, then a significant
percentage of existing parking spaces should be
designated for incentive programs such as carpooling
and vanpooling.

LAND USE/TRANSIT LINKAGE

The No Action and the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternatives would be likely to result in
_employment areas locating in office/business parks;
_ shopping malls and commercial strip centers

. throughout the urban' growth area. Office parks tend -

to have low densities; and, thus, tend not to be
supportive of transit. If these developments are
allowed, as noted in these two Alternatives, then it is
essential they comply with density and intensity
standards that support transit. The industry standard
for designing transit-friendly office park developments
is 20 employees/acre. This standard is, among other
places, cited in TRI-MET’s Planning and Design for
Transit manual."”

To diminish the number of single occupant vehicle
trips produced by workers at office parks, it is
essential that a small amount of on-site retail and
service facilities be provided within all office parks to
allow employees to take care of standard errands
without having to leave the area at mid-day. It has
been shown that a net reduction in motorized travel
can be achieved through the introduction of uses such
as banks, restaurants, and other services into office
complexes. Robert Cervero found that a 100,000
square foot office development will generate 18.7
more daily trips than a development of similar size
with other uses mixed in as well.?

ROADS AND FREIGHT

The Eight and 14 Centers Alternatives have the
strongest potential for reducing County vehicle trips
due to allocating growth to urban centers. By
allocating growth to urban centers, these alternatives
inherently promote walking, biking, and riding the bus
(which increases mobility).”! Mitigation for the
local impact on roads in and adjacent to the centers
includes traffic operation improvements (e.g., signal
interconnection, turning lanes, access management),
neighborhood traffic calming (e.g., traffic circles,
landscaped medians, narrow residential roads), and
alternative mode incentives (e.g., bike lanes, transit
circulator service).

The No Action, Pre-Countywide Planning Policies,
and Magnet Alternatives encourage low land use
densities. As mitigation measures, the No Action, Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies, and Magnet
Alternatives will need to primarily rely on the
development of HOV lanes, bicycle routes, pedestrian
amenities, and parking management to increase
mobility. These Alternatives can also be mitigated by
allocating more household and employment growth to -

higher land use densities. The higher densities would - "
- mitigate the need for roads and by reducing vehicle . - -

trips and encouraging transit use.

The No Rail Alternative will put more pressure on
roadways and reduce mobility. This impact could be
mitigated through greater investment in bus transit,
including exclusive transit lanes, other forms of
preferential treatment and associated service
improvements.
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The key feature of the Magnet Alternative is that it
uses monitoring and benchmarks to guide planning
and development. The potential negative impacts on
the roadway system could be mitigated by careful
development of benchmarks leading to land use
changes to reduce travel demand if transit‘TDM
incentives are not effective by themselves.

All Alternatives do not mitigate the impacts of growth
on freight travel. Mitigating the impacts on freight
travel focuses on trucking. Trucking plays a key
economic role because most goods are delivered to
the stores via truck. And, while congestion may
reduce the demand for single occupant vehicle travel,
congestion also slows trucks and increase freight
travel time.

Mitigation measures for trucking fall into two general
categories: regional and local truck travel. Regional
mitigation measures focus on regional travel, which
connects towns, cities, and other major destinations.
Regional travel includes travel on state routes and
most major arterials. Local travel focuses on intra-
city travel, such as from a port to downtown or from
a warehouse district to a neighborhood. Local travel
includes site specific travel which addresses truck
access to buildings. Trucks can block local travel
flow when they are loading or unloading their goods,
and appropriate truck access can prevent this
congestion from occurring.

Three regional mitigation measures are recommended
for consideration. The first is developing a policy on
preferential travel and delivery times for towns and
cities. The second mitigation measure is developing
a truck queue bypass system to alleviate truck and
general travel operation conflicts and facilitate truck
travel. The third measure is identifying or developing
truck only routes.

- For local truck travel, mitigation measures include -
. three main- types: traffic impact studies, site plan -
analysis and development, and traffic operations

improvements. Traffic impact analysis should include
truck counts, travel patterns and site access needs.
Concurrency analysis should include trucking needs
and funding. Developing site plans for more efficient
truck access and ‘maneuverability will also reduce
truck conflicts and improve truck travel. The third
mitigation measure is developing traffic operations

solutions, such as stripping roads for truck stopping
and loading/unloading.

NONMOTORIZED TRAVEL

The Eight and 14 Centers Alternatives are likely to
increase use of pedestrian and bicycle facilities. This
will create a need for more facilities. The No Action
and Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternatives
are likely to discourage pedestrian and bicycle use
due to their low densities and lack of centers. As
mitigation, non-motorized travel can be encouraged
through the adoption of specific pedestrian- and
bicycle-sensitive design standards and guidelines by
municipal governments, as illustrated in the following
suggested efforts.

1. Eliminate barriers that discourage pedestrian
and bicycle access to transit such as walls
and berms.

2. Require pedestrian and bicycle access and

orientation at street level for buildings in
commercial, office, or mixed use areas to
stimulate transit activity and interest.

3. Make streets pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly
by slowing automobile traffic to give greater
priority to non-motorized travel. In places
where this is not possible, make provisions
for separate pedestrian and bicycle trails.

Pedestrian and bicycle sensitive design guidelines can
be incorporated into ordinances requiring that certain
amenities be offered to non-motorized travel when
development occurs. Such an ordinance can require
office and industrial parks to have near-side
pedestrian access to dry cleaners, banks, drug or
convenience stores, day care centers, and other -

- frequented stores and services. Bonus »zc_jning', the
. practice of providing additional rights to a developer
in exchange for desired pedestrian and .bicycle

amenities, has also been used effectively. This may
consist of adding footage to a building area in
exchange for an added entrance or an increase in floor
area ratios in exchange for a proportionate area of a
pedestrian mall.

TRANSPORTATION

Page 98




AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

TELECOMMUNICATION

Encouraging telecommuting is found to reduce the
number of people commuting to work.
Telecommuting could serve as mitigation for the
increased traffic resulting from population and
employment growth. To encourage this mode of
commuting, programs the County should encourage
businesses to establish telecommuting programs.

'UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

An unavoidable impact associated with all of the
alternatives considered in this analysis is the increase
in anticipated VMT. According to the Washington
State Office of Financial Management, King County’s
population is expected to increase by approximately
325,814 persons between 1990 and 2010, a 21.6
percent increase. While concentrated growth is
expected to reduce the County’s reliance on SOV
usage, a 21.6 percent increase in countywide
population is expected to increase the area’s overall
VMT.
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40 HUMAN SERVICES

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The Department of Human Services is responsible for
planning, management, fiscal accountability and
service delivery for programs of the Mental Health
Division, Community Services Division,
Developmental Disabilities and Fiscal Management,
and the Public Defense Division. The Department’s
program scope includes implementation and
monitoring of the following: state mental health and
developmental disabilities contracts, Involuntary
Treatment Act, public defense contract services, youth
and family services, aging services, cooperative
extension programs, WoOmen’s services programs
(including services to domestic violence victims),
veterans’ services, employment programs, and the
child care program.

Each human service program is operated and
maintained independently. King County’s role is to
receive federal and state funds and distribute them to
the various programs. Programs are based on funds
and clients. King County Department of Human
Services does not own or operate capital facilities,
and therefore does not have an inventory of facilities,

~ forecast of future needs, location and capacity of new

and/or expanded facilities, or finance plan. A list of
contracts and programs that the Department of Human
Services supports is available at the King County
Planning and Community Development Division.

The Department of Human Services budget is
supported by Curmrent Expense, Human Services,
Mental Health, Veteran’s Relief, Work Training
Program, and Children and Family Services Program
funds.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Introduction

Human services provide the general population with
services which promote independence and well-being.
In our society, a good education, solid job
preparation, and a healthy job economy (including an
affordable housing market in step with wages) offer
the majority of citizens the primary means to
independence and the pursuit of happiness. Public and
private human service providers take up where the
economy leaves off for two distinct groups of people:
those who are chronically unable to enter mainstream
economic and social systems; and those who face
some type of dislocation, crisis, or relatively
temporary impediment to self sufficiency. At the
same time, the human services system offers the
general population a set of prevention and support
services to help maintain independence and well
being.

Different.agencies fund, deliver and plan for different

services, and sometimes for the same services: Many

services are funded by one level of government and
delivered by another, or by the non- profit sector.’
Minimal effective coordination goes on, and human
services virtually never coordinate with transportation,

land use and other related systems.

Even without dramatic population growth, a set of
demographic and economic changes will intensify the
demand for human services in the next few years.
Many areas will see simultaneous increases in
numbers among their oldest and their youngest
members and a proportionately smaller group of
working-age adults to support them. Many of the
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youngsters in question will grow up in the "new
family" - smaller and more likely to have only one
parent or to have both parents employed.

However, more of the available jobs will be in
services, and these tend to have lower pay and offer
fewer benefits than did full-time work of the past.
Together, these trends will increase demands for
human services and increase the role human services
play in the mainstream economic life of the
community. The ongoing shift toward a service
economy will increase the numbers of "working poor"
and thus the need for cheaper and more widely
available housing, health and child care programs
among others.'

The extent to which the five differing alternatives can
direct growth to reduce these types of impacts on
human services is the focus of this analysis.

Impacts of the Alternatives

All of the alternatives call for concentrating most
growth west of the County’s UGA, which could result
in positive impacts to the needs for human services in
the rural areas. However, areas where growth will be
concentrated could experience negative impacts
because of increased needs for human services. In
general, the alternatives which concentrate growth into
designated urban centers, urban/transit areas and
activity areas, would result in fewer impacts to human
services’ delivery in rural and resource areas, but
conversely could significantly impact human services’
delivery in these urban areas.

The Eight Centers and 14 Centers Alternatives which
would provide a more predictable and rational context
for human service planners, funders and providers,
could improve the reactive and fragmented
atmosphere in which the human service system now
operates. However, without regulations requiring
improved coordination - especially between human

services, land. use and transportation planning -
significant growth could lead to duplication among .
'service providers and an increase in competition for

scarce funds.
No Action Alternative

Policies applicable to the No Action Alternative that
could have significant positive impacts on human
services include CC-4, CC-5, FW-26, FW-27, LU-
33g, and FW-32b.

The above policies would assist in mitigating the
adverse impacts of future growth on human services
by requiring: a) identification of essential community
and human services and including them in land use,
capital improvement and transportation plans; b)
identification of timelines for constructing needed
services; ¢) compliance with urban center criteria to
include human service needs; and d) a cooperative
regional strategy which ensures a balance of services
is available countywide to meet human service needs.

The negative impacts of the No Action Alternative on
human services would be greater than the 14 Centers
and Eight Centers Alternatives, but less than.the
Magnets and Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternatives, respectively. Since the No Action
Alternative does not designate the locations of urban
centers, this could adversely impact the types and
locations of human service needs, because growth
areas would be less predictable. In addition, dispersed
growth does not provide concentrated tax bases to aid
funding of human services which could create
additional adverse impacts.

The No Action Alternative assumes that the
implementation of the Regional Transit System Plan
is limited to TSM, and does not include rail. See No
Rail Policy Option for impacts.

Eight Centers Alternative

This alternative could result in fewer negative impacts
overall on human services than the No Action
Alternative because it concentrates growth in urban
centers and urban/transit areas thereby identifying the
general locations for growth and subsequent need for
human services. All of the positive impacts
associated with the No Action Alternative apply to the
Eight Centers Alternative. However, in the Eight
Centers Alternative, urban centers, urban/transit and
urban/auto areas would be the primary providers of

"human services, while the rural and resource areas .
~would be providers of regional or sub-regional human

services. In addition, some individuals would be
displaced in. these "urban areas and specific
neighborhoods could be disrupted by growth
concentrations within newly designated urban centers.
This could adversely impact the needs for human
services.

The Eight Centers Alternative assumes
implementation of the Rail/TSM alternative.
Construction equipment, materials, demolition,
clearing and dust may temporarily affect human
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services’ access and usability. New or expanded
transportation corridors, stations and access facilities
may affect human services delivery. Transit
infrastructure (e.g. wires, rights-of-ways) may
physically or visually separate neighborhoods
decreasing informal social supports which would
impact human services.. At the same time, the
Rail/TSM alternative would increase accessibility of
human services, particularly those within walking
distance of stations or transit centers.”

14 Centers Alternative

This alternative would result in fewer negative
impacts on human services than the No Action
Alternative or the Eight Centers Alternative because
it further concentrates growth thereby identifying
general locations for development and associated
populations requiring human services. However, this
alternative could have the most significant adverse
impacts on human services in the urban centers,
urban/transit and activity areas because of the new
and increased demand for services.

All of the positive impacts associated with the No
Action Alternative apply to the 14 Centers
Alternative. The 14 Centers Alternative assumes
implementation of the Rail/TSM alternative. Impacts
would be similar to those described under the Eight
Centers Alternative.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

Future growth would be least concentrated under the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative. This
alternative would consume the most undeveloped
land, and would result in the greatest impacts on
human services in urban/auto areas, urban transit and
rural areas. There would also be limited requirements
for jurisdictional coordination resulting in more
adverse impacts to the delivery of human services.

This alternative disperses growth, thereby creating a'
decentralization of services which is more costly and
less effective for the delivery of human services.. In

addition, under this alternative, more users of human
services would be required to have automobiles to
access services.

This alternative assumes the adopted CPPs would not -

be implemented; therefore, there would be fewer and
weaker policies addressing human services’ needs.
This alternative would also require less coordination

between human services’ planning and land use,
transportation and other related systems.

The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative
assumes that implementation of the Regional Transit
System Plan is limited to TSM, and does not include
rail. The impacts of the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative regarding TSM are similar to
those described under No Rail Policy Option.

The Magnet Alternative

Under the Magnet Alternative future household
growth would be most concentrated in the
urban/transit, urban auto and urban centers
respectively. Future employment growth would be
most concentrated in activity centers, urban centers
and office/business parks respectively. Unlike the
Eight Centers and 14 Centers Alternatives, the
Magnet Alternative does not designate the location of
urban centers, but rather establishes goals for
allocation of wurban growth as measured by
"benchmarks” and strategies. Impacts on human
services would be the greatest in the urban areas.

The Affordable Housing goal of the Magnet
Alternative would positively impact human services.
The goal states that affordable housing should be
available to all economic segments of the population
of this state; that a variety of densities and housing
types should be encouraged; and that preservation of
existing housing stock should be encouraged. Access
to affordable housing will indirectly positively impact
human service needs.

The Magnet Alternative assumes the following policy
options to the Regional Transit System Plan: a
commuter rail from Everett to Tacoma; phased HCT
rail; benchmarks incorporating King County Commute
Reduction Plan targets; improvements to existing

HOV system, public transit and regionally coordinated . - -
- pedestrian and bicycle routes. .

Impacts to human services under this variation would -

" be similar to those described under the Eight Centers

and Fourteen Centers Alternatives.
Impacts of the Policy Options
Technical Review Areas

No significant impacts.
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No Rail Policy Option

The impacts on human services regarding TSM are
that equipment, materials and dust from construction
of HOV facilities, transit hubs, and park-and-ride lots
may temporarily affect access to, and usability of,
human services. In addition, placement of transit lines
may especially divide some neighborhoods,
decreasing informal social supports which
complement the humnan service system.’

Affordable Housing Policies

Access to affordable housing will indirectly positively
impact human service needs. However, all of the
Affordable Housing Task Force policies could have
potential negative impacts on human services. The
effects of increased density on diverse populations in
the urban centers, urban/transit and urban/auto areas
could impact human service providers. In addition, if
there is not an adequate supply of jobs in relation to
location of affordable housing, or if there is not
adequate transit service, there could also be adverse
impacts on human services.

Economic Development Policies

FIS/ED Policy ED-7 requires jurisdictions to
cooperatively establish programs which meet job
training, retraining and educational needs through new
partnerships and funding opportunities. This policy
could have significant positive impacts on human
services.

Rural Task Force Policies

In general, the Rural Character Task Force policies
would have positive impacts on the delivery of human
services in the urban areas by establishing a
distinction between rural and urban service areas. The

policies would positively impact the ability of

providers to anticipate and plan for rural and urban
. service areas: R ' :

* MITIGATION MEASURES

The mitigation measures discussed here are applicable

to all the alternatives. Integrated planning and siting

controls, combined with developing and using suitable
technology, could mitigate some of the adverse
impacts from growth to human services. Integrated
planning - combining land use and transportation
planning with health and human service planning -
would significantly enhance the utility and ensure that

transit accommodates non-commuter trips (for health
care, child care, recreation, etc.) both inside and
outside of transit hubs.

Private industry could also integrate its planning with
trends in transportation and health and human services
to meet future needs of workers. For example,
employers could include space for educational,
recreational and child care activities in new facilities
which would mitigate some adverse impacts to public
human service providers.

Funding and costs of human services could also be
mitigated by the identification of human service
revenues which will grow with population and
therefore better able to serve their citizenry. Similarly,
human service impacts could be mitigated by: a)
requiring provision of public space to non-profit
providers for human services; b) dedication of federal
block grant funds for human service site acquisition;
c) co-locating services in multi-purpose facilities
which reduce the cost of delivering services; and d)
development of genuine public/private partnerships
which can offset the chronic underfunding of human
services.

Incentives or regulations which result in siting of
human services near transit hubs could also mitigate
growth impacts while improving access to these
services.  In addition, zoning and land use
development controls to disperse low - and moderate -
income housing can mitigate the dislocation
associated with increased densities and subsequent
greater need for human services.*

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

Increased development and population growth would
increase the demand for human services. Resources

_ will have to be expended to meet these demands.
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5.0 POLICE/FIRE/EMERGENCY RESPONSE

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Police Services

The King County Department of Public Safety is
primarily responsible for the public safety of
unincorporated King County.

support, auta theft, autom'a;éd fingerprints
identification system, bomb disposal, burglary, canine,
child find, computer resources, crime analysis, crime
prevention, detective support, drug enforcement,
emergency management, evidence and supply,
homicide and assault, hostage negotiations, internal
investigations, major accidents, missing persons,
motorcycle pawnshop detail, photo lab,

polygraph, robbery, search and rescue, SWAT, traffic
and DWI, and vice control.

It includes patrol -
services and the following specialized services: Air -

Inventory of Facilities

The Department of Public Safety is currently divided
into four precincts. Two are in downtown Seattle,
and two others are located in Bothell and Maple

- Valley.

Precinct 1 houses the central administrative staff for
the Department of Public Safety, and the core
resources for all of the special operations listed above.

Because of the regional nature of these tasks, this
precinct regularly serves all residents of
unincorporated King County and the residents of other
municipalities as needed. Precinct II contains a
headquarters station. In addition, there are other
offices in Woodinville, North Bend, Fall City, and the
Pine Lake Plateau. There are a total of 98 officers
and 12,100 square feet of facilities. Precinct III
contains a headquarters station and other offices in
Springwood and Fairwood. There are a total of 86
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officers and 15,862 square feet of facilities. Precinct
IV contains a headquarters station and other offices in
SeaTac, and Vashon. There are a total of 124
officers and 11,560 square feet of facilities. Precinct
V contains a headquarters and another office at
Westway. There are a total of 76 officers and 9,661
square feet of facilities.

Forecasting of Future Needs

The estimated demand for police services is based
heavily on three factors:. growth in unincorporated
King County projected in the King County Annual
Growth Report, annexation/incorporation activity, and
the future of contracting for services. King County
continually monitors the public safety arena. Any
changes that affect the demand for police services are
carefully evaluated and the appropriate modifications
are made. Future demand is dependent on other
jurisdictions and the public.

Location and Capacity of New and/or Expanded
Facilities

The location and capacity of new and/or expanded
facilities will depend heavily on the future demand,
which cannot be predicted. King County will
continue to monitor the growth,
annexation/incorporation activity, and contracting
efforts to determine the best sites for future facilities.

Fire Protection

King County does not own or operate fire districts.
Some of the faster growing fire districts have
developed a master plan that includes inventory,

forecasting, and a finance plan.

Inventory of Facilities

King County is served by 45 fire protection districts -

responsible for delivering emergency services,

. including fire protection and. emergency medical

services countywide. There are over 75 fire statxon-
facilities throughout King County

Forecast of Future Needs

Most of the fire protection districts project population
growth based on King County projections from the
Annual Growth Report. In addition, they use
response time as the level of service standard to judge
when new facilities are needed. New fire stations are
planned in fire districts 10, 11, 13,16, 17, 20, 27, 34,

36 37, 39, and 45. Existing and planned fire
protection districts are listed in Table E-1, located in
the Appendix.

King County Emergency Response

The King County Emergency Medical Services
Division is responsible for developing, implementing
and administering a mobile, intensive care paramedic
services program in cooperation with King County
fire districts, setting standards for the training and
examination of emergency medical service personnel,
equipment and facilities in King County, coordinating
all aspects of emergency medical services in King
County with federal, state and private agencies,
implementing emergency medical services training
programs, public information procedures and delivery
systems, and developing, implementing, and
administering a program to coordinate private
ambulance company operations in emergency
situations.

Inventory of Facilities

The King County Emergency Medical Services (EMS)
Master Plan provides a comprehensive review of
current services. The EMS system is a complex
organizational structure consisting of 37 jurisdictions
providing basic life support (BLS) services and four
separate agencies providing advanced life support
(ALS) services. In addition, the system consists of
numerous interrelated functions, including dispatch
and communications, service delivery, training and
education, medical control, program planning, and
evaluation.

Forecast of Future Needs

Through the EMS Master Plan, a steering committee
has established workload projections - through the

ensuing levy period estimated that ALS responses will

increase from 20,000 calls in 1990 to approximately
31,400 calls, by 1997. The workload projections for'
ALS services demonstrated at the present time there
is a need for 10 fully staffed ALS units and by 1997,
there will be a need for 13 such units.

Location of New and/or Expanded Facilities

No exact locations for new or expanded facilities
were contained in the Master Plan. However, the
EMS Master Plan Steering Committee established
guidelines concerning the appropriate point at which
alternative staffing plans and fully staffed ALS units
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should be employed. The Committee concluded that
a balance needs to be established between response
times, workload capacity per unit, and the size of the
service area covered by each unit. The study findings
demonstrate that the EMS system should be routinely
monitored on a county-wide basis to better allocate
and distribute resources in response to population
increases and demographic change.

_Harborview Medical Center

Harborview Medical Center consists of 6 primary
buildings constructed within roughly a four-block
area. The 6 buildings are the following: the hospital
building, Harborview Hall, Community Mental Health
Center, warehouse, firehouse, and view park parking
garage.

Patient volumes were forecasted in the Harborview
Medical Center Long Range Capital Improvement
_Program Plan using a standard health planning
methodology and then tested with projections for
Harborview’s nine priority patient groups.
Admissions are projected to increase from 12,355 in
1995 to 13,233 in 2000. Specific areas targeted for
above average growth include orthopedics,
neurosurgery, and the burn unit. Increasing
admissions will be offset by decreasing average length
of stay, resulting in a projected need for 331 beds in
1995 and 355 beds in 2000. Given the projected
patient volumes and other activity levels, it was
determined that the long term need for space at
Harborview is approximately 350,000 gross square
feet.

The specific projects proposed for implementation in
the next six years include construction of a new
Trauma Center, replacement of center wing nursing
units, renovation and expansion of clinics within the
south wing, construction of the Boren Street Garage,
construction of education and research building, and
~ expansion of the view park garage. »

~ SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
Introduction

Population growth which could affect the demand for
police/fire/emergency response services under all five
alternatives include: a) annexation or incorporation of
areas which had previously been included in
unincorporated King County; b) increases in
population density and associated activities into areas
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which had been considered a more rural level of
service; and c) the level and type of services which
are contracted out to other service providers.

Demands for these services are closely tied to other
jurisdictions and the general public’s demands.
During the 1980°s just under 38,000 people annexed
to cities and an additional 82,000 incorporated into
new cities. Over 54 square miles of unincorporated
King County have been annexed or incorporated since
1980. About 80 percent of this annexation and
incorporation activity has occurred since the King
County Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1985.
Consequently, the demand for police/fire/femergency
response services in unincorporated King County has
changed dramatically since 1980.

Impacts associated with density also affect
police/fire/emergency response. Previous research has
no strong conclusions about the effects of density on
measures of crime. Contrary to public perception,
most violent crime occurs within the home between
household members; a relatively small proportion
results from assaults by strangers.

Crime is likely to increase along transit corridors, as
access to victims and opportunity increases. Further,
more personal crimes (assaults, robberies) are
associated with public transit than with the use of
private automobiles. An increase in such crimes will
increase people’s overall perception of crime, which
has very high social and economic costs.

The rapid growth of diverse populations under all of
the alternatives could create social problems adversely
impacting police/fire/emergency response services.
The type and extent of income and ethnic diversity
associated with anticipated growth may create
tensions among residents different from those that
would come with homogeneous growth. Rapid .
growth in areas” which are currently homogeneous -

- may increase resistance to change, thereby creating -

. social = problems between " different ethnic

populations.'

The extent to which the five differing alternatives can
direct growth to reduce these types of negative
impacts on police/fire/emergency response is the focus
of this analysis.

Impacts of the Alternatives

All of the alternatives call for concentrating most
growth west of the county’s UGA, which could result
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in positive impacts to the requirements for
police/fire/emergency response in the rural and
resource areas. However, areas where growth will be
concentrated could experience more negative impacts
because of increased needs for these services. In
general, the alternatives which concentrate growth into
designated urban centers, urban/transit areas and
activity areas would result in fewer impacts to
police/fire/emergency response services in designated
rural areas, but conversely could significantly
adversely impact the needs for, and delivery of, these
services in the urban areas.

The Eight and 14 Centers Alternatives could provide
a more predictable and rational context for
police/fire/emergency service planners and providers,
and could improve the reactive atmosphere in which
these services now plan. However, without
regulations requiring improved coordination -
especially between police/fire/emergency response, the
general public, other jurisdictions, land use and
transportation planning - significant growth could lead
to a reduction in capability to provide these services.

No Action Alternative

Policies applicable to the No Action Alternative that
would have significant positive impacts on
police/fire/emergency response include FW-10, FW-
25, FW-26, FW-27 and CO-1.

The above policies would assist in mitigating the
adverse impacts of future growth on
police/fire/emergency response by requiring: a) cities
to be the appropriate provider of local urban services
and counties to be the appropriate provider of
countywide services; b) coordinated planning and
financing of these services; c) jurisdictions to identify
services per adopted levels of service standards; d) the
protection of public health and safety in all decision-
making about infrastructure improvements; and e)

jurisdictions to identify the full range of urban- ‘

-services and how they plan to prov1de for them.

The nggatwe impacts of the No Action Alternative on
police/fire/emergency response would be greater than
the Eight and 14 Centers Alternative but less than the
Magnet and Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternatives, respectively. Since the No Action
Alternative does not designate centers, it has the
potential of dispersing population growth, thereby
adversely impacting the delivery of
police/fire/emergency response services in a more
predictable and coordinated fashion. In addition,

dispersed growth does not provide concentrated tax
bases to aid funding of these services which could
create additional adverse impacts.

The No Action Alternative assumes that the
implementation of the Regional Transit System Plan
is limited to TSM, and does not include rail. See No
Rail Policy Option for description of impacts.

Eight Centers Alternative

This alternative could result in fewer negative impacts
overall to police/fire/emergency response than the No
Action Alternative because it concentrates growth in
urban centers and urban/transit areas thereby
identifying the general locations for growth and
subsequent need for police/fire/emergency services.

All of the positive impacts associated with the No
Action Alternative apply to the Eight Centers
Alternative. However, in the Eight Centers
Alternative, urban centers, and cities in the
urban/transit and urban auto areas would be the
primary providers of police/fire/emergency response
services, while the rural and resource areas would be
providers of regional or sub-regional services. In
addition, the increased growth and density in the
urban areas could adversely impact the needs for
police/fire/femergency response services in these areas.

The Eight Centers Alternative assumes
implementation of the Rail/TSM alternative. The
adverse impacts of the Eight Centers Alternative on
police/fire/emergency services regarding Rail/TSM are
that access to, and from, police/fire/emergency
response services near construction sites may be
impeded by traffic restrictions, displacement of
parking or loading areas, or other factors. Permanent
relocation of some police/fire/emergency services may
also be necessary, although specific impacts of this
type have not been determined. Emergency vehicles.

may also be temporarily impeded along or across '
" roadways directly involved in project construction. At
the sare time, the Rail/TSM policy option would -
-increase  accessibility . of ~ police/fire/emergency

response services, particularly those w1thm walking
distance of stations or transit centers.?

14 Centers Alternative

This alternative would result in fewer negative
impacts to police/fire/emergency response services
than the No Action or Eight Centers Alternatives
because it further concentrates growth thereby
identifying general locations for development and
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associated populations requiring these services.
However, this alternative could have the most
significant adverse impacts to police/fire/emergency
response services in the urban centers, urban/transit
and activity areas because of the new and increased
demand for services.

All of the positive impacts associated with the No
Action Alternative apply to the 14 Centers
Alternative. The 14 Centers Alternative assumes
implementation of the Rail/TSM policy option.
Impacts would be similar to those described under the
Eight Centers Alternative.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

Future growth would be least concentrated under the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies. This alternative
would consume the most undeveloped land, and
would result in the greatest adverse impacts to
police/fire/emergency response services in urban/auto
areas, urban transit and rural areas. There would also
be limited requirements for jurisdictional coordination
resulting in more adverse impacts to the delivery of
these services.

This alternative disperses growth, thereby creating a
decentralization of services which is more costly and
less effective for the delivery of police/fire/emergency
response services.

Since this alternative assumes the CPPs would not be
implemented there would be fewer and weaker
policies addressing police/fire/emergency response
services’ needs. This alternative would also require
less coordination between police/fire/emergency
response  services’ planning and land use,
transportation and other related systems.

The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

assumes that implementation of the Regional Transit

System Plan is limited to TSM, and does not include

rail. The impacts of the Pre-Countywide Planning -

Policies regarding TSM are similar to those described
under No Rail Policy.Option. - o

The Magnet Alternative

Under the Magnet Alternative future household
growth would be most concentrated in the
urban/transit, urban auto and urban centers
respectively. Future employment growth would be
most concentrated in activity areas, urban centers and
office/business parks respectively.  Unlike both

Centers Alternatives, the Magnet Alternative does not
designate the location of urban centers, but rather
establishes goals for allocation of urban growth as
measured by "benchmarks" and strategies. Impacts
on police/fire/emergency response services would be
the greatest in the urban areas.

The Magnet Alternative assumes the following policy
options to the Regional Transit System Plan: a
commuter rail from Everett to Tacoma; phased HCT
rail; benchmarks incorporating King County Commute
Reduction Plan targets; improvements to existing
HOV system, public transit and regionally coordinated
pedestrian and bicycle routes.

Impacts to police/fire/emergency response services
under this policy option would be similar to those
under both Centers Alternatives.

Impacts of the Policy Options
Technical Review Areas

Not Applicable.

No Rail Policy Option

The impacts of TSM on police/fire/emergency
services are that access to, and from,
police/fire/emergency response . services near
construction sites may be impeded by traffic
restrictions, displacement of parking or loading areas,
or other factors. Permanent relocation of some
police/fire/femergency services may also be necessary,
although specific impacts of this type have not been
determined.  Emergency vehicles may also be
temporarily impeded along or across roadways
directly involved in project construction.?

Affordable Housing Policies

The Affordable Housing Task Force policieécou"ld‘

have adverse impacts’ on police/fire/emergency.
response services if these policies create densities
beyond that éstablished in the targets. The effects of
increased density on diverse populations in urban
centers, urban/transit and urban/auto areas could
adversely impact police/fire/femergency response
providers in these areas.

Economic Development Policies

Not Applicable.
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Rural Character Task Force Policies

In general, the Rural Character Task Force policies
would have positive effects on the delivery of
police/fire/emergency services in urban areas. By
establishing a distinction between rural and urban
service areas, the policies would positively impact the
ability to anticipate urban growth areas and their
service requirements.

"MITIGATION MEASURES

Architectural design and land use planning can help
build a sense of community and reduce crime.
Regulatory measures which create a sense of
belonging at the smallest neighborhood level, such as
requirements for community centers and low-to-mid-
rise buildings, instill social controls which enhance
the well-being of residents and reduce demands on
formal services.

Planning which includes a "people orientation" could
also help foster informal social controls within
neighborhoods, such as block watches, which in turn
complement the needs for, and delivery of,
police/fire/emergency response services. In addition,
zoning and land use development controls to disperse
low and moderate income housing can counter the
potential adverse social impacts associated with
increased densities, which adversely impact
police/fire/emergency response services.*

Additional mitigation measures for adverse impacts to
police/fire/emergency response services include the
on-going commitment by King County (King County
Comprehensive Plan 1985) to work with cities, towns
and service districts to develop a common set of
standards for police/fire/emergency response services,
so that areas annexed by cities will have
improvements and- associated services that are
compatible with city standards.

- Mitigation meésures associated- with imple_:mentation _

-of the Regional Transit System Plan include planning
facilities, equipment and operations requirements to
minimize the likelihood of emergency incidents or
need for special security services.  Requiring
emergency communication systems, along with plans
for evacuation and emergency access, will also
provide some mitigation.’

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

Increased development and population growth will
increase the demand for police/fire/femergency
response services. Resources will have to be
expended to meet these demands.
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6.0 SCHOOLS

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

King County does not own or operate school
facilities. In order to ensure that educational facilities
are provided to County residents, King County Code
21.61.065 created and gives authority to the School
Technical Review Committee (STRC). The
Committee consists of four County staff persons from
the following areas: the Department of Development
and Environmental Services Division, the Planning
and Community Development Division, the Office of
Financial Management, and the King County Council.

The Committee reviews the following information
from each district: a capital facilities plan, enrollment
projections, standard of service, overall capacity of
educational facilities over a 6 year time frame, and

each district’s calculation and rational for proposed -

" impact fees.” The Committee also reviews the

~ consistency of district plans with the King County -
Comprehensive Plan and adopted community plans. -

Table F-1, located in the Appendix, lists the school
capital improvement plans and their respective
adopting ordinance number and date.

Inventory of Facilities

A report prepared for the School Impact Mitigation
Task Force by Kask Consultants in 1989 stated there

are twenty school districts that are either partially or
entirely in King County. These districts provided 249
elementary schools, 60 middle schools, 46 high
schools and 22 special education facilities. The 377
schools contained 9,327 permanent classrooms and
provided over 24 million square feet of floor area
space. The 377 schools also had 660 portable
classrooms at various sites. The highest user of
portable classrooms was the Lake Washington School
District, which uses 150 portables.

Forecasting of Future Needs

Many school districts, particularly those on the urban
fringe, are experiencing severe overcrowding while
the mature school districts, such as Seattle and
Bellevue, are resorting to school closures to conserve -

~ operating funds.

. Year 2000 foreéaéts_ of student population were based

on the population and employment forecasts prepared -
by the PSRC. This forecast data was further refined
by information provided by King County Parks,
Planning and Resources Department, and the
Superintendent of Public Instruction. Financial data
was provided by the Superintendent of Public
Instruction and the school districts in King County.

King County public school enrollment in the year
2000 is estimated to amount to 303,700 students, an
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- increase of 48 percent over the 1988 enrollment. Of
this total, 169,600 are estimated to be elementary
students, 62,100 middle school students, and 71,600
high school students.

In the year 2000, if the school districts were to fully
fund their proportionate share of the new school
construction, and the school districts were to pass
school bond issues in 1990 at the levy rate equal to
the average of the last three years, the number of
unhoused students in Federal Way, Riverview,
Auburn, Snoqualmie Valley, Issaquah, Lake
Washington, Kent and Northshore School Districts
would amount to 24,030. If the school districts were
to raise their levy rate to $5/1,000 and pass a bond
issue in 1990, The number of year 2000 unhoused
students would drop to 6,755.

