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PREFACE

The purpose of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS) is to
consider the environmental impacts of proposed policy amendments to the Countywide
Planning Policies (CPPs).

The FSEIS consists of two documents. The first document is the Draft Supplemental
EIS (DSEIS) which was issued January 12, 1994. 1t analyzes the environmental
impacts of five alternatives and several policy variations to the CPPs (pursuant to WAC
197-11-405 and WAC 197-11-11-620). It compares significant impacts, mitigation
measures and unavoidable adverse impacts of the alternatives and policy variations.

This document is the second document of the FSEIS. It analyzes proposed policy
amendments the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) will recommend to
the Metropolitan King County Council. The GMPC recommendations fall within the
scope of the alternatives and impacts analyzed in the DSEIS.

The main part of the FSEIS presents comments and responses to comments received on
~ the DSEIS. 132 letters and GMPC testimonies were received from state and local
agencies and from individuals. Responses are provided for issue areas (specific
questions) compiled from all comments. In general, responses were prepared for
substantive comments to errors, omissions or possible deficiencies in the DSEIS. In
some cases, additional analysis was conducted to clarify impacts in the DSEIS.
Statements of concurrence with DSEIS assessment, assertions or personal positions on
an issue, and value judgments have been acknowledged and incorporated in the FSEIS
without further substantive response.

The adoption of the amendments to the CPP’s is a non-project action. For non-project
actions, lead agencies have greater flexibility in producing an EIS because less specific
details are known about the proposal and any implementing measures as well as

potential significant impacts on the environment (WAC 197-11-442). Because the EIS

is program-oriented rather than project-specific, much of the impact analysis indicates a +~
general direction of change in the environment resulting from the proposed action

rather than placing exact values on the extent of the impacts. The general direction of
impacts and mitigation that was discussed in the DSEIS did not change as a result of

the GMPC recommendations.

The FSEIS is intended to be used by King County and other jurisdictions completing
their Comprehensive Plans. Specific projects which have been determined to have a
significant adverse impact on the environment will be required to prepare a project EIS



(WAC 197-11-360). However, parts of this FSEIS may be used to revise and/or
reduce the scope of the EIS by reference to relevant information for each element of the
environment (WAC 197-11-443),



TABLE OF CONTENTS
COVER SHEET
FACT SHEET
PREFACE
TABLE OF CONTENTS

PART ONE: PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE 1992 COUNTYWIDE
PLANNING POLICIES
L. Proposed Amendments Policy Matrix
II. Propsosed Amendments Text
III. Appendix v
1. Urban Growth Areas Map/Snoqualmie

Household and Employment Targets
Affordable Housing Index

i A

Transportation Requirements of the GMA

PART TWO: DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED
AMENDMENTS
L. Summary of the Proposed Amendments
II. Analysis of the Proposed Amendments
A. Urban Growth Area
Centers
Targets

Activity Areas

m o QW

Other Policy Amendments



PART THREE: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS AND TESTIMONY

II.

III.

Iv.

V.

VL

VIL

Introduction (IN-1 to IN-12)

Land Uses (LA-1 to LA-53)

Affordable Housing (HO-1 to HO-15)
Transportation (TR-1 to TR-30)
Infrastructures and Services (IS-1 to IS-45)
Natural Systems (NS-1 to NS-30)

Economic Development (EC-1 to EC-19)

PART FOUR: COMMENTS AND TESTIMONY

PART FIVE: APPENDIX

Tables

w

4A.

4B.

8A.

8B.

Revised Discounted Dwelling Unit Capacity on Land Zoned For
Residential Use

Proposed Growth Target Ranges for Households and Employment
Initial Proposed Growth Target Ranges for Households with Discounted
Dwelling Unit Capacity Comparison

King County Population Change

Kinc County Population: Age by Sex

Comparisons: Proposed Urban Centers Vs. Quantitative Policy Criteria
(Households)

Comparisons: Proposed Urban Centers Vs. Quantitative Policy Criteria
(Jobs)

Recorded Formal Subdivisions in King County, 1985-1992 - Lots,
Acres, and Average Density per Gross Acre

Parcel Sizes and Distribution - King County “Old” Rural Areas, June,
1992

Parcel Sizes and Distribution - King County “New” Rural Areas, May,
1992

Annual Average Home Price in King, Pierce and Snohomish Counties,
1987 - 1993



10.  Not Used.
11.  Not Used. ‘
12.  Impacts of Policy Options for Rural Character on Both the Centers

Alternatives and the Magnet Alternative

Figures
1. Residential Lands - Non Center Urban Area
2. Employment Lands - Non Center Urban Area
3. King County Single Family and Multifamily Trends
4. King County Housing Densities 1993 - 2013

Map Series (4 of 4: GMPC Proposed Urban Growth Boundary
Photo Montage: Urban Center Housing Choices

FINAL SEIS DISTRIBUTION LIST



PART ONE:

Growth Management Planning Council

Proposed Amendments to the 1992
Countywide Planning Policies

As of May 14, 1994



GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL
Proposed Amendments to the 1992 Countywide Planning Policies
As of May 14, 1994

CHAPTER NAME POLICY DESCRIPTION
Framework Preamble  |Provides definitions for Shall, Should and May
FW-1 Revise CPP adoption process; review land capacity in 1995; establish monitoring program:;
review UGA in 10 years
FW-1 5¢ Criteria for amendment of UGA during 10-year review
FW-4 New Policy to monitor targets annually and make amendments every 6 years
FW-7 Delete "local" from benefits provided by rural cities
Critical Areas CA-5 Preparation of aquifer maps using common criteria
CA-6 New Policy requires land use decisions to take into account aquifer locations and impacts
Rural Areas FW-RU a, b {Jurisdictions are to maintain the basic elements of Rural Character
FW-RU a  |Defines Rurat Character
FW-RU-b  |Outlays the methods to use to maintain Rural Character
RU-1 Retain farming and forestry where appropriate in rural areas
RU-2 Allows K-12 schools in rural areas; limits uses to low-density residential
RU-3 Limits infrastructure improvements in rural areas
RU-4 Limits impacts of urban land use on rural areas
RU-5 Outlines housing densities in rural areas
RU-6 Outlines conditions for clustering housing in rural areas
RU-7 Outlines conditions for transferring density from rural area properties
RU-8 Rural area ecosystems are to guide location and intensity of fand uses
RU-9 Outlines development standards in rural areas
RU-10 Outlines groundwater recharge and storage standards in rural areas
RU-11 Use on mineral, oil, and gas deposits is to maintain environmental quality
RU-13 Outlines street standards in rural areas .
RU-14 Outlines water system standards and management in rural areas
RU-15 Outlines water system standards in rural areas
RU-16 Discourages locating regional public facilities in rural areas
RU-17 Encourages farming and forestry in rural areas through incentives -
RU-19 Calls for additional products in the future to help protect rural areas
Land Use LU-11 . |Makes optional the designation of "new" rural areas; recognizes legally created lots
LU-13 (Deleted)
LU-14 UGA to accommodate 20-year growth with phased urban govemnmental services
LU-15 County review of modifications to designated urban separators
LU-17 Calls for consistency of capital facillties plans and 6-year pop/emp targets
LU-26 (New criteria)
LU-28 Adopts nominated centers
LU-29 Ensure adequate drinking water supply for urban centers
Preamble  |Add advanced technology to man/ind centers
FW-12 Add advanced tech. to man/ind centers, discourage large office/retail
FW-12 Requires fast-track permitting in man/ind centers
LU-39 Designates man/ind centers

Page 1




GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL
Proposed Amendments to the 1992 Countywide Planning Policies
As of May 14, 1994

CHAPTER NAME POLICY DESCRIPTION
Land Use LU-39 Language to clarify action already taken
LU-40 Add advanced tech. to man/ind centers, limit size of office and retail uses
LU-40 Promotes aggregation of land within man/ind centers
LU-41 Change regional citing policy to promote all industrial activity
LU-43 Identify feeder systems and other transit options in man/ind centers with HCT
LU-45 Delete restrictions on SOV in man/ind centers, calls for mass transit service
LU-46 Adds utilities to list of strategies in man/ind centers
LU-47 Changes discussion of HCT in man/ind centers
Preamble  [Describes targets
LU-51 Process for adopting targets for minimum net new households by jurisdiction
: LU-52 (appx) |Adopts household targets by jurisdiction
i LU-52 Criteria for household targets include provision of capital facilties and utilities
LU-53 (appX) |Adopts employment targets by jurisdiction
Text Describes function and designation of Activity Areas
FW-14 New Framework Policy establishing Activity Areas, local designation
LU-55 Recognizes mix of uses in Activity Areas, adds housing and open space
LU-56 Links household and employment densities.in Activity Areas to transit
LU-57 Change "shall" to "should" for parking requirements in Activity Areas
LU-58 'Add business/office parks to Activity Area where transit support exists
LU-59 Delete prescriptive language; provide incentives for mixed use in business/office parks
LU-61 Business/Office Parks are encouraged where they can be served by transit
LU-62 Provide for residential and neighborhood uses in business/office parks
Affordable FW-24 Plan for all economic segments of the community
Housing AH-1 Estimate housing availability for four income ranges
AH-2 New housing programs and funding, local planning targets for low and moderate income
housing
AH-3 Preservation of low-cost housing
AH-4 Technical assistance and educational efforts
AH-5 Monitoring development trends and low/moderate income housing development
AH-6 Evaluation of countywide and local housing performance
Contiguous and CO-15 Conditions urban water system expansion into rurai areas
Orderly Devmt. CO-16 Outlines water system standards and management in rurai areas
Z Economic Preamble  |Defines economic development
7 Development ED-1 Local plans shall support the region's economic base
ED-2 Jurisdictions shall cooperatively identify development and diversification goals
) ED-3 Plans shall attract, retain firms in industrial areas
x ED-3a Recognizes the economic importance of major faciltties, institutions and companies such as
i the University of Washington
ED-4 Calls for balance of economic growth and the environment
ED-5 Encourages water and power conservation
ED-6 Jurisdictions shall identify and help meet the needs of economically disadvantaged citizens
and areas
ED-7 Junisdictions shall cooperate to meet training and education needs
ED-8 Jurisdictions shall plan for and monitor land supply
Page 2




GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL
Proposed Amendments to the 1992 Countywide Planning Policies
As of May 14, 1994 '

CHAPTER NAME POLICY DESCRIPTION
Economic ED-9 Plans shall foster a climate supportive of industry and high-wage jobs
Development ED-10 Encouraged to site resource and agriculture industries close to resource, even in rural areas
and Finance ED-11 Infrastructure providers shall consider economic development goals when making decisions
ED-12 Develop infrastructure funding strategies which consider regional costs and benefits
ED-12a Seek state legisative and local funding to clean up contaminated industrial sites
ED-13 Identify areas which can be used for industry and consider incentives
ED-14 Jurisdictions shall develop permit processes with time periods for approval
ED-16 Jurisdictions may prepare non-project Environmental Impact Statements
ED-17 Jurisdictions encouraged to establish master utility permits
ED-18 Foster the use of public/private partnerships for economic development
ED-19 Establish monitoring, evaluation and benchmarks to measure achievement of goals
RFS-5 Affordable housing in Urban Centers, infill and redevelopment areas
RFS-6 Financing plan for annexation areas
LU-35 Delete date
LU-48 Delete date
FW-34 Regional Governance Plan to be prepared
Other Snoqualmie
UGA Map  |Delete Joint Planning Area from Snogualmie UGA
Target Chart |Proposed growth targets for households and employment
Introduced
Amendments |Amendments introduced to the GMPC, not yet voted upon

Page 3
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King County 2012

A. The Problem

King County has long been known for unsurpassed natural beauty and a dynamic
human environment. It has thriving cities and suburbs and healthy rural communities. The
county's attractive lifestyle and economy continue to draw people into our region.

But unmanaged growth and development endanger some of those very qualities. An
additional 325,000 people will live here by the year 2010 (State of Washington Office of
Financial Management), bringing the total population to 1.8 million. While growth fuels the
area's strong economy, the absence of effective management of that growth threatens the
features that are essential to a rich'quality of life.

The effects of uncoordinated and uni)lanned growth are obvious. King County has the
fifth worst traffic mess in the nation, declining air and water quality, flooding aggravated by
development, and escalating housing costs. Many of the schools are over-crowded and local
governments are struggling to pay for increased demands for services to contro! crime and to
provide critical human resources. |

The need facing the County and State is to provide the incentives necessary to promote
a vigorous, sound, and diversified economy, while reducing, controlling and managing the
potential adverse effects of uncoordinated and unplanned growth.

The Washington State Legislature passed the Growth Management Act (GMA) in
1990 and strengthened it in 1991 to address these problems.

B. The Process

Growth management involves planning for economic and population growth,
determining where new jobs and housing should go and then locating and phasing population
growth in accordance with the ability to provide infrastructure and services. This should
include economic development, a workable transportation system, quality drinking water,
affordable housing, good schools, open space and parks and, at the same time, protection of
our natural environment.

King County and the 31 cities within it are addressing growth management problems
together and in their local jurisdictions. Planning at both levels is called for by the Growth
Management Act.

All jurisdictions are working together to develop a vision for the future. This vision is
embodied in this series of policies called Countywide Planning Policies. Realization of this
vision involves trade-offs and difficult choices about the appropriate level of growth, its
location, the type of growth to be encouraged, public spending, governance decisions,

environmental protection, and the quality of life in King County.
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A formal body, the Growth Management Planning Council, with elected officials from
Seattle, the suburban cities, and King County, has considered these draft policies, and based on
public input, will make a recommendation to the King County Council for adoption. Adoption
must take place by July 1, 1992. King County will then submit the adopted policies to the
cities for ratification.

The Countywide Planning Policies will serve as the framework for each jurisdiction's
own comprehensive plan, which must be in place by July 1, 1993. These individual
comprehensive plans throughout the county, then, will be consistent with the overall vision for
the future of King County.

C. The Growth Management Act

The GMA fundamentally changes the way that comprehensive planning is to be done
and land use decisions are to be made in Washington Staie. The challenge of GMA is to
establish a countywide vision and devise a strategy to achieve it. This includes balancing
growth, economics, land use, infrastructure, and finance. 1f resources are inadequate to realize
the vision, then the strategies and land use must be revised. The GMA requires Countywide
Planning Policies be adopted by July 1, 1992, At a minimum, the policies must address:

a. Implementation of RCW 36.70A.110 (Urban Growth Areas);

b. Promotion of contiguous and orderly development and provision of urban
services;

c. Siting of public capital facilities;

d. Transportation facilities and strategies;

e. Affordable housing;

f.  Joint county and city planning within Urban Growth Areas;

g. Countywide economic development and employment; and

Analysis of fiscal impact.

Special emphasis is placed on transportation. Future development activity will be
constrained by a jurisdiction's ability to provide and finance transportation improvements or
strategies. This fact has implications for all jurisdictions who can no longer finance and build
the facilities necessary to retain current service levels.

D. Vision for King County 2012

Oux; county has significantly changed in the 20 years that have elapsed from 1992 to
today. The paramount cause for this change has been the successful public/private partnership
which has: supported a diversified, sound regional economy; managed and accommodated

growth; and maintained the county's quality of life.
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An effective stewardship of the environment has preserved and protected the critical
areas in the county. This stewardship has extended to the conservation of our land, air, water
and energy resources for future generations.

The rural areas first formally identified in 1985 and expanded in 1992 remain
permanently preserved with a clear boundary between rural and urban areas.

Development has emphasized the use and reuse of the existing urbanized areas. Much
of the new growth after 1992 first occurred in the areas where there was existing capacity.
Growth then occurred where existing infrastm;:ture could be easily extended or enhanced.
Lastly, areas which required significant new investment in infrastructure accommodated
growth. Today, there still is ample room for new development within the urban area.

Much of the growth in employment, and a significant share of new housing, has
occurred in Urban Centers. These Centers now provide a mixture of employment, residential,
commercial, cultural and recreational opportunities. The centers are linked by the high-
capacity transit system, and transit stations within the centers are located within walking
distance to all parts of the center. Each center has its own unigue character, and they are all
noted for their livability, pedestrian orientation and superior design.

Smaller concentrations of businesses are distributed throughout the urban area, and
focus on providing goods and services to surrounding residential areas. They are linked to
Urban Centers by an effective local transit system. '

Manufacturing/industrial areas continue to thrive and be key components in the urban
area. They are served by a transportation system which emphasizes the movement of people
and goods to and within these areas. '

Rural cities provide unique environments within the rural area and provide commercial
and employment opportunities for their residents. This includes retail, educational and social
services for city residents and surrounding rural areas. Businesses in rural cities provide
employment opportunities for local residents.

The entire urban area is increasingly characterized by superior urban design and an
open space network which defines and separates, yet links the various urban areas and
jurisdictions. Countywide and regional facilities have been located where needed, sited
unobtrusively and with appropriéte incentives and proper impact mitigation.

Attractive and workable alternatives.to the single-occupant vehicle have been built and
strategies adopted which assure the mobility of people, goods and information throughout the
county and beyond.

Regional funds have been used to further the regional land use plan and fund needed

_regional facilities. Local resources have been focused on local facilities. The sharing of
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resources to accomplish common goals is done so that the regional plan can succeed and so

that all can benefit.
The economy is vibrant and sustainable, and emphasizes diversity in the range of goods

produced and services provided. Businesses continue to locate in our county because of the

_ high quality of life, the emphasis on providing a superior education, and the predictability

brought about by the management of growth and the effectiveness of the public/private
partnership in these areas as well as the mutually beneficial partnership in economic
development.

Housing opportunities for all incomes and lifestyles exist throughout the county, and
with the balanced transportation system, access to employment is assured.

The needs of residents are attended to by a social service system that emphasizes
prevention, but which stands ready to respond to direct needs asvwell.

The urban area is located within the incorporated cities, which are the primary urban
service providers. Where appropriate, sub-regional consortiums have been created for certain
services, and the county government is recognized as a regional service provider.

Through a clear understanding of growth management, residents and businesses have
recognized that all problems will not be cured quickly, but clear and reasonable timelines and
financing commitments demonstrate to them that problems will be solved. Residents and
businesses trust in their local governments because the plans and promises made to manage
growth in 1992 have been followed. Change is accepted and proceeds in an orderly fashion
based on the growth management plan.

When a countywide policy staies that a iurisdiction “shall” or “will” do something, such
a policy requires the jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan to contain a policy that is written to
accomplish the purpose of the countywide policy. When a countywide policy states that a
jurisdiction “should” do something, such a policy requires the jurisdiction’s comprehensive
plan to contain a policy that is written to accomplish the purpose of the countywide policy
unless the jurisdiction identifies reasons why it has not done so. When a countvwide policy
states that a jurisdiction “may” do something. such a policy suggests the jurisdiction’s ‘
comprehensive plan to contain a policy written to accomplish the purpose of the countywide
policy if it is in their interest.

E. The Framework Policies

The GMA gives local officials new tools for planning and, for the first time, mandates
that the county and cities work together to establish an overall vision. Through a collaborative
process, the local jurisdictions of King County have prepared the following draft countywide

planning policies. This process relies on local choice to determine the density/intensity and
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character of each area. All jurisdictions must recognize that the smart, long term choices for
the region will require compromises in local self-determination.

These policies represent a cohesive set and are not individual, stand-alone concepts.
The ideas represented here balance each other to establish a vision for the county which builds
on existing land use patterns. The policies are organized by topicsin separate chapters. At the
beginning of each chapter is a framework policy which establishes the overall direction for the
following policies. The Countywide Planning Policies can.only be realized through local plans
and regulations. A decision made locally must become a commitment that the region can rely
upon. The following framework policies outline the countywide planning process.

FW-1. Countywide growth management is a multi ((five))-step process:

STEP 1: The Countywide Planning Policies became ((shat-beceme)) effective October

1992, upon adoption by the 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. (((Sep{embeH-QQQ-%&Fget—da%e)))

STEP 2: The Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) reconvened to conduct

environmental and fiscal analysis of the Countywide Planning Policies and to consider policy

amendments developed through implementation of tasks specified in the Countywide Planning

Polices. These actions are considered the Phase 2 policy amendments and include:

a.  Desienation of Urban Centers according to the procedures and criteria

established in policies LU-28 and LUJ-29,

b. _Designation of Manufacturing/Industrial Centers based on the procedures and
criteria established policies in LU-39 and LU-40:

c.__Adoption of 20 year targets of projected household and employment growth
countywide and for each jurisdiction according to the procedures and criteria in policy LU-52;

d. Confirmation of the Urban Growth Area based on criteria established in policy

LU-14; and

e. Adoption of additional policy amendments based on the recommendations of

the Rural Character Task Force, the Affordable Housing Task Force the Fiscal and Economic

Development Task Force. and public comments on the Countvwide Planning Policies.
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£((é-)) Housing and jobs to accommodate King County's ((prejested-pepulation))
growth targets shall be planned in the context of carrying capacity of the land. Housing

density and affordability shall be considered co-equal objectives.

STEP 3: The Countywide Planning Policies shall be implemented as follows:

a.  All jurisdictions shall make the decisions required to implement the
Countywide Planning Policies into their respective comprehensive plans. (July ((4953)) 1994
target date)

b All jurisdictions shall make the decisions required to implement the
Countywide Planning Policies and their respective comprehensive plans through development

.regulations. (December 1994 target date)

c.((5)) The GMPC shall establish a process for resolving conflicts between local
plans and the Countywide Planning Policies. ((as-raised-by-localjurisdictions-and-may

target-date}))
d.((ez)) Phase 2 Amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies shall be

subject to ratification by at least thirty percent of the city and county governments representing
seventy of the population in King County. All jurisdiction shall amend comprehensive plan as
needed by July 1995 to be consistent with adopted and ratified Phase 2 amendments. ((Guly
1904-target-date}))
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(€ b
Guly1004-targetdate)))

STEP 4: Following adoption of comprehensive plans, the GMPC or its successor shall

” A
o g g = 3 H

review adopted targets and estimated capacity for each jurisdiction to ensure sufficient capacity

within the Urban Growth Area.

MY A

a. Each jurisdiction shall report to the GMPC or its successor the household and

employment targets adopted in its comprehensive plan and the estimated capacity for

household and employment growth for the next 20 vears. Jurisdictions containing Urban or

Manufacturing/Industrial Centers shall report household and employment targets both for

Centers and areas outside Centers. Each jurisdiction shall also evaluate the availability of

infrastructure, as anticipated in local capital improvement plans. to ensure that capacity is

available to accommodate a six-vear estimate of household and employment growth.

b. The GMPC or its successor shall review erowth targets and capacity for each

jurisdiction to assure that local targets are within the adopted ranges and countywide capacity
is sufficient to meet 20 vear growth targets. Ifa discrepancy exists between growth targets

and capacity, the GMPC or its successor shall recommend amendments to Countywide Policies

or local plans to ensure that growth targets can be achieved by planned zoning and

infrastructure capacity.

STEP 3. The GMPC or its successor shall establish a monitoring and benchmarks

program to assess Progress in meeting Countywide Planning Policies.

a. The GMPC or its successor shall establish a growth management monitoring

advisory committee which shall recommend information to be reported anpually to serve as
indicators and benchmarks for growth management policies. The annual reporting shall

incorporate the economic development policy indicators developed by the Fiscal and Economic

Development Task Force and other indicators as adopted by the GMPC. and shall consider

housing indicators specified in policy AH-5. The GMPC or its successor shall adopt a

monitoring program and report the adopted growth management benchmarks annually.

b. The GMPC or its successor should conduct a comprehensive evaluation to

assess progress on countywide policies. The evaluation should be initiated as indicated by

results of the monitoring program, but no earlier than five vears afier adoption of the Phase 2

Amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies. The evaluation shall include opportunities

for public involvement.

c. The citizens and jurisdictions of King County are committed to maintaining a

permanent rural area. The GMPC or its successor shall review all Urban Growth Areas 10




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

29

30

31
32
33
34
35

years after the adoption and ratification of Phase 2 Amendments to the Countywide Planning

Policies. As a result of this review the GMPC or its successor may amend the Urban Growth

Areas based on an evaluation of,_but not limited to, the following factors:

--__the criteria in policies LU-=14 and LU-15

--__the sufficiency of vacant, developable ]and and redevelopable land to meet
project needs:
--__the actual and projected rate of development and land consumption by
category of land use;

-- the capacity of appropriate jurisdictions to provide infrastructure and

service to the Urban Growth Areas;

--_the actual and projected progress of jurisdictions in meeting their adopted

20-vear goals and targets of number of households and employees per acre:
.- the actual and projected rate of population and employment growth
compared to adopted 20-year goals and targets, and compared to revised projections from the

office of financial management;

--__the actual and projected trend of economic development and affordable
housing indicators. as monitored and evaluated by the GMPC or its successor.
.- indicators of environmental conditions, such as air quality, water quality,

wildlife habitat, and others.

d. _Amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies shall be subject to
ratification by at least thirty percent of the city and county governments representing seventy

percent of the population in King County.
* FW-2. Countywide Planning Policies are effective after King County adoption and city

ratification for the purposes of updating comprehensive plans, and providing a policy
framework for other governmental actions of all jurisdictions. Significant planning options will
be precluded if interim actions are not taken to assure capacity and direct growth in the Urban
area, and to protect the Rural area from the impacts of growth. The following interim actions
will be taken by all jurisdictions no later than one month after ratification.

a. King County shall adopt interim rural zoning consistent with the designation of
rural for the "new" Rural area adopted through the Countywide Planning Policies to ensure
rural character is not threatened by additional subdivision activity.

b. All jurisdictions in the Urban area will adopt interim minimum density
ordinances and review and, where appropriate, remove regulatory barriers to accessory
dwelling units and manufactured homes on individual lots, to ensur.e that urban land is used

efficiently.
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c. Jurisdictions shall not expand the existing land area zoned for business/office

parks.

NEW FWwW-4 The final adopted targets shall be monitored by Metropolitan King

County annually with adjustments made by the GMPC or its successor organization every six

years utilizing the process established by FW-3.
1. CRITICAL AREAS

Most jurisdictions in King County have sensitive areas ordinances in place or under
development. These regulations are wailored fo the specific needs of each jurisdiction and are
not likely to be modified I;ased on another jurisdiction’s regulations. It is important (0
promote regional policies that do not erode existing regulations while providing guidance Jor
achieving consistency and compatibility among them.

A. Overall Environmental Protection

FW-3. All jurisdictions shall protect and enhance the natural ecosystems through com-
prehensive plans and policies, and develop regulations that reflect natural constraints and
protect sensitive features. Land use and de\;elopment shall be regulated in a manner which
respects fish and wildlife habitat in conjunction with natural features and functions, including
air and water quality. Natural resources and the built environment shall be managed to protect,
improve and sustain environmental quality while minimizing public and private costs.

FW-4. Puget Sound, floodplains, rivers, streams and other water resources shall be
managed for multiple beneﬁcial uses including flood and erosion hazard reduction, fish and
wildlife habitat, agriculture, open space, water supply, and hydropower. Use of water
resources for one purpose shall, to the fullest extent possible, preserve and promote
opportunities for other uses.

B. Wetlands Protection

CA-1. Alljurisdictions shall use as minimum standards, the 1989 Federal Manual for
Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands and reference the 1989 manual in their
wetlands protection ordinances.

CA-2. In the long term, all jurisdictions shall work to establish a single countywide
classification system for wetlands. .

CA-3. Within each basin, jurisdictions shall formulate their regulations and other
non-regulatory methods to accomplish the following; protection of wetlands; assure
no-net-loss of wetland functions; and an increase of the quantity' and quality of the wetlands.
The top class weflands shall be untouched.

CA-4. Implementation of wetland mitigation should be flexible enough to allow for

protection of systems or corridors of connected wetlands. A tradeoff of small, isolated

aY
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wetlands in exchange for a larger connected wetland system can achieve greater resource
protection and reduce isolation and fragmentation of wetland habitat.

C. Aaquifers

Currently, there are five Ground Water Management Plans ((whderwey)) being
prepared in King County: Redmond, Issaquah, East King County, South King County, and
Vashon. Most, but not all, important aquifers are contained within these arcas. The state
Department of Ecology has designated Seattle-King County Department of Public Health as

the lead agency. Each plan is prepared in conjunction with an advisory comniittee with rep-

resentatives from suburban cities, water utilities. businesses, private well owners,
environmental groups, and state agencies. The plans will identify aquifer recharge areas and
propose strategies for protection of aguifers ((grewnéwater)) through preservation and
protection of groundwater ((egwifers)). Local governmentis are required to adopt or amend
regulations, ordinances, and/or programs in order to implement the plans following

certification by Ecology in accordance with WAC 173-100-120.
CA-5. All jurisdictions shall adopt policies ((rezulations)) to protect the quality and

quantity of groundwater where appropriate;

a. Jurisdictions that are included in Ground Water Management I;lans shall
support the development, adoption, and implementation of the Plans; and

b. The Seattle-King County Department of Public Health and affected
jurisdictions shall develop countywide policies outlining best management practices within
aquifer recharge areas to protect public health; and

- ¢._King County and groundwater purveyors including cities, special purpose

districts, and others should jointly:

1. Prepare groundwater recharge area maps using common criteria and
incorporating information generated bv Ground Water Management Plans and purveyor
studies;

2. Develop a process by which land use jurisdictions will review, concur
with, and implement, as appropriate, purveyor Wellhead Protection Programs required by the
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act;

3. Determine which portions of mapped recharge areas and Wellhead
Protection Areas should be designated as critical: and

4. _Update critical areas maps as new information about recharge areas and
Wellhead Protection Areas becomes available.

NEW CA-6__ Land use actions should take into account the potential impacts on
aquifers determined to serve as water supplies. The depletion and degradation of aquifers

10
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needed for potable water supplies should be avoided or mitigated: otherwise a proven, feasible

replacement source of water supply should be planned and developed to compensate for

potential lost supplies.
D. Fish and Wildlife Habitat

CA-6. Adjacent jurisdictions shall identify and protect habitat networks that are
aligned at jurisdictional boundaries. Networks shall link large protected or significant blocks
of habitat within and between jurisdictions to achieve a continuous countywide network.
These networks shall be mapped and displayed in comprehensive plans.

CA-7. Alljurisdictions shall identify critical fish and wildlife habitats and species and
develop regulations that:

a. Promote their protection and proper management; and
b. Integrate native plant communities and wildlife with other land uses where
possible.

CA-8. Natural drainage systems including associated riparian and shoreline habitat
shall be maintained and enhanced to protect water quality, reduce public costs, protect fish and
wildlife habitat, and prevent environmental degradation. J urisdictions within shared basins
shall coordinate regulations to manage basins and natural drainage systems which include .
provisions to:

a. Protect the natural hydraulic and ecological functions of drainage systems,
maintain and enhance fish and wildlife habitat, and restore and maintain those natural functions;

b. Control peak runoff rate and quantity of discharges from new development to
approximate pre~dcvelophent rates; and

c. Preserve and protect resources and beneficial functions and values through
maintenance of stable channels, adequate low flows, and reduction of future storm flows,
erosion, and sedimentation.

CA-9. Jurisdictions shall maintain or enhance water quality through control of runoff
and best management practices to maintain natural aquatic communities and beneficial uses.

CA-10, The Washington State Departments of Fisheries and Wildlife and the Indian
Tribes both manage fish and wildlife resources. However, local governments have authority
for land use regulation. Jurisdictions shall coordinate land use planning and management of
fish and wildlife resources with affected state agencies and the federally recognized Tribes. ’

E. Frequently Fiooded Areas

The State adopted comprehensive flood legislation in 1991 (Senate Bill 5411) that
makes the GMA requirement for coordination and consislency on flood hazard regulations

much more explicit. According 1o the new legislation, counties are to develop flood hazard

1
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control management plans with the full participation of juri.vdiclién.v within the planning
areas. Once adopted by the county, cities within flood hazard planning areas must comply
with the management plan. The draft Counywide Flood Hazard Reduction Plan is currently
being reviewed by affected jurisdictions before transmittal to the King County Council for
consideration and adoption.

CA-11. Alljurisdictions shall adopt and implement the relevant general and land use
policies of the Flood Hazard Reduction Plan and develop appropriate regulations for imple-
mentation and enforcement of the Plan. Regulations shall:

a. Reduce flood impacts on existing development by reducing risk and regulating
new development;

b. Reduce long term public and private costs;

c. Protect natural flood storage and convéyance functions; and

d. Develop an enforcement program.

F. Geologic Hazard Areas

CA-12. All jurisdictions shall regulate development on certain lands to protect public
health, property, important ecological and hydrogeologic functions, and environmental quality,
and to reduce public costs. The natural features of these lands include:

a, Slopes with a grade greater than 40%;
b. Severe landslide hazard areas;

c. Erosion hazard areas;

d. Mine hazard areas; and

e. Seismic hazards.

Regulations shall include, at a minimum, provisions for vegetation retention, seasonal
clearing and grading limits, setbacks, and drainage and erosion controls.

G. Air and Water Quality '

CA-13. All junisdictions, in coordination with the Puget Sound. Air Pollution Control
Agency and the Puget Sound Regional Council, shall develop policies, methodologies and
standards that promote regional air quality, consistent with the Countywide Policy Plan.

CA-14. All jurisdictions shall implement the Puget Sound Water Quality Management
Plan to restore and protect the biological health and diversity of the Puget Sound Basin.

H. Implementation

CA-15. King County shall establish a technical committee to facilitate environmental
protection which is to include representatives of the county, the cities, the federally recognized

Tribes, business community, environmental community, public utilities, special districts, and

12
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interested citizens. The committee will serve as a depository of regulations and policies
adopted by jurisdictions in King County. ‘

Based on information provided by all jurisdictions, the committee shall prepare a report
by December 1993 which addresses consistency and compatibility of regulations and
designations, cumulative impacts, and education programs. The report should be designed to
assist jurisdictions in developing permanent regulations with optimal consistency among the
jurisdictions.

II. LAND USE PATTERN

A. Resource Lands: Agricultural, Forestry, and Mineral

The protection and management of resource lands in King C 01l.n!y is a regional
concern and a major objective of the countywide planning policies. The vast majority of
resource lands are located in unincorporated King County. These areas were identified and
protected under the 1985 King County Comprehensive Plan and subsequent community plans
and regulations.

FW-5. The land use pattern for the County shall protect the natural environment by
reducing the consumption of land and concentrating development. Urban Growth Areas, Rural
Areas, and Resource Lands shall be designated and the necessary implementing regulations
adopted. This includes Countywide establishment of a boundary for the Urban Growth Area.
Local jurisdictions shall establish these land use designations, based on the Countywide
Planning Policies.

LU-1. Agricultural and forest lands are protected primarily for their long-term
prc;ductive resource value, However, these lands also provide secondary benefits such as open
space, scenic views and wildlife habitat. All jurisdictions should encourage utilization of
natural resources through methods that minimize the impacts on these secondary benefits.
Resource lands also contain an abundance of critical areas that shall be protected in accordance
with adopted State and local regulations.

LU-2.  Alljurisdictions shall protect existing resource lands within their boundaries
that have long-term commercial significance for resource production. Any designated
agricultural and forestry lands shall not be considered for urban development. Jurisdictions are
required to enact a program authorizing the transfer or purchase of development rights for
designated forest or agricultural areas within Urban Growth Areas. At the request of any city,
King County will work to reinstate the King County Purchase of Development Rights Progr.am
and/or establish an interjurisdictional transfer of development rights program to protect these

resource lands in accordance with the GMA.
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LU-3. Existing mineral extractive and processing operations or designated sites may
be annexed or incorporated to a city only if there are policies and regulations in place to
protect the long term viability for continued operation and ensure adequate reclamation and
enhancement of the site once operation ceases.

LU-4.  All jurisdictions shall encourage compatible land uses adjacent to natural
resource areas which support utilization of the resource and minimize conflicts among uses.
Each jurisdiction is responsible for implementing the plat and permit notification requirements
for properties within 300 feet of the resource land, as specified in RCW 36.70A as amended.
Jurisdictions will consider an increased distance for notification and notification to titles to
property within or adjacent to the resource lands.

LU-5.  All jurisdictions shall require mineral extraction and processing operations and
agricultural practices to implement best management practices to reduce environmental
impacts and mitigate any unavoidable impacts.

B. Rural Areas

The vast majority of rural areas are located in 1)r1illcorporaled King County. These
areas were identjfied and regulated through the 1985 King County Comprehensive Plan and
subsequent community plans and regulations. While counties are the jurisdictions 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 regional issue and a
Jundamental objective of the countywide planming policies.

FW-6. Urban Growth Areas, Rural Areas, and Resource Lands shall be designated
and the necessary implementing regulations adopted. This includes Countywide establishment
of an Urban Growth Area. Local jurisdictions shall establish these land use designations, based
on the Countywide Planning Policies.

FW-7. Alljurisdictions acknowledge that rural areas provide an overall benefit for all
residents of King County. Strategies to fund infrastructure and services in rural areas may be
needed to support a defined rural level of service. Towns and cities in the rural areas play an
important role as ((feeal)) trade and community centers. '

FW-RUa A fundamental component of the countywide glanning strategy is the
maintenance of the traditional character of the Rural Area with its mix of forests, farms, high-
quality natural environment, rural cities, unincorporated rural centers, and variety of low-den-
sity residential uses. The basic elements of this rural character are:

a. _ NATURAL FEATURES .... such as water bodies and significant wetlands,

scenic resources and habitat areas should be afforded long-term protection. minimizing long-

v
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term environmental degradation, and enhancing environmental quality where previous degra-

dation has occurred.

b) RESOURCE-BASED INDUSTRIES ... Commercial and non-commercial

farming. forestry, primary forest products manufacturing, mining and fisheries activities shall

be encouraged to continue and to expand as possible:

c. RURAL TOWNS .... Valued attributes of small towns such as: public safety:

historical continuity: small, independent business: and local availability of goods and services

shall be encouraged to continue,
d) RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES ... Rural residents outside

cities should anticipate lower levels of public services and infrastructure than those available in

urban areas, maximizing self-sufficiency and independence.
e. OPEN SPACE SYSTEM .... Siqniﬁcant‘ components of King County's Open

Space System are found in Rural Areas. Trail corridors, habitat networks, recreational areas

and scenic resources should be linked wherever possible to complete the system. Active rec-

reational facilities shall be rural in character. Where a traditional landscape of fields cleared for

agricultural purposes exists, new development should be clustered at the edges of fields to

minimize the consumption of agricultural land and possible conflicts with current or future

farming activity.
f)  RURAL HOUSING ... The Rural Areas shall offer important alternative and

qualitative housing choices but shall not be considered a quantitatively significant part of the

county's residential growth capacity;
o)  RURAL ECONOMY.... The Rural Areas make a unique contribution to King

County's economy. _In addition to farming, fisheries and forestry, cottage industries shall be

recognized as making a significant economic contribution in Rural Areas. and should be

encouraged.

h)  CITIES... Rural cities shall encourage, where appropriate, business opportu-

nities which Suggon the full range of rural activities occurring in their adjacent Rural Areas,
including support servicés for agriculture and forestry. Cities should also provide a place for
shopping, education, social services and other community functions at a scale consistent with
the maintenance of rural character as well as the cities' target population and employment
numbers.

FW-RUb To achieve and maintain rural character King Cou‘nty, and the cities as
appropriate, shall use a range of tools including, at a minimum: land use designations, devel-

opment regulations, level of service standards (particularly for infrastructure). and incentives.

15
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LU-6. Through the Countywide Planning Policy process, King County, with
the cooperation of the cities, shall be responsible for designating rural areas consistent with
GMA. In designating long term rural areas, King County shall foster better use of limited pub-
lic funds by allowing service providers to establish distinctly rural facility and service standards.

LU-7. Designated rural areas are considered to be permanent and shall not be
redesignated to an Urban Growth Area. Future growth should be accommodated by efficient
use of existing urban land within the Urban Growth Area. Annexation of rural areas to cities
shall be prohibited. When annexation of rural areas is necessary to link two urban areas, that
intervening rural area shall be designated as permanent urban separator at low rural densities.

RU-1 Retention of resource-based uses and conservation of natural resource

lands are important to maintaining the traditional character, environmental functions and values
of the Rura] Area. King County shall identify appropriate districts within the Rural Area where
farming and forestry are to be encouraged and expanded. These districts shall be designated by

December 31, 1995. Areas to be considered should include:

a) Large blocks of land, either identified bv King County or proposed by
the property owrers, with resource land characteristics or agriculture or forestry production
potential;

b) Land enrolled in the current use assessment program as farm and agri-
cultural land or timber land under RCW 84.34 or enrolled for tax purposes as timber land
under RCW 84.33:

c) Land in proximity to designated Agriculture and Forest Production Dis-
tricts, offering mutual buffering benefits and low potential for conflicts with adjacent uses: and

d) Land with valuable environmental features such as wildlife habitat,

ground water recharge, salmonid streams. or high-value wetlands.

RU-2 Permitted land uses within designated Rural Area farming and forestry
districts should be limited to residences at very low densities and farming or forestry-related
uses. Institutional uses or public facilities should not be permitted except for the siting of util-
ity lines where no feasible alternative exists and the siting of K-12 public_schools and K-12
public school facilities in conjunction with K-12 Public Schools. Development of adjacent
lands should be conditioned to minimize land use conflicts and conversion pressures upon these

districts.

RU-3  The Rural Area shall have low densities which can be sustained by minimal

infrastructure improvements, such as septic systems and rural roads. King County, cities adja-

cent to Rural Areas, and other agencies providing services to Rural Areas, shall adopt stan-
dards for facilities and services in Rural Areas that protect basic public health and safety. and

16
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enhance the environment, but urban facilities and services should not be provided to Rural

Areas.

RU-4 Comprehensive plans covering nearby Urban Areas shall consider the

potential impacts of urban development upon the adiacent Rural Area. Development in Urban

Areas shall not significantly increase peak flows or pollution in Rural Area streams. Urban-

generated traffic should not cause rural roads to be.uperaded to urban standards. Where a

rural arterial must be upgraded to accommodate urban-generated traffic. it should include fea-

tures such as screening and limited access within the Rural Area to lessen the road's impact on

surroundine rural lands, including pressure to convert them to_higher-intensity uses. Funding

for such improvements shoulid be primarily the responsibility of the benefiting jurisdiction.

RU-5 Planning for Rural Areas should comply with the following density

guidelines;
a) one home per 20 acres to protect forest lands when designated in accor-
dance with Policy RU-1.

b) one home per 10 acres to protect lands for small-scale farming when

designated in accordance with Policy RU-1;
) one home per 10 acres is also appropriate if the predominant lot size is

10 acres or larger and the lands within one-quarter of a mile of a designated Forest Production

District or lower-density Agricultural Production District with livestock-based agriculture or a

legally-approved long-term mineral resource extraction site or, the lands contain_significant

environmentally constrained areas as defined by county ordinance or federal or state law;

4 one home per 5 acres where the land is physically suitable and can be

supported by rural services, and
e) development on_existing sub-standard lots in_the Rural Area shall be
permitted when applicable development_standards, such as Board of Health regulations for
on-site sewage disposal, can be met.
RU-6  To maintain rural character, and to minimize the need for additional infrastruc-

ture. very larae lots (five acres or more) are the preferred residential development pattern. To

further the poals of rural protection, clustering of development that will sustain rural land uses,

require only rural levels of service and be designed. scaled and sited to be consistent with Rural

Area character may be required
a.  where it would not result in a greater number of dwelling units than would be

constructed under a conventional lotting pattern unless either:

1. a substantial dedication of land to King County’s Open Space System is

provided and the impacts of the additional dwelling units are mitigated:
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2. _permanent protection, substantially greater than that attainable through

existing regulations, is secured for a significant natural resource, or
3. substantial farming or forestry lands would be permanently protected

from conversion to non-resource based uses.

b. __ where clustering of development would:

1. provide greater protection for natural resources or environmentally sensi-

tive features:

2. reduce the consumption of agricultural or forestry lands for residential

purposes:; or
3. _minimize potential conflicts between residential and resource-based
activities.

RU-7 King County may allow transfer of dénsitv from Rural Area properties
to other Rural or Urban Area properties in order to (1) secure a substantial dedication of sig-
nificant land to_the King County Open Space System: (2) provide permanent protection which
is greater than that available through existing regulation to a significant natural resource; or

18
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(3) encourage retention of resource-based uses in the Rural Area. The county shall

develop a mechanism to accomplish these objectives and provide that;

a) lands dedicated are first determined to be suitable for inclusion within

the King County Open Space System;

b) the protected natural resource is first determined to be of significance to

King County citizens and the protection afforded is materially superior_to that provided by

existing regulations;

c) the resulting development is located in proximity to the lands to be_dedi-

cated to public ownership or where it can otherwise be shown that the residents of this devel-

opment will share in an_overriding public benefit to be derived from the preservation of the

dedicated lands or the protection of the natural resource;

d) the resulting development within the Rural Area maintains rural charac-

ter; and

e) there shall be no net increase in density within the Rural Area asa result
of this density transfer. '

RU-8 Rural Areas should retain a high proportion of undisturbed soils to maintain

ground water recharge, high water quality and river and stream base flows essential to naviga-
tion. recreation and the survival of wildlife and fish, The long-term integrity of Rural Area

ecosystems should be a guiding principle in establishing the location and intensity of land uses
and public facilities in Rural Areas, the operating standards for resource-based activities, and
rural facility standards.

RU-9  Rural development standards should be designed to protect the natural envi-
ronment. 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, groﬁnd water recharge and best management practices for

resource-based activities.

RU-10 Rural Areas shall be recognized as significant for the recharge and storage of

groundwater and as areas necessary for the maintenance of base flows in rivers and natural

levels of lakes and wetlands. Measures to protect these areas shall include:

a) A rural section within the King County Surface Water Design Manual

requiring_runoff be infiltrated except where potential groundwater contamination_cannot be

. prevented by pollution source controls and stormwater pretreatment, and

b)Y infiltration as the preferred method of volume control, with other meth-

ods allowable only after infiltration has been ruled out for technical reasons.
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RU-11 King County's Comprehensive Plan_shall include policies to preserve opportuni-

ties for mining and to assure extractive industries maintain environmental quality and minimize
impacts to adjacent land uses. The goal shall be to facilitate the efficient utilization of valuable
mineral, oil and gas deposits when consistent with_maintaining_environmental quality and
minimizing impacts.

RU-13 Rural level standards for streets should be refined to minimize clearing
and grading, and avoid conflicts with the natural landscape. Pavement width should be no
wider than needed to meet safety considerations and accommodate designated bicy-

cle/pedestrian routes.

RU-15 Standards for rural water service, to be developed through the rural
design manual, should assure adequate quality and quantity for domestic supply consistent with

low rural residential densities and existing infrastructure commitments.

RU-16 ' Regional public facilities which directlv_serve the public shall be

discouraged from locating in rural areas,
and forestry, and land and watershed stewardship can be encduraged through landowner
incentive programs and community-based education. This should include:

a) creating opportunities_and incentives for voluntary cooperative man-
agement of woodlots and open space that is currently in separate ownerships;

b) providing technical assistance and information to landowner groups and
community associations _seeking _to _implement _stewardship, habitat _restoration and
management plans:

<) providing outreach and assistance to_small landowners wishing to par-

ticipate in open space tax incentive programs;

d) ongoing_evaluation of existing tax_incentive programs, inciuding the
County's Public Benefit Rating System and the timber and agricultural current use assessment
programs, to ensure thev meet the needs of rural character preservation;

e) implementation of "right to farm" and "right to forestry" ordinances:

N development of expedited permit_review processes and/or permit
exemptions for activities complying with cooperatively-developed stewardship, habitat restora-
tion and resource management plans that include "best management practices”.

) cooperation with State and Tribal Agencies in expediting regulatory
review and technical assistance to cooperating landowners.
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LU-10. Rural areas designated by King County shall remain rural. Additional rural

areas shall be designated by King County through adoption of a land use map authorized by the
Growth Management Planning Council. These additional areas meet at least one of the follow-
ing criteria: '

a. Opportunities exist for small scale farming and forestry which do not qualify
for resource iand designation,

b. The rural designation serves as a buffer for designated resource lands or sen-
sitive areas;

c. Significant environmental constraints make the area generally unsuitable for
intensive urban development;

d. Major physical barriers exist to providing urban services at reasonable cost,

e. The area is contiguous to other designated rural areas, resource areas or sen-
sitive areas;

f  The area has outstanding scenic, historic, and/or aesthetic value that can best
be protected by rural land uses and densities; and

g. The area has limited public services, extension of full services is not planned,
and infill at higher densities is not feasible or necessary to meet regional goals.

Criteria specified in LU-10(g) permits the redesignation of urban lands in King

County to rural. These areas have not received a full range of services, such as sewers, and

are developed at densities which are too low to support cost-effective provision of all urban
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services. The inclusion of these new rural areas will carry out regional policies by focusing
new development to urban areas that are planned 10 have full urban services.
LU-11. Low-density urban areas meeting the criteria of LU-10(g) ((shaH)) may be

redesignated rural and zoned for rural residential densities. Legally created existing lots within

the rural area are legal building sites as authorized in the King County Code.

RU-19 King County, in collaboration with affected governments, agencies and citi-
zens shall prepare the following products:

a) amanual on rural infrastructure design (including an examination of alternative
sewage treatment technologies). fire/wildfire protection, and service standards:

b) recommended revisions to King County's land development regulations to
address issues such as incentives for reconsolidation of nonconforming and unbuildable lots
application of current regﬁlations if discretionary extensions of preliminary plat approvals are
allowed. and subdivision site design to minimize conflict with nearby farming and forestry

activities:

c) astrategy to persuade the banking industry and its regulators to revise lending
criteria to remove obstacles to affordable housing on large lots, and to invest in environmen-

tally sound land management practices: and

d) a st‘rategx to persuade the federal and state governments to devise domestic
water quality standards and monitoring requirements that protect the environment and public
health at a reasonable cost so as to avoid financial pressure to convert Rural Areas to higher

densities.

(@Y

seFviee-standards:))

C. Urban Areas

The following policies establish an Urban Growth Area (UGA) and methods fo phase
development within this area in order to bring certainty to long-term planning and
development within the county. The Urban Growth Area is a permanent designation. Land

outside the Urban Growth Area is designated for permanent rural and resource uses, excep!
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Jor the cities in the rural area. Countywide policies on rural and resource areas are found in
Chapter 114, Resource Lands, and Chapter 11IB, Rural Areas.

The capacity in the Urban Growth Area for growth, based on adopted plans and
regulations, exceeds the 20-year minimum requirement of the GMA according to the current
population forecasts. In the future, all urban growth is 1o be agqqmm_odaled within
permanent urban areas by increasing densities. Phasing is fo occur within the Urban Growth
Area 1o ensure that services are provided as growth occurs, All cities are 10 be within the
Urban Growth Area. Cities in the rural area are to be UGA islands.

FW-8. The land use pattern for King County shall protect the natural environment by
reducing the consumption of land and concentrating development. An Urban Growth Area,
Rural Areas, and Resource Lands shall be designated and the necessary implementiﬁg
regulations adopted. This includes countywide establishment of a boundary for the Urban
Growth Area. Local jurisdictions shall make land use decisions based on the Countywide
Planning Policies.

FW-9. The Urban Growth Area shall pllovide'enough land to accommodate future
urban development. Policies to phase the provision of urban services and to ensure efficient
use of the growth capacity within the Urban Growth Area shall be instituted.

1. Urban Growth Area

The GMA requires King County to designate an Urban Growth Area (UGA) in
consultation with cities. The Countywide Planning Policies must establish an Urban Growth
Area that contains enough urban land to accommodate at least 20 years of new population
and employment growth. The GMA states: "based upon the population forecast made for the
county by the Qffice of Financial Management, the Urban Growth Areas in the county shall
include areas and densities sufficient to permit urban growth that is projected to occur in the
county for the succeeding twenty-year period. Each Urban Growth Area shall permit urban
densities and shall include greenbelt and open space areas." A UGA map is attached.

LU-14. The lands within ((the)) Urban Growth Areas (UGA) shall be characterized b)"
urban development. The UGA shall accommodate at least the 20-year projection of population
and employment growth with a full range of phased urban governmental services. The
Countywide Planning Policies shall establish the Urban Growth Area based on the follo;ving
criteria:

a. Include all lands within existing cities, including cities in the rural area and
their designated expansion areas,
b, The GMPC recognizes that the Bear Creek Master Plan Developments

(MPDs) are subject to an ongoing review process under the adopted Bear Creek Community
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Plan and recognizes these properties as urban under these Countywide Planning Policies. If
the applications necessary to implement the MPDs are denied by King County or not pursued
by the applicant(s), then the property subject to the MPD shall be redesignated rural pursuant
to the Bear Creek Community Plan. Nothing in these Planning Policies shall limit the
continued review and implementation through existing applications, capital improvements
appropriations or other approvals of these two MPDs as new communities under the Growth
Management Act.

c. Not include rural land or unincorporated agricultural, or forestry lands
designated through the Countywide Planning Policies plan process;

d. Include only areas already characterized by urban development which can be
efficiently and cost effectively served by roads, water, sanitary sewer and storm drainage,
schools and other urban governmental services within the next 20 years;

e. Do not extend beyond natural boundaries, such as watersheds, which impede

provision of urban services;

f.  Respect topographical features which form a natural edge such as rivers and
ridge lines; and

g. Include only 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 an urban separator by interlocal agreement between jurisdictions.

LU-15. Urban separators are low density areas or areas of little development ((and
must-be)) within the Urban Growth Area. Urban separators shall be defined as permanent low
density lands which protect adjacent resource lands, rural areas, and environmentally sensitive
arcas and create open space corridors within and between urban areas which provide

environmental, visual, recreational and wildlife benefits. ((Fhesedands)) Designated urban
separators shall not be redesignated in the future (in the 20 vear planning cycle) to other urban
uses or higher densities. The maintenance of these urban separators is a regional as well as a
local concern. _Therefore, no modifications should be made to the development regulations

governing these areas without county review and concurrence.
2. Phasing Development within the Urban Growth Area

Development in the urban area will be phased to promote efficient use of the land,
add certainty to infrastructure planning, and to ensure that urban services can be provided to
urban development. The minimum densities required by LU-51 help ensure the efficient use
of the land. Phasing will further ensure coordination of infrastructure and development.
Urban areas in jurisdictions which do not have urban services and are not scheduled fo

receive urban services within 10 years shall be subject to phasing requirements.
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LU-16. Within the Urban Growth Area, growth should be directed as follows: a) first,
to centers and urbanized areas with existing infrastructure capacity; b) second, to areas which
are already urbanized such that infrastructure improvements can be easily extended; and c) last,
to areas requiring major infrastructure improvements. -

LU-17. All jurisdictions shall develop growth phasing plans consistent with applicable

capital facilities plans to maintain an urban area served with adequate public facilities and

services to maintain an urban area to meet at least the six year intermediate population and
employment targets. ((by-identifying-areasfor-growth-for-the-next-ten-and-the-next-twenty
years-where-necessary-urban-services-can-be-provided:)) These growth phasing plans shall be
based on locally adopted definitions, service levels, and financing commitments, consistent with
State GMA requirements. The ((ten-and-twenty-yeargrowth)) phasing plans for cities shall not
extend beyond their Potential Annexation Areas. Interldcal agreements shall be developed that
specify the applicable minimum zoning, development standards, impact mitigation and future
annexation for the Potential Annexation Areas.

LU-18. Where urban services cannot be provided within the next 10 years,
jurisdictions should develop poiicies and regulations to:

a. Phase and limit development such that planning, siting, densities and
infrastructure decisions will support future urban development when urban services become
available; and

b. Establish a process for converting land to urban densities and uses once
services are available.

3, Joint Planning and Urban Growth Areas around Cities

The GMA requires each county to designate Urban Growth Areas, in consultation
with cities. Within the countywide Urban Growth Area, each city will identify land needed for
its growth for the next twenty years. Although the GMA does not explicitly equate Urban
Growth Areas with municipal annexation areas, the Urban Growth Areas around cities may
be considered potential expansion areas for cilies.

FW-10. Cities are the appropriate provider of local urban services to urban areas either
directly or by contract. Counties are the appropriate provider of most countywide services.
Urban services shall not be extended through the use of special purpose districts without the
approval of the city in whose potential annexation area the extension is proposed. Within the
urban area, as time and conditions warrant, cities should assume local urban services provided
by special purpose districts. .

LU-19. In collaboration with adjacent counties and cities and King County, and in

consultation with residential groups in affected areas, each city shall designate a potential
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annexation area. Each potential annexation area shall be specific to each city. Potential
annexation areas shall not overlap. Within the potential annexation area the city shall adopt
criteria for annexation, including conformance with Countywide Planning Policies, and a
schedule for providing urban services and facilities within the potential annexation area. This
process shall ensure that unincorporated urban islands of King County are not created between
cities and strive to eliminate existing islands between cities.

LU-20. A city may annex territory only within its designated potential annexation area.

All cities shall phase annexations to coincide with the ability for the city to coordinate the
provision of a full range of urban services to areas to be annexed.

LU-21. Land within a city's potential annexation area shall be developed according to
that city's and King County's growth phasing plans. Undeveloped lands adjacent to that city
should be annexed at the time development is proposed to receive a full range of urban
services. Subsequent to establishing a potential annexation area, infill lands within the
potential annexation area which are not adjacent or which are not practical to annex shall be
developed pursuant to interlocal agreements between the County and the affected city. The
interlocal agreement shall establish the type of development allowed in the potential annexation
area and standards for that development so that the area is developed in a manner consistent
with its future annexation potential. The interlocal agreement shall specify at a minimum the
applicable zoning, development standards, impact mitigation, and future annexation within the
potential annexation area.

LU-22. Several unincorporated areas are currently considering local governance
options. Unincorporated urban areas that are already urbanized and are within a city's
potential annexation area are encouraged to annex to that city in order to receive urban ser-
vices. Where annexation is inappropriate, incorporation may be considered.

Development within the potential annexation area of one jurisdiction may have
impacts on adjacent jurisdictions.

LU-23. A jurisdiction may designate a potential impact area beyond its potential
anrexation area in collaboration with adjacent jurisdictions. As part of the designation process
the jurisdiction shall establish criteria for the review of development proposals under
consideration by other jurisdictions in the impact area.

The GMA has a provision granting counties the discretion to disband the Boundary
Review Boards after comprehensive plans and development regulations are adopted. The
Jollowing policy provides direction for considering whether to disband the Boundary Review

Board for King County.
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LU-24. Upon the adoption and ratification of the Countywide Policies, the King
County Council shall convene a meeting with municipal elected officials to determine a process
for disbanding the Washington State Boundary Review Board for King County and
establishing criteria to oversee municipal and special district annexations, mergers, and
incorporations in King County. Until the Washington State Boundary Review Board for King
County is disbanded, it should be governed in its decisions by the interim urban growth area
boundary and the adopted and ratified countywide planning policies. The criteria shall include,
but not be limited to:

a. Conformance with Countywide Planning Policies;

b. The ability of the annexingjurisdictioh to demonstrate a capability to provide
urban services at standards equal to or better than the current service providers; and

c.  Annexations in a manner which discourages unincorporated islands of
development.

The GMA requires that city and county comprehensive plans be coordinated and
consistent with one another. Consistency is required "where there are coninon borders or
related regional issies” (RCW 36.704.100). Joint planning is fundamental to all the
Jframework policies.

LU-25. All jurisdictions shall cooperate in developing comprehensive plans which are
consistent with those of adjacent jurisdictions and with the countywide planning policies. ,

4, Cities in the Rural Area

The cities and unincorporated towns in the rz;ral areas are a significant part of King
County's diversity ana heritage. Cities in this category include: Black Diamond, Carnation,
Duvall, Enumclaw, North Bend, Snoqualmie and Skykomish‘. They have an important role as
local trade and community centers. These cities and towns are the appropriale providers of
local rural services for the community. They also contribute to the variety of development
patterns and housing choices within the county. As municipalities, the cities are to provide
urban services and be located within designated Urban Growth Areas. The urban services,
residential densities and mix of land uses may differ from those of the large, generally
western Urban Growth Area.

LU-26. In recognition that cities in the rural area are generally not contiguous to the
countywide Urban Growth Area, and to protect and enhance the options cities in rural areas
provide, these cities shall be located within an Urban Growth Areas. These Urban Growth
Areas generally will be islands separate from the larger Urban Growth Area located in the
western portion of the county. Each city in the fRural aArea, King County and the GMPC

shall work cooperatively to establish an Urban Growth Area for that city. ((Drban-Growth
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Asens-must-be-approved-by-the-GMPC-by-January1:-1993-)) The Urban Growth Area for
cities in rural areas shall:

a. Include all lands within existing cities in the rural area,

b. Be sufficiently free of environmental constraints to be able to support rural
city growth without major environmental impacts;

c. Be contiguous to city limits; and

d. Have boundaries based on natural boundaries, such as watersheds, topo-

graphical features, and the edge of areas already characterized by urban development.

e) _be maintained in large lots at densities of one home per five acres or less with
mandatory clustering provisions until such time as the city annexes the area;

£)_be implemented through interlocal agreements among King County, the cities
and special purpose districts, as appropriate, to ensure that annexation is phased, nearby open
space is protected and development within the Urban Growth Area is compatible with sur-
rounding Rural and Resource areas, and

2) not include designated Forest or Agricultural Production District lands unless
the conservation of those lands and continued resource-based use, or other compatible use, is

assured,

D. Urban and Manufacturing/Industrial Centers

Urban Centers are envisioned 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.

Urban Centers are designed to 1) strengthen existing communities, 2) promote hous-
ing opportunities close to employment, 3) support development of an extensive transportation
system 1o reduce dependency on automobiles, 4) consume less land with urban development,
and 5) maximize the benefit of public investment in infrastructure and services, 6) reduce
costs of and time required for permitting, and 7) evaluate and mitigate environmental

impacis.
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Manufacturing/Industrial Employment Centers are key components of the regional
economy. These arcas are characlerized by a significant amownt of manufacturing ((or

other)) industrial_or advanced technology employment. They differ from other employment

areas, such as Business/Office parks (see FW-13 and LU-58-62), in that a land base and the

segregation of major non-manufacturing uses are ((#s-e#)) essential elements of their

aperation.

FW-11. Within the Urban Growth Area, a limited number of Urban Centers which
meet specific criteria established in the Countywide Planning Policies shall be locally desig-
nated. Urban Centers shall be characterized by all of the following:

a. Clearly defined geographic boundaries

b. Intensity/density of land uses sufficient to support effective rapid transit;

c. Pedestrian emphasis within the Center;

d. Emphasis on superior urban design which reflects the local community;

e. Limitations on single occupancy vehicle usage during peak hours or commute
purposes;

f  Abroad array of land uses and choices within those uses for employees, resi-
dents;

g. Sufficient public open spaces and recreational oppoﬁunities; and

h. Uses which provide both daytime and nighttime activities in the Center.

FW-12. Within the Urban Growth Area, the Countywide Planning Policies shall assure

the creation of a number of locally((-desigrated)) determined Manufacturing/Industrial Centers
which meet specific criteria ((mmwdeﬂ&mmm%
designated)). The Manufacturing/Industrial Centers ((wilh)) shall be «M)') characterized
by the following:

a. Clearly defined geographic boundaries;

b. Intensity/density of land uses sufficient to support manufacturing, ((ard))
industrial and advanced technology uses; ((and))

c. Reasonable access to the reéional highway, rail, air and/or waterway system
for the movement of goods;

d. Provisions to discourage large office and retail development; and

e._ Fast-track project permitting.
FW-13. Urban and Manufacturing/Industrial Centers shall be complemented by the

land use pattern outside the centers but within the urban area. This area shall include: urban

residential neighborhoods, activity areas, business/office parks, and an urban open space
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network. Within these areas, future development shall be limited in scale and intensity to
support the countywide land use and regional transportation plan.

1. Urban Centers Designation Process

LU-28. The location and number of Urban Centers in King County ((will-be)) were
determined through the joint local and countywide adoption process, based on the following
steps:

a. The Countywide Planning Policies include specific criteria for Urban Centers;

Urban-Genter(s):)) Jurisdictions electing t(; contain an Urban Center provided ((these-centers
will-previde)) the GMPC with a statement of commitment describing the city's intent and
commitment to meet the Centers' criteria defined in these policies and a timetable for the
required Centers Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement or identification of existing

environmental documentation to be used; and

c. The GMPC reviewed the Centers nominated ((By-Peecember1t-1992—the

............. Rlonming A i n & o an onfiemm

by local jurisdictions consistent with Policy FW-1, and the following criteria ((eFmake
adjustments-based-on)):

1) The Center's location in the region and its potential for promoting a
countywide system of Urban Centers;

2) The total number of centers in the county that can be realized over the
next twenty years, based on twenty years projected growth;

3) The type and level of commitments that each jurisdiction has identified for
achieving Center goals; and

4) Review of other jurisdictional plans to ensure that growth focused to
Centers is assured.

d. The GMPC confirmed the following Urban Centers:
Bellevue CBD

Eederal Way CBD
Kent CBD

Kirkland Totem Lake
Redmond CBD
Redmond Overlake
Renton CBD
Seattle CDD

Seattle Center
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First Hill/Capital Hill
University District
Northgate
SeaTac CBD
Tukwila CBD
2. Urban Centers Criteria
LU-29. Each jurisdiction which has designated an Urban Center shall adopt in its
comprehensive plan a definition of the urban center which specifies the exact geographic
boundaries of the center. All centers shall be up to 1-1/2 square miles of land. Each center
shall be zoned to accommodate:
a. A minimum of 15,000 jobs within 1/2 mile of a transit center,
b. At a minimum, an average of 50 employees per gross acre; and
c. At a minimum, an average 15 households per gross acre. |
LU-29a In order to be designated as Urban Centers, jurisdictions shall demonstrate
both that an adequate supply of drinking water is available to serve projected growth within
the Urban Center and that the jurisdiction is capable of concurrent service to new

development.

LU-30. Jurisdictions which contain urban centers, in conjunction with METRO, shall
identify transit station areas and right-of-way in their comprehensive plan, Station areas shall
be sited so that all portions of the Urban Center are within walking distance (one half mile) of a
station.

LU-31. In order to reserve right-of-way and potential station areas for high-capacity
transit or transit hubs in the Urban Centers, jurisdictions shall: |

a. Upon adoption of specific high-capacity transit alignments by METRO, adopt
policies to avoid development which would restrict establishment of the high-capacity transit
system,

b. Preserve right-of-ways controlled by the jurisdiction which are identified for
potential transit use; and

c. Provide METRO an option to acquire property owned by the jurisdiction.

LU-32. To encourage transit use, jurisdictions shall establish mechanisms to charge for
single-occupancy vehicle parking and/or a limit on the number of off-street parking spaces for
each Urban Center, and establish minimum and maximum parking requirements that limit the
use of the single-occupant vehicle and develop coordinated plans that incorporate Commuter
Trip Reduction guidelines. All plans for Urban Centers shall encourage bicycle travel and

pedestrian activity.
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LU-33. 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:

a. Support pedestrian mobility, bicycle use and transit use;

b. Achieve a target housing density and mix of use;

c. Provide a wide range of capital improvement projects, such as street
improvements, Schools, parks and open space, public art and community facilities;

d. Emphasize superior urban design; oo

e. Emphasize historic preservation and -adaptive reuse of historic places;

f. Include other local characteristics necessary to achieve a vital urban center;

and

g. Include facilities to meet human service needs. .

LU-34. The system of urban centers shall form the land use foundation for a regional
high capacity transit system. Urban centers should receive very high priority for the location of
high-capacity transit stations and/or transit centers. (See also LU-47)

3. Incentives for Urban Centers

In order to help create Urban Centers, incentives to jurisdictions 1o establish Urban
Centers, and to the community to build in Urban Centers, should be established. The
provision of high-capacity transit (HCT) is one such incentive, Others include JSunding, and
streamlined permitting.

LU-35. Countywide financing strategies shall be developed by the GMPC or its
successor, ((by-July-1—1+993)) which:

a. Identify regional funding sources; and

b. Set priorities and allocate funds for urban facilities and services including
social and human services, and subarea planning efforts, in Urban Centers.

LU-36. Each jurisdiction electing to contain an Urban Center under Policy LU-28 shall
prepare a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for each proposed center.
The PEIS shall be prepared in a comprehensive manner and shall address probable significant
adverse environmental impacts from and reasonable alternatives to the proposal. These may
include, but are not necessarily limited to subjects of area-wide concern such as cumulative
impacts, housing, schools, public utilities, and transporiation. Subsequent project-specific
proposals shall not be required to perform duplicative environmental review of issues which
have been adequately reviewed in the PEIS, but shall provide additional environmental review
of other issues. These may include, but are not necessarily limited to the direct impacts of the

specific proposal, substantial changes in the nature of the proposal or information regarding
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impacts which indicate probable significant adverse environmental impacts which were not
adequately analyzed in the PEIS. Examples of project-specific direct impacts include local
traffic impacts, site aesthetics, and other issues not addressed by the PEIS,
LU-37. In support of centers, additional local action should include:
~a. Strategies for land assembly within the center, if applicable;

b. Infrastructure and service financing strategies and economic development
strategies for the centers;

c. Establishing expected permit processing flow commitments consistent with the
PEIS; and

d. Establishing a streamlined and simplified administrative appeal process with
fixed and certain timelines.

LU-38. Jurisdictions should consider additional incentives for development within
Urban Centers such as:

a. Setting goals for maximum permit review time and give priority to permits in
Urban Centers;

b. Policies to reduce or eliminate impact fees;

c. Simplifying and streamlining of the administrative appeal processes;

d. Eliminating project-specific requirements for parking and open space by
providing those facilities for the Urban Center as a whole; and

e. Establishing a bonus zoning program for the provision of urban amenities.

