Executive Summary


  In the 1980’s Washington State faced a time of uncertain and unregulated growth.  The state population increased by 14% and brought with it many burdens of growth including traffic congestion and the destruction of rural areas.  In response to pressure by citizens and environmental groups, growth management legislation was passed in two phases in Washington State in 1990 and 1991, and came to be referred to as the Growth Management Act (GMA).  


The cornerstone of the GMA is the creation of urban growth areas (UGAs).  UGA boundaries are drawn such that each county will have enough land to support twenty years of growth.  The goal is to encourage high-density housing within the boundaries of the UGA, thereby protecting rural lands and forestlands outside of the boundaries.  The GMA also specifies among other requirements, the necessity to maintain adequate infrastructure and affordable housing within the UGAs.


Implementation of the GMA presents many challenges for local governments including a significant commitment of both time and money.  The Washington State Office of Community Development (OCD) is responsible for oversight of the GMA.  OCD has greatly assisted with implementation efforts by publishing GMA manuals, assisting local governments with land surveys and providing training courses.  In addition, the state biennial budget includes money allocated for grants to assist local governments with various aspects of GMA implementation.

Many critics have suggested that UGAs are ineffective and have intensified the problems the GMA was supposed to remedy.  Recent surveys indicate that consumption of rural lands has increased during the post-GMA period.  One of the reasons this is occurring may be due to the inconsistencies in population densities across the state.  Counties are afforded considerable discretion in designating UGA boundaries.  This practice has resulted in population densities ranging from 900 to over 3,000 across the state.  Low population densities provide a large supply of land for development and therefore do very little to reduce urban sprawl.

As the push to increase multi-family housing and business developments within UGAs intensifies, so to does the need for adequate infrastructure.  Between 1998 and 2003 projected infrastructure funding needs exceed $8 billion, with an estimated funding shortage of $3 billion.  Transportation projects top the list of funding needs at $3.7 billion with a funding shortage of $1.5 billion.  The passage of Initiative 776 and the failure of Referendum 51 in the November 2002 election have further exacerbated the transportation funding problem in Washington State.  Clearly, limited funding for infrastructure presents one of the most significant barriers to successful GMA implementation.

The transportation problem is directly affected by the housing problem in Washington State.  Between 1991 and 2000 housing prices statewide increased 65%.  Affordable housing is not available within the central city areas; therefore homeowners have taken up residency in outlying areas where housing prices are considerably less.  This has lengthened commute times and increased the number of cars on state highways.

Much attention has been paid to studying the affect that UGAs have on housing prices.  The argument is that by restricting the supply of land available for development, housing prices will increase.  On the contrary, a 2002 report by the Brookings Institute indicates that elasticity of demand is the most significant factor in determining housing prices.  The fact remains that housing prices are high, which prevents middle to low-income families from living in the central city areas.

To ensure future success of the GMA, reforms are needed.  The most important policy reform is the creation of a benchmark process to evaluate the effectiveness of the UGAs.  The benchmarks will measure the quality of living including the stability of housing prices, commute times, achievement of population densities, adequacy of infrastructure and overall citizen satisfaction.  The absence of an evaluation tool leaves policymakers with little or no information regarding the effectiveness of UGAs.


The second reform coincides with the benchmark process by proscribing specific urban density requirements for all UGAs.  Without clear standards, counties have too much leeway in establishing UGA boundaries and are therefore ineffective at reducing urban sprawl.  Implementation of urban density requirements must be coupled with other reforms to ensure adequate availability of infrastructure, affordable housing and ongoing economic development.

The third reform involves the implementation of an Infrastructure Decision Support System to monitor, organize and analyze infrastructure information on a statewide basis.  It is often very difficult for local governments to monitor and plan for infrastructure needs, as many components of the projects are regional in nature.  A statewide monitoring system would help to streamline projects and improve coordination between all levels of government.


Despite GMA shortcomings, citizens and politicians alike have expressed an ongoing commitment to managing growth in Washington State.  After a decade of GMA regulations it is imperative that reforms be considered.  UGAs as currently proscribed are not reducing urban sprawl, nor are they effective in maintaining quality of life in the central city areas.

POLICY FORMATION

Problem Identification

In the aftermath of the Depression and World War II, communities across the United States embraced the notion of growth and prosperity.  Growth within communities was welcomed as it created jobs and improved the local economy.  It became obvious, however, that unrestricted growth caused problems such as inner-city poverty, road congestion and environmental degradation  (Guilbeau, 2001, p. 1-2).

Prior to the 1970’s, land-use planning and zoning was managed at the discretion of local jurisdictions (p. 3).  Management strategies at the local level, however, neglected regional and statewide planning needs and often failed to consider long-term implications of those policy decisions.  Local jurisdictions often implemented, or changed land-use policies in response to political pressures by wealthy developers.  Neighboring jurisdictions (cities and counties) rarely engaged in cooperative efforts.  Within the boundaries of a single state, there were a wide variety of land use policies in affect (American Planning Association [APA], 2000).  

It was commonly accepted that state governments could most effectively manage land use planning and regulation.  To address the land management problems plaguing local jurisdictions, state governments began to focus their attention on the sweeping reforms now referred to as “growth management”
.  The first wave of state-level growth management legislation in the United States was enacted in the 1970’s.  This early legislation focused primarily on environmental conservation and protection.  In the 1980’s the second wave of growth management legislation was passed.  At this time, the goals had shifted and agencies were now working to find a balance between economic development and environmental protection.  (Guilbeau, 2001, p. 3).

