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SCA Public Issues Committee Minutes
May 13, 2009– 7:00 PM Renton City Hall

Approved June 10, 2009

	
	· Welcome, Roll Call and Introduction of Guests

PIC Chair, Linda Kochmar, called the meeting to order at 7:04 pm.  22 cities were represented.  (Attachment 1 to these minutes)  Guests were welcomed and included:  Bellevue Councilmembers Don Davidson and Conrad Lee; A.J. McClure, Seattle staff; and, King County staff Bob Zappone and De’Sean Quinn.

	MSP


	· Approval of Minutes
To approve the minutes of the April 15, 2009 PIC meeting. 



	MSP

MSP
	· Action Items

1. To recommend to the SCA Board of Directors the appointment of Dave Lucavish, Councilmember, Covington, as an alternate representing SCA to the PSRC Economic Development District Board.

2. To table the recommendation to the SCA Board of Directors that SCA support the following guiding principles for addressing the potential reduction in bus service hours:

a. Any reduction in service strives for a closer alignment between where revenue is collected and where it is spent. 

b. Any reduction in service maintains at least a minimum level of transit service to all areas of the county. 

c. Any reduction in service preserves or enhances transit service near or between activity areas and urban centers and park and rides and manufacturing/industrial centers and employment centers.
First heard at the April 15, 2009 PIC meeting, David Baker explained that the RTC caucus continued the discussion on these principles and would bring the topic back under the next report.


	MSF
MSP
MSF
MSF
MSP
MSP
MSP
MSP

	· Presentations/Updates

1. Update on SCA/RTC recommended Guiding Principles

David Baker discussed the timeline involved with the transit service cuts, pointing out how very busy the SCA/RTC caucus will be this year.  The caucus members would appreciate high level guiding principles as they deal with this complex and continually changing issue.  He presented the following expanded guidelines for use by the SCA RTC caucus in preparation for committee discussions on the massive service cuts to the Regional Transit system.  
To recommend to the PIC that SCA support the following guiding principles for addressing the potential reduction in Metro transit service hours:

a)  Any reduction in service must adhere to Metro's Six Year Transit Development Plan Strategy IM-3:  Any system wide reduction in service investment shall be distributed among the subareas in proportion to each subarea’s share of the total service investment.  (Recommended to the SCA Board of Directors and adopted on April 15, 2009)

b)  Any reduction in service must strive for a closer alignment between where revenue (sales tax, fares) is collected and where it is spent. 

c)  Any reduction in service must maintain at least a minimum level of transit service to all areas of the county. 

d)  Any reduction in service must preserve or enhance transit service near or between activity areas and urban centers and park and rides and manufacturing/industrial centers and employment centers.

e)  Any reduction in service must be implemented within each subarea in consultation with appropriate King County Subarea Boards

f)  Any reduction in service must be coordinated within each subarea with other public transit providers

g)  Any reduction in service must respect the service increases under the voter approved Transit Now.

Each proposed guiding principle was discussed with a separate vote on each principle and its amendment.  What follows is the results of the vote on each amendment:
a. Any reduction in service strives for a closer alignment between where revenue is collected and where the resulting benefits accrue. 
d. Any reduction in service preserves or enhances transit service near or between activity areas and urban centers and park and rides and manufacturing/industrial centers and employment centers.  In particular, transit between transit dependant residential areas and employment centers should be maintained.  

h. Any reduction in service maximizes overall ridership as much as possible.

i. Restoration of services by new taxes or grants clearly intended to mitigate transit reductions caused by an economic crisis shall be restored in the same proportion between the subareas as the original cuts.
David Baker pointed out that restoration of services will be covered in a separate motion.  Hank Margeson suggested that restoration guidelines have no place in service cut guidelines.  

d. Any reduction in service must preserve transit service near or between activity areas and urban centers and park and rides and manufacturing/industrial centers and employment centers.  
Guideline G contains the phrase “must respect” and the PIC agreed to defer this to  the SCA/RTC caucus to tweak 
To bring back for possible action, as early as the next meeting of PIC the following motion with possible amendments from the SCA/RTC Caucus and SCA members:

To recommend to the PIC that SCA support the following guiding principles for addressing the potential reduction in transit service hours:

a)  Any reduction in service must adhere to Metro's Six Year Transit Development Plan Strategy IM-3:  Any system wide reduction in service investment shall be distributed among the subareas in proportion to each subarea’s share of the total service investment.  (Recommended to the SCA Board of Directors and adopted on April 15, 2009)

b)  Any reduction in service must strive for a closer alignment between where revenue (sales tax, fares) is collected and where it is spent. 

c)  Any reduction in service must maintain at least a minimum level of transit service to all areas of the county. 

d)  Any reduction in service must preserve transit service near or between activity areas and urban centers and park and rides and manufacturing/industrial centers and employment centers.  In particular, transit between transit dependant residential areas and employment centers should be maintained.
e)  Any reduction in service must be implemented within each subarea in consultation with appropriate King County Subarea Boards

f)  Any reduction in service must be coordinated within each subarea with other public transit providers

g)  Any reduction in service must respect the service increases under the voter approved Transit Now.

The motion passed with two no votes.
David asked the PIC to complete a preliminary prioritization of the proposed guiding principles for transit service reduction.  This poll is designed to be a snapshot of the moment, and no one will be held to their answers.  This poll will give useful information, especially in sub-areas.  
David Baker introduced the previously mentioned motion regarding restoration of transit service hours.  The original motion read:  To recommend to the PIC that SCA support the restoration of Transit service hours concurrently to each subarea in proportion to the percent by which service hours in each subarea were reduced.  During discussion it became clear that reaffirming the 40-40-20 policy in this motion was important to most cities.  

To bring back as early as the next meeting of the PIC the following motion:  To recommend to the PIC that SCA support the restoration of Transit service hours concurrently to each subarea in proportion to the existing 40-40-20 policy.  Motion passed with 20 yes and 2 no votes.

Comments and/or suggestions for the guiding principles should be sent to Karen no later than May 29 for inclusion in the PIC agenda and handouts for the June 10 meeting.  

2. King County Growth Targets Update (GMPC)
Jean Garber and Michael Hubner reported on the King County Growth Targets.  Attachment 2 to these minutes is the full background report including the suggested guiding principles for allocation of Growth Targets.  These principles will be used by the SCA/GMPC caucus as they address updates to the comprehensive plan.
To bring back for possible action as early as the next meeting of PIC the following motion:

The SCA/GMPC Caucus is recommending that SCA adopt the following guiding principles for the caucus to use in upcoming GMPC deliberations on growth targets:
SCA Position Statement: Guiding Principles for Allocation of Growth Targets

Consistent with a 2006 SCA position on the Vision 2040 Preferred Growth Alternative (see attached), the following principles should guide the Growth Management Planning Council in allocating housing and job growth targets to cities and unincorporated areas in King County:

· Guidance from Vision 2040. Growth targets should be guided by Vision 2040 including Multicounty Planning Policies, as adopted by PSRC General Assembly in 2008. Targets should achieve reasonable progress toward the pattern of growth called for in the Regional Growth Strategy, while also reflecting other factors relevant to sound growth management planning in the county and region.

· Consistency with CPPs. Growth targets should be supported by King County Countywide Planning Policies, to include any new amendments to the CPPs, along with existing policies that call for 1) focusing growth in the UGA, within cities, and within Urban Centers, 2) protecting rural and resource lands, and 3) achieving a land use pattern that is efficient to serve with existing and new infrastructure and services, especially transit.

· “Fair share” allocation of growth. Planning for future population, housing, and economic development is a collective responsibility of cities and counties throughout the Seattle metropolitan area. All jurisdictions will accommodate in their 20-year targets a “fair share” of growth forecasted for King County, consistent with countywide and regional policies and plans.

· Land use – infrastructure connection. Updated growth targets along with any CPP updates adopted in response to Vision 2040, should improve linkages between new development and provision of adequate infrastructure and services. Targets should focus growth in locations that are served by existing or planned infrastructure, especially utilities such as water and sewer, and fixed transportation facilities, such as major roadways and high capacity transit. Where appropriate, CPPs should direct urban services to areas with existing and targeted demand for those services.

· Transportation funding. The ability of cities to achieve and accommodate targeted growth will be dependent on adequate transportation funding at all levels of government within the region.

· Local growth prospects. All cities that have planned for, provided capital facilities for, or are otherwise anticipating significant future urban growth, should receive an appropriate share of the county’s new housing and jobs. Growth targets should support the long-term financial sustainability of cities, including economic development in smaller cities to maintain a tax base sufficient to fund local urban services.

