
CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033   425.587-3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

MEMORANDUM 

To: David Ramsay, City Manager 

From: Eric Shields, Planning Director 

Date: July 7, 2006   

Subject: PSRC Vision 2020+20 Regional Plan 

RECOMMENDATION

Discuss the PSRC Vision 2020+20 regional plan update.  Provide direction for: 

 Discussion at the July Public Issues Committee of the Suburban Cities 
Association.

 Submittal of comments to the PSRC regarding preparation of a preferred 
growth alternative. 

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION

The Puget Sound Regional Council is in the midst of preparing a major update to 
the regional growth plan for the four-county central Puget Sound Area (King, 
Pierce, Snohomish and Kitsap Counties).  The regional plan serves as the “multi-
county planning policies” (MPPs) pursuant to the state Growth Management Act. 
MPPs provide regional guidance to County-wide Planning Policies and local 
comprehensive plans to assure regional coordination.  The current plan, known 
as Vision 2020, provides guidance for planning through the year 2020.  The 
update process extends the planning horizon to the year 2040.

The update involves two important components.  The first is the adoption of a 
preferred growth alternative, which will present a vision for the desired 
distribution of growth between 2000 and 2040.  During this period, an additional 
1.7 million people and 1.1 million jobs are forecasted.  To date, the PSRC has 
prepared four growth alternatives and is now in the process of preparing a 
preferred growth alternative. 

The second component of the plan will be updated policies.  The PSRC staff has 
proposed reorganizing the policies into five groupings: 1) environment, 2) 
development patterns, 3) economy, 4) transportation, and 5) public services and 
orderly development.  Draft polices are now in the process of being prepared. 
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In May, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement was prepared which explained 
the growth alternatives and discussed their relative environmental impacts.  An 
executive summary of the DEIS is attached.  As you will see, the alternatives 
vary primarily by the degree to which growth is directed toward cities with urban 
centers or dispersed to smaller and more outlying cities.  All of the alternatives 
maintain the current urban growth boundaries designated in each of the counties. 
The discussion of impacts is understandably very general and conceptual given 
the nature of the plan. Broadly speaking, alternatives that have more centralized 
concentrations of growth will allow for the more efficient delivery of transportation 
and other urban services and will better protect rural and resource lands.
However, these alternatives will also have the greatest localized traffic, noise and 
air quality impacts in the areas where the greatest growth occurs.

Following is a general schedule for the completion of the Vision 2020 update: 

7/31/06: Deadline for DEIS comments.  All comments received by the 
deadline will be part of the official record. 

9/06:  PSRC Growth Management Policy Board (GMPB) reviews DEIS 
comments.

9-11/06: GMPB works on preferred growth alternative. 

11/06: GMPB meets with Transportation Policy Board (TRB) and 
Economic Development District (EDD) to discuss preferred growth 
alternative and begin discussion of new multi-county planning 
policies (MPPs). 

11/06-2/07: GMPB reviews MPPs. TPB and EDD reviews subsets of MPPs. 

3/07: Preferred growth alternative and draft MPPs transmitted to 
Executive Board. 

Spring 07: Supplemental DEIS, growth alternative and MPPs issued for public 
comment.

The most immediate deadline is the July 31due date for comments on the DEIS.
However, because of the very general discussion of impacts, I do not believe that 
it would be particularly important for Kirkland to focus much attention on this 
issue.  What is of much greater importance is the selection of a draft preferred 
growth alternative.  As you can see from the above schedule, the PSRC Growth 
Management Policy Board will be focusing on this beginning in September.
While there will be opportunities to comment on the growth alternative through 
November, PSRC staff has asked for comments as soon as possible and has 
indicated that comments on the growth alternative which are submitted by the 
July 31DEIS comment deadline will be “on the record.”  Therefore, I recommend 
that the focus of the Council discussion on July 18 be on the topic of the 



preferred growth alternative.  This would be helpful as well to provide guidance 
for discussion at the upcoming Suburban Cities Public Issues Committee 
meeting.

In preparing growth alternatives, PSRC divided the region into several 
classifications of regional geographies with similar characteristics.  The 
classifications are: 

Metropolitan cities:  The regions five largest core cities - Seattle, Bellevue, 
Tacoma, Everett and Bremerton. 