4. Manufacturing/Industrial Center Designation Process

LU-39. The location and number of regional Manufacturing/Industrial Centers in King
County ((wil-be)) were determined through the joint local and countywide adoption process,
based on the following steps:

a. Countywide Planning Polices include specific criteria for
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers;

b. ((By-Oscteberi1992 localjurisdictionsshall-determineif-they-will-containa
Manufacturine/dndustrial Centex(s),)) Jurisdictions electing ((that-eleet)) to contain a
Manufacturing/Industrial Center provided the GMPC with a statement specifving ((shatt
speeify)) how the Center will meet the intent of the Countywide Policies, including plans to
adopt criteria, incentives, and other commitment to implement Manufacturing/Industrial

Centers;

review-and-confirm)) The GMPC reviewed the Manufacturing/Industrial Centers ((that-are))
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elected by local jurisdictions consistent with Policy FW-1, ((er-make-adjustments-based-on:))

and the following criteria;

1. The Center's location in the region, especially relative to existing and
proposed transportation facilities and its potential for promoting a countywide system of
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers;

2. The total number of centers in the county that are needed in the county
over the next twenty-years based on twenty years projected need for manufacturing land to
satisfy regional projections of demand for manufacturing land assuming a 10 percent increase
in.manufacturing jobs over this period;

3. The type and level of commitments that each jurisdiction has identified for
achieving Manufacturing/Industrial Center goals;

4. Review of other jurisdictional plans to ensure that growth focused to
Manufacturing/lndustriai Centers is assured; and

5. The accessibility of the Center to existing or planned transportation
facilities.

d.The GMPC confirmed the following Manufacturing/Industrial Centers: North

Tukwila, Duwamish and Ballard/Interbay in Seattle, and the Kent Industrial Area.

5, Manufacturing/Industrial Center Criteria

LU-40. Each jurisdiction which contains a regional Manufacturing/Industrial Center
shall adopt in its comprehensive plan a definition of the Center which specifies the exact
geographic boundaries of the Center. ((Bach-Center-shali-be-zoned-te:)) Jurisdictions with
Manufacturine/Industrial Centers shall have zoning and detailed plans in place to achieve the

following goals by the vear 2010.

a. Preserve and encourage the aggregation of vacant or non-
manufacturing/industrial land parcels sized for manufacturing/industria] uses;

b. Discourage land uses ((etherthan)) which are not compatible with
manufacturing, ((and)) industrial and advanced technology uses; ((erd))

¢. Accommodate a minimum of 10,000 jobs; and

d. Limit the size of offices and retail unless as an accessory use.

LU-41. All jurisdictions support the development of a regional industrial siting policy

) to

promote industrial activity.
LU-42. Jurisdictions shall design access to the regional Manufacturing/Industrial

Centers to facilitate the mobility of employees by transit, and the mobility of goods by truck,
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rail or waterway as appropriate. Regional comprehensive plans shall include strategies to
provide capital improvement projects which support access for movement of goods.

LU-43. Jurisdictions which contain regional Manufacturing/Industrial Centers in
conjunction with (MEFRO)) transit agencies, shall identify transit station areas and
right-of-way in each jurisdiction's comprehensive plan. ((Fransit-feeder-systems;-bieyele-rontes

an ems-—shattbe-established-to-dink-the-Centerto-the-transit-station-areas):))
Where transit stations exist or are planned, jurisdictions in conjunction with transit agencies

shall identify various options such as feeder systems, bicycle routes and pedestrian systems to

link the Center with its transit stations.
LU-44, In order to reserve right-of-way and potential station areas for high-capacity
transit or transit hubs in the regional Manufacturing/Industrial Centers, jurisdictions shall:

a.  Upon adoption of specific high-capacity transit alignments by METRO, adopt
policies to avoid development which would restrict establishment of the high-capacity transit
system,

b. Preserve right-of-ways controlled by the jurisdiction which are identified for
potential transit use; and

c. Provide METRO an option to acquire property owned by the jurisdiction.

eulation:)) Transit agencies shall strive to provide convenient and economic mass transit

service for the Manufacturing/Industrial Centers that will result in a decrease in single-

occupancy non-commercial vehicle trips within the Centers.

LU-46. Jurisdictions' comprehensive plans for regional Manufacturing/Industrial
Centers shall demonstrate compliance with the criteria. In order to promote manufactur-
ing/industrial growth, the Manufacturing/Industrial Center plan for each jurisdiction shall
establish strategies:

a. To provide capital facility improvement projects which support the movement
of goods and manufacturing/industrial operations;

b. _To coordinate planning with serving utilities to ensure that utility facilities are

available to serve such centers;

((b))c. To provide buffers around the Center to reduce conflicts with adjacent
land uses;

((e=))d. To facilitate land assembly; and
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((d))e. To attract the type of businesses that will ensure economic growth and
stability.
LU-47. Each Manufacturing Center containing a minimum of 15,000 jobs and having
sufficient employment densities to support HCT should be served by HCT. It is recognized

that by their nature, Manufacturing/Industrial Centers may not achieve densities necessary to

make HCT service viable. Nevertheless. Manufacturing/Industrial Centers which are located

on the regional high capacity transit alignment and which meet the transit-friendly criteria in

policies LU-((42))43 through LU-46 above ((she#)) should receive one or more high capacity

transit stations and/or transit centers.

6. Incentives for Manufacturing/Industrial Centers

LU-48. Countywide financing strategies shall be developed by the GMPC or its
successor ((by-Fuly3-1993)) which:

a. Identify regional funding sources; and

b. Set priorities and allocate funds for urban facilities and services including
social and human services in regional Manufacturing/Industrial Centers, and subarea planning
efforts in Manufacturing/Industrial Centers. '

LU-49. Jurisdictions shall consider conducting detailed SEPA review for the regional
Manufacturing/Industrial Center at the planning stage so that project-specific environmental
review is minimized.

LU-50. To reduce or prevent conflicts, jurisdictions shall develop policies to establish
and support normal manufacturing/industrial practices such as notices on development permits
for properties adjacent to a manufacturing/industrial center.

E.E. ((45)) Activity Areas

Activity Areas are envisioned as areas containing moderate concentrations of

commercial development and housing that function as a focal point or the local conmunity.

Activity Areas contain a mix of land uses such as retail_recreation areas, public facilities,

parks and open space. Although smaller in scale than Urban and Manufacturing/Industrial

Centers. Activity Areas contain a sufficient densitv and mix of uses to provide similar

benefits. Activity Areas are designed 1o 1) provide housing and employment opportunities, 2)

provide retail. services and business opportunities, 3) reduce autonobile use and support
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efficient transit service, and 4) consunme less Jand with urban development. Encouraging

compac! development within Activity Areas is an important part of the Conntywide Planning

Policy vision promoting infill development and preventing sprawl.

Activity Areas are designated in local comprehensive plans. The size of the Activity

Area and the mix and density of land uses are locally deternined to meet community goals.

Examples of Activity Areas ((wight)) include the central business districts of Kirkland,
Burien, and Des Moines; East Hill in Kent; and a number of business districts in Seatile, such
as Lake City, Wallingford, and West Seattle Junction.

FW-14 Within the Urban Growth Area, jurisdictions may locally designate one or

more Activity Areas characterized by the following:
a.__ An array of land uses, including commercial development héusing, public
facilities and public open spaces; '
b. _Intensity/densitv of land uses sufficient to encourage frequent transit;
¢, Pedestrian emphasis within the Activity Area:
d. _Emphasis on superior urban design which reflects the local community; and
e. Disincentives for single occupancy vehicle usage for commute purposes

during peak hours.
LU-((55))51. Jurisdictions shall designate the boundaries, ((maximum-densities,)) and

uses within all activity areas to provide for local employment, a mix of housing types,
commercial activities, ((apd)) public facilities and open space.

LU-((56))52. All Activity Areas that achieve sufficient emplovment and household
densities should receive frequent peak hour transit service. Activity Areas may contain a
high-capacity transit station or transit hub if the activity area:

a. Isonan HCT corridor, or can serve as a transit hub,

b. Has pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-supportive site planning, building design
and road design regulations; and

c. Has parking regulations to encourage transit use.

LU-((59))53. To encourage transit use, jurisdictions ((shall)) should establish minimum
and maximum parking requirements that reduce dependence on the single-occupant vehicle.
Jurisdictions should establish mechanisms to charge for single-occupancy vehicle parking
and/or a limit on the number of off-street parking spaces for each activity center. All plans for
Activity Areas shall encourage bicycle travel and pedestrian activity.

F. (&) Urban Growth Outside of Centers
— A variety of land uses and concentrations of growth occur within the Urban Growth

Area and outside of the Urban Centers and Mamifacturing/Industrial Centers. Local land
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use plans will be responsible for the designation, character, and utilization of urban areas
outside of centers. However, Countywide Policies are presented below fo provide guidance
for these arcas to ensure that they support the Centers growth concept. These policies do not

apply to the rural citics whose land use paitern is described by policies LU 26 and LU 27.

Households and employment targets by jurisdiction are described in this section in
order to establish the ability. countywide, to accommodate the projected 20 year population
and employment growth. The countywide population growth has been established by the State
of Washington Office of Financial Management as required by the Growth Management Act.
The countywide employment growth has been derived from projections prepared by the Puget
Sound Regional Council. For purposes of this section, targets are defined as: The
commitment by each jurisdiction to ensure the ability to accommodate, at a minimum, growth
within the next 20 vears in housing {expressed in households) and employment (expressed in
employees). This commitment implies not only the policy and regulatory framework
{comprehensive plan and zoning), but the commitment for funded infrastructure as well.

1. Urban Residential Areas

Urban residential areas form the bulk of the Urban Growth Area, and are home to a
large portion of the county's population. They will contain a mix of uses and will have
different characteristics in different neighborhoods. Generally, the character, form,
preservation and development of these areas is a local jurisdictional responsibility. However,
the residential areas need to support the Centers concept and provide sufficient opportunity
Jor growth within the UGA. A substantial majority of new residential units will be
constructed within urban residential areas.

LU-51. In order to ensure efficient use of the land within the Urban Growth Area,
provide for housing opportunities, and to support efficient use of infrastructure, each
jurisdiction shall;

a. Establish in its comprehensive plan a target minimum number of net new
((ewvellingunits)) households the jurisdiction will accommodate in the next 20 years, ((ard))
Jurisdictions shall adopt regulations to and commit to fund infrastructure sufficient achieve the
target number;

b. Establish a minimum density (not including critical areas) for new construction
in each residential zone; and

c. Establish in the comprehensive plan a target mix of housing types for new
development and adopt regulations to achieve the target mix.

LU-52. The targets and regulations in LU-51 ((shall-be)) are based on the following

steps:
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a.  ((By-Oetebert+1992-+))The GMPC ((shalt)) adopted ((a)) the target number
of net new ((dweling-units)) households to be accommodated countywide over the next 20
years as 195,000,

b. ((By—Oe&éber——l—,—l—%))_’[he interjurisdictional staff committee ((shatl-report))
reported to the GMPC targets ((recommended-ranges)) for net new ((dwelling-units))

households for each ((unincerp ity)) jurisdiction

based on the following criteria:

1. The capacity and condition of existing and forecast ((infrastraetures))
capital facilities and utilities,

2. Proximity to major employment centers,

3. Access to existing and projected regional transit,

4. Capacity of undeveloped land and potential for redevelopment given the
character of existing development,

5. The need for a range of housing types,

6. Each jurisdiction's share of affordable housing as required by Affordable
Housing policies,

7. Consistency with the countywide numbers;

c. _The targets as shown in appendix 2 were recommended by the GMPC,

adopted and ratified pursuant to policy FW-1, Step 4c.

((e-))d. The targets in each jurisdiction's comprehensive plan shall be consistent
with the targets in Appendix 2 ((fal-within-the-ranges;)) or shall state the reasons for deviating

from the targets ((range));
((é-))e. Through the process established under FW-1 Step 4b, if the jurisdiction's

comprehensive plan differs from the target, the GMPC may recommend amendments to either

the Countywide Planning Policies or local plans; and

Monitoring should follow the process described in policy FW-1.
2. Urban Empioyment Growth

A portion of the urban employment growth will occur in activity areas and
neighborhoods in the urban area. This employment growth will support the Urban Centers,
while balancing local employment opportunities in the urban area.

LU-53. Targets for employment growth outside Urban Centers ((shatt-be)) were
established for cities and for unincorporated urban communities through the joint local and

countywide adoption process based on the following steps:
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a. ((By-December1992-+))The Growth Management Planning Council ((shaH))
adopted 20 year target numbers for employment growth ((end-employment-capacity-inside
urban-centers-and-eutside-urban-centers)) as 347,400, ((By-Osteber4992-+t))The

interjurisdictional staff committee ((skal)) developed preliminary recommendations for targets

((renges)) of employment growth and capacity inside and outside urban areas in each ((eity;-in
unincorporated-urban-communities-and-inraral-areas)) jurisdiction based on the following
criteria; )

1. Consistency with the countywide numbers;

2. The need tc.> direct growth to urban centers based on consistency with the
multiple centers strategy;

3. Access to regional rapid transit and existing highway and arterial
capacity; .

4, Availabilities of undeveloped land and potential for redevelopment given
the character of existing development;

5. The willingness of local jurisdictions to implement policies which
encourage transit such as S.0.V. parking charges and/or limits, transit, bicycle and pedestrian
supportive design, and the a.doption of policies that encourage clustering of commercial and
residential areas;

b. The targets as shown in Appendix 2 were recommended by the GMPC,

adopted and ratified pursuant to Policy FW-1, Step 4c.

((b))c. As part of their comprehensive plans, all jurisdictions shall indicate
planned employment capacity and targeted increases in employment for 20 years inside and
outside urban centers and shall show how their plans reflect the criteria in this policy; and

((e-))d. Through the process established under FW-1 Step 4b, if the jurisdiction's
comprehensive plan differs from the target, the GMPC may recommend amendments to either
the Countywide Planning Policies or local plans.

3. Infill Development
Urban growth occurs both in "new" neighborhoods and in existing neighborhoods.
Existing neighborhoods have a hisforyl of development patterns which have created a sense of

identiry. Al the same time a vital neighborhood adapts to change and develops its own image.

New development in these neighborhoods shonld build on the existing patterns in a manner

which respects and enriches the neighborhood. For example in single family neighborhoods
selective permitting of accessory units and carriage houses may be more compatible than new

apartment buildings.
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LU-54. All jurisdictions shall develop neighborhood planning and design processes to
encourage infill development and enhance the existing community character and mix of uses.

4.((5s)) Business/Office Parks

Business/Office Parks are areas where low-density office development is collected at
locations separated from an identified retail commercial core. These parks tend to have low
densities and thus tend not 1o be supportive of transit or pedestrian circulation. These
employment opportunities generally do not require extensive land for their operations, and
could be accommodated in Urban Centers. Because the further development of these areas
may compete with the employment growth that is planned to support Urban Centers,
significant future employment will not be encouraged in these areas.

LU-58. Office building development is directed primarily to Urban Centers. Office
building development outside Urban Centers including business/office parks should occur
within activity areas, which can be supported by and promote transit, pedestrian and bicycle
uses. .

LU-59.

pasks. Jurisdictions where consistent with their land use plans should provide incentives for
the development and redevelopment of an adequate supply of land suitable for mixed light
industrial/commercial and high technology.

LU-60. All jurisdictions shall establish mechanisms to encourage transit use. Examples
of potential mechanisms include a charge for 8.0.V. parking and/or a limit on the number of

parking spaces for single occupancy vehicles within each existing business/office park. Bicycle

and pedestrian supportive design should be encouraged.

LU-61 ((Fe-implement-policy-LU-53-all))-urisdictions ((shal-establish-maximum

business/office parks where they can be served by adequate surface transportation and transit.
Where transit is available and can result in decreased demand for parking, higher density

development should be considered.

LU-62. All jurisdictions should develop planning mechanisms to assist in the
conversion of business/office parks to mixed use areas. Jurisdictions should ((encourage))
provide for inclusion of residential and neighborhood commercial land uses and open space
within existing business/office parks.

III. TRANSPORTATION

A. Transportation Overview
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RCW 36.704.070(6) (Growth Management Act) fundamentally changes the way that
comprehensive planning will be done within the State of Washington. The Act places special
emphasis on transportation making it unlawful 1o approve development for which the
approving jurisdiction cannot demonsirate the availability of facilities, strategies and services
which are needed 1o accommodale the growth in traffic at the adopted level-of-service within
six years. Future development activity will be constrained by a jurisdiction’s ability to
Jinance and provide transportation improvemenis or strategies. This fact has some very
significant implications for all jurisdictions which are dependent upon the region's
transportation systems because:

1. Projected traffic growth on the freeway and arterial system within the region
greatly exceeds the foreseeable collective ability to finance and construct the improvements
needed 1o retain historical levels-of-service.

2. Maimtaining the current level of personal mobility by single occupant
vehicles will be a costly public investment that will negatively impact the regional quality of
life, create severe impacts to sensitive areas, degrade environmental quality, and increase
energy use and the consbmplion of land.

3. Development within any one jurisdiction can be severely impacted by
decisions and actions beyond that jurisdiction's control: ‘

o  WSDOT may be unable to program improvements concurrent with a

Jurisdiction's approval of a development permit.

e Metro may not be able 1o respond to transit levels-of-service adopted by
local jurisdictions.

¢ A jurisdiction may adop! level-of-service standards for arterials within its
Jurisdiction and decline to accept impravements necessary fo mitigate transportation impacts
Jrom a proposed development in an adjoining jurisdiction.

e Cumulative growth Ih}oughoul the region will cause traffic growth on the
existing network and may thereby exhaust the capacity for local jurisdictions to approve
development.

In light of these financial constraints and potential dangers, it will be necessary 1o
undertake a dramatically different approach for both transportation planning and land use
planning, than has been done in the past. This is necessary if the region is to avoid
haphazard denials of development permits following the July 1994 deadline for implementing
ordinances. In order to Hmit sprawl, create the desired urban form, and provide some
measure of predictability for landowners and developers, the region's scarce resources for

transportation capacity improvements must be used prudently to focus on areas where zoning
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and densities support a multi-modal transportation system. System capacity invesiments
should be targeted first 1o those areas where the existing land use and transporiation system
provides some hope of achieving the desired multi-modal level-of-service within six years.

B. Transportation Policies

FW-14. The land use pattern shall be supported by a balancgd transportation system
which provides for a variety of mobility options. This system shall be cooperatively planned,
financed, and constructed. Mobility options shall include a High Capacity Transit system
which links the urban centers and is supported by an extensive High Occupancy Vehicle
system, local community transit system for circulation within the centers and to the non-center
urban areas, and non-motorized travel options.

FW-15. All jurisdictions in the county, in cooperation with Metro, the Metropolitan
Planning Organization, and the State, shall develop a balanced transportation system and
coordinated financing strategies and land use plan which implement regional mobility and
reinforce the countywide vision, Vision 2020 Regional Growth Strategies shall be recognized
as the framework for creating a regional system of Centers linked by High Capacity Transit and
an interconnected system of freeway High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes, and supported by
a transit system.

FW-16. In recognition of the fact that King County is the regional freight distﬁbution
hub and a major international trade gateway, and that freight transportation is one of the state's
most important basic sector economic activities, goods mobility by all modes shall be included
as a component of comprehensive plans.

T-1. The countywide transportation system shall promote the mobility of people
and goods and shall be a multi-modal system based on regional priorities consistent with
adopted land use plans. The transportation system shall include the following:

a.  An aggressive transit system, including High Capacity Transit;
b. High OccupanC)" Vehicle facilities;

c. Freight railroad networks;

d. Marine transportation facilities and navigable waterways;

e. Airports;

f.  Transportation Demand Management actions;

g. Non-motorized facilities; and

h. Freeways, highways, and arterials.

T-2. King County, its cities, adjacent counties, Metro, and the Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT) shall support the continuous, compfehensive and

cooperative transportation planning process conducted by the Puget Sound Regional Council
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(PSRC) pursuant to its Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) designation. The primary
forum for the development of regional transportation systems plans and strategies shall be the
PSRC, as the MPO. ’

T-3. The annual update and approval of the six-year Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) by the PSRC should be the primary tool for prioritizing regional transportation
improvements and programming regional transportation revenues.

T-4. The GMPC or its successor shall have the ongoing responsibility for the
following:

a. Developing and maintaining coordinated level-of-service standards and a
concurrency system for countywide transit routes and arterial streets, including state facilities;

b. Developing regionally consistent policies for implementihg countywide
Transportation Demand Management actions and the Commute Trip Reduction Act including,
but not limited to, parking policies, with an examination of price as a determinant of demand;
and 4

c. Developing and recommending transportation financing strategies, including
recommendations for prioritizing capacity improvements eligible to receive federal funds
available to the region under the Inter-modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA).

1. High Capacity Transit/Regional Transit Project (HCT/RTP)

T-S. Each Urban Center will be providing for a minimum of 15,000 jobs and should
be served by High Capacity Transit (HCT). Each Manufacturing Center containing a minimum
of 15,000 jobs and having sufficient employment densities to support HCT should be served by
HCT. Alljurisdictions that would be served by HCT shall plan for needed HCT rights-of-way,
stations and station supporﬁve transportation facilities and land uses in their comprehensive
plans. The land use and transportation elements of comprehensive plans shall incorporate a
component to reflect future improvement needs for High Capacity Transit. Interim regional
transit service should be provided to centers until the center is served by HCT. If voters do
not approve HCT local option taxes, jurisdictions shall address this implication in the reassess-
ment phase. .

T-6. WSDOT should assign a high priority to completion of the core HOV lanes in
the central Puget Sound region. King County, its cities, and Metro Council representatives on
the Transportation Policy and Executive Boards of the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC)
shall make completion of this system a high priority in programming the federal funds available
to the region.

2. Non-motorized Transportation
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T-7. The transportation element of Comprehensive Plans shall include pedestrian
and bicycle travel as part of the transportation system and be developed on a coordinated,
regional basis. The bicycle and pedestrian element shall be a part of the funding component of
the capital improvement program.

3. Freeways/Highways/Arterials

T-8. In order to maintain regional mobility, a balanced multi-modal tréns;;c;lgtz;gion
system shall be planned that includes freeway, highway and arterial improvements by making
existing roads more efficient. These improvements should help alleviate existing traffic
congestion problems, enhance HOV and transit operations, and provide access to new desired
growth areas, as identified in adopted land use plans, General capacity improvements
promoting only Single Occupant Vehicle traffic shall be a lower priority. Transportation plans
should consider the following mobility options/needs:

a. Arterial HOV treatments,

b. Driveway access management for principal arterials within the Urban Growth
Area; and

¢. Improvements needed for access to manufacturing and industrial centers,
marine and air terminals.

FW-17. Infrastructure planning and financing shall be coordinated among jurisdictions
to direct and prioritize countywide facility improvements to implement the countywide vision
and land use plans. '

FW-18. Where appropriate, King County and its cities shall adopt a clear definition of
level-of-service and concurrency requirements and establish a consistent process for
implementing concurrency, including accountability for impacts for adjacent jurisdictions.

FW-19. Each jurisdiction shall identify the facilities needed to ensure that services are
provided consistent with the community's adopted service levels. Timelines for the
construction of the needed facilities shall be identified.

4. Transportation Level-of-Service (LOS)

T-9. Level-of-service standards shall be used as a "tool" to evaluate concurrency
for long-range transportation planning, development review and programming of transporta-
tion investments.

T-10. Each local jurisdiction shall establish mode-split goals for non-SOV travel to all
significant employment centers to reflect that center's contribution to the solution of the
region's transportation problem. Mode-split goals will vary according to development
densities, access to transit service and other alternative travel modes and levels of congestion.

Comprehensive plans shall demonstrate what transportation system improvements, demand
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management and land use strategies will be implemented to achieve these mode-split goals.
These local goals shall be coordinated to achieve county and regional goals.

T-11. Elements to be considered in the level-of-service standard are mobility options
that encourage the use of transit, other high occupancy vehicles, demand management actions,
access to transit, and non-motorized modes of travel. These standards shall be consistent with
the requirements of the Commute Trip Reduction Act.

T-12. Mode split goals and measures of mobility for transit, ridesharing and
non-motorized travel shall be established by local jurisdictions and METRO.

T-13. Level-of-service standards shall vary by differing levels of development patterns
and growth management objectives. Lower arterial standards, tolerating more congestion,
shall be established for urban centers. Transit LOS standards may focus on higher service
levels in and between centers and decrease as population and employment densities decrease.

T-14. Metro should develop transit level-of-service standards which provide the
county and cities with realistic service expectations to support adopted land uses and desired
growth management objectives. These standards should consider that foute spacing and
frequency standards are necessary for differing service conditions including;

a. Service between designated centers served by High Capacity Transit;
b. Service between designated centers not served by High Capacity Transit; and
c. Service to areas outside centers.

5. Reassessment

T-15. Local governments shall work together to reassess regional land use and

transportation elements if transportation adequacy and concurrency cannot be met, Should

funding fall short for transportation improvements or strategies needed to accommodate

growth, the following actions should be considered:

a. Adjust land use and level-of-service standards to better achieve mobility and
the regional vision; .

b. Make full use of all feasible loca! option transportation revenues authorized
but not yet implemented; and

c.  Work with WSDOT, Metro, and the private sector to seek additional state

transportation revenues and local options to make system improvements necessary to accom-

- modate projected employrﬁent and population growth,

6. Financing
T-16. Transportation elements of Comprehensive Plans shall reflect the preservation
and maintenance of transportation facilities as a high priority to avoid costly replacements and

to meet public safety objectives in a cost-effective manner.
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T-17. Developer impact fees shall be structured to ensure that new development con-
tributes its fair share of the resources needed to mitigate the impact on the transporta'tion
system. Adjoining jurisdictions shall execute interlocal agreements for impact fees which
recognize that traffic generated in one jurisdiction contributes to the need to make
transportation improvements across jurisdictional boundaries. Impact fees shall not be
assessed to cure that portion of the improvement attributable to correcting existing
deficiencies.

T-18. Existing local option transportation funding shall be applied within King County

as follows:

a. Employee tax base -- reserved for city street utility development;

b. Commercial parking tax -- defer action, pending development of a regional
TDM strategy,

c. HOV acceleration financing -- defer until afier High Capacity Transit vote;
and

d. Local option gas tax -- consider as potential source to address transportation
"concurrenéy" needs of county and cities only after vote on High Capacity Transit. |

T-19. Regional revenues (such as Inter-modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
funds) which provide discretion should be used to address regional mobility projects and
strategies, including such strategies as creating centers or enhancing transit/HOV-SOV mode
split.

7. State Transportation Role

T-20. Consistent with the countywide vision, local governments shall coordinate with
the State on land use and transportation systems and strategies which affect state facilities and
programs.

T-21. State capital improvement decisions and policy actions shall be consistent with
regional and countywide goals and plans. The State shall ensure its transportation capital
improvement decisions and programs support the adopted land use plans and transportation
actions.

T-22. The State and local governments shall use the same capital programming and
budgeting time frame that all local govemménts and the county use, a minimum of six years,
for making capital decisions and for concurrency management.

8. Siting Regional and Countywide Transportation Facilities

T-23. Kihg County, the cities, the Puget Sound Regional Council, the State, Metro,

and other transportation providers shall identify significant regional and/or countywide land
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IV. COMMUNITY CHARACTER AND OPEN SPACE

A measure of the success of planning for growth is the extent to which we restore,
maintain and create good places to live, work and play. We must enconrage growtlh which
improves our neighborhoods and landscapes, and builds a strong sense of pluce. The
Jfollowing policies on cultural resources, civic architecture and landmarks, multi-use
roadways, infill development, and incentives for urban and rural design, aim 1o promote good
community character.

FW-20. All jurisdictions shall support the county's existing diversity of places tollive,
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.

FW-21. Each urban area shall be characterized by superior urban design as locally
defined. |

FW-22. Significant historic, archaeological, cultural, architectural and enyironmental
features shall be respected and preserved.

A. Historic Resdﬁrces

Historic resources create a sense of local identity and history, enhance the quality of
life, support community vitality, and otherwise enrich our lives. Historic resources are
non-renewable; they embody the unique heritage and evolution of particular places.
Thoughtful management of these resonrces contributes to econoniic development and
moderales some of the harmful effects of rapid growth. Planning for historic resources
includes protecting archaeological sites and historic buildings and landscapes, encouraging
expression of diverse ethnic and folk traditions, and supporting activities for children and
youth.

CC-1. All jurisdictions should work individually and cooperatively to identify,
evaluate, and protect historic resources including continued and consistent protection for
historic resources and public art works.

CC-2. All jurisdictions shall encourage land use patterns and implement regulations
that protect and enhance historic resources, and sustain historic community character.

B. Urban Design

Governments should be leaders in providing structures, public spaces, parks and
streeis which support the quality of our region. Civic design should express the region’s
values and vision, and should provide landmarks which contribute to our sense of place.

Additionally, individual jurisdictions can nurture their individual character by developing a
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Additionally, individual jurisdictions can nuriure their individual character hy developiug a
clear set of goals and policies which outline the public interest in the design of private
development in the urban and rural communities.

CC-3. All jurisdictions shall promote a high quality of design and site planning in
publicly-funded construction (such as civic buildings, parks, bridges, transit stops), and in pri-
vate development. T

C. Human and Community Services

Human and commmnity services are: social and health services; emergency shelters;
meeting places; performing arts and cultural activifies; schools; libraries, parks and .
recreation; and fire and police protection.

CC-4. Human and community service planning activities shall support Countywide
Planning Policies and the countywide land development pattern.

CC-5. All jurisdictions shall identify essential community and human services and
include them in land use, capital improvement, and transportation plans.

D. Open Space

Open space lands are essential to the community character of King County. They
provide visual variety and relief from developed areas, protect environmental quality, and
provide wildlife habitat and foster opportunities for outdoor recreation. Open space
corridors physically and functionally link open space lands.

The challenge for jurisdictions is to establish programs that contribute to the
profection, accessibility and stewardship of open space lands and corridors. The GMA
requires jurisdictions to form linkages between and within population centers with lands
useful for recreation, trails, wildlife habitat and connectior; of critical areas. These open
space lands and corridors or greemvays should be selected and preserved to form an
interconnected system regionally and within jurisdictions locally and should be stewarded to
ensure continuing environmental and ecological significance. Where appropriate, the
regional system and its local componenis should provide for multiple benefits and functions,
which will require careful planning and management to ensure compatibility and long-term
viability of the benefits and functions. |

Open space lands and corridors have significance at both the local and regional
scale. Identification and protection of local open spaces will be considered within the
comprehensive plans of each jurisdiction. On an individual basis, jurisdictions should strive
fo identify, establish and protect open space lands of local significance that also compliment,

adjoin or enhance the regional system. The regional open space systent includes open space

49




10
11
12
13
14
15
l6
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

lands and corridors that have importance beyond jurisdictional boundaries and will require
multi-jurisdictional coordination o identify, protect and steward.

FW-23. All jurisdictions shall cooperatively identify, establish, protect and steward
urban and rural open space corridors of regional significance.

CC-6. A regional open space system shall be established to include lands which:

a. Provide physical and/or visual buffers such as open spaces which help to
separate incompatible uses, distinguish the urban and rural areas, define urban growth
boundaries, or establish the character of a neighborhood, community, city or region,

b. Provide active and passive outdoor recreational opportunities which are
compatible with the environmental and ecological values of the site; and/or

c. Contain natural areas, habitat lands, natural drainage features, and/or other
environmental, cultural, and scenic resources. ‘

CC-7. Alljurisdictions shall work cooperatively to identify and protect open space
corridors of regional significance. This process shall include:

a. Identification of regional open space lands and corridors which form a
functionally and physically connected system with environmental, ecological, recreational and
aesthetic significance and which is readily accessible to our urban populations;

b. Identification of implementation strategies and regulatory and non-regulatory
techniques to protect the -lands and corridors, including collaboration and coordination with
land trusts and other land preservation organizations; and

c. Development of management plans and strategies to sustain the corridors'
open space benefits and functions of the preserved lands and corridors.

CC-8. Water bodies and rivers of the Puget Sound region form an important element
of the open space system. Jurisdictions shall work to protect visual access to water bodies and
rivers, and provide for physical access where appropriate.

CC-9. Countywide funding shall be available for the acquisition, maintenance and
stewardship of parks and open space, a) advancing the development of the regional open space
system which has been cooperatively identified by the jurisdictions, and l?) ensuring the ready
access of our citizens residing in Urban Centers to the regional open spacﬁ system.

CC-10. The conceptual map of open space systems contained in the 1988 King County
Open Space Plan shall be used as the planning basis for regional open space lands and
corridors. All jurisdictions will work cooperatively to revise and supplement this map to direct
the protection of these valuable resources throughout the county. '

CC-11. All jurisdictions shall work cooperatively to ensure parks and open spaces are

provided as development and redevelopment occur.
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CC-12. "All jurisdictions shall use the full range of regulatory and land preservation
tools available to create, maintain and steward the regional open space system which has been
cooperatively identified.

CC-13. All jurisdictions shall develop coordinated level of service standards for the
provision of parks and open spaces.

V. AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Adequate housing, for all economic segments of the population, is a basic need of
King County's residents and an issue of conntywide concern. Affordable housing needs must
be addressed by local governments working in cooperation with the private sector and
nonprofit housing agencies.

The GMA requires countywide policies to address paramelers for the distribution of
affordable housing, including housing for all income groups. This comp]ex issues requires
'adequale information regarding current housing resources and housing needs, which is being
developed for comprehensive plan housing elements, as well as in-depth discussion of values
and priorities for housing development.

Providing sufficient land for housing development is an essential step in promoting
affordable housing. Affordable housing can be encouraged by zoning additional land for
higher residential densities, which helps provide needed capacity for growth, reduces land
development cost per units, and allows for lower cost construction types such as attached
dwellings. Higher density housing includes a range of housing types: small-lot single Jamily,
attached single family, mobile home parks, apartments and condominiums. In addition,
zoning changes that permit additional housing in established areas, such as accessory units,
carriage houses, and residences built above commercial uses, increase affordable housing
opportunities. A

FW-24. All jurisdictions shall provide for a diversity of housing types to meet a variety
of needs and provide for housing opportunities for all economic segments of the population. ‘
((ineomes)). All jurisdictions shall cooperatively establish a process to ensure an equitable and
rational distribution of low-income and affordable housing throughout the county in

accordance with land use policies, transportation, and employment locations.

AH-1__ All jurisdictions shall plan for housing to meet the needs of all economic
segments of the population. Each jurisdiction shall specify, based on the projected number of

net new housing units anticipated in its comprehensive plan, the estimated number of units

which will be affordable for the following income segments; 0 to 50 percent of the countywide

median household income, 50 to 80 percent of median, 80 to 120 percent of median, and

above 120 percent median. _The estimates for housing affordable to households below 80
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percent of median income shall be consistent with countywide objectives for low and moderate

income housing in Policy AH-2. The estimated number of units for each income segment shall

be reported to the GMPC following adoption of the comprehensive plan, for the purpose of

countywide monitoring of capacity for housing development.
((AH-5)). Within the urban growth area, each jurisdiction shall demonstrate

((maximize)) its ability to accommodate sufficient, affordable housing for all economic
segments of the population. Local actions may include zoning land for development of

sufficient densities, revising development standards and permitting procedures as needed to

encourage affordable housing, ((by-remeving-regulatory-barriers;))-reviewing codes for

redundancies and inconsistencies, and providing opportunities for a ((fult)) range of housing

types, such as accessory dwelling units, manufactured homes ((en-ndividual-lets;)) group

homes and foster care facilities, apartments, townhouses and attached single family housing.

AH-2((3)). All jurisdictions shall share the responsibility for achieving a rational and
equitable distribution of affordable housing to meet the housing needs of low and moderate
income residents in King County. The distribution of housing affordable to low and moderate
income households shall ((refleet)) take into consideration the need for proximity to lower
wage employment, ((end)) access to transportation and human services,((;)) and the adeguacy

of infrastructure to support housing development; recognize each jurisdiction's past and current

efforts to provide housing affordable to low and moderate-income households; avoid
over-concentration of assisted housing; and increase housing opportunities and choices for iow
and moderate income households in communities throughout King County. Each jurisdiction
shall give equal consideration to local and countywide housing needs.

a.__ Existing Needs for Affordable Housing

Each jurisdiction shall participate in developing countywide housing resources and
programs to assist the large number of low and moderate income households who currently do
not have affordable, appropriate housing. These countywide efforts will help reverse current
trends which concentrate low income housing opportunities in certain communities, and
achieve a more equitable participation by local jurisdictions in low income housing
development and services. Countywide efforts should give priority to assisting households
below 50 percent of median income that are in greatest need and communities with high
proportions of low and moderate income residents.
) By October. 1994, the GMPC shall appoint elected and community representatives to
develop recomm.endations for providing low and moderate income housing and related
services. Within one vear the committee shall recommend to the GMPC:
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1. new countywide funding source(s) for housing production and services, and a

plan to establish this funding within three years;

2. participation by local governments. including appropriate public and private

financing. such that each jurisdiction contributes on fair_share basis: and
3. obijectives for housing and related services, including measurable levels of
housing production and costs to provide necessary related service.
Countywide programs should provide the following types of housing and related
services:

1. low income housing development, including new construction, acquisition,

and rehabilitation;
2. housing assistance, such as rental vouchers and supportive services:
- 3, assistance to expand the capacity of nonprofit organizations to develop

housing and provide housing related services;

4. programs to assist homeless individuals and families:

5. programs to prevent homelessness: and

6. assistance to low and moderate income home buyers
b. Future Needs for Affordable Housing

Each jurisdiction shall specify the range and amount of housing affordable to low and

moderate income households to be accommodated in its comprehensive plan. Each jurisdiction

shall plan for a number of housing units affordable to households with incomes between S0 and

80 percent of the County median household income that is equal to 17 percent of its projected

net_household growth. In addition, each jurisdiction_shall plan for a number of housing units

affordable to households with incomes below 50 percent of median income that is either 20

percent or 24 percent of its projected net household growth. For_this_housing, the target
percentage shall be determined using_the Affordable Housing Job/Housing Index developed
using Census-based information, which is contained in Appendix 3.

((AH-2)) Each jurisdiction shall show in its comprehensive plan how it will use
policies, incentives, regulations and programs to provide its share of housing affordable to low
and moderate-income households (as-determined-by-the-process-eutlined-in-At1-)) Each
jurisdiction should apply strategiés which it determines to be most appropriate to the local
housing market. For example, units affordable to low and moderate income households may
be developed through new construction projects that assure long-term affordability of existing
housing, or accessou' housing units added to exjsting structures. Local aétions may include:
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a.__Identifying the costs to develop and preserve subsidized housing and other
low-cost housing not provided by private development in the local housing market, and
identifying sources of funding;

b. _Revising land use regulations as needed to remove any unreasonable
requirements that may create barriers to siting and operating housing for special needs groups.

Special needs housing serves persons, who. by virture of disability or other circumstances

face difficulty living independently and require supportive services on a transitional or long-
term basis; and
¢ Adopting land use incentives programs or other regulatory measures to
encourage private and nonprofit development
Small_ fully built cities and towns that are not planned to grow substantially under
GMA may work cooperatively with other jurisdictions and/or subregional housing agencies to

meet their housing targets.

In areas identified as city expansion areas, King County and cities should plan

cooperatively for affordable housing development and preservation,
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AH-3. Each jurisdiction shall evaluate its existing resources of subsidized and low-cost
non-subsidized housing and identify housing that may be lost due to redevelopment, dete-

riorating housing conditions, or public policies or actions. Where feasible, each ((Eaeh))

jurisdiction shall develop strategies to preserve existing low-income housing ((where-feasible))
and provide relocation assistance to low income residents who may be displaced.

AH-4 The GMPC shall identify ways to expand technical assistance to local

jurisdictions in affordable housing techniques. Technical assistance should include project case
studies and model ordinances covering such topics as development and financing of nonprofit
housing. provision of housing-related services, incentives programs for affordable housing,
regulations that encourage well-designed higher density housing, improvements to
development permit processing and standards to reduce development costs, and public

education and involvement. The Affordable Housing Task Force Report dated March 1994

contains a summary of actions that local governments may use to encourage affordable

housing,

AH-5 ((4)). All jurisdictions shall monitor residential development within their
jurisdiction and determine annually the total number of new and redeveloped units receiving
permits and units constructed, housing types, developed densities and remaining capacity for

residential growth. Housing prices and rents also should be reported, based on affordability to

four income categories: 0 to 50 percent of median income, 50 to 80 percent of median, 80 to

120 percent of median, and above 120 percent of median. King County shall report annually

on housing development, the rate of housing cost and price increases and available residential

capacity countywide in its annual growth reporting.

The Affordable Housing and Data Technical Forums, which are comprised of city and

countv staff and private housing industry representatives, shall develop a uniform approach for

monitoring housing permit activity, construction, and affordability. Where feasible, the

Affordable Housing and Data Technical Forums shall consider collecting statistics such as:

housine units receiving building permits by income catego total units constructed by income

category, low and moderate income housing acquired or preserved, households receiving rental
assistance, and other local housing activities. In addition where feasible, planning and
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monitoring for affordable housing should use the median household income for King County
indexed by household size, published annually by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Calculations of affordable house prices should assume standard Federal
Housing Administration lending criteria and minimum downpayments.

AH-6 _ Every five years. beginning in 1999, the GMPC or its successor organization

responsible for monitoring growth management implementation shall evaluate achievement of
countywide and local goals for housing for all economic segments of the population. The
GMPC shall consider annual reports prepared under Policy AH-5 as well as market conditions
and other factors affecting housing development. If the GMPC determines that housing
planned for any economic segment falls short of the need for such housing, the GMPC may
recommend additional actions.

As part of its evalua'tion, the GMPC shall review local performance in meeting low and
moderate income housing needs. The basis for determining local performance shall be a
jurisdiction’s participation in countywide or subregional efforts to address existing housing
needs and actual development of the target percentage of low and moderate income housing
units as adopted in its comprehensive plan. In establishing planning targets to address future
affordable housing needs. it is recognized that success will be dependent in part upon regional
factors bevond the control of any single jurisdiction. Any one jurisdiction acting alone, or even
in concert with other local governments, may or may not be able to achieve there targets in
these policies. despite its best efforts. Success will require cooperation and support for
affordable housing from the state, federal and local governments, as well as the private sector.
The significant role of the market must also be recognized. In determining performance the
GMPC shall therefore use reasonable judgment, and also shall consider these market and other
factors, as well as action taken to encourage development and preservation of low and
moderate income housing, such as local funding, development code changes. and creation of

new programs.
VI. CONTIGUOUS AND ORDERLY DEVELOPMENT And PROVISION OF

URBAN SERVICES TO SUCH DEVELOPMENT

Chapter II, "Land Use Pattern,” contains policies for phasing development within the
Urban Growth Area. An integral component of the phasing process is'ensuring that
development is accompanied by a full range of urban services. Equally importaint is ensuring
that infrastructure improvements are not provided in advance of development which could
undermine the countywide development pattern. This chapter provides policies which support
phasing within the Urban Growth Area and ensure the integrity of the countywide land

development pattern.
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FW-25. Planning for and financing of services shall be coordinated among jurisdictions
to direct and prioritize countywide facility improvements to implement the countywide
policies.

FW-26. Jurisdictions shall identify the services needed to achieve adopted service
levels. Timelines for constructing needed services shall be identified.

FW-27. Protection of public health and safety and the’environment shall be given high
priority in decision-making about infrastructure improvements. County residents in both urban
and rural areas shall have reasonable access to a high-quality drinking water source meeting all
federal and state drinking water requirements. Management and operation of existing on-site
septic systems shall not result in adverse impacts to public health or the environment.

A. General Policies

To ensure that land use is accompanied with the maximum possible use of existing
Jacilities and cost-effective service provisions and extensions, and to encourage development
of strong, interrelated communities, policies are needed which integrate a full range of urban
services with land-use planning and environmental protection. Urban service definitions
should be guided by "public services," "public facilities, " and "urban governmental services"
as defined in RCW 36.704 (GMA).

C o}nmum’ry and human services policies are included under Chapter IV, “Community
Character and Open Space," and transportation policies are included under Chapter 111,
"Transportation." Several countywide planning efforts provide direction for achieving the
integration of services, aquifer and natural resource protection, and land use planning.
These include the Coordinated Water System Plans, Seattle Regional Comprehensive Water
Supply Plan, Groundwater Management Plans, Basin Plans, Chelan Agreement Regional
Water Resources Planning Process, Flood Hazard Reduction Plan, Wastewater 2020 Plus,
Human Services Strategies Report, and the King County Sewerage General Plan.
Furthermore, there are state mandates which affect the provision of services. For example,
water resource allocation must accommodate all reasonable out-of-siream needs and
maintain sufficient flows for in-stream uscs. The following policies transcend Urban and
Rural land use designations and apply countywide.

1. Urban Services Required as Growth Occurs

CO-1. Jurisdictions shall identify the full range of urban services and how they plan to
provide them.

2. Conservation, Efficiency, Cost Effectiveness and New Technologies

CO-2. Jurisdictions and other urban service providers shall provide services and

manage natural resources efficiently, through regional coordination, conjunctive use of
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resources, and sharing of facilities. Interjurisdictional planning efforts shall evaluate
approaches to share and conserve resources.

CO-3. Service provision shall be coordinated to ensure the protection and preservation
of resources in both rural areas and in areas that are developing, while addressing service needs
within areas currently identified for growth. .

CO-4. All jurisdictions acknowledge the need to develop a regional surface water
management system which crosses jurisdictions boundaries and identifies and prioritizes
program elements and capital improvements necessary to accommodate growth and protect the
natural and build environment. The GMPC shall develop and recommend a financing and
implementation strategy to meet this need.

CO-5. Water supply shall be regionally coordinated to provide a reliable economic
source of water and to provide mutual aid to and between all agencies and purveyors. The
region should work toward .a mechanism to address the long-term regional water demand
needs of all agencies and water purveyors.

CO-6. Aggressive conservation efforts shall be implemented to address the need for
adequate supply for electrical energy and water resources, protect natural resources, and
achieve improved air quality. Efforts shall include, but not be limited to, public education,
water reuse and reclamation, landscaping which uses native and drought-resistant plants and
other strategies to reduce water consumption, small lot size, low-flow showerheads,
conservation credits, and energy efficiency incentives in new and existing buildings.

CO-7. Water reuse and reclamation shall be encouraged, especially for large

- commercial and residential developments, and for high water users such as parks, schools, golf

courses, and locks.

CO-8. When planning for the future demand on wastewater treatment and conveyance,
alternatives to the expansion of the Metro centralized system such as decentralized treatment
and other treatment technologies, and wastewater reclamation and reuse shall be identified and
incorporated into plans as viable options.

CO-9. The presence of tightline sewers or availability of sewer pipeline capacity and
water supply above what is required to meet local needs shall not be used to justify
development counter to the countywide policies, and any such land use development proposal
shall be denied by the permitting agency.

B. Urban Areas Identified for Growth for the Next Ten Years

The designation of the Urban Growth Area establishes the service area for the county.

The detailed arrangement and timing of services and the installation of infrastructure

improvements is left 10 be determined through shorter-term capital improvement plans. To
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support the densities and land uses of urban areas identified for immediate development,
urban water and sewer systems are essential to support growth anticipated in the Urban Area
over the next ten years. Urban water systems are defined as a network of pipes which are
designed to meet all user needs and provide fire protection. Urban sewer systems are defined
as a system of pipes providing conveyance 10 a sewage treatment facility.

1. Urban Water and Sewer Systems Required

CO-10. In the Urban Area identified for growth within the next ten years, urban water
and sewer systems are preferred for new construction on existing lots and shall be required for
new subdivisions. However, existing septic systems, private wells, and/or small water systems
may continue to serve the developmenté so long as densities and physical conditions are
appropriate, the systems are allowed by the relevant jurisdictions, and management keeps the
systems operating properly and safely.

C. Urban Areas Designated for Growth Beyond 2002

In urban areas designated for growth beyond 2002, there will be a mix of existing
services which may or may not be at urban service levels. The appropriate infrastructire
improvements for sewer and waler Systems will vary according to exislfng site conditions.
New developments should occur contiguous to existing, fully-developed areas so that
extension of services occurs in an orderly and cost-effective manner.

1. Phased and Cost Effective Extension of Urban Water and Sewer Systems
CO-11. To the extent practicable, all new plats shall be contiguous to the areas
identified for growth for the next ten years. The phased expansion should respect basin

boundaries or other natural landscape features.

CO-12. Preferred sewer and water systems in areas designated for growth beyond
2002 are community drainfields and water systems which are professionally managed. These
systems shall be designed, sited, and built to facilitate eventual conversion to urban sewer and
water systems. Jurisdictions shall require all known and projected costs of infrastructure
improvement to urban service levels be funded at the permitting stage.

CO-13. Urban sewer system extensions in unincorporated King County shall be
permitted consistent with the provisions of the King County Sewerage General Plan,
countywide ‘policies, and the policies of the jurisdiction in whose potential annexation area the
extension is proposed.

D. Rural Areas and Resource Lands

Residents in rural areas and resource lands need fo have many of the same types of
services as urban areas. However, the service standards in rural areas and resource lands

are not af Urban levels. Rural water systems are defined as individual or community wells or
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piped water systems designed 10 meet all user needs but, in most cases, not providing for Jire
prolection.

1. Limited Extension of Urban Water and Sewer Systems

CO-14. 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. Sewers may be extended
only if they are tightlined and only afier a finding is made that no alternative technologies are
feasible. Mechanisms to reduce cost and limit the number of individual hookups shall be

explored and actions recommended to the GMPC.

extension:)) Urban Water system extensions are not preferred in rural areas. However, Group
A water systems are permissible under the following criteria:

a__ Group A service is financially feasible at rural densities and shall not be justifi-
cation for any increase in residential density and prior to approval, the specific number of rural

connections shall be specified for the line or system for the toal rural area being served: and
b._The area has either been approved for Group A service through a King
County-adopted water system plan or has been designated for Group A service through prior
establishment of a utility local improvement district or other financial mechanisms; or
c.__Water quality or quantity problems that threaten public health exist which can
best be solved by Group A services. and
d. A previously developed property abuts a Group A water system.

water _systems should be provided through private wells or small public systems. In the Rural
Area, all new public water systems should be inspected by a licensed water system operator, If
the area is included in the planning area of an existing water purvevor as identified in
Coordinated Water System Plan, the water system shall be operated by the purveyor through

either satellite management arrangement or by direct service.
VII. SITING PUBLIC CAPITAL FACILITIES OF A COUNTYWIDE Or

STATEWIDE NATURE
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Public capital facilities of a countywide or statewide nature generally have
characteristics that make these facilities extremely difficult to site. Such characteristics
include the number of jurisdictions affected or served by the Jacility, the size of the facility,
and the facility's potential adverse impacts, such as noise, odor, traffic, and pollution gencra-
tion. The facilities can be either desirable or indesirable to jurisdictions. Some of the
Jacilities are privately owned and regulated by public entities. Facilities also can be owned
by the state and used by residents from throughout the state, such as wniversities and their
branch campuses.

The county and the cities need 10 develop a process for siting public capital facilities
with these types of characleristics, including but not limited to, utility and transportation
corridors, airports, wastewater treaiment p/alits, solid waste landfills, higher educational
Jacilities, correctional and in-pétienl treatment facilities and energy-generating facilities.

FW-28. Public capital facilities of a countywide or statewide nature shall be sited to
support the countywide land use pattern, support economic activities, mitigate environmental
impacts, provide amenities or incentives, and minimize public costs. Amenities or incentives
shall be provided to neighborhoods/jurisdictions in which facilities are sited. Facilities must be
prioritized, coordinated, planned, and sited through an interjurisdictional process established by
the GMPC.

S-1. The Growth Management Planning Council shall establish a process by which all
jurisdictions shall cooperatively site public capital facilities of a countywide or statewide
nature. The process shall include:

a. A definition of these facilities;

b. An inventory of existing and future facilities;

¢. Economic and other incentives to jurisdictions receiving facilities;

d. A public involvement strategy;

e. Assurance that the environment and public health and safety are protected,
and

£ A consideration of alternatives to the facility, including decentralization,
demand management, and other strategies.

VIII. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND FINANCE

A. Economic Development ‘

ED-1 By December 1, 1992, the GMPC shall adopt Economic Development p'c.)licies

which:
a. Establish the county's role in the regional economy;

b. Maintain a strong economic base within King County;
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c. Encourage diversification of the economy;

d. . Maintain an adequate supply of land to support future economic
development;

e. Identify geographic areas to target public resources promoting

economic development;

f Foster job training opportunities to maintain a highly educated work
force;

g Protect the natural environment as a key economic value in this region;

h. Consider the special needs of economically disadvantaged citizens and

neighborhoods; and
i vInclude the assistance of private sector.
ED-2 By July 1, 1993 regional planning shall produce a regional industrial siting
policy based on a regional assessment of the need for industrial zoned land and the availability

of transportation and other infrastructure to serve it.

ED-3 Jurisdictions' comprehensive plans shall include economic development policies.

These policies shall address the local economic concerns of each jurisdiction within the
context of a regional economic development strategy.

ED-4 Each jurisdiction's comprehensive plan shall include an economic development
element which will include an estimate of the type and number of jobs to be accommodated in
the jurisdiction during the next 20 years.

ED-5 The county shall work with Snohomish and Pierce Counties to develop a joint
20-year regional economic development strategy.

Definition of Economic Development

Economic Development is growth and change in the econonty whereby the economic

health of the region--its people, its business,_ils governments--is enhanced. An imporiant

component of achieving Economic Development is through the purposeful undertaking of

public and private actions designed 1o achieve:

--the maintenance of a strong economic base;

—a diversification of the econony;

--improved job training and educational opportunities;

—-the protection of the natural environment;

--the empowerment of economically disadvantaged citizens and neighborhoods,
--a partnership between the private and public sectors:

--the maintenance and creation of higher (family) wage jobs.

62

AL



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

26

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

35

This element of the Countywide Planning Policies is intended to provide a vision and

policy direction for King County jurisdictions.

NEW FW  The Growth Management Planning Council or its successor and

iurisdictions shall develop monitoring and evaluation systems. including benchmarks, by which

they can evaluate performance in achieving the eoals of their Comprehensive Plans.

1. Strengthen, Expand, and Diversify the Economy

NEW ED-1 Local jurisdictions plans shall include policies that actively support the

retention and expansion economic base of the multicounty region. Local jurisdictions and the

County shall work cooperatively on a regional basis and invite private sector participation to

evaluate the trends, opportunities and weaknesses of the existing economy and to analyze the

economic needs of key industries.

Local jurisdictions' comprehensive plans shall include policies intended to foster:

a. the development and retention of those businesses and industries which

export their goods and services outside the region. These businesses and industries are critical

to the economic strength and diversification of the economy;

b. a business climate which is supportive of business formation, expansion,

and retention and recognizes the importance of small businesses in creating new jobs.
NEW ED-2 Jurisdictions shall cooperate to establish economic diversification and

development goals for the multicounty region. Jurisdictions shall, in process of comprehensive

planning, identify the contribution they will make to the regional diversification and

development goals.

NEW ED-3_Where appropriate, jurisdictions’ plans shall include policies intended to

attract and retain industries. firms and jobs, within their locally determined or zoned

manufacturing and industrial areas.

NEW ED-3a Jurisdictions shall recognize businesses, facilities, and institutions within

their boundaries that provide opportunities to maintain economic stability and realize economic

erowth for the entire region. These include major educational facilities, research institutions,

health care facilities, value added manufacturing facilities and port facilities among others. The

County and local jurisdictions shall encourage these institutions, businesses and facilities to

thrive while maintaining the environmental and other goals of the local comprehensive plans.

2. Environment

NEW ED-4 Jurisdictions shali adopt economic development and other policies

which will recognize and help protect the environment as a key economic value in the region.

Local policies shall seek to achieve an appropriate balance between the needs for economic

growth and the need for protecting the environment. Local governments are encouraged to
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look for ways to work cooperatively with businesses to help them comply with environmental

regulations and to develop policies that result in environmental protection through regulatory
processes that are understandable and efficient,

NEW ED-5 In cooperation with water and electricity providers, local jurisdictions,

including sewer and water districts. shall encourage programs for water and power conser-

vation in public facilities and in the private sector.

3. Human Resources: Economically Disadvantaged Citizens and Neighborhoods,
Job Training and Education

ED-6 Jurisdictions' comprehensive plans shall address the historic disparity in income
and employment opportunities for minorities, women and economically disadvantaged indi-
viduals. Jurisdictions shall develop strategies and support community-based actions to involve
minorities, women and economically disadvantaged individuals in improving their economic
future. The plans shall recognize their special needs and each jurisdiction should commit,

based on their plans. resources in human services, community development, housing, economic

development and the public infrastructure, to address the inequalities referred to above.

ED-7 Job training, retraining, and educational opportunities aré critical to develop and
maintain a highly skilled workforce. Jurisdictions shall cooperate in efforts to meet these
training and educational needs on a countywide basis by facilitating the implementation of
programs to meet the educational and training needs and to identify pannershigs and funding

opportunities where appropriate.

4. Direct Governmental Actions: Land Supply. Infrastructure, and Permitting

ED-8 Jurisdictions shall cooperate on a countywide basis to inventory, plan for. and
monitor the land supply for commercial, industrial, institutional, resource and residential uses.
Loéal jurisdictions shall, in five vear increments, for the next 20 vears identify the amount,

character and uses of land needed to achieve the jurisdictions’ job growth goals;

ED-9 I ocal comprehensive plans should include policies which foster a climate

supportive of the siting needs of industrial users and that recognize the important role thev play
in creating high-wage jobs. Local plans are encouraged to include policies designed to ensure

that industrial use of industrial-zone land is not unduly encroached upon or limited by non-

supporting or incompatible uses. : .
Local policies and plans are encouraged to support the continued availability of

" land for those industrial and supporting or compatible activities dependent on critical

infrastructure as identified in local comprehensive plans. Jurisdictions should consider zoning

or other means to provide opportunities for those uses in areas where infrastructure facilities

can be utilized to exploit the economic benefit of that infrastructure.
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ED-10 Jurisdictions are encouraged to promote the siting of resource-based and agri-

cultural-based industrial activities close to the location of the natural resource whether outside

or inside the urban growth boundary. Jurisdictions are encouraged to recognize forest land as

a sustainable economic resource.

A D s

ED-1] Where jurisdictions, including water and sewer districts, have responsibility to

provide infrastructure and/or services or to plan for them they shall include the goals of eco-

nomic development as an important part of their decision making process.

ED-12 Jurisdictions shall cooperatively develop funding strategies for governmental
infrastructure which take into account economic development goals, and consider the costs
and benefits for the jurisdictions. and the region.

ED-12a Jurisdictions shall seek state legislative approval of state funding and

regulatory strategies to fund environmental clean-up of industrial sites. Jurisdictions shall

work together on a collaborative basis to develop alternative local, county and state financing

and regulatory strategies to assist with the funding of environmental clean-up of industrial

sites.

ED-13 Jurisdictions shall identify geographic areas that can be developed or redevel-

oped into manufacturing/industrial areas. and coordinate with utility providers to build the nec-

essary infrastructure. Jurisdictions are encouraged to provide public incentives to promote
basic employment associated with manufacturing.

ED-14 To maintain the economic vitality of King County, regulatory reform must

occur with the implementation of GMA requirements._To carry out this goal, jurisdictions

shall adopt permitting processes with defined time periods for prompt approval of projects that

conform with the local jurisdiction’s development regulations. To carry out this policy the

following actions shall be taken:

a. No later than January 1996, jurisdictions shall identifv to the GMPC or

its successor current permit process timeframes and barriers to speedy permit approval, includ-

ing discussion of operational and cost considerations.

b. Eliminate redundant permit reviews and appeals;

C. Establishing consistent mitigation requirements containing clear -

standards, and facilitating projects that meet these established standards:

d. Focusing the scope of public appeal processes for a project to those

issues that relate directly to specific impacts of the project; and

e Adopting procedures to perform concurrent permit review whenever

possible,
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ED-16 Jurisdictions may prepare non-project environmental impact statements to

address, in a comprehensive manner. the probable significant adverse impacts of future
development.

ED-17 Jurisdictions are encouraged to establish a master utility permit process in con-
junction with approval of land use permits such as short plats_subdivisions and master planned
developments. Utilities may include both publicly and privately owned utilities for electricity,
natural gas. water, sanitary sewer, surface water management and telecommunications. All
utility extensions and required new construction may be reviewed as part of the master utility

ermit.

5._Private/Public Partnerships

ED-18 Jurisdictions shall foster the development and use of private/public partnerships
to implement economic development policies. programs and projects.

B. Finance

A fiscal analysis is required by the GMA. This section of policies is intended 1o bring
logether references to financial matters found in earlier chapler§ see Chapter II, “Rural
Area” and “Urban and Manufacturing/Industrial Centers,” Sections B and D) and 1o provide
direction for the fiscal analysis of the anticipated results of implementing the countywide
planning policies.

FW-32 To implement the Countywide Planning Policies, jurisdictions shall
cooperatively identify regional funding sources and establish regional financing strategies by
July 1, 1993. Such strategies shall consider the infrastructure and service needs of Urban
Centers, Manufacturing Industrial Centers, Activity Areas, Business/Office Parks, other
activity concentrations, and rural areas. Such strategies shall also provide incentives to
support the Countywide Planning Policies and should:

a. Make existing and newly identified funding sources respond in the most
flexible way to meet countywide needs;

b. 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; and

c. Evaluate current revenue and service demands and the potential for
more effective coordination of service delivery.

RFS-5. All jurisdictions shall adopt policies. to stimulate construction or preservation
of affordable housing in centers, infill and redevelopment areas. ’
RFS-6 Each city with a potential annexation area shall enter into an interlocal
agreement with the County for defining service delivery responsibilities. A financing plan for
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investments in the annexation areas. mutually pursued. shall be included in the interiocal

aereement for capital facilities and service delivery. Level of service standards and financial

" capacity should be considered for each area, together with density issues and phasing of

developments.

FW-34 In order to implement the Countywide Planning a Regional Governance Plan

shall be adopted by King County and the Cities. This plan shall be developed in a collaborative
process with local jurisdictions, special districts, citizens and business representing a broad
range of stakeholders. This proposal shall;

a.__Evaluate opportunities for government consolidation.

b. _Match service responsibilities of jurisdictions with the fiscal capacity to
maintain services at the level desired by taxpayers: and

¢._Define appropriate regional and local responsibilities for service delivery.
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May 7, 1994 Introduced by: Brian Derdowski

Revised May 11, 1994

AMENDMENT TO PROPOSED

POTENTIAL ANNEXATION AREA FOR CITY OF SNOQUALMIE

In the blue packet discussing the Proposed Potential Annexation Areas for the Edge and

Rural Cities, remove the portion of the Potential Annexation Area for the City of

Snoqualmie which covers the SR-18/I-90 interchange (shown on the attached map as Area
B), and designate the area addressed by the Interlocal Agreement between the City of
Snoqualmie and King County (dated February 12, 1990) agreeing to jointly plan for the area

as Rural.,

Rationale: In the Interlocal Agreement entered into between the City of Snoqualmie and
King County in February of 1990, which followed extensive negotiations during the
adoption process for the Snoqualmie Valley Community Plan, the City and the County
agreed that only rural density uses which would not preclude the City’s future options for
the area would be allowed in the Area shown as Area'B on the attached map. This
agreement should be honored. Designation of the area as Urban at this time is premature
and contradicts the agreement.
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1 APPENDIX 2
2 Household and Employment Targets

16—May—94

Proposed Growth Targets for Households and Employment

CITIES

Algona

Auburn

Beaux Arts
Bellevue

Black Diamond
Bothell (KC part)
Burien
Carnation
Clyde Hill

Des Moines
Duvall
Enumclaw
Federal Way
Hunts Point
Issaquah

Kent

Kirkland

Lake Forest Park
Medina

Mercer Island
Milton
Normandy Park
North Bend
Pacific
Redmond
Renton

SeaTac

Seattle
Skykomish
Snoqualmie
Tukwila
Woodinville
Yarrow Point

City Totals

Uninc. KC

GRAND TOTAL

Nct New Net New
Households Employment
MINIMUMS
404 350
8,082 11,100
0 0
8,575 28,250
1,033 1,200
1,931 2,900
1,796 450
404 0
12 0
1,796 2,500
1,886 1,700
2,626 1,000
14,996 14,800
4 0
2,694 4,300
6,735 11,500
5,837 8,600
135 200
17 0
1,122 1,700
18 0
135 0
1,527 2,050
1,212 100
11,458 29,509
8,890 23,000
3,592 15,800
53,877 132,700
27 0
2,784 4,500
5,388 22,250
1,796 1,950
18 0
150,803 322,409
44,897 25,000
195,700 347,409

Source: Growth Management Planning Council, May 14, 1994,
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APPENDIX 3
Affordable Housing Index

AFFORDABLE HOUSING J0BS/HOUSING INDEX

The Jobs/Housing Index was developed by the Affordable Housing Technical
Forum as a way to adjust housing targets based on each jurisdictions
existing concentrations of low-cost housing and low-wage employment. A
Low-Wage Jobs Index greater than one indicates that the proportion of
Jower wage employment is greater than the county average; a Low-Cost
Housing Index greater than one indicates that the proportion of lower
cost housing is less than the county average. The Jobs/Housing Index is
computed by multiplying the jobs and housing indexes together.

Policy AH-2 establishes planning targets for housing affordable to
households with incomes between 0 and 50 percent of the county median
income. Based on the Jobs/Housing Index, jurisdictions should plan for
a number of units that is either 20 or 24 percent of projected net new
housing units, as follows:

Jobs/Housing Index greater than one: 24 percent.

Jobs/Housing Index less than one: 20 percent.

Jurisdiction for which Index could not be computed (shown as NA):
20 percent,

Low < Cp3t:Housing
0.85 406 0.61 0.52
0.83 8,245 0.65 0.54
NA 3 20.74 NA
1.08 12,801 1.39 1.50
1.28 259 0.73 0,93
1.18 1,704 1.2 1.43
0.85 248 0.81 0.69
0.52 21 26.07 13.56
1.27 4,473 0.74 0.94
0.87 229 1.74 1.51
117 2,106 0.65 0.76
1.26 14,107 0.89 1.12
0 7 14,14 NA
1.17 1,594 1.01 1.18
0.78 11,526 0.69 0.54
1.17 6,955 117, 1.37
1.28 251 T 298 3.81
0.91 54 10.67 8.71
1.1 1,227 3.21 3.56
NA 7 1.08 NA
1.23 488 2.68 3.30
1,15 595 . 0.84 0.97
0.85 1,107 0.67 0.57
0.86 5,103 | - 1.34 1.28
0.77 11,999 0.75 0.58°
0.91 6,528 0.69 0.63
1.02 134,526 0.87 0.89
NA 72 0.63 NA
1.18 426 0.74 0.87
0.85 4,256 0.65 0.55
0 17 11.2 NA
1,00 232,410 0.91 0.81
1.03 66,775 1.32 1.36
1.00 299,185 1.00 1.00
kb quion
Source; King County Plnning and Commuaity Dewelopment Division, 1993, 17 Mar =9)

Notes '

1. . lLow-wage jobs are estimated using Puget Sound Regional Council
employment data for five sectors, converted to lower income
quartile households. King County Planning and Community
Development, 1992.

2.  Proportion of low-wage jobs relative to the county average.

3. Rental housing units with rents less than $700 per month, plus
owned housing units valued at less than $100,000, in 1990 dollars.

. 1990 Census. ‘

4, Proportion of low-cost housing relative to the county average.