As a forerunner, the State of Oregon passed Senate Bill 10 in 1969 and Senate Bills 100 and 101, in 1973.  Collectively, this legislation established the foundation for Oregon’s comprehensive statewide planning program.  Oregon’s success in the areas of land use regulation, in addition to other programs across the country, served as a model for the development of a comparable program in Washington State several years later.  (Benmer, 2000).

Growth management legislation was eventually passed in two-phases in Washington State in 1990 and 1991, and came to be referred to as the Growth Management Act or GMA I and GMA II.  With the passage of this legislation, Washington State is now considered to have one of the most comprehensive and restrictive policies in the nation (Johnson, Jordan and Salkin, 2002, p. 15).  Counties are required to plan under the GMA if they meet either of the following criteria
:

· Have a population of fifty thousand or more and until May 16, 1995 had its population increase by more than ten percent in the previous ten years, or, on or after May 16, 1995 has had its population increase by more than seventeen percent
 in the previous ten years; or,

· Any other county, regardless of its population, that has had a population increase of more than twenty percent in the previous ten years.

Counties that meet either of these criteria must plan under GMA guidelines even if their circumstances change and they no longer meet the criteria.
  Counties that do not meet the mandatory requirements for planning under GMA may adopt a resolution indicating their intentions to plan and comply with the provisions of the GMA.  Once a county has voluntarily opted to plan under the GMA, it may not withdraw its decision.
  Additionally, all cities located within counties planning under the GMA are required to conform to the GMA standards.
, 
  (See Appendix A for a 2002 map of counties planning under the GMA).

In general there are three types of policies – distributive, regulatory and redistributive.  Distributive policies grant a benefit, monetary or otherwise to a group of people for a specific cause.  Regulatory policies typically focus on the control or regulation of business.  The purpose of competitive regulatory policies is to control the provision of goods or services, whereas the purpose of protective regulatory policies is to protect the public from the negative aspects of industry.  Redistributive policies seek to change or reallocate wealth, property and other valued items from those that have it, to those that don’t.

 The GMA is considered to be both a protective regulatory policy and a redistributive policy.  In terms of the protective aspects, the overall goal of the GMA in Washington State is to control urban sprawl by regulating and limiting land use and development (Washington Research Council [WRC], 2001, p. 2).  The vision statement of the GMA indicates, “…uncoordinated, unplanned growth, together with a lack of common goals…pose[s] a threat to the environment, sustainable economic development and the health, safety, and high quality of life enjoyed by residents of this state.”
  The GMA was designed to protect the people in Washington State and the environment from the negative effects of unregulated urban sprawl by coordinating planning efforts between citizens, communities, local governments and the private sector.


Many elements of the GMA are also redistributive in nature.  The housing goal included in RCW 36.70A.020 provides a clear example of this: “Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of the population of this state, promote a variety of residential densities and housing types, and encourage preservation of existing housing stock.”  Passage of a redistributive policy often requires that the less powerful prevail over the more powerful.  The GMA’s goal of reducing urban sprawl and protecting the rights of landowners has done just that; farmers and rural landowners have been given the advantage over powerful commercial developers.  It is implied throughout the GMA that providing adequate services to meet the needs of all members of the community is an essential component of successful growth management.  

The cornerstone of the GMA was the creation of urban growth areas (UGAs). UGAs create a boundary, which distinguishes areas of urbanization from areas that are primarily rural or undeveloped (Easley, 1990, p. 1).  Stan Finkelstein, Executive Director of the Association of Washington Cities explains, “The goal of this legislation was simply: that which is urban should remain urban, and that which is rural, should remain rural.
”  The GMA specifically outlines 13 planning goals
:

1. Encourage development in urban areas;

2. Reduce urban sprawl;

3. Encourage efficient multimodal transportation;

4. Maintain adequate housing;

5. Encourage economic development;

6. Protect the property rights of landowners;

7. Process permits in a timely manner;

8. Promote natural resource industries and conservation;

9. Retain open space and encourage the development of recreational opportunities;

10. Protect the environment;

11. Encourage citizen participation;

12. Ensure adequate infrastructure to meet the needs of Urban Growth Areas; and

13. Preserve historic land.

For the purposes of this analysis, the primary focus will be on reviewing the GMA’s requirement for the designation of UGAs.  UGAs will be considered in terms of the effect they have had on reducing urban sprawl, the presence of adequate infrastructure and the availability of affordable housing.

Agenda Setting

In the 1980’s Washington State faced a time of uncertain and unregulated growth.  During this decade the state population grew 14% from 4.1 million to 4.7 million.  From 1980 to 1989 all of the counties bordering Puget Sound experienced growth rates of over 15%.
   In other areas of the state, however, several counties were experiencing zero growth or negative growth.  Garfield County, for example, had a -9% growth rate and Wahkiakum County had a -12% growth rate
 (Office of Financial Management [OFM], 2002).

Rapid growth created other problems for the citizens of Washington State including the worst traffic congestion in history.  From 1970 to 1987 the number of miles traveled on Washington State roadways grew by 89% and the number of vehicles on the road grew by 93%.  These numbers compare to growth in state population of only 35% during the same time frame.  The Puget Sound region, with the highest growth in population, faced the majority of the traffic and highway problems.  (Pivo & Lidman, 1990, cht. 29).  