Core suburban cities: Cities, such as Kirkland, with designated urban 
centers.

Larger suburban cities:  Larger inner ring suburban cities without urban 
centers.

Smaller suburban cities:  Smaller cities and towns. 

Unincorporated urban growth areas: Unincorporated areas within the 
urban growth area. 

Rural areas:  Lands outside of the UGA which are not designated 
resource lands. 

Natural resource Areas: Forests, agricultural lands, mining lands and 
shorelines.

The four growth alternatives discussed in the EIS are: 

Growth Targets Extended Alternative:  This alternative distributes growth 
to 2040 in proportion to the 2020 growth targets already assigned to 
jurisdictions.  In this alternative, growth is relatively dispersed. 

Metropolitan Cities Alternative: In this alternative, a large share of the 
growth is focused in the region’s five largest core cities.  This alternative is 
the most concentrated growth alternative. 

Larger Cities Alternative: The largest share of growth in this alternative is 
distributed among all cities with designated urban centers and other larger 
suburban cities. This is the second most concentrated growth alternative. 

Smaller Cities Alternative: Smaller suburban cites and unincorporated 
areas receive a much larger amount of growth in this alternative, resulting 
in the most dispersed growth pattern.

Please refer to the attached materials from the DEIS for additional detail about 
the growth alternatives and the preliminary criteria for selecting a preferred 
growth alternative.  Since some of the attached maps may be hard to read in an 
electronic format, a paper copy of the materials will also be placed in the Council 
mail boxes.  I have also prepared and attached a chart that summarizes the 
population and jobs assigned to Kirkland, King County and Larger Cities with 
each alternative. 



What Does It Mean for Kirkland? 

From a regional perspective, it is my opinion that the Metropolitan and Larger 
Cities alternatives are best, as they minimize the outward spread of urbanization 
and provide for a more compact urban form. However, I do have a significant 
question about the ability of Kirkland to accept the amount of growth that both of 
these alternatives have assigned.  As can be seen from the population and 
employment summaries in attachment 4, Kirkland’s population would increase by 
over 30,000 in the Metropolitan Cities alternative and nearly 40,000 in the Larger 
Cities alternative, compared with about 20,000 in the Growth Targets Extended 
alternative.  At the same time, each of these three alternatives shows Kirkland’s 
employment growing by nearly 30,000.  These levels of growth are well beyond 
our current growth capacity and are likely greater than our build-out under current 
zoning, although data on build-out are not currently available.  (The department 
is currently in the process of updating our capacity analysis; and we plan to have 
a build-out analysis prepared at the same time.)   

Consequently, I recommend conditional support for a preferred growth alternative 
that maintains a compact growth pattern, but that growth assignments to 
individual cities take into account existing development patterns and 
acknowledge the extent to which cities, such as Kirkland, have already achieved 
a compact urban form and the degree to which such cities are realistically able to 
accommodate additional growth.

Attachments:
1. Vision 2020 Update DEIS Executive Summary 
2. Selected additional materials from Vision 2020 Update DEIS 
3. Evaluation Criteria for Selective a Preferred Growth Alternative 
4. Populations and Employment Summary of Growth Alternatives 
5. Discussion questions for suburban cities Public Issues Committee 
6. Summary of comments contributed by SCA Membership 

cc:

ES: Vision 2020+20 7-18-06























The nltcrnativcs' rcgional and localizcd implcts present a complex set of tradeoffs. For example, some alternatives 
conccnrrare growtll in arcas that would potentially cvpose more peoplc to higher noisc and traffic levels by increas- 
ing densities in already dense areas but at the same time keep growth away from pristine habitat areas. Some alter- 
natives are estimated to result in lower rcgion-widc air quality emissions but higher concentrations ofemissions 
closer to major concentrations of growrh. 