5. %og-wa%:)jobs index (2) multiplied by the low-cost housing

ndex . :



1L

Jo awun ayy 1o 2001d wi o uvs Juswudojanap fo s1ovdut 2y} DPOWIOIIV 0} SAIZIDUS
40 Stuswanodut ssajun juawdojoasp Aua(q :siuawaunbay Aoussinouo) 7
i ‘UMW HOYDILOASUDA] 24] U1
paidopp pippupls ayi m0jaq aul 9P 0] 2144dS-[0-]43] i) SaSNDI Judwdo[anap ) fI [pao.ddD
tuswdojanap siquo.d yorym aoupuipio up dopy :siuaiuaitnbay Aoonbapy |
12211 0]
padinbai 2.0 satno pup Gunos ayy ‘upyd ansuayaiduod v Suydopp fo 4pad auo iy
s215210.415 JaWSOUDIY pUDWA(T UOUDLIOASUDL] 'S
iSuonpsIn{ 11220 (PD YN HOHDUIPACOD [DIUBUUIINOTLDIU]  F
Monuuo paydopp pup parppdn aq [ uoyd sty
S20411053.4 SUIpUN{ YHM 131 3G JOUUDI SPADPUD]S ao/,uas-fo‘-/ar\a/ Ji Juawapa asn pupy SSassvad
‘uppd aassuayasdiwos ayy fo spaau ayy uodn pasoq upjd Surpuoulf wak-xi§ ¢
IS2INOL HISUDA] PUD S[DIA3]4D L0f SPIDPUDIS
2010425-{0-1243] StwISNS pup JUNUDIID 10f Spasu 2o1adas pup GiB] T
‘pubtuap jaap4y Suowiisa w pa&n suoydwunssp asn pupT [
SIUBWa[3-q IS
Sumoyjof ayp sapnjowt 1oiy Juawaa Honpliodsup.y Liojppuvid b yiim uvjd aa1susy24duod
b 1dopv 01 paainbad a4p sa1o pup (unos ay) £661 ‘1 Anf Ag ubjd y100supyf sptnunos
ay} fo 14vd sp paifip. pup pasoddp spappuvis pup sa1oijod ayj jSUD3D pa.nsvaul 3q [[1m
sa1119 40 Annoa ayy Aq paydopp suppd aaisuayaidiios fo Juatuala uoypiodsupa) ay |
(0L0°VOL'9€ MDY) sueld daisuayasdwo)
[() (5) z°zg] 1opdwt (pasif 2y fo sisdjpup uy g
O (5) zz8] svaav yrnodd wpyna Suuoyd 1o puv Gunos jutof dof sappod  F
() (c) o zc] satdaipas puv sapf uoypLIodsuD.} apInA1unos dof sapijog €
() (€) T zg]aampu
apin-a1pis 40 apLnGLIod b fo sayponf (pydpa onqud Suils dof sapijod 7
(@) (5) 2°zg] mowdojanap yons oy saolndas upqn fo
uoisinold puy 11)azud0/map Aj4ap.10 pup snonSiuos fo nonowoad tof saijod  f
:$S24pPD SN UONDILOASUDA]
Jd0f sa1o1j0 padojacap aq [jis suvjd anpsuayaadidos &2 pup Gunos lllals‘!.;'lloo yorym wof
yiomauv.f v apoad o1 7661 ‘T «ny g pardopp aq jsniu sajod Supuuvyd spinkiuno)
(z uondag ‘5701 GHSTY) SaPI0d pimAuno)
10V Wawafeury Yol ay) jo siuswannbay :NOILV LYOdSNVIL

v XIANAddVY

2%
€€
43
1€
o€
62
8¢
Le
9¢
Se
pe
1 %4
(X4
1¢
0c
61
81
LT
91
ST
(A
€T
AN
1T

0t



L

b yons fo uonpuawaiduy ay) uppd Kol (1SUDLL 1124207 pup JISUDL] Quunwuio)) ‘ubyous
WSUDL] 20401 ‘O4J2pA) StOUED HSUDLY IDY) S24INbaL MD] Y| DaLY pUROS 128n4 ay) Lyim
waisds (D) Hsup.t] opdp) ySif b fo jawdojaaap ai) L0f sap1aosd oy 210iS
suonotpstn{ SurioqySiou fo suvyd uoyonpal didj UUWIOD Y)Im JU2ISISUOI
éq jsuut Layy pup sdafopdwa tofbui pup suoupzuwSio Suwuund [puot8al 'satouasp Jisuviy
YHM paIDIIPI00D 2q ISR SIIIO PlID QHN03 21y Aq pardopp soouputpdO ‘6661 4q 1uo1ad gé
Aq pupwiap 14D} Y10M 32nPaL O} paIIIUP 2.0 saafojdwa adoui 10 (9] fo saadopduusy 'pa[amw
Sajul 2]21Yaa Ul SUONINPAL S241nbal [66] JO MIT HOUINPIY duy apnwiuo?) aivis Y[
“H0Jaq PajD AT HOUDNPIY did] dpnuo)) s fo toyppawia|dui |pio13a4 b e
pup ‘wp.i8o.4d asupbudsuiplu puv uotoadsuy papuvdxa e
.'apnpd}
Spuswanba sUOISSIW 2]21yan YYD Sunaout 1of ABa)p4js Juaiino oy ] ‘A5uady jo43uo0)
uoin|jod 41y punog 1a8ng ayy Aq paiodaad (J[S) old roypjuawa|dul] IS 3yl Ul pauIpINed
S2ANSDIPY] [04J10) UOIIDIIOdSUDL] OF 1IOf10D JSnul stoafoud puv suvpd uoippriodsupy
§,110Un07) [PUOISY punog 123nd aY [ 101238 uotpriodsupy 2y wof suoissiua fo
uolonpa. [pyuUDISqNs sadinbal 0661 4o (VYY) uauipusuty 1oy Ay ubad|) [4opoo 24|
(dLL) wpi804d Jusuizaoidu] uoypliodsup|
[DUOLS 24 2y YyIm 3UDULLIOJIUOD Ul pUD O 24} Yk uolp1adoos wi apout aq jsnu
swp.8oad (SHN) waisAS LomySIE [PUOIIDN puD ‘28p1ig ‘aoubUIUIDIN DISL2)U] By} daptin
suol22}s 1aaford (LOASM) S, 1o DI0dSUDL | Jo juaugioda(q IS HOLSUIYSD M "UOLIPPD
uy uotda4 ayy of spunf wpi3oid jisuny [p4apaf 2y} SD [jam S ‘SupL304d 2534} dof Qrioynp
uo23)as 102fo1d soy OJN 24} pup suounjos /apow-n/nw 10f pasn 2q dvuw swpi3o.d
AomyS1y osy asaYy dapun U0I8s. 2yl Of 2/qD|IDAD Spin{ “wpL80.44 HOUDSIIPN HOYSa3UO))
Mol b pup (18) wupioid uoypjiodsupi] 20pfing aJqixalf mou b 2102 pup sup30.d
Sugpunf 1p2140821p3 [0S SapoUIMlD (VL SI) 1661 fo 1oy Aousoyffq uoypriodsuni] opfung
[ppow-iapi] Y[ 12y Uoipjodsup.l] 20DfiNng |D42pa.] 24y} fO LOUDZILOYIND-21 JUdI2L 2Y) apHilt
PaoUDYUD PUD PIUYISUAS 24D saipiqisuodsaa Supuun.8o4d pup Suuoyd Qg 241
(L) SuruupBo.ad yuaw
-aa0.4dut uoypriodsup.y 23UD1-140Ys ﬁun Sunuwd uoyviodsuvy a8upi-3uoj 1of a|qisuodsal
st (OdN) voupzip3.0 Suiuudld upjijodoyapy paipuBisap ai Yuata.unbaa sny yimn
(| dwos 0] s)up.LS toyvliodsuDy [D12paf [0 woipttoo v sp ssad04d Suuupyd uoio140dsupi}
a0SUDYALAWOD pUD SHONUIUOD “20|}D42d00D S1108-10 up sa4inbas MD| [DA2Ps]
suone|nday pue smeT Y10
‘5402l XIS UIynm

sa1Sappdys 40 Sjuatusaodwit ay) a1ajdwod of 2op[d Ul S U IUUIOD [p1oupnif b 4o Jauwdoasp

St
12
£E
ce
133
0€
62
8¢
Le
92
x4
124
£C
ze
134
02
61
8T
LT
9T
ST
A
€T
Al
T

0T

i
i
i
i
i




10
11
12
13

14

system. For that purpose, the Joint Regional Policy Committee was formed and charged with
the responsibility of recommending a system plan and financial program that would
implement the HCT system. This plan is being developed in support of the Vision 2020
Regional Growth Strategies; this vision calls for creation of a regional system of central
places linked by High Capacity Transit facilities, and an interconnected system of freeway
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes.

The 1990 State Legislature passed various legislation granting local governments
authority o establish a number of taxing programs for funding transportation projects and
programs. An inferim and informal group called the Local Options Strategy Development
Steering Committee was formed to recommend how these funding authorities should be
exercised, This initial work was completed in September of 1991 with a comprehensive
recommendation as to how each funding source should be assigned. As local jurisdictions
take actions on these recommendations, it would be useful to re-convene this Steering

Committee or a similar group for coordinating transportation funding decisions.
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL
Introduced Amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies

May 16, 1994

CHAPTER NAME POLICY DESCRIPTION
Framework FW-15d  [UGA amendment process, permits urban designation in exchange for open space
FW-1 Delete CPP adoption process — establish adoption of local targets
FW-1d Jobs and housing to accommodate growth targets rather than projections
Land Use Preamble Describes the variety of urban centers; describes targets for 20 years of growth
LU-29 Link relationship between zoning and long-term center development
ED-12 State approval for funding of clean-up sites
Fiscal FW-33 Reglonal Finance Plan to be prepared by July 1996
RFS-1 Requires use of Regional Economic Strategy goals when developed
RFS-2 Attention to subsidize infrastructure to support redevelopment
RFS-3 Ask state to allow site assemble
RFS-4 Tax Increment Financing for Urban Centers

Urban Growth

Area Map

Adopt Amendments to UGA per city/county negotiations

Page 1
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May 12, 1994 ‘ Introduced By:__Gary Locke

Countywide Planning Policy Amendments

On page 7, line 7, through page 8, line 27 of the Countywide Planning Policies as
adopted July 6, 1992 and reprinted on legislative paper, FW-1 shall be amended to

read as follows:

Step 5d The Countywide Planning Policies are based on an urban centers strategy

and a permanent Urban Growth Area. To reinforce the permanence of the

Urban Growth Area and to further support the centers concept, King County

shall actively pursue dedication of open space along the Urban Growth Area

boundary with a goal of creating a contiquous band of open space north and

south alona the Urban Growth Area boundary. This program shall follow the

1994 adoption of the Urban Growth Area and last until December 31, 19986.

Land added to the Urban Growth Area through this program will be based

only on the criteria established in this policy. Changes to the Urban Growth

Area that do not conform to the criteria _established in the policy will be

considered everv 10 vears as outlined in Step 5c.

1. Land can only be added to the Urban Growth Area in exchange for a

dedication of permanent open space to the King County Open Space

Svstem. The dedication must consist of 8 minimum of four acres of

open space dedicated for every one acre of land added to the Urban

Growth Area, calculated in Qross acres.
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Land added to the Urban Growth Area adapted in the 1994 Countywide

Planning Policies must be physically contiguous to the existing Urban

Growth Area, and must be able to be served by sewers and other urban

services. Development should be at urban densities..

The total urban area increased as a result of this policy shall not exceed

4,000 acres.

Development on the land added to the Urban Growth Area under this

policy shall be limited to residential development. Proposals shall meet

Kina County Comprehensive Plan density and affordable housing goals

with additional consideration given to proposals that include innovative

local vernacular architectural and site planning features.

Open space on individual properties should be dedicated in such a way

that it can connect with open space on adjacent properties. Open space

areas should generally paraltel the urban-rural line, taking into account

#11 below.

The minimum depth of the open space buffer between the proposed

addition to the Urban Growth Area and the Rural Area shall be at least

one-half of the property width.
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The minimum size of property to be considered will be 20 acres, which

includes both the proposed addition to the Urban Growth Area and the

land proposed for open space dedication. Smaller properties may be

combined to meet the 20 acre criteria.

Proposals for open space dedication and urban development must be

received within 1 vear of the date of the ratification of these policies.

Review of these applications shall beqgin by King County after the 1 vear

period and conclude within 2 vears of the date of ratification of these

policies.

Where applications are adjacent to city boundaries or potential

10.

annexation areas, King County shall solicit recommendations from the

city.

Proposals will be reviewed for quality of open space and urban

11.

development, with the highest quality proposals being approved by King

County. If the 4,000 acre limit on land added to the urban Growth Area

is not needed in_the first round .of proposals. due to eithelj insufficient

number of proposals or insufficient quality, a second round of

applications will be accepted. King County will set the application and

review periods at the time of the second round.

The open space land shall be dedicated at the time urban zoning is

applied. The open space lands that will be evaluated most favorably are

those that include:
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Rationale:

-pols7

a. _the highest quality habitat areas;

b. connection to reqional open space systems;

C. protection of wetlands, stream corridors and water bodies:

d. unique natural features; and

e. large dedications that are part of a contiquous open space system.

To reinforce the permanence of the Urban Growth Area, King County should actively pursue
the creation of a contiguous bank of open space along the urban growth boundary. This
amendment will allow rural properties abutting the urban-rural line to partially develop at
urban densities if their remainders are dedicated as permanent public open space. The
minimum ratio of developed area to permanent open space would be 1:4. The amendment
will proved a large amount of public open space, which will help create a permanent,

physical demarcation of the urban and rural areas.
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STEP 1:

STEP 2:

May 10, 1994 INTRODUCED BY:_Gary Locke

Countywide Planning PolicieswAmendment

On page 7, line 7, through page 8, line 27, of th?Countywide Planning Policies as
adopted July 6, 1992 and reprinted on legislative paper, FW-1 shall be amended to

read as follows:

Countywide growth management is a multi five-step process:

The Countywide Planning Policies became shaH-beceme effective October
1992, upon adoption by the 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. -{Septerber-1-392

target-date)

The Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) reconvened to conduc.
environmental and fiscal analysis of the Countywide Planning Policies and
to consider policy amendments developed through implementation of tasks
specified in the Countywide Planning Policies. These actions are
considered the Phase 2 policy amendments and include:

a. Designation of Urban Centers according to the procedures and
criteria_established in policies LU-28 and LU-29:



-—

Desianation of Manufacturing/Industrial Centers based on the

procedures and criteria_established policies in LU-39 and LU-40;

Adoption of 20 vear target ranges of projected household and

emplovment growth for each jurisdiction according to the

procedures and criteria in policy LU-52;

Confirmation of the Urban Growth Area based on criteria

O W 00 N O o p~p W N

established in policy LU-14; and

Adoption of additional policy amendments based on the

recommendations of the Rural Character Task Force, the Affordable

Housing Task Force, the Fiscal and Economic Development Task

Force, and public comments on the Countywide Planning Policies.

Geteber-and-e—enf#m—by—Dec—embef--‘rSQz-nefmﬁaﬂens-a‘mm-eities-fef
Urban-GeFﬁers-aﬂd-Manufae—tuﬂ'ngJ-mdustria!-GeH{ere,--as-estabHshéd
in-the-Countywide-Rlan ring-Pelicies:—-{October-Decernber-1-892

target-dates)

J — The-GMPC shall-adopt-20-year-target-numbers-for-projected

pruLatieﬂ-gFovv{h-aﬂd~c:-apaeity—-based-en-Urban-Gemre-dee—isiens;
the—er'r‘eer—ia-es‘eabl'rshed-mﬁeh'c-'reer-LU—S-?—and-LU—BZ,—and—pépu{a{-ioa
ranges;reeommeﬁded-by-aﬂ-'m{eF}misd-ie—'e'rena-l-stafaf-eommi{-tee—.

{{December-1-992-target-daten
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STEP 3:

Er---

e

---The-GMPG shalt-adept-20-year-target-numbers-for-projected

employment-growth-and -capacity-based-on-rban-Genters
decisions;-the-eriteria-established in-poliey-1-U-63-and employment
ranges-recormmended-by-an-interjurisdictional staff committee:
{{December-1-992-targei-date))

---Heusing-and-jebsto-accommedate King-Ceunty-'s-projected

population-shatl be-planned in-the-context-of-carrying capacity-of
the-1and---Housing-density-and-affordability-shall be-considered-co-

equal-objestives-

---The-GMPG shalt-confirm- the Urban-Growih-Areas-based-on-Centers

. designations-and-subarea-pepiation-and-employment-targets;

insuﬂng-sufﬁe-ien{-eapae#ty-withiﬁ-{he-UFban-Grew{h-Afe&-te-meet

projected-growth--{December--1992-target-date}

The Countywide Planning Policies shall be implemented as follows:

[o

S

All jurisdictions shall make the decisions required to implement the
Countywide Planning Policies into their respective comprehensive

plans. (July_1994 1893 target date)

All jurisdictions shall ma‘ke the decisions required to implement the

Countywide Planning Policies and their respective comprehensive

plans through development regulations. {(December 1994 target
date)
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SI-ER-43------ -a-.—------The-GMPG—&halHec—envene+n-&u4y-1-9-93~w—seeﬁer-a»s-neéded-te
Feview-issues raised-through-locat-plan-implementation-efforts;-and
to-consider-new-of-Fevised-poticies-developed-through
implermentation-of-the-GMPC tasks-specified-ir-the-Gountywide
Rlanping Policies---The-GMPGC shall-recommend-revisions-as-needed
to-resolve identified-cenflicts -betweenpolicies-and-address

- implernentation-issues--{July-1994-target-datel

o
T

The GMPC shall establish a process for resolving conflicts between
local plans and the Countywide Planning Policies. as-raised-by-loedl
jurisdictions;-and-may-recommend-amendments to-either-the
Gountywide-Planning-Rolicies-of-local plans--{July-+894-target

date}

d.e- Phase 2 Amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies shall be
subject to ratification by at least thirty percent of the city and
county governments representing seventy percent of the population

in King County. All jurisdictions shall amend comprehensive plans

as needed by July 1995 to be consistent with adopted and ratified

Phase 2 amendments.

BTER-B-------- A H-juHsdiet'rens-sha!l-make-thedeeisiens-re&u#ed-{e-imialement-{he
Geuﬂ{ywide-PJf&nn'ng-Pelie-ies-and-{he'H-{espee{-iveeemprehen»sive-m-aPrs

through regulations---tJuly-1884-target-date}




-

O W 0 N O O p» W N

STEP 4. Following adoption of comprehensive plans, the GMPC or its successor

shall review adopted targets and estimated capacity for each jurisdiction
to ensure sufficient capacity within the Urban Growth Area.

a. Each jurisdiction shall report to the GMPC or its successor the
household and employment targets adopted in its comprehensive
plan, and the estimated capacity for household and employment
growth for the next 20 vears. Jurisdictions containing Urban or
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers shall report household and

| employment targets both for Centers and areas outside Centers.
Each '|uri$diction shall also evaluate the availability of infrastructure,
as anticipated in local capital improvement plans, to ensure that
cagaéity is available to accommodate a six-year estimate of
household and employment growth.

b. The GMPC or its successor shall review growth targets and capacit
for each jurisdiction to assure that local targets are within the
adopted ranges and countywide capacity is sufficient to meet 20
yvear growth targets. If a discrepancy exists between growth target-

and capacity, the GMPC or its successor shall recommend changes

to local plans to ensure that growth targets can be achieved by

planned zoning and infrastructure capacity.

STEP 5. The GMPC or its successor shall establish a monitoring and benchmarks

program to assess progress in meeting Countywide Planning Policies.
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The GMPC or its successor shall establish a growth management

monitorina advisory committee which shall recommend information to

be reported annually to serve as indicators and benchmarks for

growth management policies. The advisory committee shall include

both public and private sector participation, representing the wide

range of arowth management concerns. The annual reporting shall

incorporate the economic development policy indicators developed by

the.Fiscal and Economic Development Task Force and adopted by the

GMPC, and shall consider housing indicators specified in policy AH-5.

The GMPC or its successor shall adopt a monitoring program_and

report the adopted arowth management benchmarks annually.

The GMPC or its successor should conduct a comprehensive

evaluation to assess progress on countywide policies. The evaluation

should be initiated as indicated by results the monitoring program, but

no earlier than five vears after adoption of the Phase 2 Amendments

to the Countywide Planning Policies. The evaluation shall include

opportunities for public involvement.

The Urban Growth Area shall be reviewed no earlier than 10 vears

after the adoption and ratification of the Phase 2 Amendments to the

Countywide Planning Policies. The Urban Growth Area may be

amended, based on criteria including, but not limited to the following:

- criteria in policies LU-14 and LU-16:

- amount of vacant land;
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-__amount of redevelopable land;

- market demand by category of land use, including rate of

absorption and consumption:
- rate of population and employment growth compared to state wid¢ -

rates;

- _number of households and employees per acre compared to

jurisdictional adopted goals and targets.

d. Amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies shall be subject to
ratification by at least thirty percent of the city and county '
governments representing seventy percent of the population in King
County.

Rationale: The existing policy is revised to reflect the changed schedule of Phase 2
work. Step 3 is expanded to cover implementation of the CPPs through
comprehensive plans and development regulations; comprehensive plans must be
consistent with Phase 2 CPP amendments by July 1995. Step 4 outlines the steps
needed for countywide review of household and employment targets after adoption o:
comprehensive plans to assure adequate capacity to meet 20 year targets as well as 6-
year growth estimates. A new Step 5 calls for development and adoption of a
monitoring and benchmarks program. A comprehensive evaluation of the CPPs shall
pccur no earlier than 5 years after adoption of Phase 2 amendments and review of the
urban growth area shall occur within 10 years as called for in the Growth Managemert
Act.




May 4, 1994 Introduced By: Bob Edwards
Fred Jarrett

Number: 3

Countywide Planning Policies Amendment
Countywide Planning Policies as Adopted July 6, 1992
On page 7, lines 27-28 and page 8, lines 1-2, of the Countywide Planning Policies
as Adopted July 6, 1992 and reprinted on legislative paper, FW-1(d) shall be

amended to read as follows:

FW-1(d) Housing and jobs to accommodate the growth targets Kirg-Gounty's

projected-population shall be planned in the context of carrying capacity of

the land. Housing density and affordability shall be considered co-equal

objectives.

Rationale:

Makes consistent reference with other policy amendments to growth targets.

tk:c:414TA4 (BB-9)
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May 10, 1994 INTRODUCED BY:__ 6ary Locke

Countvwide Planning Policies Amendments

On page 30, line 28, of the Countywide Planning Policies as adopted July 6, 1992 and
reprinted on legislative paper, new text is added following the subheading "Urban
Centers Criteria” as follows:

2. Urban Centers Criteria

Urban Centers vary substantially in the number of households and jobs they contain

loday. The intent of the Countywide Planning Policies is to encourage the growth of

pach Urban Center as a vibrant community that is an attractive place to live and work -

and will support efficient public services including transit.

Two approaches are used to set quidelines and track the growth of Urban Centers.

First, the policies establish criteria for zoning. These criteria establish minimum levels

bf households and jobs needed to achieve the benefits of an Urban Center. Some

JUrban Centers will reach these levels over the next twenty vears, while for others the

criteria_set a path for growth over a longer term and provide capacity to accommodate

nrowth bevond the 20 vear horizon.

Second, jurisdictions establish 20 vear household and employment growth targets for

pach Urban Center. (See Appendix xx.) The targets reflect the diversity of the

Centers, allowing communities to envision chanages over the next 20 vears and plan for

needed services. The targets set an achievable level of arowth for each Center that

hot only considers land capacity but also the timing and funding of infrastructure. In

Most cases, the center targets are somewhat higher than the standard arowth
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rojections: reaching the targets will require planning, public investment, and

ncentives for private investment. Over time the Centers will move toward the

development pattern envisioned in the countywide policies.

Within the County, Urban Centers are expected to account for about one-half of

mplovment arowth and one-quarter of household arowth over the next 20 vears.'

Additional capacity for household and employment growth is provided in the Urban

Growth Area outside of designated Urban Centers.

| U-29 Each jurisdiction which has designated an Urban Center shall adopt in its
comprehensive plan a definition of the urban center which specifies the

exact geographic boundaries of the center. All centers shall be up to

1-1/2 square miles of land. For the purposes of achieving a long-range

development pattern that will provide a successful mix of uses and

densities that will efficiently support high capacity transit, each ((Each))

center shall be zoned to accommodate:

a. A minimum of 15,000 jobs within 1/2 mile of a transit center;
b.  Ata minimum, an average of 50 employees per gross acre; and
C. At a minimum, an average 15 households per gross acre.

Rationale: Text and amendment make the distinction between Urban Center zoning
briteria and the 20 year household and employment targets. Zoning should be based
on Centers criteria.
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May 4, 1994 introduced By: Bob Edwards
Fred Jarrett

Number: 1

Countywide Planning Policies Amendment

Fis/ED Task Force Proposed Economic Development Policies
On page 5, after line 20, of the Fis/ED Task Force Proposed Economic
Development Policies as printed on legislative paper and handed out at the April

6, 1994 GMPC meeting, add a new policy ED-12a to read as follows:

ED-12. Jurisdictions shall seek state legislative approval of a state funding

strateqgy to fund environmental clean-up of industrial sites.

Jurisdictions shall work together on a collaborative basis to develop

alternative local county and state financing strategies to fund

environmental clean-up of industrial sites.

Rationale:

This policy directs that all jurisdictions work together to secure funding for
industrial site clean-up. The analysis of the FIS/ED Task Force on
manufacturing/industrial center policies, studies done by the City of Seattle and
testimony before the King County Council on Economic Development all reveal
that clean-up of industrial sites is needed in order for this county to maintain and
redevelop its industrial base. This policy supports the work of the Duwamish
Coalition and the efforts of the Seattle/King County Economic Development

Council to secure such state and local legislation for.funding.

....1_
RFS~4 (BB-14)
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May 4, 1994 Introduced By: Bob Edwards
' Fred Jarrett

Number: 6

ountywide Planning Policies Amendment

Amendment to King County 2012
Countywide Planning Policies as Adopted July 6, 1992

On page 71, after line 11 of the Countywide Planning Policies as Adopted July 6,

1992 and reprinted on Iegislativé paper, add a new framework policy FW-33 to

read as follows

FW-33. In order to implement the CPPs, key investments need to be identified

and implemented. Public Resources shall include countywide, regional,

state and federal governmental contributions. Private sector contributions

to these regional investments should be minimal. King County and its

cities shall develop a Regional Financing Plan including sources for the

kev investments by July, 1996.

a. The Regional Financing Plan shall give priority to regional

infrastructure investments which contribute to meeting requirements

for transportation, water, sanitary sewer and storm water in order to

facilitate maintaining momentum in implementing the CPPs.

FW33.Doc(BB-14)
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b. _The Regional Financing Plan shall emphasize strategies to

achieve environmental clean-up, redevelopment and affordable

housingA.

c. The Regional Financing Plan shall consider any
a7

recommendations on reqional infrastructure investments which may

be contained in the Foundations for the Future: Regional Economic

Strateqy’s Action Plan due out in late 1994,

Rationale:
This policy directs a Regional Finance Plan to be developed to fund key

infrastructure necessary to implement the CPP vision.

EW33.Doc(BB-14)




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

May 4, 1994 Introduced By: Bob Edwards
Fred Jarrett

Number: 7

Countywide Planning Policies Amendment

Amendment to King County 2012
Countywide Planning Policies as Adopted July 6, 1992

On page 71, line 11, of the Countywide Planning Policies as Adopted July 6, 1992
and reprinted on legislative paper, add a new regional finance strategy policy

RFS 1toread as .follows:

RFS 1. The Regional Financing Plan shall consider any recommendations

on regional infranstructure investments which may be contained in the

regional economic strategy action plan due out in late 1994.

Rationale:

The purpose of developing a Regional Economic Strategy is primarily to ensure
that policy commitments and investment decisions made throughout the region
are developed and implemented in a manner that is consistent with an overall
economic plan. At this juncture, the first phase of the Regional Economic Study,
looking at a situational analysis and market opportunitiés, is all that has been
completed. We do not yet know the exact form and content the recommendations

which will follow a t a subsequent stage will take. However, it would be helpful to

RFS-4 (BB-14)




have in the CPPs a reminder to policymakers at the County and local level to
seriously consider the recommendations contained in this report as they proceed
to implement GMA requirements. Acting in this manner is consistent with the

emphasis on economic development contained in the GMA. RCW 36.78.210 (3)

(h).

RFS-4 (BB-14)
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May 4, 1994 " Introduced By: - Bob Edwards
Fred Jarrett

* Number: 8

Countywide Planning Policies Amendment

Amendment to King County 2012
Countywide Planning Policies as Adopted July 6, 1992

On page 71, line 11, of the Countywide Planning Policies as Adopted July 6, 1992
and reprinted on legislative paper, add a new regional finance strategy policy

RFS-2 to read as follows:

RFS-2. State and local revenues which are earmarked for allocation shall

be used to subsidize infrastructure in selected redevelopment areas where

such subsidies are needed to achieve concurrency.

Rationale:

This policy would provide a possible regional funding source for redevelopment..

RFS-2 (BB-14)
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May 4, 1994 Introduced By: Bob Edwards
Fred Jarrett

Number: 9

Countywide Planning Policies Amendment

e

Amendment to King County 2012
Countywide Planning Policies as Adopted July 6, 1992

On page 71, line 11, of the Countywide Planning Policies as Adopted July 6, 1992
and reprinted on legislative paper, add a new regional finance strategy policy

RFS-3 to read as follows:

RFS-3. King County and its cities shall seek authority from the State

Legislature to facilitate public sector assemblage of land for the purpose of

redevelopment.

Rationale:
This policy directs local jurisdictions to request authority from the state legislature
to aggregate and reconvey property. This would support both residential

redevelopment and industrial land use.

RFS-3(BB-14)
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May 4, 1994 Introduced By: Bob Edwards
Fred Jarrett

Number: 10

Countywide Planning Policies Amendment

Amendment to King County 2012
Countywide Planning Policies as Adopted July 6, 1992

On page 71, line 11, of the Countywide Planning Policies as Adopted July 6, 1992
and reprinted on legislative paper, add a new regional finance strategy policy

RFS-4 to read as follows:

RFS-4. King County and its cities shall seek authority from the legislature

to establish special “Urban Center District” where ihcrements of new

revenues resulting from redevelopment can be allocated for infrastructure

financing.

Rationale:

This policy is to gain local authority to use tax increment financing to fund

infrastructure in urban centers.

RES-4 (BB-14)
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May 14, 1994 Introduced By: Gary Locke
Number:

Countywide Planning Policies Amendment
Amendment of King County 2012

Countywide Planning Policies as Adopted July 6, 1992

The Urban Growth Area line as adopted in the Countywide Planning Policies

July 6, 1992 is amended to reflect the changes documented in the following

maps numbered 1-23 proposed for consent. The following maps should be

voted on individually: ‘

#3: For background information see King County Urban Growth Area:
Edge Cities report, Redmond section, Area 1.

#8: For background information see King County Urban Growth Area:
Edge Cities report, Issaquah section, Area 1.

#9: For background information see King County Urban Growth Area:
Edge Cities report, Issaquah section, Area 2.

#12: For background information see King County Urban Growth Area:
Edge Cities report, Renton section, Areas 3 and 4.

#21: For background information see Rural Cities Urban Growth Areas
report North Bend section page 25.

#22: For backgrou.nd information see Rural Cities Urban Growth Areas

report Snoqualmie section page 29.



Background Information for:
Amendment to the Countywide Planning Policies

Areas where the city and county are in agreement are indicated by "City/County
Proposed Urban Growth Area Line" in the legend. Areas where there is not
agreement, such as areas of Redmond, Issaquah and Renton, are indicated by
"City Proposed Potential Annexation Area” and "County Proposed Urban
Growth Area” in the legend. The recommendation for the City of Black
Diamond Urban Growth Area is not in this package because the city and county
continue to negotiate a recommendation. From the Interim Urban Growth Area
to the 1994 proposed Urban Growth Area, there were 5.67 square miles that
were changed from rural to urban. For each rural city, the change in square
miles is as follows:

Carnation: .04 rural to urban

Duvall: .29 rural to urban

Enumclaw: .12 rural to urban

North Bend: .69 urban to rural, .31 rural to urban
Snoqualmie: 3.05 rural to urban

Skykomish: 0

Please note that the 1992 Countywide Planning Policies Urban Growth Area
differs slightly from the interim Urban Growth Area adopted in 1993. The
attached maps show the 1993 interim Urban Growth Area and the proposed
1994 Urban Growth Area. The areas of difference between the 1992 and the

1993 Urban Growth Areas are:

East of Black Diamond: The City of Black Diamond had no designated Urban
Growth Area in the 1992 Countywide Planning Policies. The County Council
added an area east of the city as it's interim Urban Growth Area.

East of Issaquah: Two properties were added to the Urban Growth Area last
fall through the adoption/ratification process and included in the interim Urban
Growth Area.

The East Sammamish Plateau: The GMPC recognized the planning underway on
the East Sammamish Community Plan at the time the Countywide Planning
Policies were adopted. The interim Urban Growth Area reflects the land use
designations of the Community Plan.

The maps attached to Ordinance 11110 designating the interim Urban Growth
area (included in your blue Urban Growth Area package) show these
differences.
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I. SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

This FSEIS includes analysis of a package of policy amendments proposed by the
Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC). The proposed policy amendments
recommended by the GMPC for County Council action through May 14, 1994 contain
many features of the five alternatives addressed in the DSEIS. Those policy
amendments introduced for action by the GMPC as of May 14, 1994, but not yet
considered have also been addressed.

The Proposed Policy Amendments designate the 14 Urban Centers included under the
14 Center Alternative of the DSEIS, and identify jurisdictional targets for minimum
household growth and jurisdictional targets for employment growth that results in less
growth occurring in those urban centers and more growth occurring in the urban area
outside of centers than previously analyzed for the 14 Centers Alternative. The
distribution of household and employment growth falls between the 14 and the 8
Centers Alternatives. 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, and SeaTac Central Business District. Four Manufacturing/Industrial Centers:
North Tukwila, Duwamish and Ballard/Interbay in Seattle, and the Kent Industrial Area
are confirmed.

The twenty year countywide target of net new households to be accommodated
countywide is 195,000 under the Proposed Policy Amendments. This is less than the
215,000 assumed for the five alternatives analyzed in the DSEIS. The net employment
growth target countywide is 347,400. This is essentially the same as the employment
target of 340,000 used in the DSEIS. The Urban Growth Area (UGA) -- for which a
policy amendment that has been introduced but not yet considered -- is an area that is
larger than the 1992 CPP UGA and smaller than the one assumed in the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policy alternative of the DSEIS.

The Proposed Policy Amendments include revised and new policies based on the Task
Force reports addressing rural character, affordable housing, and fiscal
analysis/economic development. These proposed policies were analyzed in the DSEIS.
In many cases, the policy language in the reports has been modified without substantial
change to the intent or direction of the Task Force recommendation. Additional policy
amendments are also recommended based on public comment. The tables in Part One
summarize all policy amendments being proposed.

Important policy amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies that have been
recommended by the GMPC include:



e Identification of July 1995 as the date by which local jurisdictions shall amend their
comprehensive plans to be consistent with these amendments.

e FEstablishment of a monitoring and benchmarks program to assess progress in
meeting Countywide Planning Policies, including the appointment of a Growth
Management Monitoring Committee.

e Commitment to maintaining a permanent rural area with review of all Urban
Growth Areas ten years after adoption of these amendments.

e Coordinated process for mapping and protecting aquifers needed for potable water.

e Definition of rural character and rural density guidelines.

e Transfer of density from Rural Area properties to other Rural or Urban Area
properties, and other strategies to protect rural areas.

e Requirement that Urban Centers demonstrate that an adequate supply of drinking
water is available to serve projected growth.

e Identification of advanced technology uses as a desirable use in
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers.

e Definition of non-Center Activity Areas to include both commercial development
and a mix of housing types with transit and pedestrian emphasis.

e Policies that all jurisdictions provide for housing opportunities for all economic
segments of the population. '

e The establishment of a countywide committee to develop recommendations for
providing low and moderate income housing.

e Revised definition of water systems to serve rural areas.

e Policies encouraging economic development while maintaining the environmental
and other goals of the CPPs.

e A policy amendment calling for the development of a Regional Governance Plan.

Other policy amendments introduced but not yet considered by the GMPC for
recommendation include:

e A proposed amendment for a one year program that would allow rural land to be
added to the urban area in exchange for the dedication of permanent open space ata
ratio of 4 acres open space for every 1 acre urban land.

e Policy amendments calling for the development of a Regional Finance Plan and
identifying specific finance techniques and strategies to be pursued.



II. ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

A. Urban Growth Area

1. Background

RCW 36.70A.110 as amended required counties to designate interim Urban Growth
Area by October, 1993. Ordinance 11110 adopted by the King County Council
designates an interim urban growth area for King County. The interim Urban Growth
Area differed from the 1992 Countywide Policies Urban Growth Area in these respects:

a. Reflects land use and zoning designations adopted in the East Sammamish
Community Plan. Jurisdictions anticipated these changes during completion of the
Countywide Planning Policies (see Section 7, Preamble, Ordinance 10450 adopting
Countywide Planning Policies), but adoption of the East Sammamish Plan was not yet
complete.

b. Designates an interim Urban Growth Area for the City of Black Diamond. The
1992 Countywide Policies Urban Growth Area boundary followed the Black Diamond
city limits,

These and other minor changes shifted approximately three square miles from rural to
urban use, decreasing the total lands designated for rural use in July 1992 by the CPP
from 330 to 327 square miles. Land designated for urban use, including all cities,
unincorporated urban areas, and rural city expansion areas, increased from 448 to about
451 square miles.

2. Proposed Amendments

Proposed revisions to framework policy FW-1 in Step 5 (c) outline how the Urban
Growth Area may be amended. The policy stipulates that the Urban Growth Area
should be reviewed 10 years after adoption and ratification of the Countywide Planning
Policies and may be amended based on factors listed in the policy. These factors
include criteria listed in policies LU-14 and LU-15, sufficiency of vacant, developable
and redevelopable land to meet projected needs, rate of development and Tand
consumption, capacity of jurisdictions to provide infrastructure, progress towards
adopted growth targets, economic, affordable housing, and environmental indicators.

The GMPC has proposed a modification to the 1994 Proposed Urban Growth Area as
depicted in the maps in the Appendix to this document. The GMPC calls for the City
of Snoqualmie to remove the 2.25 square mile area called the Joint Planning Area from
the Urban Growth Area.

3. Amendments Introduced but Not Yet Considered
a. Proposed changes to the 1992 Countywide Policies Urban Growth Area Map.

The 1992 CPPs called for King County to work with cities in the rural areas to
establish urban growth areas (LU-26). Recommendations for urban growth areas are
proposed for all rural cities except Black Diamond, still under discussion. In addition,



minor changes negotiated with cities bordering the countywide Urban Growth Area are
under consideration.

If adopted as proposed in the 1994 Proposed Urban Growth Area map in the Appendix,
an additional area of about 3.3 square miles would shift from rural to urban use (not
counting the Snoqualmie Joint Planning Area, which the GMPC recommends not be
included in the Urban Growth Area). :

b. Proposed Amendment to Policy FW-1 Step 5(d)

This proposed amendment would create a program that would allow for land to be
added to the urban area in exchange for the dedication of permanent open space at a
ratio of 4 acres open space for every 1 acre urban land. The amendment proposes a
one year application period for landowners abutting the Urban Growth Area to submit
applications, and one year for the County to review applications and make
recommendations. The amendment lists numerous conditions for the applications, such
as that urban designated properties must be contiguous to the Urban Growth Area and
that open space should be able to connect to adjacent properties. See Part One of this
FSEIS for the complete listing of conditions.

The amendment places a ceiling of 4,000 acres (6.25 square miles) of land that could
potentially be redesignated from rural to urban use through this program. Up to
16,000 vacant rural acres now designated rural would be affected by this program if
implemented up to the ceiling.

The proposed amendment, as drafted, is not clear on whether this open space would be
included within the Urban Growth Area or would remain on the rural side of the
boundary. In either case, future development of the land would not be possible.

The net impact of proposed changes under consideration as compared to the 1993
Interim Urban Growth Area is to add a minimum of 3.3 square miles (from
subparagraph a) and a maximum of 9.5 square miles (including subparagraph b
implemented to its fullest extent) to the Urban Growth Area.

C. Environmental Impacts

Proposed revisions to framework policy FW-1 Step 5 (c) requiring reconsideration of
the Urban Growth Area every ten years is consistent with the requirements of the
Growth Management Act, RCW 36.70A.110. The proposed amendment calls for a
balancing of environmental issues with other issues such as land consumption, which
would help to mitigate adverse impacts associated with potential amendments to the
Urban Growth Area. It is not possible to analyze the extent of impacts or mitigation,
as this analysis will not occur before 2004.

Potential changes to the 1992 Countywide Planning Policies Urban Growth Area both
recommended and not yet considered, including changes incorporated into the 1993
Interim Urban Growth Area, would amount to approximately 12.5 square miles, as.
follows:



Square Miles

Added by 1993 Interim UGA 3.0
Proposed Adds to City UGAs 3.3
Maximum under FW-1 (Step 5(d)) 6.2
TOTAL NET AREA AFFECTED 12.5

The potential impact resulting from this proposed change of land designation clearly
falls within the range of alternatives analyzed in the DSEIS. The pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative, which included the 1985 King County Urban Growth
Area as amended by community plans, contains at least 27 more square miles of area
designated for urban use over and above the proposed additions detailed in the above
Table.

The 12.5 square miles either proposed or under consideration to be added to the urban
growth area would increase the urban land capacity estimates by an estimated 15,000 to
17,000 dwelling units (about four percent). This estimate assumes that about one-third
of the lands shifted to urban use are already developed and that needs for right-of-way,
other public purpose lands, critical area and market constraints would reduce the
capacity of the remaining acreage by about one-half. An average residential density of
about six units per net acre is assumed in the calculation.

Rural area capacity would be reduced by 4,000 to 6,000 units, assuming an average lot
size of about five acres on the high side and somewhat smaller lots in areas with pre-
existing lots.

Overall, considering urban additions and rural losses, the proposed changes would
produce a net addition of about 11,000 dwelling units to countywide capacity estimates.

The most noteworthy impact would be to the urban area capacity estimate. As shown
in Tables 1 and 3 inthe Appendix of this document, jurisdictions report a revised
dwelling unit capacity for about 398,300 dwelling units. Adding an estimated 16,000
units from proposed changes would bring the total to about 414,300. This number
would allow an estimated land capacity 112% in excess of the countywide households
target of 195,000 in the GMPC's proposed amendment to CPP LU-28. (The "cushion"

of excess capacity would be about 102% if one allows a 5% vacancy factor, converting
from households to dwelling units.)

It is important to remember that this capacity estimate has still not been discounted in
most cases for the availability of infrastructure such as roads, water, and schools that
would be needed to realize the land capacity estimates. On the other hand, the excess
capacity more than double the growth target is beyond the 25 % recommended by the
state Growth Management Division and experience in other growth management states.
(See response LA-1 to letter comments for a fuller explanation.)



This 12.5 miles of potential new urban land would produce incremental adverse
environmental impacts to water, air, plants, animals and land as a result of future
denser developed than would have occurred under a rural designation.

These impacts would be mitigated by the amount of permanent open space associated
with the introduced amendment to framework policy FW-1 step 5 (d). Assuming the
full 6.25 square miles of urban land allowed under this amendment was approved,
16,000 acres (25 square miles) of permanent open Space would be dedicated, removing
these lands from future residential use. The amendment calls for the protection of high
quality habitat areas where possible within the dedicated open space. This degree of
protection would not likely occur under the rural designation. The positive effects on
the natural environment resulting from this open space would work to mitigate the
adverse impacts associated with urban development in areas redesignated for urban use.

The amendment does not specify where the new urban areas would be added, but calls
for an application process to solicit property owners. The minimum property size to be
considered, including both the urban and open space components, is 20 acres. Smaller
lots are allowed to be consolidated to meet the 20 acre minimum.

A preliminary count of parcel sizes along the principal north/south Urban Growth Area
boundary indicates that there are approximately 250 parcels over six acres in size.
(Note: this parcel count included the City of Black Diamond, as it is contiguous to the
larger Urban Growth Area, but did not include the other rural cities.) There are
several large land holdings along the Urban Growth Area boundary which, if property
owners applied to this program, would result in concentrations of new urban growth
and open space. These include the area along 1-90 known as Grand Ridge, and areas
around the cities of North Bend, Black Diamond and Snoqualmie. Since the
amendment calls for a future program and no proposals exist, impacts cannot be
evaluated on a site by site basis at this time, and should be assessed in subsequent
environmental documents.

There is not yet a proposed or introduced amendment relating to the Black Diamond
Urban Growth Area. The 1993 Interim Urban Growth Area did designate a Black
Diamond Urban Growth area of approximately 450 acres. The City has proposed and
analyzed environmental impacts of a larger Urban Growth Area of approximately 3400
acres. The city has stated their goal of achieving 50% open space within their Urban
Growth Area. Impacts of potential changes to the Black Diamond Urban Growth Area
will have minimal countywide impacts, but may have subarea or local impacts. These
impacts should be analyzed in the environmental review of the King County and Black
Diamond Comprehensive Plans.



B. Urban and Manufacturing/Industrial Centers Designation

1. - Background

The Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) adopted in July 1992 and then ratified by the
cities called for nominations of Urban and Manufacturing/Industrial Centers in policies
FW-11 and FW-12, respectively. The procedures to be followed were specified in LU-
28 for Urban Centers and LU-39 for Manufacturing/Industrial Centers.

Following criteria specified in policy LU-29 for Urban Centers and in LU-40 for
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers, local jurisdictions submitted their nominations for
Centers to the GMPC for its review.

2. Proposed Amendments

The GMPC adopted proposed amendments to LU-28 and LU-39 which recommend
confirmation of the nominations advanced by the jurisdictions, as follows:

a. Urban Centers

Bellevue CBD
Federal Way CBD
Kent CBD

Kirkland Totem Lake
Redmond CBD
Redmond Overlake
Renton CBD

Seattle CBD

Seattle Center

First Hill/Capitol Hill
University District
Northgate

SeaTac CBD
Tukwila CBD

b. Manufacturing/Industrial Centers

Seattle Duwamish and Interbay Industrial Areas
Kent Industrial Area
North Tukwila Industrial Area

3. Amendments Introduced but Not Yet Considered

The introduced amendments to policy LU-29, both in the text and preamble, clarify the
distinction between the criteria for Urban Centers, which frame the long-range vision
and address zoning, and 20 year growth targets for Centers, which address growth
plans for the next 20 years and are attentive to the needs for infrastucture, services, and
the incentives needed to make Centers a reality.



4. Environmental Impacts

The 1992 proposed Centers amendments follow the process established in the CPPs.
The impacts of the designations fall clearly within the range of alternatives examined in
the DSEIS. The Centers analyzed in the 14 Centers Alternative are the same ones
recommended by the GMPC.

The distribution of growth under the proposed policy amendments is different than
assumed in the DSEIS 14 Centers Alternative. The cumulative effect of these changes
in distribution is to decrease the number of net new households going into the 14 Urban
Centers, from 86,000 to 57,400 as depicted in Table 5 in the Appendix of this
document; and to decrease the number of net new jobs going into the 14 Urban Centers
from 251,600 to 181,600 as shown in Table 6.

Households. The households that would have gone into the Centers will now locate in
non-Center Urban Areas. However, because the GMPC proposed less household
growth countywide in its May 14, 1994 amendment proposals, as described below in
subsection C, the total number of households " shifting" from Centers to non-Center
Urban Areas is reduced.

Under the "old" countywide households growth total of 216,200 that was considered by
the GMPC on April 6, 1994, 151,100 households would have located in non-Center
Urban Areas. This number is reduced to about 129,900 under the GMPC-proposed
countywide target of 195,000 households.

. As summarized in Figure 1 in the Appendix, there appears to be more than sufficient
land capacity to accommodate this shift. In the 14 Centers Alternative, non-Center
Urban Areas have a discounted land capacity for new dwelling units that exceeds the
revised growth target for these areas by 57%. (The capacity "cushion" is 50% if one
introduces a 5% housing vacancy factor to convert from households to dwelling units.)

. This is a conservative estimate because Figure 1 is based on the countywide growth
target for households of 216,200 that was considered by the GMPC on April 6, 1994.
Using the revised non-Center households total of 129,900 for 20 years, the capacity
"cushion" expands to 83% (74 % if one introduces the 5% housing vacancy factor).

The overall, cumulative effect of the proposed amendment to LU-28 would cause a
relative shift of environmental impacts and costs to non-Center Urban Areas. For the
reasons given, however, the impact of the shift in absolute terms is reduced greatly by
the overall reduction in household growth. Instead of the 124,700 net new households
shown in the DSEIS growth target in Figure 1, the proposed amendments to growth
targets would require the location of about 129,900 net new households in the non-
Center Urban Areas.

Comparing the household distribution under the proposed amendment to LU-28 with
‘the DSEIS alternatives depicted in Table 1 of the DSEIS, the GMPC recommendation
.comes closest in quantitative terms to the Eight Centers Alternative: instead of 40% of
net new households in 14 Centers in Table 1, the revised 14 Centers would
accommodate 27% of the growth; this comes very close to the 24 % assumed in the
DSEIS Eight Centers alternative shown in Table 1. Comparison of household
distributions in the non-Center Urban Areas also shows a shift toward the Eight Centers
Alternative in aggregate quantitative terms.



Employment. The situation for the jobs shifted out of Centers to non-Center Urban
Areas is different. As discussed in subsection C, the GMPC recommended no
significant countywide decrease to the 20 year employment targets. As a result, 70,000
jobs that were assumed to go into Urban Centers in the DSEIS analysis will now have
to locate in non-Center Urban Areas.

Figure 2 in the Appendix suggests that there appears to be sufficient discounted land
capacity in these areas to absorb the substantial increase in growth created by the shift
of new job growth outside of Urban Centers. A "cushion" of approximately 40% is -
suggested by the figure.

The Manufacturing/Industrial Centers proposed for designation in the recommended
amendment to LU-39 are the same as analyzed in the DSEIS. There are no proposed
changes to the shares of growth assumed in the DSEIS. The impact analysis for
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers, therefore, stands as presented in the Draft document.

Comparing the employment distribution under the proposed amendment to LU-39 with

the DSEIS alternatives depicted in Table 1 of the DSEIS, the GMPC recommendation

comes closest in quantitative terms to the Eight Centers Alternative shown in Table 1 of

the DSEIS: from 74 % in the DSEIS 14 Centers Alternative to 52% in the

recommendation, which is very close to the 49% in Urban Centers shown in the Eight

I(ic;,nters Alternative in Table 1. A similar shift is observed in the non-Center Urban
eas.

Centers Criteria and Targets. The proposed amendments to policy LU-29, which have
been introduced but not yet considered, introduce a key distinction between Centers
criteria and 20 year growth targets. The proposed language outlines a long-range
vision for the Urban Centers concept while allowing that jurisdictions may take longer
than 20 years to achieve the policy criteria of 50 jobs and 15 dwelling units per gross
acre.

Tables 5 and 6 in the Appendix of this document specify jurisdictional plans for their
proposed Centers, for the 20 year period and beyond, and include information on both
growth targets and land capacity.

C. Growth Targets for Households and Employment

1. Background

The CPPs called for the development of growth targets for both net new households

and employment in policies FW-1 and LU-51 through LU-53. Jurisdictions working

together through an interjurisdictional staff team recommended growth targets both

countywide and for individual jurisdictions, as well as target ranges, to the GMPC on

April 6, 1994, These jurisdictional targets replace those based on generalized land uses
that were examined in the DSEIS.

2. Proposed Amendments

In its proposed amendment to LU-52, the GMPC recommends adoption of a minimum
countywide growth target for households that is 9.8 % less than the 216,200 proposed



by interjurisdictional staff and considered by GMPC on April 6, 1994, The proposed
net new households minimum target threshold of 195,000 is recommended in the text
of the policy; an attached chart, which presents targets for each of 34 jurisdictions, has
a slightly different total of 195,700.

The GMPC action follows from documentation prepared by staff which shows that this
reduced number of households will be sufficient to accommodate the growth forecast of
325,800 more people in 20 years that has been mandated for King County by the state
Office of Financial Management. This assumption turns on the expectation that the
average King County household will decline in size from 2.4 to 2.2 persons between
1990 and 2010, as described in response LA-8 to letter comments presented in the last
chapter of this document.

The proposed companion amendment for jobs (LU-53) proposes no significant change
from the job targets considered by the GMPC on April 6. In the chart attached to the
proposed amendment, 347,400 new jobs are targeted countywide for the 20 year
period; this compares with the figure of 349,600 proposed on April 6.

The GMPC did not recommend growth ranges for either households or employment in
their proposed amendments. . '

3. Environmental Impacts

Overall, the impacts associated with the proposed growth target amendments fall
clearly within the range of alternatives analyzed in the DSEIS. The jurisdictional
targets for Centers and non-Center Urban Areas are different from those in the DSEIS,
as described and analyzed above in subsection B. The jurisdictional growth targets for
jurisdictions and those in the DSEIS are not different for Manufacturing/Industrial
Centers or unincorporated Rural Areas.

The effect of the proposed amendment to adopt targets in policy LU-52 will have the
general effect of lessening adverse environmental impacts within the Urban Growth
Area. When combined with the Centers household amendment described in subsection
B, the growth targets amendment for households would produce a small adverse
incremental impact in non-Center Urban Areas to air, water, plants and animals, and
land by virtue of the greater growth there. This is more than offset by the reduced
growth targeted for Urban Centers. Mitigation measures for compact growth discussed
in the DSEIS would appear adequate to handle the slight growth increase in non-Center
“Urban Areas.

Overall, the effect of the proposed amendment to LU-53 will be very little different
from the employment impacts described in the DSEIS, which assumed a countywide
growth of 340,000 jobs for 20 years.

One feature of the combined targets amendments for households and jobs should be
noted. By reducing the number of households without adjusting the jobs target, the
balance between housing and jobs in King County is affected. Although the shift in the
households target will not reduce population growth directly -- the target number
depends on the average household size, as noted -- it may do so indirectly by
discouraging jurisdictions from zoning for additional housing beyond the minimum
needed to accommodate growth targets.



If this happens, the number of workers "imported" from surrounding counties to fill
King County jobs may be expected to increase by an indeterminate amount. In 1992,
there were a total of nearly 950,000 jobs in King County, while the resident
employment was about 833,000. This suggests that upwards of 100,000 King County
jobs were filled by non-County residents commuting into King County and its cities.

Additional emphasis on public transit and measures to discourage single occupant
vehicle (SOV) use would be appropriate to address this possible impact.

D. Activity'Areas
1. Background

The proposed policy amendments from the GMPC establish a new land use section to
the Countywide Planning Policies entitled Activity Areas. To establish this new
section, policies from the Countywide Planning Policies adopted July 6, 1992, were
moved and amended. The intent of this action to establish a separate section of the
Land Use policies chapter is to emphasize the importance of these smaller scale
"centers". Designation and zoning for Activity Areas remain locally determined
through comprehensive plans. Most jurisdictions in the urban area of King County
have areas that could be considered local candidates for Activity Area development.

2, Proposed Amendments

The proposed amendments delete language which referred to Activity Areas as
locations for moderate concentration of commercial land uses with residential uses
being "adjacent". Policy language was added that emphasized that the mix of uses was
a local determination and added framework policies showing the role of activity centers
in meeting CPP goals. The framework policy identifies that the array of land uses
would include commercial development and housing designed to encourage transit and
pedestrian uses, with disincentives on single occupant vehicle use. Jurisdictions are
encouraged but not required to establish minimum and maximum parking requirements.
Superior urban design reflecting the local community and open space are identified as
important. A requirement for maximum densities is deleted. The frequency and type
of transit service would be based on the actual development with the Activity Area of
sufficient employment and household densities to support transit.

3. Environmental Impacts

The VISION 2020 plan and EIS recognized Activity Areas as important components of
a regional strategy. This action is consistent with the analysis in that EIS which this
SEIS supplements.

Including a mix of housing types in the definition of Activity Areas provides for greater
area for development of housing inside the Urban Growth Area which should mitigate

* the impact of the Urban Growth Area on housing affordability. The inclusion of
housing with commercial uses also serves to reduce trip lengths and mitigate traffic
congestion. The use of these areas for a mix of uses could also reduce the pressure to
develop critical environmental areas within the Urban Growth Area. '



Local actions will determine that actual design and density of the Activity Area. It is
clear that the intent of these policies is to encourage transit and pedestrian usage and
create areas that provide for a quality urban environment. There is an overall
beneficial impact to this proposed policy amendment. ’

E. ‘Other Policy Amendments
1. Background

Most of the policy amendments proposed for action were analyzed in the DSEIS. The
monitoring and benchmarks program was analyzed as part of the Magnet Alternative
and also recommended as mitigation to a number of potential impacts in the other
alternatives. The rural, affordable housing, and economic development policy
amendments were analyzed in the DSEIS. While the text of the task force amendments
has been changed to reflect public comment received during the comment period for the
DSEIS, the nature of the impacts remains the same. As stated in the DSEIS, these
amendments provide for greater beneficial impacts on the environment than the
Countywide Planning Policies without the amendments.

2. Proposed Amendments and Environmental Impacts

Several amendments address water: the development of a coordinated process of
mapping and protecting aquifers needed for potable water supplies, a requirement that
urban centers demonstrate availability of water, and revised definition of water systems
to serve rural areas. These amendments reflect public comment received in response to
the DSEIS and should positively impact the availability of potable water to future King
County residents.

The identification of advanced technology uses as a desirable use in
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers clarifies the definition of manufacturing/industrial
uses to include advanced technology which is important to King County’s economy.
This clarification results in no change to the impact analysis. :

The substitution of transit incentives for parking disincentives to encourage a decrease
in single-occupancy non-commercial vehicle trips in Manufacturing/Industrial Centers
could result in a more effective decrease in single-occupancy trips than the other
policy. This mitigates traffic congestion.

Including a mix of housing types in the definition of Activity Areas provides for greater
area for development of housing inside the Urban Growth Area which should mitigate
the impact of the Urban Growth Area on housing affordability. The inclusion of
housing with commercial uses also serves to reduce trip lengths and mitigate traffic
congestion. The use of these areas for a mix of uses could also reduce the pressure to
develop critical environmental areas within the Urban Growth Area. There is an
overall beneficial impact to this proposed policy amendment.

The policy for the development of a Regional Governance Plan could result in

" significant impacts to King County (both beneficial and negative). However, without

the specifics of the plan it is not possible to address the nature of the impacts.

The amendment calling for the development of a Regional Finance Plan and related
policies addressing finance techniques and strategies will have fiscal impacts. Fiscal



impacts were determined to be outside the scope of the SEIS during the scoping period.
These policies are aimed at achieving concurrency between governmental services and
growth, which is a requirement of the GMA.



PART THREE: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS AND TESTIMONY

L. Introduction (IN-1 to IN-12)

II. Land Uses (LA-1 to LA-53)-

III.  Affordable Housing (HO-1 to HO-15)

IV.  Transportation (TR-1 to TR-30)

V. Infrastructures and Services (IS-1 to IS-45)
VI.  Natural Systems (NS-1 to NS-30)

VII. Economic Development (EC-1 to EC-19)

The Responsible Official for the DSEIS received 74 separate letters commenting on the
document by the February 28, 1994 deadline for receiving public comments. In addition,
45 individuals appeared before the Metropolitan King County Council Growth
Management, Housing and Environment (GMH&E) Committee on February 9, 1994 to
testify on the DSEIS. This section of the FSEIS responds to comments received in both
the letters and the written testimony and transcription of comments made to the GMH&E

Committee on February 9.

Critical comments on the DSEIS are responded to in this part of the FSEIS. Uncritical
comments or those expressing preference for a particular DSEIS alternative or policy are
not responded to in this document. These comments speak for themselves and are
included in Part IV as part of the public record for officials and citizens to examine as they
reach a final decision on possible refinements to the Countywide Planning Policies.

This part of the document contains responses to issues and concerns raised in the
comments received. Letters and testimony expressing similar concerns are grouped to
facilitate efficient response to comments. Each issue is framed as a statement or question
on a particular subject. This is followed by a listing of the names and organizations of
those writing letters or testifying before the Committee. This listing will give the general
reviewer a sense of how many letters expressed similar concerns about selected topics.

New information not available at the time the DSEIS was written is included in the
Appendix, where appropriate, and referenced in responses to the selected issues or
questions. However, the scope of the DSEIS has not changed.

Part IV presents the letters received in alphabetical order followed by the transcribed
testimony before the GMH&E Committee and written testimony left with the GMH&E.
Letters and testimony presented in these sections have been coded in the margins to allow
the author to find responses in Part III to the specific issue or question raised. For
example, a letter writer expressing criticism of the land capacity methodology is referred
to the response to issue LA-1 (Land Use - Response #1).



The coding scheme used in this part of the FSEIS follows the Chapter organization of the
DSEIS, as follows: _

Section

L

II.

III.

IVv.

Chapter Of DSEIS Code
Introduction IN
Land Use (1.0) LA
Affordable Housing (2.0) _ HO
Transportation (3.0) | TR
Infrastructure and Services, including IS

Human Services (4.0)
Police/Fire/Emergency (5.0)
Schools (6.0)

Parks and Open Space (7.0)
Water Supply (8.0)
Stormwater (9.0)
Sewer/Septic (10.0)

Solid Waste (11.0)

Utilities (12.0)

Natural Systems, including NS

Sensitive Areas/Resource Lands (13.0)
Air Quality (14.0)

Water Quality (15.0)

Plants, Fish, Animals (16.0)

Noise (17.0)

Economic Development (18.0) EC



L INTRODUCTION

IN-1 The DSEIS was issued while the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs)
were still being refined by the Fiscal/Economic Development (Fis/ED), Affordable
Housing and Rural Character Task Forces. Therefore, another SEIS should be done
When the CPPs (including a final urban/rural boundary) are done, to comply with SEPA
requirements for "phased review." Allan, City of Pacific, Weyerhaeuser

IN-1a The DSEIS should explain how the CPPs fit in with other actions needed
to comply with the Growth Management Act (GMA), since some of these will come after
the Final SEIS. King County Department of Public Works (DPW), City of Seattle, City
of Sea-Tac

If the proposed policy amendments resulting from the GMPC's decisions on the task
forces' recommendations fall within the range of alternatives discussed in the DSEIS in
terms of its impacts, additional SEPA review will not be required. See Section II for a
description and assessment of these proposed policy amendments. Also see responses to
land capacity comments, LA-1 through LA-4, which contain updated figures on growth
targets.

Regarding comment 1a, see page vi of the Executive Summary and page 1, column 1 of
the DSEIS itself, and Sections 3 and 6 of King County Ordinance 10450, by which the
King County Council adopted the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs). In addition to
the information provided by this SEIS and two fiscal analysis reports by the Fiscal
Analysis and Economic Development Task Force (F is/ED), the GMPC is also considering
public input on the CPPs and location of the urban growth area boundary before finalizing
their recommendations on the CPPs and their "Phase II" refinements.

. When adopted by the Metropolitan King County Council and ratified by 30 percent of the

city and county governments representing 70 percent of King County's population, the
refined CPPs will provide general guidance for the comprehensive plans of King County
and the cities. Because of the GMA's tight deadlines, much of this planning work is
occurring simultaneously; as each jurisdiction reviews and adopts its plan it possibly will
need to make last-minute adjustments for consistency with the finalized CPPs; since a
sizable effort has gone into interjurisdictional coordination, such adjustments should be
minor.

IN-2 The proposal is not adequately defined. How can its impacts be analyzed
without including implementing measures? What information is missing or unobtainable
as defined in WAC 197-11-080? More quantitative analysis is needed. All possible
alternatives should be considered. Allan , Weyerhaeuser, City of Snoqualmie, City of
Des Moines, East Sammamish Community Council, Boeing, Sanderson, Sterling Realty
Organization, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, Seattle Master Builders, Hinds, Washington

- Natural Gas, Fis/ED Task Force (Barden, Imperatori, Washburn, Seaman), 1000 Friends

of Washington, McIntosh, Hedges & Roth (Nilon), Quadrant, City of Renton,
Lappenbush, Greater Maple Valley Area Council

Regarding level of detail and relationship of the proposal to implementing actions, it
should be kept in mind that the CPPs' role under the Growth Management Actis to



provide "a countywide framework from which county and city comprehensive plans are
developed and adopted pursuant to this chapter. This framework shall ensure that city and
county comprehensive plans are consistent...." (RCW 36.70A.210.1) Comprehensive
“plans, in turn, are to be the policy basis for development regulations and capital budget
decisions. (RCW 36.70A.120) The Growth Management Act does not specify a required
level of detail for the CPPs, but it is clear that they do not need to be as detailed as
comprehensive plans, and that they do not have the same relationship as comprehensive
plans to implementation measures. The alternatives, information and level of detail of
analysis in the DSEIS are appropriate to the level of detail of the action itself, and are
consistent with the requirements for nonproject EISs set forth in WAC 197-11-442,

IN-3 The DSEIS should identify and analyze a preferred alternative. The No
Action Alternative should be used as a baseline for comparison. Will a preferred
alternative be chosen by the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) or some
public process? Allan , City of Renton, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

This document contains the set of GMPC recommended amendments to the Countywide
Planning Policies (CPPs) which together constitute a preferred alternative. These
proposed refinements represent the GMPC'’s actions after considering changes proposed
by its three Task Forces and public comments (see Part Four below).

IN-4 The DSEIS should analyze the fiscal impacts of the alternatives. How will
a separate fiscal analysis be reconciled with the DSEIS' conclusions? City of
Snoqualmie, Blue, West One Bank, East Sammamish Community Council, Weyerhaeuser,
Harman, Keeshng, Hedges & Roth (Nilon), King County League of Women Voters,
Seattle-ng County Assoc. of Realtors, Seattle Master Builders, Winbauer, Fis/ED Task
Force (Washburn, Imperatori), Sterling Realty Organization, Lowe Enterpnses
Northwest, Federal Way Water & Sewer, Washburn

IN-4a The SEIS should not be used alone; other information, such as the
Fis/ED's reports on regional finance and fiscal analysis of the alternatives should be
used to make decisions. City of Seattle, King County Leagues of Women Voters,
Suburban Cities Association

In accordance with Ordinance 10450, the Fis/ED Task Force is conducting analysis of the
CPPs' fiscal impacts. At about the time this Final SEIS is issued, the Fis/ED should be
issuing two reports, one on regional financial capabilities, and one on the fiscal impacts of
growth under the no action and centers alternative scenarios. This use of other analysis to
supplement that contained in the DSEIS is consistent with the options provided for in
WAC 197-11-448 as well as Ordinance 10450.

IN-§ - The DSEIS should discuss social and economic issues. Glase, Keesling,
African-American Agenda, Lowe Enterprises Northwest, Sterling Realty Organization

IN-5a The DSEIS, specifically the Economic Development chapter, discusses
social and economic issues specifically not required to be discussed by WAC 197-11-448.
"Economic development" is not an element of the environment as defined by SEPA. City
of Seattle



Social and economic issues were discussed in several chapters of the DSEIS: Housing
Affordability (2.0), Human Services (4.0), and Police/Fire/Emergency (5.0).

The City of Seattle's comment is acknowledged. Although economic development is not a
required area of impact analysis under SEPA (elements of the environment, WAC 197-11-
444, it is an important component of the Growth Management Act (see RCW
36,70A.020.5, planning goals, and RCW 36.70A.210.3. g), and therefore is discussed in
the SEIS as part of the overall approach to fostering public participation in all aspects of
planning under GMA. “Social” elements are covered in the impact analysis of the DSEIS
under the Built Environment (WAC 197-11-444(2)) topics of the document. -

IN-6 The alternatives are not defined in a way that makes useful comparisons
possible, and are not related to the CPPs. If all alternatives have the same policies, land
capacity and urban/rural boundary (which was adopted with no environmental review),
then most really important choices have been defined out of the discussion. The Magnet
Alternative is presented more like a list of possible mitigating measures than a true
alternative growth scenario. Fis/ED Task Force (Barden), City of Seattle, Elfelt, Harman,
Sanderson, Strosahl, Fletcher

IN-6a The alternatives need to be better described and compared. There needs
to be more quantified information. Where are growth targets by Jjurisdiction?
Alternatives should be ranked on various impacts in such a way that the public gets a
sense that, for example, alternative A has a 10 percent greater impact than alternative B
on traffic congestion. Harman, Blue, Suburban Cities Association, City of Des Moines,
City of Renton, Halstrom

Regarding comment IN-6a, see response to IN-2 regarding level of detail of the CPPs.
Growth targets were not available when the DSEIS was issued; see response to LA-7
below for growth targets by jurisdiction.

The DSEIS's treatment of the CPPs and the alternatives is consistent with the
requirements for nonproject EISs set forth in WAC 197-11-442. The presentation of the
Magnet Alternative is consistent with the intent of its proponents.

Because the CPPs are general they may accommodate a variety of growth patterns, and
both the Eight and 14 Center Alternatives are based on the same set of countywide
policies with different assumptions about how various cities' comprehensive plans
accommodate their shares of the County's forecasted growth over the next 20 years. The
alternatives would differ in the spatial distribution of land capacity (more high-density
zoning would be available under the 14 Center Alternative, for example, than under the
Eight Center or No Action Alternatives). See also the responses to land capacity
questions, LA-1 through LA-4 below.

The choice among alternatives and whether to significantly shrink or expand the
countywide urban growth area are policy issues rather than technical ones. Itis
acknowledged that, with one important exception (the pre-Countywide Planning Policy
Alternative), the urban growth area boundary for all alternatives is the same, based on the -
1985 King County Comprehensive Plan as refined by subsequent unincorporated area
community plans and the addition to the rural area adopted in the 1992 Countywide
Planning Policies.



The GMPC recommended a rural area of about 334 square miles when it adopted the CPP
in July 1992, as described on DSEIS page 18. This recommendation was subsequently
adopted by the King County Council and then ratified by cities. Since that time, additional
changes to the rural area have occurred, primarily as a result of the adoption of plans for
the Northshore and East Sammamish community planning areas. The Interim Urban
Growth Area adopted by the King County Council in November 1993 reduced the overall
size of the rural area to approximately 327 square miles.

Further changes have been proposed since November 1993 as a result of
recommendations on rural city expansion areas, on technical review areas designated for
further study by the GMPC, and on a series of technical refinements to the Urban/Rural
line. The 1994 Proposed Urban Growth Area and line are depicted in the series of four
maps in the Appendix. The 1994 proposed Urban Growth Area would reduce the overall
size of the rural area to about 322 square miles.

(Note: GMPC action on May 14, 1994 recommended deleting the Snoqualmie Joint
Planning Area from the UGA. An amendment introduced but not yet considered at that
meeting would have the effect of redesignating as much as 6.25 square miles of rural land
to urban status for residential use. See the discussion of environmental impacts associated
with these proposed changes in response LA-27 below and in Part Two, II(A) above.

IN-7 The Executive Summary incorrectly characterizes the CPPs as "only a
framework," when under GMA they are mandatory and will control local comprehensive
plans. City of Snoqualmie, Elfelt :

Comment acknowledged. The intent of this phrase was to characterize the CPPs' level of
detail, not their legal relationship to city and county comprehensive plans.

IN-8 The treatment of mitigation measures is too general. The feasibility and
cost of such measures also should be addressed. Allan , East Sammamish Community
Council, City of Renton, Leagues of Women Voters of King County, Fis/ED Task Force

See responses to IN-2, IN-6 and IN-6a above. Again, the level of detail is consistent with
the characteristics of the proposed action and the requirements for nonproject EISs set
forth in WAC 197-11-442. Also, for a policy-based nonproject action mitigation can
include future modifications beyond the range of alternatives discussed in the DSEIS to
reflect changed circumstances or to correct unwanted impacts. This is why monitoring
such indicators as land consumption is called out as a mitigation measure, and it is why
GMA specifically provides for reassessment of comprehensive plans if facilities are
inadequate (RCW 36.70A.070.3.¢), and for review of the urban growth area boundary
every 10 years (RCW 36.70A.130.3).

IN-9 The DSEIS is inadequate because it does not analyze impacts caused by
adoption (via the 1993 East Sammamish Community Plan Update) of a different urban-
rural line than was recommended by the GMPC when it adopted the CPPs. Since
changes to the 1992 urban-rural line are before the GMPC, the SEIS should cover these
so additional environmental review is not needed later. Allan , Elfelt, Sanderson,
Suburban Cities Association, Pacific Properties

In adopting the CPPs in 1992, the King County Council made the following finding:



"7, With respect to the Urban Growth Area (UGA) Boundary a number of
study areas have been identified which require additional consideration by the GMPC.
These study areas area identified on the GMPC Recommended Urban Growth Area map.
For the East Sammamish area, the GMPC determined that the area should be further
evaluated and possibly revised based on the East Sammamish Community Plan Update
process which is now under way and which will be completed in January 1993.
Recommendations on the UGA Boundary will be developed in cooperation with the
affected cities, neighborhoods, property owners and the general public. Changes to the
adopted UGA Boundary may be recommended to the county by the GMPC and subject to
adoption and ratification." A

At its June 16, 1993 meeting, the GMPC decided to use the boundaries recommended by
the East Sammamish Community Plan for analysis in this SEIS. On May 25, 1994, the
GMPC will make its final recommendation on the UGA boundary. The 1994 proposed
UGA is depicted in maps in the Appendix and impacts are assessed in response LA-27.