 Other casualties of urban sprawl during the 1980’s included the destruction of farmland and other undeveloped lands.  From 1970 to 1990 the percentage of developed land in the central Puget Sound region increased by 87%, whereas the population grew by only 36% (cht. 24).  A similar situation occurred in Spokane County where the percentage of developed land increased by 28% and the population grew by only 15% (cht. 25).  Statewide, farmland decreased by 1.5 million acres from 1969 to 1987 (cht. 26), with the most rapid decline seen in counties with the highest increases in population (cht. 28).
  It was the cumulative effects of traffic congestion, urban sprawl and environmental degradation that helped jump-start the growth management movement in Washington State.  

Legislative History

Prior to 1990, a mix of planning and environmental laws regulated land development in Washington State.  The Planning Enabling Act of 1959 governed land development in counties, while cities were governed by either the Planning Commission Act of 1935 or the Optional Municipal Code.  In an effort to manage natural resources and protect the environment on a statewide level, the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and the Shoreline Management Act were adopted in 1971. This combination of statutes, however, did not mandate comprehensive planning nor did it require local governments to regulate growth and development.  Furthermore, regional planning and cooperation amongst neighboring jurisdictions was all but absent from comprehensive plans adopted by local governments.  (See Appendix B for a comprehensive history of land use planning and legislation in Washington State).  (Staley and Gilroy, 2001, p. 12).

Following the success of environmental legislation in the early 1970’s, Washington’s land use and environmental movement sat dormant until the late 1980’s.  Settle and Gavigan (1993) describe the pre-GMA era as follows: 

“…local governments were largely autonomous in the realms of general land use and public facility planning and development regulation.  At the same time, planning and regulatory actions were subject to SEPA’s extensive environmental review process requirements, and quasi-judicial regulatory actions were subject to rigorous judicially imposed procedural requirements.  As a result, Washington land use law [was] long on procedure and short on substance” (p. 879-880).

A few local jurisdictions did adopt land use planning and regulatory systems during the pre-GMA era.  There were inherent political and legal risks in doing so, however, so it’s no surprise that most governments did not participate in land use reforms during this time period
 (p. 880).

Growth Management Movement

In May 1989 Seattle area residents passed Initiative 31 the Citizens’ Alternative Plan (CAP) by a nearly 2 to 1 vote (Wilma, 2001, ¶ 1).  The CAP Initiative was the product of Vision Seattle and other slow growth organizations and was strongly opposed by developers and most of Seattle’s elected officials (Hogen-Esch, 2001, p. 15; Wilma, 2001, ¶ 3).  The CAP Initiative regulated development in downtown Seattle by placing limits on new construction, including a height limit of 85 feet on new buildings (Wilma, 2001, ¶ 2).  Vision Seattle was unsuccessful in moving their ideals any further, but the growth management seed had been planted for the rest of the state to consider (Hogen-Esch, 2001, p. 15).

In 1989, House Speaker Joe King, D-Vancouver, responded to citizen pressure by making growth management a top priority in the legislature.  Settle et al. (1993) describe the political scene in 1989: “[T]he growth management revolution was fomented not by the poor and downtrodden, nor by academic theorists, but by the middle-class masses who sensed escalating degradation of community, environment and quality of life” (p. 871).  The House answered the call of the citizens and passed House Bill (HB) 2140 by a vote of 67 to 31, which established planning goals for the entire state and created a Growth Strategies Commission.  In the Senate, HB 2140 did not make it past the first reading.  The Growth Strategies Commission had another opportunity, however, as it was included in the Biennium Budget Bill of 1989-91.  The legislation passed, but was later vetoed by Governor Booth Gardner (p. 883).

Governor Gardner, sensing ongoing pressure to move forward with growth management legislation, finally established the Growth Strategies Commission (GSC) by executive order in 1989
 (White, 2002, p. 3).  The Executive Order recognized that the State faced significant problems in the area of growth management: “there is no consistent mechanism on who will bear the costs of growth and how and when such costs will be met.”
  The objective of the GSC was to study current practices in state and local planning and to make a final recommendation to the Governor no later than June 30, 1990.


At the same time the GSC was formed, House Speaker Joe King (D), declared that growth management would be the top priority for the legislative session.  Rather than waiting for the report from the GSC, King formed a committee to propose growth management legislation.  The committee was composed of the chairs of the following House Committees: Trade and Economic Development, Local Government, Transportation, Natural Resources and Parks, and Environmental Affairs and Housing.
   Each chair was responsible for drafting growth management proposals pertaining to their respective committees.  Collectively the proposals became House Bill (HB) 2929.  (Settle et al., 1993, p. 871, 884). 

After several amendments were made, Engrossed Substitute House Bill (ESHB) 2929 passed by a vote of 72 to 21 in February of 1990.  In the Senate, ESHB 2929 passed by a vote of 35 to 12 in March of 1990, but included a significant striking amendment.  The House did not accept the striking amendment and ESHB 2929 was sent to the Conference Committee for further review.  The Conference Committee was unable to reach an agreement by the end of the 1990 regular session, thus Governor Gardner convened a special session of the legislature to continue debate on ESHB 2929.  Agreement was reached on April 1, 1990 and Governor Gardner signed ESHB 2929 into law on April 24, 1991.  (Settle et al., 1993, p. 885-887).  This first phase of growth management legislation in Washington State is known as the Growth Management Act, and/or also referred to as GMA I (White, 2002, p. 11).