Generally, alternatives with a more focuscd growrh pntrern (such as Metropolitan Cities and Larger Cities) havc 
potentially lower overall environmetiral impacts, hut high growth areas could havc higher localized impacts with 
higher development impacts on peoplc andlor services. Bccausc less land would likcly be required to meet growth 
needs, growth in rural or natural resource areas could be reduced or avoided. Compact growth also reduces the 
rcgional levels of automobile rlsc and congestion, and improves transit use, carpooling, walking and bicycling, 
which in turn lowers air pollution, water pollution, and energy use. Redevclopmcnt of older properties to today's 
srandards could also improve localized conditions and environmental performance in a wide array of areas, rang- 
ing from transportation to energy, hazardous materials, and stormwater. Regionally, governments could provide 
public services more efficiently and public services and other cultural and educational arnenitics could be closer to 
more people. However, the localizcd costs for providingscivices and facilities in rhc highest growth areas would 
bc concentrated, with some governments bearing higher costs than othcrs. 

Alternatives with a more dispersed growth pattern (such as Smaller Cities or Growth 'E~rgets Extended) have 
potentially highcr overall cnvironniental impacts, and highcr impacts on natural resources andlor plants and ani- 
mals. Because growth would be more spread out throoghout the region, some of thc localized impacts of growth 
would be lcss intcnsivc for any givcn community. With growrh spread through the region, there could be Inore 
pressure to develop in rural and resource areas. Regionally, higher levels of arltomobile use, highcr levels of conges- 
tion, and lower levels of transit use and other travel modes are estimated. There could also be less prcssure to rede- 
velop underutilized areas within existing cities. l'hc costs of providing public services would likely be highcr, hut 
would be spread among governmelirs throughout the region. 

The potential impacts to peoplc andlor services are morc ambiguous to judge than the potential impacts on 
resources, plants and animals. For example, denser housing can have impacts on cxisting residents but may pro- 
vide additional housing opportunities for new residents. Similarly, spreading growth throughorit thc urban area 
may allow morc people to livc in single-family homes, bur it can also potentially increase the number of families 
that need to have additional aittomohiles. O n  the other hand, growth on aquifer recharge lands, incrcascs in air 
polluriot~ ctz~issians, or development adjaccnt ro, or in, significant habirar arcas create impacts to natural resources 
plartts arld animals that are more technically straightforward ro judgc. 

The Glozuth Targets ExtendedAlternative allocates residential growth to the densest urban areas and the least 
dense outlying areas, while concentrating employment growth into the densest urban areas. I h i s  results in the 
greatest distances between jobs and housing. Whilc having some of the characteristics of concentratcd growth, the 
alternativc also has a relarivcly high level of growth in the oiitlying areas, thcrcby sharing some of the characteris- 
tics of dispersed growrh. 

- This alternative is estimated to havc the highest adverse impacts on the transportation system, the highest air 
pollution emissions, and some of the highest potential itnpacts to the region's natural resool-ccs. 

- At the samc timc, it also provides many of the bcricfits uf compact growth. such as placing a high nuntbcr of 
the region's residents and employees near key public services, major transportation networks, and cultiiral and 
historic resources (which, if protected, provides an opportunity for acccss and association). This allocation also 
allows tnorc land and ccooomic dcvclopmcnt in thc rural arca than sornc of tbc othcrs, which may bc a bcnefit ro 

sonic residents and businesses in these areas. 

- ?'his approach has mircd results iegardingscrvit>g thc icgion's minority and low-income residents. This 
approach results in a concentrated con~mercial land use pattern in areas that have higher lcvels of transit service. 
However, because it spreads residents throughout the rcgion, it potentially makcs the connection betwecn jobs, 
horncs and scrviccs more difficrllr to scrvc by transit. 

- This alrcrnarivc has thc porcntial for an  cconomy ofscalc for positivc actions such as brawnficlds rcdcvclopmcnt. 
and potcntially incrcascd rcvcmre for retrofit and upgrades to cxirring, oldcr infrasrructurc. 
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The Metropolitarr Cities Alteteraative results in the most focused growth pattern, allocating residential and 
employment growth to the densest urban areas, nnd decreasing growth in the least dense outlying areas as 
conlpared to Growth Targets Extended. 

- This alternative shares, and intensifies, some of the localized impacts of Growth Targers Extended for metropoli- 
ran citics, including crowding, economies of scale for brownfields redevelopment, and thc higher potcnrial oecd 
for retrofits to older infrastructure. 

- Therc would likely bc much greater density in already denser urban areas, which could impact existing neigh- 
borhoods. It would have perhaps the highest impact on already degraded urban watetWdyS, and result in the 
Irighcst lcvsls of potatrial exposure to traffic, air pollution, noise and hazardous waste sitcs for rcsidcnts and 
crnplayees in thesc areas. 