IN-10 The DSEIS should explain the relationship of the alternatives to pre-GMA
plans and other documents. Are alternatives based on pre-GMA plans (e.g. the 1985
King County Comprehensive Plan) legal under GMA, or will we have to do this over
again? What about possible changes to the CPPs by the GMPC not covered by this

SEIS? Allan , East Sammamish Community Council, Elfelt, City of Pacific, City of
SeaTac

See the responses to IN-6 and IN-6a above. Pre-GMA plans, development regulations
and other implementing actions are legal under GMA if they are consistent with the most
current adopted/ratified CPPs and meet the requirements for plans set forth in RCW
36.70A.070 and elsewhere in the Act. Development regulations, capital budget decisions
and other implementing actions must be consistent with comprehensive plans. Changes
proposed to the CPPs by the GMPC are detailed in Part One of this Final SEIS.

IN-11 The DSEIS states that all alternatives guide urban development into areas
that already have urban facilities and services (pp. ii, vi, xii, etc.). It also says that no
new urban centers have been designated since the 1985 King County Comprehensive
Plan (p. 20). But the 1989 Bear Creek Community Plan designated the Bear Creek
"Master Planned Communities” (MPDs) as urban centers, despite the fact that the site is
not a city and does not have urban services. These statements in the DSEIS should be
deleted, or the Bear Creek MPDs should be called out as an exception to this language,
or the MPDs should be deleted from the proposed urban growth area and CPP LU-14b.

Elfelt

Comment acknowledged. The Bear Creek MPDs should have been called out as an
exception to the statements cited. See also responses to IN-6 and IN-6a above.

IN-12 The SEIS should include the Snoqualmie Joint Planning Area (JPA) in one
of the alternatives, since was designated in the Snogualmie Valley Community Plan, and
it is going to be part of the City of Snoqualmie 's UGA. PugetWestern, Weyerhaeuser



The Snoqualmie Valley Community Plan did not direct that the entire JPA be redesignated
from rural to urban. The Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) are silent on this issue; the
area referred to is shown as rural on the UGA Boundary map recommended by the GMPC
in 1992, but shown as UGA on the draft King County Comprehensive Plan map circulated
for public comment in April, 1994 and included in the Appendix of this document. See
also the discussion in Part Two of this Final SEIS; the GMPC recommended that the
Snoqualmie JPA not be included in the city’s UGA at its May 14, 1994 meeting.



II. LAND USE

LA-1 Are there flaws in the methods used to estimate land capacity in the
DSEIS? What factors do the land capacity estimates take info account and are any key
factors left out of the calculations? Allan, Blue, West One Bank, Lozier Homes
(Burckhard)(Lappenbusch), McIntosh, Fis/ED Task Force (Barden), 1000 Friends of
Washington Seattle-King County Assoc. of Realtors, Federal Way Water & Sewer,
Sterling Realty Organization, Segner, Lowe Enterprises Northwest, Muckleshoot Indian
Tribe, Master Builders Association, Vance, Quadrant (Fitzgerald), Upper, Spence,
Dankelson, Washburn, Imperatori, Seaman, Burrows, League of Women Voters of King
County, Greater Maple Valley Area Council

The methods used to estimate land capacity in the DSEIS are based upon the work
undertaken by the interjurisdictional Data Resources Technical Forum (DRTF) between
1991 and 1993. The methods recommended by the DRTF are described and documented
on pages 15-17 of the DSEIS and in a preliminary draft report issued by the DRTF in
September 1992. :

Jurisdictions used the DRTF methods or a similar method in their land capacity work.
Where local practice varied from DRTF recommendations, this fact and the reasons for it
have been documented by the jurisdiction. Jurisdictions produced estimates for both
vacant lands and those judged to have potential for redevelopment. Both residential and
commercial/industrial capacity estimates were produced.

Comments received on the DSEIS touched on one or more of the following factors used
in the land capacity methodology:

(a)  yields allowed under current zoning: dwelling units per gross acre (for
residential zones) and floor area ratios (for commercial and industrial
zones)

Several commenters expressed the concern that jurisdictions employed the assumption of
maximum zoning yields in their calculations and that these maximums are never attained in
fact. For example, the residential zone RS 7200 used by King County allows six 7,200
square foot lots per gross acre. In fact, this density is almost never achieved on the
ground.

Residential Capacity. Jurisdictions began with the maximum zoning yield assumption for
residential parcels but then discounted for a series of factors that explain, in the typical
case, why maximum yields are seldom attained in fact. These factors -- sensitive area
constraints, right-of-way, lands for other public purposes, and market factors -- are
detailed in the next several lettered subparagraphs.

To take away from capacity for each of these factors and then employ yet another, general
discount for less than maximum yield, would be double discounting for the same factors.

Commercial and industrial zones. Floor area ratios (FARs) are the commercial/industrial
zone equivalent for the dwelling unit per acre yields of residential zoning. They specify a



ratio of improved floor space to the gross area within the parcel. For example, 100,000
square feet of floor space on a 50,000 square foot parcel would represent an FAR of 2.0.

Zoning codes specify maximum FARs for commercial and industrial zones, thereby -
effectively limiting the number of floors (and height) of buildings in these zones. FARs
achieved on the ground typically are much smaller than the code allowed maximums, often
by a factor of ten to one.

The DRTF discussed this difference between code allowed FARs and those attained in
fact. Because the spread between the two was much wider than in the case of residentially
zoned property, where the spread typically is two or three to one, the Forum
recommended that jurisdictions use existing practice rather than local codes in estimating
FARs.

This very conservative assumption was used by most jurisdictions, with Seattle being the
most noteworthy exception. As shown in Table B-4 of the DSEIS, Seattle contained an
estimated 46% of total commercial and industrial capacity in King County.

(b)  discounts for sensitive areas such as wetlands and steep slopes.

As indicated in the DSEIS (pp. iii and xiii), parcel specific information on sensitive areas is
not generally available to jurisdictions. In the absence of parcel specific knowledge about
sensitive area constraints, the DRTF recommended to jurisdictions that they discount from
15% to 30% for sensitive area constraints that limit development on the land. Most
jurisdictions used a 20% to 25% figure unless they had specific knowledge that would
indicate a different figure.

The recommended range for sensitive areas discounting was based upon a study done by
the King County Planning and Community Development Division in 1989. This study
involved detailed analysis of a 25% random sample of formal subdivisions recorded in
King County's single family urban zones between 1975 and 1987. About 15% of the
density loss observed in these subdivisions was due to sensitive area constraints. This
research preceded adoption of the more restrictive King County Sensitive Areas
Ordinance (SAQ), and a higher recommended range for discounting made allowance for
this fact.

Sensitive area adjustments to land capacity estimates were made based on the regulatory
structure of the early 1990s (post-King County SAO) but do not include possible effects
of any future, additional regulation. This assumption is a reasonable one because it is
impossible to know whether future regulations will be more or less stringent than those
currently in place. '

One final point should be noted here. Jurisdictions took into account sensitive area
constraints that limit dwelling unit yields, whether or not they followed the specific advice
of the DRTF. Seattle, for example, whose code does not forbid development on
constrained lands if there is adequate mitigation, removed submerged lands from its
capacity estimates. Table B-3 in the DSEIS shows that Seattle represented about 30% of
all residential land capacity in King County.

(c)  discounts for right-of-way and lands for other public purposes.



The DRTF recommended to jurisdictions that they discount vacant land capacity estimates
10% to 20% for right-of-way and for 5% to 15% for other public purposes such as parks
and schools. For redevelopment estimates, a somewhat lower range (zero to 20%) was

" recommended for right-of-way based on the expectation that some right-of-way would

already be available on site. These discounts were based on recent practice in the region.

The City of Seattle did not make specific discounts for these factors because it believed
that it has adequate land for right-of-way and public purpose lands.

(d)  discount for "market" factors.

In the summer of 1993, after conversations with residential and commercial developers
and realtors, the DRTF recommended to jurisdictions that they make an additional
discount beyond those noted in (b) and (c) above to allow for "market" factors. As
documented in a revised draft report entitled " Adjusting Land Capacity Estimates for
Market Factors," the DRTF recognized the fact that not all lands would be made available
for development or redevelopment within the 20 year period used for comprehensive
planning.

This market factor discount was meant to cover a wide variety of reasons for land being
unavailable for development: unwillingness of property owners to sell; resistance to
higher densities (NIMBYism as well as consumers not wishing to buy newer, relatively
untested housing types); and lack of financial feasibility.

While "market feasibility" was explicitly placed outside the scope of the DSEIS, the land .
capacity section of the Land Use Chapter is an exception. It attempts to take the market
into account with the market discount factor.

The market discount recommended by the DRTF, which ranged from 5% to 15% for
vacant lands and from 15% to 25% for redevelopment, has been applied to the capacity
estimates used in the DSEIS (Tables B-3 and B-4). As with all land capacity work, final
decision on market factor discounts resides with the individual jurisdictions which may
choose a market discount different from those applied in the DSEIS.

(e) vacant land and redevelopment calculations.

Although there were critical comments regarding both the vacant land and redevelopment
estimates, in general there was more concern over the latter.

Redevelopment. Commenters expressed concern with the conclusion that redevelopment
potential might represent between 40% and 50% of total development capacity, as
summarized in Tables B-3 and B-4 of the DSEIS. Commenters expressed the view that
market feasibility would prevent this capacity from being built in the 20-year period.
Comments about industrial lands, in particular, suggested that toxic waste clean up would
make redevelopment financially infeasible. Other comments suggested that the use of an
appraised value approach to estimating redevelopment potential, which the DRTF
recommended for commercial and industrial zoned lands, would overestimate the
likelihood of redevelopment, particularly for waterfront and view parcels.

These comments are based on the professional judgment of commenters and are duly
noted. Financial or market feasibility analysis was beyond the scope of the DSEIS.
Officials and concerned citizens should examine the work products of the Fiscal Analysis



and Economic Development (Fis/ED) Task Force for additional analysis of redevelopment
potential.

Vacant lands. Some commenters expressed concern that all vacant parcels were assumed
to be developable within the 20 year period of comprehensive plans. In fact, neither the
DRTF nor any jurisdiction assumed this. Jurisdictions defined vacant parcels as those with
no improved value in King County Assessor records (or, for Seattle, those parcels where
improved value was 0.1% or less the value of the land). Vacant land capacity was then
adjusted downward, as explained above, for several factors including sensitive area
constraints, right-of-way or other public purpose lands such as parks and schools, and
market factors.

It is possible that some vacant parcels not'speciﬁcally excluded from analysis may be
undersized or otherwise unsuited for development. The market discount factor described
above indirectly addresses this problem.

One commenter observed that not all unimproved property should be considered vacant,
particularly if it has an economic use such as outdoor storage that supports a nearby
improved parcel. This apparently is the case with some industrial lands. This type of
contingency use was not addressed in the DRTF methodology. Further research would be
needed to examine the feasibility and desirability of taking such as factor into account.

This same commenter pointed out an apparent inconsistency between the Seattle vacant
commercial/industrial acres reported in DSEIS Table B-2 (666 acres) and a recently
completed Industrial Lands survey commissioned by the City (less than 400 acres). This
comparison is invalid because Table B-2 includes commercial acreage not zoned for
industrial uses.

(f)  factors not addressed: land capacity data not adjusted for insufficient
capacity of key infrastructure subject to concurrency regulation under the
Growth Management Act (GMA) -- roads, water, sewer, schools -- and for
other factors.

Several commenters pointed out the possible lack of infrastructure as a "missing link" in
land capacity calculations. If infrastructure such as roads is not available in specific
locations within the planning horizon, land capacity may not be buildable and should,
therefore, not be included in land capacity figures for. purposes of comprehensive planning.

The DRTF was well aware of the importance of infrastructure capacity data to any final
judgment regarding the adequacy of land capacity. For this reason, it stressed the
preliminary nature of its work. In addition, it recommended that jurisdictions examine
land capacity as part of the capital improvement programming cycle (six years in most
jurisdictions). This would allow jurisdictions to produce land capacity estimates
supportable by infrastructure plans in the near term.

As pointed out in the DSEIS (pages iii, 3, and 18), data on infrastructure capacities are
not generally available and will only become so as jurisdictions complete their
comprehensive plan revisions. For this reason, both the DRTF and the DSEIS identify
monitoring of land consumption and capacity over time as an important mitigation
measure to ensure sufficient land capacity for future growth.



On a different subject, one commenter asked that land capacity numbers be adjusted for
vacancy rates. This has not been done in the capacity numbers reported in DSELS Tables
B-3 or B-4, which report on land capacity as a supply-side issue. Vacancy is properly
considered in the build-out scenarios for the "bookend" alternatives on pages 22 and 23 of
the DSEIS, where the issue is accommodating anticipated demand for land to the supply.

(g)  comparison with methods recommended by state and professional
‘organizations.

The methods recommended by the DRTF meet or exceed standards in use in the
professional planning community. In a December 1993 evaluation of the work of
Washington Counties planning under the Growth Management Act, researchers with 1000
Friends of Washington and the Growth Management Planning and Research
Clearinghouse at the University of Washington concluded that

"King County completed one of the best land supply analyses, . . King County's
land development and capacity analysis merits emulation for its scope and
comprehensiveness. . . . Providing such a detailed analysis of impacts allows
planners and concerned citizens to make better decisions about the best way to
plan for the future." (Growth Management or Planned Urban Sprawl? An

Assessment of the Interim Urban Growth Areas adopted by Washington Counties
under the Growth Management Act, University of Washington, December 1993.)

The factors considered in the DRTF methodology also conform to those recommended for
consideration by the State of Washington's Growth Management Division in a guidebook
entitled "Issues in Designating Urban Growth Areas (Part I): Providing Adequate Urban
Area Land Supply." It is not true, as asserted by one commenter, that the DRTF failed to
consider that some vacant lands would never be used nor that some vacant lands should be
set aside for public purposes such as parks and schools. :

LA-2 How good was the data used to make the land capacity estimates provided
in the document? Are the data still reasonably current or outdated? Are there errors in
the data and, if so, how significant are they? City of Snoqualmie, Fis/ED Task Force
(Barden)(Stern), 1000 Friends of Washington, Blue, Weyerhaeuser, Elfelt, McIntosh, -
Seattle-King County Assoc. of Realtors, City of Renton, Immunex Corporation (Rankin),
Spence, Segner, Imperatori, Burrows, Master Builders Association, Hill

Jurisdictions used the single, best comprehensive source of parcel data available for land
capacity estimates: parcel data from the King County Assessor's cadastral files. The
DRTF extracted and distributed this information to cities and the County in late summer
1991. In a several cases, jurisdictions used their own field survey work to do the
estimates and supplemented these with Assessor parcel data.

Some commenters have expressed uneasiness with the qualification on pages 14 and 50 of
the DSEIS that the data may contain inconsistencies and errors. Page 18 states further
that the land capacity findings are based on initial estimates that are subject to refinement
as jurisdictions move toward completion of the comprehensive plans required of them by
the GMA.

Any project of the kind in question, with 34 jurisdictions working over data on nearly
600,000 parcels, is bound to have errors. Many have already been caught and corrected,



including a sizable adjustment made by the City of Seattle. Others undoubtedly will be
found. Given that jurisdictions are now within two or three months of completing their
plans, any remaining data errors will probably be fairly small in the overall land capacity
estimate. Table 1 in the Appendix of this FSEIS contains raised land capacity data for
several jurisdictions.

The land development and capacity monitoring program recommended in the DSEIS is a
significant mitigation measure designed to catch any errors and limit their harmful effects.
The spread of GIS (geographic information system) technology would provide a powerful
impetus to monitoring efforts. GIS gives the user the power to see and catch errors in
graphic, mapped form. Jurisdictions which used GIS to prepare their initial capacity
estimates -- Auburn, Bellevue, Kent, and Seattle, in particular -- were able to catch errors
in the data that might have otherwise been missed.

Another important limitation of the data should be highlighted here. The data used to
prepare the initial estimates were based on zoning existing in 1991, prior to revisions for
the new comprehensive plans. As stated on pages 16 and 17 of the DSEIS, initial land
capacity estimates were

" . intended to provide policy makers and citizens with a baseline to gauge how
far current zoning might take them toward the vision contained in jurisdictions'
comprehensive plans required by 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."

While most jurisdictions have yet to revise zoning for their new comprehensive plans,
some have done so and others have estimates for the capacity that their new plans are

-~ likely to entail. Revised figures received from jurisdictions as of April 30, 1994 are
contained in the column marked "revised total capacity" in Table 1 in the Appendix. This
new Table is an update of the Table B-3 which appears in the DSEIS. -

It is apparent from the Table that several jurisdictions are planning a significant increase in
capacity. This should allow an additional cushion on top of the capacity needed to absorb
the growth they plan to accommodate in the next 20 years. ‘

The revised land capacity estimates for comprehensive plans make it necessary to revise
statements made in the Land Use chapter of the DSEIS regarding a shortage of dwelling
unit capacity in the 14 Centers Alternative (DSEIS pages xiv, xvi, 14, and 29). Planned
increases in zoned capacity in those jurisdictions proposing Urban Centers create added
capacity more than sufficient to meet their revised growth targets for Urban Centers (see
response LA-7 below for revised growth targets and comparisons with land capacity).
This change is consistent with the statement made at several places in the DSEIS (see
page xiv, for example) that land capacity estimates were based on data prior to revision of
comprehensive plans for the GMA.

- LA-3 What is the quality of the land capacity estimates? Do the land capacity
calculations presented in the DSEIS significantly overestimate or underestimate King
County's ability to absorb future growth? Fis/ED Task Force (Barden), 1000 Friends of
Washington, Blue, Weyerhaeuser, Elfelt, McIntosh, Seattle-King County Assoc. of
Realtors, Immunex Corporation (Rankin), Spence, Segner, Imperatori, Burrows



Most of the critical comment received on this question suggested that land capacity had
been overstated in the DSEIS. One commenter suggested the reverse -- that capacity
appeared to be significantly understated in the document. Some comments simply
indicated that the estimates were "bad," leaving to the reviewer to infer the direction of the
imputed error.

In general, the quality of the estimates produced using the DRTF methodology was good.
Since the summer of 1991, jurisdictions collectively have spent thousands of hours
preparing, reviewing and refining land capacity calculations. As noted above, those
jurisdictions which used the mapping capabilities of a GIS to produce their estimates --
Auburn, Bellevue, Kent, and Seattle -- did a particularly thorough job, consistent with the
specific assumptions and methods employed. The fact that many cities submitted refined
numbers during the 1991-1993 period is a good indicator of the care that generally
characterized jurisdictions' work on land capacity.

While the overall quality of the estimates is good, the residential capacity estimates are
both more reliable and more complete than those for commercial and industrial lands.
Similarly, estimates for vacant land are more reliable than those for redevelopment.
Reliability, in the sense used here, means that greater consensus would likely be achieved
by independent observers with regard to the estimates.

This is the case for several reasons. First, the residential capacity work was undertaken
first by DRTF members; jurisdictions, therefore, had more time to review and check their
work. Second, the assumptions used in the residential work benefited from empirical
research that was undertaken by King County in 1989, as described in LU-1(b) above.

The assumptions used in the commercial/industrial work are more open to question than-
those used for the residential work. Most notably, the discrepancy in FARs between those
allowed by the local codes and those typically built introduced an unusually large element
of variance into the commercial and industrial calculations. In addition, use of the
assessed value ratio for estimating redevelopment potential -- when the assessed value of
improvements is equal to or less than 50% of the value of the land, the parcel was judged
to be a candidate for redevelopment in the 20 year period -- is subject to a substantial
degree of uncertainty.

In the former case, FARs, the DRTF recommended a conservative approach, meaning that
capacity may be significantly underestimated. In the latter case, the 50% assumption was
chosen as a reasonable one in the absence of more definitive information. Although it is
not clear whether this assumption results in conservative or liberal estimates, critical
comment received from commercial brokers suggests that it may overestimate
redevelopment potential.

The difficulties in making capacity estimates for commercial and industrial uses may
explain why 15 cities in Table B-4 of the DSEIS did not produce estimates for the DRTF.
This fact alone (missing data) would suggest that Table B-4 underestimates commercial

capacity.

Reviewers of this FSEIS are encouraged to consult the work products of the Fis/ED Task
Force which address, in part, the feasibility of redevelopment in King County.

As noted earlier, one commenter argued that residential capacity calculations
underestimate the true capacity of lands for future residential growth. This commenter



brings two points to bear to support his argument. First, he points out that the estimates
are based on current zoning and that cities are likely to upzone (add capacity) as they
implement GMA. Table 1 in the Appendix, which contains revised data, provides
preliminary yet incomplete information that supports the commenter's interpretation.

On the second point, the commenter observes that the King County SAO allows some on-
site transfer of density from constrained to unconstrained acreage, simply "moving density
around." In must be said that the SAO applies only in unincorporated King County and,
even there, not all density lost to sensitive areas can be recovered. Steep slopes, wetlands
and their buffering requirements do lead to density loss, so some discounting for sensitive
areas is appropriate.

LA-4 What are the dangers of either overestimating or underestimating land
capacity and what are the safeguards against these dangers? City of Snoqualmie,
Washington Natural Gas, Fis/ED Task Force (Barden), 1000 Friends of Washington,
Lozier Homes, Weyerhaeuser, Elfelt, Imperatori, Lappenbusch, City of Seattle, Mclntosh,
Seattle-King County Assoc. of Realtors, Lowe Enterprises Northwest, Master Builders
Assoc., Winbauer, Upper, Toner, Washburn

Commenters pointed out the dangers likely to follow from over or underestimation of land
capacity. There also are comments on possible safeguards against these dangers. ‘

(a)  dangers of capacity estimation.

The principal dangers of overestimation of capacity (of estimating more capacity than is
actually there) are referenced and discussed on pages 24 and 25 of the DSEIS. These
dangers are the possible escalation of land prices and the "chasing" of development that
would otherwise occur in King County to locations outside the County. If capacity is
underestimated (there is more capacity than estimated), development may spread out in
lower density patterns that may ultimately result in increased pressures for development of
rural and resource lands.

Overall, commenters emphasized the dangers of over-estimation, particularly the potential
for land prices to undermine affordable housing goals. Some comments expressed the
belief that land capacity numbers were a key piece of the decision making that lead to
adoption of the Countywide Planning Policies (CPP) in July 1992. Because some land
capacity numbers have since been revised, comments ask for a reexamination of the CPP
with respect to the interim Urban Growth Boundary adopted at that time and subsequently
ratified by the cities and King County.

While these comments and concerns are duly noted, it should be stated that decision
makers were not briefed on commercial or industrial capacity prior to July 1992 because
that work was still in its very early stages. They were briefed on preliminary residential
capacity estimates for the Urban Area in May 1992.

(b)  safeguards against capacity estimation problems.

Comments also have been received on proposed safeguards for the dangers of
overestimation of land capacity. While most observers see the real need for an aggressive
monitoring effort to track trends in land development and capacity, several commenters
objected to the use of monitoring as a mitigation measure for the possible overestimation



of capacity. The general view expressed by one letter writer was that capacity is too
essential to the proper functioning of growth management plans to leave it until later.
"Better get it right now!" was the paraphrased consensus. If there is doubt regarding the
accuracy of the capacity data, these commenters would ask for an Urban Growth Area
larger than that provided in the July 1992 CPP.

One commenter wanted more detail on the possible structure, staffing, and cost of a
monitoring effort. This kind of detail will be developed in the near future as part of the
growth management process; it is beyond the sdope of the SEIS.

Critical comments also were received on the second major safeguard for capacity
overestimation cited in the DSEIS -- provision of a 25% capacity cushion on top of
anticipated growth to ensure the proper functioning of markets without undue price

pressures.

Some commenters correctly suggested that the location of the cushion is important in
assessing its possible effects. While excess capacity in Urban Centers might not create
problems (indeed, might even be desirable), excess capacity in urban fringe or rural areas
could have negative effects on the sought-after growth pattern.

Other comments claim that the DSEIS did not make clear the basis for the recommended
capacity cushion or why 25% would ensure proper market function. Several comments
called for a much larger cushion stressing, in the words of one commenter, that

"[m]ost of the good developable land has been used and the environmental,
political, neighborhood and market factors will require far greater discounts than
the ones being used."

"A logical question then is: what do we have to lose if we had even a 75% cushion
to cover these uncertainties? With today's concurrency requirements and impact
fees, there is little to be feared from an over capacity - other than having too much
affordable housing for our people.”

The basis for the 25% recommended cushion is stated on pages 17 and 18 of the DSEIS.
While there is nothing magical about the 25% number, the Growth Management Division
recommendation and the experience of other growth management states (Florida and
Oregon) provide some support for this number, particularly when accompanied by a
vigorous monitoring effort to guard against possible ill effects of a too tight land supply.

Table 1 in the Appendix, which contains revised data, shows that jurisdictions are
providing extra capacity cushion as they move toward adoption of comprehensive plans.
The capacity shown in the Table is about 84% greater than the 20 year growth target of
216,200 households for which jurisdictions are planning. :

While most comments suggested that a 25% capacity cushion is too small, one voice
counseled against provision of too large a cushion, This commenter tied his criticism to
the inclusion of the Bear Creek Master Plan Developments (MPDs) within the Urban
Growth Area. In this view, these proposed MPDs, which are not contiguous with urban

development and are presently lacking in infrastructure, are counter to the spirit of growth
management.



Several reviewers stressed the importance of the land capacity decision in view of the
explanatory language preceding CPP FW-8 which calls for the Urban Growth Area
determination to be a permanent one.

LA-5 What assumptions were made in developing the growth targets analyzed in
the DSEIS? What process was used to develop these growth targets and how realistic are
they? Fis/ED Task Force (Barden), Metro (Bush), Weyerhaeuser, Laswell, City of
Redmond, Quadrant (Fitzgerald), Washburn, League of Women Voters of King County of
King County, Greater Maple Valley Area Council '

Growth targets to guide growth management planning efforts in King County are being
developed in two stages. Targets for generalized land use categories (e.g., Urban Centers,
Rural Cities, unincorporated Rural Areas) were developed for analysis in the DSEIS.
Growth targets for individual jurisdictions, which were not available when the DSEIS was
scooped and prepared, were developed later and are now under review by the GMPC.
The jurisdictional targets are presented in response LA-7 below, which sets them in the
context of the DSEIS.

The DSEIS targets for generalized land uses for each of the four non-Magnet alternatives
were developed by a team of interjurisdictional staff, reviewed, and then referred by the
GMPC for environmental analysis in the DSEIS. The Magnet Alternative targets were
developed subsequently by a private sector coalition of business, labor, and environmental
groups with an interest in growth management planning. These were also referred to the
DSEIS for analysis. ‘

The interjurisdictional targets team considered a variety of factors in developing the
targets for generalized land uses. Most important was the policy direction specified in the
Countywide Policies, with their emphasis on efficient urban land use per policies LU-16
through LU-18, LU-51 and LU-54; development of Urban Centers per policies LU-29
through LU-34; and preserving rural character per policies LU-6 through LU-13. Historic
growth patterns, and early indications from jurisdictions' comprehensive planning efforts,
also were considered. A detailed explanation was reported to the GMPC in a June 9,1993
memo titled "King County Household and Employment Targets."

The public policy objectives expressed in the Countywide Policies, especially the
quantitative Urban Centers density criteria specified in LU-29, were the most powerful
influence shaping the growth targets. For this reason, and the fact that they were
developed early during interjurisdictional discussions, they have struck many commenters
of the DSEIS as unrealistic. The jurisdictional growth targets presented in the response
LA-7, which have benefited from lengthy discussion and review, will appear more realistic
in comparison.

The growth targets specified in the DSEIS are best viewed as generalized growth
scenarios which are designed to clarify differences in impacts across the alternatives. The
targets which define the pre-Countywide Planning Policies and the 14 Centers Alternatives
‘trace wide "bookends" for analysis. As one commenter observed, the differences may not
be that great in reality. This does not invalidate the analysis, however.

The DSEIS analysts continue to believe in the usefulness of the approach used in the
DSEIS, which has a long tradition in schools of planning and policy analysis. Use of



generalized growth scenarios can be very helpful where the analytical tools are primarily
qualitative, as is the case in many programmatic environmental impact statements.

LA-6 Why doesn't the DSEIS analyze the market feasibility, fiscal impacts, and
costs of realizing the growth targets specified in the document? Fis/ED Task Force
(Barden), Imperatori, MclIntosh, Seattle-King County Assoc. of Realtors, Sterling Realty
Organization, Segner, Master Builders Association, Winbauer, Vance, Quadrant
(Fitzgerald), Spence, Washburn, Vzyis, Harman, Greater Maple Valley Area Council

The DSEIS assumed achievement of the growth targets that were referred by the GMPC
for environmental analysis. Market feasibility, fiscal impact, and cost factors were
scooped out of the DSEIS (see DSEIS pages iii, x, xi, 3, and 21). By prior agreement, the
Fiscal Analysis and Economic Development (Fis/ED) Task Force established by the
Growth Management Planning Council is exploring these important issues. The products
of the Fis/ED Task Force should be examined along with the SEIS by the reader wishing a
sense of the full range of issues confronting the GMPC.

LA-7 What are the revised growth targets for jurisdictions? Do the jurisdictions
have adequate land capacity to support those targets? How do the revised targets fit
within the context of the alternatives defined in the DSEIS? Seattle-King County Assoc.
of Realtors, Federal Way Water & Sewer, Lowe Enterprises Northwest, Vance, Dearborn,
League of Women Voters of King County of King County, Greater Maple Valley Area
Council

The revised jurisdictional growth targets presented in Table 2 in the Appendix replace
those in Table 1 of the DSEIS. They were developed by an interjurisdictional staff team in
fulfillment of Countywide Policies FW-1, LU-52, and LU-53 and were referred to the
GMPC for consideration at its April 6, 1994 meeting.

Ranges are recommended for both net new households and jobs. The midpoints of those
ranges also are provided in the Table for comparison with the countywide growth numbers
that were recommended to the GMPC by the interjurisdictional staff team on April 6:
216,2hOO households and 349,600 jobs. Both of these numbers are viewed as planning
thresholds.

Table 3 in the Appendix compares the midpoint of the proposed household growth target
ranges with jurisdictions' land capacity estimates, as revised. It replaces Table 2 in the
DSEIS. The countywide discounted land capacity estimate of 398,300 dwelling units
exceeds the countywide growth target of 216,200 by 84%.

Revised land capacity estimates for commercial and industrially zoned lands are not
presently available, so there is no revised commercial data to replace the corresponding
table in the DSEIS.

With many jurisdictions still not reporting revised capacity estimates, Table 3 suggests that
all but a small number of the County's 34 jurisdictions appear to have adequate discounted
capacity for their proposed household growth targets. A majority appear to have excess
capacity of 25% or more of targeted growth, as recommended by the Data Resources

Technical Forum.



These observations provide a preliminary indication, at a countywide level, that King
County's forecasted growth can be accommodated as required by provisions of the
Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A.110(2)). A definitive answer to this question
will not be available until jurisdictions conclude their comprehensive plans and '
demonstrate that infrastructure can be provided concurrent with growth. The DSEIS
points to ongoing monitoring of new development as an important mitigating measure
needed to ensure the adequacy.of land capacity for growth targets.

The revised growth targets in Table 2 clearly fall within the "bookends" set up in the

DSEIS. The ranges in the Table place jurisdictions' growth targets between the Eight and

14 Centers Alternatives. The overall effect, in aggregate quantitative terms, of

J;Adurisdicti.ons' "revisions" to the DSEIS targets is to bring them closer to the Eight Centers
ternative,

In the original targets based on generalized land uses (DSEIS, p. 6), 24% of net household
growth and 49% of net employment growth went into Centers in the Eight Centers
Alternative. In the jurisdictional targets, 27% of the net new households and 52% of net
new jobs go into 14 Centers.

The reduced total growth going into 14 Centers in the jurisdictional targets -- 13% or
about 28,600 of the net new households and 19% or about 67,900 of the net new
employment -- goes into non-Center Urban Areas. As discussed below in response LA-
10, jurisdictions report sufficient land capacity to absorb the increased growth targets in
non-Center Urban Areas. '

The jurisdictional growth targets in Table 2 indicate that environmental impacts will be
somewhat less than stated in the DSEIS in Urban Centers and somewhat greater in non-
Center Urban Areas. These revised targets suggest the need for an incremental shift in
emphasis toward non-Center Urban Areas. The kinds of mitigation measures discussed in
the DSEIS remain appropriate, except added effort will be needed in non-Center Urban
Areas.

LA-8 Are the household growth targets being planned for by jurisdictions
sufficient to meet the 20 year minimum population growth mandated for King County by
the state Office of Financial Management, pursuant to the GMA (RCW36.704.110(2))?
Blue, West One Bank, Weyerhaeuser, Sterling Realty Organization, Tagney-Jones

The planning threshold for households -- the midpoint for households in Table 2 in the
Appendix -- is approximately 10% above the minimum number of net new households
(about 195,700) that Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC, May 1993) forecasts suggest
will be needed to reach the 20 year population growth mandated for King County by the
state. The Office of Financial Management (OFM) projects about 325,800 more people
for King County over the 1990-2010 planning horizon (see Table 4A in the Appendix).

PSRC forecasts indicate that the net new incremental household will average about 1.66
persons. This small incremental household size will result from a continuing decline in the
average size of the typical King County household, from 2.40 people in 1990 to about
2.20in 2010. These numbers reflect demographic trends, particularly the expectation that
there will be greater numbers of senior, single-parent, and one-person households over the
next 20 to 30 years.



The minimum number of net new households necessary to accommodate the OFM
forecast is toward the low end of the range set for household targets in Table 2 in the
Appendix. By placing the OFM mandate toward the low end of the range, jurisdictions, in
effect, are taking a conservative approach to ensure that plans are adequate to meet the
state mandate. It also ensures that jurisdictions will have ample land capacity for new
growth. Were one to use 195,700 instead of 216,200 for the household target, and
comparing with the 398,300 dwelling unit capacity of Table 1, the cushion of land capacity
in excess of the target would rise to 104%, more than twice the amount likely to be

needed for new household growth.

LA-9 Do Urban Centers have sufficient zoned capacity for targeted growth?
Will there be adequate demand for the kinds of housing implicit in the targets for
Centers? Will redevelopment in Urban Centers require the relocation of many
businesses and residents? Will Centers have housing people can afford? What kinds of
housing will Centers have and what will they look like in visual terms? City of
Snoqualmie, Fis/ED Task Force (Barden), 1000 Friends of Washington, Blue, West One
Bank, Lozier Homes, Weyerhaeuser, Harman, Lozier Homes (Lappenbusch), City of
Seattle, City of Redmond, McIntosh, Miles, Seattle-King County Assoc. of Realtors,
Hedges & Roth (Roth), Sterling Realty Organization, City of Auburn, Lowe Enterprises
Northwest, Master Builders Association, City of Renton, City of seat, Fis/ED Task Force
(Watson), Dearborn, DeMoro, Spence

Tables 5 and 6 in the Appendix compare the growth targets for net new households and
jobs with estimated land capacity figures, as revised by jurisdictions as of April 30, 1994.
These Tables show that not all Centers will achieve the density criteria for households and
jobs set in Countywide Planning Policy LU- 29 within a 20 year period. Instead, the
jurisdictions containing these Centers -- Federal Way, Kent, Kirkland, Redmond, Renton,
SeaTac, and Tukwila -- propose to phase growth into their proposed Urban Centers,

achieving the policy criteria in the longer term future beyond 20 years.

As required by policy LU-29, preliminary indications are that these jurisdictions are
planning sufficient zoned capacity for their Centers. As explained in response LA-7, a
definitive answer to this question will not be available until jurisdictions conclude their
comprehensive plans and demonstrate that infrastructure can be provided concurrent with
growth. Also, the DSEIS points to ongoing monitoring of new development as an
important mitigating measure needed to ensure the adequacy of land capacity for growth
targets.

Many comment letters expressed substantial doubt that there would be sufficient demand
for housing in Urban Centers. Commenters asserted that most households want a single
family detached home, few of which will be provided in compact Urban Centers. Some
have argued that all who wish to reside in Utrban Centers will need to live in 20 story high-
rise towers. Others have asserted that people will be discouraged by perceived inferior

quality of schools and greater threats to personal safety in dense Urban Centers.

- The response to these concerns is complex. Recent research sponsored by the City of
" Qeattle and the PSRC suggests that there could be sufficient demand for well-designed

higher density units in Centers, for both renter and ownership options, if one assumes
several things -- most importantly, that school quality and safety concerns are addressed.
Almost 30% of those surveyed in this research were in this group. In comparison,
jurisdictions revised targets for Centers have about 27% of the County's 20 year growth



target going into Centers. (See Seattle Planning Department Residential Preference
Study, Decision Data, Inc., December 1993).

It is true that most new development in Centers probably will require redevelopment of
underutilized parcels containing existing uses. While some relocation will undoubtedly be
required, there is not yet enough detail in jurisdictions' plans to quantify how much.

Older, more established areas in Seattle are likely to require more of this than the
emerging Centers that have been proposed in suburban areas where a greater share of new
development can probably be sited on infill and partly vacant parcels. It should also be
noted, however, that even Seattle can make substantial use of lands committed to parking
lots without displacing any residents or very many jobs.

Many commenters expressed concern about the affordability of housing that would be
constructed in Centers. While it is true that land prices per acre are higher in Urban
Centers, less land per unit goes into housing in higher density areas. As a result, cost per
unit could be lower in Centers. Research done in Seattle suggests that low- and mid-rise
multifamily housing of up to six stories can be developed at per unit costs less than single
family construction, Still, there are likely to be land price pressures in Centers and, for
this reason, the DSEIS stresses the need for mitigation measures. '

The photos in the Appéndix are illustrative of the range of housing choices possible in
Urban Centers under the Countywide Planning Policies. As suggested by the photos,
high-rise tower apartments are one choice in Urban Centers. Others are clearly possible.
In fact, most housing in Centers will probably be in three to six floor apartment buildings
and low-rise townhouses, not high-rise towers. High-rise is not needed to reach density
goals outside of Downtown Seattle and Bellevue, and even there many new buildings
could be mid-rise wood frame structures of four to six stories.

These pictures respond to the general concern that the DSEIS did not help people to
envision what Centers might look like at an ultimate buildout of 15 or more dwelling units
per gross acre. The pictures translate into gross acres what some of this housing might
look like.

One commenter rightly observed that people have trouble thinking in gross terms; builders
and people generally think in terms of the net land use. Housing in Centers sits on a lot or
parcel net of land for roads, streets, parks, open space, and public buildings. While this is
true, gross acreage is important to planners and officials who have to be able to compare
land use in Centers with land use in outlying urban areas where land subdivided for
residential use almost always includes land for right-of-way needed for roads and streets;
often includes land for open space or parks; and sometimes includes land for other public
uses such as schools.

Density in units or people per gross acre also is essential for assessing public infrastructure
and service needs. Transit planners, for example, do not seek to know what net residential
densities are achieved in a given transit corridor. Rather, they want to know population
densities per gross acre or per square mile along the transit corridor for purposes of
estimating ridership (ignoring, for the moment, the possibility of park and ride lots along
the route).

This important point is easy to appreciate if one considers a transit corridor substantially
impacted by wetlands and steep slopes. In this case, densities might be quite high net of
these constrained areas and still not be able to support a transit system.

e



The same need for density information per gross land area is needed by water, sewer, and
public safety planners, by any planner, in fact, who must deal with providing service or
infrastructure over linear space to serve customers.

Readers who still want to understand residential densities net of land for right-of-way,
open space, and other public purpose lands can figure the net densities in the projects
shown in the photos by dividing the gross density figures by .5 to .67.

LA-10 Doesn't the DSEIS downplay urban areas outside of Centers, where
targets show most future housing and a great many jobs will go? Will the urban area
outside Centers have adequate land capacity to absorb the growth expected to go there in
the jurisdictional growth targets? Fis/ED Task Force (Barden), Blue, West One Bank,
Lozier Homes, Weyerhaeuser, Harman, Lowe Enterprises Northwest, Suburban Cities
Association, City of SeaTac, Strosahl

The DSEIS addressed urban areas outside Centers in the Land Use chapters. These areas
will, indeed, receive most of the household growth in all of the five alternatives and most
of the employment growth in all except the 14 Centers Alternative. The ability of these
areas to accommodate the growth forecast for them is, therefore, critical to the overall
success of the Countywide Policies and jurisdictions' comprehensive plans.

The household data presented in Tables 3 and 5 and Figure 1, which graphically
summarizes data in the two tables, suggests that there is ample land capacity in urban
areas outside of the Centers for jurisdictions household growth targets, no matter the
alternative selected.

Figure 2 suggests that the capacity of employment lands outside Centers is sufficient in the
aggregate to support the revised growth targets in all of the alternatives.

Again, these are preliminary indications that must await jurisdictions' comprehensive plans
to ensure that land capacity is supportable by infrastructure and services.

LA-11 Does the DSEIS show a bias in favor of the Centers alternatives in its
analysis of impacts? How accurately are recent growth trends depicted in the document?
Allan, City of Snoqualmie, Metro (Bush), Imperatori, Laswell, Lemon, Seattle-King
County Assoc. of Realtors, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, City of Renton, Vance, Spence,
Halstrom, Toner :

(a)  Pro-Centers Bias

‘Several commenters suggested that the DSEIS revealed a preference or otherwise
misrepresented the Centers alternatives. This comment was most often in response to
discussion of the impacts of compact development on DSEIS pages 25 and 26. Page 25
lists three adverse impacts of compact development as well as several positive ones. Each
of the adverse impacts was addressed at length elsewhere in the DSEIS and so was only
referenced briefly in the Land Use Chapter. These adverse effects are:

* increased land prices



increased traffic congestion
* increased public safety concerns

The statement regarding possible positive impacts from compact development which
elicited the greatest critical comment was the possibility of an

"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."

It is acknowledged that close community ties can be achieved in non-Center urban areas as
well as in rural communities.

Clearly, the perception is that higher density areas are unfriendly, unsafe places. The
evidence is debatable. On DSEIS page 109, the document notes that "[p]revious research
has no strong conclusions about the effects of density on . . . crime." The discussion there
also states that crime, particularly assault and robbery, may well increase along transit
corridors.

(b)  Centers criteria and the compactness of 14 vs. Eight Centers

One commenter specifically changed the description of Centers as stated on page 204 of
the DSEIS. This description included the geographic and density criteria of Countywide
Planning Policy LU-29 without specifying that the policy only requires jurisdictions to
zone for, not necessarily to achieve, these densities within the 20 year planning horizon for
comprehensive plans. Comment acknowledged. This distinction is made at numerous .
places in the Land Use chapter, however. ‘

The same commenter also changes an implication in the Economic Development chapter
to the effect that a decrease in the number of Centers, say from 14 to eight, would increase
the demand for space in the smaller number of remaining Centers. Such growth may not
be transferable. This comment is acknowledged. However, one might well suspect that
some share of the growth in question would end up in the remaining Centers. The exact
amounts cannot be known.

Another commenter changed the assertion that the 14 Centers Alternative represents a
more compact development pattern than Eight Centers. However, as shown in DSEIS
Table 1 on page 6 of the DSEIS, the greatest percentages of household and job-growth go
into Centers in the 14 Centers, not the Eight Centers Alternative. The commenter was
reacting to the perceived greater difficulty high capacity transit would have serving 14 as
opposed to eight Centers. The fallacy of this perception is that it ignores the fact that
more growth disperses to low density areas outside high density Centers in the eight
Centers Alternative, so overall the development pattern would be more difficult for transit
to serve from a countywide perspective.

(©) Single Family vs. Multifamily Trends

Other commenters felt the DSEIS was inaccurate or misleading in its representation of
growth trends data. Some suggested that the Centers Alternatives would require a radical
departure from the historic single family development pattern. In fact, from 1980 through
1992, 54% of all new units receiving permits in King County were for multifamily units,



not single family (see Figure 3 in the Appendix). In comparison, the 14 centers
Alternative calls for about 60% multifamily units in revised jurisdictional estimates, a
modest increase over the trend.

(d)  Residential Density Trends

Another commenter asserted that the development pattern of the early 1990s was toward
greater density, not a continuation of the low density patterns of the 1980s. This point is
fully addressed in the second full paragraph on page 16 of the DSEIS. While higher land
prices and several other factors may lead to higher densities in the future, recent trends
provide little or no evidence of this. The data on recorded single family plats from 1985
through 1992 presented in Table 7 show a continuation of overall densities of less than
two dwelling units per gross acre throughout the period with the exception of 1988, when
the overall density in new single family Iots recorded peaked a 2.14 dwelling units per
gross acre.

These data show that King County and its jurisdictions averaged slightly less than two
dwelling units per gross acre in single family zones. In multifamily zones, densities
achieved range from more than 100 units per gross acre in high-rise towers in the Denny
Regrade to 12 to 16 per gross acre in unincorporated King County. The average is 16 to
17 per gross acre in unincorporated areas and 25 to 30 units per gross acre in the cities.

(e)  How Much Change Is Needed to Meet the Targets?

Other commenters felt that instead of comparing growth targets with capacity under
current zoning, which will have to change in many jurisdictions, that it would be more
helpful to depict how much change jurisdictions would have to undergo to meet the
targets. To respond to this request, Figure 4 compares residential densities per gross acre
in 1993 with those that would be attained in 2013 assuming growth targets are met.

® Shorelines Data

One commenter indicated that there is an absence of data in the DSEIS on historic and
cultural sites and of shoreline mileage in each land use designation. These comments are
acknowledged; data are not readily available for these items.

(g)  Forest Lands Data

One letter pointed out that about 45% of the land in King County's 1,200 square mile
forest zone is federal land that may not be available for commercial use due to federal
wilderness designation or other resource protection measures. Comment acknowledged.

LA-12 Is the Urban Growth Area specified in the DSEIS sufficient to
accommodate 20 years growth, as required by the GMA? Given that the Urban/Rural
line specified in the Countywide Policies is intended to be permanent, how will Sfuture
growth be handled beyond 20 years? Weyerhaeuser, F ederal Way Water & Sewer, Vance

The discussion in responses LA-7, LA-9 and LA-10 addresses the land capacity question
as far as it can be answered prior to completion of jurisdictions' comprehensive plans.



The text of the Countywide Policies that immediately precedes FW-8 is clear that the
Urban/Rural line is intended to be permanent. Future urban growth beyond 20 years
would, therefore, be required to site within cities or in any remaining unincorporated area
that is designated urban. With a dwindling supply of buildable vacant land, infill and
redevelopment would have to account for increasing shares of future urban growth
beyond 20 years.

The impact of a permanent line on land prices and on land availability for new
development within the urban area will depend in large part on the degree to which the
public and private sectors are able to facilitate infill and redevelopment.

In any case, a small amount of growth would still occur in unincorporated rural areas.
This growth will not be supported with urban services, however.

LA-13 How realistic are the growth targets for Manufacturing Centers used in
the DSEIS? How realistic is it to assume these areas can develop as planned? Will
Business and Office Park uses compete with Centers for new job growth? Fis/ED Task
Force (Barden)(Sterns), Sterling Realty Organization, Segner, Vance

The Puget Sound Regional Council forecasts an absolute decline of 3,500 jobs in ,
manufacturing sector employment during the 20 year planning horizon in its Existing Plans
alternative, down from 172,800 jobs in 1990. The small growth in Manufacturing Centers
in the pre-Countywide Planning Policies (one percent, or 3,400 jobs) and No Action (two
percent, or 6,800 jobs) Alternatives reflect growth in non-manufacturing job sectors
(principally wholesale, communications, transportation, and utilities) that could occur
within Manufacturing Centers.

The greater growth targeted for Manufacturing Centers in the three Centers Alternatives
reflects a more optimistic assumption of absolute job growth in the manufacturing sector.
A net increase of 17,000 jobs in Manufacturing Centers was targeted at the request of the
Fis/ED Task Force, to explore the impacts of a modest amount of manufacturing job
growth in the DSEIS. (See the discussion in the DSEIS on page 33 for more detail on
these assumptions.)

Commenters have pointed to several factors that may frustrate plans to develop the four
Manufacturing Centers that have been recommended to the GMPC -- Seattle's Ballard-
Interbay and Duwamish industrial areas, Tukwila's Duwamish area, and the North Kent
industrial area. The three factors mentioned most often are:

* costs of toxic waste clean up
* difficulties of aggregating smaller parcels
* difficulties with relocating existing uses

These comments are acknowledged. Each of these factors would pose substantial
difficulties to the development of Manufacturing Centers. Mitigation measures can be
devised to deal with these difficulties, however.- Public subsidies for toxic waste clean up,
adoption of more flexible standards for toxic hazard abatement, use of the public powers
of eminent domain for aggregation of parcels for redevelopment, and public assistance
with relocation of existing uses are several examples.



Several commenters asked for clarification of DSEIS statements regarding the potential
competition for jobs between low density Business/Office Park (BOP) uses and Urban
Centers (DSEIS pages xvi, 33 and 34). The possibility of job competition comes, in part,
from the assumption that the number of jobs in King County would be held constant under
the five DSEIS alternatives. In this context, some of the jobs going into low density BOPs
outside the Centers, particularly those that could site in either high density Urban Centers
or lower density Manufacturing Centers, would reduce Center growth.

One commenter asserted that the problem should really be looked at differently -- BOPs
did not grow over the last 20 years because business wanted to bypass Centers for cheap
land on the urban fringe, but because the kind of flexible space sought was unavailable in
existing Centers at the time. While this comment is acknowledged, it does not contradict
the possibility that some BOP jobs might site in Centers if new development or
redevelopment could make that space available.

King County and the region are likely to get only so many new jobs in the next 20 years.
If jobs that could site in Centers go somewhere else, the objective of the Centers-based
Countywide Policies will be undermined to some extent. .

Which jobs could go into the Urban Centers? Policy LU-29 suggests that these are the
office, service, and government jobs that can achieve higher densities of 50 and more per
gross acre, Manufacturing Centers, on the other hand, could absorb jobs that require
_exgeilsive land area (e.g., manufacturing, transportation, warehouse, and some research
jobs).

LA-14 Why is there so little analysis of Technical Review Areas in the DSEIS?
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

Technical Review Areas are systematically reviewed in the document. Given the
Countywide, programmatic nature of the assessment, site specific analysis is not
appropriate. Two facts suggest that there would be little cumulative environmental impact
from the recommended changes in the five areas: (1) a net of one square mile would shift
to the urban designation; and (2) much of the proposed urban designation is for the low
density Urban Separator use. This would minimize adverse environmental impacts to
water, air and land, including any shoreline uses.

LA-15 The DSEIS states that rural residents are concerned about lack of fire
flow due to absence of urban-level water service (p. 47). In fact, most rural residents are
more concerned about the potential growth-inducing effects of urban water systems in
rural areas. The SEIS should evaluate Countywide Planning Policy CO-16, which would
require professional management of all rural water supply sources, including private
wells. Fis/Ed Task Force (Seaman), Greater Maple Valley Area Council

The comment on fire flow is acknowledged. In adopting the recommendations of the
Rural Character Task Force (RCTF), the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC)
deleted the phrase "fire flow" from RCTF policy RU-15. The GMPC also amended policy
CO-16 consistent with state law and the RCTF's intent to recognize that private wells and
small public ("community") water systems are appropriate water sources for rural
development and must be financially feasible at rural densities. Professional management
of all new public systems is required by state law.



LA-16 Do some or all of the Rural Character Task Force (RCTF) recommended
policies apply to rural cities and their expansion areas? If so, what are the impacts?

The Growth Management Act requires comprehensive plans to treat rural cities and their
expansion areas as an Urban Growth Area. The Suburban Cities’ alternative language
Jor policy LU-26 should be analyzed. City of Snoqualmie, Weyerhaeuser

None of the RCTF policies or the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) apply directly
inside city boundaries. CPP LU-26 recognizes rural cities and their approved expansion
areas as Urban Growth Areas, and sets forth criteria guiding annexations. Rural cities
adopt growth targets which includes expansion areas in adopted Community plans. The
Suburban Cities' language was not adopted by the GMPC.

In its public review draft Comprehensive Plan, the King County Parks, Planning and
Resources Department also recognizes rural cities as Urban Growth Areas, and clearly
distinguishes them from unincorporated rural town centers such as Fall City.

LA-17 What is the impact of the RCTF's recommendation to reduce permitted
rural densities to one home per 20 or 35 acres? This would be a massive downzone.
Keesling, Moss, Master Builders Association, Weyerhaeuser, McIntosh

The GMPC did not adopt this language. The King County Parks, Planning and Resources
Department estimated that if it had been adopted, capacity for new dwelling units would
have dropped from around 24,000-26,500 (existing zoning, plus all "new rural"
downzoned to one home per five acres) to about 16,000 (assumes all rural properties
downzoned to one home per 20 acres). The percentage decrease in capacity is small (40
percent) compared to the drop in permitted density (75 percent) because a relatively large
inventory of existing or vested vacant lots (over 14,000) in the rural area could still be

. buildable under the County's rules for using legal nonconforming lots. Note: these
estimates are based on zoning; actual buildability of nonconforming properties would need
to be assured lot-by-lot, based on the ability to meet Health Department standards for
water supply and on-site sewage disposal, which can be more difficult on smaller lots.

LA-18 What are the impacts of the suggested rural forestry area [RCTF
recommended policy RU-1] ? Is there any data to support the need for a rural forestry
zone? How many forest practices permits have been issued in the Rural Area, and how
much timber has been removed? How many acres have been replanted? How much land
would be designated? This proposal will induce many owners of rural properties
enrolled in the timber tax program to log and develop them. Moss, Weyerhaeuser

The King County Parks, Planning and Resources Department estimated that if selected
portions of the rural area were downzoned in accordance with policy RU-1, the rural
area's zoned capacity might drop from 24,000-26,500 to 20,000 dwelling units.

According to the King County Environmental Division, just under 8 percent of King
County's commercial forest land base (defined as those lands enrolled in Forest Land
Current Use Taxation under RCW 84.33), or 25,393 acres out of 324,869 acres total, is
located in the Rural Area designated by the 1985 King County Comprehensive Plan.



Another 12,000 acres in the Rural Area may have significant tree cover and be in parcels
large enough (10 acres or more) to have some forestry potential.

King County has consistently ranked 7th in volume of timber cut by county in
Washington; 1989 volume was about 333.9 million board feet. During the period 1987-
1992, timber from the Rural Area made up 22 percent of the total King County harvest as
documented by Forest Practices Act (FPA) permits. In 1993 this share increased to 30
percent. During the 1987-1993 period 21 percent of the total harvest came from land
belonging to small landowners. .ca

According to the U.S. Forest Service, forest land parcels owned by "non-industrial private
forest landowners" (NIPFs) account for between 22 and 27 percent of the forest land base
in the Puget Sound region; in King County, NIPFs own 50 percent of the rural area timber
land base. NIPFs occupy lower elevation lands, which are both the most productive for
timber-growing and the most threatened by development pressure. (Although not perfect,
there is a high correlation between NIPFs and Rural Area designations, and between large
timber company ownership’s and Forest Production District designations.) NIPFs supply
between 20 and 30 percent of the current timber harvest in the Puget Sound region, and
own 50 percent of the timber over 40 years old. In Washington state since 1988, the
NIPF harvest volume has essentially replaced the loss in harvest from U.S. Forest Service
lands; therefore, conversion of all of these lands to nonforestry uses would be the
equivalent of permanently losing the timber harvest from federal lands.

Using the permit data cited below, the Division estimates that the Rural Area forest land
base in King County could be totally converted to other uses (primarily residential) in
between 21 and 32 years. The Environmental Division estimates that during the 1987-
1993 period close to 1,000 FPA permits were issued in the Rural Area, involving over
15,000 acres of land. Over 300 of these permits, involving about 4,000 acres of land,

were for conversion to non-forest uses.

The GMPC adopted policy RU-1 with the proviso that it not be implemented until 1995,
because detailed analysis of eligible lands has not been done to see how many properties
might qualify for redesignation. The capacity estimate above is a "worst case" based on
downzoning of all rural lands enrolled in the state timber tax program without regard to
size, location or other relevant factors (over 25,000 acres), plus selected other rural lands
still being actively farmed. Also see the response to LA-17 concerning the effect of the
inventory of existing vacant lots on capacity calculations.

LA-19 The DSEIS states that proposed economic development policy ED-10
could have a significant impact on rural character if RCTF policy FW-RUa does not
include resource industries as part of rural character. Weyerhaeuser's lumber mills in
unincorporated King County should be considered consistent with rural character.
Moss, Weyerhaeuser

The Department does not interpret policies ED-10 and FW-RUa as being in conflict on
this issue. While rural cities or unincorporated rural towns might be the best locations for
lumber mills, they are considered appropriate uses in the rural area and in the designated
forest production district.



LA-20 The DSEIS’ statement on page 42 that the No Action Alternative will have
adverse impacts on the rural area, given that the Sensitive Areas Ordinance, Drainage
Manual, Road Adequacy Standards, Clearing and Grading Code, Shoreline Management

- Code and SEPA apply there, conflicts with the chapters on stormwater management,
plants, animals and fish. Moss, Hedges & Roth (Nilon), Weyerhaeuser

Comment acknowledged. The conclusion should have been stated as a comparison of
relative impacts of the alternatives, with the No Action Alternative having a greater impact
on the rural area only to the extent that it is assumed to make more growth in rural areas
possible or likely than one of the centers alternatives. :

LA-21 Countywide Planning Policy LU-12 requires clustering on all rural
parcels larger than 10 acres. What impact will this have on rural character? Greater
‘Maple Valley Area Council, Moss, Weyerhaeuser

The RCTF's recommended policy RU-6, with amendments adopted by the GMPC,
supersedes CPP LU-12 with direction to use clustering on a case-by-case basis to achieve
goals such as greater environmental protection depending on site-specific conditions. - This
is more consistent with current zoning and environmental regulations that apply to rural
development, which allow but do not require clustering, and provide case-by-case
authority to require clustering on sites with wetlands or other environmental features
protected by the Sensitive Areas Ordinance. '

LA-22 How will RCTF policy RU-16 impact the ability of rural cities to provide
needed infrastructure? Weyerhaeuser :

Policy RU-16 would apply to regional public facilities directly serving the public (e.g., the
Kingdome or the main branch of the Seattle Public Library). It would not affect rural
cities' infrastructure inside their boundaries; it would give preference over the
unincorporated rural area to a rural city location for a regional facility directly serving the
general public.

LA-23 What will be the impact of RCTF policy RU-13 on permitted densities?
Will rural roads be permitted to be widened to accommodate permitted densities?
Weyerhaeuser

This policy would apply to streets within subdivisions or short subdivisions. Its main
impact would be to trigger a review of King County rural residential road design and
construction standards to ensure that these standards are not excessive. It would have no
effect on densities permitted in the rural zones (one home per 2.5, 5 or 10 acres).

LA-24 What will be the impact of RCTF policy RU-19(b)? How many existing
plat approvals and approved lots will be affected? Weyerhaeuser

Policy RU-19b is too general to make a sweeping quantitive statement about its impacts.
The Parks, Planning and Resources Department does not interpret the policy as requiring
code changes that would necessarily cause pending subdivisions to lose their vested status



_ or existing vacant lots to become unbuildable. The Department estimated that if vested

plats were not approved, and only existing vacant lots in the rural area were allowed to be
built on, new dwelling capacity in the rural area would drop from about 26,500 to about
14,700. See the caveat in the response to LA-17 above regarding buildability of
substandard lots.

LA-25 The Land Use chapter says its dwelling unit capacity table does not take
into account downzoning in the proposed 49 square miles of "new rural” area, which
"would reduce capacity by about half". If the downzone is from 1-acre lots to 5-acre

lots, capacity should be reduced by a much greater amount. A detailed analysis is
needed of how much capacity will be lost to "new rural” downzoning, economic effects on
land prices and tax base, plus the social effects of excluding thousands of families from
these areas. Keesling

The effect of downzoning "new rural" areas to one home per five acres is to reduce the
total rural area's new dwelling unit capacity from the 29,300 shown in the capacity chart,
in Table 1, to between 24,000 and 26,500. Note: this estimate is based on rural zoning
being applied to all 49 square miles of "new rural" areas designated by the GMPC in 1992.
Some of these areas will be redesignated back to Urban as a result of the Technical
Review Area process or the 1993 update to the East Sammamish Community Plan, which
means the reduction in rural capacity will be smaller; see response LA-27 for an estimate
of the effects of changes entailed in the 1994 proposed Urban Growth boundary.

As noted above, the difference between the percentage reduction in area wide capacity
versus zoned density for individual properties is due to the rural area's large inventory of
existing vacant lots. This effect is especially strong in the "new rural" area, which has
been zoned for urban densities and undergone a large amount of subdivision activity
consistent with that zoning for many years, and has a very high number of lots that would
be considered substandard under rural zoning.

The rural area's existing inventory of vacant lots, let alone the potential for new lots under
existing zoning or various degrees of downzoning, provides more capacity than needed to
accommodate a reasonable market share of the growth in households forecasted to locate
in King County in the next 20 years.

LA-26 On DSEIS page 16, the description of new rural areas should be
accompanied by a map, and areas (acres and/or square miles) should be uniformly used.
The second paragraph under Rural Lands and Rural Cities on page 20 should have a
chart to help readers understand the numbers. Vance

Comment acknowledged. Maps of the alternatives showing "new rural" in relation to the
other designations are in the DSEIS Appendix following the policies for the Magnet
Alternative. Tables 8A and 8B in the Appendix to this document show data on vacant and
developed land, by parcel size, for both "new rural" and rural areas as of June, 1991 and

* May, 1992, respectively. This information, which was distributed to the Rural Character

Task Force in 1993, was the starting point for the numbers on DSEIS page 20. The
numbers on these pages will have changed due to subsequent building and subdivision

activity, but are current enough to provide a reasonable overall picture of development
and parcel sizes in rural King County.



LA-27 Can DSEIS map series A-3 be corrected to show that urban designated
properties in the East Sammamish Community Plan are included within the Urban
Growth Area in all of the alternatives? Has the 1994 proposed boundary changed from
that analyzed in the DSEIS and, if so, what is the overall environmental impact?
Haggard, Pacific Properties, Puget Western, Weyerhaeuser

As stated in the DSEIS on page 2, the properties in question were included in the analysis
of the Urban Growth Area in the DSEIS, but not reflected in map series A-3. The maps
depicting the April 1994 "Proposed Urban Growth Boundary" in the Appendix of this
document correct this omission.

The analysis undertaken in the DSEIS was appropriate to a broad, countywide
perspective. Analysis at the level of individual properties was beyond the scope of the
- DSEIS.

The 1994 proposed urban growth boundary (UGB) depicted in the map in the Appendix is
different from the one analyzed in the DSEIS (i.e., the line proposed in the July 1992
Countywide Policies, which was subsequently adopted by the King County Council and
ratified by the cities.

As described in response IN-6, the 1994 proposed UGB contains about 12 square miles
more urban designated land, including nearly five square miles proposed for future urban
use in the Snoqualmie Joint Planning Area, than did the earlier UGB. In addition, an
amendment to CPP framework policy FW-1 Step 5 (d) introduced but not considered by
the GMPC on May 14, 1994 might expand this area by an additional 6.25 square miles. If
all of these changes are adopted as proposed, an additional area of approximately 12.5
square miles would be added to the urban designations since adoption of the CPPs in
1992.

This would mean that instead of about 448 square miles in urban designation, including
cities, rural city expansion areas, and unincorporated areas, there would be about 460
square miles so designated. Rural area designation, including areas rural prior to July
1992 plus those proposed for rural designation in the Countywide Planning Policies (so-
called “new” rural areas), would decrease from about 330 square miles to 318 square
miles. (Note: these figures are based on revised information from the King County
Planning and Community Development Division GIS and, together with the proposed
amendments listed in Part One, II of this Final SEIS, would replace the urban and rural
area estimates on DSEIS page 18.)

These figures apply to all of the DSEIS alternatives except for the pre-Countywide
Planning Policies Alternative. This last alternative would include the residual “new rural”
areas depicted in the maps in the Appendix within the Urban Growth Area, encompassing
an additional area of at least 27 square miles.

See the discussion in Part Two, II(A) of this FSEIS for environmental impacts of the
proposed amendments.

LA-28 There appears to be a confusion in the DSEIS regarding the 20 year
period that is the object of countywide planning efforts. In most places the DSEIS uses
the 1990-2010 period for analysis purposes, the period for which most data are
available, while Countywide Policy amendments and comprehensive plans will be
effective in 1994. This suggests the planning period for analysis should be 1994-2014,
City of Renton



Comment acknowledged. The 1990-2010 period is used most often for analysis in the
document. This was often the only time frame for which data were available. Commenter
is also correct that the official 20 year growth period begins in 1994,

Jurisdictions will need to make adjustments to their land and infrastructure capacity data in
their comprehensive plans to reflect current reality and the 1994-2014 planning horizon.
This is one of the reasons why monitoring of land development and growth is a critical
mitigation measure specified in the DSEIS.

The land capacity data in the DSEIS and still for the most part in this document (Table 1
in the Appendix) are for the situation prior to revision of plans for growth management.
Table 1 has some updating as appropriate for those jurisdictions further along with the
planning process; however, the ‘ntent statement on DSEIS pages 16-17 remains valid for
the most part. The land capacity data are intended to provide a baseline for officials to
gauge how far current zoning might take them toward the vision contained in their
comprehensive plans, which are still works in progress in most jurisdictions. The analysis
in the DSEIS -- specifically the comparison of land capacity with proposed growth targets
- remains valid and useful, notwithstanding the commenter's concern.

Growth targets data, also addressed by the commenter, can be adjusted forward to
accommodate the 1994-2014 period, once recommended by the GMPC, adopted by the
Metropolitan King County Council, and duly ratified by the jurisdictions.

LA-29 The DSEIS should have included historical/economic comparisons of
metropolitan King County with Los Angeles, San Francisco Bay Area, or other
metropolitan areas. What about these policies makes it possible/certain the Puget Sound
area won't develop the same way? Allan

This type of analysis is beyond the scope of the DSEIS, and beyond the range of analysis
appropriate for a nonproject EIS as set forth in WAC 197-11-442, especially for the CPPs
since they are even more general than a comprehensive plan and further removed from
implementation. It should be noted that several chapters make reference to strategies used
in the metropolitan Portland (OR) region, either as modifications to alternatives within the
"bookends" or as mitigation measures.

LA-30 The DSEIS states that growth will be phased [sic] to Urban Centers.
What are the planning, laws and permitting tools to implement this direction? Allan

Again, the CPPs are an additional step removed from implementation Each city that
designates one or more centers will have to prepare its comprehensive plan accordingly,
and follow through with implementing development regulations and financing strategies in
accordance with the GMA.

LA-31 The DSEIS implies that all development outside designated Urban Centers
would be "sprawl," an undefined negative term. Higher density development outside
centers is not sprawl; it could be, but it doesn't have 1o be. City of Snogualmie

Comment acknowledged. In fact, achieving a reasonably high average density of
development outside centers will be crucial to achieving many of the CPPs objectives,



including affordable housing, transit-supportive land use patterns, and efficient use of
urban lands. A

- LA-32 The DSEIS (p. 42) incorrectly assumes that under the No Action
Alternative UGAs would not be designated. City of Snoqualmie

Comment acknowledged.

LA-33 ‘The DSEIS asserts, but does not demonstrate, that the least amount of
growth in rural cities (presumably under the 14 Centers Alternative) equates to the least
amount of adverse impacts. In fact, more adverse impacts will occur if rural cities are
not allowed to develop an adequate population and tax base. City of Snoqualmie

Comment acknowledged. It should be noted that population or employment growth may
not be the only ways for a rural jurisdiction to achieve an adequate tax base. As the region
begins to implement the GMA, regional financial strategies that assure the fiscal health of
all jurisdictions regardless of size may need to be developed to achieve the countywide
vision.

LA-34 What adjustments should be made to policies and facility investments if
non-center cities do not curtail their population and employment growth to focus growth
into Urban Centers? Fis/ED Task Force

See response to LA-31 above. Under any alternative except for 14 Centers employments,
most growth will occur outside the designated Urban Centers; therefore, there should be
little or no inconsistency between directing growth to Urban Centers and growth in cities
without centers.

LA-35 We question the DSEIS statement (p. 15) that all alternatives contemplate
a similar level of growth in rural cities. Fis/ED Task Force

o
"Similar" does not mean "same." Different alternatives would result in higher or lower
amounts of growth in rural cities (see DSEIS, p. 6 Table 1, second to bottom row), but
the differences are small expressed as percentages of projected countywide growth during
the 20-year forecast period. :

LA-36 What funding strategies and incentives are needed to achieve Urban
Center targets, and what are the impacts on the natural and built environments in centers
if the targets are achieved? What happens to surrounding non-center areas and other
counties if the targets for centers are not achieved? Weyerhaeuser

The level of detail asked for here, with respect to funding land incentives is beyond the
scope of the DSEIS and nonproject EISs generally. However, see response to LA-31.
The impacts to Centers assuming achievements of targets are throughout the DSEIS. See
response to LA-4 for dangers of non-attainment of targets.

LA-37 Suggest the following corrections: DSEIS p. xii; South Lake Union is no
longer a candidate Urban Center, that area is part of "Seattle Center.” P. 36; it is
misleading to say that urban development in urban centers is an adverse impact, when
the goal is to promote urban development there. Individual projects in centers may have
site-specific negative impacts, but at the countywide level urban development in urban
centers is defined by the policies themselves as positive. P. 36, current employment



density in Seattle CBD is 155 jobs/acre, not 123. P. 50; the DSEIS states that the pre-
CPP alternative will have the least need for mitigation of the impacts of high density.
But this is the alternative involving the most conversion of undeveloped and rural lands;
converting these areas to suburban development will have more impacts on existing
character than midrise infill or redevelopment in an Urban Center. P. 53; impacls on
shorelines will be mitigated by the Shoreline Management Master Programs of other
jurisdictions, not just that of King County. City of Seattle

All of these comments are acknowledged. Interpretation of impacts in Urban Centers and
under the pre-CPP Alternative (DSEIS pp. 36 and 50) is debatable.

LA-38 On page 54; the DSEIS states that development of "vacant land or open
spaces" is an unavoidable impact of growth in urban areas and urban centers. "Open
space" usually implies permanently protected, if not publicly owned, land set aside for
parks or natural areas; does the wriler mean that open space as defined here will be
developed in urban areas? City of Seattle

Comment acknowledged. The statement should not have included the phrase "open
spaces," as the analysis for all alternatives excludes publicly owned parks and open spaces
from developable land capacity.

LA-39 In discussing the Eight Centers Alternative, the DSEIS states that growth
"is targeted first to these centers, and next fo other urbanized areas with available
infrastructure capacity.” CPP LU-16 states: "Within the Urban Growth Area, growth
should be directed as follows: a) first, to centers and urbanized areas with available
infrastructure capacity; b) second...." The DSEIS should be corrected to reflect LU-16.
City of Bellevue '

Comment acknowledged.