· Jobs-housing balance. Growth targets should improve the balance of jobs and housing located in proximity to each other within the region and county.

· Reality check on targets. Growth targets should be realistic and achievable. In planning for an appropriate amount and desired pattern of growth over the next 20-year GMA period, the GMPC should balance long-range policy goals contained in the MPPs and CPPs with the latest data on the regional economy, recent and anticipated growth trends, buildable lands, and market potential.

· Appropriate role for PAAs. Potential Annexation Areas should receive targets consistent with their status as locations for urban growth with annexation to cities (mostly Core Suburban Cities with Urban Centers) anticipated within the 20-year planning period. Planning for targeted growth within PAAs should be consistent with existing SCA policy positions on annexation.

· Local factors. Allocation of growth targets to individual cities should reflect differences among local communities, to include: location with respect to major infrastructure and job concentrations, existing character and land uses, levels of urban service, historical growth trends, and constraints and opportunities for land development.

3. Special Assessment Update (KCD)
Dave Hill explained that the King Conservation District is holding a series of six public comment sessions in May and June to provide input on conservation priorities and programs that would be funded by the reauthorization of the district special assessment.  As a part of the agreement between the County and KCD, supported by SCA from three years ago, the reinstatement of the KCD Advisory Committee was required as a budget and project oversight body.  The committee was formed, but meetings are erratic, notices and agendas are always too late for the electeds to schedule and the work of the committee has not included its primary responsibilities under the ILA.  PIC members were encouraged to attend the public comment meetings and ask about the role of the advisory committee.  Don Davidson said he was in attendance primarily to hear this discussion and that he agrees with Dave’s assessment.  He is often unable to attend the meetings because the notices are so late and the content is not useful.   
4. Transportation 2040 Planning (PSRC TPB)
Don Gerend shared a spreadsheet prepared by PSRC staff which shows potential funding sources for the next 30 years.  He asked that if anyone can think of other sources, please let him know.  The list includes taxes on motor funds, sales tax on fuel, general sales tax, auto sales tax, sales tax credits, property tax, MVET, transportation benefit districts, development and impact fees, parking tax, employee and other head tax, registration fees, weight fees, weight-distance fees, fares and operating revenues, fines, container fees, flat tolls, variable tolls, distance fees, GHG excise tax, port access fees.  (Attachment 3 to these minutes)
He also mentioned that the DEIS will be out in late May or early June and the comment period will last through the middle of July.

5. Scenarios Dealing with Metro Transit Budget (RTC))
David Baker reported that with the economy in recession, the Transit Division’s revenue assumptions have been revised downward several times since its 2008/2009 budget was adopted in November 2007.  In addition to seeking new revenue sources and considering reduction in its non-service expenditures, the Transit Division is preparing for the possibility that major cuts in transit service will be necessary in 2010 and beyond.  RTC is trying to provide the Transit Division policy direction to determine the bus system’s emphasis after implementing major service cuts.  The SCA/RTC caucus is working to prioritize distinguishing characteristics.
6. JAG Allocation Grants
Pete Lewis reported that the SCA member cities Auburn, Bothell, Kent, Kirkland, Redmond, Renton, Tukwila, SeaTac, Federal Way, Burien, Woodinville, Shoreline, Covington, Maple Valley, Kenmore, and Des Moines may be eligible for some funds through JAG allocation grants.  The electeds should talk to their police chief or city manager as this is a one-time opportunity.  The agreement must be signed by Monday, May 18th. 


	
	· Reports 
Small Cities Subcommittee
Dave Hill reported that the Small Cites group heard a presentation by Rose Curran, Project/Program Manager, King County and Former Associate Planner, City of Covington and Michael Hubner, SCA Buildable Lands Manager regarding Affordable Housing.  There was a large turnout of cities of all sizes.
.

Executive Director’s Report 
.Karen asked the PIC to think about if SCA should take a position on the taxing authority given by the State to the County.  The County is in a state of flux with the Executive position open and five of the County Council running for one position or another.  If the County does not take advantage of this new authority they will be hard-pressed to ask again next year.