- This alternative is estimared ro result in the lowest levels of regional vehicle use, higher transit ridership levels, 
lower levcls of congestion and delay and lower levels of air pollution emissions at the regional levcl. This alrerna- 
rive requires less land to meet population and e~nployment growth needs, resulting in lowcr levcls of developt~~cnr 
and associated infrastructure in the region's more pristine aicas. 

- For the region's general population as wcll as its minority and low-income residents, this alternative is likely to 
have better access between employmcnt, services, and residences through transit. It also has the potential for 
more rnultifalnily housing development, and an increased porential for providing morc affordable housing units 
in areas wirh better transit scrvice than the other alternatives. 

'She Larger Cities Alternative results in the second tnost focused growth pattern, allocating residential and 
employmcnt growth in the larger suburban areas, with more moderate amounts ofgrowth in the densest urban 
areas as conlpared to Metropolitan Cities Alternative. 

- This alternative sharcs some of the potcntial bcnefio of the Metropolitan Cities Alternative wirh high transit 
Icvels, lower levcls of congestion and dclay, lower levels of air pollution emissions at the regional levcl, and lower 
levels of development and infrastructure in or near the rcgion's more pristine areas. 

- Growth in the larger suburban cities would result in higher levels of urbanization than exists today, and higher 
localized irnpncts such a s  tmffic, air quality, noise, and redevelopment. 

- This alrernarivc's impacts diverge from Mctiopolitan Cities primarily in its impacts within the regioith dens- 
est areas. By shifting population and employn~ent growth from the metropolitan cities to the largest suburhan 
cities, some transportation performance measures improve, and air pollution emissions decrease, and the poten- 
tial intensification of metropolitan cities is reduced and spread over many more cities (meaning, impacts in morc 
areas, but at a potentially lower level). 

- For the region's minority and low-income residents, this alternative is likely to be fairly similar to Metropolitan 
Cities. Differences could exist in housing affordability and transit acccss between residences and jobs and services. 

The Smaller CifiesAlte~.native results in thc most dispersed gmwtlr pattern, allocating residei~dal and employ- 
mcnr growth to the smallest and freestanding subrrrban citics and to the ol~rlying areas, and significantly redilcing 
growth in the dcnsc urban areas as compared to the other three alternatives. 

- This  altcrnative shares, and is estimated to increase, some of thc regional adverse impacts of Growth Targets 
Extended, including high impacts on the transportation system, high levcls of air pollution emissions, and the 
highest potential impacts to the rcgioo's natural areas and species. This alternative has the highest amount of 
growth allocated close to the region's urban growth area houitdary and near natural resources areas, creating the 
highest potential for convcrsioo of land. 

- This alternative's impacts diverge from Growth Targets Extcnded in that it allocates little growth to the region's 
densest arcas, meaning the adverse and positive impacts described for the Metropoliran Cities and Largcr Cities 
alternatives are not likely to occur in these dcnscr areas. Conversely, localized impacts would occur in smaller 
cities and towns, in the unincorporated urhan growth area, and in the rural area. 

- 'l'he itnpacts to public services and facilities arc estin~ated to be the highest under this alternative, with the high- 
cst anticipated need for extensions ofscrvices and facilities into areas that arc currently not planning for mzjor 
improvements or investn~ents, and with lesser potential for economies of scale. 

- For minority and low-incomc rcsidcnts, this altcrnative results in a commercial partern that is the most difficult 
to serve by transit. Also, public services and facilities arc likely to be Inore spread throughout the region. These 
factors may incrcase costs 2nd cre;tte difficulties for accessing employment and services. 
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Appendices 

'The following appendices are provided: 

A. Refere~zccs 

H. GlorrnrylAcronymr 

C Ezinluntion Criterinfor Selecting n Prejrred Alternatiue 

D. Overvicu, of Key filodclr and Oi~tpr't Dntn 

E. Co,tzpilntion of /sue Pnperr and I~lfo~matioiml Pnpcrr 

I; Exirting Mtrltrrourity PIRnning Policicr 

G. List of Prepnt-err 

H Dirtribr~tion List 
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Evaluation Criteria 
This appendix includes the key measures that will be used to assess 
the alternatives studied in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, Presented as a matrix, the criteria are intended to be 
used for public review and comment. This matrix will be used by 
the Growth Management Policy board to help with the selection of 
the preferred growth alternative. 