The struggle over ESHB 2929 had much to do with the distinct differences between Western and Eastern Washington.  The areas of the State experiencing problems associated with rapid growth were primarily in the Central Puget Sound region of Western Washington.  Republican Senator Bob McCaslin from the 4th Legislative District in Eastern Washington, one of six members of the ESHB 2929 Conference Committee, did not sign the agreement (Settle et al., 1993, p. 887). Eastern Washington residents, living in predominantly rural areas, have long resented the “domination by urban interests in the state legislature” (Hogan-Esch, 2001, p. 18).

GMA I applied to the state’s 12 fastest growing counties, thus exempting the rural areas of Washington State.  In Washington’s Growth Management Act and the Neighborhood Movement in West Seattle (2001), Hogen-Esch argued, “[GMA I] did not create any mechanism to ensure local compliance with state planning goals” (p. 17).  Other flaws in GMA I included: failure to provide a process for coordination between local jurisdictions, no mechanism to review and oversee local plans, and the absence of penalties for non-compliance (Settle et al., 1993, p. 888-889). 

Unsatisfied with GMA I and fearful that legislation supporting GMA II would be blocked, the Washington Environmental Council, the Seattle Audubon Society and Vision Seattle sponsored Initiative 547 (I-547) on the November 1990 ballot (p. 890-891).  If passed I-547 would replace GMA I in its entirety.  The initiative also included measures to create two regional growth management review panels, essentially shifting land use control away from local governments.  Additionally, I-547 called for $173.1 million in state general funds to implement growth management provisions until June 1999.  (WRC, 1990). I-547 was soundly defeated 3 to 1 in the November 1990 election (Settle et al., 1993, p. 892).

In September 1990 the GSC submitted its recommendations for changes to GMA I (White, 2002, p. 2).  Governor Gardner subsequently submitted a growth management bill to the House in January 1991, which included many of the recommendations presented by the GSC.  Like its predecessor, GMA II faced strong opposition, but was finally passed as Reengrossed Substitute House Bill (ReSHB) 1025 by a vote of 69 to 22 in June 1991. The Senate passed ReSHB 1025 by a vote of 29 to 15 and the Governor signed it into law on July 16, 1991.  (p. 894-895).  GMA II, together with GMA I are referred to collectively as the Growth Management Act.  GMA II addressed many of the earlier shortcomings of GMA I including authorizing government sanctions for non-compliance, establishing three regional growth management boards, and requiring state agencies to comply with local GMA plans (p. 895-896).

Implementation

The Washington State agency responsible for oversight of the Growth Management Act (GMA) is the Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development (CTED).  The Office of Community Development (OCD) is the branch within CTED directly responsible for implementation of the GMA.  CTED’s specific role is clearly defined in RCW 36.70A.190 (1):

“Technical assistance, procedural criteria, grants and mediation services. [CTED] shall establish a program of technical and financial assistance and incentives to counties and cities to encourage and facilitate the adoption and implementation of comprehensive plans and development regulations throughout the state.”

OCD adopted criteria that elaborated on the substantive requirements of the GMA, which some argue overstep the limitations of providing, “technical assistance and procedural criteria” (Settle et al., 1993, p. 899).

Although the role of OCD has been disputed, the agency has been a critical resource for cities and counties planning under the GMA.  The OCD Growth Management website currently provides over 50 documents ranging in content from an introduction to local planning to guidance on the development of comprehensive plans.  Other forms of assistance provided by OCD include ongoing availability of experts trained in the area of growth management and instructional courses developed for local planners (OCD website: http://www.ocd.wa.gov/info/lgd/growth/index.tpl).

The GMA was written with the intention that implementation occur at the local level, with the State of Washington providing a limited amount of assistance and guidance in the process (Pivo, 1993, p. 1142).  The practice, referred to in GMA documents as “bottom-up” planning, encourages full participation by citizens in each community (p.1143).  In order to facilitate this process, OCD produced several documents to assist local jurisdictions including: A “Bottom Up” Primer: A Guide to Citizen Participation (1991) and Towards Managing Growth in Washington: A Guide to Community Visioning (1991).  As indicated by King County Executive Ron Sims, many local governments are committed to bottom-up planning: “Citizen involvement remains a key to making [growth management] work.  Input from business owners, environmentalists, commuters, developers and even our children will determine how King County grows into the next century” (King County Smart Growth website, n.d., ¶ 4).

Despite the original intentions of the GMA, many critics regard implementation procedures as characteristic of the traditional top-down approach, with the primary concern being the corrective actions taken by the Regional Hearings Boards.  Under GMA II, the Regional Hearings Boards hear petitions’ alleging noncompliance with the GMA and challenges to OFM population projections.  A county or city is deemed to be noncompliant if the Board believes, based on a preponderance of evidence, that local officials have erroneously interpreted or applied the GMA’s provisions.  White (2002) summarizes the problem as follows: “Although the Growth Management Hearings Boards wield incredible power, they are not directly accountable to the citizens whose lives, homes and businesses are governed by their decisions.”  Board members are appointed by the Governor, rather than being elected, which raises the issue of accountability.  Local governments and citizens alike feel that they have little or no input regarding appointments to the board.  Although heavily criticized, citizen involvement and local planning remain an important and necessary component of GMA implementation.  (White, 2002, p. 8, 38; Municipal League of King County, 1997, ¶10). 