LA-40 On page 60 the DSEIS uses a figure of 190,000 for new households
projected over 20 years, but elsewhere uses a figure of 215,000. City of Bellevue

Comment acknowledged. At this point in the discussion the writer was estimating growth
for the 18 year period, 1992-2010, not for 20 years. This is responsible for the possible
confusion.

LA-41. The City of Bellevue believes downtown Bellevue should be considered an
urban center under all alternatives, not just the 8- and 14-center options. City of
Bellevue

The facts as summarized in the issue statement by the City of Bellevue are correct. The
fact that Bellevue is not considered a Center in the Magnets, No Action, and pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternatives is a product of how these alternatives were
defined for the DSEIS analysis.

There is no formal designation of Centers in any of the three alternatives in question.
However, some of the areas prqposed for Centers designation would meet or exceed the

density criteria for Centers specified in LU-29 even without the public policy
implementation efforts assumed to accompany formal designation.



The DSEIS examined the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) trends forecasts for
Existing Plans to see which of the 14 proposed Centers would meet the LU-29 criteria for
both jobs and households in 2010. The three jurisdictions which achieve both 50 jobs and
15 dwelling units per gross acre in the proposed Center in 2010 were counted as Centers
in the three alternatives in question, as specified on DSEIS pages 10, 28 and 30. The City
of Bellevue attains the jobs but not the households densities specified in LU-29 in the
PSRC May 1993 Existing Plans forecast. It was not included as a Center in the three
alternatives in question for this reason.

LA-42 The DSEIS needs to differentiate between urban and rural service levels.
City of Bellevue

This is beyond the scope and level of detail appropriate for the DSEIS. Service levels will
be described more fully in each jurisdiction's comprehensive plan, capital spending plan
and development standards. The Phase I CPPs and the Rural Character Task Force's
recommended policies address this issue in a qualitative fashion. The main concern with
respect to rural service areas is that facilities and services be adequate to protect basic
public health and safety without creating an expectation or economic pressure for urban or
suburban growth.

LA-43 The DSEIS should estimate the amount of forest land outside the Forest
Production District that will be lost through conversion to residential/golf course uses.
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe '

See response to comment LA-18. The King County Environmental Division estimates
that at current rates it will take between 21 and 32 years before these lands are totally
converted to nonforest uses.

LA-44 P. 49; mitigation measure 1 (B) is inadequate and will not protect
environmentally sensitive areas and will be inconsistent with Fis/ED policy ED-4.
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe.

The reference is to possible selective modification of development standards such as
building setbacks to encourage or allow full density yield on urban lands, consistent with
public safety and environmental protection. The CPPs and each jurisdiction's
comprehensive plan will provide policy guidance that will be expressed in development
regulations. The exact balance between higher density and reduced environmental
protection (if any) will be addressed then. This is a level of detail beyond the scope of the
DSEIS and beyond the role of the CPPs.

LA-45 The DSEIS selectively uses the EIS done for VISION 2020 to support the
Centers Alternatives, when in fact that EIS and the work by Battelle/Databank concluded
that the least-cost alternative is dispersed growth. These documents are part of the
public record and should be acknowledged. Seattle Master Builders Association

The Battelle/Databank study concluded that the costs across denser and more dispersed
alternatives were not significantly different. See also LA-6. The Fis/ED Task Force
marginal cost study will produce additional information regarding the comparative cost of
infrastructure and services under the various DSEIS alternatives.



LA-46 The term "rural character” should be defined. Seattle Master Builders
Association

"Rural character" is generally and qualitatively defined in policy FW-RUa recommended
by the Rural Character Task Force.

LA-47 Tables 2 and 3 merely show how households and jobs might fit into the
land available under the alternatives, without examining the effects of the alternatives on
the market. It is not clear how these tables relate to Tables 6 and 7.. Vance

Market effects of the alternatives were explicitly beyond the scope of the DSEIS. See
response LA-6. The confusion with the sources for Tables 2 and 3 is understandable.
Notes in these tables cite incorrect sources. Table 2 is based on data in Appendix Table
B-3. Table 3 is based on data in Appendix Table B-4.

LA-48 Commercial/industrial land trends described on DSEIS page 16 don't
connect with earlier statements. Do they mean that commercial development has been
dispersing over time, moving outward from Seattle? Vance

Yes, that is the meaning intended by the text. This pattern has resulted in an increased
rate of consumption of land for commercial and industrial uses, as described further on in
the text on the same page.

LA-49 The last sentences drop off on DSEIS pages 23 and 35. Has material been
left out? Vance

Yes. Text was mistakenly left out as follows.

DELETE PARAGRAPH BOTTOM OF PAGE 23 CONTINUING TOP OF PAGE
24 AND REPLACE WITH THE FOLLOWING: :

"Compactness of New Development

All of the alternatives that derive from the CPPs, but especially the Centers
Alternatives, will necessitate a more compact development pattern which uses less
vacant land than has been typical of previous development. There will be more
infill and redevelopment in the total mix of new development (LU-54) and a
substantial share of new growth will 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, as discussed below."

DELETE PARAGRAPH FRAGMENT THAT BEGINS TOP OF PAGE 36 AND
REPLACE WITH THE FOLLOWING:

"Various CPPs call for jurisdictions to mitigate possible adverse impacts associated
with concentrated development. -- FW-11, FW-13, FW-14, FW-20 through FW-
22, CC-1 through CC-3, LU-15 through LU-24, LU-30 through LU-34, LU-36,
LU-58, and LU-62. These policies call on jurisdictions to provide superior urban
design and pedestrian orientation of land uses, retain features which contribute to



overall quality of life, concentrate development near services and facilities, and
provide sufficient urban services for development. These policies should mitigate
the adverse impacts of concentrated development."

LA-50 The DSEIS should discuss whether the East Sammamish plateau can
support 7 to 8 homes per acre. Harman

This question is beyond the scope of the DSEIS, which is both programmatic and
countywide in nature. However, the East Sammamish Community Plan provides for an
overall residential density at buildout of two to three units per gross acre in urban
designated areas. '

LA-51 How are the terms “Auto friendly” and “Transit friendly” defined? Vance

The interjurisdictional staff which developed targets for the DSEIS defined the terms as
follows: ‘

“Auto Friendly” - those areas which are urban, do not meet the transit oriented criteria,
and are not served by a full range of urban services. “Transit-Friendly” - Roughly defined
as those areas with transit mode split of better than 10% of peak hour trips in Seattle OR
5% or better transit mode split and non-SOV mode split of 5% or better outside Seattle.

LA-52 What is the source for Table 67 Vance

Annual transit ridership data are from Metro Transit.

LA-53 The characterization of centers development as being invented as part of
the Growth Management process is not correct. The 1964 and 1985 King County
Comprehensive Plans are centers plans. Vance

Comment acknowledged.



III. AFFORDABLE HOUSING

HO-1 The SEIS's analysis of the various alternatives’ impacts on affordable
housing is inadequate, and needs more quantification. It needs to be related to general
land capacity analysis. King County Housing Partnership, Fiscal/ED Task Force, City of
Des Moines, Lozier Homes, African-American Agenda, Seattle-King County Assoc. of
Realtors, Master Builders Association, Winbauer, Watson, Claggett

The level of detail in the Affordable Housing chapter of the DSEIS is consistent with the
scope set for the document, and with the level of detail of the alternatives themselves. All
of the alternatives have enough zoned capacity countywide to accommodate the 20-year
growth forecast for households. The differences among the alternatives relate to location,
density, and mix of housing types, not amount of growth to be accommodated. Also see
responses IN-2 and LA-1 through LA-4.

The issue of land capacity as it relates to affordable housing is touched on several times in
the draft chapter. For example, see column 1 (bottom), page 64; column 1 (bottom), page
65; column 2, page 66. Also see the Land Use chapter (pp. 14-58), most of which is

devoted to discussion of zoned residential development capacity in relation to housing
markets. See also responses to comments HO-2.

HO-2 Reexamine the SEIS's conclusion that market forces operate separate from
or against public policy. The impacts of land use and housing policies on the housing
market must be addressed. King County Housing Partnership, Fis/ED Task Force, City
of Pacific, Imperatori, Seattle-King County Assoc. of Realtors, Watson, Upper,
Lappenbush, Spence, Kauri Investments

This is 2 misunderstanding of one of the DSEIS' main findings: "Market forces have
significantly greater impact on housing costs and affordability than housing policies." This
finding does not imply that markets and policy work in opposition, but recognizes that
major shifts in national or regional market forces (e.g., interest rates, aerospace ) can have
a greater impact on housing supply, demand and affordability than local land use policies.
Also, federal housing, monetary and taxation policies (e.g., Federal Reserve discount rate,
income tax deduction for mortgage interest) affect housing markets on a greater scale than
anything local governments do. This finding gives a broader perspective, but does not
diminish the importance of growth management policies for location, land capacity, and
development and facility standards for housing affordability. There is also no question
that a very restrictive land use policy combined with a limited land supply (e.g., withina
city already close to build-out), can create localized shortages or very expensive housing if

market forces create a large demand for new housing.

The Portland Metropolitan Housing Rule implemented in 1982, cited on page 65 of the
DSEIS (column 1, bottom) is an example of a successful land use policy specifically aimed
at increasing housing affordability. The Rule, adopted under the authority of Oregon's
state land use statute, required local governments in the three-county Portland metro area
to adopt zoning to permit a mix of new residential construction composed of at least 50
percent multifamily and single family attached housing, and to allow development to occur
at certain minimum target densities. For Portland the target was 10 dwellings per acre, for
suburban cities 6-8 dwellings per acre. A 1991 study of the Housing Rule's effects from

1985 to 1989 (a period of relatively high growth for the area) by the 1000 Friends of



Oregon and the Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland, made the following
findings:

The volume of multifamily and single family attached development increased to
meet and exceed the target (54 percent of new units built).

The proportion of smaller and more affordable single family lots increased.

Development patterns showed strong demand for higher density affordable
housing.

Actual development patterns were sometimes lower than zoned density.

Land use planning is necessary for-affordable housing, but is not sufficient by itself.
Public investment and incentives for private investment to produce or rehabilitate
low-cost housing also are needed.

The discussions of land capacity cited above (HO-1) also relate land use to housing
affordability. The draft states that without careful implementation and mitigation,
insufficient land capacity for growth forecasts would adversely affect housing costs; for
example, see pages 64, column 1 (bottom) and 65, column 1 (para. 3). Also see the
summaries of studies on the effects of growth controls and other factors on housing
affordability in Appendix C-4 of the DSEIS.

HO-3 Describe/quantify housing needs for the entire population, not just low-
income segments. Include cities, and state assumptions on household size, preference
and ability to pay. (Several respondents disputed assumptions in the draft, saying
household size is no longer shrinking or that new household need has been inflated).
King County Housing Partnership, Fis/ED Task Force, Blue, City of Des Moines, Lozier
Homes, Kauri Investments, Elfelt, West One Bank

This is beyond the scope of the DSEIS. However, see the table on pages 19-20 of the
report "Affordable Housing in King County" by the Affordable Housing Task Force of the
Growth Management Planning Council, issued in March, 1994. This shows the relative
affordability of various housing types, ranging from a 1-bedroom rental apartment to a 2-
bedroom starter home, to various households ranging from 30 percent to 115 percent of
King County median income.

Also see Tables 4A and 4B in the Appendix, excerpted from the report "Washington State
County Population Projections 1990-2010, 2012" issued by the Washington State Office
of Financial Management (OFM) in 1992. These are the official forecasts to be used to
designate the Urban Growth Area as required by the Growth Management Act, and
should have been included in the DSEIS technical appendices. The Washington State
Department of Community Development, Growth Management Division, has stated that
the OFM forecast is to be used as a minimum to be accommodated by local governments'

- comprehensive plans. The forecasts shown in Table 4A, the basis for the projection of
need for new housing capacity in the Land Use chapter (DSEIS pages 14-58) and for the
discussion of affordable housing.



The OFM's projected breakdown of the population in the year 2010 by age groups shown
. in Table 4B may be used by both government and private sector planners to make
» judgments about the different housing types this population will need or prefer.

Although not specifically required by the Growth Management Act, King County and its
» cities have chosen to convert the population growth projections into equivalent new
L households, since zoning regulates residential density rather than population directly. For
a given population forecast, assuming a larger household size results in a lower projection
. for growth of new households and demand for dwelling units, while assuming a smaller
| household size means more new dwelling units are needed to house a given population.

See the discussion under response LA-8 for details.

z At this writing, final growth targets have not been adopted by most cities within King
‘ County, so a detailed discussion of housing affordability city-by-city is not possible. See
also the response to HO-5 below.

} HO-4 The Affordable Housing chapter should relate housing to assumptions
| about infrastructure. An urban property might have the right zoning, but if concurrency
! of services with the development isn't feasible during the 20-year forecast period, or if it
is feasible only with very large mitigation fees, this will adversely affect both
f affordability and capacity. Existing mitigation fees [for roads, schools or parks] already
. price many people out of the single-family housing market. King County Housing
Partnership, Weyerhaeuser, Upper, ‘African American Agenda, Seattle-King County
Assoc. of Realtors, Spence

Comment acknowledged. The caveat about concurrency's potential effects on land
. capacity applies to all alternatives, including No Action. See also LA-1 for effect on the
capacity analysis and IN-2 and HO-1 on level of detail. Note the DSEIS discusses

: mitigation fee caps or waivers in relation to lower cost housing on page 70 (column 2,

para.2).

HO-5 Refocus the analysis to compare the alternatives' impacts on housing.
Discuss which alternative best promotes affordable housing, rather than just treating
affordable housing programs as mitigation of the outcomes of other policies (e.g.,
environmental protection). Affordable housing is a basic Growth Management Act goal.
King County Housing Partnership, Fis/ED Task Force

We agree that affordable housing is a goal of the Growth Management Act that must be
) addressed by the Countywide Planning Policies and comprehensive plans. The proposed
g action is adoption of finalized Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) intended to provide
- general guidance for the cities' and King County's comprehensive plans. The DSEIS
_ generally compares the alternatives' impacts on affordable housing, but it is not possible
B to rank them with precision or certainty as to which alternative might best promote

n housing affordability.

| None of the alternatives guarantee affordable housing, and all of them will require the
appropriate zoning, infrastructure and programmatic actions needed to promote affordable
housing. This includes higher urban residential densities both in and outside of centers,
minimum density requirements, various substantive and procedural measures that could be
included under the rubric of "regulatory reform”, and housing assistance programs. The



emphasis on mitigation is intended to focus attention on the implementing actions needed
to promote affordable housing under any alternative.

HO-6 . The centers alternatives assume a major increase in market share for
multifamily vs. single-family housing. But surveys and other research indicate a
significant number of people will put up with very long commutes to have a single-family
house they can afford. The SEIS should discuss the possible impacts if adopting one of
the centers alternatives causes housing price increases high enough to divert growth
outside centers or to other counties. King County Housing Partnership, Weyerhaeuser,
Harman, Blue, West One Bank, Lozier Homes, Imperatori, McIntosh, Lowe Enterprises
Northwest, Nykreim, Vance

HO-6a The SEIS implies that market forces result in most people choosing to live
in single-family homes on large lots. The SEIS should acknowledge that this market
preference is clearly influenced by numerous government subsidies. Removing or
reducing the subsidies, or balancing them with impact fees, may result in changes to this
preference. City of Auburn, Moss

Regarding the impacts of higher housing prices resulting in diversion of growth to other
counties, the Affordable Housing chapter acknowledges this possibility (page 66, column
2, para. 5, and Technical Appendix C-4), as does the Land Use chapter (pages 24-25
under "Impacts Across County Borders"). More detailed discussion is beyond the scope
of the SEIS, and would not be possible in any case until nearby counties in the region and
their cities adopt their growth targets and comprehensive plans.

The single-family/multifamily market splits assumed for the centers alternatives were
45/55 percent for the Eight Centers alternative (see DSEIS page 22, column 2) and 35/65
percent for the Fourteen Centers alternative (DSEIS, page 23, column 1). These were
assumptions used for modeling, not based on any policy such as the Portland Metropolitan
Area Housing Rule. As shown in Table 3 in the Appendix actual multifamily market share
of new residential construction in King County during the 1980s was 55 percent; this
share fell in the early 1990s. Therefore, the assertion that such assumptions are based on a
"major" increase in multifamily market share is debatable. A more significant departure
from trends (and one that would have a greater positive effect on both land capacity within
the Urban Growth Area and market-rate housing affordability) would be an increase in
single-family subdivision densities outside centers.

The adopted CPP criteria for Urban Centers are intended to provide a basis for zoning and

infrastructure planning. Since the DSEIS was issued, household and job targets have been

prepared for each jurisdiction and each nominated Urban Center. Lower household

growth is assumed for centers (about 27 percent of total countywide household growth),

and the single/multifamily split is assumed to be 40/60, which is more conservative than

the original assumptions. Actual growth in centers will depend on market demand as well
as public policy efforts.

The City of Auburn's comment on subsidies for the single-family housing market is
acknowledged, as is the comment from WestOne Bank that people will accept long
commutes to live in an affordable single-family home. More research will be needed to
see how removing or reducing subsidies might affect the single-family housing market.



HO-7 The discussion of economic development would be improved by noting
that housing prices affect King County's ability to attract and keep employers. King
County Housing Partnership, Lozier Homes, Winbauer '

Comment acknowledged. This link was recognized by the Affordable Housing Task
Force in its recommendations for policies that relate affordable housing targets for each
jurisdiction in King County to local employment. See also responses EC-8.

HO-8 There needs to be more discussion of housing affordability in relation to
rural policies. Will rural areas become exclusively upper-income? Too tight an
urban/rural boundary will drive up housing prices. King County Housing Partnership,
Weyerhaeuser, Lozier Homes, African American Agenda, Master Builders Association,
Moss

See the responses to questions on land capacity, and to HO-1 above. In both zoned
capacity and existing building lots, the proposed Rural Area has several times the capacity
needed to accommodate its assumed share of countywide household growth. See the
issue paper "King County Rural Areas" prepared by the Planning and Community
Development Division for the Rural Character Task Force in March, 1993. Shortages of
building lots in defined areas, for example Vashon Island, could create localized housing
markets out of reach for the majority of King County households. Rural housing markets
will be affected by how successfully growth is accommodated within the designated Urban
Growth Area as well as by zoned capacity and minimum lot sizes and by other
development standards for rural subdivisions.

HO-9 If either market forces or market impacts of government actions preclude
affordable housing except through subsidies, what will be the cost to taxpayers? Allan,
Fis/ED Task Force, Master Builders Association

The Affordable Housing Task Force report cited above (HO-3) recommends actions to
reduce development costs, so that as much possible, affordable housing can be built by the
private sector without public subsidies. It is acknowledged, however, that housing
affordable to low-income households cannot be provided without subsidies. The Task
Force's report indicates approximately 130,000 King County low- and moderate-income
households are paying more of their income for housing than is "affordable." Over the
next 20 years, about 80,000 of the expected 215,000 new households are expected to have
incomes below 80 percent of median, which is the population segment most in need of
affordable housing.

Local tax revenues and state and federal block grant funds earmarked for affordable
housing in King County now make available about $32 million annually for development
and repair of low-income housing (this does not include federally-assisted public housing
or direct rent subsidies). The City of Seattle housing levy and the King County Housing

. Opportunity Fund, which account for over $14 million of this, will expire in 1995. The
Task Force recommends new funding sources that should be established within three years
to replace these sources, and to expand housing assistance countywide.



HO-10 The SEIS should specifically analyze housing affordability mitigation
measures. Fis/ED Task Force, Master Builders Association, City of Kirkland

The level of detail in the discussion of mitigation is commensurate with the nature of the
proposed action itself, and is consistent with the requirements of WAC-197-11-442. See,
however, the report "Affordable Housing in King County" by the Affordable Housing
Task Force of the King County Growth Management Planning Council, issued in March,
1994. This report provides detailed recommendations for mitigation measures including
financing, inclusionary zoning, development standards and review process improvements,
along with evaluations of case examples (e.g., Bellevue's 1991 inclusionary zoning
ordinance).

HO-11 Will there be affordable housing in Urban Centers or other areas of high
growth under either centers alternative? Housing in the centers is likely to be expensive.
An alternative to analyze would be less restrictive size/density thresholds for centers,
which might make it easier to provide affordable housing within them. Fis/ED Task
Force, Blue, West One Bank, 1000 Friends of Washington, McIntosh, Immunex
(Rankin)

It should be possible to produce affordable housing in Urban Centers. Multifamily
development outside centers might be less expensive due to lower land costs, but should
be competitive with single-family detached units. Studies for dense areas (e.g. the Denny
Regrade in Seattle) indicate that centers should be able to provide a range of housing
prices (Regrade rents range from $700-$2000, condo prices $90,000 and up). Per-square-
foot costs for high-rise construction are higher than for traditional wood-frame single-
family homes, but these can be offset by higher densities and smaller units. Also, the
density policies for centers can be met with low-rise and mid-rise wood-frame
construction.

There is no question that the density policy for centers sets a high threshold for some
suburban jurisdictions, but monitoring and the ability to make mid-course corrections must
be part of the centers development strategy. The household and job growth targets being
recommended for the cities acknowledge that these thresholds may not be met in all center
locations during the 20-year planning period.

HO-12 What about impacts of the alternatives on housing affordability for

existing residents? Increased taxes to fund growth-induced infrastructure needs may

drive existing homeowners out. In the case of centers, high-density redevelopment could

eliminate existing affordable housing, displacing the poor. Market-rate housing in

centers will not be affordable. Non-profit and publicly subsidized housing will be

?eedea’. Harman, City of Des Moines, African American Agenda, Fis/ED Task Force
Stern).

Comments acknowledged. See the response to HO-11 on centers. Also see the housing
assistance strategies in the Affordable Housing Task Force report cited above. See also
response LA-9. Because of the extensive commercial development in Centers, the tax
burden in Centers’ jurisdictions does not fall entirely on the homeowner as it does in
primarily residential, “bedroom” communities.



HO-13 There is a conflict between the statements on pages 138 (“affordable
housing policies could negatively impact stormwalter management") and 178 ("affordable
housing policies could positively impact water quality"). Development that has adverse
impacts on stormwater management will adversely affect water quality. The frue issue is
location of development. If housing, affordable or not, is targeted to infill areas,
stormwater management costs may be lower than if it is targeted to relatively
undeveloped watersheds. Housing built near environmentally sensitive areas may cost
more than housing farther away from such areas due to costs of mitigation. King County
Department of Public Works

Comment acknowledged. The language suggested by DPW would apply to the analysis in
both locations in the DSEIS.

HO-14 What are recent house price trends in the Central Puget Sound and how
will they influence future development in King County? Vance

The average price of home sales between 1987 and 1993 are presented for King, Pierce,
and Snohomish Counties in Table 9 in the Appendix. The increases in average prices were
80%, 77%, and 55%, respectively. The faster rate of increase in King County, combined
with its higher average price levels, make house purchase in Pierce and Snohomish
Counties more attractive, all other things being equal, especially for moderate-income and
first-time buyers who require more affordable prices to qualify for home loans.

Of course, all things are never equal. Many buyers want to live close to their places of
work, and King County is the principal job center in the Central Puget Sound region.
Also, many buyers may prefer the housing types, amenities, and locational attributes of
King County housing above the alternatives offered in other counties.

HO-15 Was the sharp increase in home sale prices experienced in King County
between 1987 and 1990 due primarily to demand-side factors, especially job growth and
immigration, or to supply-side factors, particularly government regulation? King County
Housing Partnership

Economists indicate that both land and home sale prices are affected by many factors
embracing both sides of the market, demand as well as supply. While there is empirical
research on both sides of the issue, the work supporting the role of demand-side factors
has been documented more thoroughly with econometric tools. (See William Goolsby and
others, "Future Housing Prices in King County, 1991-1993," Washington Center for Real
Estate Research, College of Business and Economics, Washington State University, June
1991; and J. Thomas Black, “Explaining Metropolitan Differentials in Residential Land
Prices," Urban Land, October 1990, pp. 18-22.) _

Economist Steven Aos, editor of the Washington Economic Letter (Vol. 2, No. 4,
October 28, 1991) summarized his research on fluctuations in Washington real estate

prices between 1974 and 1991 in the following way:

"The relationship is not perfect, but migration and personal income levels account
for fully 84 percent of the year-to-year variation in real estate prices."



The empirical research on this question is unanimous in concluding that it is much more
difficult to quantify the possible effects of supply-side factors such as government
regulation and supply constraints on land and housing prices (see Black, p. 22).



IV. TRANSPORTATION

TR-1 What will make our transportation systems any different as the area
grows? Allan

The GMA encourages an efficient multi-modal transportation system that is based on
regional priorities linked to land use (local comprehensive plans). All the alternatives
analyzed are expected to increase the average vehicle occupancy in the County.
Concentrated development should help reduce vehicle miles traveled, therefore
increasing overall mobility. Under GMA growth will occur concurrent with adequate
infrastructure to serve it. -

TR-2 The transportation element of the document is too general to allow for
specific comments on possible project impacts. The location and increases of road
vehicle use will vary by alternative but the discussion of impacts is only qualitative.
Transportation corridor models could be accomplished on the urban center alternatives.
Qualitative analysis could be done on the feasibility of existing and proposed
transportation systems to meet those urban center needs. It would be worthwhile to
have comparative analysis of the growth alternatives within small areas. Allan,
Gunby, Laswell, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

The CPP’s role under the GMA is to provide “a countywide framework from which
local comprehensive plans are developed and adopted. Comprehensive Plans, in turn,
are to be the policy basis for development regulations and capital budget decisions.
The GMA doesn’t specify a required level of detail for the CPP’s, but it is clear that
they do not need to be as detailed as comprehensive plans, and that they do not have
the same relationship as comprehensive plans to implementation measures. The
alternatives, information and level of detail of analysis in the DSEIS are appropriate to
the level of detail of the action itself, and are consistent with the requirements for non-
project EIS’s set forth in WAC 197-11-442.

TR-3 . The DSEIS consistently refers to centers as being based on high capacity
transit; yet, there is no meaningful analysis of the impacts of the failure to construct a
regional transit plan on the viability of centers. Lack of rail is not determined to be a
fatal flaw in centers’ development. Fis/Ed, Mclntosh, Vance, Weyerhaeuser, Barden

See response to TR-2 regarding level of detail of the CPP’s and their non-project EIS.
Also, the CPP’s specifically call for Centers to be served by high capacity transit. A
comparison is made with non-centers alternatives and their impact relative to
encouraging or discouraging transit use (see DSEIS Table 8, Mobility Matrix). The
absence of rail transit is discussed on page 90 of the DSEIS as it relates to all
alternatives reasonable at this time given the lack of definition of the transit system and
the policy nature of the proposed alternative.



TR-4 The DSEIS needs to clarify assumptions regarding local support for CPP
policy LA-32, which seems to provide the basis for conclusion in the Transportion
Deman Management (TDM) impact discussion. If urban centers are not designated,
would local jurisdiction aggressively implement parking management strategies,
especially assuming no significant increase in transit. Metro (Bush)

Comment acknowledged. Current TDM programs:and projects are underway in King
County and local jurisdictions. TDM programs would, and are mandated to continue
under state law. The mix of programs that would be pursued would vary by

_jurisdiction. Each jurisdiction would determine its own methods under TDM that
would help reduce average vehicle occupancy. It is beyond the scope of this DSEIS
and the CPP’s to determine which mix of TDM programs would be implemented by
which jurisdictions.

TR-5 On DSEIS page 75, Transportation Demand Management: parking
management, parking pricing, fuel pricing, etc., should be considered subelements of
congestion pricing. Metro (Bush)

Comment acknowledged.

TR-6 On DSEIS page 76, Land Use/Transit Linkage: the heading Transit for
Seattle is somewhat misleading and should be changed. The discussion under this
section generally described Metro’s overall operations (in terms of routes, miles and
passengers). Metro has long been considered to be Seattle-centric, and such a heading
simply reinforces this notion. A replacement heading could be Metro Transit Service.
Metro (Bush)

Comment acknowledged. The DSEIS heading does not relate correctly to the text that
follows. Your proposed heading is more appropriate.

TR-7 On DSEIS page 76, “Transit for Seattle”, second paragraph: clarify that
Community Transit operates express bus service to Bothell and the Bellevue Transit

Center, and local bus service to Bothell and the Aurora Village Transit Center. Metro
(Bush)

Comment acknowledged.

- TR-8 On DSEIS page 76, “Transit for Seattle”, third paragraph: should be
revised to read “Approximately 10 percent of the estimated unlinked trips in Seattle...”.
Metro (Bush)

Comment acknowledged.



TR-9 On DSEIS page 79, “Linking Land Use and Transit”: either this
discussion should be placed under the discussion of the Regional Transit System Plan
(as that is all that is discussed), or it should be broadened to reflect other relevant '
plans and policies, such as Vision 2020 and the GMA. Metro (Bush)

Comment acknowledged. This information should be discussed under the RTP heading
as well as the Land Use/Transit Linkage heading since it is relevant for both.

TR-10 On DSEIS page 79, other capital facilities should be a part of the
Linking Land Use and Transit discussion. Park-and-ride lots, bypass ramps, flyer stops
and transit centers are a part of Metro’s passenger facilities and transit link. These
facilities are not for busses only or HOV only. These facilities encourage transit usage,
reduce single occupant vehicle (SOV) usage, contribute to transportation demand
management, encourage carpool/vanpool usage, help to reduce parking/traffic in
neighborhoods, and may provide access to HOV lanes. Metro (Bush)

Comment acknowledged.

TR-11 On DSEIS page 80, “Transit Flyer Stops”: transit flyer stops should also
be a part of the Land Use/Transit Linkage discussion. Flyer stops are part of Metro’s
passenger facilities and transit link. -Many of the same comments for capital facilities
apply to flyer stops. Flyer stops speed transit travel and intercept some of the SOV
traffic at various points within major travel corridors. Metro (Bush)

Comment acknowledged.

TR-12 On DSEIS page 80, “Park-and-Ride Lots”: the short discussion on
available park-and-ride stalls appears to be misplaced. The discussion would fit more
appropriately within the Land Use/Transit Linkage section. Discussion of park-and-
ride lots as an integral part of the Metropolitan King County transit system appears to
be lacking. For example, the overall utilization rate of these lots, especially in
established high density transportation corridors, should be emphasized. Considering
the time required to bring new or expanded facilities on line, current demand in these
areas is critical. Metro (Bush)

Comment acknowledged.

TR-13 On DSEIS page 81, “Bicycle”: improvements needed to promote bicycle
. usage under all alternatives should include more frequent sweeping of outside travel
lanes and shoulders, which would have corresponding impact on.

operational/maintenance costs. Metro (Bush)

Comment acknowledged.



TR-14 The first column of the Mobility Matrix, DSEIS Table 8, should read
HOV’s and TDM rather than Transit and TDM. The boxes in the first row across

- should then refer to Congestion Pricing strategies, i.e. parking management, increased
transit and ridesharing. Metro (Bush)

Comment acknowledged.

TR-15 On DSEIS page 86, Transportation Demand Management. the discussion
of TDM seems limited to implementation of parking policies and the associated
anticipated effect on average vehicle occupancy. TDM can include numerous types of
programs, which can have different favorable results that reducing average vehicle
occupancy. Measures such as encouraging mixed-land uses, tele-commuting and
providing non-motorized paths can reduce the number of vehicular trips; flex-time
options can shift trips out of the peak hour, reducing peak congestion. It seems that
this discussion could be expanded to more fully represent the potential impact of a

* range of TDM measures to work effectively under the various alternatives. Metro
(Bush) '

Comment acknowledged.

TR-16 On DSEIS page 87, “Location of Uses”: Transit supportive land use
patterns should also include linkages to services (i.e. medical, social, business, etc.),
recreation and institutions. Metro (Bush)

Comment acknowledged.

TR-17 On DSEIS page 89, Eight Center vs. 14 Center impact discussion: the
impact discussion states that the 14 Centers Alternative is expected to result in a
greater increase in transit usage than the Eight Centers Alternative. The reason stated
for this conclusion is that the 14 Centers pattern of development would be more easily
served by transit. Can this statement be made so unequivocally? It seems arguments
could be made to come to the opposite conclusion. Assuming a set amount of transit
dollars, more centers could mean a more fractured demand for transit services,
resulting in less attractive service levels and consequently, lower ridership to some of
the centers. Conversely, fewer centers could mean more growth concentrated in fewer,
easier to serve centers, resulting in increased transit shares to those centers. Further
clarification or discussion would be useful. This comment also refers to the Main
Findings section on DSEIS page 73 and Table 8 on page 84. Metro (Bush)

For this DSEIS it is assumed adequate revenue (transit dollars) would be available to
serve both the eight vs 14 Centers Alternatives. All things being equal it would be
expected that a greater increase in transit usage would occur under the 14 centers
alternative. Fiscal discussion was determined to be outside the scope of the SEIS. See
also the response to LA-11(b).



TR-18 On DSEIS page 97, Mitigation Measures: there is no discussion of -
development, expansion or enhancement of park-and-ride facilities in high use/high
density corridors as a mitigating measure for the various alternatives. Such an
omission ignores the importance of such facilities to the overall performance and
success of the Metro transit network. Metro (Bush)

Comment acknowledged. Also see response to TR-2 for level of detail.

TR-19 The allocation of a significant amount of housing will result in an
increased level of unbalance between jobs and housing. Census tracts with unbalanced
jobs housing ratio (little employment to support increased densities) will have the effect
of causing a great deal of vehicle miles traveled on state highways. WSDOT (Frank)

Comment acknowledged. Please refer to DSEIS Table 8. Overall mobility is
significantly better with concentrated development. Vehicle miles traveled is reduced
under alternatives which concentrate King County’s allocation of projected growth.

TR-20 Discussion of the No-Rail Option/Variation in the DSEIS on pages 40
and 90 raise the idea of bus transit with the attribution of rail, leaving some confusion
as to whether the No-Rail Option could include exclusive busways. The document
should clarify whether the No-Rail Option is a transit way/busway option or only a
TSM option, as described on page 11. RTA (Kirchner)

Comment acknowledged. The No-rail option does not assume a transit-way bus system
with the same attributes as rail.

TR-21 The description of the No-Rail Option does not address the capacity
constraints for buses in Seattle. The discussion of bus transit in the DSEIS should
reflect these limitations and the effects they would have or the ability of an all-bus
system to adequately serve the centers development pattern. RTA (Kirchner)

Comment acknowledged.

TR-22 The Regional Transit System Plan is a three-county plan; it does not
include Kitsap County. RTA (Kirchner)

Comment acknowledged.

TR-23 On DSEIS page 76, the “Regional Transit System Plan” heading should
be moved over to the first column, preceding the paragraph that begins “The Regional
Transit System Plan released in October 1992..." The date October 1992 apparently
refers to the draft plan; the final plan was released in June 1993. The entire discussion



of the RTP should then be moved to the end of the Land Use/Transit Linkage section, as
it currently falls in the midst of a discussion of existing transit service. RTA (Kirchner)

Comment acknowledged.

TR-24 On DSEIS page 76, second column, subheading Regional Rail: this
description should mention the east and south corridors (Bellevue, Tukwila, Renton,

etc.). As written, it gives the impression regional rail would be limited to the City of
Seattle. RTA (Kirchner)

Comment acknowledged.

TR-25 On DSEIS page 76, second column, subheading Bus: the subheading
should be changed to “Regional Bus.” RTA (Kirchner)

Comment acknowledged.

TR-26 On DSEIS page 76, second column, subheading Local Bus: the
description should delete the word “Seattle.” These services would be available in other
parts of the urban area, not just Seattle. RTA (Kirchner)

Comment acknowledged.

TR-27 On DSEIS page 76, second column, subheading Arterial Improvements:
roadway improvements, as well as traffic controls, would be used to give HOVs
priority. RTA (Kirchner)

Comment abknowledged..

TR-28 . On DSEIS page 81, second column, the discussion of telecommuting
leaves the reader with the impression that 39 percent of workers could easily become
dial telecommuters. The discussion should note that telecommuters generally work at
home one or two days a week and commute to their workplace on other days. The
discussion also does not report another conclusion to be found in Schneider’s study,
which is that telecommuting could account for 5 to 9 percent of vehicle miles traveled
by 2020, and that vehicle miles traveled will increase significantly even if
telecommuting reaches this potential level. The discussion of potential telecommuting
could also be enhanced by citing evidence from studies on actual telecommuting in this
_ region. For example, the Washington State Energy Office conducted a telecommuting
demonstration project in the Puget Sound Region starting in 1990. In the
demonstration project, telecommuters reduced their total commute trips by an average
of 34 trips per year, or an average of less than on trip per week. One-third of the
telecommuters dropped out of the demonstration before it had ended. About half of the
telecommuters had to cut back on their telecommuting frequency or had to stop



telecommuting for more than a week during the demonstration. While this does not
mean that telecommuting cannot become an important element in the mix of options
available to reduce commute trips, it indicates a need for caution in predicting the
future potential for telecommuting. RTA (Kirchner), Mclntosh

Comment acknowledged.

TR-29 On DSEIS page 83, Table 7; page 88, Table 9, it would be useful to
represent a Concentration, No HCT option in this comparison, which would represent
the thrust of the no Rail Variation analyzed throughout the EIS. RTA (Kirchner)

See comment TR-3. For this analysis it was assumed the centers would, based on the
CPPs, be served by high capacity transit. An alternative that showed no HCT probably
would have fallen within the range of alternatives analyzed for forecast vehicle miles

travelled.

TR-30 On DSEIS pages 90-91 the discussion of potential ridership should
indicate that the RTP model used to generate these figures did not assume any ridership
benefits from commute trip reduction programs. If ridership benefits from
concentration in centers and from commute trip reduction programs are factored in, the
rail alternative’s ridership would increase by 18 percent, while TSM ridership would
increase by 11 percent. Rail/TSM Alternative ridership would then be about 25 percent
higher than TSM Alternative ridership, and more than double 1990 ridership. It should
also be noted that the concentration assumed in the RTP model was not as great as that
assumed in the 8 or 14 Centers Alternatives. Presumably the difference between
Rail/TSM and TSM ridership would be even greater under these land use assumptions.
RTA (Kirchner)

Comment acknowledged.



V. INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES

4,0 Human Services
5.0 Police/Fire/Emergency
6.0 Schools
7.0 Parks and Open Space
8.0 Water Supply
9.0 Stormwater

10.0 Sewer/Septic

11.0 Solid Waste

12.0 Utilities

IS-1 What baseline urban and rural levels of service standards are used to
determine if CPP’s meet those standards. Doesn’t GMA require standards for
provision of urban services. The DSEIS needs to be more precise in its analysis of
needed infrastructure and its concurrency requirements to accommodate growth.

Allan, Fis/ED Task Force (Barden), Lowe Enterprises Northwest, City of Snoqualmie,
Hedges & Roth (Roth), West One Bank, City of Bellevue, Federal Way Water &
Sewer

With regards to level of detail please refer to responses IN-2 and TR-3. Baseline levels
of service standards are not used to measure CPP’s against. Different agencies within
different jurisdictions deliver, plan and fund services based on specific needs. It is
beyond the scope of this non-project EIS to determine baseline levels of service for
each jurisdiction and the range of services provided. The CPP’s are measured against
their overall impact of providing services under each alternative.

IS-2 The storm water management section does not indicate that the chemical
nature of urban storm water impacts can not be mitigated by existing methods. Allan

Comment acknowledged.

IS-3 The sewer/septic section does not consider the increased impacts
resulting from the transition from densities on septic systems to densities on sewers
(i.e., increased chemical component of storm water). Allan

Comment acknowledged.

1S4 The DSEIS wrongly assumes it is more costly to serve rural areas versus
urban areas or areas programmed for increased density in the UGA. What are the
costs of providing increased service in urban areas as a result of increased densities?
City of Snoqualmie, Puget Power, Fis/ED Task Force(Seaman), West One Bank King



County Urban Groundwater Purveyors, McIntosh, Weyerhaeuser, King County
Housing Partnership, Greater Maple Valley Area Council

This area is very complex as recognized on DSEIS page 24. A general conclusion is
not possible. Some urban services are not provided at all in areas that don’t have
sufficient density to support them. It is recognized, however, that major utilities that
must serve customers regardless of the area density, may have project development

" costs which are less in rural areas. Local governments, such as King County, find it

more costly to provide services in rural areas than urban areas due to many factors
mostly related to efficiency of providing and monitoring programs in more
concentrated areas.

In accordance with Ordinance 10450, the Fis/Ed Task Force is conducting analysis of
the CPP’s fiscal impacts. This use of other analysis to supplement that contained in the
DSEIS is consistent with options provided for in WAC 197-11-448 as well as

" Ordinance 10450.

IS-5 It is asserted that the centers alternative would have the fewest impacts
to human service delivery in rural areas. Concentrating growth in centers would
reduce need for capital improvements in rural areas. City of Snoqualmie, Fis/ED Task
Force (Barden), Greater Maple Valley Area Council, Hedges & Roth (Nilon), City of
Renton »

Comment acknowledged. See IS-4. Concentrating growth would reduce development
in rural areas. Less dense rural areas would not need increased service since overall
population would not increase significantly under the centers alternatives. This does
not mean that the level of service delivery per person would decrease. What it means
is if rural areas didn’t grow in population they wouldn’t need the increase in services
that would follow an increase in population.

IS-6 Increased density in the UGA would result in the need for a major new
service of water to be found to support increased population. New water sources will
be needed to support economic development strategies and population increases no
matter how successful we are in conserving. An uncommitted water supply renders
each alternative unachievable. City of Snoqualmie, Fis/ED Task Force (Barden), King
County Urban Groundwater Purveyors, Vance

| Comment acknowledged. The DSEIS should be interpreted to read major

improvements to water storage, transmission and distribution would be needed to serve
urban areas not rural. New water sources would need to be developed at some future
point when conservation alone is not sufficient to accommodate growth. Under all
alternatives a major new source of water would be necessary.



IS-7 On DSEIS page 150, 3rd paragraph, the section reads: WNG'’s gas
supply is brought to this area on two parallel supply lines operated by the Northwest
Pipeline Corporation. We suggest deleting the words two parallel because the phrasing
sounds as though the lines are far apart. Washington Natural Gas

Comment acknowledged.

IS-8 1985 Seattle Water Plan was used for DSEIS analysis when the 1993
plan or 1993 draft should have been used. Fis/ED Task Force (Barden), McIntosh,
Hedges & Roth (Nilon), Seattle Water Department, Vance, East King County Water
Association (Kean) '

Comment acknowledged. At the time the DSEIS was being prepared the Final 1993
Seattle Water Plan was not available. The conclusions using the 1993 plan vs the 1985

plan, however, would not significantly alter the impact analysis for-the level of detail in
this DSEIS.

IS-9 What is the relationship between crime and higher densities. How do
problems of crime in dense urban environments affect ability to create quality urban
neighborhoods. What is the cost of providing greater police presence to mitigate
increased crime? Fis/ED Task Force (Barden), Mclntosh, Seattle-King County
Association of Realtors, Lowe Enterprises Northwest, Greater Maple Valley Area
Council

For response to the cost issue see [S-4. With respect to the relationship between crime
and density there seems to be a variety of points of view even within the letter ‘
responses to the DSEIS. The issue for consideration may be one of providing quality
urban neighborhoods as a way to help limit/reduce crime. The data on this issue is not
conclusive. See also response LA-11(a).

IS-10 King County has long had a policy which discourages the extension of
major utility infrastructure into rural areas unless a water quality or supply problem is
identified. This is buttressed by code language which puts teeth in the policy. To my
knowledge, there are few, if any, problems implementing the policy. I am puzzled by
several references to the possible need for major improvements to the rural utility
system infrastructure. King County policy translates to individual homes on a well or
lots created by shortplat or small subdivisions being served by a well(s). If major
infrastructure improvements are needed in rural towns or cities, the SEIS should be
more precise. East King County Regional Water Association

Comment acknowledged. See response IS-6.

IS-11 Class A water systems contain 15 or more connections; Class B systems
contain 2 to 14 connections. East King County Regional Water Association (Kean)



Comment acknowledged.

IS-12 In addition to conservation, individual utility exploration, and the
potential of the North Fork of the T olt River, the Seattle Water Department and the East
King County Regional Water Association are exploring the possibility of locating a
major regional groundwater source in the Upper Snoqualmie Valley. Application has
already been made to the Department of Ecology to drill an exploratory well.

The proposed intertie between Tacoma Water and the Seattle Water system from
Pipeline 5 should be discussed as another source of water. The quantity, however will
not be known until Tacoma completes its negotiations with the Muckleshoot Tribe.
And, if construction is not begun on Pipeline 5 by 1996, it will put additional stress on
the Seattle Water Department system as many of the South King County purveyors rely
solely on groundwater. Cities such as Federal Way do not have a surplus water supply
unless Pipeline 5 is built. East King County Regional Water Association (Kean)

Comment acknowledged.

IS-13 The concentration of growth will not necessarily have much impact on
the need for new water sources. It will, however have an effect on infrastructure needs.
Infrastructure needs and source needs should be discussed separately. East King
County Regional Water Association, Federal Way Water & Sewer, Kinder

Comment acknowledged. The additional population growth and employment King
County is allocated likely will require a major new source at some point in the future,
whether that growth is concentrated or dispersed.

1S-14 The SEIS should emphasize that a change to policy RU-16 is needed if
we are to build new supplies. Public facilities for new water sources will have to be
constructed where the water source is located. The Cedar River system, constructed at
the turn of the century, was built in the hinterlands because that was the location of the
source. I do not know of any major regional sources which could be developed in the
urban areas. East King County Regional Water Association (Kean)

Siting in urban designated areas or cities is clearly preferred under the proposed policy.
RU-16 discourages but does not prohibit under all circumstances development of
regional water facilities, such as a well field or supply line, in rural areas.

- 1S-15 The reuse of treated wastewater should be included as a potential new

source of supply. Although I do not believe it is a viable source because King County
does not have many large, single users for the treated wastewater, it is part of the
water supply scheme. Unlike Pierce County which has the Simpson Kraft Mill using at
least 8 MGD, King County has small users by comparison. The construction of a



distribution system would be very costly because of the lack of concentration of large
water users. Use of the system would be for only 2 to 3 months out of the year. It is
also unknown if treated wastewater substituted for potable water to flush the Hiram
Chittendam Locks can increase our water supply. The Department of Ecology may
decide the saved water is needed to enhance the instream flow in the Cedar River.
East King County Regional Water Association (Kean), Seattle Water Department

Comment acknowledged.

IS-16 There was no discussion of groundwater as an important source of water
for King County. Groundwater supplies 22 percent of the urban population. This '
source needs to be protected from contamination and the reduction of the urban aquifer
recharge areas by inappropriate placement of high density development. The DSEIS
should discuss the relative merits of methods to mitigate impacts upon recharge.

East King County Regional Water Association (Kean), King County Urban
Groundwater Purveyors, Federal Way Water & Sewer

Comment acknowledged. Groundwater plays a significant role in the overall water
supply formula for both rural and urban. Concentrated development may impede
acquifier recharge. Local jurisidiction comprehensive plans EIS’s will provide some
analysis of this issue. However, the countywide groundwater program currently
underway will require local jurisdictions to take into account groundwater management
plans once certified by the State Department of Ecology (DOE).

1S-17 The DSEIS states that Centers Alternatives will have less impact on
amount of storm water runoff since most of development will occur within UGA.
Wouldn’t stormwater production on land in UGA be the same as for land in rural if
both are developed? Fis/ED Task Force (Toner)

While the amount of stormwater would be the same, the infrastructures control costs
are very different in urban and rural areas. Stormwater runoff in urban areas is
controlled differently than in rural areas. Code requirements in urban areas require
extensive control and conveyance systems that are not required in dispersed
development in rural areas.

IS-18 The DSEIS does not mention that Seattle manages its’ own solid waste
collection and disposal system. Also, both Seattle and King County are served by
regional landfills located in Roosevelt, Washington and Arlington, Oregon. Fis/ED
Task Force (Toner)

Comment acknowledged.

IS-19 On DSEIS page 13, add “East Sammamish Basin Plan (Ordinance 11111
not yet codified)” to the affected environment section. Harman



Comment acknowledged.

1S-20 On DSEIS page 138, add “Significant investment in capital projects will
be necessary in the future to expand storm water facilities and conveyance systems " as
an unavoidable impact. Harman

Comment acknowledged.

I1S-21 On DSEIS page 153, “the hazards of EMF radiation should be added as
a significant impact of upgrades to the regional transmission grid”. Harman

Comment acknowledged.
1S-22 In the second page of Appendix 1 - Sewer/Septic, Soos Creek Water and
Sewer District is listed, but there is no data showing the adoption of our comprehensive

plan in Table I-1.

The following information is provided to update the Draft SEIS:

Date of Plan: 1987
Adoption Date: 11/8/88
Ordinance #. 8722
Amendments: 7/2/90
Ordinance #: 9514

Soos Creek Water and Sewer District
Comment acknowledged.

1S-23 On DSEIS page 175 a number of water quality programs are mentioned.
The Ground Water Management Program of Seattle-King County Department of Public
Health in cooperation with the Department of Ecology, cities, and water purveyors
should be noted. This is a very important local program to protect groundwater.

Local governments must adopt or amend regulations, ordinances, and/or programs in
order to implement Ground Water Management Plans following certification by Ecology
in accordance with WAC 173-100-120. King County Urban Water Purveyors

Comment acknowledged.

1S-24 It states on DSEIS page 179 that the Ground Water Management Act is

administered by the Washington Department of Health. We are not aware of an Act of
this title. “Ground Water Management Areas and Programs” (WAC 173-100) is
administered by the Department of Ecology. It is based upon RCW 90.44.400
“Regulation of Public Groundwater”. King County Urban Water Purveyors



Comment acknowledged.

IS-25 The Water Quality Ordinance noted on DSEIS page 132 has now been
codified. The correct citation is King County Code (KCC) Chapter 8.12. Several other
plans have also been codified: the Flood Hazard Reduction Plan (KCC Chapter
20.12), East Lake Sammamish Basin and Nonpoint Action Plan (KCC Chapter 20.14),
and Hylebos Creek and Lower Puget Sound Basin Plan (KCC Chapter 20.14). Laswell

Comment acknowledged.

IS-26 Several of the ongoing SWM Division activities mentioned on DSEIS
page 175 in relation to ground water quality improvement are also applicable to
surface water quality improvement and can be classified as being part of the SWM
Division’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
application and compliance activities. The activities mentioned that would be included
under the umbrella program of NPDES permit application and compliance are the illicit
connection program, Water Quality Ordinance, Stormwater Best Management Practices
(BMP) Manual, and the Hazardous Waste Management Program. Laswell

Comment acknowledged.

1S-27 There are several factual errors and out-of-date information in Chapter
11. The document states that the Hobart Landfill is to be closed and replaced with a
transfer station; and the Cedar Falls Landfill is to be closed and replaced with drop-
box facility. As stated in the Final 1992 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management
Plan, the Hobart Landfill will be closed but will not be replaced by a new facility.
Service will be provided by existing facilities. The Cedar Falls Landfill has been closed
since 1989. Its replacement drop-box facility has also been in operation since its
closure. The document also makes reference to the new Enumclaw Transfer Station as
a planned improvement. However, the station has been open and operational since
April 1993, Laswell

Comment acknowledged.

IS-28 The discussion of solid waste collection services assumes that additional
growth or changes in development patterns will require some corresponding growth or
realignment to the solid waste collection, transfer and disposal systems. While this
approach is accurate for utility services, such as water and sewer, it is not accurate for
solid waste management. The basic reasons for this are: 1) the Transfer and Disposal
System are already designed to meet future needs; and, 2) the design and location of
these facilities are relatively insensitive to development patterns or changes in density.
Laswell



Comment acknowledged.

1S-29 No provisions for additional landfill space in the County should be
included in the description of impacts. As discussed in the 1992 Plan, it is commonly
understood that the Cedar Hills Landfill is the last landfill that will be able to be sited
in the County. The role of the collection system in solid waste management is also not,
clearly discussed. Laswell

Comment acknowledged..

1S-30 DSEIS Appendix H refers to the service fee assessed by King County only
and does not necessarily reflect surface water management charges assessed by other
jurisdictions. The title of the table should be modified to reflect this. Laswell

Comment acknowledged.

1S-31 It is not clear how the affordable housing goal and transportation policy
in the Magnet Alternative relates to impact on human services. City of Seattle

The Magnet alternative proposes a growth pattern which is more dispersed than either
of the Center Alternatives. The impacts on providing human services would likely be
greater under the Magnet Alternative. Also see IS-4.

1S-32 Regarding the mitigation measures for both water and sewer there has
been no mention of environmental consequences of retrofitting, which may be required.
In addition, there is no mention in either section regarding the transferring of
conveyance systems between jurisdictions nor the need to purchase capacity which has
been built into existing systems (and may have existing bonds). Hedges & Roth (Nilon)

Comment acknowledged. Also see IS-4 and TR-3.

1S-33 Within the Water Quality section inadequate attention was given to the
fact that the Department of Ecology has five study areas within the County. Quite a bit
of information regarding the location of aquifers as well as guidelines is being
developed. The document gives the false impression that our drinking water is very
shallow, 25 - 50 feet. In fact, most municipal wells are in excess of 200 feet in depth
with only a few as shallow as 65 or 85 feet. Additional information in both the Water
Quality and Water chapters should emphasize that almost 25% of the URBAN area of
the County receives its drinking water from groundwater sources. The percentage for
the rural area is much greater. Hedges & Roth ( Nilon)

Comment acknowledged.



1S-34 On DSEIS page 130, under Mitigation Measures, coordinated planning
efforts are listed and it is noted that King County would continue to require that local
purveyor plans be consistent with other applicable plans, policies and land use
controls. The GMA requires that the land use element be reassessed if probable
funding falls short of meeting existing needs for public facilities. Hedges & Roth
(Roth), Federal Way Water & Sewer :

Comment acknowledged. You are correct. The GMA would require King County to
reassess their land use element in the event it was not served adequately by public
facilities. King County will still require local service plans to be developed in
compliance with local land use plans and provide capital projects to support the
proposed densities.

IS-35 Within the Stormwater Management section, under the main findings
(DSEIS page 132) the last paragraph lists mitigation measures including impermeable
infiltration galleries. This appears to be an impossibility, in that impermeability would
tend to make infiltration impossible. Hedges & Roth (Roth), Federal Way Water &
Sewer

In some areas of the County water infiltrates too fast. In order to get a water quality
benefit some swales are lined so that they allow water to infiltrate at a much slower rate
in order to retain runoff for longer periods.

IS-36 We request the DSEIS address the likely impact of Groundwater
Management Plans (required pursuant to RCW 90.44) on the CPPs. Draft plans cast
doubt about protecting groundwater quality and quantity under densities envisioned
under current UGA boundaries. Hedges & Roth (Roth)

See response to IS-4, TR-3 and IS-16 concerning level of detail and information
analyzed in the DSEIS. Local Comprehensive Plan EIS analysis will assess impacts of
development on groundwater resources in greater detail than this document. However,
as stated in IS-16 groundwater management plans certified by DOE will mandate
adjustments to local land use plans.

1S-37 Under “Forecasting”, on DSEIS page 126, I would suggest adding the
following words (noted in bold) “How growth occurs, even if total growth remains the
same within the SWD service area...” Seattle Water Department

Comment acknowledged.

IS-38 In the same paragraph (Forecasting), an inaccurate referencelis made to
the potential difference in water use depending on multifamily/single family mix. For
an accurate reference, please refer to page 4-35 of the 1993 Seattle Water Supply Plan.



The difference between a 33%/67% MF/SF mix and an 55%/45% MF/SF mix is 18
MGD. A more accurate use of this sensitivity analysis would be to refer to the specific
percentage mix of MF/SF as noted above. Seattle Water Department

Comment acknowledged.

IS-39 Under Significant Impacts in the DSEIS water supply chapter I would
suggest the following change: “Seattle’s recently adopted 1993 Water Supply Plan... ”
Seattle Water Department

Comment acknowledged. See response IS-8.

1S40 The second paragraph on page 120 is incorrect. King County does not
have plentiful fish and wildlife compared to 1 0 or 100 years ago. If this were the case,
then there would not be: 1 salmon stock (White River spring Chinook) in critical
condition, 7 salmon stocks in a depressed condition, various wildlife species on the
state’s Threatened Endangered list that inhabit portions of King County. Muckleshoot
Indian Tribe

Comment acknowledged.

- IS-41 The impacts of the alternatives should be considered in terms of the

demand increases that cause reductions in baseflows which adversely affect beneficial
uses as defined under the Clean Water Act. Because this chapter is missing in this
analysis, it does not address the impacts to the affected environment, or the river and
groundwater systems that contribute to public water supplies. Muckleshoot Indian
Tribe

The level of detail and analysis within the DSEIS would not provide accurate impact
analysis for this issue. This analysis is beyond the scope of this non-project DSEIS.
See IS-4, TR-3.

1S-42 On DSEIS page 116, the SEIS states that Policy CO-14 of the
Countywide Planning Policies (CPP) would mitigate the impacts of growth on schools
by allowing existing schools to expand, thereby decreasing the need for new schools.
In fact, Policy CO-14 was drafted with the explicit intent of authorizing new schools to
be built in the rural area. We agree that Policy CO-14 would mitigate the impacts of
growth on schools, but for a different reason: The Policy, together with King County
Ordinance No. 10525, would permit schools to be built on sites already owned by
districts and on other suitable sites in the rural area. King County School Coalition

Comment acknowledged. We concur with your assessment of the intent of Policy CO-
14. It would serve to mitigate the impact of growth on schools for the reasons you

stated.



1S-43 The SEIS states that the process established in Policy S-1 for the siting of
public capital facilities could have a significant impact on schools. However, this
Policy expressly addresses the siting of higher educational facilities such as universities
and their branch campuses, as well as other facilities of a statewide or regional nature,
including airports and landfills. (See text on page 44 of the CPP) The siting of
primary and secondary schools are not within the scope of this Policy, and the
paragraph discussing the impacts of Policy S-1 on schools should be deleted. King
County School Coalition

Comment acknowledged.

1S-44 The information in DSEIS Table F-1 of the Appendix should be updated
to reflect recent Council action. The King County adopted Ordinance No. 10982,
authorizing impacts fees for the Kent School District No. 415, on August 27, 1993, and
it became effective on September 6, 1993. The Council adopted the impact fee
implementing ordinance for the Lake Washington School District No. 414, Ordinance
10790, on April 21, 1993, and it became effective on May 1, 1993. Finally, the
Council adopted Ordinance No. 11148, authorizing fees for the Northshore School
District No. 417, on December 9, 1993, and it became effective on December 19,

1993. King County School Coalition

Comment acknowledged.

1S-45 The DSEIS should clarify completion of Parks Recreation and Open
Space Plan. DSEIS page 119, paragraph #1, states Plan complete. Paragraphs 2 and
4 state Plan not complete. City of Renton

The Parks Recreation and Open Space Plan is still in draft form.



VL. NATURAL SYSTEMS

13.0 Sensitive Areas/Resource Lands
14.0  Air Quality

15.0 Water Quality q

16.0 Plants, Fish, Animals

17.0 Noise

NS-1 If a quantitative analysis of potential impacts of future growth under
each alternative is not completed at this time, when will it be completed? Muckleshoot

Indian Tribe

The DSEIS is only part of a phased approach to the environmental review of the
response of King County and its cities to the Growth Management Act (GMA). It is
consistent with the characteristics of the proposed action and the requirements for
nonproject EISs set forth in WAC 197-11-442.

A detailed quantitative environmental analysis must await the environmental review of
the individual comprehensive plans (due July 1994). We can expect more thorough
analysis of site-specific data from state, fedéral and local sources will be included in
these individual comprehensive plans.

NS-2 Shouldn't there be acknowledgment of the mutual dependence between
the area's economic development and its environmental quality? Would regulatory
reform and incentives support better standards of environmental and community
protection? Conversation about the Future

The relationship between economic development and environmental quality is
acknowledged throughout the DSEIS and the many documents associated with it. The
planning goals of the GMA used to guide the development of the comprehensive plans
refer to the need to "encourage economic development throughout the state that is
consistent with adopted comprehensive plans ... within the capacities of the state's
natural resources, public services and public facilities”, "maintain and encourage
natural resource-based industries, including productive timber, agricultural and
fisheries industries" and "protect the environment and enhance the state's high quality
of life, including air and water quality”. Several framework policies in the CPPs
(i.e., FW-3, 27, 28, 29) explicitly recognize this balance.

CPP Policy ED-1 calling for the GMPC to develop Economic Development policies
requests that those new policies "protect the natural environment as a key economic
value in this region". And this point is reiterated in the new Policy ED-4 proposed by
the Fis/ED Task Force.

" The issue of regulatory reform is discussed in the new Policy ED-4 and, more

significantly, in new ED-14 through ED-17, as proposed by the Fis/ED Task Force.



While the use of incentives is implicit in new Policy ED-3 and others, it is clearly the
basis for the Magnet Alternative.

The Economic Development chapter of the DSEIS concludes that, while the CPP
policies and most of the alternatives are truly growth management policies, the Magnet
Alternative and the policies developed by the Fis/ED Task Force are more growth
enhancing. They could lead to more jobs, economic growth and development than are
assumed in the rest of the DSEIS. The consequences of this enhanced economic
activity in terms of the number of new workplaces, additional work trips.and
infrastructure needs and its effect on environmental protection and community stability
are not discussed in the DSEIS.

NS-3 Shouldn't the federally recognized Tribes be consulted during the
implementation of the CPPs in order to promote the coordination of land use planning
and the management of fish and wildlife resources? Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

The role of the federally récognized Tribes in regional land use and environmental
planning was recognized in the development and implementation of the CPPs.

The critical areas and resource lands policies found in the CPPs are based on policies
developed by a Critical Areas & Resource Lands Technical Forum during the year
preceding the adoption of the Phase 1 CPPs. This group included environmental and
planning staff from most King County jurisdictions, several state and federal agencies,
the federally recognized Tribes and the private sector.

CPP CA-10 calls for jurisdictions to coordinate land use planning and management of
fish and wildlife resources with affected state agencies and the federally recognized
Tribes. For unincorporated King County there was a thorough public process for the
development of the comprehensive plan policies for the natural environment and natural
resource lands chapters. Various interested groups, including representatives from the
federally recognized Tribes, participated in pre-scoping meetings and the review of two
drafts of these chapters. The draft public review version of this entire document is
currently available for comment and refinement. :

Although the report on environmental protection activities (in particular, the
consistency and compatibility of regulations and designations, cumulative impacts and
education programs) required by CPP CA-15 had a target completion date of December
1993, this work was not part of the workplan for Phase 2 of the Countywide Planning
Policies. It is expected to be part of the 1995 CPP workplan. This report is to be
conducted by a broad-based technical committee, including representatives of the
county, the cities, the federally recognized Tribes, business community, environmental
community, public utilities, special districts, and interested citizens.

In the course of preparing the DSEIS, the King County Planning and Community
Development Division held a series of four public meetings between January 27 and
February 4, 1993 to receive public input on the scope of the SEIS for the CPP. These
meetings were widely advertised and subsequently attended by over 170 individuals.
They provided ample opportunity for comment.



NS-4 Shouldn't salmonid habitat be considered on the basis of individual
watersheds and the entire Puget Sound basin rather than by political boundaries?
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe :

Consistency of critical areas legislation among jurisdictions was a major goal of
Critical Area and Resource Lands Technical Forum and its proposals for the Phase 1
CPP. This is why the Phase 1 CPPs contain policies, such as, FW-3, FW-4, CA-1,
CA-2, CA-3, CA-6, CA-8, CA-9, CA-10, CA-11, CA-14 and CA-15.

The joint review of comprehensive plans and the technical committee created by CPP
CA-15 are to look at how successfully the jurisdictional environmental policies
transcend political boundaries and respect natural watersheds and basins.

Of particular importance is CCP CA-14. It requires jurisdictions to implement the
Puget Sound Water Quality Management Plan. This plan is in part a product of the
Puget Sound Estuary Program, which is co-managed by the U. S. Environmental
Protection Agency, the Puget Sound Water Quality Authority in cooperation with
federally recognized Indian tribes of Western Washington, and the Washington
Department of Ecology.

NS-5 ~ Shouldn't watersheds be used as natural urban/rural separators? Beaver
Lake Community Club

Several CPPs (LU-7, LU-14(e,f,g), LU-15, LU-26(d), FW-22, CC-6(a)) refer to the
use of watersheds and other topological features as natural separators between urban
and rural areas. Of direct relevance to Beaver Lake is CPP CC-8. It states that "[tjhe
water bodies and rivers of Puget Sound region form ... important element[s] of the
open space systems”. While these principles are clearly included in the CPPs the
actual location of the urban growth area (which forms the urban/rural line) is the
responsibility of the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) and not an issue
for the DSEIS.

In the recent public review draft King County Comprehensive Plan, Beaver Lake is
fully contained in an area designated as Urban Growth Area Reserve.

NS-6 How are the cumulative impacts of these policies on sensitive areas,
water quality, fish habitat, and managed, threatened and endangered species to be
addressed? Allan, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

The DSEIS's response to these issues is consistent with the characteristics of the
proposed action and the requirements for nonproject EISs set forth in WAC 197-11-
442,

The CPPs (Policy CA-15) recognized that cumulative impacts are an important regional
concern by calling for a separate document that would consider them along with the

. consistency and compatibility of environmental regulations and standards and education

programs in the various jurisdictions. This policy has however not yet been



implemented. Hopefully these issues will be considered in the joint review of the
comprehensive plans of the jurisdictions.

NS-7 How does King County's Sensitive Areas Ordinance satisfy the
requirements of the Growth Management Act? King County Dept. of Public Works
(Laswell), Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

The GMA (RCW 36.70A) required each county and each city within the county to:

1) Classify and designate natural resource lands (including agricultural and forest lands
and mineral sites) and critical areas (including wetlands, areas with a critical recharging
effect on aquifers used for potable water, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas,
frequency flooded areas and geologically hazardous areas) (RCW 36.70A.030,
050,170); and

2) Adopt interim development regulations (RCW 36.70A.060)

by September 1, 1991 (later extended to March 1,1992) before the goals, objectives
and policies of the comprehensive plans were finalized. These actions were intended to
shape the content of the comprehensive plans as well as conserve the natural resource
lands and protect critical areas while the comprehensive plans were being developed.

King County chose to satisfy these requirements for unincorporated King County by
adopting a motion (No. 8496) that stated that its 1990 Sensitive Areas Ordinance (No.
9614, codified as section 21.54 of the old King County Code) and its authority under
the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and its 1985 Comprehensive Plan provided
all the interim protections required. No new legislation was enacted in response to the
interim critical areas and resource lands provisions of the GMA. The validity of this
approach was successfully challenged in a recent ruling of the Central Puget Sound
Growth Hearing Board.

Chapter 13 of the DSEIS should have included the following chronology: The actual
development of King County's Sensitive Areas Ordinance (SAO) preceded the
adoption of the GMA; it was an implementation of policies in the 1985 King County
Comprehensive Plan and not a direct response to the GMA. It was used subsequently
however to satisfy the interim provisions for wetlands, frequency flooded areas and
geologically hazardous areas. The King County SAO does not explicitly consider fish
and wildlife habitat areas or aquifer recharge areas (i.e., areas witha critical
recharging effect on aquifers used for potable water). However, existing
Comprehensive Plan policies and regulations are used in conjunction with SEPA to
condition development permits related to these critical areas. The natural resource lands
are protected through zoning and unclassified use permits associated with the
implementation of the 1985 King County Comprehensive Plan.

"The King County SAO is also only applicable in the unincorporated portion of King
County. The cities within King County have adopted their own legislation for both
critical areas and natural resource lands as summarized in Table J-1 in Appendix J of
the DSEIS.



NS-8 There should be an economic analysis of the differences between the
1987 and 1989 federal wetland delineation manuals. Keesling

The choice of wetland delineation methodology has been a controversial issue for many
years. The differences between the 1987 and 1989 manuals, jointly developed by
several federal agencies, remain important environmental and economic questions. The
National Academy of Sciences is undertaking yet another study of this issue.

The State is currently involved in developing a Statewide Wetland Integration Strategy
that is expected to discuss the differences between the two manuals. Currently the
Department of Ecology uses the 1987 Manual when reviewing Corps of Engineers
permits and the 1989 Manual when reviewing permits associated with the Shoreline
Management Act. The actual practical differences are quite small; the 1987 Manual is
just less precise about which delineation methodology to use than the 1989 Manual.

In an effort to employ the most scientifically defensible approach and to support its
consistent application across the county, CPP CA-1 adopted the 1989 Federal Manual
For Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands as a minimum standard for all
jurisdictions. The economic analysis of the implications of these differences is beyond
the scope of this DSEIS.

NS-9 How are critical fish and wildlife habitat areas to be protected?
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

While critical fish and wildlife habitat areas in unincorporated King County are not
directly designated or regulated by the SAO (see response NS-7), there are a number of
other important ways that this protection may be provided. Site planning and site
management plans may be developed during development reviews. The SEPA wildlife
study guidelines can be used during a SEPA review. Incentives programs, such as the
Pubiic Benefit Rating System, can reward landowners for habitat enhancement and
restoration projects. These interim measures will be significantly enhanced by the
policy support and direction given in public review draft King County Comprehensive
Plan. It calls for the conservation and enhancement of terrestrial and aquatic habitats,
the maintenance of the existing diversity of species and habitats in the County, and the
establishment of interjurisdictional habitat networks.

The Countywide Planning Policies CA-6 to CA-10 and their realization in the
comprehensive plans of the local jurisdictions are major political commitments to the
protection of the critical fish and wildlife habitat of the County.

.

NS-10 The importance of protecting ground water from contamination should
be emphasized. There should be discussion of the role of aquifers in providing other
environmental values, such as base flows in streams. Fis/ED Task Force (Barden),

City of Bellevue, Federal Way Water & Sewer, Conversations about the Future

The public review draft King County Comprehensive Plan claims that groundwater
provides 30 to 40 percent of the water for private, municipal, industrial and
agricultural uses countywide. The DSEIS's comments on ground water (pages 125,



127, and, most significantly, 175 and 179) should be augmented by a discussion of the
relationship between ground water and aquifers and the broader importance of ground
water resources. It should be made clear that the cost of protecting a source of ground
water from irreversible contamination is considerably less than remediation or
developing alternative sources.