Overview 

In crcating the criteria, the Growth hlanagcmcnt Policy Board ldentified goals that should be advanced by the preferrcd 
growth alternative. These four overarching goals are to: 

* Promote a n  overall high quality of Life. Protect the natural environment. 

Create an  efficient land use pattern for Enhance human potential and social justice. 
provision of infrastructure, facilities, and 
senices. 

In ordcr to compare the four goals listed above and to each other, a set of criteria has been developed and is presented 
below. ' f i e  criteria include a subject and associated unit of measurement, and are organized under the hUowLlg nine 
categories: 

Environmental quality Social justice & human potential . Health Maintaining rural character 

Economic prosperity (the objectives of the . Protecting resource lands 
Regional Economic Strategy) . Efficiencies in the provision and use of  
Land use infrastructure, public facilities, & seMces 

Transportation (the objectives of Destination 
2030) 

,fie measures will be evaluated on a scale of I to 4, with 4 being the highest (or best) score and 1 being the 
lowest (or worst) score. Space has been providcd for thc reader score each alternative thcmsclves. ?he  result o f  
this exercise could then be used by readcrs in developing their comments. 
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Criteria 

Environmental Measures 

DO 
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Health Measures 

00 
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Economic Measures Alternatives 
! . . .  . . . . . 

Transit adjacency to Number of jobs within '/a mile of a 

employment uansit line . Travel time between selected Afinutes 
links . Access to jobs for lower Overall judgment from 
income workcrs environmental justice analysis in 

chapter 6of the DEIS 

G e o y q h i c  reIaiio~,ih$ beeiinen hor,seho/dr a~idjobs: 

Land area with 20 jobs per acre Acres 
and above . ~'roximiry o f  people to land area Residents 
with 20 jobs per acre and above 

/obs/hottsirg b#htite meflruns: 

Regional share of jobs in Jobs 

Everett, Tacoma, and 
Brernerton areas 

e llegional shmc of housing in kIousing 
Seattlc and east King County 

1 subarea I I I 1 I 
Economic Average Score 

00 
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Land Use Measures 

no 
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I'opulatiot~ levels in rural arca Population 

. Environmental impacts in rurnl 
area generation, solid waste 

Tiansportation impacts in rural 
area . Overall land use impacts 

Travel time behvcen selectcd links 

Overall judgment from land use 
analysis in chapter 5.2 of the DEIS 

Land Use Average Score 



Transportation Measures 

links 

D d y  vehicle miles traveled 

Daily vehicle hours traveled 

Average t i p  length 

Daily hours of delay 

Aggregate miles 

Aggregate hours 

Minutes 

ilggrcgare hours 

Work trip mode split 

no 
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Pcrccnt of work trips in single- 
occupant vehiclcs 

10-minute walk (% mile) 

20 minute bike ride (4 miles) 

30 minute transit ride 

Penelif ojhor<reho/dr ~uifh aitcrs fcj06r and reletfed activifie~ 

liouseholds 

Households 

Households 

Transportation Average Score 



Infrastructure, Public Facilities, and Services Measures 

Environmental Justice Measures 

.5 
! Y I . U I  & : : 8 ;  
2 . 2  s : , .  
! + : s ; ' = : o i  
. #  i $ l  

a & i  + 1 

Unit of Measure ; e i s . q  Subject < i s  E i 

Access to transportation - c T h v /  

1. Access to jobs for lower !Jobs within 1 mile of high-poverty I / / / /  

scrviccs and facilities for EJ 
populations . Ovecrll relative distribution of 
population and employment 
compared to locations of EJ 

Overall judgment from 
environmental justice analysis in 
chapter 6 of the DEIS 

lchaptcr 6 of the DElS 

Environmental Justice Average Score 

income workers lcensus block groups I 1 I I 

no 
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PUGET SOUND REGIONAL COUNCIL 2040 GROWTH ALTERNATIVES 

Base Year 
(2000) 