Local governments have gradually implemented the growth management provisions according to the statutory deadlines outlined in the GMA.  Settle et al. (1993) summarize the GMA implementation process as follows:

1. Designation and protection of natural resource lands and critical areas;

2. Adoption of countywide and multi-county planning policies;

3. Designation of Urban Growth Areas;

4. Adoption of Comprehensive plans; and,

5. Adoption of Development Regulations (p. 906).

Implementation of the GMA requires a significant and ongoing time commitment in addition to financial resources and access to trained experts.  

An important barrier to implementing the GMA is cost to local governments.  Implementation requires that governments have access to professional planners, surveyors, and other experts in the field.  Many small governments do not have full-time planners on staff and are therefore required to contract for these services.  Local governments must also conduct a comprehensive land survey, which requires a significant commitment of time and staff.  Finally, there is the task of pulling everything together into a comprehensive plan, which must be frequently updated.  The burden of implementation is far greater for small governments with limited financial resources. (p. 914-915). 

In regard to implementation costs, the legislature does allocate funds to assist local jurisdictions with the planning and development process.
  In 1990, when GMA I took effect, $7.4 million was appropriated by the legislature to assist counties and cities with implementation.  From 1991-93 the biennial budget for GMA implementation was $16 million, which was then reduced to $12.3 million for 1993-95 (Settle et al., 1993, p. 930).  In 1990, counties planning under the GMA were awarded base grants of $75,000 with additional monies available based on population.  The base grant was increased in 1991 to $100,000.  Each county must allocate portions of the base grants to cities within their jurisdictions (Pivo, 1993, p. 1146).  Because the GMA requires ongoing revisions and updates to comprehensive plans
, grant funding has been an ongoing necessity.  Currently, the legislature has allocated nearly $6 million to assist local governments in the update process from 2001-2003 (OCD website).

One of the most controversial and challenging aspects of implementing the GMA is designating urban growth areas (UGAs).  RCW 36.70A.110(1) reads as follows:

“Each county that is required or chooses to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 shall designate an urban growth area or areas within which urban growth shall be encouraged and outside of which growth can occur only if it is not urban in nature.  Each city that is located in such a county shall be included.”

UGA boundaries are to be drawn such that the designated area can support growth projections for the succeeding twenty-year period.
  Of major concern is to ensure an adequate supply of land to meet the needs of development.  Too little land may drive up the cost of housing, prevent businesses from growing or expanding or deter new business development.  On the contrary, designating too much land defeats the objective of minimizing urban sprawl.  (See Appendix C for a list of basic steps in designating an urban growth area.) (Dearborn and Gygi, 1993, p. 977-978; Easley, 1990, p. 9; Enger, 1992, p. 1).  

Another significant challenge to implementing the GMA is developing a comprehensive plan.  The comprehensive plan is the backbone of the GMA, requiring local governments to designate appropriate land use within its boundaries, and to identify and forecast future needs for housing, capital facilities, utilities, and transportation.  In addition, county comprehensive plans must include a plan for rural development and preservation.
  

The comprehensive plan mandate requires cities and counties to coordinate planning efforts when their jurisdictions share a common border or other related regional issues.
  Developing comprehensive plans through cooperative multi-agency efforts is key to successful statewide implementation of the GMA.  This requirement has earned Washington State the reputation of having one of the most extensive growth management plans (Johnson et al., 2002, p. 15; Settle et al., 1993, p. 915; Working Together, 1992, p. 3,6).

OCD’s Vision 2003 (n.d.) outlines the strategies and performance goals for the department in the coming year.  Included in Vision 2003 is a commitment to assist communities in implementing and updating the growth management plans.  OCD will provide technical assistance by developing model ordinances and guidebooks, providing workshops, conferences and presentations, and making staff available for on-site visits and other inquiries.  Financial assistance is also available to assist with updating capital facilities plans, comprehensive plans and in achieving other GMA goals.  In addition, OCD staff will review local GMA documents, assist with dispute resolution services and maintain statewide growth management data.  OCD continues to provide a variety of resources to assist local jurisdictions with GMA implementation.  (OCD website).

Effectiveness

The Growth Management Act (GMA) revolutionized Washington’s approach to land use regulation.  Local governments were forced to adhere to strict land planning guidelines and to implement comprehensive land use plans.  Prior to 1990, few people were familiar with the term, “growth management.”  For this reason alone, the GMA is considered a partial success.  People now think about and recognize the importance of growth management in Washington State.


Tim Trohimovich, the Planning Director of 1000 Friends of Washington recently published, The Growth Management Act:  After More than 10 Years: Another Look and a Response to Criticisms (2002).  Trohimovich explains, “After spending about half of my career planning in Washington State before the GMA and about half of my career planning after the GMA, I can tell you that planning with the GMA is much better” (p. 3).  Trohimovich provides three examples of GMA successes:

· Most local Governments are now planning;

· There are now clear standards for land planning and development statewide; and,

· Local governments are planning together (p. 3).

Despite these recognizable successes, the GMA remains highly controversial.  Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) are one of the more widely contested requirements of the GMA.  Counties planning under the GMA must establish UGAs per the guidelines outlined in RCW 36.70A.110.  Dearborn And Gygi (1993) describe the purpose of UGAs as follows: “…to promote compact, higher density urban development and cost effective provision of urban services and infrastructure, while conserving open space, rural, agricultural, and natural resource lands by prohibiting urban development outside of the UGA.” (p. 976).  Despite the intent of UGAs, many critics claim they exacerbate the problems that the GMA was attempting to remedy.