Seattle Public Schools

The Seattle School District provides public education
for the kindergarten through 12th grade as well as
limited preschool offerings. District facilities include
10 high schools, 10 middle schools, 61 elementary
schools, 10 alternative schools, and Memorial
Stadium. In addition, the District has 6 administration
buildings and a number of closed schools. The closed
schools remain vacant or are used in the following
ways: administration purposes, temporary schools
during remodeling and construction of other facilities,
or as leased facilities to community groups and other
organizations.

The School District has experienced a significant rise
and then a steady decline in its enroliment over the
last few decades. Enrollment peaked at 100,000 in
the 1960s. Declining birth rates, out-migration of
students, and a mandatory busing program initiated in
1979 contributed to a continuing decline of enrollment
in the public schools in the 1970s and 1980s. In
1991, the student population was 44,500. Enrollment

- in Seattle Public Schools is forecast to increase by

- almost 30 pércent over the next 20 years, o

" Recently the District completed a Capital =

Improvement Program. One high school and 14
elementary schools have been modernized or replaced.
In July 1992, the District adopted a Facilities Master
Plan through 2010. In addition, another Capital
Improvement Program bond was voted down. It is
being revised for reconsideration by the voters.

According to the District, current facilities lack
sufficient space for existing populations in some
areas. Many of the public schools are more than 60
years old and have educational, seismic, and site
deficiencies. In 20 years, most schools will have
outlived their economic and useful lives.

At the same time, the social role of schools in the
community is expanding; child care, health care,
counseling services, nutrition programs and other
activities have been added to the educational setting.
This expanding role affects the types and sizes of
facilities needed.

The District’s Facilities Master Plan (FMP) forecasts
a 27 percent increase in student population and 6
more schools than the District currently operates in
the year 2010.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Introduction

This section provides a qualitative analysis of the
impacts of the five alternatives on schools. The
information presented here supplements the existing
FEIS for VISION 2020 and the 1985 King County
Comprehensive Plan Draft and Final EIS. The impact
analysis of schools provided in the VISION 2020
FEIS was limited to the geographic distribution of the
costs for public services for five "build" or "action”
alternatives. Education was one of the public services
included in the analysis. The impact analysis of
schools provided in the 1985 Draft and Final EIS for
the King County Comprehensive Plan was limited to
discussion of the likely effect of the proposed plan on
costs and revenues.

It is beyond the scope of this SEIS to perform a fiscal
impact analysis of the alternatives related to schools. .
This analysis does not assess the ability of areas

* designated for future growth to’ acc_ommbdate; E
. additional. students or pay for new schools. The

absence of jurisdictional allocations of growth prevent
identification of the specific school districts that
would be impacted by each alternative. Therefore, this
analysis is limited to a discussion of the relative
impacts on schools under each of the alternatives.

Impacts of the Alternatives
As discussed under "Affected Environment," there

could be a severe shortfall in school facilities
depending upon growth in student enrollment and
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depending upon the level of state funding and the
passage of school bond issues. Overall, the impacts
of 215,000 households by the year 2010 in King
County could result in significant adverse impacts to
existing schools. In general, areas where growth will
be concentrated will experience negative impacts such
as overcrowding and need for new school capacity.
Fewer impacts could result in rural and resource areas
which will receive less growth.

All of the alternatives provide some form of
mitigation towards ensuring that local government
land use plans and capital facilities plans consider
school needs and address the need for level of service
standards. The Magnet Alternative is the only
alternative that provides specific standards for
student/teacher ratios.

No Action Alternative

The policies that have a potential impact on schools
include the following: LU-14d, LU-33, LU-36, CC-4,
CC-5, CO-14, FW-20, FW-29, S-1, and FW-32.

Policy LU-14 requires that UGAs include only areas
already characterized by urban development because
these areas can be efficiently and cost effectively
served by roads, water, sanitary sewer and storm
drainage, schools and other urban services within the
next 20 years. In general, this policy will serve to
mitigate the impacts of future growth on school
districts by requiring that schools be a criteria for
determining areas appropriate for inclusion within
UGAs. This analysis would be undertaken as part of
the EIS for the final UGAs or for other County
actions.

Policy LU-33 states that jurisdictions’ comprehensive
plans for urban centers shall demonstrate compliance
with the urban centers criteria. In order to promote

urban growth within centers, the urban center plan
shall establish strategies which "...provide a wide -
. range of capital improvement projects, such as street’
- improvements, schools, parks.and open space, public -
- art and community facilities." In addition, Policy LU-

36 requires a Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) be prepared for each proposed
center. The PEIS will address significant adverse
impacts and cumulative impacts to housing, schools,
public utilities, and transportation. Thus, both of
these policies assist in mitigating the impacts of future
growth on existing schools.

The CPPs include schools under human and
community services. Policies CC-4 and CC-5 state
that human and community service planning activities
shall support CPPs, the countywide land development
pattern, and that all jurisdictions shall identify
essential community and human services and include
them in land use, capital improvement, and
transportation plans. These policies would serve to
mitigate the impacts of growth on schools, because
local jurisdiction’s comprehensive plans would
address school needs in land use plans, transportation
plans, and capital improvement plans.

Policy CO-14 states that "sewer expansion shall not
occur in rural areas and resource lands except where
needed to address specific health and safety problems
threatening structures permitted before July 1, 1992 or
the needs of public facilities such as schools." This
policy would mitigate the impacts of those schools
that have not been able to expand due to lack of
sanitary sewer needs. By expanding existing schools
rather than building new ones, cost savings may be
realized.

Policy FW-20 states "All jurisdictions shall support
the County’s existing diversity of places to live, work
and recreate and the ethnic diversity of our
communities. The countywide development pattern
shall include sufficient supply of quality places for
housing, employment, education, recreation, and open
space and the provision of community and social
services." This policy would provide additional
mitigating measures by further ensuring that future
land use plans include adequate land for schools.

Policy FW-29 addresses level of service standards for
education. The policy states that "All jurisdictions
shall contribute to the economic sustainability of the
County in a manner which supports the countywide

~ land use pattern. This is to be accomplished by

providing cost-efficient quality infrastructure and
public services at an adopted level of service specific
to the local situation, providing affordable housing, -
promoting excellence in education, and protecting the
environment.” These level of service standards could
have significant adverse impacts on school
infrastructure and operating costs while having
positive impacts on quality of education. For
example, a level of service standard that establishes a
specific teacher/student ratio could result in a need for
additional school rooms or teachers. In terms of this
SEIS, specific impacts cannot be addressed until level
of service standards are proposed.
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Policy S-1 calis for the GMPC to establish a process
by which all jurisdictions shall cooperatively site
public capital facilities of a countywide or statewide
nature. This policy could have significant positive
impacts on schools, as communities would have to
work together to site new facilities. However, this
policy would not be implemented under the No
Action Alternative.

Policy FW-32 addresses the GMA requirement that
-fiscal analysis be provided for infrastructure and
service needs. The policy states that "jurisdictions
shall cooperatively identify regional funding sources
and establish regional financing strategies..[including]
incentives to support the CPPs and... ensure that a
balance of services is available countywide to meet,
among others, human service, public safety, open
space and recreation, education, and transportation
needs." Overall, this policy provides mitigation for
the impacts of regional growth through interlocal
coordination and strategies.

Eight Centers and 14 Centers Alternatives

The analysis of the Eight and 14 Centers Alternatives
is similar to that of the No Action Alternative. The
exception is that LU-36 may be more mitigating for
both of the Centers Alternatives, as there are more
urban centers designated under both of these
alternatives. Policy S-1 would be implemented under
these alternatives which would provide additional
mitigation.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies

Under the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies, the
adopted Countywide Policies would not be
implemented and would be replaced with other
policies. The following policies from the King
County Comprehensive Plan were analyzed with

respect to their impacts on schools. Policy R-103 and -
C-210 states King County should encourage most .

- residential development to occur in urban areas and in
locations where facilities and services can be provided
at the lowest public cost. This policy would serve to
mitigate impacts on schools, by directing growth to
those areas where there is surplus capacity or where
additional schools can be provided at lower costs.

King County Comprehensive Plan Policy PI-202
addresses the siting of public services. This policy
requires the following: developing standards for the
location, design, and operation of public facilities and
services, developing adequate and equitable methods

of paying for public facilities, scheduling needed
facilities and services through capital improvement
programs, and planning for maintenance of existing
facilities. Overall, this policy provides mitigation for
the education-related impacts of growth by requiring
proactive planning for school facilities, operational,
and funding needs.

In addition, PI-202 states that level of service
standards should be coordinated with cities, special
districts, and other public agencies. This policy could
serve to mitigate the impacts on schools due to future
growth through interlocal coordination. However, as
discussed for Policy FW-29 under the No Action
Alternative, the adoption of specific level of service
standards could result in increased construction or
operating costs. The actual analysis cannot be
undertaken until the level of service standards are
developed.

The Magnet Alternative

This alternative includes a policy for least cost
planning. This requirement could serve to mitigate
the impacts of future growth on schools by using
benchmarks to achieve goals for education.

The Magnet Alternative calls for "Countywide
Economic Development and Employment” policies to
state, "Realistically match skills training for existing
residents with projections of types and amounts of
new jobs to be developed." This strategy could
provide mitigation for school related impacts by
focusing staff and funding on educational
opportunities that are based upon actual community
needs.

The policies in the Magnet Alternative section
"Quality of Urban Living/Community Character”
state, "By 2010, increase K-12 - educational
achievement - through, in _part,” reducing the.
student/teacher ratio." However, as discussed for
Policy FW-29 under the No Action Alternative, the
adoption of specific level of service standards could
result in increased construction or operating costs.
The actual analysis cannot be undertaken until the
level of service standards are developed.

Impacts of the Other Policy Options

Because the impacts of the other policy options for
both of the Eight and 14 Centers Alternatives and the
Magnet Alternative are similar, the following analysis
applies to all three alternatives.
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Technical Review Areas

The level of detail provided by the Technical Review
Areas policy option is insufficient to assess any
impacts due to this policy option.

No Rail Option

The level of detail provided by this policy option is
insufficient to assess any impacts due to this policy
option.

Affordable Housing Policies

The level of detail provided by these policy option is
insufficient to assess any impacts due to this policy
option.

Economic Development Policies

Policy ED-7 states that jurisdictions shall cooperate in
efforts to meet educational needs related to job
training by facilitating the implementation of
programs to meet the educational and training needs,
identifying partnerships and funding opportunities, and
providing zoning and siting regulations for training
and educational facilities which are supportive of their
development. This policy provides for mitigation of
education-related growth impacts, because it would
focus development of educational programs based
upon community needs as well as provide creative
funding mechanisms for such programs.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

The level of detail provided by these policy options is
insufficient to assess any impacts due to this policy
option.

MITIGATION MEASURES

As stated previously, all of the alternatives provide

" policies. that will mitigate the impacts of future-
- growth on schools, particularly from a  capital
- facilities néeds and land use planning standpoint. The
Magnet Alternative goes one step further by setting -

actual benchmarks to evaluate the success of these
policies and plans on educational achievement,

King County Ordinance No. 10162 provides for the
use of development impact fees to assist school
districts in paying for expanded school facilities
which are necessary to house growing enrolment.
Use of these fees should increase the ability of school

districts to provide necessary space. In addition,
affected districts may propose bond issues and special
levies to provide the necessary funding for increased
space. The districts will also be able to apply to the
state for matching funds for school construction. In
general, funding sources for increased operational
costs due to level of service standards need to be
identified.

Actual enrollments will depend on a number of
regional and local factors, including actual
construction of units, household size and
characteristics, market conditions, and the availability
of educational alternatives to the public schools.
School districts and local governments will have to
work very closely together as future land use maps
are being prepared. School districts need to know
where growth is being directed so that future school
needs can be adequately planned. Comprehensive
planners need to work with school districts to identify
as early as possible land use needs for schools.

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

In general, areas where growth will be concentrated
will experience negative impacts such as
overcrowding and need for new school capacity.
However, negative impacts can be mitigated if school
districts and local governments work closely together
as future land use plans are being prepared.
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7.0 PARKS AND OPEN SPACE

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The King County Parks Division is responsible for the
following: planning and developing the King County
parks system, managing Countywide recreation and
aquatics programs, planning, scheduling and managing
the annual King County Fair and County Fairgrounds,
and operating and maintaining the parks and
recreation facilities owned by King County. The
Parks Division recently completed the Parks,
Recreation and Open Space Plan.

The King County park system contains over 150
parks, pools, and other facilities.  Current level of
service standards are the following: 1.25 acres/1000
population for neighborhood and community parks, 5

acres/1000 for major urban parks, and 5 acres/1000 -
for resource based parks in rural areas. There is also -
a less quantifiable component of specxﬁc public

. demands/support. New. level of service standards

will be adopted as part of the Park, Recreation and

Open Space Plan’ which has not been completed.

Population data and forecasting is based on the
Annual Growth Report and 1990 Census Report.
Open space forecasting is more geographical and
natural opportunity determined. The Countywide
development pattern consisting of urban, rural,
resource lands, and urban centers will determine open
space needs and location.

The proposed locations of new and expanded facilities
are contained in the ten year CIP as part of the Park,
Recreation, and Open Space Plan which has not been
completed.

City of Seattle Parks System

The City’s park system contains approximately 5,500
acres, or nearly 9 percent of the City’s land area.

The system has more than one million square feet of
building area, 224 parks, 130 playfields, 34
playgrounds, 25 community centers, 1 outdoor and 8
indoor swimming pools, and 4 golf courses. The
park system also includes various studios, boat ramps,
boat moorage, fishing piers, camps, viewpoints and
nature trails, an indoor tennis center, a conservatory,
a classic Japanese garden, a waterfront aquarium, and

‘the Woodland Park Zoo.

~ SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS .

Introduction

Since King County’s Park, Recreation and Open
Space Plan has not been adopted yet, the draft
information has been considered as preliminary
analysis until a final plan establishes: new level of
service standards; final deficits and inequities in level
of service; ways to meet needs, including appropriate
levels of service in urban and rural areas as defined
by the Countywide Policies for Growth Management;
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and how to meet the concurrency requirements of the
GMA.

As the population of King County grows, so too does
the demand for adequate parks, developed facilities
and open space land. King County is defined by its
beautiful mountains, lakes, lush forests, valuable
wetland systems, plentiful fish and wildlife, river
valleys and Puget Sound. Recreational opportunities
abound in the area from the very urban to the
wilderness experience.  The natural beauty, open
spaces and quality of our cultural heritage provide
enjoyment, inspiration and a sense of well-being.

The combination of natural areas and assets, and
developed park and recreation opportunities in King
County, is a major contributor to the quality of life
and the future growth and economic well-being of the
region. A balance between the natural and built
environment is critical to avoid the loss of important
open space, critical wildlife habitats and the very
beauty that makes this region unique and desirable.

The current distribution of traditional park acreage
shortages and surpluses compared to existing
population standards shows the greatest deficiencies
in urban areas designated by the 1985 Comprehensive
Plan and analyzed in the draft Comparative Inventory
of Existing Park Areas by Community Planning Areas
(1993).  Deficiencies are also apparent in King
County community planning areas with mixed urban
and rural designations. These areas have low
populations but would grow in various degrees in all
of the alternatives. Overall surpluses are found in the
rural planning areas with lower population densities.
The largest surpluses are found in Eastside and
Green River community planning areas where there is
currently a large number of County park acres.'

The extent to which the five differing alternatives can
direct growth to reduce impacts on parks and open
space is the focus of this section.

- Impacts of the Altematiyes »

All of the alternatives call for concentrating most
growth west of the county’s UGA, which could result
in positive impacts on future park and open space
lands located in rural and resource areas. However,
areas where growth will be concentrated could
experience adverse impacts on future park sites or
existing open space corridors as well as increased
needs for park and recreation services. In general,
the Eight Centers, 14 Centers and Magnet

Alternatives which concentrate growth into designated
urban centers, urban/transit areas and activity areas,
would still result in fewer impacts countywide on
neighborhood and regional open space corridors than
the No Action and Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternatives which therefore have the greatest
potential for dispersing growth and consuming more
undeveloped land.

Conversely, urban areas where growth will be most
concentrated under the Eight Centers, 14 Centers and
Magnet Alternatives could experience more adverse
impacts due to increased development pressures,
including growth requirements for parks and open
space services.

No Action Alternative

Policies applicable to the No Action Alternative that
could have significant positive impacts on parks and
open space lands include FW-11g, FW-23, CC-6, CC-
7, CC-8, CC-9, CC-10, CC-11, CC-12, CC-13, FW-
25, FW-26 and FW-27. In addition, policy LU-62
(and SCA substitute LU-62) would have positive
impacts on open space in that it would provide for the
inclusion of open space in mixed use business/office
parks.

All of these policies would assist in mitigating the
adverse impacts of future growth on parks and open
space by requiring jurisdictional coordination in the
definition of level of service standards; coordinated
delivery of service; identification of regional open
space corridors; and implementation strategies for
their protection.

Other policies which would positively impact open
space lands include LU-1, LU-2, LU-10, and LU-12.
All of these policies would assist in mitigating
adverse impacts on open space lands by encouraging -

agriculture and forest uses of lands through methods - -
‘which don’t negatively impact open space qualities;
providing incentives for long-term commitments to
resource production and open space preservation;

designating rural areas which will remain rural; and
requiring cluster development on lands of ten or more
acres in designated rural areas thereby preserving
open space qualities.

The negative impacts of the No Action Alternative on
parks and open space would be greater than the Eight
Centers and 14 Centers Alternatives respectively, but
less than the Magnet and Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternatives respectively.  Since the No
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Action Alternative does not designate centers, it has
the potential of greater negative impacts on parks and
open space within the UGA, especially rural areas,
because of this dispersed growth pattern.

The No Action Alternative assumes that the
implementation of the Regional Transit System Plan
is limited to TSM, and does not include rail. See No
Rail Policy Options for description of impacts.

Eight Centers Alternative

This alternative could result in fewer negative impacts
on potential parks and open space lands than the No
Action Alternative because it concentrates the growth
in urban centers, urban/transit areas and urban/auto
areas thereby identifying the general locations for
growth and consuming less undeveloped land. All of
the positive impacts associated with the No Action
Alternative apply to the Eight Centers Alternative.
However, in the Eight Centers Alternative, urban
centers, urban/transit and urban/auto areas would be
the major park, recreation and open space providers,
while the rural and resource areas would be the major
providers of regional park and open space
opportunities. Creation of new centers would create
the need for service to these areas. The creation of
new service areas could create some adverse impacts
to parks from increased demands.

The Eight Centers Alternative assumes
implementation of the Rail/TSM alternative.

Construction equipment, materials, demolition,
clearing and dust may temporarily affect park access,
public safety and usability. New or expanded
transportation corridors, stations, and access facilities
may require park right-of-way. New transit corridors
may affect park access and usability. Transit
infrastructure (e.g.wires, rights-of-way, stations) may
physically or visually separate parks from
neighborhoods.  Aerial structures might create a

visual barrier. Actual impacts and number of parks
and open spaces affected would depend on final

~design and changes in conceptual alignments and

elevations. At least a few parks, including Bellevue’s

Mercer Slough Park and Lynnwood’s Interurban Trail
are likely to be affected. At the same time, the
Rail/TSM alternative would increase accessibility of
parks, particularly those within walking distance of
stations or transit centers.’

14 Centers Alternative

This alternative would result in fewer negative
impacts to potential parks and open space lands in
rural and resource areas than the No Action
Alternative or the Eight Centers Alternative because
it further concentrates growth thereby identifying
general locations for development and consuming less
undeveloped land. However, this alternative could
have the most significant impacts to parks and open
space in urban centers, urban/transit and activity areas
because of greater densities and the creation of new
service areas.

All of the positive impacts associated with the No
Action Alternative apply to the 14 Centers
Alternative. The 14 Centers Alternative assumes
implementation of the Rail/TSM alternative. Impacts
would be similar to those described under the Eight
Centers Alternative.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

Future growth would be least concentrated under the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative. This
alternative would consume the most undeveloped
land, and would result in the greatest impacts on
parks and open space lands in urban/auto areas, urban
transit and rural areas. There would also be limited
requirements for jurisdictional coordination resulting
in more adverse impacts to the delivery of park
services.

Since this alternative assumes the CPPs would not be
implemented, there would be fewer and weaker
policies addressing parks and open space lands.

However, the Open Space Program (1988) and
Sensitive Areas Ordinance (1990) would still apply
under this alternative providing positive impacts to
open space. '

- The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies ‘Altemative.

assumes that implementation of the Regional Transit -

System Plan is limited to TSM, and does not include -
rail. The impacts of the Pre-Countywide Planning

Policies Alternative regarding TSM are similar to
those described under the No Rail Policy Option.

The Magnet Alternative

Under the Magnet Alternative, future household
growth would be most concentrated in the
urban/transit, urban auto and wurban centers
respectively. Future employment growth would be
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most concentrated in activity centers, urban centers
and office/business parks respectively. Unlike the
Centers Alternatives, the Magnet Alternative does not
designate the location of urban centers, but rather
establishes goals for allocation of urban growth as
measured by "benchmarks" and strategies. Impacts
on public and privately maintained parks and open
space would be the greatest in the urban areas.

The public facilities and services’ policies of the
‘Magnet Alternative would positively impact parks in
the urban areas. Through benchmarks, it would
require adequate supply of parks to serve development
within the annually identified six year land supply.
The Quality of Urban Living/Community Character
policies of the Magnet Alternative would positively
impact open space and recreation by establishing
benchmarks which increase the acreage per capita for
regional parks and recreation facilities, and acreage
per capita of open space in public ownership through
purchase.

The Open 3pace Program (1988) and Sensitive Areas
Ordinance (1990) would still apply under this
alternative.

The Magnet Alternative assumes the following policy
options to the Regional Transit System Plan: a
commuter rail from Everett to Tacoma; phased HCT
rail; benchmarks incorporating King County Commute
Reduction Plan targets; improvements to existing
HOV system, public transit and regionaily coordinated
pedestrian and bicycle routes.

Impacts of the Policy Options
Technical Review Areas
The level of detail provided in the countywide

policies is not sufficient to determine potential
significant impacts to parks and open space due to

designation of specific technical review areas. -

. However, some. of the Technical Review Areas
*. contain wildlife habitat linkages and identified open
space corridors which have been recommended as
urban with the ultimate designation as Urban
Separators under the joint planning process, consistent

with countywide policy LU-15. The urban separator .

designation would have a positive impact on open
space in those Technical Review Areas providing
environmental and wildlife benefits. The designation
of urban separator is not presently proposed as part of
the action however.

No Rail Policy Option

The impacts on parks and open space regarding TSM
are that equipment, materials and dust from
construction of HOV facilities, transit hubs, and park-
and-ride lots may temporarily affect access to, and
usability of, adjacent parks. New HOV facilities
might require additional right-of-way from park sites
in the path of, or immediately adjacent to, HOV
facilities.

Affordable Housing Policies

In general, all of the Affordable Housing Task Force
policies would have impacts on parks and open space.
The effects of increased density on people living in
more affordable housing in urbanized centers and
urban/transit areas will impact public and private park
and open space providers. Research has shown that
human needs for green space, parks or other open
spaces is great in urban environments where concrete
and buildings have replaced much of the historical
open spaces and community gathering spaces.

Economic Development Policies

FIS/ED Policy ED-4 calls for the GMPC to adopt
economic development policies which protect the
natural environment as a key economic value in this
region. This policy could have significant positive
impacts on the retention of open space lands in the
county.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

In general, all of the Rural Character Task Force
policies would have positive impacts on the network
of open space in King County. A fundamental
component of the Task Force policies is to maintain

_the traditional character of the rural and resource

areas with its mix of forests, farms, natural
environment, rural cities, unincorporated rural centers,

~ and variety of low-density land uses. ~All of these -

components would positively contribute to a regional
open space system, even though it may be made up of
many private ownerships.

Rural Character Task Force policy RU-17 would
provide additional incentives for voluntary cooperative
management of open space lands including: technical
assistance to landowners of private woodlots or open
space in separate ownerships; technical assistance to
community groups interested in habitat restoration,
stewardship, and management plans; open space tax
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incentive programs for voluntary protection;
implementation of "right to farm" and "right to
forestry" ordinances; and development of expedited
permit review processes or permit exemptions for
activities complying with cooperatively developed
stewardship, habitat restoration or resource
management plans that include "best management
practices". This policy would have significant
positive impacts on the preservation of open space.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Under all alternatives SEPA requires that potential
adverse impacts to parks and open space be disclosed,
but does not prohibit activities that have unavoidable
impacts.

King County’s Open Space Program (1988) would
also apply to all alternatives.  Other ongoing
programs which would apply to all alternatives and
provide some mitigation include: Washington Open
Space Taxation Act (RCW 84-34); conservation
easements; other tax incentives; utility easements;
land exchanges; land trust protection; King County
conservation futures bond program; King County real
estate excise tax program; and park and open space
dedication or fee-in-lieu-of dedication ordinance KCC
19.38.

All potential impacts would also be subject to local
areas’ programs and ordinances, such as transfer of
development rights or planned unit development
permits, which might provide additional mitigation.
The newly adopted King County Zoning Code (1993)
includes some of these provisions. Many of the
mitigation measures identified under the sensitive
areas and resource lands impact analysis would also
apply to parks and open space.

Mitigation measures for the adverse impacts described
under the Eight Centers, 14 Centers and Magnet
Alternatives regarding the Rail/TSM policy option
include: compliance with Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act which generally

requires identifying all 'pote,n'tiaylly affected properties; -

analyzing potential impacts, both direct and indirect;
examining design alternatives that might avoid
impacts; and identifying mitigating measures if design
policy options prove infeasible.

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

Some unavoidable impacts will occur to the park and
open space system within the County as more growth
and development occurs in the region. Urban centers
and activity areas will be impacted by the population
demands for more parks and open spaces in these
areas. Some regional open space preservation
opportunities will be inevitably lost to development
because of lack of immediate acquisition/conservation
methods. There will also be some impacts to the
integrity of existing natural open space areas as more
homes, businesses and roads are constructed in some
of these undeveloped areas.
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ENDNOTES
1. Sharon Claussen, Personal communication (Fax regarding Draft Park, Recreation and Open Space Plan),
King County Natural Resources and Parks Division.

2. Metro et al,, Final Environmental Impact Statement Regional Transit System Plén, Municipality of
Metropolitan Seattle, Seattle, WA, 1993.
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8.0 WATER SUPPLY

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

While King County does not own or operate water
systems, it does coordinate with different water
purveyors to ensure an adequate supply of water is
available and is delivered throughout the County. Of
the purveyors, the Seattle Water Department (SWD)
is the largest supplier of water in the region. Many
water purveyors, who do not obtain water from their
own supply of ground water, contract with SWD to
obtain water resources for their customers. Besides
supplying water, the SWD also explores new sources
of water and develops water conservation methods.

It was the Public Water System Coordination Act of
1977 (RCW 70.116) which mandated that King

County designate Critical Water Supply Service Areas .

(CWSSA) and develop Coordinated Water System

~* Plans (CWSP). Thus, CWSSA’s were established in
- East King County, Vashon. Island, South King

County, and Skyway. = The CWSPs included
assessments of water supply needs, programs to meet
those needs, and established a set of administrative

procedures, water resource policies, and growth.

objectives for each subarea of the system plans. The
procedures guide local officials, citizens, developers,
and state and federal regulatory agencies in
identifying the facilities needed to provide adequate
water service as well as to accommodate future
growth. This growth is projected to occur within

each utility’s service area, based upon King County’s
Comprehensive Plan, adopted community and
municipal plans. Capital improvements are planned
and constructed to conform with the anticipated
service requirements associated with those plans.

King County Code 13.24 mandates that King County
water purveyors adopt comprehensive water system
plans which must be consistent with the applicable
CWSP. The code also provides a process to ensure
that comprehensive water system plans are consistent
with adopted county plans, policies, and land use
controls. The GMA requirements for capital facilities
(inventory, forecasting, location, and capacity of new
and/or expanded facilities, and finance plan) are
contained in individual comprehensive water system

" plans prepared by the individual water purveyors -

listed in Tables G-1 and G-2, located in the

o Appendix. » :

Comprehensive water system plans for water districts
or any other public or private entities which distribute
or obtain water in unincorporated areas of King
County are adopted by each district and approved by
the King County Council. Such plans are reviewed
by the Utilities Technical Review Committee (UTRC)
established by King County Code 13.24 prior to
submission to the King County Council for approval.
Group B water systems (less than 9 connections) are
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exempt from these requirements unless a right-of-way
construction permit is required.

The 1985 Seattle Water Supply Plan documents the
adequacy of SWD’s water supply. Separate
comprehensive water system plans document the
adequacy of water supply for water purveyors which
do not buy their water from SWD. Tables G9 and
G10, located in the appendix, include information on
comprehensive water plans for the Seattle regional
system and outside of the Seattle regional system.

The City of Seattle Water Supply

Approximately 1.2 million people use water from
Seattle’s system. Customers are served either directly
by the SWD or through the water districts and
municipalities purchasing water from SWD’s regional
system. The SWD supplies an annual average of 175
million gallons of water per day to its customers.
The water is supplied from three primary sources: the
Cedar River, the South Fork of the Tolt River, and
the Highline Well Field. The Cedar River source
includes the Masonry Dam, Chester Morse Lake, and
Lake Youngs Reservoir. The Tolt River source
includes the South Fork Tolt Reservoir and
Regulating Basin. SWD’s water supply system and
facilities are vast. The water system includes three
pumping stations, four water treatment facilities, 560
miles of roads, 32 bridges within the watersheds, and
other properties and buildings. In addition to this
supply, transmission and distribution network, the
SWD maintains a state-certified water quality
laboratory, a Water Operations Control Center,
administrative offices, and more than 100 buildings
containing various operational facilities. The SWD
also owns or controls and maintains a variety of real
property, ranging from rights-of-way to potential
future sites for new system facilities.

Forecasting of Future Needs

The _SWD forecasts future water needs baséd upon

population and employment trends to ensure that it -
has an-adequate water supply to meet its customers’

needs. These forecasts project aggregate water needs
for the entire service area, including the City of
Seattle and its contracted wholesale customers.
Separate forecasts for the City and its wholesale
customers are not used when planning for water
supply needs since the system is managed as a whole.

How growth occurs, even if total growth remains the
same, can have an impact on the amount of water

needed for SWD’s service area. For example, the
demand for water within the Seattle system will be
determined by regional decisions on urban growth,
such as urban centers designation and any shifts of
population into or out of the Seattle system. Having
more multifamily residential developments to
accommodate growth leads to lower water needs,
particularly during the peak summer season since
needs for irrigation of multi-family residences is
lower. Water demand can differ by as much as nine
million gallons per day by the year 2020 depending
on the mix of single and multi-family residences.
The greater the ratio of multi-family to single-family
residences, the lower the overall demand.

Location and Capacity of New and/or Expanded
Facilities

While SWD would prefer that future water needs are
met through major water conservation efforts, it is
also looking at several additional supply sources. The
preferred next source is the North Fork of the Tolt
River.

Water Districts, Public Water Systems, and Cities
Providing Water to Unincorporated King County

Within King County, there are over 45 water districts
and large water systems, approximately 2,000 small
public water systems, and thousands of private wells.
Furthermore, there are 240 class A water systems (10
and greater connections) and approximately 1,800
class B water systems (of which only three are in
franchises).

Table G10, located in the appendix, provides a list of
the water districts and purveyors that do not buy their
water from the SWD and that have provided
comprehensive water system plans to King County.

Forecasting of Future Needs

King County Code 13.24 requires water purveyors to -

" include the following information in . their

comprehensive water system plans: population
projections in existing service areas, population
projections in anticipated future service areas, existing
water sources, future water sources, and future needs.
Water purveyors are required to include in their
comprehensive water system plans a list of anticipated
system improvements for at least ten years into the
future for class A systems and at least five years into
the future for class B systems.
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Introduction

The SWD provides water to the majority of people in
the county, either directly or through wholesale
contracts. Because all of the alternatives forecast the
same amount of growth in households and jobs in
King County by the year 2010, the amount of growth
forecast will exceed the capacity of SWD’s existing
supply sources to provide water, regardless of the
alternative. New supply sources will be needed.
Seattle’s recently adopted Water Supply Plan
identifies various strategies to decrease demand (such
as through conservation) and increase supplies to meet
the expected growth in demand. Other independent
water purveyors are evaluating whether there is
adequate groundwater to meet the demands for
increased water supply in their individual service
areas. The extent to which these alternatives can
direct growth to reduce demand and therefore reduce
impacts on the existing supply sources, storage,
transmission and distribution infrastructure is the
focus of this analysis.

Impacts of the Alternatives

This section is a comparative analysis of the impacts
of the five alternatives on water system infrastructure.
One underlying assumption in this analysis is that per
capita water consumption varies by density. In
general greater densities are associated with reduced
per capita consumption.! Concentrated development
patterns will reduce the overall demand, in part as a
result of more multi-family dwelling units and smaller
lot sizes. This will also reduce peak demand in the
summer months because less water will be needed for
landscape irrigation. A second assumption is that the
water system infrastructure and development is
coordinated most effectively when growth is directed
~ first to centers and urbanized areas with existing

~infrastructure capacity; second.to areas which are
.already urbanized . and . where infrastructure -

improvements can be extended with moderate capital -

investment; and last to areas that would require major -

infrastructure  improvements to accommodate
additional growth.

The relative impacts of the five alternatives on water
infrastructure are estimated by comparing the number
of new households and new jobs projected to locate
in the following areas:

J Already urbanized portions of the County
where adequate water infrastructure facilities
already exist (i.e., urban centers,
manufacturing centers, activity centers, office
business parks, urban/transit).

. Areas where water infrastructure facilities
can be extended with low to moderate capital
investment (i.e., other urban, urban/auto full
service, urban/auto without full service and
rural cities).

. Areas where major improvements in water
storage, transmission and distribution
facilities would be required to accommodate
additional growth (i.e., rural, new rural, old
rural and resource areas).

The impacts of a particular alternative are considered
significant if increases in demand will require
substantial investment in new storage, transmission
and distribution facilities to accommodate projected
growth.

The following policies, applicable to the No Action,
Eight Centers and 14 Centers Alternatives,
specifically address delivery of water services: FW-
27, CO-5, CO-6, CO-7, CO-10, CO-12, CO-15 and
CO-16. All of these policies would have a beneficial
impact on water system infrastructure by promoting
coordinated planning and development of adequate
water service to accommodate future growth. Policies
CO-10, CO-15 and CO-16 would have a positive
effect on the infrastructure by encouraging the
development of urban water systems in urban areas
and discouraging the extension of urban water
systems into rural areas and resource lands. The
overall effect of the Countywide Policies would be to
concentrate most future growth in areas with existing
water infrastructure capacity. This would have a.
positive effect by reducing the need for new water-
storage, transmission and disuibutiqn‘faei}itie& '

| The Pre-Coun’tywide Planning Polices and Magnet

Alternatives have different policy sets which are
described in their respective sections.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would concentrate over
three-quarters of the growth in employment and over
one-third of the growth in households in urbanized
areas with existing water system facilities. Nearly all
the remaining growth in employment and over one-
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half of all new households would locate in areas
where water system facilities would need to be
extended. Next to the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies and Magnets Alternatives, the No Action
Alternative is expected to see more growth in rural
cities than the Centers Alternatives. Growth in rural
cities may require more capital intensive
improvements to expand-services. While only one
percent of employment is expected to locate in rural
cities, seven percent of new households would locate
in rural cities and adjacent rural areas.