As explained in the Technical Appendix C of the public review draft King County
Comprehensive Plan, aquifers are saturated underground soil or rock formations that
can provide ground water for drinking, irrigation and landscaping in economically
feasible quantities. When there is hydraulic continuity with surface waters, ground
water resources also provide a base flow for lakes and streams during low rainfall and
support for fish and wildlife habitat and recreation. Aquifer recharge occurs when
rain, stormwater runoff, surface water or other sources replenishes the aquifer. The
quantity and quality of this water will depend on features of both the natural and built
environments (including soil type, topography, rainfall, and amounts of deforestation
and impervious surfaces).

The GMA considers "areas with a critical recharging effect on aquifers used for potable
water” as critical areas (RCW 36.70A.030(5)) and subject to effective environmental
protection. A section on critical aquifer recharge areas should have been included in
the chapter on sensitive areas and resource lands.

The importance of protecting ground water is reflected in CPP CA - 5 and Policies
RU-8 and RU-10 from the Rural Character Task Force as well as policies in the
Natural Environment chapter of the public review draft King County Comprehensive
Plan and other comprehensive plans.

The Seattle-King County Health Department is the designated lead agency, responsible
for coordinating the activities necessary for ground water protection programs. To
satisfy the interim requirements of the GMA, the Health Department provided the
SEPA Section of the King County Environmental Division with a list of soils that may
allow rapid recharge to ground water. In conjunction with the ground water provisions
of the King County Comprehensive Plan and associated community, basin and non-
point plans, a SEPA review may condition a development proposal when the site's soil
types match the possible recharge area soil type list. The Health Department continues
to work with advisory committees on more comprehensive Ground Water Management
Plans in five areas of King County - Redmond, Issaquah, East King County, South
King County and Vachon. It is also continuing its efforts to map thoroughly the
sensitive aquifer recharge areas (that include the critical aquifer recharge areas) and to
develop land use conditions for wellhead protection areas.

NS-11 What is the status of the Federal Way area aquifers and the aquifer
recharge area under Issaquah? Federal Way Water & Sewer

These detailed technical questions should be addressed in the Ground Water

* Management Plans being developed by the Seattle-King County Health Department and
its advisory committees. They are not approprlate in a programmatic environmental
impact statement (WAC 197-11-442).



NS-12 Shouldn't Resource Lands have an explicit designation of their own,
independent of Rural Lands? King County Dept. of Development & Environmental
Services

The DSEIS has a limited discussion of Resource Lands (DSEIS p. 20ff, 41ff, 52ff,
54). While this discussion is contained in the sections on Rural Lands and Rural
Cities, it is clear on p. 20 of the DSEIS that unincorporated King County has
designated Resource Lands distinct from Rural Areas.

The distinction is explicit in several of the CPPs. The policies, FW-5, FW-6 and FW-
8, all include the sentence, " Urban Growth Areas, Rural Areas and Resource Lands
shall be designated and the necessary implementing regulations adopted.”

The public review draft King County Comprehensive Plan contains a separate chapter
on Natural Resource Lands. A number of cities, especially rural cities and those near
the urban/rural line, may include resource lands within their boundaries, which will
need to be addressed in their comprehensive plans.

NS-13 Shouldn't the designation of mineral resource lands be discussed in the
DSEIS? King County Dept. of Development & Environmental Services

The GMA and the CPPs require the designation of agricultural, forest and mineral
resource lands by jurisdictions. The designation of mineral resource lands is not an
issue for the DSEIS but rather for the comprehensive plans of the individual
jurisdictions. While many jurisdictions already have interim designations and
regulations as required by RCW 36.70A.030, 050, 060, 170, final designations and
regulations are expected by the end of 1994.

NS-14 Shouldn't there be a discussion of a twenty year supply of mineral lands?
King County Dept. of Development & Environmental Services

While the idea of an analysis of future requirements for mineral lands was suggested in
the State Department of Natural Resources GMA Guidelines, it is not a requirement

under the GMA. Since this issue was not addressed in the CPPs, it is not a topic for
the DSEIS. It is more appropriately addressed by the individual jurisdictions.

NS-15 Isn't the DSEIS wrong when it says that increased land use density may
cause fixed air pollution sources (such as lumber mills) to locate close to conflicting
land uses (such as residences)? City of Seattle

Comment acknowledged.

. Relevant resource-based industries policies include, for example, CPP LU-1 through
LU-5, the LU-9 rural character policies (i.e., FW-RUa, RU-1,2,5,6,9, 17, 19 from
the Rural Character Task Force), LU-10, LU-12, and the ED-1 economic development
policies (i.e., ED-10 from the Fis/ED Task Force).



NS-16 Where are impacts on the fisheries industries considered in the DSEIS?
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

There is no discussion in the DSEIS of the resource-based industries. This is consistent
with the characteristics of the proposed action and the requirements for nonproject EISs
set forth in WAC 197-11-442, -

Fisheries industries are recognized in Proposed Policy FW-RUa (b) of the Rural
Character Task Force's Draft Recommended Refinements to the Countywide Planning
Policies and their importance should be reflected in the comprehensive plans of the
jurisdictions.

NS-17 How do you compare the benefits of proposed mitigation measures with
impacts on the natural environment? Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

See response IN-6.

NS-18 The discussion of the relationship among vehicle trips, urban centers and
air quality is very misleading. What is the proposed mitigation to satisfy the federal air
pollution standards? Allan, Fis/ED Task Force (Barden), City of Seattle, Greater
Maple Valley Area Council '

Urban centers are expected to concentrate households and workplaces into more
compact urban forms. The choices for people to move around the urban center by
walking, bicycling or transit are expected to be more appealing and less polluting.
With sufficient population in an urban center, service by high capacity transit becomes
more practical and economic. For trips inside an urban center or between urban
centers, ideally there would be no need for an automobile.

The reality is that there will be automobile trips inside and between urban centers as
well as to and from non-urban centers. The consequence is that even if there are fewer
trips per person inside the urban center, there could still be just as many passenger-trips
because there are more people in the area. These trips could be the worst for air
pollution - i.e., short and slow ones. As the DSEIS says, motor vehicles can produce
up to 30 times their normal emissions per mile during a cold start. Any trip with a lot
of idling and slow speeds produces the highest exhaust emissions. The conclusion is
that even worse air quality could result if the total number of automobile trips inside
urban centers is not reduced. .

The DSEIS suggests that increasing land use densities will reduce travel demand and
vehicle trips. This should be qualified, however, as follows. Reduced travel demand
is likely only if other measures, such as parking fees, safe bicycle trails and pedestrian
walkways, good intra-urban center transit service and frequent high capacity transit
between urban centers can change travel behaviors. The key idea is that the density of
urban centers makes it more economic and practical to provide the facilities and
services that allow citizens to substitute a less polluting mode of transport for another.



NS-19 Does the DSEIS underestimate the probable adverse impact of the
Magnet Alternative on air quality? Wilcock

The DSEIS argues on page 171 that there is an internal contradiction in the Magnet
Alternative. While the alternative prefers transportation policies that would support
high occupancy vehicle travel and increased density in developed areas it also supports
a more dispersed land use approach that would undermine the conditions for effective
transit.

If, as the commenter suggests, the Magnet Alternative is "auto-friendly" and would
encourage more single occupant vehicle miles, then general air quality might be
expected to be adversely affected. This situation might be ameliorated by the more
dispersed nature and the better operating conditions of these trips relative to those in
more congested areas. This means that there could be more vehicle miles traveled but
with less air pollution impact per vehicle mile than in an urban center.

NS-20 If the number of automobile trips increases, how can King County meet
the requirements of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments for CO, TSP, O3 and PM]¢?
Wilcock

While the entire approach discussed in the DSEIS is to reduce the number of vehicle
trips, there are some other strategies developed by the Puget Sound Air Pollution
Control Agency. These include:

1) Developing zoning ordinances that restrict the siting or expansion of commercial and
industrial activities and public capital facilities whose air emissions may have an
adverse effect on adjacent or nearby land uses and activities;

2) Introducing code revisions that promote the use of clean "alternative" forms of
domestic use fuels and discourage the use of wood for space heating;

3) Eliminating incentives to burn garbage and yard debris by providing municipal waste
collection services; and

4) Conditioning local building permits to minimize dust from construction and land
clearing activities and encourage debris recycling.

Several jurisdictions, including King County and the City of Seattle, have adopted
many of these strategies in their draft comprehensive plans. They acknowledge the
overwhelming role of automobile emissions in King County's air pollution problems.
CPP CA-13 requires jurisdictions, in coordination with the Puget Sound Air Pollution
Control Agency and the Puget Sound Regional Council, to develop policies,
methodologies and standards that promote regional air quality consistent with the

CPPs.

NS-21 The SEIS should address the likely impact of the Ground Water
Management Plans on the Countywide Planning Policies? Federal Way Water &
Sewer



Since the Ground Water Management Plans (GWMPs), surface water and
comprehensive sewer plans are incomplete, it is not possible for the SEIS to comment
on the feasibility of protecting ground water quantity and quality under the conditions
proposed by the CPPs. This is an extremely critical issue considering the importance
of ground water resources to King County (see discussion in NS-10).

NS-22 What is the impact of increased urban density, impervious surfaces,
capital improvements, etc. on water quality? Federal Way Water & Sewer, Fis/ED
Task Force (Barden), Beaver Lake Community Club, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe,
Wilcock, Allan

A brief qualitative discussion of these relationships is included in the initial subsections
(i.e., Introduction, Impacts of Alternatives) in the Significant Impacts section of
Chapter 15. A quantitative discussion for specific areas is outside the scope of the
SEIS. ‘

NS-23 Does directing growth to urban areas necessarily reduce impacts to
water quality? Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

The DSEIS assumes that water quality is least affected when growth occurs in urban
areas, served by the Metro sewer system. The assumption is that reliable urban sewer
and stormwater services and good site planning can compensate for the impacts of
increased residential and workplace densities. It will also depend on the success of
policies and programs to reduce the levels of automobile use in urban areas.

NS-24 How can water quality impacts be mitigated? Muckleshoot Indian
Tribe

As the commenter states, the mitigation of water quality impacts takes more than
proper planning, design and implementation of wastewater and drainage system control
measures. It takes post-construction monitoring and enforcement, a reliable way of
quickly identifying water quality problems and implementing control measures, and the
development of best management practices and facilities that take a realistic and
practical approach to actual problems.

NS-25 What are the beneficial environmental impacts that are ascribed to the
Economic Development Policies?  City of Seattle

While the Economic Development Policies do not propose any new environmental
policies, they do promote regulatory reforms that would enhance the effectiveness of
the implementation of existing regulations, and cost effective programs that would
encourage water and power conservation in public facilities and in the private sector.



NS-26 What are the possible impacts of the increased urban densities on
vegetation, fish and wildlife?  Allan, King County Dept. of Public Works (Laswell),
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

* As the DSEIS notes on p. 181, it is difficult at a general policy level to determine the
potential impacts that may be caused by on-going or future site-specific activities. The
density of urban environments is not the only determinant of the viability of a diversity
of plant, animal and fish species. Good individual site planning and the sensitive
placement of structures and facilities can support the maintenance of critical fish and
wildlife habitat and habitat networks even in urban settings.

NS-27 What are the possible impacts of the rural character policies on
vegetation, fish and wildlife?  King County Dept. of Public Works (Laswell),
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, City of Seattle

The DSEIS concludes that minimizing rural and resource land conversion would have
least impact on the majority of the remaining natural vegetation and the overall
integrity of the natural environment. This last remark does need to be qualified.
Actions in specific parts of the Rural Area (e.g., clearing, poor agricultural practices)
can have significant impacts on important natural resources, such as salmonids.

The DSEIS refers to a table of rural character policies which could have a significant
adverse impact on plants animals and fish. This missing table is included in Table 12
in the Appendix.

NS-28 What are the differences between King County's Sensitive Areas
Ordinance and the Forest Practices Act? Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

As discussed in the response to NS-7, King County's Sensitive Areas Ordinance is
restricted to unincorporated King County and to a limited number of types of sensitive
areas. Forest practices in King County must comply with the Washington State Forest
Practices Act (RCW 76.09), and in designated Shoreline Environments, with the
requirements of King County's Shoreline Management Master Program. King County
however retains its authority to deal with local land use issues associated with forestry
activities through its Sensitive Areas Ordinance and other regulations. '

The broader issue of habitat protection during forestry activities is not one for the SEIS
but rather for the comprehensive plans of the relevant jurisdictions.

NS-29 Treaty implications of unavoidable impacts to plant, fish, wildlife
(mentioned on p. 186 of the DSEIS) should be recognized in FEIS. Muckleshoot

Indian Tribe

Comment acknowledged.

Hopefully these issues can be resolved during the joint review of the comprehensive
plans of the jurisdictions and in the report on environmental protection activities
required by CPP CA-15 (see NS-3).



NS-30 What will be the noise impacts associated with concentrating
development under each alternative and especially the Centers Alternative? What are
the impacts on SeaTac Airport? City of Des Moines

Comment acknowledged. On page 193 of the DSEIS, impacts of the alternatives are
discussed. It is recognized that all the alternatives are discussed. It is recognized that
all the alternatives would result in long term noise impacts due to greater concentration
of growth. The resultant impact on SeaTac Air capacity is beyond the scope and level
of detail of this document. The Port of Seattle is currently developing their
environmental impact statement for the SeaTac Airport Master Plan Update. This

document will assess the land use impact on airport operation to capacity.



VII. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Generic Issue: __Manufacturing Centers

What issues are involved in attracting or maintaining
manufacturing/industrial companies in the county? Is there sufficient land
available? What are the environmental implications?

EC-1 What are the environmental problems with redeveloping industrial lands
and the costs of remediation? Fis/ED Task Force (Barden)

Site-specific physical and biological environmental problems associated with
redeveloping industrial lands are beyond the scope of the DSEIS. A general response
is possible. To the extent these problems impose the cost of remedying past
contamination on a company that wants to locate or expand within the county, the price
of locating in the county will increase; and an expected price-rationing effect would be
to discourage firms that either produce low value added products or require extensive
amounts of land per dollar of output.

EC-2 Do these Countywide policies ensure appropriate locations to attract

and maintain high wage/high value jobs such as those supplied by Boeing and
Microsoft? Fis/ED Task Force (Barden), Imperatori

The CPP do not directly address this need. A key analytical assumption of the DSEIS
was that the regional population and employment forecasts contained in the PSRC’s
Vision 2020 document would not be changed by any of the CPP alternatives. The
DSEIS acknowledged the possibility that King County’s total employment could be
affected by the CPPs -- with off-setting changes occurring in other counties in the
region -- but the probability of this occurring in a significant manner was considered
small given the larger market forces acting on the regional and county economies.
The CPPs may affect the location of jobs and employers but not their number.

The methods used to evaluate the economic development impacts of the five
alternatives and five variations were designed to address issues appropriate to the policy
level of the CPPs and used a methodology normally and reasonably relied upon by
economists in drawing inferences about potential policy impacts. However, as projects or
actions are proposed within the context of the CPP policies, separate project or action-
specific SEPA review may be required.



"EC-3 If land intensive industrial jobs were to increase the demand for land in
the Manufacturing Centers, there is no analysis in the DSEIS to indicate that the
Centers would be unable to accommodate both the existing and future industries. And
there is no information presented that leads to the conclusion about the types of jobs
that will become available or lost. City of Seattle

Comment acknowledged. The response to question EC-2 describes the procedures used
to evaluate the potential economic development impacts of the five alternatives and the five
variations on the Manufacturing Centers. The analysis is conducted in terms of economic
variables such as land costs, employment, and value added and the analytical methods used
are ones normally and reasonably relied upon by economists in drawing inferences about
potential policy impacts. In the DSEIS, the concept of “being able to accommodate” is
addressed through an analysis of relative land costs within and outside of the Manufacturing
Centers.

EC-4 Given the lack of land for manufacturing in King County, the trend for
manufacturing’s demand for land to grow more rapidly than its demand for workers
stresses the importance of preservation of industrial land if the county is to maintain
and increase industrial employment. Imperatori, Stern

The relationship between the availability of industrial land, the relative cost of
industrial land and job creation is discussed in the DSEIS both with respect to the five
different alternatives and five variations. DSEIS Table 2 also suggests that there is
adequate land capacity to absorb employment growth with the proposed Manufacturing
Centers. : ’

EC-5 The finding that manufacturing and industrial activities which use land
extensively and generate low value added per square foot will probably be price
rationed out of Manufacturing Centers emphasizes the need for monitoring of long term
effects. Stern

Comment acknowledged. The DSEIS discusses the uncertainty of any policy related
EIS and the need for on-going monitoring; and it also discusses need to the produce
project specific EISs as they are proposed within the context of the CPPs.

Generic Issue: _Jobs & Job Creation

What issues are involved in creating full time, family-wage jobs in the County? Are
markets inside the Centers sufficiently large to support such jobs? What are the cost
implications?



EC-6 Some commenters doubt the ability of the Centers to meet the
employment targets and further question, even if the targets are met, whether some of
the types of jobs envisioned for the Centers will allow for self-sufficiency, let alone
actually contribute something to the overall economy. Fis/ED Task Force (Seaman),
Greater Maple Valley Area Council

A key analytical assumption for this SEIS is the acceptance of the PSRC’s employment
and population forecasts. These planning forecasts assume that total regional
employment and population are constant for all alternatives. The possibility exists that
King County's total employment and population could be affected 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.

EC-7 Does the last sentence in the discussion of the Eight Centers Alternative
(page 205) intend to imply that a reduction in the number of people who professionally
engage in automobile sales would be a significant adverse impact? City of Seattle

Consistent with normal and customary economic analysis, all jobs created in free markets
are considered to positively contribute to the efficient operation of the local economy.

The DSEIS implies, and it is correct for the reader to infer, that any reduction in the
number of people employed is evaluated as an adverse impact, and if the number of persons
whose employment is eliminated is large, then the adverse impact is considered significant.

Generic Issue: _Housing, Property Values and Economic Development

EC-8 Is there a link between the creation of jobs, economic development and
the provision of housing? Does the absence of affordable housing discourage
employers from locating in King County? Lozier Homes

The demand for housing, and the subsequent amount of housing supplied, is
importantly influenced by the level and growth of jobs in the local economy.
However, a key analytical assumption for the SEIS is the acceptance of the PSRC
employment and population forecasts. These planning forecasts assume that total



regional employment and population are constant for all alternatives. The possibility
exists that King County's total employment and population could be affected 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. As a result, the CPPs will effect the geographic
distribution of housing but not the amount of housing provided.

While it is true that housing cost pressures could impact the ability of local employers
to recruiting workers, the competitiveness of local employers in regional and world
markets is primarily affected by larger national and international forces rather than by
the cost of housing in the local economy..

EC-9 One comment questions the statement on page 205 of the DSEIS: “Viable
middle income single family residential neighborhoods outside the centers should not be
affected much. ... The focusing of population growth into the centers however will result in
a relative decline in property values in these neighborhoods although absolute property
values should continue to rise.” City of Seattle

The methods used in the DSEIS are consistent with regular and customary procedures used
in economic analysis. The statement simply points out that property values should grow at
a faster rate in Urban Centers, which should experience a greater increase in demand
relative to their size than will single family areas outside Centers.

Generic Issue: __Urban Centers

Can the Urban Center concept work? Will businesses located in the Centers be as
economically efficient as elsewhere? What if businesses and people don’t want to
locate in the centers? What will happen to the demand that gave rise to non-center
locations for economic activity?

EC-10 The 14 Urban Centers Alternative assumes that nearly 100,000
additional people can be encouraged to reside in those Centers in the course of the
next 20 years. Is it a reasonable assumption to think that we can jam that many people
_into what is by far the most densely developed areas of the county? What about the
economic consequences of such an effort? What kind of economic incentives and
subsidies would be necessary to make this happen? Can we afford it? Fis/ED Task
Force ( Seaman), Greater Maple Valley Area Council



As noted in response LA-6, market feasibility issues were beyond the scope of the
DSEIS. The DSEIS does point out that if the level of demand under the two Urban
Centers alternatives is not enough to support the economic and life-style viability of the
Urban Centers, 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 High-Capacity Transit and high density
culture/life style envisioned as part of the Urban Centers concept.

EC-11 As the city’s recent study of mixed-use development shows, the “build it
and they will come” assumption does not work. ... The FSEIS should include an
analysis of the practical limits to mixed use development. Glase

Assessment of market feasibility was beyond the scope of the DSEIS. See also
response LA-6.

EC-12 One comment observes that the cost of expanding a business in a
developed area with little space for new growth is not cost-effective. Will the Urban
Centers strategy drive the small business to close and move out of the area? Lemon

This possibility is discussed with respect to households in response LA-4(a) and on
DSEIS pages 24 and 25. '

Generic Issue: _Inter-jurisdictional Competition

Will jurisdictions compete with each other for jobs? If they do, what type of
competition will result? Will different alternatives effect the way inter-jurisdictional
competition takes place?

EC-13 One commenter challenges the statement on DSEIS page 204 that job
competition among jurisdictions in the No Action Alternative could have adverse
" environmental impact by making “choice land available for siting industrial and

commercial buildings.” City of Seattle

The DSEIS discusses the possibility that jurisdictions will compete with each for jobs in
the future in the same - or even greater - extent than they do now. It states that one
consequence of the DSEIS’s underlying assumption that the different alternatives will
have no impact on the region’s total future employment is that this type of inter-



jurisdictional job competition will occur in the context of a “zero sum game” - that is, a
jurisdiction can only get additional jobs by taking them away from other jurisdictions.

Because Washington’s constitution (as interpreted by the state supreme court) severely
limits the use of financial incentives for the attraction of industry, one of the few
methods of competing for new jobs is to establish land use regulations and zoning
which will be attractive to industry. This type of reasoning about the consequences of
a “zero sum game” environment is a normal and customary analytical method used in
economic reasoning. Also see response LA-13. :

EC-14 The DSEIS stresses the importance of multi-county cooperation and the
uncertainty about cumulative impacts the CPPs would have when combined with any
CPPs in Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish counties. Fis/ED and others need to be brought
up to speed on the Regional Economic Strategy Project. ... The strategy work should be
integrated with growth management planning. Stern

Comment acknowledged. That there would be benefits from the integration of
economic growth strategies and growth management planning is an inference which is
appropriately drawn from the material contained in the DSEIS.

EC-15 The conclusion of the SEIS that “Without the guidance that County
growth and development policies, regional industrial siting policies, or a three-county
economic development strategy would provide, a distinct possibility exists that inter-
Jurisdictional competition for jobs could develop” is wrong. The more likely effect of a
lack of coordination will be to lose the 787. In other words, No Action will not result
in Tukwila fighting Renton or Pierce County for the 787 plant but the lack of
coordinated regional infrastructure investments to support such a plant, which could go
to Kansas. Stern

Comment acknowledged. See response to EC-13.

Generic Issue: Suburban Office Parks

Are suburban office parks needed to attract certain types of commercial activity?
Will they leave the county if suburban office parks are not allowed? Are suburban
office parks compatible with an Urban Centers alternative?

"EC-16 The DSEIS acknowledges that there is a shortage of suitable properties
Jor the kinds of entrepreneurial businesses which are developing in this county at the
present time. ... And yet there is no alternative strategy to deal with this important
issue. Weyerhaeuser (Claudon), Quadrant



The DSEIS discusses under the No Action Alternative the continuation of current
development trends, which includes the continued development of suburban office
parks. The discussion of the No Action Alternative follows reasoning that is normally
and customarily used by economists in drawing inferences about future events and
projecting future trends.

EC-17 One commenter suggests that projections of a ten percent growth rate in
light manufacturing will require an aggressive program to build office and industrial
parks. Will there by sufficient land for this? Immunex Corporation (Rankin)

As described in response LA-13, the assumption of a 10 percent growth in
manufacturing was done at the request of the Fis/ED Task Force and is clearly
optimistic in view of PSRC forecasts for that sector.

DSEIS pages 33 and 34 indicate that the availability of land capacity for future growth
of business and office parks is uncertain. DSEIS Table 3 suggests that there is
considerable capacity for the projected increase within the four proposed Manufacturing
Centers. This is subject to the concerns regarding the feasibility of development in
these areas that are addressed in responses LA-13 and EC-1. |

Other Issues

EC-18 The SEIS should include a discussion regarding the impact of transit
service/facilities on economic development. Metro (Bush), Barden

The level of detail provided in the CPPs is not sufficient to determine potential
economic growth and development impacts that may potentially occur in either the
presence or absence of rail-based transit.

The DSEIS defines both the Eight and 14 Centers Alternatives to include the provision
of transit and analyzes the impacts of these alternatives within the context of this
definition. The discussion contained in the DSEIS explicitly refers to one of the
impacts of the centers alternatives as a reduction in private vehicular traffic due to the
provision of transit and the use of demand management methods; and it evaluates this
impact using methods normally and customarily used by economists in assessing
development impacts.

EC-19 One commenter observes that “this document does not tell me what is
wrong, what is going on right now. We need to identify and understand current reality
and what our goals and objectives are. How are we going to do it so that we maintain
the economic viability of this area?” Vyzis



The DSEIS section, “AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT?” (page 199), presents a discussion
of the current status and recent history of the county economy in terms of jobs,
unemployment, family and business income, and commercial valuations.

The analysis of the five alternatives and the variations, especially the Fis/ED Task
Force proposed policies, presents comments pro and con on strategies for monitoring
the economic viability of the King County region. Detailed analysis of implementation
measures is beyond the scope of the DSEIS. See response LA-6.



PART FOUR: COMMENTS AND TESTIMONY

ii ' Written Statements on the Supplemental Environmental Impact
f Statement (SEIS) for the Countywide Planning Policies
(CPP's)

Last Name/Organization

B Ackerman/K.C. Housing Partnership
' Allan
Anderson/City of Snoqualmie-
/ Bannecker/Washington Natural Gas
o Barden/Fis-Ed Task Force
| Baxendale/1000 Friends of Washington
) Bernberg
f Blue/Sheldon A. Blue & Associates, Inc.
Bogel/West One Bank
| Bossart
| Brady/East Sammamish Community Council
Burckhard/Lozier Homes
Bush/Metro
Causey/Puget Western, Inc.
City of Pacific
Claudon/Weyerhaeuser
! Elfelt ' 4
- Frank/Washington State Dept. of Transportation
Gillespie/Puget Power
Glase/Edward J. DeBartolo corporation
| Gunby '
- Harman
Imperatori/Env. & Economic Balance Council
Iordanidis/Soos Creek Water & Sewer District
Keesling _
Kilgore/City of Des Moines
King County Urban Groundwater Purveyors
Kirchner/Regional Transit Authority
Kleeberg/K.C. DDES
- Lappenbusch/Lozier Homes
. Laswell/K.C. Dept. of Public Works
3 Lawrence/City of Seattle
League of Women Voters

Lemon
Lewandowski/City of Redmond
Lewis/Boeing
. McIntosh/J.L. McIntosh & Assoc. Inc.
’E McPhee

Miles/African-American Agenda




Miller/Pacific Properties Inc.
Nilon/Hedges & Roth Engineering, Inc.
Norton

Nykreim

0dle/City of Bellevue

Pease/Seattle King County Assoc. of Realtors
Pritchett/Federal Way Water & Sewer
Roth/Hedges & Roth Engineering, Inc.
Sanderson

Schooler/Sterling Realty Organization
Seaman/Greater Maple Valley Area Council
Segner/Kidder Mathews & Segner Inc.
Sokol/City of Auburn

smith/Seattle Water Dept.

Stalzer/Lowe Enterprises Northwest, Inc.
Stead/Suburban Cities Assoc.
Stendal/Beaver Lake Community Club
Stern/Fis-Ed Task Force
Stevens/Muckleshoot Indian Tribe
Stewart/City of Kirkland
Strosahl/Conversations about the Future
Tagney Jones, et. al.

Verrette

Verschuyl

Wilcock

J. Williams/Master Builders Association
P. Williams/Adolfson Associates, Inc.
Winbauer

Wiselogle/City of Bothell

Yuan/King County School Coalition

F. Zimmerman

G. Zimmerman/City of Renton

Knapp/City of SeaTac

Potter/Kauri Investments, Ltd.

Vénce



Transcript
f February 9, 1994
| Metropolitan King County Council
Growth Management, Housing & Environment Committee
Public Comments on DSEIS for CPP

Name/Organization

Introduction Letter by Chris Vance
Gamble-Hadley/K.C. Housing Partnership
Watson/K.C. Housing Authority & Fis-Ed
Dearborn ‘ '
Gillespie/Puget Power
'y McDougall/WA. Natural Gas
‘ Fitzgerald/Quadrant
Rankin/Immunex Corporation
Strosahl/Vision Seattle
o Tagney-Jones/Sensitive Growth Alliance
’ Escher
Strosahl
Clayton
Upper/Conner Development
Lappenbush
i De Moro
‘ Spence/SKC Assoc. Realtors, etc.
Halstrom
: Fletcher/People for Puget Sound
f Smith/Graham & Dunn
Wilcox
Mayor Rowan Hinds/City of Issaquah
1 Segner
n Dankelson
Washburne
- Toner
Kean
Vyzis
. Seaman
- Imperatori
o _ Barden
Elfelt
Madison
Moss
Hill
Harman




Name/Organization

McCarty
Claggett -
Burrows
Jardaine
Haggard
Sweetland
Lehman
Kinder
O'Farrell
House
Sanderson

GMHE Committee Meeting
February 9, 1994
Written Comments/Handouts

J. Tayloe Washburn/Foster Pepper & Shefelman
Hallstrom

McDougall/WA. Natural Gas

Kean/East K.C. Regional Water Assoc.
Barden

Weyerhaeuser Co. & Real Estate Co.
The League of Women Voters of K.C.
Greater Maple Valley Area Council
Upper ‘

The Cosmos Group

Imperatori

Dearborn
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VIA FACSIMILE AND FIRST-CLASS MAIL

Mr. Jim Reid, Manager
Planning and Community
Development Division
King County Parks, Planning
and Resocurccs Department
707 Smith Tower Building
506 Second Avenue
Seattle, WA 9B104
Re: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for
Amendments_to_the County-Wide Planning Policies

Dear Mr. Reid:
on behalf of the King County Housing Partnership, I am H0'5
writing to offer comments on the affordable housing chapter of
the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for
amendments to the County-wide Planning Policies.

The folleowing comments are intended to help elected officials
and the public consider housing affordability as a policy
objrative on an equal footing with other policy objectives, sno
that fully informed decisions can be made about the future of
our region. For the last 20 years, many policy decisions, while
responding to rcal problems, have had unintended consequences
for housing affordability. The King County Housing Partnership
has studied this process in the Blueprint for Affordable Housing
(1991) and The Story of Benson Glen (1993). One of the compelling
messages of The Story of Benson Glen is a call to "reassert the
importance of housing affordability" and "re-examine the trade-
offs which are now being made between housing affordability and
other important public purposes." The Draft SEIS is one tool to
help us strike this balance.

Ho-2

Since it was formed in 1989, the Partnership has engaged
community leaders in efforts to encourage development of
affordable housing not just at lower income levels but across
the economic spectrum. The Partnership has advocated efficient
use of land and infrastructure, quality design for higher density,

Mr. Jim Reid, Manager
February 2B, 1994
Page 2

and new approaches to land use planning, regulation and
infrastructure financing. We support alternatives to historic
lower-density development patterns and have worked with King
County to implement the Growth Management Act. The Board of the
King County Housing Partnership represents a variety of views on
planning issues, and while every member may not agree with every
comment offered below, the following comments attempt to apply
the lessons we have learned over recent years to the Draft SEIS.
They are offered in the spirit of cooperation embodied by the
Partnership’s past efforts.

General Comments

1. Clarify the focus of the analysis. The affordable
housing chapter .touches on two distinct subjects, the impacts of
the five alternatives on housing affordability and the
effectiveness of policies intended to promote housing
affordability. It is not always clear, however, which.subject
is under discussion. The chapter would be clarified by first
analyzing the impacts of the alternatives on housing affordability
in the absence of affordable housing policies, and then analyzing
how the affordable housing policies achieve their policy
objectives under each alternmative. 1Indeed, since housing
affordability is an affirmative policy goal, the selection of a
preferred alternative should consider the alternative that best
promotes housing affordability, balanced with other policy
goals.

2. Re-examine the conclusion that market forces operate
independent from and to the frustration of public policy. The
affordable housing chapter states as its two main findings thac
market factors have significantly greater impact on housing
costs than housing policies, and, as a result, the differences
in impacts of the alternatives are minor (pages 59, G5). These
findings imply that market forces may frustrate housing policies
regardless of the alternative distributions of population and
employment.

Housing markets themselves, however, react to land use
policies and regulations. This will be all the more truc under
GMA, which attempts to manage dynamic markets. The King County
Housing Partnership has found that public policies substantially
affect the ability of the private sector to build housing that
working families can afford. For example, the Blueprint for
Affordable Housing indicated that 69% of the increase in single
family housing costs between 1980 and 1990, and 91% of the



HO-3

Mr. Jim Reid, Manager
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Page 3

increase in multifamily costs over the same period, were
attributable to escalating costs of land acquisition, land
development, and infrastructure, and that policies affecting
land supply, development regulations, and infrastructure
availability were important contributors to the increase. The
Final SEIS would benefit from an expanded discussion of how the
five land use alternatives affect housing costs.

3. Clearly describe housing needs based on the OFM
population forecast. Nowhere in the Draft EIS are the needs of
the population to be accommodated over the next 20 years clearly
stated. While low income need is documented in the Appendices,
the document does not present a clear picture of housing
requirements for the 325,000 ncw people expected to live in King
County.

Implicit in the affordable housing conclusions are a variety }{O-f;
of a<~umptzon regarding demand. For example, assumptions for
houschold size, housing preference, and ability to pay for
housing given job/income forecasts, are all required to analyze
the impact of the alternatives. Stating these assumptions
clearly, or identifying other studies that will also address
thesec issues, would allow for a better understanding of the policy
choices presented by the alternatives.

4. Expand the discussion of land use and infrastructure
assumptions. The affordable housing chapter assumes that
population forecasts are the same, and that sufficient capacity
for population growth can be provided, under each alternative
(page 64). The chapter would be strengthened by 1dent1£y1ng
factors that could result in changed assumptions. This is
necessary Lo avoid assuming away potential impacts that should
be considered. For example, if housing prices rise too far
under one or more of the alternatives, then there may not be
enough housing capacity for population growth, greater demands
will be placed on transportation systems as population moves to
more affordable markets, and population forecasts will change.
Given the strong emphasis in the planning policies on urban
centers at specific densities, the feasibility of achieving
desired densities and accommodating the balance of housing at
affordable costs outside of centers deserves further discussion
in the SEIS and other studies. Other factors that merit further
analysis include types and levels of employment and their effect
on housing types, land capacity and yield, land cost, the
relationship between household make-up and housing types, and
housing density assumptions.

Ho-“

Ho-15

Mr. Jim Reid, Manager
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The affordable housing chapter should also state and evaluate
assumptions about infrastructure. The Draft SEIS apparently
assumes that infrastructure will be evenly available throughout
the urban growth areas (see page 3J). Many arcas, however, may not
have infrastructure to serve projected population and employment.
If new housing is asked to bear a large share of the cost to
correct infrastructure deficiencies, this will have a heavy
impact on housing affordability and distort the patterns of
development. '

S. Clarify and expand the discussion of mitigation.

There are generally two approaches to the question of housing

affordability. One is driven by planning priorities that do not
directly consider housing affordability. Under this approach a
land use concept is chosen, and housing affordability is sought
only as mitigation within the framework of the land use concept.
The other approach establishes housing affordability as an equal
priority and seeks land use concepts that balance all competing

~goals.

The Draft SEIS appears to discuss housing policies as
mltlgatlon. If, however, housing affordability is not advanced
by the basic plannlng concept of one or more of the alternatives,
then the mitigation measures discussed in the Draft SEIS will
have limited benefit. 1Indeed, they could actually raise prices
in the overall housing market, as the Draft SEIS notes of
inclusionary zoning. 1In this chapter of the SEIS, it would be
helpful to analyze which alternative best advances a strong
affirmative goal of housing affordability, and then analyzc
measures to balance other policy objectives

The Blueprint also warned that impact/mitigation fees and
regulatory costs would become critical to housing affordability
in the 1990s. This was confirmed at Benson Glen. The mitigation
section would be strengthened by an expanded discussion of
proposals to reduce the burden on housing resulting from
inefficient regulations and growing reliance on impact fees to
pay for infrastructure.

Specific Comments

1. Page 60, column 1, paragraph 6 states that "[t]he sharp
price spike between mid-1987 and mid-1990 . . . {i}s due primarily
to strong job growth and immigration into King County." Demand
has an impact on price, but frestraints on supply exaccrbate



Ho-5

Ho-6

Fo-7

Ho-8

Mr. Jim Reid, Manager
February 28, 1994
Page 5

price effects. A timely response to demand is critical to housing
affordability, and is one of the objectives of planning under

the GMA. The Blueprint for Affordable Housing identified a
number of policy decisions that contributed significantly to
rising costs during the late 1980s (pages 16~17). Some of those
policy directions are continued in the county-wide planning
policies, and their impacts should be more fully analyzed.

2. Page 65, column 1, paragraph 5 states that "communities
may have difficulty meeting affordability goals in any of the
alternatives even with the implementation of the affordable
housing policies.” This is an extremely important statement.
One of the specific planning goals of the Growth Management Act
is to encourage the availability of affordable housing to all
economic segments of the population. RCW 36.70A.020(4);
36.70A.210(3) (e). If this cannot occur under the alternatives
being proposed, the reasons should be analyzed and other
alternatives that better promote housing affordability should be
considered.

3. Page 66, column 2, paragraph 5 states:

Another [possible impact of the centers alternatives],
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.

It is not clear why this potential impact was not analyzed in

the SEIS. At a minimum, it would be helpful to identify the
conditions under which this impact might occur, i.e., what factors
would cause such an increase in prices.

4. Page 68, column 2, paragraph 5, the discussion of
Economic Development Policies, would be strengthened by noting
that housing prices affect the ability of the County to attract
and maintain employers. If an unintended consequence of one or
more of the alternatives is the reduction of housing
affordability, a further conseguence will be the frustration of
cconomic development objectives.

1

5. Page 69, column 1, paragraph 3, the discussion of rural
policies, should include a wider discussion of the affect of the
policies on housing affordability. Will housing in rural areas,
and in urban growth areas adjacent to or surrounded by rural
lands, be affordable under the proposed policies? 1In addition,
the Blueprint for Affordable Housing observed that policies for

Mr. Jim Reid, Manager
February 28, 1994
Page 6

rural land on the edge of urban areas often leads to high-priced
large-lot projects, which add nothing to the affordable housing
stock and diminish the land base on which moderate-priced
dwellings might some day be built (page 17). This impact, and
possible mitigation measures, merit further analysis in the
discussion of rural policies.

Conclusion

The Growth Management Act presents our region with the
challenge of balancing thirteen planning goals as we anticipate
the demands of the future. One of these statutory goals is
housing affordability. In The Story of Benson Glen and other
studies, the King County Housing Partnership has called on the
community to reassert the importance of housing affordability as
a policy goal. We need to understand how the county-wide planning
policies will affect housing costs, so that they promote and do
not unintentionally impede the explicit goal of encouraging
housing affordability for all income levels. The SE1S is one
tool, together with fiscal impact analyses, centers case studies,
and other work in progress, to allow informed decisions about
the balancing of different planning goals. On behalf of the
King County Housing Partnership, I thank you for the opportunity
to comment, and extend our commitment to work with County
governments, businesses, and citizens on the tasks that lie ahead.

Very Xruly yours, .

Gty Ml

Chair, Executive Committce

7

cc: King County Council
King County Housing Partnership Executive Committee
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Jim Reid, Manager

Div. of Planning & Community Development
707 Smith Tower Building

506 Second Avenue
Seattle, WA 98104

Re: Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
for the Countywide Planning Policies

Dear Mr. Reid:

Please find attached
Environmental Impact
Policies.

Sincerely,

/@r«bff C(«l (“—,\

v
Gregory R. Allan
530 - 254th Ave. N.E.
Redmond, WA 98053
(206) B868-7804
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DRAFT SEIS COMMENTS
1. Fact Sheet, bottom of third page, "Subsequent Environmental Review":
This section indicates many policies {(Rural Character, Affordable Housing,
Fiscal Analysis and Economic Development) are still under cdevelopment and are
subsequent to the draft SEIS.

These forthcoming policies will impact many

elements of the environment. Therefore, the draft SEIS is addressing a

fragmented, incomplete project and is inadequate. What is the criteria for

issuing another SEIS? What is the criteria by which addendums can be used

versus a SEIS? Isn't the cited “phased approach*” contrary to SEPA .

requirements for project phasing? These same comments apply to the approach
outlined in Introduction pages vii through x.

2. How will King County limit the scope of final policy adoption and
urban/rural line amendments to preclude a) significant SEPA éhanges, b)
elimination of public process and c) all other due process requirements?

3. Introduction,‘Key Findings;

The findings for the urban centers only

indicate positive attributes. Why aren't the' negative attributes also

listed? For example, the urban centers will require significant road
upgrades, produce higher chemical concentrations in storm water, concentrate
crime, require fire fighting equipment upgrades and the like.

4. There is no historical or economic comparisons to similar areas (i.e.,
Los Angeles, South San Francisco Bay area, etc.). How can we not expect the
Puget Sound area to develop in the same way? What makes these policies any

different? Won't housing affordability go the same way? If not, why not?

What will make our transportation systems any different as the area grows?

5. The proposal is not adequately defined as required by WAC 197-11-
060(3)(a). For example:

a. Is the definition of the proposal in essence re-zoning?

b. How can policies without the effect of implementing ordinances define

the proposal? Are the missing ordinances that would support the policies

2
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analyzed anywhere?
c. what information is missing or unavailable as recquired per WAC 197-11-
0807 For example:

a. A wildltife inYunLory.

b. The completed applicable drainage basin plans.

c. A complete East Side transportation plan.
d. An assessment of compliance with the Endangered Species Act.
e. Implementing legislation on most of the Plan policies.
q. The downstream tucral arcas are not covercd by dralnage plans.
6. The Supplemental DEIS is to include direct and indirect impacts (WAC‘

197-11-0/0( 11 (d).  The impact af the effects of arowth is specificly cited in

SEPA.  King County has not included mony indirect impacts. Will King County

include an assessment ot the tollowing indirect impacts?

a. The deterioration of Lake Sammamish's and Lake Washington's water
quality due to inarcased urban surface water run off.

bh. The deterioration ol existing fish habitat due to urban surface water
run off (chemicol and phyuical ellects).

'(:. The lons of managed; Thieatened and endangered species.

d. The cumulative impacts on items a, b and c.

7. what are the baseline urban and rural levels of service and performance
standards (i.e., police response, road standards/level of scrvice, school

capacity, ccc.)? Where are they listed? What baseline urban and rural
levels of service and pertormance standards are used to deterxmine a) whether
the existing arecas meet those standards, b) if the policies can practically
meet those standavds and ¢) what is needed (i.c., finances, infrastructure,
service improvements) to mect those standards if the policies indicate they
will not be mot?

8. tHost school districts have capital facilities plans. Why weren't they

used to dotermine present capacity, future capacity ond deficits?

LA-30

NS-18

IN-9
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9. The Supplemental DEIS indicates growth will be phased to urban centers.
What are the planning,. laws and permitting tools that accomplish this? If
they are lacking, what legislation or administrative procedures are proposed
to accomplish it? By what time {rame?

10. SEPA requires that beneficial aspects of an alternative can not be uscd
to offset its negative impacts. In numerous locations, the Supplemental DEIé

cites the benefits of the urban center concept without any significant

citation of the negative aspects. This appears to violate the purpose and

intent if not Lthe law of SEDPAL

11. Introduction, Section VII, page xv, Air Quality; The urban centers will

draw more vehicles to a small area. Like other urbanized areas, the carbon

monoxide, ozone ond particulote levels will increase. Vehicle krips may

proportionally decrcasce but the absolute number ol trips will increase. This
section of the supplemental DEIS is very mislaading and doces not tell the
whole story. .
12. Introduction, Scction VII, page xv, Schools; Outside the existing urban
conters, there is o curcent shortiage_of school facilities. This trend wili
continun, S commant number B

13. The maps in the Supplemental DEIS indicatec an urban/rural line different
than indicated by recently adopted Community Plans. Since the Supplemental
DEIS is based on that line, then it will be inadequate if the line is simply
moved to concur with adopted Community Plans.

L4. Page 1:- 1t is stated that the CPPs.can only bc realized through local
plans and local regulations. What is the process to censure that happens?  To
what extent are those plans and regulations going to be deficient at the time
the CPPs and County Comprechensive Plan arc adopted? The Supplemental DEIS
should assess Lhe impact of this lag.

15. Page 2; The transportation l;vel of service policies are-not included i

the Supplemental DEIS. This is 3 crucial component nf the overall aﬁa]ymis.
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How can a policy analysis and decision be made without this element? The

Supplemental DETS is, therefore, inadequate.

16. A Supplemental DEIS is for a decision maker to make a reasoned choice

between alternatives to achieve a specific proposal. The Supplemental DEIS

consistently states that its purposc is to guide further refinement of on-

going policies. 1s the subject proposal a Countywide development document or

a policy deveclopment docuiment?

17. Page 2 and 3; At what point are the policies sufficiently amended to

require another supplemental EIS and additional public process?

11, Page 3 1t is statad that quantitative analysis was not conducted.

Existing conditions can be quantified by existing County and local

Jurisdiction documents.  Roasonable conceptual level extrapolation could be

made from that data.

19. rage 3; Transportation corridor models could be accomplished on the

urban center alternatives. Qualitative analysis could be done on the

feasibility of existing and proposed transportation systems to meet those
Urban Contor neods:,

20.  The Supplemental DEIS does not identify a preferred action its

alteinatives that have lower environmental costs and degradation as required

by SEPA. Note that a Supplemental DEIS is to follow virtually all of the

requirement:s outlined for an ELS.

210 The Supplemental DESG G tens many mitigntion measures,  What process will

tell the public which specific mitigation measures will be included in the

adoption ot e Cirrrat Whede Lthose mitigotion measures reguire new

requlations, what must be the time framc for them to be concurrent with the

imploementation ot the Cl'bPs’ .

22. Page 59; Market forces cither preclude affordable housing or market
require offsetting affordable housing with more

higher end, more profitable housing. The only other solution i5 goverament
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subsidy of affordable housing. What is the taxpayer impacts if that

alternative is selected to meet the County's goals?
23. Monitoring and fcedback of growth impacts is cited in the Supplencntal

DEIS. Where is the baseline condition to measure by? What arc the aceeptred

public standards to judge success or implement course corrections?
24. WAC 197-11-055(6) indicates environmental documents and analyzes shall

be circulated and reviewed with other planning documents to the fullest

extent possible. Will the basin plans, groundwiter studies, municipal

service analysis, infrastructure cost summaries, the Ccmmunity Plans and a
host of other dircctly supporting documents be included with the Supplemental
DEIS? Shoulédn't they at least be made known to the docision makers with
respect to incomplete or unavailable information (WAC 197-11-080)2

25. King Coﬁnty will probably allow urban/rural designation changes during
the policy adoption érocess. Such a procedure is after the EIS analysis and
public process. Ho& can the executive and King County ﬁeet the intent of
SEPA (informed choice of alternatives based on FEIS information) when land
use changes occur after the process? Is not this a violation WAC 197-11-020,

-030, -055, -0GO, -080, -400, -402 and Part Five of the ACT? von't it

violate a number of public duc process requirements?

26. The adequacy of Police Services between different urban designated arcas
is missing. Incorporated areas of King County have 1.2 to 1.7 officers por
1,000 population. Unincorporated urban arcas of King County have a ratio of
less than 0.3 officers per 1,000. Ewmergency responne times are greater than
12 minutes (more Lhan 6 minutes greater than incorporated areas of King
County) and non-emergency (misdemeanor and complaints) call responses averagoe
20 minutes Lo never. Some calls are responded to with complaint forms sent
in the mail. Is this an gxistgng‘and future unavoidable adverse impact or

subject to mitigation? Isn't this one example of inconsistent levels of
J g

service between urban designated areas? Doesn't this point out the lack of
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defining publicly determined and accepted standards as required by GMA?

27. Policies contained in the Supplemental DEIS that are not implemented by
ordinances have no legal standing. Therefore, there could be no effect to
substantial effect of the policy depending on how or if it is ever applied.
The Supplemental DEIS does not assess the environmental impacts of the range
of ability to implement the policies. Therefore, the proposal is ill
defined, many policies are in effect useless and there is insufficient
implementation anélysis to allow reasonable public comment.

28. The King County parks and recreation planning ordinance standards for
urban designated area are considerably lower than for incorporated areas. As
a matter of practical implementation, the current supply is lower than the
County standards which is lower than incorporated urban areas. In other
words, King County designates areas urban but does not provide urban levels
of parks and recreation opportunities. This historical and future impact is
not sufficiéntly addressed in the Supplemental DEIS. "Is this an existing and
future unavoidable adverse impact or subject to mitigation? 1Isn’'t this one
example of inconsistent levels of service between urban designated areas?
Doesn’t this point out the lack of defining publicly determined and accepted
standards’ as required by GMA?

29. Project EISs in King County and the Puget Sound Air Pollution Control
Agency indicate many areas and specific intersections occasionally exceed
Fedcral air pollution standards. This point, and others, must be included in
the County wide air gquality assessment for the existing and projected
conditions. What are the proposeq mitigations or is compromising public
safcty an unavoidable adverse impact of the urban center concept?

30. The growth alternatives propose dense development near or drain to
salmon migration and/or rearing areas (i.e., Lake Sammamish, Lake Washington,
Patterson Creeck Basin, etc.).

The Supplemental DEIS does not assess the

chemical and physical impact of the urban center’s storm water on these resources.

LA-1

TS-1

TS-)
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TS-3

3l. 1Is the land use plan based only on a growth allocation or a carrying

capacity of the land? 1Is this basis fixed for some period of time? If not,

when and how can it change? What is the numeric criteria for these two

methods? Where is it derived? Is it technically, politically, economic
derived?

32. Given future development in the unincorporated urban designated areas
will have lower than publiciy accepted service and infrastructure standards,
shouldn’t there be a policy on limiting such deQelopment until those
standards afe achieved by annexation or incorporation?

33. Ordinances intended impacts

to mitigation growth usually have a

theoretical funding lag of six years. There historical lag is well in excess
of six years (i.e., 6th year road CIP projects'are always 8 to 12 vears away
from construction). This is an impact not addressed in the Supplemental
DEIS.

34. Thev water supply section does not have an existing and predicted
inventory to demand analysis. This can be done on a conceptual basis from
existing water district documents.

35. The storm water management section does not indicate that the chemical
nature of urban storm water impacts can not be mitigated by existing methods.
36. The sewer/septic section does not consider the transition of different
increased impacts from development to densities on septic systems to

densities on sewers (i.e., increased chemical component of storm water).
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Mr. Jim Reid

Manager

Planning and Community Development Division
Parks, Planning and Resources Department
707 Smith Tower .

Seattle, WA 98104

RE: City of Snoqualmic Comments on DSEIS on
Countywide Planning Policies

Dear Jim:

This letter contains City staff comments on the January 12, 1994,
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on the
Countywide Planning Policies. We appreciate the opportunity to
have input to this most significant process for the future of the
region.

All of our comments should be viewed in context. We appreciate
the immense amount of hard work and interjurisdictional
cooperation that originally went into preparing the CPPs, and
that has gone into the proposed additions and refinements. The
city is not opposed to the Centers concept embodied in the CPPs
per se, but we feel because of the far reaching consequences to
all jurisdictions, adequate cnvironmental and fiscal analysis is
imperative before we irrevocably commit to such a set of
policies.

Our overall evaluation is that this document is inadegquate to
mecet the requirement of Ordinance 10450 to "analyze the probable
significant environmental, in¢luding c¢ountywide @mpacts of the
proposed refincd set of policies." This is particularly
unfortunate in our view, because of the highly suspect adequacy
of the original SEPA review, which merely consisted of adoption
of existing documents, particularly the Vision 2020 EIS and the
1985 Comp Plan EIS,! and because of the absence of substantive

(206) 392-7558
(208) 222-5711
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P.O. Box 1304, issaquah, WA 98027

Mr. Jim Reid
February 25, 1994
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fiscal analysis of the feasibifity of the policies and their
effect if implemented on the revenues and expenditures of cities,
at the time of the July, 1992, adoption of the CPPs.

We advanced the view in 1992 that the adoption of the CPPs,
without substantive fiscal analysis of their effects and adequate
environmental review, was ill-advised. The responsec was: "Don't
worry, we'll do an SEIS and fiscal analysis later." The DSEIS
does very little to allay our concerns, and the pressure we see
now is to accept the policies anyway because now it is too late
to change course.

There are four principal reasons we came to the conclusion that
the DSEIS is inadequate to properly inform decision makers on the
impacts of the proposed refined set of policies and alternatives.

First, the DSEIS uses the wrong twenty-year period for its
analysis.” The correct period is a twenty-year period commencing
on plan adoption (1994), which makes the end year 2014, not
2010.7 Because the OFM population forecast for King County for
2010 is 1,833,133 and for 2012 is 1,857,618, and assuming only
that similar growth will occur between 2012 and 2014 as is
forecast between 2010 and 2012, the effect of using 2010 as the
end year is to understate OFM forecast population growth by
48,970 people, or 32,637 houscholds (at 1.5 persons per
household), which does not meet the mandate of RCW 36.70A.110.

Second, the DSEIS authors assumed that all alternatives can be
accomplished and will be implemented, without consideration of
the cost, feasibjility, fiscal impacts, and market viability, and

v,l Determination of significance and Adoption of Existing
Environmental Documcnts, May 5, 1992.

2 The Executive Summary Title: "A Vision for King County in 2010"

3 vBased upon the population growth management projection made
for the county by the office of financial management, the urban
growth areas in the county shall include sufficient areas and
densities sufficient to permit the urban growth that is projected
to occur in the county for the succeeding twenty year period."
[emphasis added)
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without consideration of the locatjon or capacity of existing
infrastructure (Introduction, p.3; Land Use, p. 21).

The DSEIS should have taken into account the work of the Fis/ED
Task Force with respect to cost, feasibility, fiscal impacts and
market viability. The Task Force has received much information,
and formed some preliminary conclusions contrary to the
assumptions made in the DSEIS. With regard to fiscal analysis
particularly, it is our view that the fiscal impact analysis
required by GMA and clarified in the Snogualmie decision cannot
be so separated from the environmental analysis. A set of
policies that would, for example, not be reasonably capable of
being achieved, or which would have a devastating fiscal impact
upon one or more classcs of cities, will assuredly have
significant adverse environmental impacts, which should be but
are not now known to decision makers. To the extent that the
assumptions of the DSEIS in these arcas are shown to be

incorrect, its entire analysis becomes spurious.

Knowledge of the location and capacity of existing infrastructure
is so important that it must be mentionecd separately. Becausce SO
many of the actual environmental impacts of the alternatives
depend upon the location and capacity of existing infrastructure,
this should have been one of the principal data sets gecnerated
for the DSEIS. It is something that needed to be studied, not
assumed. There is significant reason to question the DSEIS
assumptions regarding infrastructure, particularly that it is
more efficient and less costly to serve higher density areas. If
this cornerstone assumption is incorrect, as it appears to be,
the entire edifice is in jeopardy.

Third, it seems to us that the DSEIS relies far more upon
speculation than upon studies or data for many its various
assertions.

One example of this will suffice. Contrast these statements in
the DSEIS regarding the effect of increased densities: (1) A
commitment to higher densities (under the centers alternatives)
will result in *"cnhanced sensc of shared public purpose and
commitment to neighborhood values through closer community ties".
(Land Use, p.24), and (2) Increased densities in rural cities

LA-11(a)
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"could cause a decrease in the quality of life due to a
substantial change or loss of community character." (Land Use,
p. 42). Both of these statements are pure speculation,
unsupported by citation of studies. Equally valid speculation
(probably more supportable in fact) is that one is considerably
more likely to know more of his neighbors and be committed to
neighborhood values in any rural city than one is to know the
people who live on the floors above or below in an urban center
high-rise.

Speculation is unavoidable to some degree, but it should be
acknowledged as such, and in this regard the DSEIS is deficient.

Fourth, the DSEIS appears tainted by a lack of objectivity in
eYalgatlng alternatives. Specifically, the DSEIS exhibits a
distinct pro-centers bias.

Tbis bias is shown, for example, in the discussion regarding the
FlsZED recommendation regarding changing the CPP policies on
office and business parks.4 The DSEIS criticizes these
recommendations becausc they "undermine the outcomes of both
Centers Alternatives." The authors state: "Quite simply, the
notion is that well-designed, highly livable Urban Centers will
cncourage pcople to work and live there." (Exccutive Summary, p.
vi). The assumption that people will chose to live and work in
centers may or may not be true; this is precisely what should
have been tested in the DSEIS.

Bias towards one alternative outcome under study is totally
unacceptable in environmental review. Bias causecs the DSEIS to
appear more as a justification for an outcome favored by the
authors than an evaluation of reasonable alternatives.

It sﬁould be noted that Centers are not a concept emanating from
GMA itself; GMA's principal requirements for urban growth arecas
are (1) that all gities be includcd in urban growth areas in
which urban growth is encouraged,5 and (2) that urban services

4 Po%icies of the CPPs which were declared by the Growth Planning
Hearings Board not to be in compliance with GMA in any event.

5 RCW 36.70A.110(1)
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are to be provided by cities.® centerdom may be one way of
complying with GMA, but it certainly is not the only way. If the
Centers Alternatives would require restricting growth in areas
where urban growth is required to be encouraged, i.e., in all
other non-center cities, or would result in insufficient actual
capacity in designated urban growth areas for projected growth,
then centerdom not only is not required but would be inconsistent
with GMA.

In a worst case scenario, the combined effect of the foregoing
deficiencies of the DSEIS could be disastrous. It is repeatedly
asserted by the authors that it will be more efficient, less
costly and have fewer adverse environmental impacts to
accommodate new growth in high density centers. This assertion
is made by the authors: (1) without knowledge of the location and
capacity of existing infrastructure, (2) without knowing the cost
or environmental impacts of retrofitting existing inadequate
infrastructure in centers, (3) without knowing whether market
demand will induce developers to build the centers or consumers
to occupy them, and most importantly (4) without knowing what the
adverse environmental impacts will be if the goals of centers
cannot be achieved.

The following information appears to be coming forward from the
Fis/ED Task Force: (1) nowhere in the United States has there
previously been a systematic attempt to direct such a high
percentage of new growth into redevelopment over such a large
area, so there appears to be no prior experience to help assess
feasibility:? (2) case studies reveal that the goal of between
27% (Eight Centers Alternative) or 40% (Twelve Centers
Alternative) of new growth in _centers is extremely unlikely to be
achieved within twenty years:® (3) the experience of Puget Power
and Washington Natural Gas is that it is actually much more
expensive to retrofit inadequate infrastructure in high density

6 RCW 36.70A.210(1)

7 paul Tischler, presentation to Fis/ED Task Force, February 15;
1994.

8 yrban & Manufacturing Case Studies, Fis/ED Task Force, January
18, 1994.
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-areas than it is to build new infrastructure in lower density

areas;” and historical consumer demand for ownership of
multifamily units is very low, around 15%, and likely to change
very slowly.

Decision makers cannot afford to ignore such information in
deciding whether it is more efficient, less costly and has fewer
adverse environmental impacts to accommodate new growth in high
density centers than in other urban growth areas, as is asserted
in the DSEIS. If decision makers were to rely on the assertions
of the DSEIS and proceed with all hopes pinned on centerdom,
especially if that were coupled with policies that artificia11¥
restrict new growth in non-center urban growth areas (cities), !l
and it should turn out that centers cannot accommodate their
anticipated share (as seems most likely), it would likely
precipitate an environmental - and social - crisis, especially if -
growth were to exceed the OFM forecast.

’

In short, the adverse impacts of policies committing us to a
course of action that may not be feasible are exactly what an
environmental impact statement must address.

We also wish to offer the following more specific comments:

Executive Summary, p. vi. The text states that it is important
to remember that the CPPs are "only a framework" and do not
dictate how each jurisdiction will handle its share of growth.
This is incorrect, to the extent that it implies Countywide
Planning Policies are only "suggestions": CPPs have the force of
law and are mandatory and directive.

2 Testimony of Bob Gillespie and Gerry McDougal to King County
Growth Management, Housing and Environment Committee, January 26,
1994.

10 gim Hebert, presentation to Fis/ED Task Force, February 22,
1994.

11 policy, which despite being contrary to RCW 36.70A.110
requiring that urban growth be encouraged in all cities, has been
suggested as essential to support centerdom.

12 snoqualmie v. King County; GPHB 92-3-0004.
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Executive Summary, p. vi. It also states that the CPPs
"established” an urban growth area. This is incorrect. Although
there was a recommended urban growth area shown on a map, the
text of the policies established a process for future
determination of urban growth areas for the cities in the rural
area, which was clearly to occur at some time after adoption of
the CPPs. ESHB 1761 (1993) has now made it clear that urban
growth arca deslignations are a function of the county
comprehensive plan and not the CPPs in any case.

Exccutive Summary, p. x. Refercnce is made to the purpose of the
separate fiscal analysis as being to determine how much the
policies will cost in terms of public financing and investment in
infrastructure. That would be an interesting and useful piece of
information, but it is not the fiscal analysis required either by
ordinance 10450 or by the Snoguaimie decision, which rather
requires analysis of the fiscal impact of the policies upon the
viability of cities and upon their revenues and expenditures.

Executive Summary, p-. xiv. Text here and in the DSEIS at
numerous other places, lumps together "rural cities" with
"unincorporated rural areas and resource lands." This is
analytically ‘incorrect and contrary to RCW 36.70A.110. Rural
cities must be designated as urban growth areas, within which
urban growth is encouraged, while exactly the opposite is true of
rural lands and resource areas, which are areas in which growth
can occur only if it is not urban in nature.

Introduction, p- 3. It is asserted that growth targets are
required through 2010. As noted above, GMA requires growth
targets for the twenty year period commencing on plan adoption,
which would mean 2014 if deadlines are not further extended.

Introduction, p. 5, and Land Use, p. 42. The text states that
under the No Action alternative, UGAs would not be designated
around cities in the rural areas, and rural city UGAs might or
might not match the currently designated rural city expansion
arcas. This description of the alternative is a significant

Mr. Jim Reid
February 25, 1994
Page 8 .

misstatement of the law. Under RCW 36.70A.110 as amended by ESHB
1761, the county is recquired to designate urban growth areas in
its comprehensive plan, and cities are prohibited from annexing
beyond the designated urban growth area, whether or not the CPPs
are amended or GMPC takes any further action.

Land Use, p. 5. It is stated that too large a cushion (excess of
capacity over targeted growth) would "encourage continuation of
incfficient, lower density urban development sprawling outward
from urban centers." Efficient densities can, however, be
promoted by appropriate development regulationsl3 outside of
centers. The undefined term "sprawl,” highly laden with negative
connotation, apparently means to the authors any development that
occurs outside of centers. In fact, higher density development
in cities outside of centers is not sprawl; "sprawl" is
appropriately defined as “classic suburban development [which]
consumes large areas of land in large lots supporting a
relatively small number of residents."14 Development away [rom
centers may be sprawl, but it does not have to be.

Land Use, p. 25. The text states that "rural cities,
the oxpansion arecas in adopted community plans, have insufficient
cushion for their growth target."” We note initially that neither
the final urban growth areas nor the official target growth
numbers have yet becn set by the Mectropolitan County Council, so
it is not possible to make this assessment based on the two
factors which will ultimately control. Furthermore, whatever may
be true of other cities, Snoqualmie has an adequate cushion
capacity for any target growth currently under discussion, if the
negotiated urban growth boundaries are approved. The one number
neither the County nor the Liaison Group has requested from the
city is a capacity analysis of existing corporate limits plus the
negotiated urban growth area; by our calculations, that capacity
is at least 25% greater than the current working target number.
The solution is simple in any event: increase the size of the
designated urban growth areas around cities where inadequate
cushion is an issue.

including

13 see the Snogualmie Mixed Use Ordinance, chapter 17.26 SMC.
14 The Pierce Report, Seattle Times, October 1 - 8, 1989.
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Land Use, p. 42. The text states that under the No Action
alternative, "the policies for regarding development within the
rural cities will only be used as policy guidelines rather than
directives." The policies which purported to direct development
within rural cities, LU-27, were stricken by the Growth Planning
Hearings Board, however, and would not be given substantive
effect in any case. This entire paragraph appears to be a non-
sequitur based upon a faulty assumption (that UGAs would not be
designated under the No Action alternative).

Land Use, p. 43. The authors assert that the 14 Centers
alternative will produce the least amount of adverse impacts or -
rural cities. This is highly doubtful. Growth does not in and
of itself have adverse impacts on rural cities: in fact, more
adverse impacts, fiscal, social and environmental, will probably
occur if policies restricting growth prevent rural cities from
having viable population, tax base and economies. Rural cities
must have the financial resources to conduct municipal business,
including environmental protection.

Land use, p. 45. It is asserted that increases in population in
rural cities will cause a loss of community character and degrade
the environment. No studies or data are cited to support this.
It does not appear to be true. Enumclaw, with 8,000 people, does
not have less "community character" than Snoqualmie, with 1,550.
Carnation, with 1,250 people, cannot provide a municipal sewer
system, which would be a significant step in preventing
environmental degradation, while the larger rural cities are able
to do so. Environmental protection requires fiscal resources,
which in turn probably requires a larger population than all of
the rural cities except Enumclaw currently have.

Land Use, p. 47. The DSEIS merely mentions rather than analyzes
the differences between the Rural Character Task Force policies .
and the Suburban Cities' alternate proposed policies. We have
previously commented on the RCTF proposed policies, which we
believe do not comply with GMA to the extent they purport to
discourage urban growth in areas which under GMA must encourage
urban growth. It is clear under GMA that an urban growth area is
not to be subordinated to the surrounding rural area. The
policies of the county with respect to the surrounding rural area
will ultimately control its character in any event.
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Land Use, p. 52. It is asserted that the Magnet Alternative "may
not be as effective in controlling the potential for sprawl in
rural areas or preserving the quality of life in rural cities."
Again, it is analytically incorrect to lump rural areas and
cities in the rural area. Growth in rural cities does not equate
to "sprawl." With all due respect, the issue of the "quality of
life" in rural cities is an area better left to the rural cities
than to the GMPC, which does not have a single resident of a
rural city among its current regqular -members.

Human Services, p. 102. It is asserted that the centers
alternatives would have fewest impacts to human service delivery
in rural areas. This is incorrect. Human services needs- are
lower in absolute quantity in rural areas, but not in importance
to the people who live there. Human services delivery is
currently notoriously bad in the rural areas, including within
the rural cities generally, since most rural cities are required
to contract with County agencies to which services within the
rural cities is but an afterthought. Human services delivery
could only be improved with larger populations and tax base in
the rural cities, resulting in correspondingly greater ability to
provide needed services.

Human Services, p. 105. The Rural Character Task Force policies
would establish a distinction between urban and rural service
areas. This would seem to further diminish the perceived
importance of human service needs in the rural cities, where
teens still get pregnant and drop out of school,l® and every
other problem that causes a need for human services exists, just
as it does in larger cities.

Water Supply, p. 125. Strangely missing from this discussion is
any mention of the fact that one of the essential features of the
Centers Alternatives will be the necessity of a huge acquaduct
carrying immense amounts of water relatively long distances from
eastern King County, where the water source is located, to the

15 The teen pregnancy rate is actually higher in rural cities,
where the availability of services is lowest.
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centers. Evidently' it is permissible to ignore the rural
character policies generally when it supports the centers outcome
but not otherwise.

Stormwater Management, p. 135. It is asserted that growth that
is concentrated in existing urban areas will have the least
impact on stormwater management. If the issue is water quality,
note that on page 134, it is disclosed that apparently over two-
thirds of the City of Seattle, storm water is discharged
untreated into Puget Sound. If the issue is cost, then it is
pure speculation to claim that retrofitting existing inadequate
storm water facilities is less expensive than building new ones
in less dense areas.

Sewer/Septic, p. 142. The authors claim that more growth in
rural cities under the Magnet Alternative would require capital
intensive improvements to expand services, which could most
adversely affect the rural cities. For some cities, such as
Carnation, this is a Catch 22; more population is the only way
such improvements can be paid for. In Snoqualmie, regulations
are in place that require new development to construct the sewer,
improvements that are required as a result of that development,
so this statement is definitely not true for Snoqualmie. The
larger population envisioned under the Magnet Alternative,
assuming Snoqualmie is found by a sufficient number of people to
be a more attractive place to live than other cities, will
actually have a positive effect with respect to sewer
improvements, with a corresponding benefit to water quality.

Utilities, p. 150. There is an underlying assumption in this
section that in urban areas there is existing infrastructure in
place or it can be expanded at a "moderate capital investment."
Yet it is candidly admitted, as noted above, that the DSEIS is
actually uninformed as to the location or capacity of existing
infrastructure, and the costs of retrofitting inadequate
infrastructure are not known to the authors, whereas Puget Power
and Washington Natural Gas are clear that such retrofitting costs
are extremely high, not "moderate.™

Utilities, p. 153. It is noted that RU-12 would discourage
providing urban levels of utility service in rural areas. This
is either illegal or counterproductive regarding certain
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utilities. What would one consider a "rural" level of electric
service? Electric utilities cannot discriminate in service
levels. Providing natural gas service to rural areas near
existing gas transmission mains has fewer rather than more
adverse environmental impact than wood stoves, and less adverse
impact on electric demand than electric heat.

Water Quality, p. 174. The DSEIS acknowledges that the water
quality (presumably of Puget Sound) will be adversely affected by
the concentrated growth in the western UGA. We value the water
quality of the Snoqualmie River, and believe that expansion of
sewage treatment facilities and construction of stormwater runoff
treatment facilities, which are both viable only if the
population and tax base are sufficient, have positive rather than
negative effects.

Finally, we note that the tables B-1 through B-5 all are
incomplete or incorrect with respect to Snogualmie. This may be
because all tables appear to be based upon 1991 information, when
along with the majority of other cities in King County, we did
not feel we were sufficiently along in the process to provide any
level of detail. As noted, the City has never been asked for a
capacity analysis of the current corporate limits plus the
negotiated urban growth area. 1In 1993, we provided more
appropriate figures for use for planning purposes, and are
currently in the process of continuing to revise the numbers.