The primary goal of establishing a UGA is to stop urban sprawl.  1000 Friends of Washington in the Sprawl Report Card (1999) define urban sprawl as unplanned development that:

· Uses land inefficiently;

· Forces residents to depend on their automobile almost exclusively for transportation;

· Has inadequate open space amenities; and,

· Fails to balance jobs with affordable housing (p. 4).

The Sprawl Report Card rated 33 cities in the Central Puget Sound region on their effectiveness at stopping urban sprawl.  The City of Sumner received the top score and was recognized for its efforts to build walkable communities with a mix of housing types including home offices and elementary schools.  In addition, Sumner has over 35 acres of open space and parks land (p. 6).  At the bottom of the list were “more exclusive communities,” such as Lake Stevens and Edgewood.  These communities are characterized by high housing prices, inadequate transit services and large lot sizes (p. 7).
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Urban sprawl is also measured by determining the rate of consumption of rural land across the state.  As Table 1 shows, Washington State consumption of resource lands, including rangeland and forestland, has nearly doubled during the post-GMA period.  One of the reasons that UGAs are ineffective in minimizing urban sprawl is due to the size of the UGAs.  Get Smart Washington (2000), a report produced by 1000 Friends of Washington, recommends that UGAs be sized to accommodate 3,000 or more people per square mile.  Currently, only King and Snohomish counties adhere to this standard.  Other counties in the state have allocated much larger tracts of land to their UGAs, effectively lowering the population density in those areas.  Grant County’s UGA, for example, is sized to 990 people per square mile, much below the recommended limit.  Creating UGAs with low population densities leads to inefficient use of land and is a primary cause of urban sprawl (p. 4).

Unfortunately, specific land density requirements are not outlined in the GMA.  Instead, counties are required to allocate enough land to support twenty years of growth, thus giving substantial discretion to local governments.
  The problem is exacerbated by the fact that the state reviews county plans for technical compliance rather than closely examining substance.  The absence of GMA guidelines for establishing UGAs has created a patchwork of ineffective UGAs across the state (Staley et al., 2001. p. 14).


Providing adequate infrastructure – regional transportation, correctional facilities, water and sewer facilities, police and fire services, and schools – is an essential component of the UGAs.  In 1999 the Washington State Public Works Board published the State of Washington Local Government Infrastructure Study.  The report projected infrastructure-funding needs for the period 1998 to 2003 to be $8.16 billion (1998 dollars).  The funding shortage for these projects is in excess of $3 billion.  Transportation tops the list with a projected funding need of $3.7 billion and a subsequent funding shortage of  $1.5 billion (p. 1).  The report also indicates that cities bear the largest burden of meeting infrastructure needs with a funding gap of 47%, whereas counties have a funding gap of only 22%
 (p. 2).  


Transportation continues to be the most publicized infrastructure problem in Washington State.  Transportation problems include highway bottlenecks, backlogged expansion projects, aging roadway and interstate pavements, incomplete bus and rail projects and incomplete safety improvement projects (Washington State, Department of Transportation [WSDOT], 2002, p. 5).  For the post-GMA period 1993 to 1999 the daily hours of delay on urban interstates grew by 184% (p. 6) and single occupant vehicles continue to dominate major interstates during peak transportation hours
 (p.10).  From 1980 to 2000 annual levels of transportation funding decreased by 50% (1980 dollars) as compared to personal income, which doubled during the same time period (p. 3).  King County Council Member Rob McKenna describes the current situation: “We’re consuming more ground transportation than ever before, yet the current public funding commitment will be barely enough just to maintain and preserve the existing system over the next twenty years,” (McKenna, n.d., ¶ 2).  


Despite public demand for improved transportation, voters have not demonstrated their support at the polls.  Referendum 51 would have established a $7.7 billion transportation tax package, but was opposed by 62% of the voters in November 2002.  In the same election, Initiative 776 passed with 51% voter approval.  Passage of this initiative eliminated the $15 license registration fee charged by some cities to support transportation projects.  (Association of Washington Cities, 2002, ¶ 1-4; State of Washington, Secretary of State Website, n.d.).  Limited funding for infrastructure and transportation projects presents the most significant barrier to successful GMA implementation.


The transportation problem plaguing Washington State is affected by the housing problem.  “In some cities in our region, local teachers, policeman and other members of the middle class work force cannot afford a local home.  They are forced to commute long distances form the urban fringe in order to find affordable housing,” (1000 Friends, 1999, p. 11).  The fourth goal listed in the GMA is to provide an adequate and diverse level of housing for all income levels.  Housing availability and affordability, however, top the list of problems associated with UGAs.  Many critics argue that limiting the amount of land within the UGAs has increased housing costs.  The situation is a classic case of economics: restrict or limit the supply of land and prices will increase.  Other factors push up the costs of housing including lengthy permit processes and increased building restrictions, all of which are costs passed onto the consumer.

The Reason Public Policy Institute (RPPI) published a study in 2001 on the relationship between housing costs and growth management in Florida, Oregon and Washington.  Study findings indicate that the average price of a home in Washington State rose 65% from 1991 to 2000, but the national average increased only 40% (p. 7).  When compared to incomes statewide, housing costs rose 44% faster than the median income during the same period (p. 9).  RPPI suggests that the GMA may be responsible for as much as 26% of the housing price increase at the county level in Washington State (p. 23).