Impacts on water service delivery of transportation
policies under this alternative are related to land use
implications. These impacts are discussed in the
Impacts of the Policy Options section under the No
Rail Policy Option.

Eight Centers Alternative

The Eight Centers Alternative would result in a higher
proportion of employment and household growth
concentrating in urbanized areas where existing water
infrastructure facilities are already in place than the
No Action Alternative. The proportion of
employment growth and new households in areas
where water system facilities could be extended
would be lower under the Eight Centers Alternative
than under the No Action Alternative but more than
in the 14 Centers Alternative. Only one percent of
employment and five percent of new households
would locate in rural cities and adjacent rural areas
requiring major improvements to water storage,
transmission and distribution systems. The overall
effect of the Countywide Policies and designation of
eight urban centers would be to concentrate future
growth in areas with existing infrastructure capacity
to a greater degree than the No Action Alternative but
to a lesser extent than the 14 Centers Alternative.

The Regional Transit System Plan proposal
accentuates the land use pattern under this alternative;

i.e., concentration of growth in urban areas, reducing

‘overall demand. This will provide a positive impact

on the source supplies and delivery of water services.

14 Centers Alternative

The 14 Centers Alternative would result in the highest
proportion of employment and household growth
concentrating in urbanized areas where existing water
system facilities are already in place. Consequently
it would result in the lowest proportion of
employment and household growth locating in areas

where facilities would need to be extended. As in the
Eight Centers Alternative, only one percent of
employment and five percent of new households
would locate in rural cities and adjacent rural areas
requiring major improvements to water storage,
transmission and distribution systems. The overall
effect of the Countywide Policies and the designation
of fourteen urban centers would be to concentrate
future growth in areas with existing water
infrastructure capacity to a greater degree than all the
alternatives. This will reduce the overall demand for
water services.

The Regional Transit System Plan proposal
accentuates the land use pattern under this alternative;
i.e., concentration of growth in urban areas, reducing
overall demand. This will provide a positive impact
on source supplies and delivery of water services.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative
would result in the lowest proportion of employment
and household growth concentrating in urbanized
areas. Consequently it would result in the highest
proportion of employment and household growth
locating in areas where extension of water system
facilities would be required. Although the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative would
result in only one percent of employment growth
locating in areas requiring major infrastructure
improvements, it would have next to the highest
proportion of household growth in such areas. The
impacts of this alternative on water system
infrastructure would be more significant than under
any of the alternatives because the comprehensive
plan policies defining this alternative would be less
effective at concentrating future growth in areas
where existing infrastructure is already in place.

Impacts on water service delivery of transporiati‘on

policies under this alternative are related to land use . - -
- implicatjons. These impacts are discussed in the

Impacts of the Policy Optlons secnon under the No .

, ‘Rall Alternative.

The Magnet Alternative

The Magnet Alternative would result in a lower
proportion of employment in areas where existing
water storage and distribution facilities are already in
place than the No Action, Eight Centers and 14
Centers Alternatives, but a higher proportion than the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies. The Magnet
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Alternative would result in a lower concentration of
new households in urbanized areas than the No
Action, Eight Centers, and 14 Centers Alternatives,
but a higher concentration than the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies. The concentration of employment
in areas where water system facilities could be
extended would be about the same as the No Action
Alternative, higher than the Centers Alternatives, but
lower than the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies.
The concentration of new households in rural areas
under the Magnet Alternative would be lower than the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative but
higher than the No Action, 8 Centers and 14 Centers
Alternatives. Under this alternative, approximately
2.5 percent of employment growth and 12 percent of
new households would locate in rural cities and
adjacent rural areas where major improvements to
water storage, transmission and distribution systems
may be needed.

The benchmark policies defining the Magnet
Alternative  emphasize infill, renovation and
redevelopment within existing areas as a means to
encourage development in areas where adequate
public facilities and services exist or can be provided
in an efficient manner. The benchmark policies also
emphasize the need to ensure adequate water systems
to serve development at the time of final occupancy.
In general, the impacts of the Magnet Alternative on
water system infrastructure are more significant than
the impacts of the No Action, Eight Centers and 14
Centers Alternatives, but are less significant than the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies.

Impacts of the Policy Options
In this section, the recommended policy options to the

countywide policies applicable to Eight Centers, 14
Centers, and Magnet Alternatives have been analyzed

for potential impacts on water system infrastructure. -
Impacts related to these alternative policies are either
positive or negligible. Mitigation is not applicable

except as discussed under the Rural Character Task
Force Policies. :

Technical Review Areas

To the extent that these technical review areas are
designated as urban separators under CPP LU-15,
they would serve to benefit delivery of water service,
by reducing demand. However, these are site specific
conditions which will be reviewed for environmental
impact as part of the individual jurisdictions’

comprehensive planning process as well as under the
County’s efforts to define the UGA.

No Rail Policy Option

This policy option would implement a transportation
system management (TSM) strategy as a focus of the
transportation policy set for the Centers Alternatives,
in place of the RTSP Rail Policy Option. TSM
would result in increased regional and community bus
transit service to and between regional centers and
suburban activity centers. The land use implications
would likely result in increased infill development
between these centers. Impact to the overall regional
water system infrastructure would be minor, but may
require moderate localized capital facility
improvements to expand and connect existing
systems. These impacts would also be applicable to
the No Action and Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternatives, absent any specific transportation policy
sets.

Affordable Housing Policies

The affordable housing policies recommended by the
Affordable Housing Task Force do not directly impact
water system infrastructure. Policy AH-2 is the only
policy that directly refers to infrastructure, and as
proposed would be amended to encourage that the
infrastructure be in place to support affordable
housing development. Indirectly, to the extent that
the policies result in more concentrated development
and smaller lot sizes in urban areas, per capita
consumption of water would be reduced. Reduction
in demand would have a positive effect on the water
system infrastructure for the Eight Centers, 14
Centers, and Magnet Alternatives.

Economic Development Policies

' Policy ED-11 lists domestic water systems ameng the
-types of public facilities. that should be constructed in

a timely manner and maintained to'support economic -
development. This policy -is consistent -with the
objectives of the Eight Centers, 14 Centers and
Magnet Alternatives and would result in a positive
impact on water system infrastructure because growth
would be directed to areas with existing infrastructure
capacity or to already urbanized areas where
infrastructure could be extended. Of the policy
options presented for LU-59, the City of Seattle’s
policy is more beneficial for water infrastructure than
the Suburban Cities policy, because of its focus on
location of office/business parks in areas that are
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already developed. The Suburban Cities policy only
requires that cities should accommodate this type of
development pattern, resulting in the potential need to
expand water facilities, should those land uses locate
in areas needing expanded services.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

Policies RU-14 and RU-15 are consistent with
Countywide Policies intended to ensure all rural
county residents have reasonable access to a high
quality drinking water source. Policy RU-12 would
have a beneficial impact on water system
infrastructure costs because it would discourage
extension of urban water systems into rural areas.
This is consistent with the objectives of the
Countywide Planning Policies. Policy RU-16
discourages the location of regional public facilities in
rural areas. Because water facilities, in particular
water transmission facilities, may be required to cross
rural lands to get to the service areas, this policy will
have a negative impact on the delivery of water
service if applied to major regional storage reservoirs
or transmission pipelines. Mitigation of this policy
impact would be to revise the language to
acknowledge that regional utility services may need to
locate in rural areas. Language to protect rural areas
could include a requirement to demonstrate need for
the facility and that locations to site that facility are
limited.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Implementation of conservation programs will reduce
per capita consumption and overall demand. As a
mitigation measure, conservation can reduce the
adverse impacts of growth on water supply sources
and delivery systems, such that investment in
infrastructure improvements may not be required as
soon as if conservation practices were not
implemented. ’

“Under all the alternatives, the Public Water Systefn'
" Coordination Act of 1977 (RCW70.116) would .
‘continue to- promote coordinated water system

planning and development of needed capital
improvements. King County Code 13.24 would
continue to require that local purveyor comprehensive
plans be consistent with applicable coordinated water
system plans and adopted county plans, policies and
land use controls.

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

Under all of the alternatives, new water sources
(realized through conservation and/or development of
new supply sources and new water storage),
transmission and distribution facilities will be required
to accommodate the 215,000 new households and
340,000 new jobs anticipated in King County by the
year 2010. Significant investment in capital projects
will be needed to increase water supply and
transmission capacity. Localized impacts to expand
existing facilities could also be significant.

WATER SUPPLY

Page 130




AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

ENDNOTES

1. City of Bellevue, Comprehensive Water Plan, Bellevue, WA, 1992.
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9.0 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The Surface Water Management (SWM) Division of
Public Works currently provides services for the
protection and mitigation of problems due to flooding,
erosion, sedimentation, water quality degradation, and
habitat degradation, including the protection,
restoration, and enhancement of all surface waters
(rivers, streams, lakes, and wetlands) within its
service area in unincorporated King County, and
limited flood protection and river improvement
services on major rivers throughout King County.
Adopted functional plans and regulations that have
been developed by the SWM Division include the
"Coal Creek Basin Plan (K.C.C 20.14.010), Soos

Creek Basin Plan' (K.C.C' 20.14.020), - Covington -
" Master Drainage Plan (K.C.C 20.14.025), Bear Creek -

Basin Plan (K.C.C 20.14.030), Surface Water Design
Manual (K.C.C

9.04.010 - 9.04.200), and the Water Quality
Ordinance (Ordinance # 10636, not yet codified).

Inventory of Facilities

The SWM Division is responsible for maintaining
and/or operating a number of existing capital facilities
including river facilities, storm facilities, residential
retention and detention (r/d) facilities, aquatic habitat
facilities, and Neighborhood Drainage Assistance
Program (NDAP) facilities. River facilities are those
facilities that stabilize and reinforce river banks to
prevent bank erosion and overflows. Storm facilities
include those r/d and conveyance structures that
provide temporary storage, treatment, and transport of
storm water in areas.adjacent to natural drainage -

- systems. . Residential facilities are those -r/d and - -

conveyance structures that provide temporary storage,

" treatment, and transport of storm water for individual
houses or small groups of houses. Aquatic. habitat -

facilities include enhancement projects such as the
placement of structures in streams to enhance fish
passage and natural re-vegetation projects. NDAP
facilities include small capital projects that correct
localized flooding, erosion, and sedimentation
problems.
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The existing facilities inventory was compiled from
records maintained by the SWM Division and
includes those facilities completed as of January 1,
1993. The data are organized by drainage basin
because the SWM Division collects data, conducts
planning, and implements facilities construction on a
drainage basin basis. -The drainage basins are
organized as follows: Puget Sound, Cedar River,
Green River, White River, Snoqualmie River, and
Skykomish River. Within each of the six major
-drainage basins an alphabetical listing of sub-basins is
given. Within each sub-basin an alphabetical or
numerically-ordered listing of the capital facilities
present is given.

The information presented consists of the following
data, when applicable: drainage basin, sub-basin,
water body, section-township-range, address, and
facility description. There are some data gaps in the
capital facilities inventory; additional information is
being compiled to address those gaps and will be
added to the inventory as it becomes available.

The SWM Division uses maps of its capital facilities
to coordinate construction, inspection, and
maintenance activities. The capital facilities owned
by the SWM Division are currently mapped using
Kroll maps. The SWM Division currently operates
and/or maintains 1,783 capital facilities throughout
King County.

The SWM Division is currently developing a
geographic information system (GIS) that will
eventually contain all capital facilities data, including
location data. The GIS will greatly enhance the
SWM Division’s ability to coordinate construction,
inspection, and maintenance activities.

The existing capital facilities include 469 river
facilities, 161 storm facilities, 1,128 residential r/d
facilities, 19 aquatic habitat facilities, and 6 NDAP

- facilities. A total of 1,783 capital facilities are-

included in the inventory.. When discussed relative to-
. ‘drainage basin, there are 235 facilities in the Puget-
Sound Basin (61 storm, 171 residential r/d, and 3 .

NDAP), 779 facilities in the Cedar River Basin (102
river, 72 storm, 588 residential r/d, 15 aquatic habitat,
and 2 NDAP), 439 facilities in the Green River Basin
(113 river, 19 storm, 303 residential 1/d, 3 aquatic
habitat, and 1 NDAP), 34 facilities in the White River
Basin (32 river and 2 storm), 276 facilities in the
Snoqualmie River Basin (209 river, 4 storm, 62
residential r/d, and 1 aquatic habitat), and 13 facilities

in the Skykomish River Basin (9 river and 4
residential r/d).

Forecasting of Future Needs

The SWM Division conducts needs forecasting and
capital facilities planning for individual drainage
basins within its service area and major rivers
throughout King County. Basin plans are
comprehensive plans that guide management of
individual drainage basins within the SWM Division
service area. The basin planning process includes
collection and analysis of field data, simulation
modeling of current and future land use conditions,
production of a current and future conditions report,
and finally, the development of a basin plan, which
includes policy, programmatic, and capital facilities
recommendations to guide the management of surface
waters in the basin.

The SWM Division has not yet completed basin plans
for all of the basins in its service area and, therefore,
can provide an inventory of proposed capital facilities
for only some of the basins. Basins included in the
inventory include Soos Creek, Bear Creek, Hylebos
Creek/Lower Puget Sound, East Lake Sammamish,
and Issaquah Creek. The facilities identified in those
basin plans and included in the inventory represent
the facilities needs for both the 6-year and 20-year
time horizons. The basin planning process has not
yet occurred for the Lower Cedar River, and Lower
Green River basins. Because of the lack of data in
these basins, the SWM Division is not able to project
either a 6-year or 20-year capital facilities need for
them.

Capital facilities needs for major rivers throughout
King County are identified through the river planning
process. The goal of river planning is to minimize
the potential for injury, property damage, and .
environmental impact due to flooding of major rivers. -

- The Executive Proposed Flood Hazard Redubtion Plan .
. (FHRP) identifies high-priority projects on major

rivers. The high-priority projects described in the

 FHRP represent the capital facilities needs for the

next 6 years. Capital facilities needs for major rivers
for the next 20 years are currently being developed
pending further analysis of the projects proposed in
the FHRP.
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Locations and Capacity of New and/or Expanded
Facilities

The proposed capital facilities inventory contains 138
facilities (13 river, 120 storm, and 5 NDAP). The
Puget Sound Basin contains 11 facilities (10 storm
and 1 NDAP), the Cedar River Basin contain 103
facilities (6 river, 94 storm, and 3 NDAP), the Green
River Basin contains 17 facilities (16 storm and 1
NDAP), and the Snoqualmie River Basin contains 7
facilities (7 river). .

Only the high priority projects from the Flood Hazard
Reduction Plan are given. Proposed residential r/d
and aquatic habitat facilities are not listed in the
inventory. Residential r/d facilities are constructed on
an as-needed basis dependent upon the number of
new residences constructed and the storm water runoff
requirements of the residences; estimation of the
number of residential r/d facilities needed in the
future is not possible. Aquatic habitat facilities are
grouped with the storm facilities.

Surface Water Management Program

The County Surface Water Management Program was
established to provide a comprehensive approach to
solving/preventing surface and storm water problems.
The comprehensive approach includes basin planning,
land use regulation, construction of facilities,
maintenance, public education, and provision of
surface and storm water management services. The
program has established a rate structure by parcel to
fund present and future requirements of the surface
and stormwater management system. The service
charges are provided in Table H-1, located in the
Appendix.

The City of Seattle as well as other jurisdictions in
the County administer their own surface water
management program or contract with the County.

City of Seati_le .

The Seattle Engineering Department’s Drainage and
Wastewater Utility (DWU) operates the local
wastewater collection system within the City. The
DWU system of collectors and trunk sewers connects
into the larger Metro interceptor lines which convey
the wastewater to Metro treatment plants before final
discharge into the Puget Sound.  Metro has
responsibility and jurisdiction over the sewage
treatment plant operations and-disposal processes in
Seattle and much of King County. The DWU system

operates within city limits and in adjacent areas,
primarily north of Lake City to about NE 195th
Street.

There are three types of drainage and wastewater
systems used in Seattle:

1) Combined sanitary/stormwater system -
Approximately one third of the city is served
with combined sewers which carry both sewage
and stormwater in one pipe to Metro treatment
plants. The combined systems were constructed
in the early 1900s as the City’s first sewer
system. The combined system causes problems
of overflows, backups and large fluctuations in
flow quantities and sewage concentrations to
treatment plants during storms.

2) Partial separation system - Covering another
third of the city, these systems collect
stormwater from streets and some private
property in one pipe and discharge it untreated,
while other runoff is carried with the sewage in
a separate pipe to Metro for treatment.

3) Separate sanitary and stormwater system - The
remaining third of the city is served with
separate sanitary sewer and stormwater systems.
Sanitary wastes are transferred in one pipe to
Metro treatment plants and untreated stormwater
is conveyed in another pipe to lakes, creeks or
Puget Sound.

Sanitary Sewers

DWU maintains approximately 1,550 miles of
sanitary and combined sewers and 72 pumping
stations, which vary in size from serving a few houses
to large portions of the city. Pumping stations help to
overcome hilly terrain by taking wastewater from a
network of gravity sewers and lifting it to a higher'

elevation where it can flow again by gravity into-the

Metro system.
Storm Drainage Facilities

In those areas of the city not served with a piped
system, stormwater flows through a system of open
ditches and culverts. In 1989, the City Council
adopted a Comprehensive Drainage Plan to address
flooding and water quality concerns, as well as more
localized problems in five drainage basins: Thornton
Creek, Pipers Creek, Longfellow Creek, Seola Beach
watershed, and South Park basin.
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The Comprehensive Drainage Plan includes goals and
policies for protecting water quality, as well as capital
improvements and programs for ongoing maintenance.
It identifies potential solutions to problems of
flooding and pollution, such as regulatory controls and
public education. A 1993-94 update of this plan will
analyze additional areas of the city that rely on open-
ditch drainage systems: Bitter Lake/Haller Lake,
Broadview, Norfolk, Puget Ridge, Lake City, and the
Burke-Gilman Trail.

Combined Sewers

During or following intense or prolonged periods of
rainfall the system cannot accommodate the combined
flows of large volumes of runoff and sanitary sewage.
When this occurs, combined sewer overflows (CSOs)
of sewage and stormwater are discharged into area
waters rather than being handled at the treatment
plants.

CSO control programs were adopted by Metro and the
City in 1988. The plans respond to Ecology
requirements for reducing CSO flow volumes by 75
percent over the next 20 years. The plans also
identify projects that would help achieve an ultimate
goal of limiting the frequency of CSOs to one event
per year per outfall. The plans involve three basic
strategies to control CSOs: increase trunk capacity to
the treatment plant, store excess stormwater in
detention facilities until the stored flow can fit into
downstream pipes carrying combined flow, and
separate and discharge the stormwater that overloads
the combined system.

DWU Facility Capacity
DWU plans the capacity of stormwater facilities to

control flooding and to maintain surface water quality.
The new design standard for the stormwater system is

to handle runoff quantities generated from a 25-year -
storm. (This refers to a storm magnitude with a

_ probability of occurring once every 25 years, or with
a 4 percent probability of occurring during any given
year.)’ I :

Capacity problems occur in some areas of the city
with combined wastewater systems. The City’s CSO
Control Plan addresses specific storage and separation
projects to control CSOS. DWU has already
completed improvements to 50 of the 80 CSO
locations and by the year 2000 the City will have
reduced CSO volumes by at least 79 percent.

As new development occurs in areas of the city with
combined wastewater systems, the construction of
separate storm drains or stormwater storage facilities
will help alleviate system capacity problems.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Introduction

The SEIS analysis considers stormwater management
to be the control and conveyance of stormwater flow
from urban and other developed lands. This analysis
does not analyze impacts on water quality issues; it is
more directly related to the control and conveyance of
stormwater to prevent engineering and environmental
problems such as flooding, erosion, and
sedimentation. In general, growth creates more
impervious land surface that creates more potential
run-off area and consequently more stormwater run-
off. Increased stormwater flow requires either new
capacity or greater capacity in the existing control and
conveyance systems. Stormwater management
therefore is a necessary companion to both
redevelopment and new developments.

Impacts of the Alternatives

All the alternatives call for concentrating urban
growth west of the County’s UGA, where stormwater
management systems are most prevalent.  For
example, all the alternatives propose at least 95
percent of new employment growth and 85 percent of
new household growth in existing urban areas. In
general, growth that is concentrated in existing urban
areas should have the least impact on stormwater
management. This assumes that existing urban
communities have adequate stormwater systems in
place, or that these systems could be upgraded.
Proposed CPPs (Eight Centers, 14 Centers - and
Magnet Alternatives) relating to phased growth in
urban areas would have a very positive impact on-
stormwater management. These policies call for

- development in areas that have existing infrastructure -

sufficient to support the growth and limit growth in
other urban areas until adequate systems are in place.

No Action Alternative

This alternative could result in few adverse effects to
stormwater management in urban centers,
manufacturing  centers, activity areas, and
business/office parks where existing systems are in
place, and more adverse impacts in "other urban”
categories where growth may occur before
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development of adequate systems. Only 3 percent of
the employment growth occurs in non-urban areas.
However, the No Action Alternative plans for 18
percent employment growth in "other urban" areas.
Twelve percent of the household growth would occur
in non-urban areas. These areas, especially rural
cities, will require infrastructure upgrades.

The policies applicable to the No Action Alternative
that could have a direct impact on stormwater
management are: CA-8, CA-9, CA-11,LU-16, LU-18,
and CO-4. Those policies that have a related impact
to the No Action Alternative are: FW-3, CA-12, FW-
5,LU-8, LU-13, FW-8, FW-9, LU-12, LU-14(d), LU-
17, LU-36, CO-1, CO-6, CO-7, FW-28, S-1 and FW-
29.

All the policies listed above could result in positive
impacts on stormwater management. Those policies
would assist in mitigating the adverse impacts of
future growth, by requiring inter-jurisdictional
planning and infrastructure improvements to control
stormwater. None of these policies are thought to
result in adverse impacts on stormwater management.
The No Action Alternative assumes that
implementation of the Regional Transit System Plan
is limited to TSM, and does not include rail. The
impacts of the No Action Alternative regarding TSM
are similar to those described under the No Rail
Policy Option.

Eight Centers Alternative

This alternative could result in fewer impacts to
stormwater management located in "other urban"
areas than the No Action Alternative, and potentially
more impacts in the eight urban centers where most
of the growth would be concentrated. The impacts of
the CPPs described in the No Action Alternative
apply to the Eight Centers Alternative. The Eight
Centers Alternative includes Policy ED-1, which calls
- for the GMPC to adopt economic development

policies that protect natural environment as a key

" economic value in this region. Also under the Eight

Centers Alternative, new growth would be phased, .’

first into the urban centers, and second in other
urbanized areas that would have excess infrastructure
capacity. Phasing would ensure that stormwater and
other services would be provided as growth occurs.
These policies will have a significant positive impact
on stormwater management.

The Eight Centers Alternative assumes
implementation of the Rail/TSM alternative as

described in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement Regional Transit System Plan. According
to the FEIS, new rail alignments, stations and access
facilities may affect stormwater management by
increasing the amount of impervious surface and
causing increased run-off. The estimated increase in
run-off -- 141 acre-feet during the design event is
mostly due to the increased number of park-and-ride
spaces. This increase would be insignificant on a
regional scale. However, increased runoff could
affect smaller drainages and on some small drainages
crossed by railroad lines.

14 Centers Alternative

This alternative could result in fewer impacts to
stormwater management located in rural areas than
the No Action or the Eight Centers Alternatives. The
14 Centers Alternative has the least impacts to
undeveloped land, since most growth is directed to
existing urbanized areas: urban centers, urban/transit
and activity areas. There will be potentially more
impacts in the 14 urban centers where most of the
growth would be concentrated.

The impacts of the CPPs described in the No Action
Alternative apply to the 14 Centers Alternative. the
14 Centers Alternative includes Policy ED-1, which
calls for the GMPC to adopt economic development
policies that protect natural environment as a key
economic value in this region. Also under the 14
Centers Alternative, new growth would be phased,
first into the urban centers, and second in other
urbanized areas that would have excess infrastructure
capacity. Phasing would ensure that stormwater and
other services would be provided as growth occurs.
These policies will have a significant positive impact
on stormwater management.

The 14 Centers Alternative assumes implementation
of the Rail/TSM alternative. ~Impacts would be-
similar to those described under the' Eight Centers

. Alternative. - ‘ :

Pre-Countywide Plannin'g Policies Alternative

Future growth would be least concentrated under the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative. This
alternative would consume the most undeveloped
land, and would result in the most impacts to
stormwater management in urban/auto areas and rural
areas of all alternatives (the No Action Alternative is
second-most).
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None of the policies associated with the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative would
result in significant adverse impacts. However,
compared with the other alternatives, the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative would
result in more adverse impacts overall due to fewer
and weaker policies for protection of undeveloped
land that would mitigate the impacts of the relatively
dispersed growth. The policies that would result in
positive impacts to stormwater management include:
E-316, E-317, E-318, E-319, E-320 and F-332. One
general problem with these policies is that they use
the word "should” instead of "shall”. This could
result in a lower probability that such policies would
be effectively implemented. In addition, the lack of
coordination between jurisdictions could have adverse
impacts.

The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative
assumes that implementation of the Regional Transit
System Plan is limited to TSM, and does not include
rail. The impacts of the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative regarding TSM are similar to
those described under the No Rail Policy Option.

The Magnet Alternative

Under the Magnet Alternative, the allocation of
employment growth is roughly the same as the No
Action Alternative. An exception is in "other urban”
areas (9 percent versus 18 percent for the No Action
Alternative). As such, impacts would be less adverse
than the No Action Alternative. The allocation of
household growth is virtually identical to the No
Action Alternative.  There is significantly less
concentration of growth in urban centers than the
Eight Centers and 14 Centers Alternatives. As with
the No Action Alternative, growth is more dispersed,
and therefore more growth is away from areas that
have established infrastructure for stormwater

management and more growth would occur where _

new infrastructure would be reqmred

. The goals and benchmarks for thlS alternative were o

reviewed to determine the extent that they would
mitigate  the impacts on growth. The Magnet
Alternative framework policies -- Critical Areas,
UGAs, and Promotion of Contiguous and Orderly
Development and Provision of Urban Services were
found to have some mitigating measures for
stormwater management. These benchmarks and
strategies would allow the County to periodically
assess the impact to stormwater management,
allowing the County to revise programs as needed.

Impacts of the Policy Options

This section analyzes recommended refinements to the
CPPs applicable to the Eight Centers, 14 Centers and
Magnet Alternatives for potential impacts to
stormwater management. The impacts of the policy
options are similar for all alternatives.

Technical Review Areas

The level of detail provided in the CPPs is not
sufficient to determine the potential significant
impacts to stormwater management due to designation
of specific Technical Review Areas as urban or rural.
However, the background information does indicate
that certain Technical Review Areas include proposals
to improve channel and floodplains and alleviate
flooding problems. In addition, the review areas
studied are recognized as having limited capability for
increased stormwater flows, hence caution in allowing
additional development.

Certain areas have been recommended as urban
separators under the joint planning process, consistent
with CPP LU-15. Urban separators are defined as
permanent low density areas where little or no
development can occur. Such areas will attempt to
mitigate the impact of development. The joint
planning process would include a joint planning
agreement between the county and city, specifying
appropriate densities and zoning, development
standards, impact mitigation and future annexation
within the potential annexation area. The urban
designation of such areas could result in potential
adverse impacts on stormwater management under all
alternatives, although No Action, Eight Centers and
14 Centers Alternatives provide strong mitigating
policies. The background material indicates that
placement of such Technical Review Areas within the

UGA boundary does not automancally mgmfy‘ 4
development approval. o

.No Raﬂ Pohcy Optxon

.The level of detail provxded in the CPPs is not

sufficient to determine potential adverse impacts to
stormwater management due to the absence of rail.
According to the Final Environmental Impact
Statement Regional Transit System Plan, both
temporary and long-term potential adverse impacts to
stormwater management could occur due to

-construction of park-and-ride lots, HOV lanes, and

other facilities and structures associated with TSM.
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Increased run-off may burden the existing stormwater
systems.

Affordable Housing Policies

As currently written, the Affordable Housing Task
Force policies may have an adverse impact on
stormwater management. For example, policy AH-2
(B) (b) calls for revising land use regulations as
needed to remove barriers for siting affordable
housing. This may have an adverse impact on
stormwater management since development could
occur in areas not acceptable for other reasons.

Economic Development Policies

The policy refinements recommended as part of the
FIS/ED Task Force work could result in significant
positive impacts on stormwater management, because
they promote environmental protection while
promoting economic development.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

The Rural Character Task Force policies could have
a significant positive impact on stormwater
management are RU-3, RU-3, RU-6, RU-8, RU-9,
RU-10 and RU-13, and RU-19. It was assumed that
preserving rural lifestyles and economies will result in
reduced pressure to develop or urbanize natural areas.
The policies state that rural development should be
compatible with rural infrastructure. They also state
that lot size and development should be compatible
with both the related physiography and rural
infrastructure.

MITIGATION MEASURES

All Alternatives

In general, new construction would be mandated.to
meet all applicable requirements for controlling run-

off and limiting erosion. Mitigation measures would
include controlling -erosion and sedimentation, and
stabilizing ‘exposed soils. Run-off could be directed
though detention systems before reaching water
courses. Effects of increased run-off from impervious
surfaces would be mitigated by including detention
ponds, or impermeable infiltration galleries or ponds
in the design of the facilities. Peak rates of run-off
would be limited to pre-development peak rates for
specific design storms.

No Action Alternative

The impacts described under the No Action
Alternative could be mitigated by requiring inter-
jurisdictional planning of stormwater services. King
County is fortunate in having one of the best
developed surface (storm) water management plans in
the United States. The process and plans developed
should be utilized in all portions of the county.

Eight and 14 Centers Alternatives

The increased runoff caused by the Rail/TSM element
could be mitigated by a different allocation of parking
spaces and by increasing culvert and retention
capacities at affected facilities.

Affordable Housing Policy Option

Stormwater management should be considered when
requesting a change in land use regulations to
accommodate affordable housing. As stated in the
Magnet Alternative, all costs should be considered
when trying to implement a goal or policy.

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

In general, growth creates more impervious land
surface that creates more potential run-off area and
consequently more stormwater run-off. Increased
stormwater flow requires either new capacity or
greater capacity in the existing control and
conveyance systems. Stormwater management
therefore is a necessary companion to both
redevelopment and new developments.
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10.0 SEWER/SEPTIC

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

King County does not own or operate sewer systems,
but has significant sewer planning responsibilities
relative to other sewer agencies in King County.
These responsibilities include approval of
comprehensive sewer system plans pursuant to
Revised Code of Washington (RCW) Section 56.16
and King County Code (KCC) Section 13.24 and
regional sewerage facility planning through County
representation on the Metro Council.

The King County Sewerage General Plan is an
element of the 1985 King County Comprehensive
Plan (KCCP) and provides a general framework for
King County in making land use decisions and

reviewing sewer agency proposals. The principle .
vehicle in the plan for coordinating provision of sewer -
-service with land use is the designation of specific .
geographic -areas, known as "local service areas”, .
which represent the maximum area where sewer =~

service may be provided. It is intended that the clear
delineation of local service areas in the plan

will facilitate sewer agency planning for the
established sewer service areas and will streamline

King County’s review and approval of comprehensive

sewer system plans. The Sewerage General Plan
supports the land use policies of the plan which
recognize the need for coordinating the provision of

public facilities and services for development. The
local service areas of the plan are intended to promote
development consistent with the plan’s policies, which
encourage development in areas with existing services
and facilities and discourage development outside the
Urban Growth Area. The local service area
designations also reflect plan policies relating the
density of residential development to appropriate
levels of utility improvements.

King County Code Section 13.24 provides a process
to ensure that comprehensive sewer system plans are
consistent with adopted county plans, policies and
land use controls. This code gives authority to the
Utilities Technical Review Committee (UTRC) to
review and make recommendations to the King

County Council on the adequacy of comprehensive - - -
- sewer system plans. The UTRC is composed of

_representatives from each of the following King -
~ County departments or divisions: Parks, Planning,
Resources, Planning and Community Development,

Development and Environmental Services, Executive
Administration, Real Property, Public Works and
Public Health. In addition, the King County fire
marshal and a King County Council staff member are
also representatives. The UTRC reviews
comprehensive sewer system plans for consistency
with the KCCP and other plans and policies, including
the Sewerage General Plan. The King County
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Council then reviews the plans and adopts them if
they are consistent with all plans and policies.

Title 13 of the King County Board of Health
Regulation requires all improved properties to be
connected to sewer or have an on-site sewage system.
On-site systems outside of Local Service Areas
(LSA’s) are intended to be permanent.

The King County Board of Health estimates there are
approximately 70,000 to 100,000 septic systems
located throughout King County. Most of these are
outside of the LSA’s although some are in urban
areas such as Seattle which has approximately 225
properties served by septic systems.

A list of the various comprehensive sewer system
plans which outline the facilities of each agency are
provided in Table I-1 of the Appendix.

Forecasting of Future Needs

KCC 13.24 requires comprehensive sewer system
plans to include population projections for district
service areas, for any area anticipated to be served by
the district within ten years, as well as the source or
basis of the projections. The Comprehensive Sewer
System Plans must also include a description of
existing disposal systems and facilities and future
needs. KCC 13.24 also requires comprehensive sewer
system plans to include a time schedule for
improvements required to meet any existing
deficiencies and a proposed construction schedule to
meet projected system needs.

Metro Wastewater Facility
Metro operates the sewer system for major portions of

the western part of King County (including the City
of Seattle) and small portions of Snohomish County.

The sewerage service Metro provides is wholesale in

character. Metro provides such services to or has

~ contracts for future service with 35 municipal
- participants, 33 of which currently operate local sewer

systems and 2 are non-municipal participants. As of
September 30, 1992, Metro was meeting the sewage
treatment requirements of approximately 664,880

residential customers and residential customer

equivalents of the participants.

At the end of 1992, Metro was operating 4 treatment
plants, 37 pumping stations, 17 regulator stations, 3
outfall control stations and 2 siphon level monitoring
stations. Over 202 miles of large diameter pipelines,

31 miles of force mains and 7 miles of siphons were
under Metro’s maintenance and control. These
facilities constitute part of the "First, Second and
Third stages" of Metro’s capital facility planning.

Planning studies, such as the Wastewater 2020+, are
currently underway to identify possible capital
program components for Metro facilities that would
be constructed beyond the "Fourth" stage of Metro’s
capital facility planning. The efforts are concentrated
in five areas: future wastewater treatment needs,
conveyance system needs, combined sewer overflow
facilities, biosolids (sludge) treatment and reuse and
water reuse. Conclusion of these planning efforts in
1994 is likely to result in amendment of the
Comprehensive Plan and approval of specific projects
for implementation in a potential "fifth stage" project.
Capital projects that result from these planning efforts
will determine the greatest portion of the capital
program for 1998 and beyond. No specific facilities,
treatment strategies, control strategies or costs have
yet been identified.

Independent Treatment Plants

The four sewer districts that do not have their
wastewater treated by Metro are Midway, Federal
Way, Southwest Suburban and Vashon sewer districts.
Included in these four sewer districts are six treatment
plants and 41 pumping stations. Together these
districts serve approximately 81,070 customer or
customer equivalents.

The Southwest Suburban Sewer District projects
population growth rates based on PSRC Population
and Employment forecasts. The trend of increasing
population within the district from 1980 is expected
to continue at a rate of approximately 3 percent to 4
percent through the year 2000. After 2000, the

_growth rate will be less than 3 percent. Southwest

Suburban Sewer District anticipates line extensions
for each of the next ten years. Areas that have failed

" in the ULID process will be evaluated and lines .
~ constructed on an as needed basis (health concerns).