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment.
Very truly yours,

CITY OF SNOQUALMIE

2 . .
léizlcyt(£S~CZ&AC{%(J{\\\\\
Patrick B. Anderson
City Attorney
/PBA
cc: Hon. Jeanne Hansen
Paul Barden, Fis/ED Chair
chris vance, GMH&E Committtee Chair
Mr. LeRoy Gmazel
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DATE: February 25, 1994

TO: Jim Reid
Planning and Community Development Division
Parks, Planning and resources Department
King County

FROM: Randy Bannecker

RE: Comments on the draft Supplemental Environmental Statement for Amendments
to the Countywide Planning Policies

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SEIS.

More than anything, the comments that follow serve to correct information now in the utility
section. The corrective Janguage was also offered to the drafters of the utility element of the
comprchensive plan,

12.0 Utilities

Inventory of Facilitics

p. 150, 3rd paragraph

The scction reads, WNG’s gas supply is brought to this area on two parallel supply lines
operated by the Northwest Pipeline Corporation. We suggest deleting the words two parallel
becausc the phrasing sounds as though the lines are far apant.

Forecasting_of future needs
p. 150, 2nd paragraph

This paragraph contains some mislcading figures. We recommend the following as a
rcplacement:

WNG forecasts a 61 percent growth in_customers by the year 2012 h lanned for

or acquired gas supply and pipeline capacity {o meet the demand of current customers and
anticipaled growth for the next 20 years. described WNG’s 20-year_intcgrated
resource plan, natural gas supply available to the Pacific Northwest meets or exceeds the
company’s needs.

Wanhington Natural Gas Company

RIS Mercer Sueet (.0, Box [869). Scattle, Washington YXETE (206) 622-6767

Ts—+

Location and Capacity of New and/or expanded Facilitie
p.151, 2nd paragraph

This paragraph is misleading; We recommend the following as a replacement:

Notwithstanding the issues of local growth, W

maintain a prudent_Ievel of

a 1 ngin n [
distribution system_ expands using a "just_in_time" capacity philosophy that enables the

company to respond rowth when_and where it urs.

Significant Impacts

The introduction to the scction on Significant Impacts (p: 151) states:
"...the more concentrated development in urban areas...the more efficient and cost effective the
delivery of utility services.”

Although the SEIS did not include cost and feasibility factors in its analysis of the altematives,
it did discuss efficiency of utility service provision. The Eight and Fourtecn Center Alternatives
were said to have the greatest potential for energy efficiency and positive impact on the delivery
of utility services (p. 152).

WNG does not understand how the stated efficiencies are achieved with higher densities. Our
experience within our service area indicates that operations ard capital costs are the highest in
densely populated areas. It costs more to serve gas customers in Seattle than in Bellevue; and
more in Bellevue than in smaller cities.

The increased costs of density are confirmed by reviewing operations and maintenance costs for
natural gas utilities nationwide. Cities with greater populations per square mile, or greater
densities, tend to be more expensive places to provide natural gas service. We suspect the same
is true for other utility service providers. '

To compare natural gas operations and maintenance numbers to consumer costs, WNG reviewed
cost of living indicators such as groceries, housing, utilitics and transporiation. The general
trend held. Dense cities like Boston and Washington D.C. were more expensive places to live
than Albuquerque and New Orleans. (see attachments)

Note: Attached is a copy of remarks made to Councilmember Vance's Growth Management
Committee regarding these economy of scale issues within the SEIS.

Attachment



February 9, 1994
Comments on the utilities section of the SEIS

to Metro King County Council

Good morning.

My name is Gerry McDougall. I serve as Vice President for Special
Projects for Washington Natural Gas. We're a privately held natural

gas utility, serving 286,000 customers in King County.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment this morning.

WNG fully supports the goals of Growth Management to ensure that
King County remains a great place to live and work---for us and for our
children. Through involvement on the Fis/Ed Committee and one-to-one

work with planners, WNG has been active in the GMA planning effort.

TA-2

Today, I bring you our comments on the draft SEIS. I appreciate the
magnitude of the SEIS task, particularly given the aggressive timetable
on Countjwide Planning Policy adoption. However, I'm concerned that
King County risks adopting policies that are based on good intentions
instead of hard facts. This document is not an adequate tool with which
an elected official might make an informed decision on the Countywide

Planning Policies.

Specific to our business, the SEIS discusses private utilities, but it does
not provide any depth of information that would allow WNG to
adequately assess impacts of the various alternatives on our ‘company
and on our ability to provide service to our customers---now and in the

future.

The theme, as stated in the introduction of the utility section, is "...the
more concentrated development in urban areas...the more efficient and

cost effective the delivery of utility services."



The Eight and Fourteen Center Alternatives are said to have the greatest
potential for energy efficiency and positive impact on the delivery of

utility services.

The "cost-effectiveness” or "affordability” of density has served as the

underpinning of King County’s the Growth Management planning effort. A

But we do not understand how this "cost-effectiveness” or "affordability™”
can be achieved through high density land use. Everything we’ve
studied says there is a point at which increasing density increases cost

of service and reduces efficiency.

Our experience within our service area drives home this point-—our
operations and capital costs are the highest in densely populated areas.
It costs more to serve gas customers in Seattle than in Bellevue; and it

costs more to serve gas customers in Bellevue than in smaller cities; and

SO on.

This is true not just in King County, but throughout the nation. We’ve

LA-¢

looked at operations and maintenance costs for natural gas utilities
nationwide. Cities with greater densities --- greater populations per
square mile and more utility customers per square mile tend to be more
expensive places to serve gas. We suspect the same is true for other

utility service providers.

These higher costs of density don’t end with natural gas service. If you
look at cost of living indicators such as groceries, housing, utilities and
transportation, the trend holds. Dense cities like Boston and Washington
D.C. ar;a more expensive places to live than Albuquerque and New

Orleans.

I remain very concerned that these policies will make it tougher for our
employees to find affordable housing within King County and will send
prospective customers outside our service area to Skagit, Kitsap and

Kittitas counties by artificially constraining the supply of land.

Before we buy off on a plan calling for significantly increased densities,



let’s be sure we take an honest, sober look at what that might mean to
the residents and businesses of King County and what the physical,

environmental, social, economic and political impacts will be.
I ook forward to continuing to work with you and county planning staff
to- achieve a plan that can fulfill the vision of a strong economy and

desirable living environment.

Thank you.

[see attachments]
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TO: Lisa Majdiak, Planning & Community Development Division * o
FROM; Paul Barden, Co-Chair Fis/Ed Task Force
Task Force Members: Jim Fitzgerald
Terry Seaman
Terry Lewis
Russ Segner
RE: COMMENTS ON THE COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES DRAFT
SEIS

The members of the Fis/Ed Task Force organized a systematic review of the Draft
SEIS on the Countywide Planning Policies. While not a formal part of the Fis/Ed work
program, members recognized the importance of this document for decision making at
the GMPC as well as for work at our Task Force in evaluating the fiscal impacts of the
Countywide Planning Policies.

1 have reviewed this document and participated in substantial discussions with the
Task Force members. The Task Force has not made forma! findings on the Draft
SEIS nor did it take formal action on the comments made by individual members.
Nevertheless, strong themes emerged through the organized review as weil as in my
own which | would like to share with the GMPC. After reading my formal comments
other Task Force members have asked to add their names to this letter.

The Purpose of this SEIS is to analyze the probably effects of a reasonabie range of
allernatives for the countywide planning policies. To do this, the SEIS should be
based on data sets which reflect realistic growth patterns Unfortunately, realistic
growth data was not used.

Fis/Ed Task Force work c|éar|y identifies that 14 centers as described in the
SEIS will not be built in 20 years.

Based on the proposed population and employment targets of jurisdictions, it is
doubtful that 8 centers will build out in 20 years;

The data set for the Magnets Alternative provides no clear idea of the growth
pattern.

The SEIS fails to utilized important information and studies which are current and
relevant to this analysis.
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FisEd Task Force's Case Studies are not utilized;

Water Section is based on the 1985 Seattle Water Supply Plan instead of the
1993 plan (which has been out for over 10 months).

The failure to use realistic growth assumptions and current information means that this
Draft SEIS not only does not provide adequate information on the aiternatives; more
importantly, it cannot provide meaningful information upon which to base a preferred
alternative. The final SEIS needs to provide substantive information on the policy
direction and financiat resources which will be needed to support likely levels of

growth outside centers.

The SEIS has an underlying pro-centers slant which appears to pre-judge impacts
without substantive analysis. :

The SEIS Executive Summary critiques the Fis/Ed’'s recommendations relating
to office parks on the unsubstantiated basis that it will undermine the centers
alternatives;

SEIS assumes thal 35 to 65 percent of new growth will be redevelopment
despite Fis/Ed work questioning this;

SEIS consistently refers to centers as being based on high capacity transit; yet,
there is no meaningful analysis of the impacts of the failure to construct a
regional transit plan on the viability of centers, In fact, lack of rail is not
determined to be a fatal flaw in centers development.

The analysis and conclusions in the SEIS avoids the tough questions such as:

What are the environmental problems with redeveloping industrial lands and the
costs of remediation?

How do the problems of crime and human services in denser urban areas affect
the ability to create quality urban neighborhoods envisioned in the policies?

What is the feasibility of developing needed new water sources to support
economic development in the next 20 years?

What are the costs and feasibility of making urban centers attractive and
inviting?

Finally, the SEIS fails to address the most fundamental questions;

What is the likely outcome of amending the CPP's to designate a certain
number of centers?

LA-10
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If the urban centers do not"build out” in 20 years as described in the SEIS, but
in fact only achieve the modest residential growth committed to in the
jurisdiction’s targets, how viable are the centers? Where will the growth then
go? What are the environmenta!l impacts of this scenario?

What adjustments need to be made in the centers strategy or criteria, and
countywide infrastructure investment policies, if non-center cities do not curtail
jobs and housing growth in order to focus growth into centers?

Do these policies ensure appropriate locations to attract and maintain high
wage/high value jobs such as those supplied by Boeing and Microsoft?

What is the likely result of providing only 125% of land capacity to projected
demand over 20 years?
We urge you to require that the Final SEIS do the following:
A) Provide analysis on realistic data assumptions and current information;
.B) Develop a preferred alternative based on new analysis;
C) Reevaluate the analysis on office parks and redevelopment; and
D) Address the tough and fundamental questions asked above.
The CPP's as a vision for the next 20 years will direct us to somewhere - the question
that the Final SEIS needs to address is: what is the likely outcome of each of the

alternalives in 20 years - what are the environmental impacts - and what opportunities
are opened and foreclosed?

2124794 basdun2i|



February 23, 1994

TO: Lisa Majdiak, Planning & Community Development Division

FROM: Fis/Ed Task Force
Paul Barden, Co-Chair

RE: COMMENTS ON THE COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES DRAFT
SEIS

The Fis/Ed Task Force has been directed by the GMPC to make recommendations on
Economic Development Policies and to oversee the Fiscal impact Analysis of the
CPP's. As part of its work program, the Fis/Ed Task Force has been actively
interested in the activities of other growth management studies, and particularly the
work on the SEIS. The SEIS is an important tool to be used in reviewing the centers
strategy for countywide growth and, in particular, for evaluating the urban centers,
manufacturing/industrial centers and economic development policies. As such, the
Fis/Ed Task Force assigned a committee to organize a systematic review of the Draft
SEIS by Task Force members. The comments made by individual members as part
of the systemalic review are allached. These comments are listed under the names
of eight chapter coordinators. In addition, individual members of the Task Force gave
testimony on the draft to the King County Council on February 9, 1994. Written text of
some of the oral testimony statements are included.

The Task Force has not made format findings on the Draft SEIS, nor did it take formal
action on the comments made by the individual members. :
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February 22, 1994

FISCAL ANALYSIS & FCONOMIC DEVELOPMENT (FIS/ED) TASK FORCE
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIS ON THE COUNTYWIDE PLANNING PPOLICIES

DRAFT

Chapter 1. LAND USE

P.xv1 Answer, 2. The SEIS critiques the FIS-ED's recommendations relanng to office parks on
the basis that it will undermine the outcomes of the Centers Altemanves and the CPPs. It 1s unclear
what ts meant by this statement.  Clearly the FIS-ED concluded that 1t is essennal in order to antain
the economic development goals of the CPPs. If the statement 15 intended 10 mean that the targets
for Centers arc unlikely to be achieved. the case studies suggest that these targets are unlikelv to be
achieved even if the nriginal CPPs are not revised in anv wav Thus this statement needs clanfica-
von. (Tavioe Washburn)

P. xvi Answer-3*  The work of the Fis-ED has questioned the shaky assumpnons underiying the
conclusion that there 1s adequate land capacity under current zoning for residential, commercial and
industrial growth. It is not clear that the SEIS drafters have taken this information into account
Moreover, if the projected densitv for Centers is unlikely 10 be achieved, as recent data suggests,
then it is further questionable whether existing zoning provides adequate capaaity. (Tavloe
Washburn)

P. 14 tLand Capacity: This discussion factors in the 25% cushion required. but arain suffers from
not incorporating, the recent data winch sueeests the residental tneets are unhhely 10 be achieved in

most Centers. {Tayloe Washbum)

P. |5 Rural Citiess My understanding of the Magnet Altemanve makes me question the accuracy
of the statement that all aliernatives contemplate a similar level of development i rural cities Fur-
ther explanation would be helptul. (Tayloe Washbum)

P 16 Residential Lands: Trend toward lower density housie,  Tlis trend 15 very inconsistent wath
the ambitious goals in the Centers targets. At a mimmum. it suggests the need for contnued analy-
sis of the residential preference issue. The raw data gathered by the Citv of Seaulc’s Planning De-
pariment provides further evidence that absent some sweeping percerved progress i crime and
schools 1n urban areas, the goal of increased residential density in urban centers is unlikely 1o be
achieved. { Some Fis-Ed members who have carefully reviewed this data have cruicized the Seaule
Planning Dept.'s more optimistic conclusions on this study as being unsupported by the evidence in
the raw data.) (Tavioe Washbum)
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P18  Urban Area: 1 have not reviewed the specific dara provided by the City of Seartle to the
SEIS drafters. Recent calcularions of what would actually be butit based on the statement that Seat-
tle can accommiadate one-third of the available urban residential capacity suggests that, while per-
haps technically true, the use of this capacity seemns very unlikely to be achicved duc 10 the result-
ing radical change 1n the character of individual neighborhoods (¢.g.. ten additional 10-story residen-
val bldings and four 20-story office towers added to the University District to attain projected resi-
denual growth) (Tavloe Washburn)

P I8 Bhban Area The FIS-ED work has long ago provided a host of reasons questioning the ac-
curacy of the assertion in the SEIS that 46% of the unused commercial and industrial capacity can
be tound in Seaule. (Tavloe Washburn)

P19 Litban Growth Areas.  The feasibility of the Centers concept is undermined by the recogni-
ton that anly one center now meets the criteria for both employment and jobs. The recent data pro-
duced outside the SEIS and the Case Studies Report both add further doubt as to the fikelihood of
the nonunated Centers attiuning therr stated woals  (Tavioe Washbum)

P21 Siemificant Impacis - Land Capacuv  The SEIS properly notes the major factors that are not
tiken into considetation thioughout the document (e.g., feasibility and fiscal impact). Thus, the
work of the Fis-ED Task Force, which focuses on these two areas, must be taken hand-in-hand by
GMPC pohicv-makers when reviewing the CPPs and considenng revisions, (Tavloe Washbum)

P22 Uncernainty on Redevelopment and Likely Density of New Development:  The fact that the
SELS does not give any caretul scrutiny 1o the redevelopment expectations submitted by cities such
as Seartle undermnes the reliability of its conclusions, For example, Seattle’s projections on indus-
wrial capacity apparently assume some reliance on multi-story industrial development. FEven the City
ot Seaule Industrial Studv identifies the novelty and untested nature of this form of development.
Hhere s no showint i or outside the SEIS that the businesses are likely to site in these areas.

tere agamn. the SEIS stops short of sermonizing the leasibility of the redevelopment assumptions,
The Fis-FED wark has questioned how likelv it is businesses will seek to deal with the host of cost,
contamination, and delay issues associated with redevelopment. (Tayloe Washburn)

P24 In summanzing the unpacts of compact urban areas, the SEIS fails to acknowledge (by its
own admsssion) the significant possible adverse economic impacts associated with such develop-
ment. (Tavloe Washburn)

P 29 The SEIS does not anywhere try and picture what will be the form of development. When dis-
cussing residenual development of 30 units per acre. possibly quantifying this in terms of the num-
her of 20-stoty residential towers o sume other, example would be helptul. The importance of this
15 to communicate i terms that policy makers can easily understand the actual development project-
ed under the vanious center alternatives, (Tayvloe Washburn)

P33 The inflated assumptions of manufacturing and industrial jobs needs to be clarificd  As I un-
derstand . PSRC and natonal data suggest a likely much smaller role in this area. As it involves
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considerable consumption of land. policy makers should be made more aware of the opnimistic as-
sumptions made in this area. (Tayloe Washbum)

P33 Seanle's reliance on multi-storv buildings for future industrial development is addressed above
(Tavloe Washbum)

P.33 In discussing the City of Seartle’s aversion to Business/Office Park and therr threat 1o Center
development, the document should provide a clearer picture of how dense 50 Jobs per acre will be
outside of the CBD and University District. This wall be important information for policy makers,
especiallv when companies such as Boeing and Microsoft have repeatedly stressed their unwilling-
ness 1o site future facthiies i such areas (lavioe Washburn)

P.36 In discussing the impacts of the 8 Centers Altemative, greater attention must be given to the
recent Fis/Ld statl analysis which questions the extent to which tuture household and employment
will in fact take place in Centers  (Tavine Wishburn)

P36 In deseribing the impact of infill and redevelopment, T anam surnest depicnng this in the visu-
al terms discussed above. (Tayloe Washburn)

P37 RTP Assumpuon: [t s unclear of the SEIS states what the tmpacts of the 8 Centers Alterna-
tive will be if the RTP does not go forward. There should be discussion of these impacts since it is
not clear that the RTP will be built. (Tayloe Washburn)

P.57 The discussion of linking CIP planning to capacity assumpuons is critical. In Seaule for ex-
ample, the ambitious plans to attract large numbers of jobs and residents have to date been un-
accompanted by specific information on the cost of such growth, and on whom these infrastructure
costs will likely fall. (Tayloe Washburn)

Al the alternatives relv 16 siemificant extent on the redevetopment of existing industrial and manu-
facturing sites to achieve higher employment densines. This is particularly true of the 14 and R Ur-
ban Centers alternanives  Yer lintle attention has been paid  the issuc of state labeling of hazardous
and contaminated sites in relation to the feasibility of this redevelopment strategy. Thus far 68 sites
within King County have been put on the state's list. Thus far 68 sites have been tested! This
would indicate the distinct possibility that literally everv industnial and manufactunng sie within the
county could end up on this dreaded list. Its simply a matter of how long 1t 1akes the state to
complete all the inspections. Once a site is on this list it, at best, may be allowed to continue
functioning in its current use and at current levels At worst the site mav become totaify unusable
for any purpose. Financial institutions are unlikely 10 want 10 participate in funding for
redevelopment of Hazardous or Contaminated Sites. Potential buyers and developers are not likely
to be enthused by the prospects of involvement with these properties  This is a very serious prob-
lem that needs to be specifically addressed in any plan that relies heavily on redevelopment as a
planning strategy  How does the GMPC intend to approach this issuc? (Terry Seaman)
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A related marter involving the reliance on redevelopment to meet planning goals is the extreme dif-
ficulty. hazardous and contaminated sites aside, that companies face in today's regulatory climate if
they must relocate even under the best of circumstances. In the past, though to a lesser extent than
currently envisioned, redevelopment has played a significant role in expanding our economy and
providing additional jobs. However. 1t used 1o be a lot simpler to relocate a small industrial or man-
ufacturing business. Now it can take years and many tens of thousands of dollars in legal fees just
to move a few miles down the street. Consequently, these types of businesses may resist the pros-
pect of relocation with some vigor. This issue is not addressed in the S.E.LS. (Terry Seaman)

Please-consider the implications of both the above issues relating to redevelopment in the context of
the followang assumprion, relating to the 14 Urban Centers Alternative, taken from page 23 of the
DSEIS * :

“For both residenual and commerctal/industrial uses, 35 to 65 percent of new development will be
redzvelopment.” (Terry Seaman)

The DSEIS acknowledges (page 19. lower right hand comer) that “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 Seanle.” In general that only one of the 14 proposed
centers 1s in fact now an urban center would seem to cast some doubt about the feasibility of the
urban concept In specific. that the only proposed urban center thus qualified is the University Dis-
trict, an almost entirely taxpayer subsidized city within a city, provides some indication of just how-
likely {or unlikely) urban centers will be to contribute positively to our overall economy. (Terry

‘Seaman)

Page 47 of the DSEIS states that “Of particular concern currently to rural area residents is the ab-
sence of fire low in their area because urban levels of water services are not provided.” This is a
remarkable statement and does not represent the sentiment of the great majority of rural area resi-
dents. These folks are well aware that, as desirable as fire flow capacity in itself may be, any im-
posttion of such requirements on rural areas will result in the following undesirable impacts:

*  Private and small group wells will be a thing of the past.

« Public water will, at great expense, (remember the current low densities and large lot sizes
and how that will affect instaliation costs) replace those individual and
small group wells.

*  Exireme pressure to increase population densities in order to pay for the public water sys-
tem will result in the loss of rural character and lifestyle that most resideats so vigorously
want to retain

The above referenced statement relating to rural fireflow is not accurate and should be removed
from the final SEIS document. (Terry Seaman)
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25. The DSEIS acknowledges that none of the proposed “centers” meet the qualificauons for a center

26.

today. The planning policies. however. are designed to direct growth into areas that wall either be-
come “centers” during the 20 year planning cycle or will be appropriate places for the development
ol'."cemcrs" at some near or distant future rjme The only significance of when a center meets the
critenia which we now use to define a center is measured by the extent which the comprehensive

plan relies on that timing. A wise pian will be built on the best possible estimates as to when each
“center.,” will reach “centerdom,” but will contain sufficient flexibility to accommodate each center

reaching centerdom in substantially more than (or less than) the current 20 year planning penod. -
(Larry Smith) .

As the DSEIS states. it is not a feasibility nor a fiscal impact studv The FIS/ED Task Force has
Peen given the job of rendenng an opinton regarding feasibility and fiscal impact. Accordingly. the
input from the FIS/ED Task Force should act as an additional guide to the ¢ountv decision-makers
(Larry Smuth) ) .

The conclusions in the DSEIS regarding land availabilitv appear 10 assume that substannial redevel-
opment can and will take place within the urban areas. It has become clear that such redevelopment
can only proceed if significant reform occurs in how government treats redevelopment efforts. in-
cluding most specifically contaminated sites. Without such reform, the assumpnons are flawed.
Nevertheless. this is not a flaw in the center strategy. but rather a challenge 10 be overcome as part
of the implementation of that strategy. The alternanve to “redevelopment” is to leave under-
developed. contaminated or inappropriately developed land in its current state, allowing the uses of ~
that tand to continue to deteriorate and requiring new uses to Jocate farther and farther into the citv's
environs. While such an approach may be acceptable in Dallas. where flat. developable land ’
surrounding the city is nearly limitless, it is simply impossible to carry on such an approach in the
?uget Sound region. In consequence, redevelopment must occur and will occur. The question then
is not "whether.” but “when" and “how. (Larry Smith)

Chap. 2, AFFORDABLE HOUSING:

The disFussion in the Draft SEIS is vague and rambling. Most disturbing is the lack of specificity in
identifying significant. probable impacts of the various alternatives on housing in general and on af-
fordabie housing in particular. Since one of the major purposes of the SEIS is “To ensure that citi-
zens‘and decision makers are provided with objective information and analysis before amending the
previously adopted CPPs", a fuller and richer analysis of probable impacts is in order. Although
there are chailenges and complexities of attempting 10 predict and measure the relative effects of
each of the alternatives on the housing market. a clear, unambiguous and relevant distincuons can be
made among the center alternatives. (Dan Watson)

P.59 The primary finding that “Distinctions in impacts between the alternatives are minor because
of the far greater imponance of market factors, including demand and supply factors.” is an unsup-
ported asseruon that flies in the face of both the case studics and most of the tesnmonv our task



O -2

g -5

H o-3

Ho -1

Ho- 1d

Ho- 5

Ho~ )

force has heard over the last year While it's obvious the authors of the draft SEIS were unable to
make meaningful distinctions between the center alternatives, there is strong evidence that policies
mandating the densification of housing in and around urban centers will have significant unavoidable
smpacts on the amount, tvpe and cost of housing that is ultimately supplied by the markerplace. The
authors of the draft SEIS imply that the various policy altematives have only minor. nearly insignifi-
cant. relauve effects on the supply and cost of housing. This absurd conclusion suggests that hous-
ine market forces. along with other externalities. are so overwhelming that policy choices, partcular-
Iy those relatnng to development densities. have no real effect and the contentious debate over density
alternauves is really a waste of time. (Dan Watson)

The authors of the draft SEIS have simply dodged the essential question by making the bold finding
“Market forces have significantly greater impact on costs and affordability than housing policies.”
While this statemeant is an obvious truism. it is totally incorrect to therefore assume that housing poli-
cies have no sigmificant impact. The real questions that need to be analyzed in the draft SEIS are:

A Given what 1§ known about population growth and the projected demand for hous
ing in the region. what relanve impacts will the various aliematives have on the quantity,
tvpe. location and cost of new housing supplied by the markerplace?

B. How do these impacts on the supply of new housing effect the cost of housing and
availability of affordable housing in the overall housing market?

C. How do these impacis effect the cost of housing and availability of affordable
housing in the Urban Centers or other areas of high growth?

D. Do these impacts necessitate mitigating measures in order to insure an adequate supply of
affordable housing? How effective and what are the public and private costs of these
mitigating measures? (It seems useless to discuss mitigating measures such as
inclusionary zoning unless their impacts can be also be assessed in terms of effectiveness
and cost). (Dan Watson)

Providing answers 1o these questions is without question a chalienging and complex analytical en-
deavor that may very well be beyond the scone of the SEIS and the expertise of its authors. Based
on the information in the draft SEIS, a more intellectually honest "Finding™ would be to state that the
nformation to measure the relative impacts of the various alternatives does not exist and therefore no
conclusion as to significance can be reached. This would at least acknowledge the possibility of
stgnificant differences in the supply and cost of housing among the various alternatives. (Dan
Watson)

P.61-69 While this scction makes a number cf interesting points about housing economics and dis-
cusses n general terms each of the alternatives, no definitive conclusions are ever reached. 1 was
struck by the vague uncertain nature of the discussion and its avoidance of strong conclusions or de-
fimtive statements.  For example, the authors couldn’t really make up their minds whether and under
what circumstances densification incieases or decreases housing costs:

6

Ho-10
Ho-9

Ho-1

7.

“The impact of the difference benveen eight @1d founcen centers might move costs m
either directton. Since the 14 Centers 4 liemanve ncreases the number of areas of
concentration considerably. if actual densities are sufficiens, this aemanve might case
any nght supply condittons and thus allow prces 1o swabilize or decline However
this altcrmanve concentrates the most houscholds in arcas where lend prces might 'be
highest.” (Page 67)

Although [ have some fundamental disagreements with parts of the analysis in this section, it's not
worth debating here since no firm conclusions are ever reached in the draft SEIS (Dan Watson)

Mitigation Measures P 69-71 This section catalogs various regulatory, adnunistrative and financial
assistance programs that are believed to mutigate the adverse effects on housing affordability of sev-
eral of the alternatives Many of the programs will have so linle mitgaung effect on housing
affordability that they hardly seem worth menuoning (e.g. Mimimum Density Zoning, Inclusionary
Zoning, Additional Assistance to Small Communities). | do believe that an e!panch discussion 'of
public subsidies is in order since the provision of affordable housing within the Urban Centers will
necessitate large public subsidies. Given current housing costs and prices. it is not difficilt to
estimate an approximate public subsidy cost for providing a reasonable mix of affordable housine
units within an urban center. The impact on the taxpayer could be quite significant and consequ;mlv
bears more analysis and discussion. ’

I find this section somewhat ironic and contradictory because on the one hand the draft SEIS
suggests that regulatory policy has no significant overall effect on housing affordability, vet on the
other hand other housing policies are. both needed and effective in mitigating adverse 'im'pacts for
some of the alternatives.

Conclusion:

I would recommend a complete rewrite of the “Significant Impacts” and "Mitigating Measures®
sections of the Affordable Housing Chapter in order to achieve a consistent and cohesive analvsis of
these topics as they relate to the various CPP amendment alternatives. (Dan Wartson)

The DSEIS acknowledges that the factors which produce or preciude affordable housing are too
complex to allow reasonable prediction regarding the impact of each altemative. While it 1s true that
densification, for example, will no doubt raise the price of land in urban centers. it is also true that
the price of each unit of housing in a newly densified urban Center is likely to be lessened by virtue
of the more efficient use of the expensive land. Similarly, while regulations and incentives to build
multi-unit housing in certain areas of the city will have the effect of raising the costs of single family
homes in those areas (due to the pressure 1o replace those homes with more lucrative multi-family
developments), the preservation of single family neighborhoods made possible by densificanon
elsewhere will relieve such pressures for other pants of the aity  The result of all of this will be that
the cost- of some types of housing in sonie locations will rise while prices may remain the same or
even fall for other housing tvpes or locations. (Larry Smith)
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Chapter 3. TRANSPORTATION

Which came first THE PLAN or THE CHOO CHOO? Reading the Countywide Planning Policies
and listening to the supporters of that vision one might come to the conclusion that King County's
Growth Managemsnt strategies are simply an after the fact Justification for a very expensive mass
transit project  Rather than a transit system that responds to the needs of citizens and businesses it
seems we are trying 1o develop a scheme that will. by dramatically shifting our way of life. fit a
predetermined vision for mass transit. (Terry Seaman)

Over the past several decades public transportation in King County has not proven particularly
successtul Very few people uniize the svstem. [t has not been able to respond effectively to the
neceds of its prospecnve customers. The percent of use of public transit as a means to get 10 work’
has decreased over the past decade (Table S, page 76). Metro’s normal responsc to lack of ridership
has been 1o raise fares and cut service. Apparently that strategy has not solved their problems. Now
we have a terrific new idea "Transportation Demand Management” or. as it is known to
transportation aficionados. "TDM”  TDM is a swell series of disincentives designed to force people
out of thesr automobiles through such means as excessive parking charges, added parking taxes, and
higher fuel prices. [ suggest that it's about time to try to give people some positive reasons to choose
our transit system over other transportation alternatives. [ also suggest that prior to initiating a new
transit project costing tens of billions of dollars we should prove to the public that we can first fix *

our current more modest public transit services, making them an attractive alternative for commuting.”

The proof of our cuccess wall be increased ridership and possibly eventual public acceptance of the
ambitious plans of the RT.A. The King County - Metro merger seems to be the perfect opportunity
to focus artention on our existing transit system. Only after we have leamed to make it more
successful will we have the knowledge and public confidence necessary to ensure the utility of the
massive regional system envisioned by planners and leading politicians. (Terry Seaman)

The specific message here in terms of the Countywide Planning Policies and the DSEIS is DON'T
BUILD OUR ENTIRE GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN AROUND THE CONCEPT OF A
FUTURE MASSIVE REGIONAL TRANSIT SYSTEM WHEN WE CURRENTLY LACK THE
ABILITY AND KNOWLEDGE TO MAKE OUR EXISTING, MORE MODEST SYSTEMS EVEN
MARGINALLY EFFECTIVE. (Terry Sea‘man)

Much of the analysis of the relationship between the currently-proposed RTA and the CPPs suffers
(rom 100 much emphasis on the short term and too little emphasis on the Tong term configuration of
the region.  East-west movement in the county has been substantially advanced with the dramatic
expansion of 1-90. There will soon come a time, if it hasn't occurred already, where the region can
no longer solve its ever increasing congestion problem by building more freeways. Even Los
Angeles, which for decades has been acknowledged to be 100 spread out to ever justify a mass transit
system. is turming fo transit. The critics of the RTA may be correct in contending that this is the
wrong plan or the wrong nme (although it is interesting and instructive to listen to Dan Evans’
observations regarding the kind of paid-for transit system we would have today had the forward

Is-+

LA-G

Is-+

thrust bond issue passed), it is clear that this region will not continue 1o thrive without some sort of
mass transit alternative at some point in the future. The potnt is that we should be making land use
decisions today that facilitate the construction of the mass-transit svstem when the region's voters
finally decide that the congestion and the resulting economic stagnanon justfies the pnce tag. The
centers-based policy alternatives as set forth in the CPPs are the only altemauves that do that. (Larry
Smith) -

Chapter 4. HUMAN SERVICES

The S E LS. concludes that the alternatives that propose to concentrate growth into designated urban
centers would result in fewer impacts on the delivery of human services in rural and resource areas
(page 102, Main. Findings). This of course assumes that new residential growth will occur in the
areas and proportions envistoned by the planners, and that such a result would minimize residennal
growth in the rural areas. It also apparently assumes that the increased funding required to provide
human services in the urban centers and surrounding urban areas would not result in pressure to
decrease funding for those services in the rural areas. {Terny Seaman)

The projected charactenistics of employment opponunitics in the Urban Centers indicates an increase
in lower paving service sector jobs that may not be self-sustaining. This will result 1n an increased .
per capita demand for human services. not necessarily in the Urban Centers but rather wherever, in
the county, these new lower pay residents and their families determine to live Increased demand
and need for human services will result in increased per capita costs for human services. Wili
jurisdictions have the resources to pay the bill? (Terry Seaman)

There are those who believe that centralization or "recentralization” are the solutions to the problems
that have faced our central cities ever since the post-war invention of the subdivision caused the
middle class to separate itself from the city and from one another. See, for example,
"Recentralization-. The Single Answer 10 More Than a Dozen U. §. Problems and the only Answer
to Poverty,” William B. Shore, 1993, a paper for the Lincoln Insutute of Land Policy. Mr. Shore s
now a Senior Fellow of Urban Affairs at the Regional Plan Association in New York Mr. Shore’s
thesis is that the centers of American cities must regain their role as the principal places where
people come together for work, retailing, the ars, higher education. health services and
enteriainment. Such a recentralization will do more than anything else to end the apartheid that has
caused class and racial separations in our communitics. as well as the economic decav of the central
city. (Larry Smith)

Chapter 5. POLICE/FIRF/EMERGENCY RESPONSE

The DSEIS fails to effectively address the issue of law enforcement costs related to the greatly
increased population densities envisioned by planners. A fecble attempt is made on page 109 10
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discount the effects of density on crime by alleging that "previous research” indicates no strong
conclusions can be drawn. Tell that to mner city restdents being terronzed by gangs and drug
dealers or who need security system for cars | parking and residences. {Terry Seaman)

(hapter 7. PARKS AND OPEN SPACE

The DSEIS concludes that the 14 Urban Centers Alternative would have the least advérse impact on
countvawide park, and open space. though 1t acknowledyes that this opuon will result in more adverse
tmpacts to urban parks and open space within urban areas. [f the Urban Centers concept is to work
(revardless of whether 1t 1s the 8, or 14 Center alternative) it is very important that Urban Centers be
atttactive amd v o resudents and workers Numerous, appealing and well maintained park and
open space ateias will be essenual to this goal. The cost involved in maintaining and enhancing
existing urban assets and in developing new Urban Center park and open space sites may be
<ubstantal, but that imvestment wall be a necessarv component to make the Urban Centers concept
work o that 1s the preterred alternative  (Terrv Seaman)

Claptee 8, Water Supply:

This chapter needs to state more forthriehtly that aew water sources will be necded to support
economic development strategtes and continued population increases from internal growth and in-
migration no matter how successtul we are at conserving water as the next source of “new supply.”
Although sound policy, conservanon 15 4 stop-gap measure to give us the tune, 15 to 20 years, o
find. plan, allocate, and build a new source. No marter how the population is arranged on the King
County landscape, a new major water source is nceded. We are not deferring a decision to build
new sources by the use of conservatton  We are domg all things possible o stretch our current
supply s0 King County residents can continue to maintain their current lifestyle with a minimum of
sacrifice  (Holly Kean)

Kine County has loni had a policy which discourages the extension of major utility infrastructure
mte rural areas puless a water qualiy of supply problem s wdennfied. This 1s buttiessed by code
lansuage which puts teeth i the pohicy. To my knowledge, there are few, if any, problems
implemenung the policy 1 am puzzled by several references to the possible need for major
umprovements to the rural uubty svstem mfrastucture. King County policy translates to individual
homes on a well or lots created by shoriplat or small subdivisions

betng served by a well(s). If major infrastructure improvements arc needed in rural towns or cities,
the SFIS shonld be mote precise (Holly Kean)

Class A water systems contain 15 or more connections; Class B svstems contain 2 to 14 con-

accnons  (Holiv Keand
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The references 1o the 1985 Seaule Water Supply Plan on page 126 are out of date  The siwanon s
now quite different. The discussion should be based on the 1993 Seantle Water Suppiyv Plan, (Hollv
Kean)

In addimon to conservation, individual unlity exploration. and the potennial of the North Fork of the
Tolt River, the Seattle Water Department and the East King Countv Regional Water Association are
exploning the possibility of locaung a major regional groundwater source i the Upper Snoqualmie
Valley. Application has already been made to the Department of Ecology to drill an exploratory
well.

The proposed intertie between Tacoma Water and the Seattle Water system from Pipeline 5 should
be discussed as another source of water, The quanuty, however will not be known unn! Tacoma
completes is aegonations with the Muckleshoot Trbe  And, of consttuction 1s not begun on Mipehine

5 by 1996, 1t will put addiuonal stress on the Seanie Water Department svstem as many of the South
k\ng, County purvevors rely solely on groundwater  Cities <uch as Federal Wav do not have a
surplus water supply unless Pipeline § s butlt, (fHully Kean)

I aeree that construction of mote mulufamly development will reduce water supply needs  However,
the reduction should be quanufied because | don't believe 1t will be sienificant. (Holly Kean)

The concentration of growth will not necessarily have much impact on the need for new water
sources. [t will, however, have an cffect on infrastructure needs  Infrastructure needs and source
needs should be discussed separately. (Holly Kean)

The SEIS should emphasize that a change to policy RU-16 1s needed if we are to build new supplies.
Public facilities for these new water sources will have to be constructed where the water source is
located. The Cedar River system, constructed at the turn of the century, was butlt in the hinterlands
because that was the location of the souce 1 do not know of any major regional sources which
could be developed in the urban areas. (Holly Kean)

The reuse of treated wastewater should be included as a potenual new source of supply. Although 1
do not believe it is a viable source because King County does not have many large. single users for
the treated wastewater, it is part of the water supply scheme. Unlike Pierce County which has the
Simpson Kraft Ml using at feast 8 MGD ~ King County has small users by compartson. The con-
struction of a distnbution system would be very costly because of the lack of. concentranon of large
water users.  Use of the system would be for only 2 1o 3 months out of the vear 1115 also unknown
if treated wastewater substituted for potable water 1o (lush the thram Chittendam Locks can increase
our water supply, The Department of Ecology may decide the saved water 1s needed to enhance the
instrecam flow in the Cedar River. (Holly Kean)

There was no discussion ol groundwater as an important source of water for King County. Ground-
water supplies 22 percent of the urban population  This source needs to be protected
from contamination and the reduction of the Jurban aquifer recharpe areas by inappropriate placement
of high density development. (Holly Kean)
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11 What 1s the rationale behind CO-16 requiring Rural Water Systems to be “professionally managed
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and mantained by the applicahle water purveyor according to the satellite management procedures of
the Coordinated Water System Plans. and designed to rural standards."? Why does the Suburban
Cities Associanion, which has no direct concemn in this marer, feel so strongly that this policy, which
will needlessly cost residents with individual or small group wells in the rural unincorporated area of
the county thousands of doliars apiece on a vearly basis, must be retained over the more reasonable
version (RU-13) put forward by the Rural Character Task Force? (Terry Seaman)

[f retaned. CO-16 wall result in extreme and needless economic hardship on rural residents who are
already underrepresented in the Growth Management Planning process. It will prompt the incursion
of public water districts into the rural areas where the GMPC allegedly does not want them, (rural
residents don’t want them erther) and it will most cerainly, along with public waterlines result in ad-
ditonal. even insurmountable pressure to increase densities in the rural areas where, again the GMPC
claims it wants to nunimize densities. (Terry Scaman)

CHAPTER 9, Stormwater Management

‘The value of starmwater runoff has increased among groundwater purveyors. They believe the cur-
rent policy of capturing runoff and channeling it into water courses should be reviewed for a more
balanced approach. Twenty-two percent of urban King County’ s population uses groundwater as its
only source. Runoff helps recharge aquifers. (Holly Kean) -

Amount of Stormwater Runoff:

The assumption in the SEIS is that the Centers Alternatives will categorically have fess impact on the
production of stormwater runoff since most of the development will occur inside the UGA.

However, in the Land Use section on page 16, the SEIS states that there are 40,000 vacant acres in
the UGA. Most of those acres will be consumed 1o accommodate the 215,000 additional households.
Wouldn't the stormwater generated by covering these acres with impervious surfaces be the same as
any other 40,000 vacant acres? If so, would that result tend to neutralize the differences between the
Alternanives? (Wally Toner)

Jurisdiction's Plans:

Mention is made of King County's SWM and the City of Seantte DWU. But there is no mention of
other cities and their capacity to deal with stormwater. The relative capacity of the region to manage
stormwater associated with development is important in designating Centers. (Wally Toner)

Center Designation:

To the extent possible, the FSEIS should confirm cach jurisdiction's surface water management plans
for the Centers anticipated. It has been said that future expansion of the Hutchinson Center will not
be possible unul the (SO problems in south Lake Union are solved. (Wally Toner)
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CHAPTER 10 - SEWER/SEPTIC:

1. On page 142 the SEIS mennons that the capacity for transmission and treatment for the south Puget
Sound drainage is under study Is there the same level of confidence that those studies will result in
sufficient capacity for the growth anticipated in the southem part of the county as the seems 10 be for
the METRO portion of the county? (Wallv Toner) ) ’

Chapter 11, SOLID WASTE

I. The SEIS does not mennon that Seattle manages its own collecrion and disposal system. Also.both

Sen.nle and King County are served by regional landfills located in Roosevelt, Washington and
Arlington, Oregon. (Wally Toner) ’ )
Chapter 12, UTILITIES

1. The introduction to the section on Significant Impacts (p. 151) states: ".the more concentrated de-

velopment in urban areas ... the more efficient and cost effective the delivery of utility services.”
Cost-effective densitv” has served as an underlying assumption of the GMA planning effort. Based

on WNGS rgsearch. there is a point at which increasing density increases cost of service, while re-
ducing efficiency.

A}\hough lhe~ SEIS did_nox include cost and feasibility factors in its analysis of the alternatives, it did
discuss efficiency of utility service provision. The Eight and Fourteen Center Alternanves were said

to have the greatest potential for energy efficiency and positive impact on the deliverv of utilitv ser-
vices (p. 152). ’ ’

\.V,NG do_es.nol understand how the stated efficicncies are achieved with higher densines. Our expe-
rience within our service area indicates that operations and capital costs arc the highest in denselv

popul:ned. areas. It costs more to serve gas customers in Seartle than in Bellevue: and more in Belle-
vue than in Redmond.

'ﬂ‘lc mcrea.f.e'd costs of density are confirmed by reviewing operations and maintenance costs for natu-
ral gas unliries nationwide. Cities with greater populations per square mile, or greater densities. tend

lo't'm mofe expensive places to provide natural pas service. We suspect the same is true for other
utility service providers.

To f:qmparc natural gas operations and maintenance numbers 1o consumer costs. WNG reviewed cost
of llvmg indicators such as groceries. housing, utilities and transportation The general trend held.
Dense citics like Boston and Washington D.C. were more expensive places 10 live than Ajbuquerque
and New Orleans. (sce attachments) (Gerry McDougal)
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Chaprer 13, SENSTITVE ARFAS & RESOURCE 1. ANDS

The SEIS finds that many sensitive areas and resource lands are located in rural and resource areas.
No kidding Previously developed land i the urban areas has long since had all the sensitivity and
fesonrcetulness blasted out of it Nevertheless the DSEIS conclusion that the 14 Urban Center Alter-
natve would have the least adverse impact 1n this regard seems an accurate assessment, Existing
sensttive areas and resource lands are indeed located primarily in the rural areas of the county., As-
susming the various alternatives wark as envisioned the 14 Urban Center scenario would be the pre-
ferred alternanve, in the context of prcéervin;: sensirive arcas and resource lands  (Terry Seaman)

Chapter 14, AR QUALTTY

Many measures have alrcady been inplemented at the federal. state, and local levels to improve air
quabny The DSEIS accuratelv concludes however that: “In general. adverse air quality impacts will
oceur wheire growth ocewrs ™ All the alternanves under consideration assunte similar amounts of
erowth thouch, of course. the manner i which the growth is handled differs. The DSEIS conclusion
that the 14 Urban Centers Alternative 1s the best alternative in terms of overall air quality is probably
accurate thousth, i reneral, the differences between alteratives in this regard appear minimal, (Ter-
1y Seanan)

Uhe dutferent alternatives will indeed have an tmpact on air quality, since the greatest source of air
pollution 1s the automobile and the greatest problem with automobile use is the predominance of sin-
ele occupancy vehicle travel  The centers alternatives provide the best (the only) altematives that
present a sentous opportumity tor pedestnan and sigmificant transit use, To the extent that such use is
enhanced the increase in automobile use will be slowed, (Larry, Smith)

CUAPTER 15 - Water Quality

The impottance of protectng groundwater from contamination should be emphasized as 22 percent of
King County’s urban population depends on groundwater as its only water source, (Iolly Kean)

Since most of the comparanve analysis in the SEIS is devoted to the effects of impervious surfaces
and the adequacy of sewer systems, please refer to the comments under those sections, (Wally
Toner) :

Chapter 18, FCONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Page x of the Exccutive Summary states, “In order 10 cvaluate the differences among alternatives,
the DSELS assumes that under the R Centers and 14 Centers Alternatives, jobs and housing growth
will aceur m Centers i satficient nunhers o meet Countywide Planming Policies” defined crnteria.
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In realitv, the Countywide Planning Policies require planming 10 accommodate the housing and jobs
targets. Development to actually achieve the Centers’ cnirena may take more than 20 vears for most
Centers.” In one short disclaimer, are the two biggest problems relanng 1o the feasibility of the
planning process. (Terry Seaman)

There are serious questions as to whether urban centers can achieve the job and housing targets
Many of us involved in the process are convinced that the housing 1argets are sunply not achrevable
in most designated Centers. Some of us doubt the ability of the Centers to mect the employment
targets and further question. even if the targets are met, whether some of the tvpes of jobs envisioned
for the Centers wall allow for selfsufficiency. let alone actually contnbute something to the overali
economy. [f low paying service jobs are to be a sigmificant pornon of Center emplovment the rest of
us may end up in effect subsidizing these jobholders through provision of human services and otbher
government programs mmed at low income families.  Planners should be focusing their attention on
ensuring, to the extent possible, that new jobs wall contribute in a positive way to our overall
economy rather than simply trying to squeeze in the most possible jobs per acre regardless of the
econoniie viability of those jobs. (Terrv Seaman)

This business about how, techmeally, Centers need only plan 1w accommodate housing and jobs
targets but not actually achicve them within the 20 vear planning period is probably the bigpest scam
of the whole planning process  This technicahity 1s brought up when anvone questions the Centers'
housing and job targets. In effect, what's said is that it's not important whether or not the targets are
actually met but only that jurisdictions have the required zoning n place. Yet virtually everyone
agrees that we have 1o accommodate approximately 325,000 additional people in King County over
the next twenty years and that the planning underway assumes the Centers’ targets will be met and
does not make any provision for what happens if they are not. For instance. approximately 145,000
people now reside within the geographic areas that define the proposed 14 Urban Centers. The 14
Urban Centers Altemative assumes that ncarly 100,000 additional people can be encouraged to reside
in those Centers in the course of the next twenty years. Is it a reasonable assumption to think that
we can jam that many people into what is by far the most densely developed areas of the county?
What about the economic consequences of such an effart? What kind of ecanamic inecentives and
subsidies would be necessary to make this happen? Can we afford it? (Terry Scaman)

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Draft S.E.LS. proceeds from the assumption that all of the planning alternatives (No Action, 8
Centers, 14 Centers, etc.) could be achicved as envisioned by the planners {Reference page iii of the
Executive Summary: "The expected or predicted outcomes of each alternanve are based on planning
assumptions regarding population and employment growth Any changes 1n these assumptions could
substantially affect the outcomes.” Or page x of the Executive Summary- “For purpnses of
cavironmental review, the DSELS assumes the action called for within the Countywide Plannimg
Policies and the five alternatives can be accomplished. but does not estimate the costs or feasibiluy
of achieving them.") Consequently the DSEIS does not in any wav test the feasibility of any of the
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plannine alternatives by explonne whether or not. and to what degree, the various planning options
are realistic expectations of what could happen in the next twenry vears Because it accepts rather
than tests these assumiptions [ find the conclusions that are drawn to be simplistic. obvious and for
the most part useless, For instance, the conclusions stated on page ii of the Executive Summary
indicanns thar the 14 Centers Alternanve would conswine far less cant land than the Pre-
Countywide Planming Polictes Alternauve and that the other alternatives would falf between these
two hookends is abundantly self-evident providing vou accept the theoretical premise that the 14
Centers Alternanve, and the other alternauves are achievable as envisioned. (Terry Seaman)

The quesnon that sull remains 1s this:

Is the GMPC and/or King County mtending to provide a mechanism to test the assumptions made
by the planners before proceeding with the selection and implementation of the preferred planning
alternanve? (Terry Seaman)

Some of us who have been involved. on an intense but voluntecr basis. in the plannine process seri-
ously questton the assumptions made by planners and the GMPC relaung to both population and em-
plovment densities in the Urban Centers [ also question the assumptions regarding growth in the
rural areas and the assumpuions regarding the reliance on public transit systems. [t is important that
we ultnmatelv work from assumpuions that are realistic rather than simply idealistic  (Terry Seanan)

Despite the claim, on page x of the Executive Summary, that the economic analysis to be provided *
bv the FIS/ED Task Force will examine costs, "particulatly in repard to their impact upon individu-
als, busiesses and the public sector”, it does not appear likely this report will in any serious way
address that topic except as it relates to the public sector. In other words impacts upon individuals
and husimesses wiil be largely ignoted. Thix is due in part to the inability of the county and GMPC
to fully fund such an analysis and in part to the lack of will to really address the feasibility of the

planner’s assumptions and is evidenced by a review of the proposed Table of Contente/Qutline of the

FIS/ED seport {Terrv Seaman)

As the proportion of population in the Urban Centers and other urban arcas of the county continues
to increase over that of the rural areas the already minimal political pressure that residents of the un-’
mcorporated rural areas ¢an bring to bear to assert their needs will continue to decrease. In that
sense all the alternauves, since they concentrate growth in urban areas threaten the ability of rural
anv meamngtul form of self-governance or significant input into the local political

residents to have
Seaman) R

svstem (Tesry
I don't know quite where to put it or how to tie it specifically to the DSEIS but once again | urge the
GMPC and King County to give scrious consideration to the implications of the possible establish-
ment of Cedar Countv [ believe that such a new Zounty, in the southeastern portion of King County
would increase pressures w develop those rural areas currently of King County, to the extreme detri-
ment of the GMPPC Policies wmed at concentrating growth in the urban arcas. Also it's about time
the GMPC and the county both realize and acknowledge that the past and current handling, and the
ultimate resulis of the coun’s planting vrocess, have had, and will conunue to have, a significant
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impact on the ability of Cedar County supporters to gather the necessary signatures for their
peutions. In effect. the acuons of GMPC is scen as the greatest ammuninon for Cedar County
supporters since the GMPC is viewed by many residents of the rural areas as torally unresponsive 10
their concerns and totally outside the scope of their influence (Terrv Secaman)

RURAL AREAS

To manv people in the rural arcas of Kine Counrv growth manasement, while complex and exciting,
15 not considered the "healthy process™ extolled on page v of the kxecunve Summary Thss is
because rural residents have had no real representation on the 15 member GMPC that consists solely
of elected officials. None of those clected officials bas thus far shown anv real inclinaton or abihity
to provide proactive representanon for the residents of unincorporated King County  Citv of Seaule
residents are well represented on the GMPC by their own elected officials, likewise the suburban
cities have substantial representation by elected officials  Rural residents supposedly miust rely on
having their points of view advocated by county council members whose dismcis lie almost l‘ol:\lly
within the city limits of Seante. To date the majority of rural area resudents would dispute the claim
on page v of the Exccutive Summary that “Thus the GMA 1s creanne a lasung legacy of integrated

plans and policies that make sense for the enure regron ™ (Terry Seaman)

Benchmanrks

Throughout the DSEIS, benchmarks and monitoring are idenufied as appropriate and rcasonable
mitigaung measures for implementing the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs). It is Fis/ED's view
that there is enough uncertainty associated with implemenung a new land use visien that 5t would be
irresponsible 1o move forward without a commitment to benchmarks and monitoring Therefore, we
recommend that King County jurisdictions develop a process for setune and momitoning benchmarks
for the CPPs. An carly and clear commitment to this process on the part of clected officials wili do
much to lower anxicty levels associated with the implementation of a new land use vision. To
mnitiate this process, Fis/ED is forwarding a list of economic development indicators, and
recommended next steps o the GMPC for their consideraton (Fisckd Task Foree)
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February 28, 1994 -

Mr. Jim Reid, Manager

Planning and Community Development Division

King County Parks, Planning and Resources Department
707 Smith Tower Building

506 Second Avenue

Seattle, WA 9B104

Re: Draft Supplemental EIS for the Amendments to the
King County Countywide Policias

Dear Mr. Reid:

1000 Friends of Washington 1s a statewide cltizens
organization dedicated to achieving ljivable communities,
promoting a vital economy, and conserving Washington®'s rural
and resource lands through sound growth management planning.
We offer the following comments on the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for the Amendments to the King
Countywide Polieies (SEIS).

1. Urban Centers

There has been a grcat deal of confusion and misunderstanding
of the centers concept. We believe that urban centers are
intended to have a mix of housing types, including mid-rise
and garden apartments and townhougsee. Experience in Seattle
and other cities shows that, while not for everyone, thcre
are significant portions of the population that are attracted
to living In these types of urban centers. The SEIS should
examine what the centers are likely to look like at the end
of the 20-year planning period, including the mix of housing
typea that are likely to be located there.

This analysis may revcal that the definition of centers
should be refined in order to achleve realistic and livable
housing goals. One alternative would be to establish a
housing denaity within the centers that ie mora consistent
with the definition in the Vieion 2020 plan. It may be
easier to attain affordable housing within the centers if the
geographic size of the centers were not go constrained or if
pome of the housing were to be located on the fringe of the
center. Land prices may be significantly lower in areas that
are outslide, but within walking distance of the centers as

LA-1(g)
LA-2
LA-3

LA-4

.industrial uses.

Mr. Jim Reid
February 28, 1994

Page 2
they are now defined.
2. Land Capacity

The land capacity analysis in the SEIS ig the most ‘thorough and
detailed analysis that has been done by any County in the state.
In addition to that analysis, it might be useful to examine the
effect of its assumption of existing zoning. To what extent hag
the remaining land capacity been underestimated beacause of this
assumption? The SEIS should include an estimate of land capacity
that accounts for future up-20nings based on past trends, new
information in draft plans, or likely scenarios.

3. Monitoring of Land Supply

The County's wurban area must have sufficient capacity to
accommodate the next 20 years of population growth. Glven the 20
year land supply, the boundary should not have a significant effect
on the housing market in the first years subsequent to the
establishment of the boundary. If the land supply within the urban
growth boundary is monitored, it would seem that the County could
ensure an adequate supply of 1land for housing, commercial and
What kind of monitoring program could the county
adopt to ensure a sufficient Supply of land within the boundary?
As part of this program, the Counly must develop, either as part of
the SEIS or the comprehensive plan, measurable benchmarks for urban
and rural densitiee and objective criteria for amendments to the
urban growth boundary.

4. Urban/Rural Line and the Centers Concept

The County's urban growth area ia the primary tool to reduce sprawl
development and to conserve rural lands. The location of the line
should not be exclusively linked to the centers concept. Analysgis
shows that the County can accommodate the next 20 years of growth
within the urban/rural line even 1f the centera arc not entirely
bullt out within the 20-year planning horizon.

AS the County refines the definition of the centers, it should
develop a more clearly defined land use strategy for the non-center
urban areas. This strategy should be aimed at promoting compact
development that will reduce vehicle miles travelled and will
combal. sprawl.
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Page 3
5. City Comprehensive Plans

The SEIS should examine how the currently completed city
comprehensive plans relate to. the land use alternatives. The
centers concept may be further refined by the land use plans that
have already been adopted -- such as Bellevue and Renton —— and the
plans that are nearing thelr final stages. Are the cities
developing land use plans Lhat can accommodate their projected
population targets? How do the urban centers as defined in the
city plans compare to the concepts in the Countywide Planning
Policies?

Conclusion

As the County refines the SEIS and developa a preferred
alternative, we should not lose sight of our overall vision for the
reglon. That wvision of compact urban development and the
conservation of rural King County has widespread support throughout
the community. We should not accept sprawl development patterns
simply because that is what the current market knows best. The
citizens of King County deserve better. The growth management work
that the County has done thus far provides a good Foundation for
refining that overall vigion.

Sincerely,

Scan o Botendale

Eleanore Baxendale
Executive Director
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February 28, 1994

Lisa Majdiak, Growth Management Project Supervisor
Planning and Community Development Division
Parks, Planning and Resources Department
707 Smith Towcr Building
506 Second Avenue
Seattle, Wa. 98104
RE: Comments SEIS, Countywide Planning Policies
Dear Ms. Majdiak:

Please accept the following as my comments aftor reviewing the Planning Policies proposed:
1. There is a lack of critical analysis in the document. There is no fiscal analysis or
market feasibility analysis of housing. 1 could find no infrastructure capacity information
nor did 1 find specific growth targets proposed for each jurisdiction.

2. Urban centers are going to develop no matter what you do. You cannot predetermine
a number. Look at the recent study of "edge cities” that have developed in practically
all major cities around the country. You can't say that 40% of the population growth
will locate in urban centers over the next 20 years. Neither 74% of jobs. Many more
people must live in urban areas outside of centers. Utility companies right here in the
Pugct Sound arca have indicated that it will be more costly to provide services into the
densc centers, All we will be doing is sending the growth to the othcr countics duc to
increased crime, lack of open space and high cost ofhousing. Right now we are one of
the most costly places to build anything in the U.S. A simple mid-rise structure in
Seattie costs almost $10.00 per sq. . more than in Atlanta, New Orleans or Phocnix.
We still can provide good housing in the suburbs at $85 to $100 per sq. fX. as apposed
to $175 to $200 per sq. ft. in dense centers of Seattle.

3. Critical impacts of "centers” are not analyzed. As above, how does housing in dense
centers match what people can afford? Will 75% of the jobs be the kind to fit into
an office tower? Our biggest and best job increase was created in suburban parks like
MicrosoRt built. Could the infrastructure stand the populsation and job growth expected
in the centers, How will we accomodate the code and regulatory changes nceded for
this.

4. The EIS docs not acknowledge the critical shortage of non-residential land and the
impact of not mecting growth targets is not even analyzed.

5. None of the altcrnatives in the SEIS provide for an adequatc 20-year land supply.
Over 60% of our future growth will come from right here; from our children.
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M, Lisa Majdiak Page 2 February 28, 1994
Household slze isn't shrinking any more, as the study assumes.

Most of our growth will reject living in apartments as I sce my own children doing, it
is their choice. If we don't provide the land needed our growth will just spill over into
other countics just as we have scen it happen over the last three years. Snohomish and
Pierce have provided the growih opportunities for housing and even Kitsap and Mason
counties have shown the only true growth in the state, because of land availability.

What I see is that we must reduce the 20-ycar targets for centers. The County Council has
admitted that and is now looking at 27%. 1 personally think the rumber will be 10% at a high.
We should use jurisdictional targets rather than the generic one used in the DSEIS. Plan for
smaller, incremental changes in density throughout the region rather than big changes in a few
spots and identify the schools, parks and transportation requirements needed to serve these
targets so that the people will know what can happen.

1 don't believe those who thought up the GMA envisioned the manner that this is progressing.
As I remember the Act was to have each county see a broad vision of what they wanted to be
20-years hence, just as any good businessman would look at the future of his company. Then
plan for small incremental implementation assessing the successes and shortfalls of progress and
adjust the plan so that we stayed on tract toward the vision without bankrupting our capacity to
accomplish our mission.

Sinccrely,

Copies - Councilpersons
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. Februan 24, 1994

M. Lisa Madiak

Growth Maaagement Project Supervisor
Phanning and C ity Devclopment Division
767 Smiith Tower Building

506 Sccomd Avenuc

Seattlc, WA 98104

Re: enix o Suppl t Envi ental tapaict S ( (SIES)

Dieas Ms Majdiak

As part of the comunent period on the referenced document, pleasc note the following concerns and
observations for consideration prios to issuance of the final report:

Inadequacy ol certain critical analys!

The report licks most of the anahvsis required to make 3 sound determination of the proper alicrnative,
Specitically, the cost of implementation of the plan is vague and pported by sotid bers or
common sense. Fherc is no an ailability of infrstructure to support the plan, nor what the
cost will be to crexte the sane, The SEIS is devoid of what the current infrastructure capacily is.

Focus is mistakenly puat o : answer to King County’s fisture growth.

The fact is that 40% of the population will not fecaic in centers over the next 20 years. Morcover. 74% of
futurc jobs will not be located in these centers cither, To force people to tive in centers then commute to
work will only exacerbate the transportation probicms. We must plan for morc of our growth in urban
arcas oulside of the urban cenlers. Polls and rescarch support the public’s desire to live outside of centers
in arcas of lower density rather than inside centers of high densitics. We should be planning upwards of
905 of projected growth in wban arcas outside of centers.

Research shows that it is more cxpensive to provide services in dense citics than in urban and suburban
oth Puaget Power and Washsgton Nataal Gas have testified that coxts will inctense it they are
requited to provide service to high density arcas.

Finallv. reliance on centers to handlc Nuture growth witl scnd that growth to other countics, Why?
Becanse people prefer to live in Tow density areas. They are willing to trade ofT that desizc lor longer
comunute imcs. They cannot and will not be forced to live where they don't want to. Furthermore. the
cost of producing higzh densitv conters will increase housing costs. The costs of buying ont cxis
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Ms. Lisa Majdink
Fcbruary 24, 1994
Page -2

property owncrs, increasing infrastructurc to handle the density. and the plethora of impact and mitigation
fees, will drive honsing costs through the rool. Thesc costs will be passed along to the new buver/renter
assuming they can be passed along.  Again, actual observations show that people will commutc long,
distances to obtain their dream of owning a detached single family homc,

c_an_adequate 2W-vear tand supply.

The previous section's arguments point fo a need for morc. not Iess, residential land throughowt King
County. Tlowever, the report docs not add this, 1 I it that the pop will radically
change their behavior and choosc to live in centers. Worse still. the report covertly infers that they must
live in urban cenlers, as other choices will not be available. This assumption is the corc of the report and
is blatantly crroncous ;and dangerons as it will lead the county down the wiong path.

Also incorrect is the assumption that houschold sizes will be declining rapidly, With over 60%% of the
county’s prowth coming from onr children, houscholds will prow initadly. Families do not desire Ining in
high density, urban centers. They want morc open space. low crime and detached single family housing.
They will not choosc to live in apartments, i they have a choice. 1M we don’t provide a realistic supply of
Tand, our growth will spilt over into other countics and people will maove to those sreus that do provide the
housing choices they want .

Rec fations for inclusion

1. Reduce the 20-year targiets for centers to a realistic and achicvable number  The proposed densities
fur the cight centers ire unscalistic, Fusthcrmone, the question is never asked: "Who will bindd this
housing?”. 1 this concept were the option of choice by the public, market demand would have
attracicd buitders and developers long ago. The bottom linc is that neither buyer/renter demand nor
business analysis support the proposcd concept as feasible.

2. Usc jurisdictional targets rather than the gencric onc in the SEIS so cveryone can understand the
conscquences. The report tatks in broad, general terms without the specifics to back up the opinion.
The average person can't successfiul absotb the information as presented and reach an mformed
decision on the pian's impact lor their area. The report must breakout the impact of the plan
jurisdiction by jurisdiction with specific numbers and analysis that can be measured.

3. Plan for smal! changes in deasity throughout the region riather than big changes in a lew spots. The
impacts will be less, the cost will be less, the public will sopport it. and the builders and developers
will buitd it.

4. Infrastructure nceds must be identified. Schoeols, parks and transportation requirements should be
analyzed aned quantificd.

Thank you flor your considcration.

Sincercly,

Paul 1. Bogcet
Vice Presidemt
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From: Myrle Bossart
3311 78th Place N.E. ~
Bellevue, WA 98004 )
(204> 454-3311

To: Growth Management Project
King County Planning and Community Development
707 Smith Tower Building
Seattle, WA 78104

It is of great concern that In all of your plans there is an
omission of the most important element....people planning!
1 applaud your effarts to plan for the expected growth of King
County, but you are missing an opportunity to influence the
factor that will ultimately undermine all of your best efforts to
malntaln quality of life in the Northwest. You could put Seattle
on the cutting edge of United States growth management and make
us a model for the rest of the country.

Please include in »our plane and questionaires:

j. Statements that will help people address the root prcoblem.

For example:

a. How many people should we plan for in 10 years; 20
years; S50 years?

b. What is the optimum size of Seattle; King County;
Puget Socund Basin?

c. What do we need to do to reach and sustalin our optimum
size?

d. What incentives could we use to discouraae arowth, if
our optimum size has been reached or surpacsed? (See J
on your questionaire)

2. At least come acKnowledgement that any pian wil]
eventually fail {f our numbers do not stop increasing.

It is Iimportant to note that population contrc) iIs not an
option. We live in & democracy, and must work with education and
incentives. Pleace inciude population stabilization in your
plans for our future. It is not mandated, but it is critical!
it will win you respect and accolades from the people of the
Nor thwest and planners from across the country.

February 27. 1994

Jim Reid, Manager

Division of Plarning and Community Development
797 Smith Tower Building

506 Second Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

Re: Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental impact Statament
for the Countywide Planning Policies

Dear Mr. Reid;

Please find attached comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement for the Countywide Planning Policies .

Sincerely,

Sty

Robert E. Brady

1304 251st Avenue SE
Issaquah, WA 98027
{206) 392-5059
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February 27, 1994

Jim Rerd, Manager

Division of Planning and Community Development
707 Smith Tower Building

506 Second Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

Re: Comments on Drait Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
far the Countywide Planning Policies

Dear Mr. Aeid:

Please mzke the East Sammamish Community Council a party of record to
the comments made to you by Gregory R. Allan and Robert E. Brady.

Sincerely,

/&é,/gg%

Robert E. Brady

Chairman, East Sammamish Community Council
1304 251st Avenue SE

Issaquah, WA 98027

© {206 392-5059
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Scope of £1S — Page 3

Feasibiiity Analyses-—-DEiS identifies the faci that the DEIS does not
contain “fiscal impacts or market feasibility intormation.”

How can anyone eifectively evaluate the alternatives without such
information? It should be noted that their are significant impacts on taxes
and mitigations buried in the planning offered in every chapter. Some
chapiers have cited the unfulfilled need for this information. How can
reasonable conclusions be reached?

Doesn’t the lack of feasibility information derail the whole intent of the
CEIS? Should not the DEIS specify that the plan fails to meet the
requirements of SEPA because it does not identify the costs of the
environmental impacts it proposes to solve?

Other _Scoping--The baseline assumptions used in the DEIS seem to be
flagrantly short and the ones which are cited, as the 1985 Comprehensive
Pizn, are not GMA documents. Doesn't this make the whole plan a non-
GMA plan and therefore this DEIS a non-GMA EIS? Are we going to do
this all over again to be GMA compliant?

Urban_Growth Lines —-Page 16

Urban__ Growth Line--The interim UGA was based on the previous
comprehensive plan -- a non-GMA plan. Our studies show that there is not
enough tax monies within King County and its special districts to build the
required infrastructures on the west side of the line® What is the basis for
the line if not to put in infrastructure on the west side within cost
constraints? What are the infrastructures needed? Who is going to fund
them? When will they be funded?

There is an unliled gap in the .DEIS between its intent to force
infrastructure  monies into the urban centers and its intent to force
infrastructure monics nto the balance of the urban areas. The urban
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areas, not in the centers. are likely 1o catch the most growth and need the
most infrasiructure. Where is this analysis?

Community, _ Plans--Since Communily Plans are a parl ol the
Comprehensive Plan under GMA, how are these plans related to this

DEIS? Are those plans addressed by this DEIS? Are lhe area studies

“incorporated? Does this DEIS incorporate the previous public
mvolvement? -

Throughout Decument

Mitigations --References to mitigations throughout are short of cash. The
{ssaquah School District, for example, has raised less than $200,000
through mitigations since mitigations were begun, but is building two new
schools to accomodate the growth. The DEIS needs to point out that
mitigations are not offsetting much of the costs for any of the needed
infrastiuctures.  Therefore there is a large shortfall that is now falling to
_lax payers. Are mitigations sulficient? Who pays? When? Who makes up
differerences? What is the process for planning changes in mitigation
levels required by the plan?

/éz/e%j’/

Robert E. Brady

1304 251st Avenue SE
Issaquah, WA 98027
{206) 392-5059

King County Is Not Effectively Managing Growlh
’ by Robert E. Brady

There are essentially two ways lo manage growth. The first, and most popular with King
County, is to manage it through pfanning. The Counly creales a Comprehensive plan
which in turn forms the basis for many Communily Plans. The Communily Plans and
their outcomes are then used to form the basis for the next Comprehensive plan. The
whole cycle can take ten years or more and is full of many difticulties.