	
	· For the Good of the Order
1. Allan Van Ness reported that the Public Health Department did a good job with the swine flu - keeping the public informed.  It was suggested that each cit have literature available at special events over the summer in preparation for the next flu seasons.  He offered as example a sheet available on the Public Health web site.
2. Rich Hildreth mentioned that he represents the cities at the State Emergency Management Council.  He recommended paying close attention as the flu traditionally comes in waves, increasing in intensity.  
3. Next PIC Meeting – June 10, 2009 7:00 pm – Small Cities 6:00 pm
4. Networking Dinner – May 20, 2009
5. Workshop on the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act – May 21, 2009
6. King County Fire Chiefs – June 11, 2009


	
	· Adjourn

Meeting was adjourned at 8:50 pm.  


Attachment 1 to the May 13, 2009 PIC Minutes

2009 Roll Call –Public Issues Meeting May 13, 2009
	City
	Representative
	Alternate
	Other
	Staff

	Algona
	Dave Hill
	Lynda Osborn
	
	

	Auburn
	Pete Lewis
	Sue Singer
	
	

	Beaux Arts
	
	
	
	

	Black Diamond
	Howard Botts
	
	
	

	Bothell
	Tris Samberg
	Patrick Ewing
	
	

	Burien
	Kathy Keene
	Sue Blazak
	
	Lisa Clausen

	Carnation
	Jeff Lim
	
	
	

	Clyde Hill
	Barre Seibert
	George Martin
	
	

	Covington
	Mark Lanza
	Jeff Wagner
	David Lucavish
	

	Des Moines
	Ed Pina
	Susan White
	
	

	Duvall
	Will Ibershof
	
	
	

	Enumclaw
	John Wise
	
	
	

	Federal Way
	Linda Kochmar
	Jeanne Burbidge
	
	Scott Pringel

	Hunts Point
	Fred McConkey
	
	
	

	Issaquah
	Eileen Barber
	Ava Frisinger
	
	

	Kenmore
	David Baker
	Allan Van Ness
	
	

	Kent
	Debbie Raplee 
	Suzette Cooke
	
	

	Kirkland
	Dave Asher
	Bob Sternoff
	
	

	Lake Forest Pk
	Sandy Koppenol
	Dave Hutchinson
	
	

	Maple Valley
	Glenn Smith
	Layne Barnes
	
	

	Mercer Island
	Mike Cero
	Jim Pearman
	
	

	Milton
	Katrina Asay
	
	
	

	Newcastle
	Sonny Putter
	Lisa Jensen
	Jean Garber
	

	Normandy Pk
	Clark Brant
	George Hadley
	
	

	North Bend
	Ross Loudenback
	
	
	

	Pacific
	Rich Hildreth
	
	
	

	Redmond
	Hank Margeson
	John Marchione
	
	

	Renton
	Denis Law
	King Parker
	
	

	Sammamish
	Nancy Whitten
	Don Gerend
	
	

	SeaTac
	Tony Anderson
	Mia Gregerson
	
	

	Shoreline
	Chris Eggen 
	Cindy Ryu
	
	Scott MacColl

	Skykomish
	Henry Sladek
	
	
	

	Snoqualmie
	Matt Larson
	Kingston Wall
	
	

	Tukwila
	Jim Haggerton
	Kathy Hougardy
	
	

	Woodinville
	Bob Vogt
	
	
	

	SCA
	
	
	
	Karen Goroski

Michael Hubner

Sabrina Kang

Alice Neiffer


Electeds present are highlighted in gray.  Cities represented are bolded
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GMPC Growth Targets—Updated Briefing and Recommended Policy Position

Background
Washington’s Growth Management Act requires local jurisdictions in King County to adopt and periodically update their comprehensive plans to accommodate 20 years of anticipated population and employment growth. In King County, the amount of growth that each city must plan for is set forth in growth targets that are adopted in the Countywide Planning Policies. As part of a broader review and update of the CPPs occurring through 2010, the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) has directed staff to develop updated growth targets for consideration and potential adoption in 2009. 