At this time, the district does not propose any upgrade
of existing sewer facilities to increase capacity for
higher density development. The Salmon Creek
Treatment Plant is projected to upgrade with both a
centrifuge and RBC train. Five of the pump stations
are planned for upgrades and repairs.

The Midway Sewer District projected population
growth based on PSRC Population and Employment
forecasts. All of the major trunks, interceptors, pump
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station and treatment facilities necessary to provide
sewer service within the service area have been
constructed. Flow analysis indicates that two and
possibly three major facilities will require upgrade or
expansion in order to provide adequate transportation,
treatment and disposal of sewage generated by the
expanding population. Other items that also require
consideration include the possible elimination of
pump station eleven, the expansion of the collection
system into sewered areas and maintenance and
operation of the system. The Midway Sewer District
plans to expand the treatment facility, construct a new
Des Moines Creek trunk and continue collection
system expansion.

Vashon Sewer District forecasts future population
trends within the service area by the willingness of
developers to deposit 20 percent of the connection
charges with the district in order to secure certificates
of sewer availability, plus the existence of a waiting
list to make such deposits. On Vashon Island demand
exists for additional sewer service. Potential upgrades
for the Vashon Sewer District would be primarily
improving existing structures with an added oxidation
ditch, aerobic digester and de-watering equipment.

The Federal Way Water and Sewer District will
upgrade existing pump stations at Station 5 and
Station 10. They will rehabilitate the South 288th
street sewer main, build a south end district sewer
trunk and expand the Lakota Wastewater Treatment
Plant. Other small upgrades of facilities will also
take place. The Federal Way Water and Sewer
District uses the Federal Way Comprehensive Plan as
the basis for estimating future capacity requirements
in its update of the Sewer Plan scheduled for
1992/1993.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Introduction

All of the alternatives 'emphas'i_ze concentration of )
- growth west of the UGA, providing positive benefits

to sewer/septic systems in the majority of the rural
and resource areas of the eastern portion of the county
by containing infrastructure investments in more
densely populated areas. Suburban and rural cities
outside of Metro’s service area (e.g., Federal Way,
SeaTac, Duvall and North Bend) could be negatively
affected as significant investments in capital facility
improvements may be required to accommodate
growth. Beginning with the alternative with the least
impact, the alternatives rank in the following order:

14 Centers, Eight Centers, No Action and Magnet,
with the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative
resulting in the most adverse impacts. The Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative has the
most dispersed growth pattern which will demand
delivery of wastewater services in areas that are least
capable of providing them. Mitigation could include
implementation of regional water conservation
programs to reduce demand on treatment facilities and
continued implementation of planned and programmed
improvements of provider facilities.

All the alternatives forecast the same amount of
growth in households and jobs in King County. The
amount of growth forecast will result in adverse
impacts on the delivery of sewer/septic services. A
complete evaluation of overall growth impacts can
only be made after more detailed analyses of updated
comprehensive sewer plans are conducted on a
regional basis. Several local service districts will
need to make extensive capital improvements in order
to accommodate growth and provide urban level
standards of service. However, in general, the growth
alternatives with greater urban concentrations will
deliver wastewater to the Metro system, where there
is adequate treatment and transmission capacity for
projected growth to the year 2020.

Impacts of the Alternatives

Analysis of the impacts of the alternatives on existing
sewer/septic systems was conducted with respect to
the allocation of growth and the policy sets associated
with each of the alternatives. For purposes of this
impact analysis it is assumed that the infrastructure is
least affected when growth occurs in urban areas
where existing sewer service is provided by Metro.
Sewer/septic systems are most adversely affected by
growth when additional capacity for treatment, or
expansion of transmission facilities are required. The

extent to which these alternatives can direct growthto’ . . .
- reduce impacts is the focus of this analysis.

The fol‘lowiri‘g CPPs were assessed for their impact on '

" sewer/septic infrastructure for the No Action,. Eight

Centers and 14 Centers Alternatives: FW-10, FW-25-
27, CO-1, CO-7-10, CO-12-14, FW-28. The Pre-
Countywide Planning Polices and Magnet Alternatives
have different policy sets which are described in their
respective sections.
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No Action Alternative

Most growth will occur in urban areas where sewer
systems are for the most part already in place and
able to accommodate increased demand. Exceptions
may be found in the south Puget Sound drainage
basin areas, slated for urban auto and transit growth.
Sewer service by Metro is not available in the south
Puget Sound drainage basin area and is provided by
independent districts, including Midway and Federal
Way. Capacity for transmission and treatment is
under study.

All of the policies reviewed will have beneficial
impacts, encouraging concentration of development in
urban areas where services can most efficiently and
economically be provided. Septic systems are
allowed in rural areas, where that is the appropriate
level of service.

Next to the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies and
Magnet Alternatives, the No Action Alternative is
expected to see more growth in rural cities than the
other alternatives. Growth in rural cities may require
more capital intensive improvements to expand
services (i.e., additional treatment and transmission
facilities), especially Duvall, Carnation and
Snoqualmie/North Bend, cities which are outside
Metro’s service area. With the exception of the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies and Magnet
Alternatives, this alternative could most adversely
affect rural cities.

With the exception of the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies, the No Action Alternative could result in the
greatest increase in the number of septic system
installations. Since septic systems are for the most
part not publicly supported but rather a responsibility
of private development, impacts related to
infrastructure are not applicable. Septic systems,
however, are discussed as impacts related to water
quality in the SEIS section Water Quality.

Eight Centers Alternative

The Eight Centers Alternative is expected to promote

more growth in urban areas outside of urban centers
than the 14 Centers Alternative. The Eight Centers
Alternative also has a slightly higher growth of
households in rural cities than the 14 Centers
Alternative. Growth may require extension of sewer
services in some urban areas, infill in the urban auto
areas and also infill and expansion of services in rural
cities.  Generally, impacts would be the least

significant of all alternatives, next to the 14 Centers
Alternative which is expected to have the least.

The Regional Transit System Plan proposal reinforces
concentration of growth in urban areas, which
provides a positive impact on the delivery of sewer
services.

14 Centers Alternative

This alternative allocates the most amount of growth
to urban centers and the least amount to rural cities,
resulting in fewer requirements for infill and
expansion of facilities. This alternative has the least
impact to sewer/septic services of all the alternatives.

As in the Eight Centers Alternative the Regional
Transit System Plan proposal supports concentration
of growth in urban areas, which provide a positive
impact on the delivery of sewer services.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

This alternative allocates the least growth to urban
centers, with the majority of growth accommodated in
outlying urban areas with reliance on autos. This
alternative also has the most growth going to rural
areas of all the alternatives. The Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative has the same number of
households targeted for rural cities as in the Magnet
Alternative, and more households located in adjacent
rural areas. The 1985 King County Comprehensive
Plan urban growth line is different under this
alternative than the other alternatives. While the
differences are important on a site-specific basis, the
differences on a countywide basis for the purpose of
analyzing policy impacts on sewer/septic services are
negligible. The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternative will likely demand more requirements for
sewer infrastructure improvements and expansion as
well as more septic installations than any of the -

. alternatives. The impacts are likely to be more
~ adverse than as discussed under the No Action.or
- Magnet Alternatives. -

Impacts on sewer/septic services of transportation
policies under this alternative are related to land use
implications. These impacts are discussed in the
Impacts of the Policy Options section under the "No
Rail Alternative".
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The Magnet Alternative

With more projected growth in households and jobs
going to urban centers than the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative, this alternative will
have less impacts on sewer infrastructure than the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative. While
the projected growth in households in urban areas for
the Magnet Alternative is similar to the No Action
Alternative, the benefits are offset by the increased
need to expand sewer services in rural cities.
Expansion of sewer service in rural cities will be
required since it is anticipated there would be
moderate growth, both in jobs and households as in
the No Action Alternative. However, the "least cost
planning" framework policy and benchmark strategies
will likely slow growth as public funds necessary to
develop capital projects will be limited. This will
moderately reduce the impacts as discussed in the No
Action Alternative.

The policies associated with "Framework" and
"Countywide Economic Development and
Employment" were assessed as to their impact on this
alternative. Benchmarks related to the following
categories were also assessed: "Critical Areas,"
"UGA," "Siting of Public Capital Facilities," and
"Promotion of Contiguous and Orderly Development
and Provision of Urban Services." In particular,
benchmarks established in the last category would
result in development occurring in urban centers
where minor capital improvements would be required,
encouraging infill in those centers as a priority.

Impacts of the Policy Options

In this section, the recommended refinements to the
countywide policies applicable to the Eight Centers,
14 Centers and Magnet Alternatives are analyzed for
potential impacts on the delivery of wastewater
services. Impacts related to these alternative policies

are either positive or negligible. Mitigation is net.

~applicable except as discussed under the Rural
‘Character Task Force. Policies. ' :

Technical Review Areas

To the extent that these Technical Review Areas are
designated as urban separators under CPP LU-15,
they would serve to benefit delivery of sewer/septic
service. However, these are site specific conditions
which will be reviewed for environmental impact as
part of the individual jurisdictions’ comprehensive

planning process as well as under the County’s efforts
to define the Urban Growth Area.

No Rail Policy Option

This policy option would implement a Transportation
System Management (TSM) strategy in place of the
Regional Transit System Plan. TSM would result in
increased regional and community bus transit service.
Impact on the overall regional sewer infrastructure
would be minor, but may require significant localized
capital facility improvements to expand and connect
to existing systems. These impacts would be
applicable to the No Action and the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternatives.

Affordable Housing Policies

The Afordable Housing policies recommended by the
Affordable Housing Task Force, do not directly
impact wastewater delivery systems. Policy AH-2 is
the only policy that directly refers to infrastructure
and as proposed would be amended to encourage that
infrastructure be in place to support affordable
housing development. Indirectly, to the extent that
the policies result in more concentrated development
and smaller lot sizes in urban areas, per capita
consumption of water and therefore wastewater
production, would be reduced. Reduction in
wastewater production would have a positive effect on
sewer/septic systems for Eight Centers, 14 Centers
and Magnet Alternatives.

Economic Development Policies

The following policies were reviewed as to their
impact on providing sewer/septic infrastructure: ED-
5, ED-11, ED-12, ED-13, ED-17. These policies all
have a positive impact on providing sewer/septic .
service for the Centers Alternatives because they

_reinforce the GMA requirement that services mustbe =
available before development can be permitted. Of -
-the. policy options presented for LU-59, the City of - -~

Seattle alternative is. more.- beneficial for sewer
infrastructure than the Suburban Cities option because
of its focus on location of business/office parks in
areas that are already developed. The Suburban
Cities option only requires that cities should
accommodate this type of development pattern,
resulting in the potential need to expand sewer
facilities should those land uses locate in areas
needing expanded services.
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Rural Character Task Force Policies

The following policies were assessed as to their
impact on providing sewer/septic services: RU-3,
RU-6, RU-8, RU-12, RU-16, RU-19. With the
exception of RU-16, all would have a positive impact
on sewer/septic system costs because the policies
discourage extension of urban level wastewater
systems in rural areas. Policy RU-16 discourages the
location of regional public facilities in rural areas.
Because sewer systems do serve urban areas and may
be required to cross rural lands to get to the service
area, this policy could have a negative impact on the
delivery of service. Mitigation of the impact of this
policy would be to revise the language to
acknowledge that regional utility services may need to
locate in rural areas. Language to protect rural areas
could include a requirement to demonstrate need for
the facility and that locations to site that facility are
limited.

The suburban cities policy options RU-3, RU-6, RU-
12, LU-8, LU-26, RU-19 have positive impacts
similar to those described above.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Continued implementation of planned and
programmed improvements to Metro facilities in
particular and to facilities owned and operated by
local service providers in general, will be necessary to
adequately deliver services.

The policies under each of the alternatives mitigate
growth impacts on the sewer/septic infrastructure to
varying degrees. Implementation of regional
programs related to conservation of water to reduce
demand and coordinated programs for the installation,
maintenance, operation and inspection of septic
systems could further reduce impacts on the delivery
of service. '

Under all the alternatives, federal and state laws and -

"local regulations provide for protection of public
health which benefit the level of service delivered.

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

Increased growth in jobs and households will require
improvements and expansion of the existing
sewer/septic infrastructure. From a local perspective,
impacts could be significant for making connections
to the existing regional system and expansion of

existing independent systems. However, from a
regional perspective, there is capacity in Metro’s
regional transmission and treatment system to
accommodate the projected growth to the year 2020.
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11.0 SOLID WASTE

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The functions of the Public Works Solid Waste
Division are the following: administer King County’s
Comprehensive Solid Waste Program on a self-
supporting basis; responsibly manage all County-
owned transfer stations and landfills; ensure the safe
transportation of waste between County facilities;
implement the Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan to reflect expanded operations and
King County’s regional leadership; incorporate major
new components including the Waste
Reduction/Recycling Programs; operate the Household
Hazardous Wastemobile and other programs as
directed by the Local Hazardous Waste Management
Plan for Seattle/King County; and, develop, provide
and maintain capital improvements and equipment to
ensure that Solid Waste operations and facilities are
in conformance with environmentally-mandated
standards.

The King County Solid and Hazardous Waste
Division seeks to preserve the environment and public

health of King County through the proper -
management of solid waste. The division is working. .-

. to achieve a waste reduction and recycling rate of 65

"~ percent by the year 2000, mitigaté impacts of existing
‘and future solid ‘waste handling and to continue
development of adequate disposal capacity that meets
all regulatory requirements.

Inventory of Facilities
The system of capital facilities owned and operated

by the Solid Waste Division consists of 9 solid waste
transfer facilities (6 operating transfer stations, 2

rural drop boxes, and the new Enumclaw transfer
station to be opened this year). The division is also
responsible for 6 inactive landfills.

King County does not own or operate any hazardous
waste capital facilities. King County contracts for the
hazardous waste mobile, which collects hazardous
waste countywide through a rotating location method.

Forecasting of Future Needs

Facilities needs are forecasted according to the
capacity of existing facilities compared to projected
capacity needed (based on a projection model which
uses estimated population growth) and economic
growth and waste generation trends (modified by
waste reduction and recycling goals). Transfer station
capacity is measured by number of vehicles and
number of tons of waste gathered per day. Landfill
capacity is measured by remaining volume and
estimated rates of tons disposed.

_ Preliminary facility plans are conceived for a 20 year

horizon, however, the timeline for making -capital ~
improvements is for only 6 years.. The timeline. is

- shorter and _identiﬁes only short-term needs in order .
~ to avoid the possibility of developing larger facilities

than needed due to technological advancements and
increases in waste reduction.

Successful achievement of the milestone of 65 percent
waste reduction by the year 2000 can be greatly
assisted by major technological advancements in
waste reduction. The per capita waste generation rate
continues to grow and achieving additional marginal
increases in the recycling rate may become more
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difficult and expensive in the future. Overall, there is
a need for much more aggressive waste reduction, in
addition to existing and future recycling efforts.
Legislative efforts as well as more focused and better
integrated educational efforts and financial incentives
are needed.

Existing King County transfer stations lack capacity
for projected waste quantities. The Houghton,
Factoria, and Algona transfer stations already operate
at or near capacity. The First Northeast and Bow
Lake stations are projected to reach tonnage capacity
between 2006 and 2010. The First Northeast, Algona,
Factoria, Houghton, and Renton transfer stations have
approximate capacities of 350 tons per day (126,700
tons per year), and Bow Lake is 750 tons per day
(271,500 tons per year). The Algona and Renton
stations are expected to reach vehicle capacities in 7
to 10 years. Houghton, First Northeast, and Factoria
stations have already reached or exceeded capacity.

Existing transfer stations were not designed to include

space for recycling facilities. New facilities are being
designed to be flexible and to accept the changing
types of recycling services that may be desirable in
the future.

King County solid waste disposal needs fall into
several categories; facilities availability and capacity,
compliance with King County Solid Waste
Regulations, capital improvement, and closure and
post-closure activities and funding. Disposal facilities
are needed to serve all areas of King County.

The waste reduction and recycling success attained
since 1987 has already extended the useful life of
Cedar Hills Regional Landfill by several years.
Under current planning assumptions, achieving and
sustaining the 35 percent waste reduction and
recycling goal could mean the remaining capacity at
Cedar Hills Regional Landfill could last until 2013.
Achieving the 50 percent waste reduction and

recycling goal could allow the landfill to last until .

12016 and achieving 65 percent waste reduction could
allow the Iandﬁll to last unnl 2019.

While the Cedar Hills Landfill has sufﬁcient capacity,
additional disposal capacity should be planned for the
future. Capital projects are necessary to upgrade
existing facilities and maintain or expand service
levels and disposal capacity.

The total of household hazardous waste (HHW) and
small quantity generator (SQG) hazardous waste is

estimated to be 1 percent of the solid waste stream
(based on data from solid waste sorts and surveys).
Best available data indicate that HHW represents
about one-third of the hazardous waste in the solid
and liquid waste streams by weight. The remaining
two-thirds of the hazardous waste comes from SQGs.
It is estimated that approximately 85 percent of this
hazardous waste by weight is disposed of in the
municipal solid waste and 15 percent in the liquid
waste stream.

Projected tonnage of HHW and SQG waste generation
over the life of the plan is 19,000 in 1989 increasing
to 33,000 in the year 2009. These projections provide
the basis for waste reduction and solid waste stream
diversion goals in the plan.

Location and Capacity of New and/or Expanded
Facilities

A transfer/recycling station has been planned to
replace the Hobart and Enumclaw Landfills.
Additionally, the Cedar Falls will be closed and
replaced with a drop box. Future expansion and
configuration of the system will continue to be
examined.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Introduction

The King County Solid Waste Division is responsible
for planning, developing, and maintaining the
County’s solid waste facilities. The need for solid
waste facilities is determined by comparing projected
population and employment growth and waste
generation trends (modified by waste reduction and
recycling goals) to the capacity of existing facilities.
All of the alternatives would place an increased
demand on the capacity of existing transfer/recycling -
stations and landfills. Several of the existing transfer

stations already operate at or near capacity and '

several others are expected to reach capacity in the

next 15 to 20 years. Existing landfill capacity is

expected to be exhausted in the next 20 to 30 years.
Slgmﬁcant investment in capital projects will be
necessary in the future to increase disposal capacity
and to upgrade existing facilities to maintain or
expand solid waste service delivery. (This analysis
assumes that the City of Seattle has the existing
infrastructure in place, programmed, or planned, to
deliver solid waste services within its jurisdiction to
accommodate any of the growth scenarios.) The
focus of this analysis is the comparison of alternatives
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that direct growth to reduce impacts on existing
infrastructure.

Impacts of the Alternatives

This section provides a comparative analysis of the
impacts of the five alternatives on the delivery of
solid waste services. The information presented here
supplements the existing FEIS for VISION 2020 and
the King County Comprehensive Plan.

The VISION 2020 FEIS analyzed the geographic
distribution of the costs for public services for five
"build" or "action" alternatives. Solid/hazardous
waste was one of the public services included in the
analysis. The general conclusion was that, assuming
a constant level of investment, a higher level of non-
transportation urban services can be provided to a
high density development pattern than to a low
density development pattern.

The analysis of impacts on solid waste in this SEIS
assumes the validity of this general conclusion. It
assumes that solid waste collection, transfer,
temporary storage and recycling is more efficient and
cost effective under a high density development
pattern than under a low density development pattern.
This is because under a high density development
pattern there would be a greater number of waste
generators located within a given distance of a
transfer/recycling station than under a low density
development pattern. The level of service would be
higher under those circumstances because the
distances between individual waste generators and
between waste generators and transfer/recycling
stations would be shorter than under a low density
development pattern.

The level of service (or existing capacity) of landfills,
on the other hand, is determined more by the overall
growth in regional population and employment than

" by the density or pattern of development. However, -
- increased urban densities may help extend the useful -
. life of existing landfills by improving waste reduction -

and Trecycling efforts through a more efficient
distribution of transfer/recycling stations.

This section analyzes solid waste impacts by
comparing the proportion of new jobs and households
locating in the most densely developed portions of the
County under each of the alternatives. These urban
areas are assumed to include the following land use
categories: urban centers, manufacturing centers,
activity centers and urban/transit areas. The analysis

assumes that alternatives with higher proportions of
new employment and households concentrating in
these areas will have lower corresponding impacts on
solid waste.

The following countywide policies are applicable to
the No Action, Eight Centers and 14 Centers
Alternatives: FW-10, FW-25, FW-26, FW-27, CO-1,
Fw-28, LU-8, CO-16, RU-3, and RU-12. All of
these policies would have a beneficial impact on
delivery of solid waste services by reaffirming the
County’s role in providing countywide services, by
promoting coordination among jurisdictions during the
siting of regional solid waste facilities, and by
discouraging urban area levels of service in rural
areas. The overall effect of the countywide policies
would be to concentrate a large proportion of new
jobs and households in areas that would have a high
level of solid waste service, thereby reducing the need
to expand services.

The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies and Magnet
Alternatives have different policy sets which are
described in their respective sections.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would concentrate over
two-thirds of the growth in employment and over one-
third of the growth in households in the most densely
developed portions of the County, where existing
services could be easily expanded. The Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies and Magnet
Alternatives would have greater adverse impact on
solid waste services than the No Action Alternative.

Eight Centers Alternative
The Eight Centers Alternative would concentrate over

four-fifths of the growth in employment and nearly .
two-thirds of the growth in households in the most -

* - densely developed portions of the County with a high
~level of solid waste service. The overall effect of the
~ Countywide Policies and designation of eight urban

centers would be to concentrate more growth in the
densely developed areas of the County than the No
Action Alternative. Only the 14 Centers Alternative
would provide fewer adverse impacts than the Eight
Centers Alternative.

14 Centers Alternative

The 14 Centers Alternative would result in the highest
proportion of employment and household growth
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concentrating in the most densely developed portions
of the County. The overall effect of the Countywide
Policies and the designation of 14 urban centers
would be to concentrate a higher proportion of future
growth in areas with a high level of solid waste
service than the No Action and Eight Centers
Alternatives. The 14 Centers Alternative also has the
least amount of growth in employment and
households directed to rural cities and adjacent rural
areas than any of the alternatives.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative
would result in the lowest proportion of employment
and household growth concentrating in the most
densely developed portions of the County. The
impacts of this alternative on solid waste service
levels would be more significant than under any of
the alternatives because the policies defining this
alternative would be less effective at concentrating
future growth in areas where a high level of solid
waste service is already in place. The Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative projects the
highest percentages (14 percent) of growth in rural
cities and adjacent rural areas than any of the
alternatives.

The Magnet Alternative

The benchmark policies defining the Magnet
Alternative  emphasize infill, renovation and
redevelopment within existing areas as a means to
encourage development in areas where adequate
public facilities and services exist or can be provided
in an efficient manner. The benchmark policies also
emphasize the need to establish a countywide process
to cooperatively site public capital facilities and a
mitigation program that includes amenities and/or
incentives for accepting such a capital facility that

serves more than one community, such as a solid

waste transfer station or landfill.

. The Magnet . Alternative would result in similar

" proportions: of ~employment and  households
concentrating in densély developed areas where a high
level of solid waste service is already in place as in
the No Action Alternative. With slightly more growth

going to rural cities under this alternative, the impacts

could be slightly more adverse than under the No
Action Alternative.

Impacts of the Policy Options

In this section, the recommended policy options to the
Countywide Policies applicable to the Eight Centers,
14 Centers and Magnet Alternatives have been
analyzed for potential impacts on the delivery of solid
waste services. Impacts related to these alternatives
are either positive or negligible.

Technical Review Areas

The changes to the UGA boundarys recommended by
staff would result in a net increase of approximately
646 acres in the amount of area designated urban than
under the adopted Countywide Policies. Because the
Technical Review Areas are located at the urban
fringe, an increase in the acreage of urban designated
land in these areas would require the extension of
solid waste services to these areas as development
occurs.

No Rail Policy Option

This policy option would implement a TSM strategy
in place of the Regional Transit System Plan Rail
Alternative. TSM would result in increased regional
and community bus transit service. The land use
implications would likely result in increased infill
development between these centers. Impact to the
overall solid waste infrastructure would be minor, but
may require moderate localized capital facility
improvements to expand the existing system. These
impacts would also be applicable to the No Action
and Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternatives,
absent any specific transportation policy sets.

Affordable Housing Policies

The Affordable Housing policies recommended by the
Affordable Housing Task Force, do not directly

" impact the solid waste infrastructure. Policy AH-2is -

the only policy that directly refers to infrastructure,

" andas proposed would be amended to encourage that

" the infrastructure be in place to support development

of affordable housing. Indirectly, to the extent that
the policies result in more concentrated development
in urban areas, delivery of solid waste services will be
more efficient and cost effective.

Economic Development Policies
The Economic Development policies recommended by

the Fiscal Analysis and Economic Development Task
Force have positive impacts on the delivery of solid
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waste services because they reinforce the GMA
requirements that infrastructure services must be
available before development can be permitted.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

Policies RU-3, RU-12, and RU-19(a) are consistent
with Countywide Policies intended to encourage
services to rural areas to protect basic public health
and safety but not provide rural areas with urban
facilities or urban levels of service. Since
subscription to a garbage collection service is not
required in unincorporated areas of King County,
these policies would not impact many rural residents’
current practices of taking their own refuse directly to
recycling centers, transfer stations, or landfills. Policy
RU-16 discourages the location of regional public
facilities in rural areas. Because solid waste facilities
may be required to locate in rural areas, this policy
could have a negative impact on the delivery of
service. Mitigation of this policy impact would be to
revise the language to acknowledge that regional
utility services may need to locate in rural areas.
Language to protect rural areas could include a
requirement to demonstrate need for the facility and
that locations to site that facility are limited.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Implementation of waste reduction and recycling
programs could reduce the generation of waste and
thereby reduce the demand for solid waste services.
This could result in deferring the need to expand
landfill or transfer station capacity or the need to
develop new facilities.

Under all the alternatives, the Solid Waste Division
would continue to implement the King County
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan
thereby managing the storage, collection, transfer,

resource recovery and disposal of solid waste. The -
King County Health Department would also continue

to regulate the disposal of solid waste.
UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

The 215,000 new households and 340,000 new jobs
anticipated in King County by the year 2010 will
place additional demand on the capacity of existing
transfer/recycling stations and landfills. Significant
investment in capital projects will be necessary in the

future to develop disposal capacity and to upgrade
existing facilities to maintain or expand solid waste
service delivery.
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12.0 UTILITIES

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Electric and gas facilities in King County are a mix of
private and public ownership. These utilities are also
mixed in regard to the degree of regulatory oversight
of their rates and thus their finance plans.

Inventory of Facilities

Inventories of electric and gas facilities are limited to
the major elements of the utility network and do not
include the detailed facilities which deliver the service
to the end user. This threshold between major and
minor facilities varies by utility.

Bulk electrical power is transmitted to King County
residents on a regional power grid. Much of the grid
is- owned and operated by the Bonneville Power
Administration (BPA). Individual utility companies
also have transmission facilities which are operated in
concert with BPA under an integrated regional electric

system, also called the -"one electrical system" :
concept. Distribution of power to end users.is done

. by the utility companies. Three-electrical utilities

serve King County: Puget Sound Power and Light

Company (Puget Power), Seattle City Light, and
Tanner Electrical Cooperative.

Washington Natural Gas (WNG) is the major supplier
of natural gas to King County. WNG’s gas supply is
brought to this area on two parallel supply lines
operated by the Northwest Pipeline Corporation. The
supply lines are located east of Lake Sammamish.
The local distribution consists of ten gate stations, and

lines which distribute the gas at various pressures to
end users. The City of Enumclaw also operates a
local distribution system which is not described in this
section.

Forecasting of Future Needs

Puget Power forecasts its electrical load to nearly
double over the next 30 years. County population
projections produced by the Office of Financial
Management are used to determine new load growth
for the next 20 years. For load growth beyond 20
years, PSRC population and employment forecasts are
used for King, Kitsap, and Pierce counties. Projected
load is calculated as the existing load, minus
conservation reductions, minus demand side
management, plus the forecast of new load. To
supplement the PSRC and other forecasts in
predicting future load growth, Puget Power studied
the energy usage of customers and the ensuing load

placed on the system by each new resident and each” . . -

. new employee. o

- WNG . forecasts a 30 percent growth in customers by :
" “the year 2000. The existing system can supply about

273,000 customers, so the system is near capacity.
WNG developed a forecast model using alternative
growth scenarios based on assumptions regarding
customer growth, prices of competing energy
resources, expected regional economic growth, single
housing construction trends, and the potential
conversion to natural gas from other energy sources.
Estimates of expected population and employment
made by the Washington State Office of Financial
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Management, Bonneville Power Administration, and
the Northwest Power Planning Council have been
used to develop a range of estimates for the forecast.
WNG is currently developing a new long term
econometric forecasting model to be used in 1993
which incorporates conservation.

Location and Capacity of New and/or Expanded
Facilities

Numerous additional transmission and generation
resources plus extensive conservation actions to
reduce demand will be needed to meet future demand
on utilities. Seattle City Light expects to meet its
power demand through conservation alone during the
next 10 years. Improvements and additions to the
transmission system are anticipated. Major upgrades
are proposed to the regional transmission grid,
including the potential of a new cross-cascades
corridor.

To increase the amount of natural gas available, there
are several natural gas projects underway to expand
the system with 10 more planned. The goals of
expansion are to loop the pipeline to provide alternate
direction of supply to parallel existing lines (to
supplement the supply) and to replace existing
pipelines.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Introduction

All of the alternatives would place an increased
demand on the capacity of existing electric and
natural gas utility systems. Significant investment in
capital projects as well as extensive conservation
actions will be necessary in the future to increase
existing supplies and expand facilities in order to
maintain or expand service levels. A complete
evaluation of overall growth impacts can only be
made after more detailed analyses of updated utility
system plans are conducted on a regional basis.
However, in general it can be noted. that the more

concentrated “development in urban ‘areas, where.

transmission and distribution systems are already in
place, the more efficient and cost effective the

delivery of utility services. The extent to which these.

alternatives can direct growth to reduce impacts is the
focus of this analysis.

Impacts of the Alternatives

This section provides a comparative analysis of the
impacts of the five alternatives on the delivery of
electric and gas utility services. The information
presented here supplements the existing FEISs for
VISION 2020 and the King County Comprehensive
Plan.

The VISION 2020 FEIS included an analysis of the
electricity and natural gas requirements of five "build"
or "action" alternatives. A general assumption of the
analysis was that patterns of development that are
designed to better accommodate the movement of
people (i.e., higher densities of mixed land uses) may
also result in changes in housing structures and
consequently affect total space heating demands. This
assumption is based on the fact that higher-density,
mixed use housing and commercial buildings in a
mutti-story form tend to produce smaller interior
spaces with shared common walls. These types of
structures have lower heating/cooling requirements
than more dispersed land use patterns that encourage
separated, single-level, single-use structures that are
larger and potentially less efficient to heat.

The analysis of impacts on utilities (electric and gas)
in this section of the SEIS assumes the validity of this
general assumption. Alternatives with higher
proportions of new jobs and households locating in
the most densely developed portions of the county are
assumed to have lower corresponding impacts on
utilities. Areas assumed to be the most densely
developed portions of the county include the
following land use categories: urban centers,
manufacturing centers, activity centers, and
urban/transit areas.

The following Countywide Policies are applicable to
both the Centers Alternatives and the No Action
Alternative: FW-10, FW-25, FW-26, FW-27, .CO-1,
CO-6, and FW-28. All of these policies would have
a beneficial impact on utilities. by encouraging the -

"+ concentration of new jobs and households in the most

densely developed portions of the County. Policy
CO-6 emphasizes aggressive conservation efforts,
conservation credits and energy efficiency incentives
in new and existing buildings as a way to improve the
supply of electrical energy.

The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative and
the Magnet Alternative have different policy sets
which are described in their respective sections.
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No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would concentrate over
two-thirds of the growth in employment and over one-
third of the growth in households in the most densely
developed portions of the County where greater
energy efficiencies can be realized. = The Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative and the
Magnet Alternative would have greater adverse
impact on delivery of utility services than the No
Action Alternative. Impacts of transportation policies
under this alternative are discussed in the Other
Policy Options section under the "No Rail Option".

Eight Centers Alternative

The Eight Centers Alternative would concentrate over
four-fifths of the growth in employment and nearly
two-thirds of the growth in households in the most
densely developed portions of the County. The
overall effect of the Countywide Policies and
designation of eight urban centers would be to
concentrate more growth in the densely developed
areas of the County where greater energy efficiencies
can be realized than the No Action Alternative. The
Eight Centers Alternative is second only to the 14
Centers Alternative in providing the least adverse
impacts on utility services.

The Regional Transit System Plan proposal would
require upgrades to existing electrical systems but
impacts are expected to be minimal. The Regional
Transit System Plan proposal accentuates the land use
pattern under this alternative; i.e., concentration of
growth in urban areas, which provides a positive
impact on the delivery of utility services.

14 Centers Alternative
The 14 Centers Alternative would result in the highest

proportion of employment and household growth
concentrating in the most densely developed portions

of the County. . The overall effect of the Countywide
Policies' and the designation of 14 urban centers

would be to concentrate a higher proportion of future
growth in areas where greater energy efficiencies can
be realized than the No Action or the Eight Centers
Alternatives.

Impacts of the Regional Transit System Plan proposal
are similar to thosé discussed under the Eight Centers
Alternative.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative
would result in the lowest proportion of employment
and household growth concentrating in the most
densely developed portions of the County. The
impacts of this alternative on utility service levels
would be more significant than under either of the
Eight or 14 Centers Alternatives or the No Action
Alternative because the existing CPPs defining this
alternative would be less effective at concentrating
future growth in areas where greater energy
efficiencies can be realized. Impacts of the
transportation policies under this alternative . are
related to implications on land use and are discussed
in the Impacts of the Other Policy Options section
under the "No Rail Option”.

The Magnet Alternative

The benchmark policies defining the Magnet
Alternative emphasize infill, renovation and
redevelopment within existing areas as a means to
encourage development in areas where adequate
public facilities and services exist or can be provided
in an efficient manner. The strategies to achieve the
benchmark policies include establishing programs that
encourage the retention and attraction of higher
population densities per square mile to designated
areas within cities located in the UGAs. These
measures would encourage higher-density, mixed use
housing and commercial developments which
typically have lower heating/cooling requirements.

The Magnet Alternative would result in a lower
proportion of employment and households
concentrating in densely developed areas where
greater energy efficiencies can be realized than both
the Centers Alternatives, but a higher proportion than
the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative.

The Magnet Alternative would result - in _similar, N
‘proportions of growth concentrating in urban areas as

the No Action Alternative, but with slightly more

‘growth going to rural cities, the impacts could be

slightly more adverse for delivery of utility services.
Impacts of the Policy Options

In this section, the recommended policy options to the
Countywide Policies applicable to both the Centers
Alternatives and the Magnet Alternative have been
analyzed for potential impacts on the utility
infrastructure. Impacts related to these policies are
either positive or negligible. Mitigation is not
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applicable except as discussed under the Rural
Character Task Force Policies.

Technical Review Areas

The changes to the UGA boundary recommended by
staff would result in a net increase of approximately
646 acres in the amount of area designated urban than
under the adopted countywide policies. Because the
Technical Review Areas are located at the urban
fringe, an increase in the acreage of urban designated
land in these areas would require the extension of
utility services to these areas as development occurs.

No Rail Option

This policy option would implement a TSM strategy
in place of the Regional Transit System Plan Rail
Option. TSM would result in increased regional and
community bus transit service. Impact to the overall
regional utilities infrastructure would be minor, but
may require moderate localized capital facility
improvements to expand existing service. These
impacts would also be applicable to the No Action
and the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternatives, absent any specific transportation policy
sets.