Targets 
Extended

Metro
Cities

Larger 
Cities

Smaller
Cities

POPULATION

Kirkland (total population) 45,054 65,626 77,156 83,576 57,895

King Co.(total population) 1,736,921 2,440,420 2,732,896 2,704,735 2,405,978

Larger Cities (added population) 151,000 257,000 514,000 86,000

EMPLOYMENT

Kirkland (total employment) 38,309 67,727 66,845 66,845 47,821

King Co. (total employment) 1,279,463 2,045,207 2,103,775 2,046,238 1,718,277

Larger Cities (added employment) 80,000 122,000 366,000 61,000

ATTACHMENT 4 



June 14,2006 Public issues Committee Meeting 

PSRC Proposed Growth Scenarios 

Comments to be returned to Karen Goroski by June 29Ih 

1. As the follow up on the Vision 2020 update discussion at the June 141h PIC meeting, members were 
asked to comment on the following: (Comments are due at the SCA offices by COB on June 29"'. 
Email Karen at karen@suburbancities.org ) 

Sue Singer, Vice-President of PSRC reminded everyone that the population forecast is not based on 
migration but on historical growth pattern. Overall goal of update is to coordinate transportation, 
economic development and housing. The original plan only addressed transportation. 

While clear that the region is planning to accommodate 1.1 million jobs and 1.6 million people by 
2040, the DEIS is less clear on the intended objectives to be accomplished through the distribution 
of growth within the region. The GMPB has identified general goals to be advanced by the 
Preferred Growth Alternative, and has reviewed a set of proposed criteria for evaluating growth 
alternatives against those overarching goals (see DEIS Appendix C). There will be an opportunity 
to comment on those criteria during the DEIS comment period. What key obiectives would SCA 
prioritize as criteria for selecting a Preferred Growth Alternative? For example, reduce 
vehicle miles traveled, least cost provision of future infrastmcture, preserve critical habitat, etc. 

The Preferred Growth Alternative will have impacts on local policy. Particularly, focused growth 
may necessitate significant revisions to comprehensive plans over time to accommodate higher 
levels of population and job growth. Cities may want a clearer vision of what the policy impacts 
would be. 

What is the potential for suburban Urban Centers to accommodate an increasing share of 
countywide and regional growth? 

Alternatives that focus growth in Metrooolitan. Core. and Larger Cities mav limit the amount of - - 
future growth in smaller cirics. Is this vision consistent with the vision and adopted policies of 
the Snoqualmie Valley Cities and the Citv of Fnumclaw? It' it is decided that growth should 
be concentrated in larger cities, does that mean small cities are go in^ to be asked not to 
develop mixed-use town centers that provide housing and iobs? 

If growth is directed to large cities, would smaller cities get any money for infrastructure or  
economic development? 

Generally. what is the desired relationship between the Preferred Growth Alternative and 
transportation fund in^ in the region? Further, what is the relationship between the Preferred 
Growth Alternative and the region's ability to fund transportation improvements to support 
it? - 

What is the relationship between Vision 2020+20 update and economic development? 
Specifically. the Prosperity Partnership's Regional Economic Strategy? Also, local economic 
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development goals and obiectives? What tools will local governments have to 
redirect/increase/attract iobs to areas where iob growth is to be focused in the Preferred 
Growth Alternative? 

e What happens if PSRC does nothing and instead puts its resources into sustaining the 
cnrrent populations? 

e GMA requirements talked about including impact on city authority. What kind of local 
discretion is needed to implement goals and MPPs? 

e Credit should be given to iurisdictions that have met or  exceeded their cnrrent GMA 
planning targets for households and iobs. Do these areas have to accept more density? 

e What kind of assistance will be provided for iobs in growth areas? 

e What is the driver and moving parts? 

e How do von bundle iobs/housing/transportation to preoare for 20 years of growth? 

How prescriptive will the proposed growth scenario be in transportation planning and 
funding? 

* How does the planning for growth take into consideration the limitations of small cities and 
their need for transportation funding? 

e Should there be an alternative with lower regional growth #s than modeled in the current 
DEIS? 

Other issues to be considered in determining the growth scenario for the Puget Sound 
Region? 

* PSRC's goal is to better integrate land use, transportation, and economic development 
planning in the region. SCA needs to insist that there are meaningful provisions in Vision 
2020+20 toward this end, including future funding. 