In response, a committee of senior staff from cities throughout the county and from the county itself has developed a proposed approach and schedule for a growth targets update. On April 15, the staff committee recommended to GMPC an approach that addresses the following factors:

· Address GMA timelines and local planning needs. GMA requires plan updates every 7 years, with the next due in 2011. GMA also requires a UGA review every 10 years that addresses 20-year growth needs. With both deadlines coming up for King County jurisdictions in the next several years, a 2009 adoption of updated growth targets ensures statutory compliance and provides cities with the information they need to plan ahead for anticipated needs. New growth targets would extend the planning period out to 2031, 20 years beyond the 2011 plan update deadline.
· Incorporate new population projections from OFM. Every five years, the state Office of Financial Management issues population projections for each county in the state as a basis for GMA planning. OFM released new projections in 2007, which show King County growing at a faster rate than previously forecasted and currently planned for. Overall, the county is expected to grow by about 450,000 people between 2006 and 2031 to a total population of 2.3 million.
· Implement Vision 2040 and the Multicounty Planning Policies. Vision 2040 provides substantive guidance for target allocations in each of the four PSRC counties. The Regional Growth Strategy and updated MPPs call for shifts in where growth locates within the region, among the counties, and to groupings of cities called “regional geographies.” City-specific target numbers are to be worked out in each county. The regional policy guidance is broadly consistent with current King County CPPs, including limiting rural growth, focusing growth in cities and Urban Centers, and improving jobs-housing balance.
· Follow a bottoms-up process that responds to local factors. The county and cities are addressing the growth targets update collaboratively, with the goal of arriving at agreement on a set of target numbers for GMPC to take action on later this year. Every jurisdiction is expected to take a “fair share” of the growth, determined through a process that considers best available demographic, economic, and land use data, and also incorporates unique local factors and policies.
Next Steps

Cities have begun the process of reviewing and providing input on a range of potential future growth scenarios developed by the staff group. Based on this process, recommended draft targets may go to the GMPC as early as July 2009, with a vote for adoption possible at the council’s September 2009 meeting. Once adopted, growth targets must be ratified by the county council and cities.

SCA representatives on GMPC have reviewed the growth targets issue, particularly in light of the SCA position on Vision 2040 adopted in 2006.  The SCA/GMPC Caucus is recommending that SCA adopt the following guiding principles for the caucus to use in upcoming GMPC deliberations on growth targets:

SCA Position Statement: Guiding Principles for Allocation of Growth Targets

Consistent with a 2006 SCA position on the Vision 2040 Preferred Growth Alternative (see attached), the following principles should guide the Growth Management Planning Council in allocating housing and job growth targets to cities and unincorporated areas in King County:

· Guidance from Vision 2040. Growth targets should be guided by Vision 2040 including Multicounty Planning Policies, as adopted by PSRC General Assembly in 2008. Targets should achieve reasonable progress toward the pattern of growth called for in the Regional Growth Strategy, while also reflecting other factors relevant to sound growth management planning in the county and region.

· Consistency with CPPs. Growth targets should be supported by King County Countywide Planning Policies, to include any new amendments to the CPPs, along with existing policies that call for 1) focusing growth in the UGA, within cities, and within Urban Centers, 2) protecting rural and resource lands, and 3) achieving a land use pattern that is efficient to serve with existing and new infrastructure and services, especially transit.

· “Fair share” allocation of growth. Planning for future population, housing, and economic development is a collective responsibility of cities and counties throughout the Seattle metropolitan area. All jurisdictions will accommodate in their 20-year targets a “fair share” of growth forecasted for King County, consistent with countywide and regional policies and plans.

· Land use – infrastructure connection. Updated growth targets along with any CPP updates adopted in response to Vision 2040, should improve linkages between new development and provision of adequate infrastructure and services. Targets should focus growth in locations that are served by existing or planned infrastructure, especially utilities such as water and sewer, and fixed transportation facilities, such as major roadways and high capacity transit. Where appropriate, CPPs should direct urban services to areas with existing and targeted demand for those services.

· Transportation funding. The ability of cities to achieve and accommodate targeted growth will be dependent on adequate transportation funding at all levels of government within the region.

· Local growth prospects. All cities that have planned for, provided capital facilities for, or are otherwise anticipating significant future urban growth, should receive an appropriate share of the county’s new housing and jobs. Growth targets should support the long-term financial sustainability of cities, including economic development in smaller cities to maintain a tax base sufficient to fund local urban services.

· Jobs-housing balance. Growth targets should improve the balance of jobs and housing located in proximity to each other within the region and county.

· Reality check on targets. Growth targets should be realistic and achievable. In planning for an appropriate amount and desired pattern of growth over the next 20-year GMA period, the GMPC should balance long-range policy goals contained in the MPPs and CPPs with the latest data on the regional economy, recent and anticipated growth trends, buildable lands, and market potential.