Affordable Housing Policies

The Affordable Housing policies recommended by the
Affordable Housing Task Force, do not directly
impact utility infrastructure. Policy AH-2 is the only
policy that directly refers to infrastructure, and as
proposed would encourage that the infrastructure be
in place to support development of affordable
housing. Indirectly, to the extent that the policies
result in more concentrated development in urban
areas, delivery of utility services will be more
efficient and cost effective.

Economic Development Policies

Policy. ED-17 would Vencourage jurisdictions to_ ‘
. develop a master utility permit process in conjunction

with approval of land use permits. All utility
extensions, including electricity and natural gas,
required for new construction would be reviewed as
part of the master utility permit. This policy would
have a beneficial impact on ensuring that adequate
infrastructure and public services are in place at the
time development occurs. This policy would impact
all of the alternatives equally.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

Policy RU-12 is consistent with the Countywide
Policies that encourage agencies providing services to
rural areas to protect basic public health and safety
but not provide rural areas with urban facilities or
urban levels of service. This policy would affect all
of the alternatives equally and would have a
beneficial impact on utility supply and infrastructure.
Policy RU-16 discourages the location of regional
public facilities in rural areas. Because utility
facilities, in particular transmission facilities, may be
required to cross rural lands to deliver to service
areas, this policy could have a negative impact on the
delivery of utility services. Mitigation of this policy
impact would be to revise the language to
acknowledge that regional utility services may need to
locate in rural areas. Language to protect rural areas
could include a requirement to demonstrate a need for
the facility and that locations to site that facility are
limited.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Implementation of energy conservation programs
could reduce per capita consumption and thereby
reduce the demand for new supply sources and
delivery systems. This could result in deferring the
need to develop new supply sources and expand
transmission and distribution capacities.

Development guidelines encouraging smaller and
clustered building types could be applied to those
alternatives that result in a more dispersed
development pattern (the No Action, Pre-CPPs, and
the Magnet Alternatives). The result may be that
those alternatives will exhibit some of the same
structure-related energy savings associated with the
alternatives resulting in more concentrated
development (the Eight Centers and the 14 Centers
Alternatives). :

' UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS'

" Under all of the alternatives, the 215,000 new

households and 340,000 new jobs anticipated in King
County by the year 2010 will place additional demand
on the capacity of existing electric power supply and
transmission systems, as well as the natural gas
delivery systems. Significant investment in capital
projects as well as extensive conservation actions will

"be necessary in the future to upgrade existing

facilities and maintain or expand service levels.
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13.0 SENSITIVE AREAS AND RESOURCE LANDS

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The environmental features identified as sensitive
areas which require regulation by King County are the
following: coal mine hazard areas, landslide hazard
areas, seismic hazard areas, erosion hazard areas,
volcanic hazard areas, steep slopes, floodplains and
streams and wetlands.

The Sensitive Areas Ordinance (No. 9614, approved
Sept. 1990) will implement the goals and policies of
the 1985 King County Comprehensive Plan and the
1990 Washington State ESHB 2929 (1990 Wash.

Laws 17) which mandates that certain counties and .

cities within those counties address the protection of

.~ critical areas. Critical areas as defined in ESHB 2929
- correlate generally with the King County definitions

and categories of sensitive areas. The Sensitive Areas
Ordinance was passed to meet the challenges and
satisfy the requirements of this act with regard to all

critical areas except aquifer recharge areas, which

require a different regulatory approach.

Regulation of the use of sensitive areas benefits both
the natural environment and property owners because:

Regulation of the use of sensitive areas
benefits property owners by preventing and
avoiding activities which would have adverse
impacts on property.

Abandoned mining activities pose a hazard
in certain identified areas of King County
and require special consideration prior to
development.

Filling or building in floodplains reduces the
flood storage capacity of stream or river
systems and increases. flooding upstream and
peak flow rates downstream.

Development in erosion hazard and landslide
hazard areas presents a danger to the
development on the site as well  as
neighboring sites and natural resources, and
requires special design, construction and site
development measures to minimize risks
from these hazards.

King County is an earthquake prone region
subject to ground shaking, subsidence,
landslide and liquefaction. Thus, special
building design and construction measures
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are necessary to minimize risk from this
hazard.

Some areas of King County have been
identified as having volcanic hazards
associated with Mt. Rainier. This hazard
requires some unique protection for the
portions of the County which could
experience mudflows during a volcanic
episode.

Development on slopes 40 percent or greater
can result in soil erosion and sedimentation,
landslide, slippage, excess surface water
runoff, destruction of wildlife habitat,
increased costs of building and maintaining
roads and public facilities and increased need
for emergency relief and rescue operations.

Wetlands and streams are environmentally

sensitive and serve numerous natural
functions and values which are critical.
These functions include wildlife and fisheries
habitat, water quality protection, flood
protection, shoreline stabilization, stream
flow, and ground water recharge and
discharge. In many situations these
functions cannot be adequately replicated or
replaced.

Sensitive Areas

Many of the major valleys and shoreline bluffs of
Puget Sound are bordered by steeply sloping
unconsolidated glacial deposits that are highly
susceptible to gravity sliding. Areas characterized by
slopes less than 15 percent were considered to be
relatively stable. On the other hand, areas sloping in
excess of 15 percent were considered less stable and
were further subdivided according to the physical
characteristics of the sub-surface formations. Slope

stability in King County is strongly influenced by the

‘physical character of the glacial formation underlying
the vegetated. surface. For this reason, the physical
character of the subsurface material was used as the
primary criterion for identifying severe landslide
potential on slopes greater than 15 percent.

The entire Puget Sound region is seismically active
and extensively covered by unconsolidated glacial and
alluvial deposits, a combination contributing to a high
susceptibility to earthquake damage. Of the four
seismic risk zones recognized by the U.S. Geological

Survey within the contiguous United States, the Puget
Sound Basin is classified as Zone 3, characterized by
a history of major earthquake frequency and
associated damage. The County’s Seismic Hazards
maps represent a local subzone of the U.S.G.S. Zone
3 classification, indicating those areas of King County
which are subject to the most severe level of
earthquake response.

Erosion is a natural process of wearing away of the
land surface by falling and running water, wind, and
glacial scour. Of these geophysical forces, erosion by
running water is by far the most important within the
Puget Sound Basin. The susceptibility of any soil
type to erosion depends upon the physical and
chemical characteristics of the soil in addition to its
protective vegetative cover, topographic position
(slope and direction of storm travel), temperature, the
intensity of rainfall, and the velocity of runoff water.

While erosion is the wearing away of material,
sedimentation or deposition is the accumulation of
eroded matter at locations characterized by reduced
velocity of the stream or creek flow. The effects of
sedimentation are most pronounced where streams
enter Puget Sound and in the lowland lakes, ponds,
and water supply reservoirs where deltaic deposits
form. Sediments are often deposited in gently sloping
ditches, culverts, wetlands, stream channels, and street
gutters.

The anadromous fish-bearing water of King County
are the principle streams used in the life cycles of
anadromous fish (fish that spend part of their life
cycles in fresh water and part in salt water). These
include salmon (chinook, coho, sockeye, pink, and
chum) and some species of trout (steelhead, sea-run
cutthroat, and Dolly Varden). The adults of this
group of native fish return to their spawning areas on
1 to 5 year intervals depending upon the species.

Water temperature, clarity, and volume of the ==
streamflow are important factors in.survival of the -

juvenile members of these fish.

All coal mine workings in King County are currently
abandoned. Most of the old mine workings are
flooded and at least partly filled by caving. At some
localities, surface openings to the underground
workings still exist.  These localities constitute a
major potential hazard to people utilizing these areas.
Surface openings and extensions of subsurface
workings (adits, shafts, and air ducts) constitute
potential hazards to animals and people falling into
these voids.
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Piles of mine spoil frequently cover considerable
surface areas in the vicinity of former coal mine
operations. Some of these spoil piles are covered
with vegetation and appear to be natural hill or terrace
features. The slopes of these areas are unstable; they
also may emit small quantities of natural coal gas.

Resource Lands

Currently King County has a total of 42,880 acres of

.agricultural and 826,240 acres of forest resource
lands. King County protects and regulates activities
on resource lands by the application of resource zone
and rural zone clarifications, implementation of the
Shoreline Master Program and the Farmlands
Preservation Program, as well as exercising its
authority under the State Forest Practice Act.

According to Washington State Department of
Community Development (DCD) not all jurisdictions
currently use the 1989 Federal Manual for identifying
wetlands. Some jurisdictions use the 1987 Federal
Manual and some use a combination of both. Also,
some jurisdictions use Shoreline Master Programs and
Forest Production regulations.

DCD maintains an updated data base of the status of
critical areas in jurisdictions planning under GMA.
Table J-1 of Appendix G shows the status of critical
areas in King County as of August 2, 1993,

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Introduction

Since 1990, King County has been implementing
environmentally sensitive area regulations (SAO
1990). This program protects unique and fragile
elements of the environment, and protects the public
and public resources and facilities from injury and
property damage due to flooding, erosion, and other

- natural hazards. However, effective comprehensive.
environmental regulation has remained difficult due to.
" “the number of jurisdictions involved and the variety.

of standards applied. In addition, per GMA
requirements, many local jurisdictions have now
adopted Interim Critical Areas Ordinances which also
address sensitive areas from a local perspective. The
extent to which the five differing alternatives can
direct growth to reduce impacts on environmentally
sensitive areas and resource lands including
agricultural lands, forest lands, mineral resource lands,
open space, and rural areas is the focus of this
analysis.

Impacts of the Alternatives

All alternatives call for concentrating most growth
west of the County’s UGA, which could result in the
greatest positive impacts to sensitive areas and
resource lands located in designated rural and
resource areas. However, urban areas, urban/transit
areas and activity areas where growth will be more
concentrated could experience more negative impacts
(than rural or resource) to sensitive areas due to
general impacts from disturbance, development and
lack of "best management practices”. In general,
minimizing rural and resource land conversion would
have the least impact on the majority of the remaining
natural vegetation and the overall integrity of the
natural environment.

No Action Alternative

CPPs applicable to the No Action Alternative which
could have significant positive impacts on sensitive
areas and resource lands include LU-1, LU-2, LU-3,
LU-4, LU-5, FW-8, LU-14, LU-15, LU-26, CC-6,
CC-7, C0-2, C0-3, and CO-15. All of these policies
would assist in mitigating adverse impacts by: a)
requiring no urban development on agricultural or
forestry lands; b) requiring development of
interjurisdictional transfer of development rights
program to protect resource lands; c) requiring best
management practices to reduce environmental
impacts and mitigate unavoidable impacts from
resource development activities; d) reducing the
consumption of natural resource lands and
concentrating development in urban areas; e)
including only those areas into urban growth areas
which are sufficiently free of environmental
constraints to be able to support urban growth without
major environmental impacts unless such areas are
designated as urban separator by interlocal agreement
between jurisdictions; f) defining urban separators as
permanent low density lands which protect resource -

lands and environmentally sensitive aréas and create

open space corridors within and between urban areas -

- providing  environmental, visual, recreational and

wildlife benefits; g) and requiring the identification of
regional open space lands and corridors which form
a functionally connected system with environmental,
ecological, recreational and aesthetic significance and
which is readily accessible to our urban populations.

The negative impacts of the No Action Alternative on
sensitive areas and resource lands would be greater
than the 14 Centers and Eight Centers Alternatives
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respectively, but less than the Magnet Alternative and
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative
respectively. The No Action Alternative does not
designate urban centers; therefore it has the potential
of greater negative impacts to sensitive areas and
resource lands because of this dispersed growth
pattern.

In addition, sensitive areas protection under all
alternatives could have the potential of some adverse
economic impacts on the private landowner versus the
public. There could be tradeoffs as sensitive areas are
further protected and consequently the cost of
development and housing become greater.

The No Action Alternative assumes implementation of
the No Rail Policy Option to the Regional Transit
System Plan. Impacts are described under No Rail
Policy Option.

Eight Centers Alternative

This alternative could result in fewer impacts on
sensitive areas and resource lands than the No Action
Alternative because it concentrates growth in urban
centers, urban/transit and urban/auto areas thereby
identifying the general locations for growth and
consuming less undeveloped land. All of the positive
impacts associated with the No Action Alternative
apply to the Eight Centers Alternative. However, in
the Eight Centers Alternative, urban centers,
urban/transit and urban/auto areas would receive the
majority of growth which could negatively impact
environmentally sensitive areas in these locations.

The Eight Centers Alternative assumes
implementation of the Rail/TSM policy option. New
rail alignments and access facilities may substantially
affect access, usability, and water quality of affected
ecosystems through direct intrusion, removal of

vegetation and habitat, increased runoff, erosion,

sedimentation, noise, dust, and pollutants. Some

. wildlife species sensitive to human activity- would die

. or move to more rernote habitats.' -

Major ecosystems potennally affected by construction
of rail lines include Swamp Creek, the Duwamish
River, the Puyallup River, the Cedar River, Hylebos

Creek, Mercer Slough, Kelsey Creek, and the

Sammamish River. In addition, the rail line could
require elimination of a number of large trees along
some freeway corridors, such as I-5, with some loss
of habitat for birds and small animals.

14 Centers Alternative

This alternative would result in the least amount of
negative impacts on the majority of sensitive areas
and resource lands countywide than any other
alternative because it further concentrates growth,
thereby identifying general locations for development
and consuming overall less undeveloped land. All of
the positive impacts associated with the No Action
Alternative apply to the 14 Centers Alternative.
However, the 14 Centers Alternative is similar to the
Eight Centers Alternative where urban centers,
urban/transit and urban/auto areas would receive the
majority of growth which could have negative impacts
on sensitive areas in these locations. Similar to the
Eight Centers Alternative, the 14 Centers Alternative
assumes implementation of the Rail/TSM alternative.
Impacts would be similar to those described under the
Eight Centers Alternative.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

Future growth would be least concentrated under the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative which
would impact sensitive areas and resource lands more
than any other alternative. The Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative would consume the most
undeveloped land through a dispersed growth pattern,
and would result in the greatest impacts on sensitive
areas and resource lands in urban, rural and resource
areas. The CPPs under this alternative there would be
fewer requirements for interjurisdictional coordination,
adding to potential adverse impact.

However, the King County Sensitive Areas Ordinance
(1990); SEPA; the King County Farmland
Preservation Program; the King County Open Space
program (1989); the King County Zoning Code
(Adopted June 1993); the Washington Forest Practice
Act; the King County Current Use Timber Tax

" Program (RCW 84.33); and the King County Current -

Use Open Space Tax Program. (RCW 84. 34) would

. alb still apply.

The Pre-Countywide ‘Planning Policies Alternative
assumes that implementation of the Regional Transit
System Plan is limited to TSM, and does not include
rail. The impacts of the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative regarding TSM are those
described under No Rail Policy Option.
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Magnet Alternative

Under the Magnet Alternative, future household
growth would be most concentrated in the urban auto,
urban/transit and urban centers respectively. Future
employment growth would be most concentrated in
activity centers, urban centers and office/business
parks respectively. Unlike the Eight Centers and 14
Centers Alternatives, the Magnet Alternative does not
designate the location of urban centers, but rather
establishes goals for allocation of urban growth as
measured by benchmarks and strategies. Impacts on
sensitive areas would be the greatest in the urban
areas under the Magnet Alternative. The Magnet
Alternative also allocates the greatest amount of
growth to rural and resource areas than the No
Action, Eight Centers, or 14 Centers Alternatives.
Consequently, similar to the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative, rural and resource areas would
have more growth impacts under this alternative.

However, unlike the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative, the Critical Areas policies of the
Magnet Alternative would positively impact sensitive
areas and resource lands. Through benchmarks and
strategies, they would establish a sustainable balanced
resource mix on a drainage basin basis, of those
critical areas needed for flood control, aquifer
recharge, water purification and fish and wildlife
habitat. The benchmarks and strategies’ policies
would also ensure that all needed critical areas are in
public ownership or are protected through regulatory
programs with on-or-off-site density transfers.

The UGA'’s policies of the Magnet Alternative would
also positively impact sensitive areas and resource
lands. A principal benchmark policy would be to
utilize opportunities for infill, renovation and
redevelopment within existing developed areas in

order to increase the Countywide average rate of |

development activity within these areas.

The_King County Sensitive Areas Ordinance (1990);

' SEPA; the King County Farmland Preservation
Program ; the King ‘Courity Open Space program
(1989); the King County Zoning Code (Adopted June
1993); the Washington Forest Practice Act; the King
County Current Use Timber Tax Program (RCW
84.33); and the King County Current Use Open Space
Tax Program (RCW 84.34) would all apply under this
alternative. )

The Magnet Alternative assumes the following
variations to the Regional Transit System Plan: a

commuter rail from Everett to Tacoma; phased HCT
rail; benchmarks incorporating King County Commute
Reduction Plan targets; improvements to existing
HOV system, public transit and regionally coordinated
pedestrian and bicycle routes. Impacts on sensitive
areas and resource lands under this policy option
would be similar to those under the Eight Centers and
14 Centers Alternatives.

Impacts of the Other Policy Options
Technical Review Areas

Some of the Technical Review Areas contain wildlife
habitat linkages and identified open space corridors
which have been recommended as urban with the
ultimate designation as Urban Separators under the
joint planning process, consistent with Countywide
policy LU-15. The urban separator designation would
have a positive impact on sensitive areas in those
Technical Review Areas providing environmental and
wildlife benefits. However, the proposed action for
the Technical Review Area does not include the urban
separator designation. For this reason the impact is
indeterminate.

No Rail Policy Option

The no rail policy option impacts on sensitive areas
and resource lands would result in construction of
park-and-ride lots, HOV lanes (for example, at the
Swamp Creek interchange), and associated facilities
that could permanently remove some habitat and
temporarily disturb adjacent habitat. Direct intrusion,
removal of vegetation and habitat, increased runoff,
erosion, sedimentation, noise, dust, and pollutants
could reduce the overall quality of the adjacent
ecosystems and environmentally sensitive areas.
This impact is similar to the impact of assuming rail
in the base alternatives.? o

Affordable'Hdusing Pdlig:ies ‘

- In general, the Affordable Hdusing pblicics.cduld '

have negative impacts on sensitive areas located in
urban areas. For example, policy AH-2 (B) (b) calls
for revising land use regulations as needed to remove
barriers for siting affordable housing. There could be
tradeoffs as the urban areas become more dense with
more affordable housing and associated services.
This will cause displacement and impacts to some
natural areas, vegetation and habitat in the urban
areas. However, the Eight Centers and 14 Centers
Alternatives which assume a greater concentration of
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development in urban areas, would reduce housing
development impacts on sensitive areas and resource
lands in rural or resource areas.

Economic Development Policies

The Eight Centers, 14 Centers, and Magnet
Alternatives include the FIS/ED Policy ED-4 which
calls for the GMPC to adopt economic development
policies to protect the natural environment as a key
economic value in this region. This policy could
have significant positive impacts on resource lands
and sensitive areas.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

In general, the Rural Character Task Force policies
would have positive impacts on sensitive areas and
resource lands in rural King County. A fundamental
component of the Task Force policies is to maintain
the traditional character of the rural areas with its mix
of forests, farms, natural environment, rural cities,
unincorporated rural centers, and variety of low-
density land uses. All of these components would
positively impact sensitive areas and resource lands in
rural areas, while probably placing greater stress on
sensitive lands in urban areas.

Rural Task Force policy RU-17 would provide
additional incentives for voluntary cooperative
management of open space lands including: technical
assistance to landowners of private woodlots or open
space in separate ownerships; technical assistance to
community groups interested in habitat restoration,
stewardship, and management plans; open space tax
incentive programs for voluntary protection;
implementation of "right to farm" and "right to
forestry" ordinances; and development of expedited
permit review processes or permit exemptions for
activities complying with cooperatively developed
stewardship, habitat restoration or ' resource
~ management plans that include "best management
practices”.  This policy would have. significant

- positive impacts on sensitive areas and resource lands

* in King County.

(RU-9) Rural development standards should be
designed to protect the natural environment. The
tools to achieve this include: seasonal and maximum
clearing limits; impervious surface limits; surface
water management standards that emphasize
preservation of natural drainage systems and water
quality and best management practices; and (RU-18)
King County shall work to achieve equitable tax

assessments for those Rural Areas lands, regardless of
size, impacted by the SAO, or dedicated to natural
resource protection/restoration or open space, or
included in the Public Benefit Rating System. Both
these policies are important to achieve greater
protection of sensitive and resource lands in rural
areas.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Under all alternatives, Federal and State laws
addressing sensitive areas and resource lands provide
some degree of mitigation for the adverse impacts of
future growth. (i.e. Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean
Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act,
and Hydraulic Project Approval). SEPA also requires
that potential adverse impacts to sensitive areas be
disclosed, but does not prohibit activities that have
unavoidable impacts.

The King County SAO provides regulations and
mitigation requirements for development in wetlands,
streams, flood hazard areas, steep slopes, erosion
hazard areas, landslide hazard areas, seismic hazard
areas, volcanic areas, and coal mine hazard areas.
Local Critical Area ordinances should also provide
some mitigation. King County clearing and grading
ordinance regulates clearing in sensitive areas as
defined by the SAO. In areas outside of the SAOQ,
clearing is limited only to situations where a forest
practice permit for conversion is required and the
parcel is in a critical drainage area or subject to
conditions in a community plan.

King County Wildlife Habitat Profile (1987) identifies
goals and principles for habitat management which
could also provide some mitigation to adverse impacts
of growth on sensitive areas containing significant
habitat values. They include: a) manage for diversity
of wildlife, particularly protection of valued species;
b) maintain connections between habitats; c) develop

_ habitat pairings (e.g. habitats near wetlands), and

edges or areas of transition between habitats; d) -

" maintain large habitats,-and a distribution of perhaps
- smaller. sites, and microhabitats . (surface water,

selective cutting of trees).

The King County Open Space Program (1988) would
also provide some degree of mitigation to sensitive
areas and resource lands. Upon completion, the
program would acquire 3,100 acres of open space and
parks and 70 miles of trails. In addition, 2,800 acres
of privately owned land is enrolled in current use tax
program for open space lands (RCW 84.34). King
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County also has extended its current use tax program
for timber (RCW 84.33) to include forest parcels
between 5 and 20 acres in size in the Rural Area
which encourages the retention of forest cover and
mitigates growth impacts to sensitive areas and
resource lands. King County has also applied its new
forest zone designation (1989) on approximately
1,000 square miles of forestland in Eastern King
County to encourage long-term retention of lands for
productive forestry.

King County has applied restrictive agricultural
zoning to 43,000 acres of remaining farmliand (1989).
This action, coupled with the $50 Million Farmland
Preservation Bond Program (1979) to purchase
development rights has provided some mitigation to
growth and development of these resource lands. The
Open Space Taxation Act (RCW 84.34) also extends
taxation benefits to more than 32,000 acres of
farmland, thereby mitigating the effects of growth in
these rural areas.

There have been attempts at wetland mitigation bank
programs (Mill Creek Special Area Management Plan,
City of Renton Wetland Mitigation Bank) which are
expected to provide some mitigation to growth
impacts on wetlands in these environmentally
sensitive areas.*

The newly adopted King County Zoning Code (1993)
also provides some additional mitigation to sensitive
areas through the provision of: residential density
bonuses (for dedication of trails, open space, etc.);
transfer of residential density credits (for sending sites
with groundwater recharge values, open space values,
wildlife habitat values, woodlands, community
separator values); and urban planned unit development
(UPD) bonuses (for provision of on-site recreation
areas).

In addition, the designation of any Technical Review
Areas as Urban Separators would also be an

-additional mitigation technique.-

Also, the concept of using a landscape/ecosystem ‘

approach to King County’s long-range natural
resource and environmental planning would be an
additional mitigation technique.

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS
Unavoidable impacts on sensitive areas and resource

lands include impacts from inappropriate development
activities or lack of "best management practices".

There will also continue to be development pressure
upon some environmentally sensitive areas and
resource lands from adjacent housing and other forms
of development.
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14.0 AIR QUALITY

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Policy Setting

Despite progress over the last decade in controlling
emissions from large industrial sources and

automobiles, ambient air pollution (pollution of
- outdoor air) continues to be a serious environmental

‘threat in the state and local region. In 1989, the
Washington State Environment 2010 project identified
ambient air pollution as the number one threat to the
environment (State of the Environment Report 1989).
The City of Seattle recently ranked transportation
sources of air pollution as the City’s top
environmental challenge in terms of both relative risk
and overall priority for action (City of Seattle 1991).

Criteria Pollutants

The federal Clean Air Act established national
ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for six criteria -
air pollutants:” carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (Oy),

.particulate -matter, nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur C
dioxide (SO,) and lead (Pb). o

vCa'\rbon monoxide (CO) is a deadly gas formed from

incomplete combustion of carbon-containing fuels.
Motor vehicles are the principal source of carbon
monoxide emissions within the metropolitan region.

Ozone (0,) forms in the lower atmosphere from the
reaction of hydrocarbons (HC) and oxides of nitrogen
(NO,) in the presence of sunlight. Hence its
precursors, HC and NO,, are the emitted pollutants of
concern. Various polluting hydrocarbon compounds
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are emitted or evaporate into the air in connection
with the use and combustion of fuels in motor
vehicles.

The particulate matter of concern consists of two
classes: total suspended particulates (TSP) and
inhalable TSP that is made up of particles 10 microns
or less in diameter (PM,). Particulate matter enters
the air from industrial operations, vehicular traffic,
and other fuel combustion sources, including wood
stoves. Most of the PM,, generated by motor
vehicles consists of resuspended road dust. In
addition to adverse health effects, suspended
particulates contribute to the soiling of buildings and
reduced visibility.

Nitrogen dioxide (NO,) forms as the result of high-
temperature fuel combustion and subsequent
atmospheric reactions. In addition to health effects,
it reacts with moisture to form acid mist or rain.

Sulfur dioxide (SO,), a colorless corrosive gas, is
produced by industrial processes and the combustion
of sulfur-containing fuels, including coal, oil, and
diesel fuel. In addition to health effects, SO,
damages the foliage of trees and agricultural crops
and contributes to the formation of acid rain.

Since the introduction of unleaded gasoline, lead is no
longer a tailpipe emission of significant concern.
Although not a criteria pollutant, or even generally
conceived as a pollutant, carbon dioxide (CO,), a
major by-product of burning fossil fuels, is a growing
concern because of its contribution to global warming.

Toxic Air Pollutants

Principal transportation-related toxic air pollutants, for
which data are extremely limited, include benzene,
formaldehyde, gasoline vapors, and diesel particulates.
Mobile source emissions are extremely complex.

Hundreds of compounds are associated with both the

gas phase and particulate components of emissions.

. The levels of potential health risk associated with

various toxic air pollutants are highly variable.

Toxic air pollutants have been associated with
increased cancer risk. Toxic air contaminants overlap
other categories of pollutants including total
suspended particulates, PM,, and hydrocarbons.

Ambient Air Quality Standards and Non-Attainment
Areas

Ambient air quality standards identify pollutant
concentrations that- are not to be exceeded over
specified periods. Primary standards protect public
health. Secondary standards protect the natural
environment. Under the federal Clean Air Act, areas
that violate primary standards are designated "non-
attainment areas” and State Implementation Plans
(SIPs) must be developed to bring these areas into
attainment. SIPs generally include transportation
control measures to reduce motor vehicle emissions.

Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990

The federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of
1990 reflect a national commitment to attain air
quality standards. As a result, attainment of ambient
air quality standards is now a critical objective in
making urban transportation investment decisions.
The 1990 CAAA requires establishing objectives for
emission reductions within non-attainment areas,
updating emissions inventories in revised SIPs,
forecasting vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and
developing contingency measures to put into effect if
air quality standards or VMT forecasts are exceeded.

The 1990 CAAA requires the Puget Sound Regional
Council (PSRC) to determine the effect on air quality
of any proposed transportation plan, program, or
project. More specifically, the PSRC is responsible
for ensuring that new transportation plans, programs,
and projects will not cause the following: cause or
contribute to violations of air quality standards,
increase the frequency or severity of existing air
quality problems, or delay attainment of air quality
standards.

The PSRC, as the Metropolitan Planning Organjzétibn

(MPO), also prepares the Transportation Improvement . - -
- Programs (TIPs) for the central Puget Sound region.

The TIP is a six year regional plan for transportation .

_projects, specifying project timing, costs, funding

sources. and priorities. ~ Eligibility of projects for
federal funding is dependent on inclusion in the TIP
and a finding (by the PSRC and the Federal Highway
Administration) that the TIP conforms with air quality
and congestion management objectives. In 1991, the
PSRC found that both the Vision 2020 plan and the
1992 TIP conform to the federal Clean Air Act and
the Washington SIP. This finding was approved by
the U.S. Department of Transportation.
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Federal and State Clean Air Acts and Washington
State Implementation Plan (SIP)

Under the federal Clean Air Act, states which violate
national ambient air quality standards must adopt a
SIP for attaining the standards and to submit this plan
to the EPA for approval. The Puget Sound region
must attain carbon monoxide (CO) standards by
December 31, 1995 it must have achieved ozone (O,
standards by November 15, 1993. Prior to any formal
redesignation of the local non-attainment areas as
attainment areas, the state must also adopt a 10-year
maintenance plan and submit it to the EPA for
approval. Failure to submit an acceptable SIP may
result in sanctions that include withholding federal
highway and mass transit funding.

The federal and state clean air acts require all
transportation plans, programs, and projects to
conform with the SIP. Preparation of the SIP is the
responsibility of the Washington State Department of
Ecology (DOE), in cooperation with the PSRC and
the Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency
(PSAPCA). The DOE also administers state
programs that are important to maintaining air quality
in the non-attainment area, including the oxygenated
fuel program, SIP conformity determinations, and
vehicle inspection and maintenance (I/M) program.
The I/M program in King County targets the urban
areas for bi-annual vehicle emissions.

Drafts of the SIPs for carbon monoxide and ozone
were published by DOE in November and December,
1992. The final SIPs will include new state
conformity regulations (Chapter 173-420 WACQC),
which were adopted in January 1993.  These
regulations established a process based on existing
requirements of the Clean Air Act, the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), the
GMA and the State and SEPA and NEPA. In this

process, conformity occurs primarily at the regional

level through the PSRC, acting as the MPO in

- cooperation with local units of government, the
PSAPCA, the DOE, the Washington State Department . -

~ of Transportation, the EPA, and the United States
Department of Transportation. A wide range of
transportation control measures (TCMs) may be

included in SIP supplements and subsequent

maintenance plans to further reduce motor vehicle
emissions.

Commute Trip Reduction Law

The 1991, Washington State legislature enacted a law
to improve air quality, reduce traffic congestion, and
decrease the consumption of petroleum fuels. The
law requires employer-based programs that encourage
alternatives to SOVs for commuting to the workplace.
The law applies to employers with 100 or more full
time employees in a single location who begin the
work day between 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. in counties
with populations of greater than 150,000. Although
no specific requirements are placed on transit
providers, improved transit service will help
employers meet the mandates under the law. These
mandates include a reduction in single occupant
commute trips of 15 percent in 1993, 25 percent by
1997, and 35 percent by 1999.

Historical and Existing Air Quality Conditions

The Puget Sound region currently meets federal
standards for lead, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen oxides,
but portions of the region exceed standards for carbon
monoxide, particulate matter, and ozone. Motor
vehicle tailpipe emissions are primary sources of
carbon monoxide and ozone. Tailpipe emissions and
resuspended road dust contribute to suspended
particulates.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Within the Puget Sound region, motor vehicles
contribute roughly 70 percent to 75 percent of carbon
monoxide emissions. Carbon monoxide’s impact is
usually very localized. Highest concentrations often
occur near congested roadways and intersections.
Violations of carbon monoxide standards within the
region have decreased since the early 1970s, due to
replacement of older "dirtier" vehicles with newer
cars that comply with more stringent emission

~ standards. A multi-year summary of CO levels is -

shown in Appendix K-1. The state’s /M program
has also contributed-to lower CO emissions.

In 1987 and 1988, downtown Bellevue, Everett,
Seattle, and Tacoma, and the University District were
non-attainment areas for CO. Seattle met the CO
standard in 1989. In 1990, Bellevue, Tacoma, and the -
University District also met the CO standard. In
1991, CO concentrations exceeded the 8-hour
standard in Tacoma and Everett, and came close to
exceeding it in the University District, Northgate, and
downtown Seattle. In 1992, in response to the 1990
CAAA requirements, Ecology consolidated these
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localized CO non-attainment areas into a single
regional non-attainment area that extends along the I-
5 corridor from Marysville to south Pierce County.
Ozone (O5)

Ozone results from sunlight-driven chemical reactions
in the air between nitrogen oxides and hydrocarbons.
The highest levels of ozone tend to occur on hot
afternoons when urban area emissions trapped beneath
temperature  inversions are exposed to high
temperatures. Because northerly winds often develop
during these days, the highest ozone levels tend to
occur south to southeast of the major urban areas
where precursor emissions occur. Hence high ozone
levels tend to be more of a regional than a localized
concern.

EPA designated the Puget Sound region as "in
attainment” of the O, standard in January 1987, based
on measured concentrations over a three-year

averaging period. This designation continued until.

1990, when the standard was exceeded at three
monitoring sites. In 1992, the EPA designated the
three-county region as a "marginal" non-attainment
area for ozone. The vehicle emission testing program
is being expanded throughout the Puget Sound area to
help bring the region back into compliance.

Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) and PM,,

Industrial areas in Seattle and Tacoma have
consistently violated the State and regional standard
for TSP. Motor vehicles contribute roughly 80
percent of TSP emissions. Within King County, PM,,
constitutes about 40 percent of total on-road
suspended particulates. At least 50 percent of on-road
PM,, consists of resuspended road dust, with the
remainder deriving from vehicle exhaust and dust
from vehicle brake and tire wear. Three Puget Sound
PM,, non-attainment areas (Seattle, Kent, and
Tacoma) have been designated, although' recent
monitoring indicates compliance with standards. PM,,

concentrations have been monitored in the region -

since 1983. - The region has- generally been in
compliance with-the annual PM,, standard and has
only had isolated instances where the one day value
was exceeded. Within the last several years, two
locations within the port area of Tacoma have
marginally exceeded the 24 hour average PM,,
standard. Between 1987 and 1989, neither Seattle nor
Tacoma attained State and regional TSP standards,
but both attained federal, State and regional PM,,
standards. More recent data indicate a similar pattern.

Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)

Washington State and Puget Sound annual and 24-
hour average standards for SO, are more rigorous
than federal standards. Historical data (1987 through
1990) show no violations of the three annual
standards, but indicate violations of State and regional
one-hour and five-minute standards in 1987.

Long Term Trends

The dramatic improvements in air quality that
occurred in the 1980s were attributable to several
factors:

Strong public environmental awareness and
consensus for regulatory and political change
during the 1960s and 1970s.

The availability of effective, relatively
inexpensive technological improvements for
automobile emission control systems.

The introduction of light-weight durable
materials to replace steel, which allowed cars
to become lighter and more fuel-efficient.

The increased cost and limited supply of
gasoline due to the Middle East oil embargo
of the 1970s.

Economic prosperity during the 1980s, which
helped replace many old cars without
emission control systems.

The following trends work against improvements in
the levels of motor vehicle emissions in the Puget
Sound region:

Economic recession during the 1990s slowed -

the market from exchanging their older, less - .

efficient vehicles for the new, more efficient
ones.. '

VMT is projected to increase by 78 percent
by 2020. ‘

The arterial transportation system is mature,
with no planned significant increase in
roadway capacity.