The Brookings Institute publication, The Link Between Growth Management and Housing Affordability: The Academic Evidence (2002), reported findings contrary to the RPPI study indicating that market demand is the most influential factor in determining housing prices: “We cannot emphasize strongly enough that housing prices depend more on the relative elasticity of demand, especially within metropolitan regions, than on any other factor, including growth management” (p. 33).  The Brookings report did acknowledge that land use regulations and growth management legislation may contribute to an increase in housing costs either by raising input prices or by restricting supply.  UGAs, however, should not cause housing costs to rise if housing densities are increased, infrastructure is made available in a timely manner, and land use decisions are made concurrent with market conditions (p. 35).


Increasing housing densities within UGAs depends largely on changing the preferences of Washington residents.  Across the state, 62 percent of residents live in single-family homes (WRC, 2002, p. 3).  Recent surveys indicate that most homeowners with children are interested in purchasing new homes on large lots, a preference that is in direct conflict with the GMA.  This type of home is seldom found within the central city, therefore pushing homebuyers to the outskirts of the urban areas.  Because the demand for single-family homes remains high, developers have few incentives to build multi-family units in the central city areas (p. 4).

Some areas of the state have seen an increase in multi-family housing units including the cities of Seattle, Bellevue, Kirkland, Edmonds and Renton.  Occupants of these dwellings are described as “young adults and empty nesters.”  The problem with many of these units is that they are unaffordable, especially for middle class families.  Belltown, for example, is a mixed-use area on Seattle’s waterfront boasting housing prices that average $450,000, compared to $236,900 the median housing price in King County.  Homeowners find that they get “more bang for their buck” by living outside of the metropolitan areas and commuting to work (WRC, 2002, ¶ 10-21). 

Reform

In all of the studies prepared on growth management in Washington State, not one has suggested doing away with the Growth Management Act (GMA).  Politicians and citizens alike have expressed a commitment to controlling urban sprawl and protecting natural resources.  Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) have proven to be ineffective, thus policy reforms are necessary.  Recommended policy reforms include establishing a benchmark evaluation process, setting specific urban density requirements, and implementing an infrastructure decision support system.

Dearborn et al. (1993) recommend implementing a benchmark process to assist counties and the state in determining the effectiveness of UGAs.  Benchmarks would measure the overall quality of living, including the following:

· Stability of housing prices;

· Average commute times;

· Satisfaction with schools;

· Achievement of urban densities;

· Land allocated to parks and open space; and

· Adequacy of infrastructure. (p. 1012).

One of the advantages of benchmarks is that the process is readily understood by the general public, thus complementing the ongoing emphasis on “bottom-up” planning.  More importantly, benchmarks could be used in evaluating UGAs, something that is critically absent from GMA requirements. (p. 1012-1013).

State and local governments would share the costs of implementing a benchmark system.  Initially OCD would bear the costs of developing an evaluation program.  Thereafter costs to OCD would be limited to maintaining and updating the system.  Counties directly responsible for UGAs would conduct the surveys on an annual or biennial basis.  Although the counties will incur evaluation costs, the information gathered for the benchmark study can be used for comprehensive plan updates.  The benchmark process does increase the costs of GMA participation, but the benefits include tangible evidence regarding UGAs and their effectiveness.  


 The second reform recommendation would mandate specific urban density requirements for counties planning under the GMA.  Currently, counties have a significant amount of leeway in determining the population densities within their UGAs.  This practice has produced densities ranging from 990 to 3,600 people per square mile.  Low-density areas are not effective in reducing urban sprawl.  (1000 Friends of Washington [FOW], 1999, p. 19).

Resistance to urban density requirements will likely come from counties that currently maintain relatively low population densities.  These counties are located outside of the Central Puget Sound region and have been more resistant to growth management legislation than Seattle area residents.  Forcing these counties to increase urban densities will also create additional challenges such as maintaining adequate infrastructure, ensuring a variety of affordable housing options and encouraging economic development.  Therefore, implementation of urban density requirements must be coupled with other reforms. (1000 FOW, 2000, p. 4).

It is often difficult for local governments to monitor and plan for infrastructure needs in their community because many components of infrastructure are regional in nature.  The Public Works Board of Washington State recommends implementing an Infrastructure Decision Support System (IDSS).  This system would collect, organize, and analyze infrastructure revenue, expenditure and contextual data on a statewide basis.  A statewide infrastructure monitoring system would improve coordination between state and local governments, streamline regional projects and facilitate analysis and prioritization of infrastructure projects (Washington State, Public Works Board, 1999, p. 15).