· Appropriate role for PAAs. Potential Annexation Areas should receive targets consistent with their status as locations for urban growth with annexation to cities (mostly Core Suburban Cities with Urban Centers) anticipated within the 20-year planning period. Planning for targeted growth within PAAs should be consistent with existing SCA policy positions on annexation.

· Local factors. Allocation of growth targets to individual cities should reflect differences among local communities, to include: location with respect to major infrastructure and job concentrations, existing character and land uses, levels of urban service, historical growth trends, and constraints and opportunities for land development.

For reference, the next two pages are the current position, adopted on September 13, 2006.  Questions about the growth targets, along with the recommended policy position, should be directed to Michael Hubner, Suburban Cities Association at (253) 856-5443 / mhubner@ci.kent.wa.us. 

Adopted on 9/13/06 by the Suburban Cities Association Board of Directors Executive Committee

SCA Position on Preliminary Selection of a Preferred Growth Alternative

The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) is updating Vision 2020, the long-range growth, economic, and transportation strategy for the 4-county central Puget Sound region. Over the next 35 years, the region is forecast to grow by 1.6 million new people and 1.1 million new jobs. Central to the update is selecting a Preferred Growth Alternative (PGA), a vision of where that growth should occur. 

The Growth Management Policy Board (GMPB) has begun the process of analyzing and selecting a PGA to recommend to the Executive Board for further analysis in a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. The selected alternative will describe a desired pattern within the region of future population and job growth, and will provide regional guidance for countywide and local policy making. The goal is to identify an “environmentally friendly and economically successful growth pattern that can be efficiently served by infrastructure, services, and amenities.”

The following principles are adopted to guide the SCA representatives on the GMPB in developing a growth alternative for the Vision 2020 update:

· Maintain continuity with existing policy. The Preferred Growth Alternative (PGA) should reinforce development patterns envisioned in existing Multicounty Planning Policies (MPPs) and King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs), specifically population and job growth focused in urban areas and further concentrated within designated Regional Growth Centers and Manufacturing and Industrial Centers.

· Accommodate urban residential development throughout Urban Growth Areas (UGAs). All jurisdictions will accommodate a fair share of new population growth, in the current 20-year planning period and beyond.  Future residential development in the region should 1) be focused within the existing UGAs, 2) make efficient use of land, and 3) achieve a compact urban pattern of development containing a range of densities.

· Focus growth where there is existing infrastructure. Future population and employment growth should be directed first to those areas with current or planned infrastructure to serve that growth, then to those areas where it can be extended easily. Achieving the adopted regional vision for growth will be dependent upon adequate transportation funding in the region so that the necessary transportation improvements to support that growth are in fact provided.

· Protect rural and resource lands. The PGA should seek to limit population and job growth in areas designated as rural and resource lands under the Growth Management Act (GMA). Most of the region’s growth through 2040 should be accommodated within existing UGA boundaries.

· Select a PGA based on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) alternatives with lowest regional impacts. The PGA should be a hybrid approach that reflects a balance between DEIS alternatives with the lowest regional environmental impacts—the Metropolitan Cities and Larger Cities alternatives. Such a hybrid would require less land for new development, and new growth in rural/resource areas would be avoided or reduced. Compact growth also promotes more transit, carpools, walking and bicycling, and less SOV use. Redevelopment of existing underused areas would also be promoted, thus ensuring the most efficient use of available land. The other alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS—Growth Targets Extended and Smaller Cities—have higher overall environmental impacts and therefore are not as desirable for the future regional growth pattern. These other alternatives would have higher impacts on natural resources and plants and animals, and there could be more pressure to develop in rural and resource areas. Regionally, higher levels of automobile use, higher levels of congestion, and lower levels of transit use and other travel modes would be likely. The costs of providing public services would also likely be higher. 

· Focus growth, where appropriate, in smaller cities. Some growth should also be directed to smaller cities that desire such growth and have the location, infrastructure and capacity to accommodate it. Sustaining the level of growth currently targeted to smaller cities in King County through the year 2040 is possible without significantly compromising the environmental benefits associated with compact growth in the region. 

· Support regional economic development. The PGA should be developed in coordination with the Prosperity Partnership’s regional economic development strategy focused around key industry clusters.