Increased congestion, travel delay, and
slower travel speeds are expected.
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In the absence of significant policy changes,
average vehicle emission rates are expected
to stabilize around 2005.

On the other hand, many factors point to the
possibility of future legislation which could lead to
increased use of low or zero emissions motor
vehicles, which would considerably reduce aggregate
motor vehicle emissions.

Global Warming

The burning of fossil fuel in motor vehicles
contributes to the production of carbon dioxide which
contributes to potential global warming. Although
increased transit use may modestly reduce motor
vehicle use, the heavy use of automobiles for personal
transportation needs is expected to continue. Hence,
significant reductions of motor vehicle carbon dioxide
emissions will depend on significant introduction and
use of motor vehicle technologies which substantially
reduce carbon dioxide emissions.

Transportation and Air Quality

Motor vehicles currently generate roughly 80 percent
of all particulate emissions within the region, 70
percent to 75 percent of carbon monoxide emissions,
60 percent of nitrogen oxide emissions, and 25
percent of hydrocarbon emissions, although these
proportions have changed. Motor vehicle emissions
continue to be of concern, since levels of carbon
monoxide, ozone, and fine particulate matter have
approached or exceeded National Ambient Air Quality
Standards in recent years and the growth of regional
vehicle miles of travel could worsen regional motor
vehicle emissions.

Mode Choice

With current motor vehicle emission characteristics,

- individual mode choices (walking, bicycling, driving.
. in an SOV, or riding in.a carpool or on a bus).
" -substantially affect individual contributions . to .

~ aggregate motor vehicle  emissions. = Walking,

bicycling, or use of HOVs reduce vehicle miles of

travel and emissions per passenger mile of vehicular
travel.

Vehicle Occupancies
Vehicle occupancy rates have a major impact on per-

passenger-mile pollutant emissions and energy
efficiencies of different transportation modes. Thus,

. monoxide "hotspots."

it is important to consider the characteristic passenger
loads associated with different modes.

Average transit vehicle passenger loads are generally
considerably less than their capacities, due to their
moderate to low ridership during nonpeak service
hours and "deadhead" miles (non-revenue miles
traveled without passengers between routes and
operating bases). The basic pattern of many transit
routes, where passengers are picked up at stops
toward one end of the route and disembark at a series
of stops toward the other end of the route, also
contributes to reduced overall passengers loads.

Average bus passenger loads were estimated using
Metro fleet data. The average passenger load per
mile for Metro’s 1990 fleet (total annual passenger
miles divided by total annual vehicle miles, including
deadhead miles) was 11.2 people (14.1 for the electric
trolley fleet and 11.0 for the diesel bus fleet).
Metro’s deadhead miles constitute about 25 percent of
its total transit vehicle miles and are equivalent to
about 33 percent of revenue miles. '

Vehicle Operating Characteristics

Temperature, altitude, vehicle load, and speed also
affect exhaust emissions. Exhaust emissions per mile
are worst when vehicles are idling, generally diminish
up to speeds of about 45 to 50 mph, and then
generally increase at higher speeds. An illustration of
the relationship between vehicle speeds and emissions
per mile of principal exhaust pollutants can be found
in Appendix K-3.

Average vehicle operating speeds can play a
significant role in altering the rates of traffic-
generated exhaust emissions. Traffic congestion,
leading to delays and reduced speeds, can
significantly elevate exhaust emission rates per
vehicle mile and contribute to localized carbon

" Before their . engines reach normal operating

temperatures, motor vehicles produce up to 30 times
their normal emissions per mile. These emissions are
know as ‘"cold-start" emissions. Unlinked short
vehicle trips contribute disproportionately to increased
motor vehicle emissions.
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Introduction

Air pollution emissions arise from point and area
sources. Point sources are easily identified, such as
smokestacks. Compared to point sources, area
sources are smaller and are therefore more difficult to
identify. In addition, area sources can be stationary
or mobile. Stationary area sources include activities
such as wood burning stoves, dry cleaners, barbecues,
and auto paint shops. .

Of the area sources, mobile sources tend to be the air
pollution sources familiar to most people. Mobile
sources can be divided between on and off-road
sources. On-road sources include all automobile and
trucking activity. Off-road sources include rail,
shipping, and other forms of internal combustion
engines such as lawn mowers.

This analysis distinguishes between mobile and non-
mobile emissions (for brevity, non-mobile sources are
referred to as fixed sources). Mobile emissions
address on-road sources. Fixed non-mobile emissions
sources includes both point sources and stationary
area sources.

The following analysis is based on current
transportation literature and research. Sources include
discussions with the Puget Sound Air Pollution
Control Agency and the following documents: Air
Quality and Travel Behavior: Untying the Knot,
Transportation and Air Quality, the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement Regional Transit
System Plan, Regional Transit Plan: Let's Keep
Moving, and Perspectives on the Relative Effects of
* Transportation Control Measures. No air quality
models were used for this analysis.

Air pollution from mobile and point sources
negatively impacts our quality of life. In the Puget

Sound region, mobile sources comprise 59 percent of -

- the NOx and 75.percent of the CO emissions. Point
" sources are 6 percent of the total NOx and CO
emissions. : :

Impacts of the Alternatives
Because of different land use patterns, each of the

five alternatives has different impacts on air quality.
Four main potential impacts for point sources exist.

1) In the beginning stages of development,
dispersed land use patterns may increase the
opportunity for point source emitters (such
as a lumber mill) to locate away from
conflicting land uses (such as residences).

2) However, in the later stages of development,
dispersed land use patterns may result in
conflicting land uses developing adjacent to
each other.

3) In other aspects of planning, mixed land use
activities have many advantages, however, in
regards to air quality issues, mixed use
activities may place residences or other
incompatible uses close to fixed pollution
emitters.

4) Because UGAs act to channel new growth
within areas which are already urbanized,
new and conflicting land uses may be forced
closer together within these boundaries.

The impacts of mobile air pollution sources differ
from the impacts of point air pollution sources.
Mobile source emissions such as exhaust emissions
are influenced by vehicle temperature, speed, and
acceleration. Emissions vary depending on whether
the vehicle has just started (cold start), idling, or
traveling at a relatively constant or widely varying
speed.

A wide variety of research on the aspects and
relationships of transportation and air quality has been
carried out. The following discussion is based on that
research, with particular reference to work completed
by Sierra Research, Deakin, Harvey, Skabardonis and
the University of California Berkeley, and Chang-Hee
Christine Bae at the University of  Southem
California.

Vehicle emissions control can be divided  into, two

categories: exhaust emissions control equipment and

- reducing - Vehicle Miles Traveled/Vehicle Hours
Traveled (VMTNHT) As pointed out by Chang

Bae, the first category relies on technological
advances and regulation enforcement. The second
category relies on regional and local planning
intervention. Also, though not directly stated by Bae,
the VMT/VHT reductions rely on changes in travel
behavior and travel patterns.

This analysis of mobile source emissions focuses on
the effectiveness of VMT/VHT reduction. The 1990
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Clean Air Act Amendments and the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act address the
need to reduce VMT/VHT and to manage congestion
to minimize air quality impacts. The planning
intervention tools used are frequently referred to as
TCM, a variation of Transportation Demand
Management. It is widely held that the most effective
TCMs are those that reduce vehicle trips. This is
because motor vehicles produce up to 30 times their
normal emissions per mile before their engines reach
.normal operating temperature (cold starts). A large
percentage of total emissions are attributable to these
cold starts.

Overall, the most effective TCM is reducing vehicle
trips which in turn reduces the number of vehicle
miles traveled and the number of vehicle hours
traveled. Consequently, this analysis of mobile source
emissions focuses on reduction in vehicle trips.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alterative essentially calls for a
continuation of existing development trends, with
local jurisdictions developing their own detailed
planning policies. Because of this, the development
patterns that have been occurring for the past 10 years
are likely to continue under the No Action
Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, overall
air pollution impacts generated by fixed sources
remain unclear because the No Action Alternative
reduces the potential for conflicting sources to be
located close together, but it also increases the
potential for residential development to encroach into
fixed source impact areas.

For fixed emission sources, the following CPPs have
been identified as having an impact: FW-3, CA-13,
FW-12, FW-13, LU-40, LU-46, LU-49, and FW-27.
These policies either deal with the issues of growth in

urban centers and mixed use development, or they _'

specifically address environmmental protection or other

aspects of air quality (e.g. SEPA review). Overall, -
* the results of these policies on point or stationary

sources of air pollution are unclear because the
precise location and the emissions characteristics from
fixed sources cannot be identified at this level of
analysis. In addition, analysis of these policies
indicates that while they mitigate air pollution impacts
individually, as a set, many of these policies work at
cross purposes to each other. Consequently, impacts
should be analyzed on a case by case basis. This
conclusion is applicable to the No Action and both
the Eight and 14 Centers Alternatives.

For mobile emission sources, the following CPPs
have been identified as having a positive impact on
air quality: LU-42 through 45, LU-60, T-1, T-5, T-8,
and T-9 through T-14. Overall, the dispersed land use
pattern of the No Action Alternative is more likely to
increase vehicle trips and negatively impact air quality
than a more dense land use pattern. However,
because the above policies focus on consolidating
land use activities (which can reduce dispersed
development) and encourage multi-occupant travel,
(which would reduce vehicle trips and related air
pollution emissions), they could result in a decrease
rather than an increase in impacts caused by mobile

source emissions.

Eight Centers Alternative

The Eight Centers Alternative outlines the
development of eight urban centers and incorporates
the Regional Transit System Plan. Overall, the Eight
Centers Alternative results in lower emissions from
mobile sources. However, the increased land use
density may cause fixed sources (such as lumber
mills) to locate close to conflicting 1and uses (such as
residences).

For fixed sources, the CPPs have similar impacts as
those discussed under the No Action Alternative. For
mobile emission sources, the following CPPs have
been identified as having an impact on air quality:
LU-42 through LU-45, LU-55, LU-60, T-1, T-5, T-8,
and T-9 through T-14. Of these policies only policy
LU-55 counteracts the trip-reducing effects of the
Eight Centers Alternative. Policy LU-55 limits
density by requiring the designation of maximum
densities for all activity areas. While activity areas are
intended to be moderate density employment sites,
placing a limit on densities inhibits the development
of transit supportive environments and encourages the

addition roadways.

Rail is expected to possibly slow the rate at which
congestion increases and provide additional person-
carrying capacity. By itself, rail may not permanently
reduce automobile and freight delays because
population and employment growth will result in
consumption of road capacity.

But, the Regional Transit System Plan recommended
under the Eight Centers Alternative could offer an
effective and competitive alternative to the single
occupant vehicle (SOV) which should result in a
decrease in total mobile source emissions. For
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example, the Regional Transit System Plan
Environmental Impact Statement identifies the
Regional Transit System Plan as reducing private auto
emissions from 1.5 to 4.0 percent, depending upon the
Regional = Transit System Plan alternative
implemented. In general, the Eight Centers Alternative
consistently provides mechanisms to reduce vehicle
trips and to encourage high occupancy vehicle use.

14 Centers Alternative

The 14 Centers Alternative outlines the development
of 14 urban centers and incorporates the Regional
Transit System Plan. Analogous to the Eight Centers
Alternative, the 14 Centers Alternative encourages
more dense development, which increases the chance
that conflicting land uses will be located close
together. For fixed sources, the CPPs have similar
impacts as those discussed under the No Action
Alternative.

In regards to mobile sources, the 14 Centers
Alternative with its higher land use density and
implementation of the Regional Transit System Plan,
is the best alternative for reducing single occupant
vehicle use, increasing transit use, and supporting
pedestrian activity. In addition, the Regional Transit
System Plan is expected to reduce total mobile source
emissions. For example, the Regional Transit System
Plan Environmental Impact Statement identifies the
Regional Transit System Plan as reducing private auto
emissions from 1.5 to 4.0 percent. Overall, the 14
Centers Alternative consistently provides mechanisms
to reduce vehicle trips and to encourage high
occupancy vehicle use.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative
The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

represents the alternative with the greatest negative
impact. The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies

- Alternative calls for using the policies in place since .
. the 1985 Comprehensive Plan adoption. Consequently, .
* the -Pre-Countywide. Planning- Policies Alternative .

would continue the current development pattern
without the mitigating effect of the currently adopted
CPPs.

The dispersed growth of the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative is likely to result in increased
vehicle trips, incréased vehicle miles traveled, and
increased emissions.  Also under this alternative,
residences may encroach into the fixed source impact
area.

Three King County Comprehensive Plan policies
impact air quality under the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative: C-102, C-211, F-201. Policy C-
102 is a land use policy which encourages urban
activity centers to have a mixture of uses, including
commercial, manufacturing, retail, and residential.
From an air quality perspective, the policy could
result in emissions from commercial or manufacturing
activities impacting the population in residential or
retail activity centers. Some commercial and
industrial uses do not have polluting emissions (or
offensive odors) and could successfully be located
near residential and retail areas. However, each
commercial or industrial use would have to be
considered on a case by case basis.

Policy C-211 states that urban activity centers should
be "...located approximately three to six miles apart,
allowing for short work and shopping trips...". This
requirement has a negative impact on air quality.
Vehicles emit up to 30 times their normal emissions
before their engines reach normal operating
temperatures, so encouraging short vehicle trips has a
significant negative impact on air quality. Further,
vehicle speeds play a role in emissions and optimum
speeds are not reached until approximately 45 miles
per hour. Short trips of three to six miles may not
occur at this optimum travel speed or would only
occur with significant acceleration, which also results
in a high emissions rate.

Policy F-201 is a general statement and does not
significantly impact air quality. The policy
encourages transportation facilities to minimize air
pollution, but because this policy doesn’t specify or
require that this goal be achieved, the impacts can not
be analyzed.

The Magnet Alternative

The Magnet Alternative uses "Least Cost Planning"

.. (LPC) where a Countywide Progress Board monitors

local jurisdictions’ progress in achieving benchmarks - -

‘and goals. LPC is described as "..a process that
- defines a series of quantifiable and measurable goals

that create an overall target quality of life, measured
by benchmarking." LPC focuses on avoiding new
infrastructure by using existing facilities to their
maximum capacity and on reducing demand for the
facilities by managing demand.

Monitoring and benchmarks are an effective method
to guide planning and implementation. The policies
under the Magnet Alternative identify both the goals
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and the mechanisms for achieving those goals. The
mechanisms are sometimes at odds, such as
Transportation Policy 7, which calls for both reducing
pm. peak hour single occupancy vehicle travel
through demand management and adding new
roadway capacity. A general increase in roadway
capacity, while implementing demand management

mechanisms, defeats the impacts of the demand

management.

Under the Magnet Alternative, the future development
patterns and transportation systems are not clearly
defined. The policies indicate a preference for high
occupancy vehicle travel and increased density in
developed areas, but the overall allocation of growth
favors dispersed land use. In general, dispersed land
use favors single occupancy vehicle use over transit.
The land use distribution and the transportation goals
appear to be mutually exclusive due to these policy
conflicts.

Impacts of the Policy Options

Because the impacts of the policy options for the
Eight Centers, 14 Centers, and the Magnet Alternative
are similar, the following analysis applies to all three
alternatives.

Technical Review Areas

The Technical Review Areas are five areas considered
for land use re-designation. Four of the Technical
Review Areas are within City of Renton’s UGA and
one is within City of Issaquah’s. The impacts are the
same for each review area, though to varying degrees
depending on the percentage of re-designated rural
and urban land. Areas that are designated urban will
be more dense and have a more pedestrian and transit
supportive environment, while areas designated as
rural or urban separators will be less dense and tend
to discourage transit and pedestrian activity.

No Rail Option

" The No Rail Option is the Traﬁspbrtaﬁon System - .

Management (TSM) option of the Regional Transit
System Plan alternatives. The increased transit
activity of the TSM option will put pressure on
roadways, but this pressure can be mitigated through
projects such as HOV or transit lanes.

The No Rail Option is expected to reduce total mobile
source emissions by approximately 1.5 percent. This
reduction is expected to occur by drawing transit

riders out of private automobiles. The reduction in
emissions from private autos is expected to more than
offset the increase in transit generated air pollution,
resulting in the 1.5 percent emissions reduction.

Affordable Housing Policies

The Affordable Housing Policies recommended as
part of the Affordable Housing Task force have no
additional positive or negative impacts on air quality.

Economic Development Policies

The two policy variations developed by the Suburban
Cities Committee and the City of Seattle positively
affect air quality by mitigating vehicle trips.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

Both the Suburban Cities Association and the Rural
Character Task Force submitted revisions to some of
the Rural Character Policies. Between the two
groups, the following revised policies affect air
quality: RU-3 and RU-6.

Both RU-3 and RU-6 have negative impacts on air
quality because they both associate lower densities
and larger lots as mechanisms to preserve rural
character. Lower densities and larger lots encourage
single occupancy vehicle travel, generate more vehicle
trips per residence and longer vehicle trips, and
discourage walking and transit use.

Lower land use densities increase the demand for
vehicle trips, require a large proportion of
infrastructure to unit of developed land, and decrease
transit trips. The low densities also result in long
distances between activity centers, which reduces
pedestrian and transit use.? Freight travel is also
reduced as densities increase, because a large delivery
market can be served in fewer trips. ' :

~ The remainder of the Rural Character policies are
designed to protect rural character, regulate lot size, .
- development standards,  service standards and land

use. The policies list the land uses that are
appropriate for promoting rural character: natural
resource-based industry, including forestry, fisheries
and agriculture; local provision of goods and services;
low density residential; and, recreation and open
space. The rural character policies seek to maintain
and enhance the existing rural land uses within the
County. Therefore, the rural character policies should
not result in adverse impacts to air quality.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

Under the No Action Alternative, mitigating the air
quality impacts has two components. First, increasing
land use densities to reduce travel demand and vehicle
trips. Second, coordination of land uses so that fixed
emission sources do not locate close to incompatible
land uses. Zoning is one regulatory means which
could be used to minimize land use conflicts. Also,
fixed emissions impacts should be analyzed on a case
by case basis.

The Eight Centers Alternative has the second highest
land use density and the Regional Transit System
Plan, which renders it the second best alternative
choice in terms of air quality impacts. Mitigation of
negative impacts would be the same as for the No
Action Alternative.

The 14 Centers Alternative has the highest land use
density and the Regional Transit System Plan, which
renders it the best alternative choice in terms of air
quality impacts. Mitigation of negative impacts
would be the same as for the No Action Alternative.

The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative
does not include the CPPs and it results in low
density of land use. Consequently, this alternative is
expected to have the highest negative impacts in
terms of mobile source air pollution emissions.

The dispersed growth of the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative may also result in residences
encroaching into the impact area of point or stationary
emission sources. Including the CPPs and increasing
land use densities would help to mitigate the mobile
source impacts of this alternative. To mitigate the
impacts of point and stationary sources on adjacent
and nearby land uses, a policy requiring case by case
analysis should be also included under the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative.

. The Magnet Alternative has con.ﬂic;ing land use and
transportation goals. The transportation policies

support various forms of high capacity transit, but.

without the supporting land use density the transit
service will not be effective. Mitigation of the mobile
source impacts of the Magnet Alternative includes
three components.  First, increased coordination
between transportation and land use.  Second,
establishing increased land use densities. Third,
analyzing on a case by case basis fixed source
impacts to determine the impacts of emissions on
nearby and adjacent land uses.

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

In general, adverse air quality impacts will occur
where growth occurs. The No Action, Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies, and the Magnet
Alternatives result in lower land use densities,
increased single occupancy vehicle trips, and greater
air pollution impacts from mobile sources than both
of the Centers Alternatives. However, both the Eight
and 14 Centers Alternatives (because they result in
higher density) have a higher potential for creating
negative air quality impacts for adjacent land uses
than the No Action, Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
and the Magnet Alternatives.
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ENDNOTES
1. USDOT/FTA Data Tables for the 1990 Section 15 Report Year, December, 1992.
2. Institute of Traffic Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 1991.

Washington State Transportation Commission Innovations Unit, Land Use Transportation
Linkages, April 1992, p. 12.
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15.0 WATER QUALITY

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

King County drainage basins include the Cedar River,
Green River, White River, Snoqualmie River and
Puget Sound. These river basins also drain into
portions of Snohomish and Pierce Counties. The
County also has significant ground water resources.
Water quality within the basins and the extent of
ground water recharge areas are of special concern to
King County.

Washington State classifies water bodies according to
required standards, including fecal coliform bacteria,
dissolved oxygen, temperature, and pH. New
discharges are not allowed to degrade water quality
below the standards. Toxic, radioactive, or other
deleterious materials may not cause acute or chronic
conditions adversely affecting aquatic life or public
health.

Class AA, Class A, and Lake Class water bodies are. -

* expected to be suitable for all uses, including drinking

- water. Class B .water bodies are’ unsuitable for

drinking water supply and swimming. Class C water
bodies are unsuitable for drinking water supply,
swimming, and fish or shellfish rearing, spawning, or
harvesting.

The Snohomish River Basin covers 1,978 square
miles in Snohomish and King Counties. Major
tributaries include the Skykomish and Snoqualmie
Rivers in King County. The Snohomish River system
is designated Class A and generally meets this

standard. However, there is contamination from
industrial uses in the Snohomish River near Everett.

The Cedar River Basin covers 600 square miles in
King County. The Lake Washington Ship Canal,
Lake Union, Lake Washington, and Lake Sammamish
are designated Lake Class and generally meet this
standard. The Cedar River is designated Class A and
meets those criteria. The Sammamish River is
designated Class AA, but sometimes exceeds each of
the criteria. Metal concentrations in the basin are
generally less than EPA criteria for harm to aquatic
life. Most tributaries of the system are designated
Class AA, but their actual water quality ranges from
fair to good, with most of them sometimes exceeding
fecal coliform, temperature, and dissolved oxygen
criteria, and some have problems with copper, zinc,
and iron contamination.

" The Green River Basin covers 470 square miles in "

King County. The Duwamish River is designated

. Class B, but fecal coliform counts sometimes exceed
" this criterion. The river has a history of high metal

and organic compound concentrations from industrial -
uses, often exceeding levels harmful to aquatic life.
Sediments in the lower Duwamish are contaminated
with metals and organic chemicals. The Green River
is designated Class A, but sometimes exceeds the
fecal coliform, dissolved oxygen, and temperature
standards. The water quality has been improving
since sewage treatment plant effluent was stopped
from being discharged into the river.
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The White River Basin drains 1,464 square miles of
Pierce and King Counties. The White River is
designated Class A. Fecal coliform levels sometimes
exceed the standards. Turbidity standards are also
exceeded in the summer, due to glacial runoff.

Many smaller streams, including Hylebos, Des
Moines, Miller and Salmon flow directly into Puget
Sound and a pond of the Puget Sound drainages.
Data on stream water quality is incomplete in many
cases. Some streams are relatively uncontaminated.
Others have problems with fecal coliform bacteria,
nutrients, heavy metals, and organic chemicals.
Because of their size, these streams are particularly
susceptible to contamination.

Groundwater Resources

Groundwater is found at relatively shallow depths in
the project area, typically 25 to 50 feet below ground
level. Principal aquifers consist of glacial drift or
alluvium, with depths to water of 25 to 50 feet in the
glacial drift and less than 25 feet in alluvial aquifers.
Alluvial aquifers are found along the principal rivers
in the region.

In most areas, groundwater quality meets drinking
water standards. The most common water quality
problems are high iron and manganese concentrations.
Groundwater in some areas, such as Superfund sites,
has been contaminated with heavy metals,
hydrocarbons, solvents or other toxic pollutants.

The City of Renton’s sole source aquifer consists of
coarse-grained alluvial and deltaic deposits near the
mouth of the Cedar River. The aquifer protection
area extends generally south and east from the city’s
well field near the center of Renton. The City of
Issaquah’s drinking water aquifer has several recharge
areas, including an area directly beneath downtown
Issaquah.

Existing County programs l-)eibn'g implemented-for'

improvement of water quality by King County
Surface Water Management Division include: Basin
Planning; Water Quality Nonpoint Action Planning;
Lakes Management Program; Surface Water Design
Manual Development/Revisions; NPDES Management
Program,; Illicit Connection Program; Water Quality
Ordinance (K.C.C. 8.12); Draft BMP Manual; Local
Hazardous Waste Management Program; River
Planning; and Watershed Support.

There are other water quality programs in King
County, such as: King County Solid Waste Division’s
compliance monitoring program; and King County
Roads Division’s water quality monitoring program
completed as part of their construction projects. King
County/Seattle Department of Public Health monitors
water quality in ground water and surface water
drinking water supplies in accordance with Federal
Safe Drinking Water Act.

METRO is the areawide water quality authority under
Section 208 of the Clean Water Act, and they do
long-range water quality planning and ambient water
quality monitoring of lakes, streams, and marine
environments.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Introduction

All the alternatives are forecasting the same amount
growth in households and jobs in King County. The
amount of growth forecast will result in adverse
impacts to water quality. An assessment related to
the overall impact of accommodating 215,000
households and 340,000 jobs in King County can only
be made after more detailed analyses of groundwater,
surface water and comprehensive sewer plans are
conducted on a regional basis. Existing wastewater
and drainage systems are degrading water quality
thresholds and extensive capital improvements will
need to be made in some areas to accommodate
growth and improve water quality. However, in
general, it can be noted that the distribution of the
growth can affect the amount of pollutants released
into surface and ground waters, by reducing the
amount of undeveloped land converted to impervious
surface. The extent to which these alternatives can
direct growth to reduce impacts is the focus of this .
comparative analysis.

Impacts of the Alternatives

Land use development generally leads to increases in
the amount of impervious surfaces, decreases in
vegetative cover, and greater soil erosion or
compaction. These conditions retard infiltration of
rainwater and cause increased runoff. Sedimentation
of streams occurs as soil erosion increases. Increases
in nutrients such as nitrates and phosphates from
organic matter and fertilizers leads to algae growth
and depletion of oxygen in surface waters. Increased
contamination from oil, grease and other pollutants
can add heavy metals (such as lead and zinc) which
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are fatal to aquatic biota, further degrading water
quality. Stream water temperature is also affected by
development as a result of removal of vegetation
(shade) and increased runoff, which is usually a
warmer temperature than receiving waters. Impacts on
groundwater quality could result if the pollutants as
described above migrate to the water table. The
degree to which these pollutants affect regional and
local water resources depends on management control,
conveyance and treatment systems.

Analysis of the impacts of the alternatives on surface
and groundwater quality was conducted with respect
to the allocation of growth and the policy sets
associated with each of the alternatives. For purposes
of this impact analysis it is assumed that water quality
is least negatively affected when growth occurs in
urban areas, specifically in those areas served by
Metro. While runoff increases in volume and speed
in urban areas, it is generally confined in areas where
developed stormwater conveyance systems are already
in place or where densities provide the opportunity to
construct stormwater control systems economically.
It is further assumed that on-going programs to
reduce combined sewer overflows (CSO’s) and to
treat stormwater (whether by natural or mechanical
processes) prior to release into water bodies will be
continued in order to improve water quality in urban
embayments. Water quality is most adversely
affected when growth occurs in presently undeveloped
areas or lower densities where natural systems must
accommodate stormwater runoff, or in urban areas
where existing sewer systems are at or over capacity.

The following CPPs were assessed as to their impact
on water quality for the No Action, Eight Centers and
14 Centers Alternatives: FW-4, FW 25-27, CA-4,
CA-6, CA-7, CA-8, CC-8, CO-4, CO-6, CO-10, CO-
12, and CO-14-16. The Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies and Magnet Alternatives have different policy
sets which are described in their respective sections.

. No Action Alternative’

" Under this hltemativé, fhe majority‘ of growth would

occur in existing urban areas adjacent to urban
centers. Considerable growth will also occur in and
around rural cities. Expansion and infill development
would disturb water quality on a local level.

All the policies reviewed would have a positive
impact on water quality by specifically requiring
water quality improvement or protection. The
possible exceptions include Policies FW-4, CC-8,

CO-4, CO-12, CO-15, CO-16. A brief discussion of
the impacts of each of these policies is provided
below:

Policy FW-4 suggests that use of water
resources should be managed for multiple
beneficial uses.  This could result in
degradation of water quality since surface
water resources could be used for activities
such as agriculture or hydropower, that have
the potential of resuiting in increased water
temperature and pollutants.

Policy CC-8 encourages jurisdictions to
"provide for physical access, where
appropriate” to water resources. Increased
human access to water bodies usually results
in negative impacts to water quality.

Policy CO-4, which requires future action by
the GMPC, would not get implemented. (As
a condition of the No Action Alternative,
future action by the GMPC as identified in
any policy, would not get implemented.)
This would have a negative effect on water
quality as water management programs and
projects necessary to protect water quality on
a regional scale would not likely get
implemented.

Policies CO-12, CO-15, CO-16 limit the
extension of urban sewer systems and
require that community or rural systems be
professionally managed. While these
policies are designed to protect water quality,
they could inadvertently induce growth of
smaller community (less than 9 hookups) or
individual septic systems, which could
increase pollutants into both surface and
groundwater resources.

. Eight Centers Alternative

. This alternative could result in fewer impacts to water
- quality than in the No Action Alternative, since 90%

of new development is expected in urbanized areas
where runoff conveyance and treatment facilities are
already in place. Increased development in areas
where water quality standards are not being met (such
as the South Lake Union area) and in areas where
existing sewer capacity is inadequate (such as the
SeaTac area) could detrimentally affect water quality.
However, overall there would be less new impervious
surfaces developed under this alternative than with the
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No Action, Pre-Countywide Planning Policies and
Magnet Alternatives, but more impervious surfaces
developed than under the 14 Centers Alternative.

The Countywide Policies as discussed in the No
Action Alternative apply equally to this alternative,
with the exception of Policy CO-4. Under the Eight
Centers Alternative, Policy CO-4 would have positive
affects, since the GMPC would be required to
implement regional water quality programs and ensure
implementation of projects as part of its the future
activity.

The land use implications of the Regional Transit
System Plan would enhance the urban center/urban
transit focus of the Eight Centers Alternative. The
FEIS for the System Plan indicates that the impacts of
the Rail/TSM alternative, from an operational
standpoint, would have insignificant impacts to water
quality on a regional scale, however, increased runoff
could have significant effects on stormwater runoff in
smaller drainages and localized groundwater quality
from pollutants.

14 Centers Alternative

This alternative provides more distribution of growth
in existing urban centers than any of the alternatives,
which results in less overall impact to water quality.
Localized impacts could be seen in sub-basin drainage
areas such as Lake Union, South Puget Sound,
Duwamish River, Lower Green, Kelsey Creek and
Juanita Creek, but not as adversely as in the No
Action, Eight Centers, Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies and Magnet Alternatives. This is due to the
more concentrated attention to developing the urban
centers in those drainage areas. The other alternatives
would result in more random development of adjacent
urban areas to varying degrees.

Policy CO-4 would also focus the GMPC on

development of a financing and implementation

- strategy for a regional surface managemeént system = '

~ and identification of projects to begin implementation.
The effects of the other policies would be similar to
those described in the No Action Alternative.

The Regional Transit System Plan is part of the

policy set for the 14 Centers Alternative. The
impacts are similar to those discussed in the Eight
Centers Alternative.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies

Impacts to water quality would likely be the most
severe under this alternative than any of other
alternatives. While the majority of growth would
likely concentrate in areas that are already developed,
more new impervious area would be developed in
infill areas under this alternative. Growth in rural
cities and adjacent rural areas is the highest under this
alternative.

The UGA for this Alternative is the 1985 urban
growth line, which is different than the other
alternatives. While the differences are important on
a site-specific basis, the differences on a county-wide
basis for the purpose of analyzing policy impacts on
water quality are imperceptible.

The CPPs provide for a more regional approach to
water quality, necessary for basin-wide improverments
then the existing policies associated with this
Alternative. The following policies were assessed as
to their impact on water quality: PC-201-206, PI-102,
PI-107, P1-306, E-101, E-105, E-311-327, E-337, CI-
105, CI-109, C1-202, F-101, F-115, F-313, F-318, F-
329-331. Of these policies, E-312, and F-331 would
have the least positive impact on water quality.
These two policies encourage multiple use of water
resources. Human activity near water bodies is likely
to negatively affect water quality. Because the Pre-
Countywide Planning Polcies Alternative often focus
on continued study of environmentally important
issues, and rely on the policies developed from the
individual community plans, regional management of
water as a resource is not given the focus as in the
alternatives that include the new countywide policies
(the No Action, Eight Centers and 14 Centers
Alternatives).

The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies does not

~ include the Regional Transit System Plan-as part of

its policy package. Impacts related to transportation
would be similar to those described under the No Rail .

* Policy Option.

The Magnet Alternative

Growth in new development under the Magnet
Alternative would probably be similar pattern to the
No Action Alternative, but impacts would likely be
slightly less adverse because of more development
projected in rural cities, where impervious surfaces
would be created. Surface water control measures are
more likely to be in in place, or would be more
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economically feasible to construct than if development
where to occur in rural areas with less density.

Policies related to rural areas and quality of urban
living/community character do not provide a
comprehensive focus on improvements to water
quality. The Cities and County are encouraged to act
independently to achieve specific benchmarks for
development of implementation strategies. The
Framework Policy for utilizing a "least cost planning
strategy"”, which focuses on a full range of alternatives
(including avoiding costs through conservation, for
example), could accommodate growth at a slower rate
than the other alternatives. The strategy also
emphasizes including mitigation cost in evaluating the
best fiscal alternative, which may not be a beneficial
strategy for maintaining or improving water quality.

The benchmarks related to "Critical Areas," "UGASs,"
"Promotion of Contiguous and Orderly Development
and Provision of Urban Services" and "Siting Public
Capital Facilities” establish a focus on prioritizing
regional facilities and public funding.

The Magnet Alternative would result in accelerating
growth in urban areas and rural cities. This growth
pattern could affect water quality more positively than
resulting development patterns under the No Action
and Pre--Countywide Planning Policies.

Impacts of the Policy Options

In this section, the recommended refinements to the
Countywide Policies applicable to the Eight Centers,
14 Centers and Magnet Alternatives are analyzed for
potential impacts to surface and groundwater quality.
Impacts related to these alternative policies are either
positive or negligible.

Technical Review Areas

To the extent that these technical review areas are
designated as urban separators under CPP LU-15, -
they would serve to provide positive impacts on water

quality. However, these are site specific conditions
which will be reviewed for environmental impact as
part of the individual jurisdiction’s comprehensive
planning process as well as under the County’s efforts
to define the UGA.

No Rail Policy Option

This policy option would implement a transportation
system management (TSM) strategy as the focus of

the transportation policy set for the Centers
Alternatives, rather than the RTP Rail alternative.
TSM would result in increased regional and
community bus transit service to and between regional
centers and suburban activity centers. The land use
implications would likely result in increased infill
development between centers. With increased transit
service the net quantity of impervious surface would
likely be increased, reducing overall water quality.
The Final EIS for the Regional Transit System Plan
identified both temporary and long-term potential
adverse impacts to water quality due to construction
of transportation facilities associated with TSM.
These impacts would be applicable to the No Action
and Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternatives,
absent any specific transportation policy sets.

Affordable Housing Policies

The Affordable Housing policies recommended by the
Affordable Housing Task Force do not directly impact
water quality. Policy AH-2 directly refers to
infrastructure, and as proposed would be amended to
encourage that infrastructure be in place to support
development of affordable housing. Indirectly, to the
extent that the policies result in more concentrated
development where drainage facilities are in place or
planned for improvements, the affordable housing
policies could have a positive effect on water quality.