2. Additionally, after reviewing the attached proposed evaluation criteria for selecting the proposed 
growth alternative send any comments on recommended revisions to Karen by June 2gLh. 

3. Finally, please forward any comments members have sent to PSRC on the DEIS so that SCA can 
identify trends on issues raised by member cities. 

Next Steps 

As noted, the current work schedule for the GMPB and Executive Board includes selection of n 
Preferred Growth Alternative in fall 2006 and approval forfurther e~lviro~imental review of a complete 
Vision packet with MPPs in winter/spri~zg 2007. Also, the DEIS comment period ends July 31, 2006. 

Action by PIC on the Vision 2020+20 update may take one or more forms, including: 
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Formal DEIS comment representing the perspec five of SCA as a whole 

* Policy position expressing either preference for a particular Preferred Growth Alternative, or 
articulating objectives to he met through a selectedpattern of growth in the region 

Given the multifaceted nature of Vision 2020, integrating several major policy areas within a regional 
strategy, PIC may choose to approach development of a policy position or positions through 
subcommittees to focus on several aspects of the update. 
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Following is a summary of comments contributed by SCA membership for the July 12 PIC meeting 

in response to the Vision 2020+20 Update DEIS. City of Des Moines comments represent position 

of entire city council. The remainder of the comments received to date reflect input from individual 

council members, mayors, and city staff, as well as adopted SCA policy positions. 

Comments related to Selection of Preferred Growth Alternative (PGA)

Preference for alternatives with lower overall environmental impacts. Per DEIS, alternatives 2 

(Metropolitan Cities) and 3 (Larger Cities) have the lowest impacts. A PGA which is a hybrid of 

alternatives 2 and 3 is preferred. 

Growth should be concentrated in the major metropolitan cities. 

PGA should improve the balance between housing and job locations. 

Future population and job growth should first be directed to areas with current or planned 

infrastructure to serve that growth. 

PGA should be consistent with current comprehensive plans of cities, including the local vision for 

growth during the current 20-year planning period. 

PGA should be consistent with the long-term financial stability of cities, in particular, the need for 

cities to attract business to maintain and grow their tax base. 

PGA should be developed in coordination with region’s economic development strategy. 

Comments related to Multicounty Planning Policies (MPPs)

MPPs should promote incentives to help local governments make decisions that reflect the regional 

vision while being consistent with local needs. 

Regional transportation funding must support the adopted regional growth pattern, in particular to 

support the ability of cities where population and jobs are focused to accommodate that growth. 

Smaller suburban cities will also see growth, and therefore should get a share of regional 

transportation dollars. 

MPPs should promote transit-supportive land uses as well as regional and local infrastructure 

improvements that reduce dependency on the single-occupancy vehicle, reduce air and water 

pollution, use energy efficiently, and reduce congestion. 
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MPPs should respect local discretion in establishing levels-of-service and transportation 

concurrency standards. 

SCA opposes any MPP that would impose a uniform minimum urban residential density. Vision 

2020+20 should recognize local discretion in zoning for future jobs and housing. 

MPPs must respect local discretion in planning for land uses and infrastructure investments that are 

associated with increased physical activity and other public health benefits. SCA opposes any MPP 

that would mandate local planning for healthy communities. 

Region should work to preserve the remaining open space lands within the UGA. MPPs should 

encourage the use of urban separators and other techniques. 

MPPs should promote creating quality communities, environmentally sustainable development, 

design standards, and innovative programs. 

MPPs should promote new development with lower environmental impact. 

Work Plan and Timetable for Commenting on Vision 2020 Update: 

Preferred Growth Scenario and Multicounty Planning Policies (MPPs) 

Position Needed SCA Timeframe 

   First heard                Action needed 

PSRC Action Possible 

Position on selection of a 

Preferred Growth Scenario 

8/9/06 9/13/06 1. GMPB: October, 2006 

(preliminary) 

2. GMPB:  January-

February, 2007 (final) 

3. Executive Board 

Action in April/May 2007 

to approve full packet for 

supplemental EIS 

Position on revisions to 

MPPs

9/13/06 11/8/06 1.GMPB:  January-

February, 2007 

2. Presented to PSRC 

General Assembly in 

March, 2007 

3. Executive Board 

Action in April/May 2007 

to approve full packet for 

supplemental EIS  
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