· Improve balance of jobs and housing. The PGA should promote an improved balance between housing and job locations within the region. 

· Establish growth totals for King County that are achievable and build upon existing policies. The PGA will distribute regional population and job growth among the regions four counties as well as among “regional geographies.” In establishing growth totals for King County, the GMPB should balance the objective of achieving compact growth with a realistic appraisal of the county’s capacity to attract and accommodate an increased share of the region’s population and job growth. GMPB should consider factors, such as: population projections from the state Office of Financial Management, current GMA targets for population/households and for jobs in the county and region, historical trends, and demographic and economic forecasts for the region. 

· Associate urban unincorporated areas with annexing cities. GMA identifies cities as the primary providers of urban services in the UGA. Many urban areas that remain under county jurisdiction at this time will likely be annexed to cities by the 2040 time horizon of the Vision update, and as such, will be appropriate for significant levels of urban growth. Where countywide and local policies envision annexation of urban unincorporated areas to cities, growth envisioned for these areas should generally be consistent with that envisioned for those cities. 

· Support financial stability of cities. The PGA should be consistent with the long-term financial sustainability of cities, in particular, the need for smaller cities to attract modest levels of business growth to maintain a tax base sufficient to fund local urban services. 

· Recognize differences between cities. There are significant differences between cities within the regional geographies used for the DEIS analysis. Care should be taken to recognize those differences—particularly differences in ability to accommodate additional population and jobs—in defining and analyzing the regional PGA as well as in future growth target decisions at the county-wide level. 

· Maintain local discretion in setting GMA/CPP growth targets. SCA is not endorsing any particular level of population or job growth for any jurisdiction. The PGA is intended to provide guidance for future allocation of growth targets to cities and unincorporated areas within each of the four counties. The determination of targets for individual cities, which occurs every ten years, remains within the authority and discretion of the counties and cities working collaboratively within a countywide planning framework. 
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DRAFT Potential Funding Sources for Transportation 2040 Planning
	Potential Source
	Description
	Assumptions
	Revenue in 2008     (2006 dollars)
	Revenue 2010-2040 (2006 dollars)
	Notes
	Recovers Costs from Users as a Whole
	Recovers Costs from the Users Who Impose the Costs
	Changes to Non-transportation Markets

	Taxes on Motor Fuels
	Tax on the sale of fuel (cents per gallon)
	1 cent tax per gallon
	$20 million
	$500 million
	Restricted to highway purposes.  RTID legislation authorized a local rate up to 10% of the state rate.
	Well
	Poorly
	Minimal

	Sales Tax on Fuels
	The application of sales tax to the non-tax value of fuel sold.  Current rates in King County 6.5 cents/dollar - state; 2.5 cents/dollar - local
	9 percent tax on value of fuel sales
	$675 million
	$17 billion
	Based on $3.90/gallon; revenues will vary with fuel prices.
	Well
	Poorly
	 

	Sales Taxes (General)
	Tax on the value of retail sales
	0.01% of value of sales in King, Pierce and Snohomish counties
	$7.5 million
	$410 million
	RTID legislation authorized up to .1% sales tax in King, Pierce and Snohomish counties.
	Poorly
	Poorly
	May distort purchasing decisions

	Sales Taxes on Auto Sales and Parts
	Tax on the value of autos and parts retail sales.
	1% tax on sales of auto and parts
	$80 million
	$4 billion
	Currently there is a .03% statewide tax on auto sales.
	Somewhat
	Poorly
	May distort vehicle related purchasing decisions

	Sales Tax Credits (exempting transportation project expenditures)
	Transportation projects do not pay state or local sales taxes.  The costs of projects are reduced by the value of the sales tax exemption.
	State and local sales taxes are not collected; 6.5% state tax and between 1.1% and 2.5% local
	Each $100 million in project cost would result in $9 million in avoided taxes.
	Each $100 million in project cost would result in $9 million in avoided taxes.
	Represents a budgetary loss to other government programs supported through existing sales taxes.
	Poorly
	Poorly
	Has a budgetary impact that may be compensated for in a variety of ways: each having their own influences on other markets

	Property Taxes (General)
	An annual tax on the value of real estate or other personal property.
	4-county assessed value in 2006 was $485 billion; for each $1/$1000 
	$520 million
	 
	May require a popular vote to avoid restrictions on increases in property tax revenues
	Mixed
	Poorly
	May distort land markets