Economic Development Policies

The following policies were assessed as to their
impact on water quality: ED-4, ED-5, ED-8, ED-11,
ED-13, ED-14, ED-15-17, and ED-14. These
policies, in conjunction with the CPPs, would add
beneficial impacts to water quality in the Centers
Alternatives. These policies would also provide
positive impacts to the Magnet Alternative, in
conjunction with the policies and benchmarks
established under that alternative. Of the policies for.
LU-59, the City of "Seattle alternative is more-
beneficial to improving water quality than the
Suburban Cities alternative because of-its focus on
location of Office/Business Parks in areas that are
already developed. The Suburban Cities alternative
only requires that cities should accommodate this type
of development pattern, resulting in the replacement
of undeveloped land with new impervious surfaces.

WATER QUALITY

Page 178




AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Rural Character Task Force Policies

The following policies were reviewed for impact to
water quality: FW-RUa; FW-RUb; RU-3, RU-4, RU-
6,RU-7, RU-8, RU-9, RU-10, RU-12, RU-15, RU-19,
Alternative LU-26, and new language related to
restricting land use and residential densities. All
these policies would be of benefit to water quality. In
particular RU-8, RU-9, and RU-10 specifically
address preservation of surface and groundwater
quality. The policies would further mitigate the
impacts of growth.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Water quality impacts can be mitigated through
proper planning, design, and implementation of
wastewater and drainage system control measures.
Mitigation Measures to reduce impacts on water
quality include: provision of runoff retention/detention
and treatment facilities; provision of central sewers;
wetlands protection; and best management practices
for septic tanks and construction activities. Impacts
to groundwater systems could be partially or wholly
offset by surface water control measures that provide
for increased infiltration of runoff.

Under all the alternatives, federal and state laws
provide for protection of water quality (Sections 208
and 404 of the Clean Water Act.) State programs
under the Department of Health (Ground Water
Management Act) and the Department of Ecology
(Puget Sound Water Quality Management Plan)
require stringent evaluation of surface and
groundwater resources. Individual cities also regulate
impacts to surface and groundwater quality (critical
areas ordinances, SEPA, clearing and grading
ordinances, surface water management programs).

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

" Any growth will result in increased adverse impacts

- on the County’s surface and ground water resources.
* The least adverse alternative for surface and ground
water quality will be one in which the impacts are

focused in already urbanized or urbanizing portions of

the County.

WATER QUALITY ' Page 179




AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES |

16.0 PLANTS, ANIMALS, & FISH

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

King County today has a wide variety of habitats
mixed in a complex spatial pattern. They cover 2,134
square miles and an elevation range from sea level to
7,986 feet. The area of Puget Sound included within
the boundary of King County supports a wide variety
of fish and wildlife including whales, seals, seabirds,
shellfish, and resident and anadromous fish. Smaller
species including fish and invertebrates which are of
no commercial importance are vital components of the
food chain which supports the rich variety of larger
marine life.

Inland lakes, ponds, and wetlands are ‘scattered -
. throughout lowland and mountain forest, forests that.
- once stretched from the Sound nearly to the crest of =

the Cascade Mountains. With the settling and
development of western Washington, new habitats
were created as forests were logged to produce timber
and cleared to make way for farms, pastures, towns
and cities.

Urbanization has reduced the number of native plants
and animals that once defined the biological diversity
of the Puget Sound Region. However, much wildlife
still remains in urbanized areas and high diversity of

native species are still found in rural portions of the
County. Wildlife in urban areas provide a number of
important functions and contribute to our quality of
life. People enjoy watching and interacting with
wildlife. ~ Wildlife habitats provide educational
opportunities for children, families, schools and nature
groups. The natural vegetation of wildlife habitats
contributes to ground water infiltration and protection
of water quality and quantity. Biodiversity (the
presence of many different species) protects
ecosystem health and environmental quality. Some
species are valuable because they are indicators of
environmental quality or provide economic or

medicinal values. Research has shown that residential .~ -
- developments that protect. wildlife habitat values are

able to -attract more potential buyers, and the market -

_value of such development is often higher.'

In 1987, the King County Parks, Planning and
Resources Department, Natural Resources and Parks
Division, developed a classification system for the
county’s wildlife habitat. Thirty-one wildlife habitats
were identified and grouped into four major
categories: saltwater, freshwater, riparian, and upland.
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The Washington Department Of Wildlife (DOW) has
defined, identified and mapped "Priority Habitat",
which are important wildlife habitats and species in
Washington. Priority Habitats are areas with one or
more of the following attributes: comparatively high
wildlife density, high wildlife species richness,
significant wildlife breeding habitat, significant
wildlife seasonal ranges, significant movement
comridors for wildlife, limited availability, and high
vulnerability.?

The following Priority Habitat Species types may be
found in King County: Bald Eagle, Band-tailed
pigeon, Blue Grouse, cavity-nesting ducks (eg.
Merganser, Bufflehead), Columbian Black-Tailed
deer, Common Loon, Cutthroat Trout, Dolly
Varden/Bull Trout, Elk, Great Blue Heron, Harlequin
Duck, Hatch’s Click Beetle, Marbled Murrelet,
Marten, Mountain Goat, Mountain Whitefish, Osprey,
Pileated Woodpecker, Purple Martin, Rainbow Trout,
Steelhead, Vaux’s Swift, Western Bluebird, Western
Pond Turtle, and Yellow-billed Cuckoo.}

Since the adoption of the 1985 Comprehensive Plan
the County as well as incorporated areas have enacted
legislation to control activities in areas which support
“critical" wildlife habitat. "Critical" wildlife habitat
has been defined historically to be associated with
wetlands, rivers and streams. The Sensitive Areas
Ordinance for King County was enacted to protect
wetlands, rivers and fish-bearing streams.

To date, one wildlife habitat network has been
identified in the East Sammamish Community Plan
Update, issued in May, 1993. A wildlife habitat
network is a system which links habitat areas,
providing a "corridor" for wildlife to travel to
essential habitats, as well as an opportunity for
resource protection through the community planning
process. This wildlife habitat network identified in
this plan connects Lake Sammarnish to the Patterson
Creek drainage system and ultimately to the

Snoqualmie River Valley, with linkages from Tiger .

- Mountain to the Patterson Creek and Bear Creek
systems. The wildlife network corresponds largely to
existing riparian and wetland networks, since wildlife
tend to follow riparian areas.

The location of anadromous fish-bearing waters,
vegetation and wildlife associated with wetlands has
been determined ‘as part of the development of
Sensitive Areas ordinance. Waters of primary
importance to the anadromous fish resource include
the Skykomish and Snoqualmie Rivers and Bear

Creek systems in the north, Issaquah Creek and the
Cedar and Duwamish/Green Rivers in the central
area, and the White River on the southern border with
Pierce County.® These major river systems which
provide significant habitat for young fish serve as
connecting links to tributaries which usually have
much higher value for spawning habitat.

Seartle’s Wildlife Habitat

There are over 10,000 acres of wildlife habitat area
and corridors in Seattle.’> Urban wildlife habitats are
naturally vegetated and provide shelter, feeding,
breeding and rearing areas necessary for interrelated
plant, animal, fish and insect communities. Habitat
areas may include parks, undeveloped public or
privately-owned open space, and private back yards.

Approximately 6,000 Wildlife species reside in
Seattle, and the area’s diverse species of plants
provide the food and shelter wildlife needs.® DOW
has identified over 40 Priority Habitat areas in Seattle.
These areas include parks, lakes, streams, green
spaces (greenbelts and natural areas), steep slopes and
wetlands. The DOW has also identified several
isolated locations that serve particular Priority Species
for nesting, breeding and other functions. In addition
to the DOW’s inventory of habitat, many other areas
in the City may also have important habitat values.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
Introduction

Analysis of the CPPs with respect to plants, animals,
and fish is difficult, because at the policy level, land
use maps are too generalized to determine potential
impacts that may be caused by ongoing or future site-
specific activities. Further, there are no readily
available recent inventories of wildlife habitat by
Jocation within the county. Therefore, analysis is
limited to a determination of the relative impact on’
plants, animals, and fish as based upon allocation of
growth and .policies under each-of the alternatives.

Wildlife requires habitat for protection and to feed,
breed, and rear young.” Many habitats are of greater
value to wildlife species when they are located
contiguous to other types of habitat® Unmanaged
growth not only diminishes and degrades wildlife
habitat, but it also creates isolated ecosystems which
can not support species diversity.  Thus, the
maintenance and protection of diverse types of habitat
and linked habitat corridors is very important for
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maintaining species diversity and protecting species
from extinction.’

Impacts of the Alternatives

All of the alternatives call for concentrating the
majority of future growth west of the county’s UGA,
resulting in potentially more adverse impacts to
species inhabiting urbanizing areas, and less impact to
species in rural and resource areas.” All of the
alternatives propose no more than 1 percent of new
household growth and .5 percent of new employment
in resource lands, which would minimize adverse
impacts in these areas.

No Action Alternative
This alternative could result in fewer adverse impacts

to plants, animals, and fish occurring in urban centers,
and greater adverse impacts in urban/auto full and

urban/auto non-full service, activity areas, and

office/business parks that locate outside of existing
urbanized areas. Development will be less
concentrated in urban centers and more dispersed
within the UGAs, potentially encroaching into existing
natural areas.

The policies applicable to the No Action Alternative
that could have significant impacts on plants, animals,
and fish are as follows: FW-3, CA-7, FW-4, CA-§,
FW-5, CA-9, CA-1, CA-10, CA-2, CA-11, CA-3,
CA-14, CA-4, CA-15, CA-6, LU-1, CC-6, FW-23,
CC-7, CO-2, CC-8, CO-3, CC-9, CO-4, CC-10, CO-6,
CC-12, and CC-13.

All of the policies listed above, with the exception of
CA-4, have the potential of resulting in positive
impacts on plants, animals, and fish. Those policies
would assist in mitigating the adverse impacts of
future growth, by requiring identification and
protection of wildlife habitats and networks, including
wetlands, open space, natural resources, and

floodplains. .These policies ‘also provide for

protection . of -water quality "and quantity, and
consistency. in environmental regulations.

Under the No Action Alternative, Policy ED-1 (which
calls for the GMPC to adopt economic development
policies which protect the natural environment as a
key economic value in this region) could not be
implemented. This policy, if implemented, could
have significant positive impacts on plants, animals
and fish.

Policy CA-4 could resuit in significant adverse
impacts on plants, animals, and fish occurring in
small, isolated wetlands. Small, isolated wetlands
have important wetland and wildlife values that are
often not provided in larger, contiguous wetlands."
For example, these wetlands are utilized by
vertebrates and invertebrates which serve as extremely
important resources in the wildlife food chain.
Furthermore, these types of wetlands serve as
breeding grounds, important feeding areas for
waterfowl and other birds, and help to preserve
regional plant species diversity."

Policy CA-4 gives priority to protecting connected
wetlands, allowing small, isolated wetlands to be used
as a wetlands mitigation tradeoff. If no consideration
is given to the wildlife values provided by isolated
wetlands when tradeoffs are being proposed, Policy
CA-4 may be in contradiction to CA-3, which calls
for no net loss of wetlands values.

The No Action Alternative assumes that
implementation of the Regional Transit System Plan
is limited to TSM, and does not include rail. The
impacts of the No Action Alternative regarding TSM
are similar to those described under the No Rail
Option, located in the section titled: "Impacts of the
Policy Options".

Eight Centers Alternative

Compared to the No Action Alternative, the Eight
Centers Alternative could result in less adverse
impacts to plants, animals, and fish located in
urban/auto areas and rural areas, and potentially
greater impacts for species located in urban centers
and urban/transit areas. Growth would be more
concentrated within existing urbanized areas, resulting
in less consumption of natural areas for new

development. ‘

The impacts of the CPPs déscribed,under' ‘the Nov .

Action Alternative are similar to the Eight Centers .

Alternative. However, under the Eight Centers
Alternative Policy ED-1 would be implemented,
which calls for the GMPC to adopt economic
development policies which protect the natural
environment as a key economic value in this region.
This policy could have significant positive impacts on
plants, animals, and fish.

The Eight Centers Alternative assumes
implementation of the Rail/TSM policy option as
described in the Final Environmental Impact
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Statement Regional Transit System Plan. According
to the DEIS, new rail alignments, stations, and access
facilities may substantially affect access, usability, and
water quality of affected ecosystems through direct
intrusion, removal of vegetation and habitat, increased
runoff, erosion, sedimentation, noise, dust, and
pollutants. Certain wildlife species that are sensitive
to human activity could die or move to more remote
habitats. A number of riverine systems would be
potentially affected, as well as loss of large trees, and
habitat for small mammals and birds along some
freeway corridors."

14 Centers Alternative

This alternative would result in the least adverse
impacts to plants, animals, and fish of all the
alternatives. In general, the 14 Centers Alternative
results in the least impacts to natural areas, since the
majority of growth is directed to urbanizing areas:
urban centers, urban/transit and activity areas, and the
least amount of growth is directed to urban/auto areas
and rural areas. This alternative could have the most
adverse impacts on plants, animals, and fish in urban
centers and urban/transit. However, existing natural
areas located in these areas most likely contain fewer
populations and lower species diversity, resulting in
the 14 Centers Alternative being the alternative that
could be most effective in preserving both species
diversity and populations, on a countywide basis.

The impacts of the CPPs described under the No
Action Alternative are similar to the 14 Centers
Alternative. The 14 Centers Alternative includes
Policy ED-1, which calls for the GMPC to adopt
economic development policies which protect the
natural environment as a key economic value in this
region. This policy could result in significant positive
impacts on plants, animals and fish.

The 14 Centers Alternative assumes implementation
of the Rail/TSM policy option. Impacts would be

similar to those described under the Eight Centers :

Alternative.
Pre-Countywide Planning Polices Alternative

Future growth would be least concentrated under the
Pre-Countywide Planning Polices Alternative. This
alternative would consume the most undeveloped
land, and consequently, would result in the most
impacts to plants, animals, and fish located in
urban/auto areas and rural areas of all the alternatives.

Although none of the Pre-Countywide Planning
Polices Alternative’s policies would result in
significant adverse impacts, compared with the other
alternatives, the Pre-Countywide Planning Polices
Alternative would result in more adverse impacts
overall due to weaker policies for protection of
wildlife habitat to mitigate the impacts of the
relatively dispersed growth.

The policies that could result in positive impacts to
plants, animals, and fish include: E-101, E-105, E-
301, CI-109, F-331, PC-119, E-312, E-321, RL-103,
RL-104, RL-210, E-102. E-203, 0OS-107, 0S-113, and
ED-8. One general problem with these policies is
that they use the word "should" rather than "shall".
This could result in a lower probability that such
policies would be effectively implemented.

The policies under the Pre-Countywide Planning
Polices Alternative do not call for jurisdictions to
prepare inventories of critical wildlife habitat, which
is the first step needed towards protecting plants,
animals, and fish. The policies do not specifically
address regulations for classification, mitigation, no
net loss of wetlands, or for identification and
protection of wildlife networks. These strategies are
important in mitigating the adverse impacts of growth -
in all of the alternatives.

The Pre-Countywide Planning Polices Alternative
assumes that implementation of the Regional Transit
System Plan is limited to TSM, and does not include
rail. The impacts of the Pre-Countywide Planning
Polices Alternative regarding TSM are similar to
those described under the No Rail Option.

The Magnet Alternative
Under the Magnet Alternative, the allocation of

growth is more dispersed than under either of the
Eight and 14 Centers Alternatives, but considerably.

less dispersed than under the Pre-Countywide = =~
" Planning Polices Alternative. Household growth
under the Magnet Alternative is similar to the No -
. Action Alternative. -

However, slightly more
employment growth is allocated to manufacturing
centers, activity areas, and office/business parks.
Under the Magnet Alternative, half as much
employment growth is allocated to other urban. Thus,
with the exception of other urban, impacts of the
Magnet Alternative due to the growth allocation
would be similar to the No Action Alternative.
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The goals and benchmarks for this alternative were
reviewed to determine the extent that they would
mitigate the impacts of growth. Overall, the strategies
affecting plants, animals, and fish are less detailed
than the policies under both the Eight and 14 Centers
Alternatives and the No Action Alternative.
However, the strategies call for short term and long
term benchmarks and monitoring programs, which
would allow the County to periodically assess actual
wildlife habitat losses and gains, and to revise
programs as needed to improve preservation
strategies. (In, "Wildlife Habitat Profile", published
by the King County Open Space Program in 1987, a
monitoring program was identified for pursuing a
vigorous habitat management program.)

A number of the implementing strategies call for
protection of all needed critical areas through such
growth management techniques as public ownership,
transfer of development rights regulatory programs
and property tax valuation assessments. In general,
these types of programs transfer the economic and
wildlife management burden from the individual
landowner to the public."

Public ownership, in cases where the management of
the land includes wildlife preservation or
enhancement, ensures that plants, animals and fish
species will be protected on a long term basis, and
not subject to changes in ownership, environmental

regulations or lax compliance or enforcement."

Transfer of development rights can be effective in
protecting wildlife habitat as well. Such programs
relieve the economic burden of environmental
protection from the individual landowner, by allowing

an economic return in exchange for resource
protection.'®

Impacts of the Policy Options

" Because impacts of the other policy optiohs for the

“both the Centers Alternatives and the Magnet

. Alternative are similar, the following analy51s apphes
to all three policy optxons

Technical Review Areas

The level of detail provided in the CPPs is not

sufficient to determine potential significant impacts to
plants, animals, and fish due to designation of specific
Technical Review Areas as urban or rural. It is
beyond the scope of this document to perform a site-
specific analysis. In addition, comprehensive plans

have not been updated for the cities of Renton and
Issaquah, so land use compatibility cannot be
adequately addressed at this time. The analysis of
these areas is based upon the information provided in
the background information prepared by King County
staff for each of these areas.

The background information indicates that certain
Technical Review Areas contain wildlife habitat
linkages and other wildlife benefits. Certain areas
have been recommended as urban with the ultimate
designation as urban separators under the joint
planning process, consistent with CPP LU-15. Urban
separators are defined as low density areas or areas of
little development within UGAs that protect resource
lands and environmentally sensitive areas and create
open space corridors (which provide environmental
and wildlife benefits). These lands cannot be
redesignated in the future to other urban uses or
higher densities.

The joint planning process would include a joint
planning agreement between the County and City
specifying appropriate densities and zoning,
development standards, impact mitigation, and future
annexation within the potential annexation area. The
background material indicates that placement of such
Technical Review Areas within the UGA boundary
does not automatically signify development approval.
However, the urban designation of such areas could
result in potential significant adverse impacts on
plants, animals, and fish under all the alternatives,
should these areas not ultimately be designated as
urban separators. Additional environmental review
needs to be undertaken as part of the joint planning
process and designation of the Final UGA.

No Rail Option

The level of detail provided- in the CPPs is. not

“sufficient to determine potential adverse impacts to

plants, animals, and fish. due to the absence of rail.

o According to the ‘Draft Environmental Impact
" Statement for the Regional Trarsit System Plan, both
" temporary and long-term potential adverse impacts to

wildlife habitat could occur due to construction of
park-and-ride lots, HOV lanes, and other facilities and
structures associated with TSM. Direct intrusion,
removal of vegetation and habitat, increased runoff,
erosion, sedimentation, noise, dust, and pollutants may
reduce the overall quality of adjacent ecosystems. In
particular, the quality of adjacent high-quality
wetlands between Bellevue and SR-520 could be
adversely impacted due to a proposed busway. Noise,
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traffic, pollution, loss of access, facilities and human
activity from new park-and-ride lots could increase
stress on plants, animals, and fish.””

Affordable Housing Policies

The affordable housing policies recommended as part
of the Affordable Housing Task Force, as written,
have no significant impacts, either positive or adverse,
on plants, animals, and fish. However, additional
environmental review would need to be undertaken as
strategies for implementing the policies are developed.
For exampie, Policy AH-2(B)(b) calls for land use
regulations to be revised to remove barriers to
affordable housing. Should environmental regulations
or programs that protect plants, animals or fish habitat
be weakened by this policy, there could be significant
adverse impacts.

Economic Development Policies

The policy refinements recommended as part of the

FIS/ED Task Force work could result in significant
positive impacts on plants, animals, and fish because
they promote environmental protection while
promoting economic development.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

In general, it was assumed that preserving rural
lifestyles and economies will result in reduced
pressure to develop or urbanize natural areas.
Therefore, the Rural Character Task Force policies
generally have a positive impact on plants, animals
and fish. The policies recommended as part of the
Rural Character Task Force work that could have a
significant adverse impact on plants, animals, and fish
are listed in the following table, along with mitigation
measures.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The CPPs include several policies which will help to -

protect wildlife and wildlife habitat. However, the
CPP does include one policy, CA-4, which could have
significant ~ adverse impacts on -small, isolated
wetlands. In order to specifically mitigate the adverse
impacts of Policy CA-4, all small isolated wetlands
should be inventoried for wildlife values prior to
being considered for tradeoffs. There are probably
many wetlands that have been disturbed to such an
extent that there are no longer significant wildlife or
other wetlands values remaining. These areas would
be more appropriate for tradeoffs. The policy could

be revised to state that the mitigation program would
contain criteria to evaluate wildlife habitat values
prior to such a tradeoff, and wetlands having
significant wildlife value should be incorporated into
the larger networks, wherever practicable.

Unlike the No Action Alternative, both of the Eight
and 14 Centers Alternatives include Policy ED-1
which calls for the GMPC to adopt economic
development policies which protect the natural
environment as a key economic value in this region.
The policy, if implemented, could have significant
positive impacts on plants, animals, and fish, and
should be incorporated into all of the alternatives.

Overall, the Pre-Countywide Planning Polices
Alternative’s policies on plants, animals, and fish
would probably be less likely to be implemented
based on the fact that the policies use "should" rather
than "shall."

Unlike the first four alternatives, the Magnet
Alternative includes strategies which provide for short
term and long term benchmarks and monitoring
programs.  These benchmarks and monitoring
programs would allow the County to periodically
assess wildlife losses and gains, to revise programs as
needed to improve results, and would be beneficial
for all the alternatives.

Under all the alternatives, federal and state laws
pertaining to plants, animals, fish and their associated
habitats provide a limited degree of mitigation
measures for the adverse impacts of future growth.
The Endangered Species Act of 1973 establishes
criteria for designation of species to be formally listed
as endangered or threatened, and makes it unlawful to
"take" (kill, capture or hurt) a listed endangered
species.”® The act also regulates the impacts of
activities which indirectly affect endangered species,
such as development activity, where such activity

would result in a "take". However, federal laws for- -

the protection of wildlife result in limited protection

of wildlife habitat other than endangered or threatened . - -

species.

SEPA requires that potential adverse impacts be
disclosed and mitigation provided, but does not
require that local governments pick the alternative
with the least impacts.” The Washington
Department of Wildlife has very limited jurisdiction
over protection of wildlife habitat from the impacts of
development activities, limited to hydraulic project
approvals, and Bald Eagle nesting areas.”” In urban
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development cases other than those, their role is
advisory only.

Projects that utilize federal funds would be subject
to Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation
Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.”
These laws require determination of other
practicable alternatives and mitigation to minimize
adverse impacts. The projects would also be
subject to local jurisdictions’ sensitive areas
-ordinances.

Municipal critical areas ordinances could provide
mitigation within municipal UGAs. King County’s
Sensitive Areas Ordinance (SAO) could provide
some degree of mitigation in unincorporated areas.
The King County clearing and grading code
regulates clearing in sensitive areas as defined by
the SAO. In general, the SAO prohibits clearing in
wetlands, streams, steep slopes, landslide hazards
areas and their buffers, and limits clearing in
erosion hazard areas to the dryer summer months.
Thus, species inhabiting these areas may be
provided with protection. However, the SAO does
not define critical wildlife habitat and nor does it
provide specific development standards to address
wildlife impacts, other than for wetlands. To fully
mitigate the impacts of growth on plants, animals
and fish, local government SAOs should specifically
identify and provide protection for critical wildlife
and its required habitat. Other mitigation measures
needed to mitigate the impacts of growth include:

Identification and protection programs
specifically for critical wildlife habitat,
considering species designated by the
Washington Department of Wildlife as
endangered, threatened and candidate
species, and the management
recommendations for Washington’s Priority
Species.

The use of benchmarks and a monitoring
program to assess wildlife habitat :
protection needs and determine
effectiveness of programs for their
protection.

Overlay zoning of habitat areas subject to
specific development standards, such as
clustering, use of native species that
provide food and cover for wildlife in the
landscape design or larger wetlands
buffers.

Financial and social incentives to maintain
or enhance wildlife on private property,
such as the Public Benefit Rating System,
which qualifies properties for current use
taxation under an open space classification.

The use of a landscape/ecosystem approach
to King County’s long-range natural
resource and environmental planning.

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

In general, the clearing, grading, and paving of
natural areas for development will have a significant
adverse impact on plants, animals, and fish. As
fields, forests and streamsides are replaced with
ornamental landscaping, buildings, pavement and
lighting, wildlife habitat is inevitably diminished.
Therefore, some loss of plants, animals and fish
populations and species diversity will be
unavoidable.
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17. 0 NOISE

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Definitions

Noise is annoying, disturbing, unwanted sound. The
impact of noise depends on the levels and
characteristics of background noise sources. The same
noise may be disruptive within a quiet environment
and unnoticed within a noisy environment.

Some of the common sources of general noise include
the following: heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning systems, sirens, bars, loud parties,
barking dogs, portable and car stereos, car alarms, and

home power tools. Larger generators of noise include
motor vehicles, railroads, airplanes, and a variety of
. construction activities. Overall, urban -environments o

are ' considered noisier -than rural or suburban
environments and commercial areas are considered
noisier than residential areas.

Because human perception of sound depends on
frequency or pitch, a special "A-weighted" frequency
scale (dBA) is used to measure environmental noise
levels. Since noise levels can vary considerably over
time, noise descriptors of Lmax, Leq, and Ldn are

used to express and evaluate noise impacts. Lmax
represents the maximum level of a noise source and
Leq measures the average sound level occurring over
a designated period of time (such as an hour). The
Ldn is similar to a 24-hour Leq, but adds a 10 decibel
penalty for all noise occurring between 10 PM and 7
AM. The Ldn is particularly appropriate where noise
generating activities are located near residential areas
and activities which are sensitive to early morning or
late night noise.

Although the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
does not regulate noise levels, it has studied the effect

of noise levels on public health and welfare and has’ . -
. established guidelinés to categorize noise impacts

based on the degree of change in noise levels.! For

. example, most people do not-noticé an increase in -
noise of 3 dBA or less. 'An increase of up to 5 dBA

is considered a slight impact. An increase of 5 to 10
dBA is considered a significant impact, and an
increase of more than 10 dBA is considered a serious
impact. The Table 11 includes EPA guidelines of 24-
hour average sound levels to assess the impacts of
increases in noise levels.

Local governments and/or agencies are responsible for
regulating noise levels. King County regulations
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(KCC 12.88.020) establish limits on the level and
duration of noise crossing property boundaries.
Allowable maximum sound levels depend on the land
use of the source of the noise and the land use of the
receiving property. Table 12 details maximum
permissible daytime sound levels in King County.

In King County, the maximum permissible sound
levels are lower at night in residential and rural areas.
The levels listed in the above chart are reduced by 10
dBA for receiving residential and rural properties
between 10 PM and 7 AM on weekdays and between
10 PM and 9 AM on weekends. For short periods of
time (up to 15 minutes per hour), the listed criteria
may be exceeded by specified dBA levels from any
noise source. Higher noise levels are allowed for
motor vehicles operating on public roads as well as
for watercraft. Warning sirens and alarms, temporary
daytime construction activity, logging, and agriculture
are generally exempt from these noise regulations.

Table 11
EPA Noise Guidelines

Levels are generally acceptable; no noise impact is generally associated 55 or less
with these levels

Adverse noise impacts exist; lowest noise level possible should be 55 -85
strived for i
Significant noise impacts exist; allowable only in unusual cases where 65 - 70

lower levels are not possible

Levels have unacceptable public health and welfare impacts over 70
Source: Metro. Draft Environmental Impact Statement Regional Iransit System Plan. 1992

Table 12
Maximum Permissible Daytime Sound Levels in King County (dBA)

Rural | e s s | s
Residential - | 52 s | ; 1 e0
Commercial 55 57 60 65
Industrial 57 60 65 70

Source: King County Code 12.88.020.
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Sources of Noise and Vibration
Transportation and Construction

Transportation systems generally produce the most
noise within urban areas. Principal sources include
airplanes, motor vehicles, and railroads. Aircraft
produce some of the loudest ambient noise levels
within the region. Noise from traffic and rail
operations is focused along principal railroad and
roadway corridors.  Overall, the significance of
aircraft, rail, and motor vehicle noise depends not
only on the pattern, level, and character of the noises
from each of these sources, but also on the particular
types of land uses and activities that occur along
affected corridors and their sensitivity to noise.

Aircraft

Most aircraft noise is generated by passenger and

cargo planes operating out of Seattle-Tacoma’

International Airport (Sea-Tac). Airplane noise
affects primarily the areas immediately surrounding
the airport and under flight paths. Noise levels in
neighborhoods nearest Sea-Tac (six miles to the north
and south of the runways and one mile to the east and
west) continue to be monitored. Noise levels in this
area range from 65 DNL to above 75 DNL. Airplane
noise is also produced by commercial test flights,
research planes, and small private craft operating out
of King County International Airport (Boeing Field).
These noise impacts are less frequent and intense than
noise from Sea-Tac, and are mostly limited to
adjacent areas. Other sources of aircraft noise are
seaplanes and helicopters.

Motor Vehicles
Traffic noise levels are highly variable depending on

a variety of roadway characteristics and traffic
variables that differ by roadway and time. Traffic

speed is one of the most critical variables. At slower

speeds, motors and exhaust systems are the principle
sources of noise. At the higher speeds characteristic
of free-moving highway.traffic, road/tire contact noise
is a significant component of traffic noise.

Higher volumes of traffic generally produce higher
noise levels. However, the effect of increasing
roadways with lower traffic volumes. In general, a
doubling of traffic volumes along a roadway increases
average traffic noise levels only by approximately 3
dBA (which is barely perceptible). When increased
traffic volumes reach or exceed roadway capacities,

the resultant slower vehicle speeds frequently reduce
traffic noise levels for periods of time.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidelines
state that noise impacts from highways occur when
noise substantially exceeds existing levels or exceeds
criteria for various land use categories. The hourly
Leq should not exceed 57 dBA for category "A" land
uses, 67 dBA for category "B" land uses and 72 dBA
for category "C".

There are no federal standards pertaining to noise
exposure from rapid transit projects (such as rail or
bus only lanes). However, a variety of noise criteria
have been developed to help assess the significance of
transportation-related noise impacts and identify the
levels at which noise abatement or mitigation
measures are appropriate.

Local governments generally do not regulate overall
transportation noise on public rights-of-way. An
exception is Bellevue, which requires a noise analysis
if existing or projected peak-hour traffic noise exceeds
Leq 67 dBA on adjacent properties or if noise levels
will increase by 5 dBA or more. Most local noise
control ordinances limit the maximum noise at 50 feet
for heavy motor vehicles, including trucks and buses,
to 83 dBA.

Rail Lines

Rail line noise is generated by trains operating along
rail lines as well as by various activities at rail yards.
Operation noise depends on a number of variables
including the following: train design and type
(passenger or freight), the number of engines and
other cars, weight, operating speed, the grade of the
track, track conditions and frequency of trains. Noise
is also generated at rail line convergence and street
intersections by warning whistles and railroad

crossing bells. Overall, railroad noise occurfing along . .

the track is intermittent.  However, receiving
properties near rail yards experience constant noise at
varying levels. Common noise producing activities at
rail yards include car switching and coupling; brake
retarded operation, engine load testing, and engine
idling.

The Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) noise
criteria for rail transit provide that a peak hour
increase of 3 dBA (Leq) or less is an insignificant
impact. A peak hour increase of 4 to 10 dBA (Leq)
or more is possibly significant and may require
mitigation, depending on existing noise levels and the
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presence of sensitive receptors. An increase of 10
dBA (Leq) or more is probably significant and may
require mitigating measures.

Construction

Construction activity is usually a relatively short-term
event, but one that can cause considerable noise
impacts to surrounding properties depending on the
scale, type, and duration of the project. Most
construction-related noise is from the use of tools,
machinery and vehicles, with the loudest noise
reaching average levels between 72 dBA and 94 dBA
at a distance of 50 feet. Some construction activities
can produce noise levels above 100 dBA.

The Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s guidelines recommend an outdoor day-
night sound level (Ldn) of 65 dBA or less as an
"acceptable” noise exposure level. If construction
noise is at or above this level, barriers may be
required to reduce exterior sound levels to acceptable
levels.

In Seattle, construction noise can generally exceed
normal daytime noise limits by up to 25 dBA, with
short-term allowances for higher levels up to 99 dBA.
Night noise within residential areas is generally
limited to 45 dBA or existing noise levels.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Introduction

Impacts from noise will occur wherever future growth
occurs. In general, all areas designated for household
or employment growth will experience short term
adverse noise impacts from construction activity and
long term adverse noise impacts from increases in
population densities, travel demand, and other human
activities.’

‘Overall, higher noise levels will occur in areas
. proposed for increased density and ‘intemsity of -

development, such as urban centers, manufacturing
centers, and to a lesser extent, activity areas. Areas
receiving new transportation facilities or which exist
along existing transportation corridors will also
experience higher noise levels.?

Noise impacts and mitigation for each alternative are
best analyzed at the local level, however, this EIS
compares the relative effects due to the allocation of
growth under each alternative.

Impacts of the Alternatives

All of the alternatives call for concentrating urban
growth west of the County’s UGA, which would
result in fewer short and long term noise impacts to
rural and resource areas. The Eight Centers and the
14 Centers Alternatives, which both concentrate the
majority of growth within urban centers (15 dwelling
units/acre and 50 jobs/acre) will result in the highest
levels of urban noise over current levels.
Construction of residential and commercial facilities
in already highly developed residential areas will
cause major noise impacts to existing land uses. In
the short term, those alternatives calling for regional
and/or commuter rail (both Centers Alternatives and
the Magnet Alternative) and new HOV lanes and park
and ride lots (the No Action, both the Centers, and
the Magnet Alternatives) will result in significant
noise. The alternatives that shift travel from
automobiles to transit could reduce some impacts
caused by traffic noise in suburban and outlying
areas.

No Action Alternative

Because urban centers are not designated under the
No Action Alternative, growth will be less
concentrated within existing urbanized areas. Instead,
residential growth will be more dispersed into
urban/transit and urban/auto areas. However, there
will continue to be major employment growth within
the three existing urban centers (University District,
First Hill, and Seattle CBD) and within activity areas.
Because these areas would receive 65 percent of the
employment growth, they would also probably receive
the highest noise impacts from construction,
transportation, and other human activities.

In general, future growth under the adopted CPPs will
further increase noise related impacts to urban centers,

because they call for increased density and . .
_ concentration of growth. For example, Policy FW-11'

states that urban centers will be characterized by uses
which provide both daytime and nighttime activities -

" in the center. Policy T-13 call for LOS standards

that tolerate higher levels of congestion in urban
centers. Policy LU-14 calls for land within the UGA
to be characterized by urban development. Policy LU-
52 calls for each jurisdiction to establish a minimum
density for new construction in each residential zone
within UGAs. Policy LU-54 calls for jurisdictions to
encourage infill development and enhance the mix of
uses. Policy LU-16 directs growth to centers and
urbanized areas with existing infrastructure capacity.
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Overall, these policies will result in localized noise
impacts to existing areas.

Areas outside of urban centers and activity areas, but
within the UGA, would collectively capture 81
percent of household growth, which also contributes
to significant adverse noise related impacts in those
areas. Furthermore, the policies could result in an
increase in noise related impacts in manufacturing
centers, due to the minimum criteria to accommodate
10,000 jobs. Construction of transit-related systems
to serve these centers will also contribute to short and
long term impacts.