Here are a few of the farger problems. (1) Plans are ollen politically motivated. There is
ample evidence 1o show relationships between plans for certain King County projecls
and the money donated to some politicians. Political favoritism 10 donalors is legal-
providing that the sources of the monies are disclosed on Public Disclosure Stalements
and there is an Appearance of Fairness (Note: not intrinsic fairness). (2} Trying 1o control
events because King County either did or did not plan for them absorbs a lot of public
and private energy. There is no way to re-plan as circumstances change. Chénges in
direction which may be worthwhile as a result of real evenls (e.g., the building of a new
road or a new environmental need) cannot be incorporaled quickly. Response time is
often measured in decades. (3) Public involvement is lacking. Plans only work when
there is a "buy in” by the residents most affecled. The advisory committees which are
frequently set up by King County do not represent the citizens. The public process is
poorly engineered and not trustworthy.

There are many examples on what can go wrong when "Planning” is the way you choose
to make most decisions. The Russian experience is more serious than King Counly’s,
but is a good example of how bad planning can gel. Remember the five year plans?
They failed for the very same reasons cited above — politics, inflexibility, and the lack of
“buy in” by the people most affected.

Forlunately, in America we have another alternative.
The second way to control growth is through economics. In a truly free economic
system, growth will tend to go to where it should go because it naturally optimizes the

profits of developers.

To allow the economic approach to work, governmenis cannol subsidize development
activities as King County and special districts now do. A free sysiem requires developers



to pay for all the new infrastructures (i.e., public improvements) needed to make their
projects successful, including the new capital for parks, schools, roads, emergency

services, and other supporling improvements.

The past practice of King Counly has been to allow development to proceed without
asking developers to create the Infrastructures needed to make their developments
tolerable. Since King County and other taxing districts have been wilting to spend their
monies on the required imprdvements, the developer is enriched when he or she buys
cheap properly. Subsidized sprawl is the end result. Little regard to whal makes the best
sense for the public is obtained.

To be fully successful, the economic approach requires that developers pay 100% for the
infrastructures they need. Costing formulas need to be worked out for each unique King
County area based upon the “best” evidence so thal the costs of the improvements may
be passed on to the developer as a matter ol law. The objective here Is to be reasonably

accurate, not perfectly accurate. Fairness and predictability is required.

Under the economic system developers will wish to go to the ptaces where

infrastructures exist, not to where they do nol.

It is my belief that King County Is not meeting its gfowlh management obligations to its
citizens. Approaches used are mucked up. The County needs to clarily Its processes and
understand them, both shortcomings and strengths. I needs to build bridges to the

world it is supposed o represent.

Robert E. Brady

1304 251st Avenue S.E.
fssaquah, WA 98027
(206) 655-4107 (w)
(206) 392-5059 (h)

Bob Brady is the Chairman of the Easl Sammamish Communily Council and lives near

Beaver Lake.
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February 28, 1994

Lisa Majdiak

Planning & Community Development Division
Parks, Planning & Resources Department

707 Smith Tower

506 Sccond Avenuc

Seattle, WA 98104

Re:  King County Countywide Planning Policies
Dear Lisa:

I would like to go on record as having serious concerns regarding the direction the
countywide planning policies have taken to date. As a member of the residential design
profession involved on a day to day basis with the development of single family homes in
King, Snohomish and Pierce countics, I am concerned that the altcrnatives put forward do
not realistically address the wants or needs of the population we are supposcdly going to
provide housing for over the next ten to twenty years.

Point No. 1 is that as ong as alternatives exist, the majority of these people are not going
to be forced into high density centers no matter how attractive the planners make them
sound. Theywant safe suburban neighborhoods with good schools and.hopctuily,
afTordable single family housing. ’

Point No. 2 is that the existing neighborhoods around these centers don't want the added
density and will fight to stop it.

Point No 3 is that by restricting the available land base outside these urban centers, the
price of land and therefore the price of housing will skyrocket. This factor is what makes
these plans really no growth plans rather than managed growth plans.

As an alternative, I would ask that the growth targets for the urban centers be reduced to
a mare realistic number and that the various alTected jurisdictions be given the opportunity
to understand and comment on the consequences that this increased density holds for
them, ’

TOZIR OV S CORIMIESTRON
T T W ATy e

[ T A




LA-

Lisa Majdiak

Planning & Community Development Division
Parks, Planning & Resources Departinent
February 28, 1994

Page 2

In addition. a serious study of the ngt buildable land available within the urban growth arca
must be completed, taking into account existing uses, environmental limitations,
requirements to set aside land for schools, parks, transportation and other required uses
needed to serve the targeted population 1 feel such a study would show that current
urban growth boundaries do not provide the needed buildable fand to support the
projected population increase in our region.

ard Bl

Paul Burckhard
Vice President. Design
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TO: Mr. Jim Reid, Manager .
Planning and Community Development Division

FROM: Gregory M. Bush, Managerw
Environmental Planning and Real Estate Division

SUBJECT: Kin un ntywide Planning Policies
Draft Supplemental EIS

Metro staff has reviewed the King County Countywide Planning Policies SEIS and
we have the following comments.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The SEIS assumes that growth would he more concentrated under the 14 centers
alternative than under the eight centers alternative. This must assume that a center
can only accommodate so much growth; i.e., that there is an upper limit on the size
of the center. However, it might be that with fewer centers, more growth would be
attracted to each center. There would be less competition between centers, and
more certainty that growth would accur in any one of the cight centers. This
fundamental growth assumption underlies many of the document’s conclusions,
including the effect on transit usage discussed on page 89 (sce comment below).
Additional discussion of how the growth assumptions were developed would be
useful. In addition, an assessment as to whether eight centers might not function as
a greater attraction for more concentrated growth, easier to serve with public
transportation, that the 14 centers concept, would be valuable.

INTRODUCTION

Pagce 4 - No Action Alternative:

Clarify assumptions regarding local jurisdiction support of Urban Center CPP
policies - specifically, L-32 (Appendix A-1, page 21) which seems to provide the
basis for conclusions in the TDM impact discussion. If urban centers are not
designated, would local jurisdictions aggressively implement parking management
strategics, especially assuming no significant increase in transit?

SEMETRO _ )

Reviivi rapes
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Page 6 - Tahle I:

What is the definition of Urban/Auto Full Service and Urban/Auto No Full
Service? Assuming these classifications correlate with the maps in Appendix A, this
breakdown is not shown.

TRANSPORTATION

Page 75 - TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT:
Parking management, parking pricing, fuel pricing, ctc., are generally considered
subclements of congestion pricing.

Page 76 - LAND USE/TRANSIT LINKAGE:

The heading Transit for Scattle is somewhat misleading and should be changed.
The discussion under this scction generally described Metro's overall operations (in
terms of routes, wiles and passengers). Metro has long been considered to be
Seattle-centrie, and such a heading simply reinforces this notion. A replacement
heading could be Metro Transit Service. ’

PPage 76 - “T'eansit for Seattie”, second paragraph:

Clarify that Community Transit operates express bus service to Bothell and the
Bellevire Transit Center, and local bus service to Bothell and the Aurora Village
Transit Center. ’

Page 76 - “T'ransit for Seattle”, third paragraph:
Revise to read "Approximately 10 percent of the estimated unlinked trips in

Seattle....".

Page 79 - "Linking Land Use and Transit®:

Fither this discussion should be placed under the discussion of the Regional Transit
System Plan (as that is all that is discussed), or it should be broadened to reflect
other relevant plans and policies, such as Vision 2020 and the GMA.

Page 79 - ROADS AND FREIGIHT:

Capital facilities should be a part of the Linking Land Use and Transit discussion.
Park-and-ride lots, bypass ramps, flyer stops and transit centers are a part of Metro's
passcnger facilities and transit link. These facilitics are not for busses only or HOV
only. These facilities encourage transit usage, reduce single occupant vehicle (SOV)
usage, contribute to transportation demand management, encourage
carpool/vanpool usage, help to reduce parking/traffic in neighborhoods, and may
provide access to HOV lanes

Page 80 - "Transit Flyer Stops™
“Transit flyer stops should also be a part of the Land Use/Transit Linkage
discussion. Flyer stops are part of Metro’s passenger facilities and transit link.

TR-1%

TR-3

TR-1M

TR-1S

Many of the same comments for capital [acilities apply to flyer stops. Flyer stops
speed transit travel and intercept some of the SOV traffic at various points within
major travel corridors.

Page 80 - "Park-and-Ride Lots"

The short discussion on available park-and-ride stalls appears to be misplaced. The
discussion would fit more appropriately within the Land Use/Transit Linkage
section. Discussion of park-and-ride lots as an integral part of the Metropolitan
King County transit system appears to be lacking. For example, the overall
utilization rate of these lots, especially in established high density transportation
corridors, should be emphasized. Considering the time required to bring new or
expanded facilities on line, current demand in these arcas is critical.

Page 80 - NON-MOTORIZED TRAVEL:

We recommend that the discussion of non-motorized travel be expanded. The
Puget Sound region has beecome very active in the promotion of non-maotorized
access opportunities. Most counties and cities have adopted or are developing non-
motorized access plans as part of their comprehensive or transportation plans. An
impressive network of hicycle pathways is developing throughout the region.

Page 81 - "Bicycle™: )
Improvements necded to promote bicycle usage under all alternatives should
include more frequent sweeping of outside travel lanes and shoulders, which would
have corrcsponding impact on operational/maintcnance costs.

age 84 - Table 8, 14 Centers Alternative-l.and Use/Transit Linkages:
Would centers be linked by RTP or 11CT?

The first column of the Mobility Matrix should read {/OV’s and TDM rather than
Transit and TDM. The boxes in the first row across should then refer to Congestion
Pricing strategies, i.e. parking management, increased transit and ridesharing.

Page 86 - TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT:

The discussion of TDM seems limited to implementation of parking policies and the
associated anticipated effect on average vehicle occupancy. TDM can include
numerous types of programs, which can have different favorable results that
reducing average vchicle occupancy. Measures such as encouraging mixed-fand
uscs, tele-commuting and providing non-motorized paths can reduce the number of
vehicular trips; flex-time options can shift trips out of the peak hour, reducing peak
congestion. it seems that this discussion could be cxpanded to more {ully represent
the potential impact of a range of TDM mcasures to work cffectively under the
various alternatives.

Page 87 - "Mixing of Uses™
A discussion of vendors at transit facilitics should be included.
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Page 87 - "Location of Uses™
Transit supportive {and use patterns should also include linkages to services (i.e.
medical, social, business, ctc.), recreation and institutions.

Page 89; Eight Center vs. 14 Center impact Discussion:

The impact discussion states that the 14 center alternative is expected to result in a
greater increase in transit usage than the eight center alternative. The stated reason
for this conclusion is that pattern of development would be more easily served by
transit. Can this statement be made so unequivocally? It scems arguments could be
made to come to the opposite conclusion. Assuming a set amount of transit dollars,
more centers could mean a more fractured demand fro transit services, resulting in
less attractive service levels and consequently, lower ridership to some of the
centers. Conversely, fewer centers could mean more growth concentrated in fewer,
easicr to serve centers, resulting in increased transit shares to those centers. Further
clarification or discussion would be uscful. This comment also refers to the Main
Findings section on page 73 and Table 8 on page 84.

Page 97 - MITIGATION MEASURES:

There is no discussion of development, expansion or enhancement of park-and-ride
facilities in high use/high density corridors as a mitigating measure for the various
alternatives. Such an omission ignores the importance of such facilities to the
overall performance and success of the Metro transit network.

E MIC DEVELOPMENT

Page 199; ECONOMIC DEVEIL.OPMENT:

This section should include a discussion regarding the impact of transit
service/facilitics on economic development. Many prospective businesses want to
know about transit service to an area before they select a location.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the King County
Countywide Planning Policies Draft Supplemental EIS. If you have any questions
regarding our comments please contact Katherine McKee, Metro Environmental
Planning, at 689-3197.
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February 24, 1994 VIA FAX (296-0119)

Ms. Lisa Majdiak

Growth Management Supervisor

Parks, Planning and Resources Department
707 Smith Tawer

506 Second Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

RE: Draft SEIS for the Countywide Planning Policies
Dear Ms. Majdiak:

Please accept the lollowing comments regarding the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the
Countywide Planning Policies. Our comments focus on those portions of the Draft SEIS (DSEIS) relating to the
City of Snoqualmie and its Urban Growth Area (UGA).

In our review of the DSEIS, we noted that none of the action alternatives included the Snoqualmie Joint Planning
Area (JPA) in their impact analysis. This is a major omission. The Final SEIS should analyze and discuss the
inclusion of the JPA into the Snoqualmie UGA as part of one or more of the action alternatives.

During the past several years, Snoqualmie, King County and property owners near the interchange have worked
together to promote joint land use and infrastructure planning in the vicinity of the interchange. This effort
culminated in the adoption cf the Snoqualmie Valley Community Plan along with the signing of the Joint Interlocal
Agreement on February 12, 1990, to conduct joint fand use and infrastructure planning. Not only is King County
obligated to implement the Joint Interlocal Agreement, but as the City of Snoqualmie has consistently and
correctly argued, the JPA must be included within Snaquaimie’s UGA. In addition. County Ptanning Division staf! *
in the Rural Cities Urban Growth Areas Report (draft dated September 1, 1993) notes that this JPA is subject to
current discussions as 10 "whether the joint pianning area shouia be within tne city's UGA." Itis our
understanding that planning staff will be recommending that the JPA be included within Snogualmie's UGA.
Further, the King County Council in adopting the Interim UGA's on November 8, 1993, noted that the JPA will be
designated as part of Snoqualmie's UGA when the joint planning is completed. All of this strongty suggests that
the impact analysis in the Final SEIS should include the Snogqualmie JPA within the Snoquaimie UGA as a part of
one or more of the action alternatives.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely, - .
C.R. CAUSEY

President

OSEISSNQ.DOC
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COUNTY OF KING
100 - 3rd AVENUE SOUTHEAST
PACIFIC, WASHINGTON 98047
CITY HALL (206) 833-2856
PUBLIC WORKS (206} 833-2660

February 28, 1994

King County
Planning and Community Development Division
Parks, Planning and Resource Department

RECEIVED
MAR 03 1394

Smith Tower Building
506 Second Avenue, Room 707
Seattle, Washington 98104

Attn:

]

Lisa Majdiak
Growth Management Project Supervisor

Dralt Supplemental EIS - King County
County-wide Planning Policies

Dear Ms. Majdink:

The City of Pacific is in receipt of the Draft SEIS.

At this time, we have the following comments, observations, and/ur questions:

TIN-1

HO-2

IAN-10
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1t appears to be somewhat irregular W have adopted policies prior o completion of the
SEPA Review process. [ the purpose of the Dralt SEIS is to refine or modify the
adopted policies. it seems premature 1o have adopted  them prior o review and
finalization of the SEPA process.

The Diaft SEIS indicates that further analysis is needed to determine effects of policies
on cconomic development and the environment.  We agree.  Market forces may be a
significant factor in determining affordable housing policies. There is some question in
our minds whether affordable housing can develop effectively under concentrated
development near urban centers, despite incentives, A fiseal analysis probably should
have been presented along with the Draft SEIS w supplement alternatives. [t is difficult
to conument on altermatives without some back-up data,

The Draft SEIS states that comprehensive plans from respective jurisdictions will provide
further data to produce 3 “county-wide perspective”.  We submit that this data may in
fact change or refine altermtives and: result in further extensions of the SEPA process.
Some of the proposed Urban growth Areas for cities are still overlapping, for example,
aml sl nead o he resolved by jurisdictions,

Sawe0 228 -4

The adopted County-wide planning policies seem to indicate that commercial/industrial
land uses may be restricted in smaller urban centers and steered more to larger urban
centers. This is a “top-down™ planning approach that is unfair to smaller cities
attempting to diversily their economic base within their jurisdictional boundaries. The
City of Pacific is opposed to any concept that may restrict the amount of
commercial/industrial 1and uses or any other Tand use or environmental policy within its
houndary.

Coordination and consistency of planning policies with adjacent counties (i.e. Snohomish
and Pierce Counties) will be important as it affects some cities with jurisdictions or
potential jurisdiction in more than one County.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft SEIS. We hope these comments will be of some
use in the SEPA process.

Sincerely yours,

HEDGES & ROTH ENGINEERING, INC.

Puyallup Office
Lo otd

?
é 2t

Donald E. Benson, ALC.P.

e City of Pacilic
Mayor Amero
City Council Menhers
City Planning Commission Members
Hedges & Roth Engincering. Inc.

DR/

1023
KCICSEISETR
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February 19, 19493

Ms. Lisa Majdiak )

Growth Management Project Supervisor .
King County Planning & Community Development Division
707 Smith Tower, 506 Sccond Avenue

Scattle WA 98104

Dear Ms. Majdiak:

As you requested, we have reviewed the scope off:n‘vironmcr)!al re_vicw contained in the
Request for Proposals to prepare a S\l])plcmcl’lli\l EIS to the King County County-wide
Planning Policies dated December 24, 1992, The following are our preliminary conunents
on the scope of the environmental review.,

Alternatives

The alternatives described in the published scope fall into two categorics: N
1. Analternative that assumes no county-wide planning policies (Altermative D); and

2. Three alternatives that assume different impiementations of the county-wide planning
policies adopted in 1992 (Alternatives A-C).

We have two conunents on these alternatives. First, Alternative D, not Alternative A,
should be the no-action alternative. In addition, Alternative D should evaluate the
maturation of existing mixed-use centers and the creation of new mixed-use centers under
cexisting land-use controls and maket forces.

Second, and more impor‘lanfly the proposed scope docs not include allcrnagivc county-wide
plasning policies. The soviienmental ieview section of the Department u‘f Lcology
recommends that SEPA review of county-wide planning policies analyze “alternative ways
or policies to achieve the objectives stated in the Growth Management Act.™ 1
Mapnagement_Act and the State Enviconmental Policy Act:_A Guide to Interre hips,
rs (Pub No. 92-07, Eebruary 1992). To provide a sound analysis of the impacts of the
county-wide planning, policies, the supplementat EIS should include at Ieast once alternative

sct of policies, including:

i An alternative land-use policy that encouragics urban centers to vary in geoguaphic size
and housing/employment deasities to reflect local needs and conditions, and allows a
wider distiibution of smaller centers to provide broader opportunities for economic
development, tax revenues and job settings;

2. Alternative transpor tation policies that do not rely primarily on rapid transit; and

R} An alternative whan prowth area that provides wider opportunitics for urhan
development, balanced by prescivation or creation of significant open space within
urhan growth arcas and the protection of agricultural and forest lands of long-term
conuncreind value

Ho-4
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Ms. Lisa Majdiak
February 19, 1993
Page 2

In proposing this alternative, we do not intend to recommend it over the present county-wide
planning policics. There is, however, a widely perceived need to better understand the
environmental impacts and policy trade-ofTs arising from the policies adopted in 1992, Many
citics ratified the county-wide planning policics on the cxpress condition that the supplemental
EIS provide that understanding. A truc altemative is nccessary to achicve this goal and may also
identify potential changes to the policies that would not arise from the current set of alternatives.

Elcments of the Environment

Lend and Shoreling Use. We have four comments on this section of the scope of environm:
review. First, this scction should specifically analyze the impact of the alternatives on housing
affordability. The scope of environmental review focuses on housing capacity, not on housing
affordability. Providing the minimum acreage néeded to accommadate projected population will
not accomplish Growth Management Act goals if the result is to inflate the value of homes
beyond the price an average family can afford. The Vision 2020 EIS, which was adopted as part
of SEPA compliance for the county-wide planning policies, warns that land prices are cxpected to
increasc in areas where prowth is concentrated and that mitipation may be necessary. Sce county-
wide planning policies 1S addendum, p. 11 (June 1992); Vision 2020 final LIS, p. 207
(September 1990). No specific mitigation, however, has been proposcd or analyzed,

Second, the supplemental EIS should analyze the impact of urban and manulacturing center
policics on employment and economic development in King County. The scaping document does
provide for an analysis of “rclative impacts on type, tenure, affordability and practical accessibility
to employment...” Again, however, the scoping document emphasizes the land capacity to
accommodate employment. This approach, however, does not take into account the needs and
desires of different types of employers and businesses. For example, mandating that most new
cmployment shall occur in dense urban and manufacturing centers runs counter to the need of
start-up companics for lower—cost business space, or the desire of many companics to locate in
non-urban business/office parks, with campus-like settings. It also ipnores new technologies and
new design concepts that encouragie a wider distribution of cmiployment, without historically
incfficient uscs of land or traditional traflic impacts. :

Third, ihis section of the supplemcnial 1318 shouid consider the sclationship between cmployment
and housing. 1t is important to understand the general types of employment that exist in King
County, the kind of housing their work forces can afford and how that housing can be provided.

Fourth, the supplemental I31S should address the impact of the policies on existing industrial uses,
such as our Snoqualmic and Enumclaw mills, which are located outside of urhin centers and do
not appear to qualify as manufacturing/industrial centers under the proposed policies.

Roth our Snoqualmic and Enumclaw mill sites are zoned industrial  The conncil visited this issue
in the 1985 compichensive plan, as well as both applicable community plans. it changed each of
these plans to ensure that our mills were not non-conforming uses  Current county-wide planning
policics appear not only to discourage such uses in the future, but also to make cxisting rural,
resource-based industrial uses nonconforming. Clearly, we hope that this is not the council’s
policy intent. We ask that the supplemental 1S analyzc whether the policies afleet industrial
uscers located outside centers, which the council has historically recognized as important
contributors to the regional cconamy ’
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Ns Lisa Majdiak
February 19, 1993
Page 3

Transportation. The county-wide planning policics assume, and in turn are intended to promote,
the development of a new rapid-transit system for the region. We understand that a regional
transportation plan is currently in preparation and will undergo a separate cnvironmental review.
The adopted county-wide planning policies, however, do not consider alternatives il rapid transit
proves to be politically, financially or cavironmentally infeasible. This issuc should be addressed
in the supplement EIS. .
“The supplemental EIS should also analyze the potential excess capacity of existing transportation
systems and whecther the altermatives encourage the use of those resources. -

Public Services and Utilities, We have two comments on this scction of the scope of the
cnvironmental review. First, this section of the supplemental IE1S should analyze the impact of
concurrency requirements on different altematives. For example, some cconomists have argued
that it is more expensive to improve cxisting, scrvices and utilities for in-fill development than to
develop new scrvices and utilities for new development. 1 this price diller ential prevents or
delays in-fill development projects from mecting concurrency requirements, then the policy of
encouraging in-Gil in urban centers will be frustrated. The EIS should analyze the coneurrency
issue

Second the relationship between this scction of the supplemental 1S and a scparate fiscal analysis
is unclcar. The fiscal impact analysis will address relative revenue impacts on larger and smaller
jurisdictions sesulting from the policy to cieate urban centers. The ability to provide nceded
public services and utilities is ticd to the fiscal impacts of the county-wide planning policies. Asa
result, any conclusions and proposed mitigations contained in this scction of the supplemental EIS
will depend on separate tiscal analysis.

Sincerely, )
e A P .,
\ N7 7

| 3na K1 Clatidon, Manager

- Pugét Sound Government and Community AlTairs

LAC CHEsW 11 Oaw

ce: ML Hogans
11 Fitzgerald - Quadrant
Tom Miller - Casende Land & Timber
J. A Nyberg - WRECO
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February 28, 1994

Mr. Jim Reid, Manager
Planning and Community
Development Division
Parks, Planning and Resources Department
707 Smith Tower Building
506 Second Avenue
Seattle, WA 98104

Re: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
for_the Countywide Planning Policies

Dear Mr. Reid:

I am writing on behalf of the Weyerhaeuser Company, the
Weyerhaeuser Real Estate Company, and the Quadrant Corporation,
to comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (Draft SEIS) for Amendments to the Countywide Planning
Policies issued by the King County Planning and Community
Development Division. We have reviewed the Draft SEIS and have
a number of concerns about the scope and level of detail included
in the Draft SEIS. We are also concerned that the description
of the Proposed Action may describe actidns not fully analyzed
in the Draft SEIS and may not be broad enough to include other
actions that the Metropolitan King County Council intends to
take in the future.

Scope

Although the policies themselves are quite detailed,
including, for example, specific criteria for the designation of
Urban Centers and targets for households, employment, and
affordable housing, the Draft SEIS acknowledges a number of
limitations to the scope of environmental review, including a
lack of information on the fiscal impacts or market feasibility,
a lack of quantitative environmental analysis, a lack of specific
baseline information on the location and capacity of infra-
structure, the failure to use growth models in allecating
employment and houschold growth targets, and the failure to unce
transportation models to forecast or suggest traffic conditions
in the year 2010 (Draft EIS, page 3). We are concerned that the
level of detail in the environmental analysis may not be
comparable to the level of detail in the Countywide Planning
Policies.
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On February 19, 1993, we commented on the proposed scope of
the Draft SEIS. At that time, we were concerned about the scope
of the proposed alternatives, the need for meaningful analysis
of the land use impacts of the Countywide Planning Policies, the
reliance upon the development of a region-wide rapid transit
system, and the need for a fiscal impact analysis as the basis
for selecting a reasonable and affordable range of alternatives.
Now that the Draft SEIS has been issued and we can see that our
concerns have not been addressed, we wish to reiterate our
comments. We have enclosed a copy of our previous letter and
request that these issues be analyzed and incorporated into the
Final SEIS.

Proposed Action

According to the Fact Sheet, the purpose of the Draft SEIS
is to analyze the impacts of possible amendments or new policies
to refine the existing Countywide Planning Policies and the
impacts of the designation of Urban Centers and Manufacturing/
Industrial Centers. Although the Draft SEIS includes a discussion
of the impacts of the proposed policies and five alternatives,
there is no analysis of the impacts of the designation of specific
Urban Centers or Manufacturing/Industrial Centers or of the
impacts of the criteria in the Countywide Planning Policies for
these designations. Nor is there any discussion of alternative
criteria or policies for the designation of these centers.

In addition, it is not clear whether the Draft SEIS 1s also
intended to analyze the impacts of the future action by the
Metropolitan King County Council to adopt the final Urban Growth
Areas. If it is the County’s intent to adopt the final Urban
Growth Areas as an amendment to the Countywide Planning Policies,
as well as in the County’s Comprehensive Plan, then the Draft
SEIS should clarify what is included in the proposed Urban Growth
Areas and analyze the impacts and alternatives. For example,
the Draft SEIS does not mention the County’s adoption of Interim
Urban Growth Areas in November 1993, nor does it discuss or
analyze the Urban Growth Areas proposed by the cities in east
King County, including the Joint Planning Area created by an
interlocal agreement between King County, Snoqualmie, and
Snoqualmie Ridge Associates. Clarification and more analysis
are necessary.
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Further Analysis of the Preferred Alternative

The Weyerhaeuser Company is committed to the implementation
of the Growth Management Act. We have participated in the
County’s planning process during the past few years and are
anxious to see the work completed and bring this process to a
close after so much time and so much work by so many people.
However, the Draft SEIS acknowledges serious limitations in the
environmental analysis. In addition, it now appears that the
target numbers for households and employment for Urban Centers
are not realistic and that the plan for rail may be delayed. The
Draft SEIS recognizes that technology now permits people to live
in smaller towns and telecommute or work in satellite offices,
but does not analyze how new ways to work could reduce the need
for expensive transportation solutions designed to move workers
to Urban Centers. Finally, the Draft SEIS acknowledges that
market factors were not considered during the development of the
Countywide Planning Policies and that we are planning for what
we think people should want rather than incorporating a range of
options the market offers and developing incentives consistent
with realistic planning goals and what we can afford.

We expect further issues will arise when the fiscal impact
analysis becomes available and the County addresses implementation
strategies and the issues of infrastructure financing and who
will pay. The selection of a preferred alternative and revisions
to the Countywide Planning Policies for analysis in the Final SEIS
must address how the fiscal impact analysis will influence and
affect the development of each jurisdiction’s Comprehensive Plan
so that we can be assured that we are being practical and
realistic about what can be implemented. To do otherwise will
simply create more uncertainty for the public ahd result in
additional administrative cost and confusion.

. We have enclosed our original comment letter on the scope
of the Draft SEIS, together with a list of additional questions
and concerns about the content of the Draft SEIS for your
response. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Very truly yours,

e A

n M. Claudon, Manager
uget Sound Government
and Community Affairs

Enclosures
220434
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ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

ON DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

G.

What are the uncertainties and possible errors in the
data mentioned on page 14 of the Draft SEIS and how
could they affect the land use impacts?

The GMA requires that King County plan for the
Washington State Office of Financial Management
population growth estimate of 325,000 people by the
year 2010. The Draft SEIS discusses alternative ways
to accommodate 215,000 households, assuming 1.5 persons
per household, but does not discuss the basis for this
assumption of household size or the impacts of assuming
this household size rather than providing for a larger
or smaller number of households to accommodate 325,000
new residents.

What are the impacts of making the designation of the
Urban Growth Areas permanent? Docs that mecan that the
Urban Growth Areas must be able to accommodate much

more qrowth and for a much longer period than 20 years?

If the population and employment targets for the Urban
Centers arc not likely to be achieved, will Countywide
Planning Policy LU-16 effectively preclude any
development except within Urban Centers? Will this
policy divert gr~wth to adjoining counties? Should
Countywide Planning Policy LU-16 be revised to permit
some growth within Urban Growth Areas where
infrastructure improvements can be extended?

what evidence exists that a 25 percent cushion for the
targets is adequate? 1Is a larger cushion needed in
urban infill situations to encourage redevelopment there
rather than in undeveloped urban areas? Do these
cushions need to be larger if the Urban Growth Areas

are permancnt? What are the impacts on housing
affordability and the spillover of development into
adjacent counties if the cushions are not larqge enough?

what funding strategies and incentives are required to
achieve the Urban Center targets and what are the
impacts on the natural and built environment within
the Urban Centers if the targets are achieved? What
are the land use impacts on the adjoining Urban Growth
Area and adjoining counties if these incentives are
not provided or are not successful?
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10.

11.

12.

What are the impacts of planning for Urban Centers with
15,000 jobs within .5 miles of a transit center and an
average of 50 employees and 15 households per gross
acre within 1.5 square miles without rail? Are there
examples of other cities (e.g., San Francisco,
Vancouver, B.C.) where these densities have been
achieved? Can they be achieved with buses rather than
rail?

It is unclear whether some or all of the proposed
rural character policies apply to rural cities and
their Urban Growth Areas? If so, what are the impacts
of these policies within the rural cities and their
Urban Growth Areas.

What is the impact of the Rural Task Force proposal to
reduce maximum densities in rural areas to one unit
per 20 or 35 acres? How will this proposal impact
affordable housing, the Urban Growth Areas of rural
cities, and the rural areas in adjacent counties?
Would this policy proposal limit rural living to the
wealthy and increase development pressure on Urban
Growth Arcas of rural cities and rural arcas of adjacent
counties where people who want to live in rural areas
would be forced to locate? What evidence exists that
these minimum lot sizes are necessary to protect rural
character?

What is the meaning of the conclusion in the Draft
SEIS on page 48 that "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?®

What are the land use and environmental impacts of the
suggested rural forestry zone? 1Is there any data to
support the need for a rural forestry zone? How many
forest practices permits were issued in the rural
area? What volume of timber per acre was removed?
How does total acres harvested compare with total
acres replanted over the last 20 years? How much of
this area is covered by a forest management plan?
Would proposed Rural Task Force Policies RU-1, RU-2
and RU-5 provide an incentive for property owners to
remove their property from forest tax classification
and log it to pay the rollback taxes that would be
required by the County when the classification is
removed?

The Draft SEIS states on page 46 that proposed economic
development policy ED-10 could have a significant
impact on rural character if rural character is not
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13.

14.

16.

17.

defined to include resource-based industrial activity.
This issue is of particular concern to Weyerhaeuser.
Woe had belicved that Weyerhaeuser’s two mills located
in unincorporated King County were consistent with rural
character and would conform to the Rural Character
Task Force Proposed Framework Policy FW-RUa(b). 1In
the County’s recent adoption of the Snoqualmie and
Enumclaw Community Plans, both mills were zoned heavy
manufacturing. The Plans expressly stated that the
County wished to ensure their long-term viability.
Please clarify whether Weyerhaeuser’s two mills are
included within the definition of rural character. If
they are not, we ask that the Rural Character Task
Force Policies be modified to ensure the long-term
viability of these mills.

It is unclear how the Draft SEIS can conclude on page 42
that the no-action alternative could result in
significant adverse impacts on rural areas if the
County’s Sensitive Areas Ordinance, Drainage Manual,
Road Adequacy Standards, Clearing and Grading Code,
Shorecline Regulations and SEPA all apply in the rural
arcas. The Draft SEIS sections on Stormwater Management
and Plants, Animals and Fish do not agree with the
conclusions stated on page 42.

How is Countywide Planning Policy LU-12, which requires
clustering of new development on parcels greater than
10 acres, consistent with the proposed new Rural
Policies? What are the impacts of clustering on rural
character?

How will proposed Rural Task Force Policy RU-16 impact
the ability of rural cities to provide for the
infrastructure needs of their residents and the
residents of their adjoining Urban Growth Areas?

What will be the impacts o6f proposed Rural Task Force
Policy RU-13 on the densities permitted in rural areas?
Will widening of rural roads be permitted to accommodate
permitted densities? If not, this policy should be
modified to "permit pavement widths to accommodate
permitted densities.*

What will be the impact of proposed Rural Task Force
Policy RU-19(b)? How many existing preliminary plat
approval will be affected? How many approved lots
would be lost?

(o4
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Affordable Housing

18.

How can you analyze the impacts of the Countywide
Planning Policies and the Rural, Affordable Housing,
and Economic Development policies on housing supply
and affordability without the fiscal impact analysis
and an understanding of the financing strategies that
are being proposed? We are concerned that providing
zoning for affordable housing will not make it happen
unless the financing strategies are in place.

Transportation

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Is concentrated development in Urban Centers the only
way to reduce vehicle miles? Should the Draft SEIS
analyze the impacts of increasing the use of
telecommuting and satellite offices and the coming
information superhighway?

Do the Countywide Planning Policies provide adequate
land for satellite offices in suburban and rural cities
and the Urban Growth Areas and policies to permit the
installation of fiberoptic cable, cells, cable T.V.,
and telephone lines?

What is the mode split that was assumed in the year 2010
for each of the five alternatives and how does it
compare with the mode split in 1990 as shown in Table 57?

Why is the forecast of vehicle miles in Table 7 based
upon eight centers using population and employment
concentrations that are different from those in the .
cight centers alternative? wWhat arc the population and
employment concentrations and mode splits used in

Table 77?7

How do the forecast vehicle miles traveled in the four
scenarios in Table 7 compare with a scenario in which
there would be concentration and no rail in the

Year 20102

How do you know that reduced miles traveled results in
fewer trips or less congestion as stated on page 837

If density is concentrated into Urban Centers and
vehicle miles are reduced by less than 10 percent as
shown in Figure 7, is it not more likely that congestion
in the Urban Centers would increase and the number of
vehicle trips would be the same or greater?

Why does the transportation section of the Draft SEIS
"assess the impacts that the Alternatives would have on
transportation systems projccted into the year 2010" asn
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stated on page 82 rather than the impacts on the
existing transportation system? It would be helpful to
the decisionmaker if the Draft SEIS analyzed the demand
of each Alternative for various types of transportation
modes so that the fiscal impact analysis could assess
the costs. Instead, the Draft SEIS assumes that we will
have a high speed transit system by the year 2010 and
then analyzes the impacts of the alternatives on this
assumed system, stating that reduced use of transit and
increased SOV use are adverse impacts. .

Human_Services, Police/Fire, Schools, Parks

How can the impacts of the Countywide Planning Policies
on the neced for human services, police/fire, schools
and parks be analyzed without an analysis of the
capacity of the existing facilities and services within
the Urban Growth Areas and each jurisdiction’s funding
capacity for new facilities and services to accommodate
the planned growth? Without this analysis, growth may
be planned in areas where it cannot best be
accommoedated.

Water, Stormwater, Sewer, Solid Waste, and Utilities

27.

28.

220542

It is not clear from the Draft SEIS whether there is a
sufficient water supply for Countywide needs or what

the existing capacity of the County’s various water,
sewage treatment, stormwater, and solid waste facilities
are and when these capacities will be exceeded. Without
this analysis, growth may be planned in areas where. it
cannot best be accommodated.

Will proposed Rural Task Force Policy RU-16 preclude
locating water, sewer and utility lines in rural areas
to serve rural cities and their Urban Growth Areas?
If so, what are the impacts of this Policy?

IN-G
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February 25, 1994

Jim Reid, Manager

Planning and Community Development
707 Smith Tower

506 Sccond Ave

Scattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. Reid,

I. In general, 1 like the Draft SEIS on the Countywide Planning PPolicies
(CPPs). The county should ignore the minority of special interests that hope to

personally profit by adding more alternatives to the DSELS.  If additional

alternatives are added. then another round of public input and comment is
required. RCW 36.70A.010(11).

2. I support either the 8 or 14 center alternative. There is no justilication for
enlarging the size of the current interim urban growth arca (UGA). Enlarging
the UGA will engender more urban sprawl which the county’s 1985
comprehensive plan has proven so woelully inadequate to contain,

3. F also support the rural task force recommended refinements to the CPPs and
urge their adoption. These policies were developed according the GMA
requirement of bottom up planning with a great deal of public participation,
Councilmember Phillips deserves praise for the way he conducted the rural task
force.

L also support the additional Ianguage at the end ol the rural task force
recommendations which protects the rural character of the rural area.

I do not support the "Rural Character Policies” promoted by the Suburban
Citics Association. These policics were developed with no participation from
rural residents. Instead they were developed by people that live in cities.

4. The DSELS contains a fatal ervor, Alternative four, "existing plans

alternative”, violates the SEPA WAC rules and should be deleted from the

FEIS.

WAC 197-11-400(2) says an EIS "shall inform decision makers and the public
of reasonable alternatives.” WAC 197-11-786 says: "Reasonable alternative
means an action that could feasibly attain or approximate a proposal’s
objectives..."
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The "proposal” at issue is refinements of the CPPs to provide guidance for
implementing GMA. The 1985 comprehensive plan contains aumerous deep-
rooted conflicts with the CPPs, cannot attain the CPPs’ objectives. and
therefore alternative four (based on the 1985 comp plan) is not a "reasonable”
alternative.

The Central Puget Sound Growth Planning Hearing Board (CPSGPHB) has
spoken out strongly against pre-GMA policies like the King County 1985
Comprehensive Plan:

"However, to enact GMA plans and regulations that are bound by the
‘old way of doing things® would perpetuate the very flaws of the past
that the legislature explicitly set out to correet.”  Tiwin Falls, Inc.,
Weverhaeuser Real Estate Co. et al v. Snohomish Countv, CPSGPHB
Case No. 93-3-0003 a p 2107 (1993)

Pre-GMA references are obsolete and an outdated frame of reference.
Edmonds and Lynnwood v. Snohomish County, CPSGPHB Case No. 93-
3-0005 at p.268 (1993)

Existing King County community plans were not obligated to balance
local, regional and state intcrests as required by GMA. Happy Valley
Associates, City of Issaqual et al v. King County, CPSGPHB Case No.
93-3-0008 at p.307 (1993)

In almost every section of the DSEIS, aliernative four (based on the county’s
1985 comprehensive plan) has the most significant adverse environmental
impacts.  The DSEIS contains a second futal error since a major aspect of the
county’s 1985 planning approach was replicated in each of the alternatives.
The FSEIS should be revised 1o put all aspects of the county’s 1985, planning
approach in alternative four so the adverse environmental impacts of this 1985
approach can properly be compared to the other alternatives.

Specifically, the proposed Novelty Hill Master Planned Developients (MPDs)

are simply assumed to be a part of each alternative (See Map A following page
xviii). These MPDs are specifically a product of the county’s 1985 planning
philosophy. These MPDs represent the antithesis of concentrating growth
in already urbanized areas as required by GMA. (RCW 36.70A.110) All
of the adverse environmental impacts described in cach section of the DSEIS
under alternative four, apply to these proposed MPDs.,

' Page numbers are from the Board decisions as puhlished by Code Publishing

fnc.
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The DSEIS is fatally Nawed since it fails to limit the MPDs (o being a part of
alternative four. By automatically including the MPD component of the
county’s 1985 planning philosophy in each of the altcrnatives evaluated. the
DSEIS has neglected to properly distinguish the different alternatives and their
different environmental impacts.

P.ii says cach alternative guides development into areas "already served by the
public services and Lacilities necessary for urban development”. This is not
entircly a true statement.  Each alternative includes abow 7,000 new dwelling
units in the "urban™ part of the county’s Bear Creek Community Planning Arca.
Almost all of these 7,000 new units would be in the “island” urban growth arca
represented by the Novelty Hill MPDs. There are no urban facilitics or '
services on this site or within severnl miles. AN urban services and Facilities
will have 1o be extended 1o this site and/or created from scratch at great cost,

The FSEIS should be revised 1o state that the MPDs are being treated as an
exception to the tanguage quoted from pii or the MPDs should be deleted as an
“island” urban growth area from the map in the CPPs and from CPP LU-14(b).

P.vi says "the idea is to reduce the taxpayer’s costs hy encouraging
concentrated development in those arcas where services are already provided.”

It would cost the taxpayers a great deal to extend urban services o the "island”
of urban growth represented by the proposed MPDs in the rural area between
Redmond and Duvall. The nearest urban services are several miles from the
MPD site. The FSEIS should be revised to state that the MPDs are being
treated as an exception to the language quoted from p.ii or the MPDs should be
deleted as an Misland” urban growth area from the map in the CPPs and from

CPP LU-14(b).

P.xii says "New growth will be phased into Urban Centers and other urbanized
arcas which have existing infrastructure for transportation, water, sewer and
surface water management.”

P.9 describes the 8 center alternative by saying *New growth would be phased
first into the centers and secondly into ather urbanized areas which would have
available infrasiructure capacity for transportation, water, sewer, and surlface
waler management.”

P.9 also says the 14 center alternative is the same in this regard as the § center
idea.

The proposed Novelty Hill MPDs conflict with the above language since they
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represent some of the first urban growth that will occur despite the fact that the
MPDs are not an "urban center”. The FSEIS should be revised to say the
proposed MPDs have been designated as an “island™ urban growth area despite
their complete lack of any existing urban services and therefore the MPDs are
being given special treatment as an exception to the above quoted language
from I’.xii. and p.Y. Aliernatively, the MPDs should be deleted as an “island”
urban growth arca from the map in the CPPs and from CPP LU-14(b).

LA-1

P.19 and 20 discusses the "centers” idea as expressed by the county’s 1985
comprehensive plan and says:

*These centers are in existing wrban arcas. ..
alrcady existed in cities and towns...
designate any lurther centers.”

These centers theoretically
There was never an attempt to

This is not a1 true statement. Subsequent 10 1985 the county gave “urban
center® status to a large tract of undeveloped wooded property in the middle of
the rural area between Redmond and Duvall. The county’s 1989 Bear Creck
Community Plan states on p. 10 that the proposed MPD site is being designated
an "urban activity center”. This was done despite the fact that the Citizen
Advisory Committee working on the Bear Creck Community Plan submitted a
minority report stating that designating the MPDs as an urban activity center
violated the county™s 1985 comprehensive plan. -

The MPDs were designated an urban center in the 1989 community plan (pre-
GMA) despite the fact that they are not an existing urban arca nor are they an
existing city.

The above quoted Language from p.19 and 20 is not true and should be revised

in the FSEIS.

Page viii lakes the official forecast population increase for King County of
325.000 people and equates that to 215,000 more dwelling units. The FSEIS
needs to include the justification for such a high number of dwelling units
compared to the population forecast. Compared to current data, it appears the
forecasted necd for dwelling units has been inflated to achicve a larger urban
growth arca.

Page 26 shows that cach alicrnative has a target of 215,000 new dwelling units
and a capacity of 320,350 new dwelling units. (This capacity for new units is
also similar to the grand total in table B-3 in the Appendix.) The capacity of
each alternative exceeds the forecast need for new dwelling units by 49%. This
is a grossly excessive capacity above the 20 year forecast and will simply

continue the present pattern of urban sprawl with its concomitant decrease in
the quality of life.

The publication Providing Adequare Urban Area Land Supply from the state
Department of Community Development cautions on page 17 that fand use
plans should not exceed 25% of forecast needs or.clse sprawl will result. The
release of the DSEIS proves that the urban- growth arca in the CPPs is fatally
fawed since it is excessively large. ’

Each alternative really has far more capacity for new dwelling units than the
320,350 forecast on p.26. P.17 says the p.26 lorecasts are based on current
zoning discounted for numcerous (actors including cnvironmental and market
forces. As cilies implement GMA they will be upzoning land. This will
increase the dwelling unit capacity above the DSEIS figure of 320,350 which is
based on current zoning.

In other words, GMA will result in greater densities ol population and
employment than has typically oceurred.  Edmonds and Lynmvood v. Snohomish
County, CPSGPIIB Case No. 93-3-0005 at p.268 (1993).

!

The excessively large urban growth arex in the CPPs (495 over forecast) will
result in continued urhan sprawl. As cities upzone land to concentrate growth
there will be continued pressure (o build urban sprawl in the unincorporated
urban growth area. Under each alternative the excessively large unincorporated
urban growth area invites continued urban sprawl causing continued
innumerable signilicant adverse environmental impacts.

The DSEIS is fatally flawed since it fails to identily, discuss and mitigate the
adverse environmental impacts caused by the urban sprawl that will continue
under the excessively large urban growth arca of each of the aliernatives
revicwed. ’

The forccast capacity for new dwelling units on p.26 is based on the urban
growth line in the CPPs adopted by King County as Ordinance 10450 in 1992,
However, when the county council passed Ordinance 11110 on November 8.
1993, the county council signilicantly increased the size of the urban growth
area beyond the recommended urban growth arca in the CPPs. There is no
justification for the county council expanding the urban area when the land
designated urban in their CPPs already exceeds the forecast need by 19%.

The county council expanded the urban growth arca bascd on the newly adopted
Exast Sammamish Community Plan. This community plan is based on the
county’s 19835 comprehensive plan and is not a GMA compliant plan. lappy
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Valley Associates, City of Issaquah et al v. King Counry, CPSGPHB Case No.
93-3-0008 at p.312 (1993). Yet the DSEIS repeatedly says that planning under
the 1985 comprehensive plan (alternative four) has the most significant adverse
covironmental impacts of any of the alternatives.

WAC 197-11-768 indicates the first way to mitigate an adverse impact is to
avoid taking the action causing the impact. In order to eliminate the significant
adverse environmental impacts associated with planning under the county’s
1985 comprehensive plan and with having an excessive capacity for dwelling
units, the FSEIS should recommend that (1) the extensions to the urban growth
arca on the cast edge of the East Sammamish community planning area and (2)
the proposed Novelty Hill MPDs ("new [ully contained community™) both be
climinated and revert to rural zoning.

The way to grow smart is to give up on the county’s 1985 planning approach
with all its adverse environmental impacts so well described in the DSELS
(alternative four) and focus instead on the new goals and requirements of GMA.
The GMPC should shrink the urban growth arca in the CPPs by climinating the
MPDs as an “island” urban growth arca trom the map in the CPPs and from
CPP LU-14(b). '

The excessive capacily for dwelling units in the urban growth area defined hy
the CPPs (see p.26) proves there is no justification for “edge” cities and rural
cities to continue (o lobby for an ever larger urban growth arca. Any proposed
expansion of the urban growth area as depicted in the CPPs will require
separate environmental review since such proposed expansions are not
addressed by this DSEIS.

P.17 says the forecast dwelling unit capacity has been discounted due to critical
area constraints.  This will create an artificially low estimate of dwelling anit
capacity because King County allows the transfer of density credits from critical
arcas to noncritical arcas.  Dwelling units are not lost due to critical arcas, they
are just moved around.

All alternatives contain this flaw. This mistake will result in a larger urban
growth area than really nceded. The excessively large urban growth arca will
foster continued sprawl with all its adverse environmental effects.

The FSEIS should contain revised dwelling unit forecasts that are not
discounted for critical arcas.

IN-7
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16.

17.

19.

P.v says the CPPs were guided by GMA and Vision 2020. This statement
conflicts with p.19 which states that the UGA (in the CPPs) is largely based on
the county’s 1985 comprehensive plan.

The FSEIS should clarify that while some of the policies in the CPPs have been
based on GMA and Vision 2020, the UGA in the CPPs is based on the county’s
1985 comprehensive plan.

P.vi says the CPPs are "only a framework to guide development of the
comprehensive plans for King County and cach city within the county.” This
statement does not correctly reflect the important role of CPPs.

"The Board reaffirms its holding in Snoqualmie that policy documents
under the GMA (including CPPs and comprehensive plans) are no longer
"just’ advisory blueprints 10 be heeded or disregarded at the discretion of
the local legislative body. Rather, these policy documents provide
substantive direction and must be followed." Powlsho, Port Orchard
and Bremerton v. Kitsap Cowmny, CPSGPHB Case No. 92-3.0009
p-127 (1993).

P.xvii says “current zoning provides an inadequate “cushion®...*  The DSEIS
does not support this conclusion. The data on p.26 specifically show that under
current zoning, as discounted for many factors, there is a 49% cxcess fand
capacity compared to the 20 year forecast. Instead of an inadequate cushion,
there is an excessively large cushion.

P.41 talks about the importance of maintaining the rural character of the rural
area. "Chateau” style homes with 5 acre Jawns should not be atlowed in the
rural area. We all know “rural character” when we see it. “Chateaus” and 5
acre lawns just don't qualify.

Just like waterfront, rural Tand is limited in supply. n order to preserve rural
character, the rural tand should be used by those that contribute to, rather than
detract from, rural lifestyle. Because supply is limited, the market determines
the price, just like with waterfront.

In order to protect water quality we do not continually increase densitics around
lakes. The same principle is true in the rural area. [n order to protect rural
character, the density should not be continually increased in the rural arca.
Anythin less than five acre lots will erode the rural character. When the rural
arca is full, then iU's full. In order to maintain the rural character of the
rural area, the GMPC should adopt the additional policy at the end of the
rucal task force recommendation. :



20.

21.

P.43 CPP LU-12 requires mandatory lot clustering for development in the
rural area. This will nat proteet traditional uses in the rural area and should be
climinated in favor of the rural task foree recommendations. The clustered tots
will not be large cnough 1o engage in traditional rural uses particularly those
involving livestock. Therefore people tiving on the clustercd lots will be
sceking a suburban, not rural, lifestyle and level of service. Mandatory lot
clustering is a thinly veiled gimmick to put rural land into a holding pattera for
future urbanization.

P.53 & 54. There are references to using "monitoring” as a mitigation. This
is nonsense. Monitoring tells you when something has gone wrong and docs
nothing to avoid having things go wrong in the first place.

P.125 Water Supply. The DSEIS is Iatally flawed since it fails to
acknowledge that the lack of uncommitted water supply from the Seatile Water
Department (SWD) renders cach alternative unachicvable.  Alternatives that are
not achieveable fail the test lor reasonableness under WAC 197-11-400(2) and
WAC 197-11-786.

The current Seattle Water Comprehensive Plan says supply equals demand and
all new growth in water usage will be served by conservation until a new major
supply is online. However, the water supply available from conservation has
all been committed by all the outstanding contracts 10 deliver water issued by
Seattle and the 30 or so jurisdictions relying on Seattle water.

It is only the fear of fearning the truth that prevents cach jurisdiction,
including Seattle, from inventorying and reporting the amount of Seattle water
promised to developments going through the approval/construction phase but
not yet onfine as water users. The Woodinville Water District has already
conducted such an inventory and found the task to be quick and easy. A
similar inventory could be conducted by other jurisdictions in a week if there
were no political foot-dragging.

WAC 365-195-315(2)(a) requires an inventory ol inused capacity of existing
capital facilities, including water systems. Such an inventory would prove that
there is no water to serve any of the altermatives in the DSEIS since all the
water that can be saved by conservation has already been contractually
promised to developments in the approval/construction pipeline.

The DSEILS is fatally flawed since it fails to discuss the adverse impacts of
pressing ahead with any of these alternatives when there is no water to serve
any of these alternatives.

/

/

( < p\\ ‘L

Sincercely,

Joseph Ellelt
11866 204th Ave NE
Redmond, Washington 98053
206-881-8017
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February 28, 1994

Lisa Madjiak
- King County Planning and Communily Development Division
707 Smith Tower Building

506 2nd Ave.

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Ms. Madjiak:

This letter is in response Lo your request for comments on the scoping notice
for the Draft Supplemental Environmental mpact Statement for the
Countywide Planning Policies. While our comments primarily reflect issues
dircetly related to the potential impacts of cach alternative on regional travel
demand we are also interested in the degree to which each of the five
alternatives support adopted policies and on-going planning efforts at the
federal, state, regional, and local levels. Specifically, WSDOT is most interested
in supporting alternatives that are consistent with related aspects of the
following policies:

+ Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA)
« Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA)

» (Washinglon) State Transporlation Policy Plan (STPP)

*  Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA)

¢ Central Puget Sound - Vision 2020

* Regional Transit Aulhu‘rily (RTA)

These policies and planning efforts have the collective potential Lo provide
some relief in the rale of increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMTs) on state
facilitics. To the exlent possible comments are provided below for each of the
live alternatives from this “policy-orientled” perspective. While cach of the
five alternatives allemplts lo preserve “rural lands and rural character”, clearly
the implications of the five allernatives on the regional transportation system
will be vast. WSDOT also underslands that the alternative economic
development, rural task force, and affordable housing policies have a greater
ability to encourage environmentally sound development patterns that do the
alternatives themselves.

TX-19
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King County Draft IS Comments
February 28, 1994
Page 2

THE PRE-COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES ALTERNATIVE

This allernative appears Lo provide the least ability to direet growth into areas
which already are well served by existing transportation infrastructure. It calls
for the largest allocation of residential growth Lo rural arcas and rural cities
wilh a larger urban growth arca based on the 1985 plan, Therefore it is highly
likely that a great deal of additional transportation infrastrucure will be
required to serve this additional development. This alternative also calls for
the least amount of mitigation for its development pattern of lower density
land uscs.

The allocation of a-signficant amount of housing Lo oullying arcas will result
in an increased level of unbalanee between jobs and housing, Census tracts in -
King County wilh an unbalanced ratio between jobs and housing have been
found through empirical research 1o be associated with 28% longer trip lenglhs
and 24% longer travel limes for work trips than balanced tracts (Irank and
Pivo, 1994). Therefore, the allocation of this amount of housing 10 areas with
relatively little employment nearby will have the effect of causing a greal deal
of VMTs on slale highways. This is of significant concern to WSDOT.

Relationships wilh Specific Policies

The premise of this policy which is 1o allow sprawl appears to be in direct
opposition with Vision 2020 and the Growth Management Act. From the
perspective of an agency whose mandates encompass the preservation and
provision of regional mobility this alternative is problemmatic. At the federal
level, ISTEA and Clean Air also register conflicts with this alternative.
Eligibilily for Federal Transportation Funding (and project prioritization)
under ISTEA favors projects that arec multi-modal in nature.

The ability to cffeclively serve low density land uses resulling from Lhis
allernative by modes other than the SOV is difficult to demonstrate. This
alternalive is in this sense counter to the formation of an RTA whose mandate
is Lo implement a regional transit system. This directly affects WSDOT which
has a great deal of interest in the success of a regional transit system that can
effectively serve regional travel needs. In addition, increasing trip lengths
resulting from the dispersion of trip ends (as demonstrated above) would have
the result of increasing VMTs. This increase in VMTs could have the effect of
increased air pollutants.
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King County Draft EIS Comments
February 25, 1994
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NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

By assuming the Countywide PLanning Policies are in effect, this alternative
appears to be more consistent with the intent of GMA than the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative. Under his alternative the urban
growth area is smaller based on the work done unde GMA. In addition, the
requirement to “pay attention” to the countywide planning policies represents
a departure from the Pre-Countywide Planning Policies Alternative towards
regionalism. This shift is more favorable to WSDOT since we provide a
regional function. 1lowever, without centering the primary development
pattern that would result from this alternative is fairly consistent with the Pre-
Countywide Planning Policies Alternative ie. Sprawl. This statement is
substantiated by the allocation of 65% of the employment growth in the county
to arcas that are currently “non-urban.”

Relationships with Specific Policies

From WSDOT's perspective this alternative relates Lo specific policies at the
federal, state, and local level in a simial manner 1o the Pre-Countywide
I'lanning Policies. The exception is through the recognilion of the Countywide
planning Policies at the local lovel. AL this level at least a countywide forum is
available to work out regional issues.

THE 8 CENTERS ALTERNATIVE

Concentration of development into 8 centers plus 4 additional manufacturing
centers provides a strategy that is a great deal more consistent with Vision 2020
and GMA than the pre-countywide planning policies  and the no-action
Alternatives. From WSDOTSs perspective, the ability to serve additional
development that is located within existing urban centers will most likely be
less costly. Simply put, locate development in areas where there is already
adequate public facilities to serve it. This is the fundamental premise upon
which adequate pubtic facilitics ordinances are based. FHowever, to be more
realistic it is essential to factor in congestion and significant levels of air
pollution within the 8 non-manufacturing cenlers.

The purpose of the RTA will be to provide mobility within and between these

- centers. The consolidation of uses within the 8 centers plus the four

manufacturing centers provides the urban form that is necessary to, make
transit a viable alternative to the automobile. The development of an urban
form (supported by this alternative) which makes allernative modes to the

King County Draft EIS Comments
l‘ebruary 28, 1994
Page 4

SOV more compelilive supports WSDOT's goal of maintaining regional
mobility. The goals in the Washington State Transportation Policy lan (STI'P)
incourage providing access to all opportunilies for all persons. "All" here
includes those persons that do not have access Lo an automobile. Centering, at
its most abstract level provides the urban form in which access is possible
through non-motorized travel (intra- center) and transit (inter- center).

THE 14 CENTERS ALTERNATIVE

This alternative proposes to consolidate an even greater proportion of
additiona! development into designated centers. This alternative may be even
more compalable with the RTA's objeclive of providing regional mobility
through transit service than the 8 Centers Alternative. This due o a
potentially greater ability to collect additional development (rom nearby
localions than from further away. Under this alternalive more cenlers are
proposed providing betler coverage for consolidating development than the 8
centers alternative. This alternative also makes a better "geographic fit" with
transit corridors designated by the RTA. Again, WSDOT interests relate to the
provision ol regional mobility. Therefore, this alternative is highly lavorable
because of ils consistency with the objectives of the policies cited aboved.

THE MAGNET ALTERNATIVE

The use of an incentive based approach makes a lot os sense from WSDOT's
perspective because of our interest in travel behavior. Travel bebavior or
consumer choice relating to travel options is known to be a function of the
relative costs amongst alternatives. This allernalive represents a philosophy
that can be useful to determine wliich actions or incentives will result in the
least demand for the SOV. WSDOT is highly supportive of this approach to
the extent that incentives to make locational decisions are based on objectives
lo foster environmental preservation and accesibility.

This alternative provides a useful approach that will be necessary 1o sucessfully
implement the 8 or 14 center alternative. Inherent in least cost planning is the
notion of efficient use of existing resources. WSDOT encourages Lhis
alternative to the extent it is able to encourage development concurrent with
adequate transportation infrastructure. In addition, the use of performance
monitoring techniques will be a necessary technique Lo guage progress towards
established quantifiable objectives for any of these allernatives or combinations
thereof.




King County Draft EIS Comments
February 28, 1994
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CONCLUSION

In conclusion WSDOT favors the application of techniques identified in the
Mugnet Alternative o an alternative consistent with Vision 2020 (e.g. the two
centers alternatives). WSDOT is aware that the ability each alternative presents
to support and be consistent with the adopted regional plan (Vision 2020) is
critical to elevate issues which are regional in nature (e.g. transportation).

Again, WSDOT is primarily interested in these issues to the extent that a
relationship between a reduction in travel demand on state facilities is related
with the urban form proposed by each alternative. In addition, WSDOT is also
interested in the degree to which each alternative promotes improved level of
service of alternative modes to the SOV. Please contact me with any questions
that you may have at 464-5429 regarding these comments.

Sipcerely,

NUPRAN S

LAWRENCE D. FRANK, PFL.D.
Transportation Planner/GMA Specialist

c¢: Renee Montgelas
Craig Stone
Ron Q. Anderson
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February 17, 1994

The Honorable Chris Vance
Councilmember, King County-Metropolitan Council
102 King County Courthouse
516 Third Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98104
CNRLs
Dear Councilinember Vaiice:

The following comments about the supplemental environmental impact
statement for the King Countywide Planning Policies embody the themes |
offered before your Growth Management committee last week.

As a member of the Fis/ED committee and the subcommittees that drafted
the economic development policies and the benchimarks, ¥ am pleased to
note that the proposed econoinic development policies are stated within

- the document to have the most positive economic impact on the region. |

encourage those of you who are members of GMPC to retain the policies as
written. I think the policies are the result of broader-based experience than
can result from the EIS analysis. Those persons who carefully crafted the
proposed policies were fully aware of the consequences, schooled in the

. market effects and highly knowledgeable about the employment impacts of

the policies. The team that drafted the policies included representatives ol
labor, real estate, industrial and commercial develapment, housing,
utilities and the neighborhoods.

From Puget Power's perspective, we have some concerns about
assumptions in Chapter 12, the utilities chapter. On page 151, it reads: “...it
<an be noted the more concentrated development in urban areas, where
transmission and distribution systems are alrcady in place, the more
efficient and cost effective the delivery of utility scrvices.”

That statement is not supported by the facts. Frankly, we wonder from
where this conclusion came. The conclusions are very different depending
on a varjcty of factors: age of existing facilities, characteristics of new and
existing load demand, the condition of the other utilities coexisting within
the right of way, the nature of the easement or right of way and the ability
to site new facilities in an alrcady built up areca. Puget Power’s own internal
analysis does not give us reason to make such a statement.

R e R R A YU PRI U LR N LT IR A ] R R e R I L A BT |
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On page 152, it is stated: “...in densely populated areas where greater encrgy Pt

efficiencies can be realized....” We do not know if greater energy efficiencies
are possible in densely populated areas. The cost of installating equipment
for heating multi-family or high-rise buildings with gas heat is so
expensive that it is not cost-cffective. Therefore, the densities projected,
which require significant multi-family residential development, will
increase the electric space heat load.

GATES & ELLIS

ATTORNEYS AT Law

February 28, 19944
Page 153, another conclusion says “...to protect hasic public health and
safety, but not provide rural arcas with urban facilities or urban levels of
service.” Not only does the document fail to define urban facilities, or
urban levels of service, but that statement fails to recognize a provision of
state law which prohibits Puget Power from offering differing levels of
service (RCW 80.28.090).

Mr. James Reid, Manager

Planning and Community Development Division
Parks, Planning and Resources Department

707 Smith Tower Building

506 Second Avenue

Seatile, WA 98104

Another statement within the utilities chapter makes some assumptions
about the Master Utility Permit process that are premature. The MUP is
evolving, as we speak, with the cooperation of service providers and DDES.
We look forward to the discussions and what will result. At this time, we
all hope that certainty of permitting, with regard to utility service to a plat
or development, will result. But, to imply, as has the EIS, that this is a
phasing document, is incorrect.

Re:  Comment to King County Draft SEIS for the Countywide Planaing Policies.

Dear Mr. Reid:
Puget Power does not offer comments on the value of centers, nor the

correct number. That is determined by the policy makers. It is our state
obligation provide electrical service for whatever land use plans are
adopted.

Those Puget Power representatives who have been actively involved in
growth management-related matters have found staff to be responsive to
our inquires. We don’t always agree, but we do appreciate our working
relationship. '

Very truly yours,

)

Robert L. Gillespie
Manager/Local Government
Puget Sound Power & Light Company

cc:  Kent Pullen, Chair, King County Council
Paul Barden, Chair, Fis/ED Task Force
Craig Larsen, Acting Director, Planning Department
Rita Perstac, Puget Sound Power & Light Company

The DeBartolo Corporation is the owner and operator of the Northgate Mall in Seattle
and is very interested in the development of a realistic set of Countywide Planning Policies that
would help guide the successful redevelopment of the Mall.

We arc the attorneys for the Northgate Mall and on behalf of the owner nuake the
following comments to the Draft SE1S on the Countywide Planning Policics.

The Mall is ranked as the forth largest shopping center in the Puget Sound area 1L is
larger than Factoria, Crossroads, Bellevue Square and Alderwood. It s, and has always been, a
regional shopping center. 1t is very appropriate for the Mall to be considered the key building
block for one of the Urban Centers under ‘consideration for management of the future growth in
the metropolitan King County area.

The Final SEIS should address more fully than the Draft does, the fiscal, economic, and
market factors which make a regional shopping center successful than does the Drafl. We
understand that the Fiscal and Economic Development Task Force is responsible for some of that
analysis and we plan to share the Mall's perspective with the Task Force and make whatever
contribution to their work that is appropriate.

As the Countywide Planning Policies are reviewed for possible amendment, we think it
would be instructive for you to evaluate the City of Scattle’s Northgate Comprehensive Plan as an
example of one jurisdiction's approach to implementing the Urban Center strategy.

Anchorage - Cocur d"Alenc - Portland - Spokane - Tacoma - Washington, bC

A Purtnership Including A Peofessionat Carporatinn
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Mr. James Reid
February 28, 1994
Page 2

In each of the Urban Centers the Plan must begin with a realistic assessment of the key
building block that serves as the core of the center.  We have identified some serious
shortcomings in the Nonthgate Plan that if left unaddressed will undermine the concept of an
Urban Village/Center in the Northgate area.

One of the most significant shortcomings is the application of the principle of "pedestrian
orientation”. The over reliance by the City planners on this concept has caused the City to change
the zoning on the property to Neighborhood Commercial 3 (NC-3) from Commercial 1 (C-1).
The result is a significant loss of flexihility on the part of the Mall to cfficiently and esthetically
redevelop in a way that responds to the reality of regional shopping centers. For example,
Northgate Mall draws from the entire region and the principal mode of travel to and from the Mall
will continue to be the automobile. LEconomically feasible management of customer access and
parking is a key element of regional shopping center success.

The arterials in the Northgate area, particularly Northgate Way, are regional arterials and
will be subjected to more intense use as the area develops. The idea of creating a pedestrian
environment alongside those streets is not practical. The Countywide Planning Policies should
include criteria to ensure the feasible application of the Urban Center concept by requiring that
customer preferences and operational realitics be recognized in the Comprehensive Plans.

Another concept that has drawn the planners to the NC-3 zone is the mixed-use
assumptions in the Urban Center approach. As the City's recent study of mixed-use development
shows, the "build it and they will come” assumption does not work. Nearly 47% of the
commercial space in the mixed-use developments reviewed is vacant. The point is that the
integration of residential and commercial uses must be done after a more in-depth analysis. The
FSEIS should include an analysis of the practical limits to mixed-use development.

In addition to the zoning restrictions of NC-3, the Northgate Plan suffers {rom an over
cagerncss 1o make site specific decisions in the plan that should be left to the design stage. The
defense is that the Plan provides more predictability by being more specific, however, the
predictability sought by the development community relates to off-site mitigation costs, not to on-

site design decisions. The Countywide Planning Policies should describe the level of detail.

expected in the Comprehensive Plans and sub-area Plans.

It is clear to everyone that the application of the Urban Center concept in Northgate will
require a significant investment in transportation infrastructure. The perennial question of

allocating the cost to the public and private sectors must be addressed in the Countywide Planning

Policies. In the Northgate Plan the impacts to adjacent streets and interscctions are determined in
the same manner as on-site impacts as part of the development. The clear implication is that
redevelopment or expansion of the Mall will be conditioned on the payment for the transportation
improvements beyond the SEPA fair share requirement to mitigate future impacts. The

Mr. James Reid
February 28, 1994
Page 3

improvements are regional in nature and should be publicly financed as a part of the value to the
region of having Urban Centers.

The revised Countywide Planning Policies should- provide a framework for the
public/private partnership that will be essential to the successful management of growth in
metropolitan King County.

Very truly yours,

PRESTON THORGRIMSON SHIDLER
GATES & ELLIS

~ L
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Peter ). Glase !

PJG:cc
cc: Tom J. Presby

The Edward J. DeBartolo Corporation :
HYJIG1 230080 000WHL 151 DOC
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2/27/94
TO: Jim Reid. Manager, King County Planning and Communily
Developmenl
From: Virginia Guonby, 2540 N.E 90Lh, Scaltle, WA. 98115
RE: Review of DSEIS for the Counlywide Planning rolicies,

(January 12, 1994 due February 28, 1994)
Comments on Lhe Drsfl SEIs of the Counlywide Planning Poicies

Policy Refinements

1. Rural Character-The countywide interest in promoting rural
characler shoutd cmphasize the objectlve of all comunilies to
protect Lhe Snoqualmic Valley drainage basin area and other major
rural river basins and wellands, from encroaching urbanizalion
for as long as possible, Lhrough concentraling development in
designated cenlers and Denser livable communties within the urban
boundary.

Rural character cannol be maintained if proposed increases in
state highway corridaor capacity continueus Lo be built. duce to
Lhe stale sclling obsolele level of service "CY slandards thal do
not consider capacily management such as saTety enhancements,
short passing lanes. hill climb lanes, controlled access and
tocal land use policies and linkages.

we have learnced feom olher slales thal Lransporlalion concurrency
requirements, if nol monilored coutd push development into rural
areas where capacily is nol yel a problem. NDevelopmenls with
vested righls will impact Lhe capacity of Lhe syslem but are
exempt [rom concurrency.

2 Affordable Housing-Working for Affordable Housing within the
urban boundary and closer Lo jobs and employment, woitld bhe one of
Lhe best ways to reduce pressure Lo build low cosl housing on
cheaper rural land and increase aulo trips. Slralegies Lo ensure
sufficient land, reduclion of cosls and funding incentives, such
as reduction in transportalion mitigation paymenls and EIS
miligation and concurrency cosls Lo low cosl housing developers,
would assisl Lhe community in this challenging task.

3. Fiscal _and LBconomie Development-Long lerm sustainable economic
growth will be more fcaslble with the centers allernatives.
additional financial analysis wlll conclude 3 non-center options
will require increased public funds/laxes Lo supporl capital
improvements and promote additional sprawl.

Transporation 1sSsues

The transportation elements of the separate comprehensive plans
adopted by Lhe counly and cllics will be measured against Lhe
policies and standards approved and ratifled as part of the
countywide Policy Plan (ramework. Many of the currently
unanswered questions will be answered in the local comprehensive
plans and the new PSRC and RTA regional transportalion plans
which wlll include in Lheir mandatory Lransporlation elemenls the
following-

1. Land usc assumptions used in estimating travel demand

2
2. Facility and service needs lor altaining and sustaining level -
of-service sl