	Property Tax on Motor Vehicles (MVET)
	An annual tax on the value of motor vehicle properties.
	.1% of vehicle value in King, Pierce and Snohomish Counties
	$28 million
	$1.5 billion
	RTID legislation authorized up to .8% MVET in King, Pierce and Snohomish Co.
	Somewhat
	Poorly
	May distort vehicle ownership decisions

	Transportation Benefit Districts (and other value capture taxes)
	Special districts dedicated to making investments in transportation systems of regional or statewide significance.
	Various potential sources of funding including limited sales taxes, vehicle licensing fee, LIDs, late-comer and development fees.
	TBD - based on nexus with benefits from investments
	TBD - based on nexus with benefits from investments
	 
	Depends upon the fee structure
	Depends upon the fee structure
	 

	Development and Impact Fees
	Fees applied to new development to cover the costs of various government provided infrastructure.
	If applied to all new residential development, for each $1000 per unit fee…
	$20 million
	$270 million
	Not all new development would be appropriate for development or impact fees
	Somewhat
	Indirect at best
	May distort land use planning and decisions

	Parking Taxes
	Tax on the commercial provision of parking services.  Could be a percent of gross or net proceeds.
	One scenario has been analyzed by the Pricing Task Force
	 
	 
	 
	Somewhat
	Poorly
	May distort land use and development decisions

	Employee Tax (and other head taxes)
	A per employee tax to support transportation purposes.
	$2 per employee per month tax on employers
	$44 million
	$1 billion
	Authorized for HOV purposes and under RTID legislation
	Poorly
	Poorly
	May distort business hiring and resource decisions

	Registration Fees
	Fees applied to the annual registration of motor vehicles.
	$100 fee per vehicle in King, Pierce and Snohomish Counties
	$280 million
	$6.8 billion
	RTID legislation authorized up to $100 per year per vehicle in King, Pierce and Snohomish counties.
	Somewhat
	Poorly
	 

	Weight Fees
	A fee applied to registered vehicles based on weight class.  Current fees for passenger vehicles are between $10-$30.
	$1 increase in the fees
	$2.7 million
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Weight-Distance Fees
	Fees applied to vehicles that are related to both the amount of vehicle use and the vehicles weight class.
	Mostly for heavy vehicles
	Depending upon fee structure and cost allocation models
	Depending upon fee structure and cost allocation models
	State of Oregon has the only weight-distance fee for heavy vehicles in existence.
	Well
	Well
	 

	Fares and Operating Revenues
	Charges to passengers for each trip made on transit or ferries.  Operating revenues may include other sources of revenue related to operations, such as advertising revenues.
	Current ferry fares generate approximately $150 million per year
	Ferry fare increase of 1% = $1.5 million per year, less elasticity of demand.
	 
	 
	Well
	Mixed
	 

	Fines 
	Fees charged for violation of applicable laws.
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD
	 
	Well
	Well
	 

	Container Fees
	Fees applied to the handling of freight containers
	$30/TEU on imports.  
	$44 million
	TBD
	Based on analysis from Cambridge Systematics.  $30/TEU fee is estimated to cause diversion of imports to other Ports.
	Somewhat
	Poorly
	 

	Flat Tolls
	Fees charged for the use of roads, bridges, or other transportation assets.
	Various examples from around the country and world.  Tacoma Narrow is a local example
	TBD
	TBD
	Can partially or fully fund specific projects, especially where there are limited diversion opportunities.
	Well
	Well
	 

	Variable Tolls
	Tolls with varying rates by time of day and/or location
	A number of scenarios have been analyzed by the Pricing Task Force
	Will be a modeling result and will vary by alternative
	Will be a modeling result and will vary by alternative
	 
	Well
	Very Well
	 

	Distance Fees
	Charges that relate to the amount of vehicle use
	Could replace fuel taxes and remaining revenue neutral, or could be used to ad to available revenues.
	Revenue similar to fuel taxes revenues, but without revenue loss from changes in fuel economy.
	 
	Oregon DOT has tested a system for replacing the fuel taxes with a flat rate mileage fee.
	Well
	Poorly
	 

	GHG Excise Tax
	Charges that relate to vehicle fuel efficiency
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Port Access Fees
	Charges applied to heavy vehicles for access to Port facilities
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD
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