The No Action Alternative assumes that
implementation of the Regional Transit System Plan
(RTSP) is limited to TSM, and does not include rail.
The impacts of the No Action Alternative regarding
TSM are similar to those described below, under the
No Rail Option.

None of the policies under the No Action Alternative
serve to mitigate noise related impacts. Thus, the No
Action Alternative would result in significant adverse
impacts in areas where growth will be directed.

Eight Centers Alternative

This alternative could result in fewer noise related
impacts in urban/auto areas and rural areas than the
No Action Alternative, and potentially greater noise
related impacts in areas designated for urban centers
and urban/transit. In the Eight Centers Alternative,
eight urban centers would be designated resulting in
those additional areas experiencing noise impacts due
to urban center policies. The urban centers and the
activity areas designated under this alternative would
experience the most significant adverse noise related
impacts due to employment growth, while the
urban/transit and urban/transit auto full service will
result in significant noise relate impacts due to
. residential growth.

The Eight Centers Alternative assumes

" implementation of the Rail/TSM Option as described
in the 1992 Draft’ Environmental Impact Statement
Regional Transit System Plan. According to the
DEIS, the Rail/TSM option would result in the

greatest amount of construction noise. Depending on -

the location, proximity of adjacent uses, construction
techniques, type of facility and effectiveness of
mitigation, construction noise could have significant
adverse impacts. For example, construction of
subway stations and tunnel segments would require

the heaviest and most sustained construction activity.
Nighttime construction may be particularly disruptive
to residential areas, hospitals, hotels, etc.

People living in close proximity to rail alignments
could experience long-term impacts from train
operations, station activities, tunnel ventilation shafts,
and maintenance work. The significance of impacts
would depend on local noise levels and the distances
between rail facilities and other land uses and
structures. More specific information regarding these
impacts can be found in the DEIS for the Regional
Transit System Plan.

Overall, the negative impacts of the CPPs described
under the No Action Alternative apply to the Eight
Centers Alternative. Further, the adopted CPPs do
not provide mitigation for these impacts under the
Eight Centers Alternative.

14 Centers Alternative

This alternative would result in the greatest noise
related impacts to areas designated as urban centers
and urban/transit areas. This is because 74 percent
of the employment growth would be designated for
urban centers, and 74 percent of the household growth
would be allocated to urban centers and urban/transit.
Considerably less growth would be designated for
activity areas, resulting in fewer noise impacts than
under the No Action Alternative, the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative, or the Magnet
Alternative.

The adverse impacts of the CPPs described under the
No Action Alternative apply to the 14 Centers
Alternative.  However, under the 14 Centers
Alternative, 14 urban centers would be designated,
resulting in those additional areas experiencing noise
impacts due to urban centers policies.

The 14 Centers Alternative assumes imblefnentation

of the Rail/TSM option. Impacts would be similar to

N those described under the Eight Centers' Alternative.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

Future growth would be least concentrated under the
Pre-Countywidé Planning Policies Alternative. This
alternative would consume the most undeveloped
land, and would result in the most noise related
impacts to activity areas, other urban and urban/auto
categories. This alternative results in the least amount
of noise related impacts to urban centers of all the
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alternatives. Compared to the other alternatives, the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative
allocates the most growth to office/business parks,
consequently resulting in noise impacts to those
areas. In addition, slightly more noise impacts would
occur in rural cities compared to the No Action
Alternative or both the Centers Alternatives.

Some of the policies under the Pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative could contribute to noise
-related impacts, while certain policies could mitigate

. other noise related impacts. Policies that could
contribute to noise related impacts include Policy CD-
13, which calls for development of plans for rural
activity centers that encourage a variety of industries
and businesses in such centers. Without additional
policies that address mitigation of potential noises
created by industries located in such areas, this policy
could result in increased noise related impacts.
Policies PC-101 and R-103 promote most employment
and household growth to locate in urban areas.
Policy CI-201 calls for urban activity area to have a
mix of uses, including heavy manufacturing.

The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative
assumes that implementation of the Regional Transit
System Plan is limited to TSM, and does not include
rail. The impacts of the Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative regarding TSM are similar to
those described under the No Rail Option (see
Impacts of the Other Policy Options).

The Magnet Alternative

Under the Magnet Alternative, the allocation of
household growth is similar to the No Action
Alternative. There is significantly less concentration
of growth in urban centers, and significantly more in
activity areas, urban/transit and urban/auto, and rural
cities. Thus, under this alternative, there would be
potentially be less noise related impacts in urban
centers, and more noise related impacts within or
adjacent to rural cities UGAs. :

'_The goals' and benc‘hmafk_s,forh this alternative were -
reviewed to determine the extent-that they would -

contribute to noise related impacts or mitigate the
impacts of growth. This alternative contains both
strategies which may increase adverse noise related
impacts as well as mitigating measures for noise
related impacts. =~ For example, the benchmarks
provided under UGA call for infill and redevelopment
of existing urban areas, and increased densities in
urban hubs, residential, and neighborhood villages.

This could result in adverse noise impacts to those
areas due to construction and increased human
activity.

The strategies under rural areas call for cities in the
rural area to be treated as magnets for urban growth
and request consideration for a higher percentage of
growth be accommodated in rural areas. This could
result in significant adverse noise related impacts.
Increases in construction and human activity in these
areas could raise noise levels to urban levels, resulting
in adverse impacts to rural character.

Impacts of the Other Policy Options

Because impacts of the other policy options for the
Eight Centers Alternative, 14 Centers Alternative, and
the Magnet Alternative are similar, the following
analysis applies to all three policy options.

Technical Review Areas

The level of detail provided in the CPPs is not
sufficient to determine potential significant impacts to
noise due to designation of specific Technical Review
Areas as urban or rural. Specific noise impacts
cannot be assessed at this time for each of the
Technical Review Areas, as there is insufficient

_information.

The background information regarding these
Technical Review Areas indicates that certain
Technical Review Areas contain areas that have been
recommended as urban with the ultimate designation
as "Urban Separators” under the joint planning
process, consistent with Countywide Planning Policy
LU-15. Urban Separators are defined as low density
areas or areas of little development within UGAs that
protect resource lands and environmentally sensitive
areas and create open space corridors (which provide
environmental and wildlife benefits). These urban

_separators could act as noise buffers bet'Wegn urban

and rural ‘areas. .

No Rail Option

According to the Regional Transit System Plan,
expansion of the HOV lane network, park-and-ride
lots, and access roadways would result in temporary,
but significant local construction noise at project sites.
New or expanded transit stations, park-and-ride lots,
and HOV lane access points may contribute to local
increases in traffic volumes and noise that could
affect nearby residential areas or other sensitive land
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uses. New HOV lanes would probably contribute to
increased vehicle speeds, which could slightly
increase traffic noise in some areas. New HOV lanes
may also result in traffic lanes being moved closer to
abutting land uses, although in most instances the
change in noise levels would be slight.

Because of the high traffic noise along freeways and
other principal roadways, increased bus operations
would not be expected to significantly affect noise
levels. Additional noise impacts related to this
alternatives can be found in the DEIS for the
Regional Transportation System Plan.

Affordable Housing Policies

The affordable housing policies recommended as part
of the Affordable Housing Task Force, as written,
have no significant impacts, either positive or adverse,
on noise. '

Economic Development Policies

The policy refinements recommended as part of the
FIS/ED Task Force work could result in significant
adverse impacts on noise. Many of the policies, such
as ED-3, ED-9, and ED-10 strive to maintain or
increase the amount of industrial uses within
jurisdictions. Industrial uses are often associated with
noise impacts. There are no mitigation measures
provided for these impacts. However, Policy ED-9
does state that the introduction of mixed uses within
or adjacent to industrial areas should not result in
incompatibilities of land use. Therefore, it is implied
that the siting of land uses adjacent to existing or
planned industrial uses would consider noise impacts.

Rural Character Task Force Policies

The policies recommended as part of the Rural
Character Task Force work would result in
minimizing adverse impacts of noise in rural areas,
because they promote low density residential and

" expansion of farming.and forestry practices, rather -
" than urban development. = However, none of the -
- policies provide enough detail to determine how much -
noise would be generated in rural areas as a result of

the policies. .
MITIGATION MEASURES

Surprisingly, none of the CPPs specifically addresses
noise. However, adverse noise impacts are mentioned
under the section: "Siting Public Capital Facilities of
a Countywide or Statewide Nature". The discussion

notes that such facilities generally have characteristics
that make these facilities extremely difficult to site,
such as noise. Policy FW-28 and S-1 require that
processes for siting these . facilities mitigate
environmental impacts, but noise is not specifically
mentioned.

Policy L.U-3 calls for regulations to protect the long
term viability of existing mineral extractive and
processing operations as a condition of municipal
annexation or incorporation. Policies LU-4 and LU-5
call for jurisdictions to minimize land use conflicts
adjacent to resource lands and to require best
management practices to mitigate any unavoidable
impacts. None of these policies addresses noise as a
potential impact to be mitigated as a result of policy
LU-3.

Policy LU-46 requires strategies to provide buffers
around manufacturing/industrial centers to reduce
conflicts with adjacent land uses. Policy T-23 calls for
King County and other transportation providers to
establish a process for prioritizing and siting the
location of transportation facilities. Policy ED-2 also
calls for a regional industrial siting policy based on a
regional assessment of the need for industrial zoned
land and availability of infrastructure.

In terms of the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternative, policies that could contribute to
mitigation of noise related impacts include policy RL-
410. Policy RL-410 states that truck traffic related to
mining operations should avoid neighborhood
collectors or local access, and in urban areas, mining
operations should have direct access to arterials. This
policy could reduce noise impacts to neighborhoods.

In comparison with the other alternatives, the policies
proposed under the Magnet Alternative appear to
provide the highest degree of mitigation measures for
noise impacts. For example, the policies under
"Siting Public Capital Facilities" call for.a structuring -

* - of mitigation programs so. that mitigation-compels or
. motivates jurisdictions to compete for and accept the

facility. This could imply that mitigation measures

" would ensure that noise levels were mitigated to the

extent that the facility would be attractive to the host
community.

Also under the Magnet Alternative, the policies for
"Quality of Urban Living/Community Character”
include establishment of neighborhood or sub-area
benchmarks for environmental quality for which new
development must comply (such as noise).
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Community review processes would be established to
ensure substantive citizen involvement in development
review and assess community satisfaction. These
policies would result in maintenance or reductions of
noise levels associated with future growth, due to the
use of benchmarks for noise in order to mitigate
future noise impacts. Further, the involvement of the
community in development review and community
quality of life issues would allow citizens to let
government officials know the level of noise that can
be tolerated in the community, and assist in the
setting of the benchmarks to be attained.

For all the alternatives, there are many noise
attenuation techniques that can be implemented at the
project level. For example, projects that utilize
federal funds would be subject to Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act and Section 404 of
the Clean Water - Act. These laws require
determination of other practicable alternatives and
mitigation to minimize adverse impacts. The projects
would also be subject to local jurisdictions’ sensitive
areas ordinances.

In general, the policies under each alternative should
include provisions to mitigate the impacts of noise
due to increased density of residential areas, increased
human activity in non-residential areas, industrial
uses, travel-related noise, and construction.
Considering the compatibility of adjacent land uses in
terms of noise impacts can go a long way towards
mitigating adverse impacts. Policies and regulations
for mixed use should ensure compatibility of land use
and address noise mitigation. Vegetated buffers,
barriers, earth berms, and sound barrier walls should
also be incorporated into land development
regulations as a means of reducing noise impacts.

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

In general, adverse short term and long term noise -
impacts will occur were growth occurs.’ Thus, itis -

. essential that . noise. mitigation measures and
~. consideration of compatibility of adjacent land uses in
terms of noise - impacts be . incorporated into
jurisdictions’ plans, policies, and construction
standards.
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18.0 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Economic growth and economic development have
traditionally had three major dimensions: (1) an
increase in economic market activity reflected by an
increase in the county's gross product, (2) an increase
in the material welfare of county residents reflected
by an increase in the county's per capita income, and
(3) an increase in job opportunities available to
county residents reflected by an increase in the
county's ratio of employment to working age
population. Computer and telecommunications based
technologies combined with an increase in

international trading has weakened the link among
these different dimensions of economic growth and -
development during the last few years, but existing" -
" economic conditions in King County were defined -

during- a period when the link was strong. Because
people tend to migrate to areas where job
opportunities are relatively plentiful and incomes are
rising, economic growth and development also is
closely associated with net in-migration. As a result,
economic growth ‘and development have been the
driving forces behind King County's population
increases.

The County had about 945,000 nonagricultural wage
and salary jobs in 1990, four and a half percent
above 1989 and thirty percent greater than in 1980.
The rate of job growth was about three times greater
during the second half of the decade than it was
during the first half - 1.8 percent per year between
1980 and 1985 compared with 5.5 percent between
1985 and 1990. As a result, about three-quarters of
the County's job growth during the decade came
during the last half of the 1980s. Most of this job
growth came in the County's aircraft manufacturing,
service, wholesale trade, and retail trade sectors,

" The growth of jobs in.King County has-atfracted

significant net in-migration.- A 1990 study estimated -

- that about 150,000 of the new jobs created in the

County during the twenty year period, 1970 through
1990, were filled by persons from outside King
County.

Between 1989 and 1990 aircraft manufacturing's job
growth slackened. Although service and trade jobs
continued to increase between 1989 and 1990, adding
17,600 and 7,600 jobs, respectively, and government -
primarily educational -jobs increased by 5,500, it
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the first half of the 1990s would not match its
performance during the last half of the 1980s.

Unemployment in King County during the late 1980s
declined to near historic levels as the unemployment
rate dropped below four percent during 1990. As job
growth slowed down in' the late 1980s and early
1990s, natural increases in the County's working age
population combined with in-migration - which
continued but at a slower rate - caused the
‘unemployment rate to start climbing. By the first few
years of the 1990s, it had started climbing back to the
national rate. In July, 1992, unemployment in King
County was 5.9 percent; and in July, 1993, it was 7.0
percent - compared to 6.9 percent for the United
States as a whole.

The geographic distribution of employment in King
County changed significantly during the 1980s.
Almost 58 percent of all King County jobs were
located in the City of Seattle in 1980. By 1988, over
half of all jobs in the County were located outside
Seattle's city limits. Downtown Seattle was still a
major employment center with over 120,000 jobs
(over 15 percent of the total number of jobs in the
entire County), but suburban centers in Bellevue,
Kent, Renton and Highline had substantial job
concentrations. The most rapid rates of job growth
occurred in outlying communities such as Redmond,
Woodinville, and Federal Way.

Mean personal income per household in King County
grew from $34,850 in 1981 to $58,950 in 1991.
Converting into constant value 1992 dollars, the
change in mean per household personal income was
from $51,120 in 1981 to $58,950 in 1991 - an
average annual compound rate of growth of 1.4
percent. Most of the growth in household income

was attributable to an increase in the number of

income earners per household, as the relative decline

in manufacturing jobs and growth in trade and service -

jobs in the County acted to hold down average wage
and salary earnings per worker: '

Gross business income earned by firms headquartered
in King County exceeded $100 billion for the first
time in 1990. The manufacture of aircraft equipment
and the production and distribution of prepackaged
computer software were major factors contributing to
the growth of business income in the County.

New commercial valuations in King County cities
increased 25 percent between 1989 and 1990
accounting for $0.99 billion out of a total County
increase in commercial valuation of $1.12 billion.
The increase primarily reflected a major growth in
available commercial office space. Seattle led all of
the cities in the County in new commercial valuations
with $0.44 billion. Overall, King County cities
accounted for 85 percent of the new valuations
between 1989 and 1990, with unincorporated places
in the County accounting for the remaining 15
percent.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Introduction

Evaluating the impact of economic growth and
development is both a complex and contentious task.
It is complex because the phrase “economic growth
and development* is seidom defined operationally and
consequently gives rise to arguments based on
alternative definitions rather than substantive issues.
It is contentious because the nature of economic
growth inevitably involves trade-offs, and a trade-off
based policy is difficult to address when single issue
advocacy often dominates policy discussions.

Certain things are factually known however and they

provide a context within which an assessment of the

impact of the economic development policies

articulated in the CPPs can be assessed. Foremost

among these is that economic growth and

development -- however defined -- occur unevenly.

There has been no period in the history of the United

States or the State of Washington during which all

regions or places had economies which grew equally.

Persons seeking to improve their material welfare at

a pace which exceeds. the opportunity available in

their local economy migrate to places where the
economy is growing more rapidly. - If an acceptable
rate of economic growth and developmient is defined
as one which at least equals the national average, then

acceptable economic development will inevitably

result in net in-migration. The more rapid the rate of
growth and development, the greater will be the in-
migration.

The relationship between economic development and
in-migration highlights the forward looking nature of
the development process and its inherent trade-off
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with current levels of welfare. In-migration results in
higher population levels and puts increased pressure
on a place’s social, physical and biological
environment. Neighborhoods are disrupted and traffic
congestion increases, open spaces are eliminated,
natural habitats are destroyed. Incomes may rise and
a community’s tax base may expand so that its
infrastructure is improved, but most of today's
residents will find that their quality of life has been
diminished. In the longer term however, economic
development and its attendant population growth will
mean that the children of today’s residents will be
able to find gainful employment without having to
leave the region. The asset value of homes will
increase and contribute to the comfort of residents
when they retire. Local schools will have a tax base
that allows them to prepare today’s youth to compete
in tomorrow's world. Cultural amenities such as
libraries, museums, theaters and ballparks will be
provided or expanded. :

Too much and/or too rapid development will degrade
the social, physical and biological environment to an
extent that there is probably no future set of benefits
that will make it worth while. On the other hand,
development which is too little and/or too slow will
impose costs on future generations which no level of
current welfare can compensate. The optimum
balance between present and future welfare cannot be
determined by technical analysis. It will require an
articulation of citizen preferences, and these
preferences will undoubtedly change as time goes on.

A key analytical asumption for this SEIS is the
acceptance of the population forecasts from
Washington State Office of Financial Management.
These planning forecasts assume that total regional
employment and population are constant for ali
alternatives. The possibility exists that King County’s

total employment and population could be effected by

the CPPs with off-setting changes occurring in other

_counties in the region, but the probability of this -

occurring in any significant manner is small given the
larger market forces acting on the regional and
county economies. The impacts of the CPPs
consequently will most likely be on the County’s
geographic distribution of future growth rather than
on its rate.  The CPPs may effect the long term
capacity of King County to accommodate
commercial/industrial development and employment
growth, but if this occurs it will likely be along the

county's northern or southern borders where market
forces will make businesses indifferent to location in
King County as opposed to Snohomish or Pierce
Counties - other factors such as wage rates and taxes
being the same. In large part however such
constraints will result from the land use plans and
subsequent zoning and development regulations
adopted by the county and cities in their respective
comprehensive plans.

The environmental impact assessment of the economic
development policies contained in the CPPs, and
subsequently expanded by the Affordable Housing,
Fiscal & Economic Development, and Rural Character
Task Forces and the Technical Review Areas and No
Rail variations, focuses on directions and trends in the
County's social, physical and biological environment
since the impacts produced by specific actions under
the CPP's broad policy guidelines will largely depend
on how the CPP policies are implemented. The GMA
requirement that CPPs must be consistent with
MultiCounty Planning Policies adopted under RCW
36.70A.210 combined with the 1992 action of the
PSRC's Executive Board and General Assembly that
identified Vision 2020 as the multicounty planning
policies of the four county Central Puget Sound
Region (CPSR) fixes the region's total employment
and population growth. Employment growth in the
CPSR between 1990 and 2020 under all Vision 2020
alternatives, for example, is estimated to be 65
percent.

Despite the constancy of total regional growth and
development under all alternatives, King County's
share of the regional totals can be influenced by the
CPPs since constancy and consistency of regulatory
policy strongly influences the risk associated with
business choices. Businesses can make investment °

decisions with less risk under a constant regulatory -
‘environment. Constancy of policy consequently isan . - -
attractive  attribute  that enhances a place's .
‘attractiveness for business location. In the case of

knowledge intensive and high technology industries,
this appears to be the case even more than is true for
the rest of the economy. To the extent that
development policies reflect a balance between
conservation of the County's physical and biological
resources and the land use requirements of commerce
and industry while providing a constant low risk of
change environment, the development potential of the
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County will be enhanced relative to other parts of the
western United States.

The analysis of the environmental impacts of the
CPPs, and their alternatives and variations, assumes
that the policies will be implemented as adopted or
proposed. Compliance with, or progress toward
achieving, the policies is an issue beyond the scope of
this assessment. Both the lack of operational
definitions, discussed above, and the absence of
consensus benchmarks for making such evaluations
requires that these issues be addressed in the
subsequent environmental reviews that will be phased
over the life of the project.

Finally, this environmental assessment does not
address the issue of fiscal impacts on either the
County or its cities. The GMA requirement that
fiscal impacts be assessed is being addressed by

the County under a separate analysis that is currently
underway.

Impacts of the Alternatives
Regional Context

Foremost among them are the post-cold war
reductions in national defense expenditures by the
federal government, the expansion in international
trade - including creation of a North American Free
Trade Area and the emergence of strong and growing
Pacific Rim economies, and the widespread adoption
of new information processing and communications
technologies by U.S. companies.

The focus of VISION 2020 was on managing regiohal
growth and development rather than attempting to
control either its amount or timing. As a result,

VISION 2020 assumed total regional growth and
development would be an estimated employment .
_growth of 65 percent under all of its alternatives. It :
. further implicitly -assumed - that the relationship

between total economic activity, per capita income,
and employment would remain constant. As a result,
VISION 2020 assumed all the dimensions of
economic growth and development in the region
under all alternatives would also remain constant.
The consequence of this assumption was that while
geographic distributions of economic activity change,
based on different land use concepts, the total change
over the 30-year period remains the same.

The assumed absence of feedback effects between
growth management policies and the region's rate of
economic yrowth and development was appropriate
for VISION 2020s focus on managing the geographic
distribution of economic activity in the region. Since
(a) the PSRC's Executive Board and General
Assembly identified VISION 2020 as the multicounty
planning policies for the CPSR, and (b) the GMA
requires that CPPs must be consistent with
Multicounty Planning Policies, the regional context
for assessing the impact of the economic development
sections of King County's CPPs will be conducted
under the VISION 2020 assumption of a constant 65
percent increase in regional total employment.
However, where the CPPs may generate feedback
effects on the County's level or rate of growth of
economic activity, these effects will be identified and
assessed.  Further, the past several years have
witnessed a separation between the economic activity
and employment dimensions of economic growth and
development in the United States. Real Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) in the country has been
rising at a significantly faster rate than either
employment or per worker wage and salary income.
Consequently, different rates of economic activity and
income growth can be generated by the same growth
rate or level of regional employment depending upon
the types of economic activity involved. As
appropriate, these issues will also be discussed in the
assessment of King County's CPPs.

County Context

Each of the alternatives under consideration represents
a different approach to managing King County's
growth and development. Each, if implemented,
would result in a significantly different land
development pattern. The implementation of the

alternatives described in this document will be - - -
- assessed. in terms of both possible impacts on the

‘County's total economy and localized effects which -
. could occur in the County's cities. '

Different land development patterns resulting from
different approaches to managing the County's growth
and development could affect the types and levels of
economic activity which occur, for any given level of

‘total County-wide employment. This can result from

the interplay of several trends. One of these trends is
for manufacturing companies to adopt technological
innovations that increase production while reducing
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employment. Future levels of production and the
absorption of land into manufacturing uses could be
substantially higher consequently than a simple
projection of manufacturing employment would
indicate. There are also some recent instances of
manufacturing firms using multi-story instead of
single-story structures for production. Although these
two trends operate in opposite directions, the likely
net effect is for manufacturing's demand for land to
grow more rapidly than its demand for workers.
Another trend is for trade and service activities to use
more land (including land for parking areas) per
worker when they locate outside central cities. The
growth of retail trade and service activity outside
existing major urbanized places will consequently
absorb more land even though the County's total retail
trade and service employment remains constant.
Another trend is for many of the newer high
technology industries, such as prepackaged software
or biomedical products production, to agglomerate.
These types of companies often have relatively few
workers, engage in high value added production, and
locate on extensive land holdings. To the extent that
these types of industries agglomerate in King County
over the next two decades, the requirement for
industrial and commercial land will be significantly
higher than it would be otherwise - assuming the
County's total employment is the same.

At the present time, possible mechanisms for future
cooperation cannot be determined.

Impacts of Alternatives

The CPPs adopted by the King County Council in
1992 contained three Framework (FW) policies and
five Economic Development (ED) policies related to
economic development and growth in King County.
" The three FW policies were: '

FW-29: " Jurisdictions shall contribute to viable' o

“and sustainable economic growth and
development through providing cost-
efficient infrastructure, public services,
and affordable housing, promoting

excellence in education, and protecting -

the environment.

FW-30: Jurisdictions shall act to increase work
training and job opportunities for all
residents.

FW-31: Jurisdictions shall support
development of a regional economic
development strategy consistent with
the county-wide land use pattern.

The five ED development policies were:

ED-1: The GMPC shall adopt economic
development policies which:

a. Establish the County's role in
the regional economy;

b. Maintain a strong economic
base within King County;

c. Encourage diversification of the
economy;

d. Maintain an adequate supply of
land for future economic
development;

e. Identify geographic areas where
public resources that promote
economic development will be
targeted;

f. Foster job training opportunities;

g. Protect the natural environment
as a key economic value in the
region;

h. Consider the special needs of
economically disadvantaged
citizens and neighborhoods; and

i. Include input from, and
assistance to, the private sector.

ED-2: Regional planning shall produce an
industrial siting policy based on the
need for industrial zoned land in the
region, the- availability = of
_transportation, and the availability of
other infrastructure. ‘

ED-3:  Jurisdictions * comprehensive plans
shall include economic development
policies that both address local
economic concerns and are consistent
with regional economic development
strategy.

ED-4: Jurisdictions"@shall include an estimate
of the type and number of jobs to be
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accommodated in their comprehensive
plans.

ED-5: The County shall work with Pierce
and Snohominsh Counties to develop
a joint 20-year regional economic
development strategy.

The following sections assess the impact of the above
CPPs, and their proposed alternatives and variations,
on the environment.

No Action Alternative

No Action Alternative involves the adopted CPPs, as
enacted by King County in 1992, being in force, but
the GMPC taking no further implementing actions -
such as designating growth centers.

The consequences of No Action Alternative are that
jurisdictions' specifications of their local economic
development concerns (ED-2) and estimates of the
type and number of jobs they wish to accommodate
(ED-4) will be unconstrained by County development
policies (ED-1), regional industrial siting policies
(ED-2), or a 3-county economic development strategy
(ED-5). Essentially, No Action Alternative will result
in a piecemeal approach to economic growth and
development in the County. The CPPs will require
local jurisdictions to articulate their development
concerns and job creation targets but will neither
guide nor direct them.

The environmental impacts resulting from this
alternative will depend on the economic development
concerns and employment targets that local
jurisdictions place in their comprehensive plans. At
the present time, insufficient information exists to
assess the environmental impacts that may result from
this process. The level of detail in the CPPs is also

" not sufficient to determine potential envirpnmem;al‘

 impacts of TSM.

The assumption undertying the CPPs that employment
growth in the County will be constant under all
alternatives however means that local jurisdictions
will be specifying their employment targets in the
context of a zerorsum game. Since total County
employment in 2020 is assumed to be the same under
all alternatives and actions, the only way a jurisdiction
can get more than its proportionate share of future

employment growth is to take it away from other
jurisdictions. Without the guidance that County
growth and development policies, regional industrial
siting policies, or a 3-county economic development
strategy would provide, a distinct possibility exists
that inter-jurisdictional competition for jobs could
develop. This type of job competition could have
significant adverse impacts on the County's physical
and biological environment, since one primary
technique used by jurisdictions to attract companies is
to make choice land available for siting industrial and
commercial buildings. Unconstrained  inter-
jurisdictional competition for expanded tax bases will
have similar environmental impacts. The fact that
there is substantial variation among industries in the
amount of industrial and commercial land used per
dollar of assessed value should prevent the worst
consequences of zero-sum game competition from
occurring.

Eight Centers Alternative

Eight Centers Alternative is the development in King
County of (1) eight urban centers, as detailed in CPP
land use policy 28 (LU-28), (2) four
manufacturing/industrial centers, as detailed in LU-39,
(3) having the County implement economic
development CPPs ED-1 through ED-5, inclusive, and
(4) having the County implement other CPP policies
involving action by the GMPC.

An urban center is defined as an area with (a) no
more than 1.5 sq. miles, (b) a minimum of 15
dwelling units (DUs) and 50 jobs per gross acre (or
a minimum of 14,400 DUs and 48,000 jobs per 1.5
mile urban center), (c) direct service by high capacity
transit that has stations within walking distance of all
portions of the center, and (d) complementary land -

uses. A manufacturing center is defined ‘as an area -
“which (a) contains aggregations of land parcels sized
for manufacturing/industrial uses, (b) has zoning .
‘which' discourages land uses other than

manufacturing/industrihl, and (c) accommodates a
minimum of 10,000 jobs. Manufacturing centers with
15,000, or more, jobs shall be served by high capacity
transit (HCT).

The major consequence of Eight Centers Alternative
will be to increase land use densities within the eight
designated urban centers and four manufacturing
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centers while reducing the potential growth of land
use densities elsewhere in the County.

The Eight Centers Alternative has the potential for the
greatest reduction in single occupancy automobile use
since the majority of future job and dwelling unit
growth will be in areas that both provide HCT and
require either limited parking or charges for single
occupancy vehicles.

The impact of Eight Centers Alternative on the social
and economic environment will probably be mixed.
Concentrating future job and population growth into
eight urban centers and four manufacturing centers
will increase the relative demand for land and cause
relative land values to rise in the centers compared to
other places in the County. The higher land values
will cause land to be used more intensively. The
centers will consequently become characterized by
multi-family residences and high rise (possibly mixed
use) commercial buildings. For residents of the
centers, this implies a reduction in living space in the
average dwelling for any given price of a dwelling
unit.

The manufacturing centers will similarly experience
a relative increase in land values. Manufacturing and
industrial activities which use land extensively and
generate relatively low value-added per square foot of
land use will probably be price rationed out of the
centers. Over time this will tend to create higher
valued-added manufacturing in the County's industrial
sector but will reduce the availability of entry level
industrial jobs for lower skilled workers.

Viable middle income single family residential
neighborhoods outside the centers should not be
affected much. The infill development process
contained in LU-54 should allow for some expansion

“of dwelling units. The focusing of population growth -
) into the centers: however will result in. a ‘relatiye ‘
- - decline in property values in these neighborhoods -

although absolute property values should continue to
rise. The use of zoning to direct population growth
into the eight centers will tend to limit market forces
from re-developing deteriorating marginal single
family areas into multi-family or other alternative
uses. :

Except as noted in the above discussion of
manufacturing centers, the impacts of the Eight

Centers Alternative on occupational and industrial
employment are uncertain at the level of generality
contained in the CPPs. However the trend toward
multi-family residential structures and high rise
commercial structures in the urban centers implies an
increase in the number to building maintenance
related jobs. The emphasis on HCT and the
development of walk-ways and bicycle-ways that are
an important component of the urban center 'concept
should result in a significant decline in vehicle traffic
in the County. Over time, this will tend to reduce
employment in automobile service/repair/sales
activities.

14 Centers Alternative

14 Centers Alternative is essentially the same as the
Eight Centers Alternative except that the number of
centers increases from eight to fourteen - a 75 percent
increase in the amount of land potentially available
for urban center growth. The percentage of County
households residing in urban centers under the 14
Center Alternative is expected to increase from 24
percent to 40 percent - primarily resulting from a shift
of households out of suburban unincorporated areas
and smaller urban places - and the percentage of total
employment located in urban centers is expected to
grow from 49 percent to 74 percent. This expected
locational shift in the County's future population and
job growth would reduce scattered no- (or lirnited-)
service developments. As stated in other parts of this
document, the 14 Centers Alternative will probably
have the fewest adverse impacts on the County's
physical and biological environment.

The 14 Centers Alternative economic impacts will be
the same as the Eight Centers Alternative but the
magnitude of the impacts will be less since population
and job growth will be directed into 75 percent more -

" urban center land. The changes in ‘relatjve value
. between urban center and non-urban center lands will
_ be less, and the implied impact of these relative land

value changes will consequently be reduced. A
significant issue is whether the projected moderate
growth of population and jobs in King County and the
CPSR assumed throughout this SEIS will be adequate
to generate a level of demand for housing units and
commercial services necessary for the feasibility of
the urban center concept. There is not sufficient
information available currently to make this
determination. If the level of demand under the 14
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Centers Alternative is not enough to support the life-
style concepts envisioned as part of the urban centers
however, the County may be faced with the choices
of (a) adopting a more growth enhancing (rather than
simply growth management) economic strategy, (b)
not minimizing adverse physical and biological
environmental impacts by going to fewer urban
centers, or (c) not achieving the HCT and high
density culture/life style envisioned as part of the
urban centers concept.

The number of manufacturing centers under the Eight
Centers Alternative and 14 Centers Alternative remain
constant - both will have four. The impacts of the
manufacturing centers under the 14 Centers
Alternative will therefore be the same as those
discussed under the Eight Centers Alternative.

Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative

The Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative is
the replacement of the CPPs adopted by the King
County Council in 1992. The consequence of the
Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative is that
future population settlement and job growth in the
County would be governed by the King County
Economic Development Plan (1989), the King County
Transportation Plan, the King County Open Space
Plan (1988), and the King County Affordable Housing
Plan (1987).

The impact of the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternative would probably be a continuation of the
population settlement and job growth patterns recently
operating in King County. These include the
absorption of undeveloped land, shifting the relative
concentration of employment away from Seattle to
areas east of L.ake Washington, and the growth of low

density residential patterns in the eastern parts of the

County. More specialty destination retail

_ - developments, such as the factory outlet center in -
- North Bend, can probably be expected to occur in the

eastern areas of the County along the 1-90 corridor.

What is not determinable currently is the impact of

the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative - or-

any of the other Alternatives - under various scenarios
concerning regional development. If Pierce and
Snohomish Counties elect to adopt well defined
managed growth strategies, Pre-Countywide Planning
Policies Alternative implies that those types of

industrial and commercial activities seeking to locate
in the region but which do not fit the growth
strategies of the other counties will locate in King
County. If Pierce and Snohomish Counties also adopt
an “existing plans” growth strategy however there will
be no regionally induced impact.

Magnet Alternative

The Magnet Alternative essentially substitutes
attraction incentives for land use regulations as the
method for creating urban centers, manufacturing
centers, and establishing urban growth areas (UGAs).
In the domain of economic development, the Magnet
Alternative involves the simplification of business
regulation, incentives for the encouragement of new
business formation, matching skills training to local
business requirements, and incentives for businesses
to use resource conservation techniques in production.
It also involves development of a region-wide strategy
to achieve a balance of jobs and housing in
“reasonable proximity to Puget Sound urban growth

i3]

areas.

In general, incentives are less powerful than
regulations as a tool for achieving specific policy
objectives. As a consequence, the Magnet Alternative
will likely produce a pattern of population settlement
and job growth more compact than the No Action
Alternative and Pre-Countywide Planning Policies
Alternative but less compact than the Eight and 14
Centers Alternatives. Its incentives would probably
induce some increased concentration of population
and jobs in urban centers, but some sprawl of
residences and jobs into the eastern parts of the
County would probably continue.

The Magnet Alternative’s explicit recognition of the

" need to simplify business regulations and encourage

new business formations would probably improve
King County's business climate. The impact of all the .

" alternatives being assessed is made under the

assumption that King County's job growth will be the
same, and consequently the improvement