Implementing IDSS will require funding appropriations from the legislature.  Opponents of the plan will likely cite an existing budget deficit as a reason against implementation. This strategy also represents a top-down approach to growth management, which is contrary to the original visions of the GMA.  Furthermore, local governments will likely be concerned about diminished authority to execute their own comprehensive plans.
Conclusion

The urban growth areas (UGAs) in Washington State may be characterized as, “Everyone’s doing their own thing.”  The emphasis on bottom-up planning is partially to blame for this, as counties have been given too much leeway in designating UGA boundaries.  Although local decision-making is important, oversight and coordination at the statewide level is necessary to ensure effectiveness of the UGA system.  The recommended benchmark process and infrastructure monitoring system would strengthen the UGA structure without adding a financial burden to local governments.  Once these systems are established, other reforms, such as specifying urban density requirements, may be implemented.
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APPENDIX A

Map of Counties Planning Under the Growth Management Act
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Source:  Office of Community Development, Growth Management Program

Website:  http://www.ocd.wa.gov/info/lgd/growth/maps/map_1.tpl

APPENDIX B

Comprehensive planning in Washington State was formally established in 1935 under the Planning Commission Act.  The passage of this act represented a fundamental shift to planning using an interdisciplinary approach, which considered both the needs of the environment and the needs of the community.  Under this Act, cities and counties exercising the powers granted by state statutes were allowed to create planning commissions.  These planning commissions served as the research arm of their respective jurisdictions, gathering data, providing recommendations for action and cooperating with other state and local commissions.  This legislation was the predecessor of the modern Platting and Subdivision Act that was enacted in 1967.
  (APA, WA Chapter, 2000).

In 1959 the Planning Enabling Act was passed in reaction to rapid growth of suburban areas after World War II, (APA, WA Chapter, 2000).  The purpose of the Act as outlined in RCW 36.70.010 was to, “provide the authority for, and the procedures to be followed, in guiding and regulating the physical development of a county or region through correlating both public and private projects.”   The Planning Enabling Act allowed counties to establish a planning agency, to develop a comprehensive plan, to develop a zoning program, and to participate in regional planning commissions (APA, WA Chapter, 2000).  

The Optional Municipal Code
 was enacted by the legislature in 1967.  The purpose of this policy as outlined in RCW 35A.01.010 was to, “confer upon two optional classes of cities created hereby the broadest power of local self-government consistent with the Constitution of this state.”  Cities or towns with populations over 10,000 could elect to become non-charter cities abandoning their present status as code cities.
  The Optional Municipal Code allowed cities to establish a planning agency, which would then be required to adopt a comprehensive land use plan including zoning regulations. (APA, WA Chapter, 2000).
  

The mood of the 1960’s and 1970’s was of great concern for the environment, and Washing State was no exception (APA, WA Chapter, 2000).  The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) was adopted in 1971 and applies to actions taken at all levels of government within the State of Washington.  Essentially, agencies are required to develop procedures to ensure that environmental concerns are considered in any decision-making process.  The processes required under SEPA were designed to identify and mitigate potential environmental hazards, to promote harmony between man and the environment and to increase awareness of the ecological systems and natural resources. (SEPA Handbook, 1998, p. 12-14; APA, WA Chapter, 2000).

In 1971, The Shoreline Management Act was passed by the legislature.  (AWB, n.d.)  Voters approved the Act by 52% through referendum in 1972, (Cook, 2001).  The objective of the Act was to restore and preserve the natural resources of the state’s shoreline by requiring cities and counties to prepare Shoreline Master Programs to regulate uses of the shorelines within their respective jurisdictions, (Building Industry Association of Washington, n.d., p. 5).

In keeping with the environmental movement in Washington State, and seeking to establish a statewide land use authority, the legislature created the Washington State Land Planning Commission in 1971.  The Commissions’ goal was to review existing land use legislation and policies in Washington State, Federal land use legislation proposals, and other proposals generated by non-governmental entities.  Upon completing their review, the 19-member commission was to submit a recommendation for action to be considered in the 1973 session of the legislature.  (APA, WA Chapter, 2000).  The Commission proposed the State Land Planning Act, which would create a State Land Planning Agency and a State Land Information Service.  The proposed Act was introduced as a bill in 1973 and re-introduced with revisions in 1974.  On both occasions the bill passed the House of Representatives, but did not pass the Senate (Settle et al., 1993, p. 876).  Richard Settle, in The Growth Management Revolution in Washington: Past, Present and Future (1993), suggests that, “[The State Land Planning Act] would have prevailed if a pivotal potential motivating force had materialized,” (p. 876).

APPENDIX C

Basic Steps for Designating an Urban Growth Area:

1. Identify lands that are potential candidates to accommodate future growth – vacant, partially used, and under utilized land.

2. Subtract all parcels that your community defines as not developable because of physical limitation.

3. Subtract land that will be needed for other public purposes.

4. Subtract all parcels that your community determines are not suitable for social and economic reasons.

5. Subtract all parcels that assume you assume will not be available for development with your plan’s 20-year time frame.

6. Build in a safety factor to ensure adequate availability and choice of land at all times.

7. Determine the total capacity of vacant, under utilized and partially used land.

8. Draw the urban growth boundaries for your jurisdiction that meet the criteria you have set.

Source: Enger, S.  (1992).  Issues in Designating Urban Growth Areas: Part I: Providing Adequate Urban Area Land Supply.  Washington State Department of Community Development, Olympia, Washington.
















Table 1:  Average Annual Conversion Rate of Rural Resource Lands to Developed Lands for Washington State.


Resource Lands�
1982 through 1992


(Acres per Year)�
1992 through 1997


(Acres per Year)�
�
Cropland�
7,270�
20,300�
�
Pastureland�
5,700�
13,480�
�
Rangeland�
3,810�
6,100�
�
Forestland�
18,550�
25,400�
�
All Resource Lands�
35,330�
65,280�
�
 





Source:  Trohimovich, T.  (2001 November).  Pricing Growth.  Retrieved November 18, 2002 from 1000 Friends of Washington website: http://www.1000friends.org/current_work/publications/pricing_growth.pdf.  

















� Growth Management refers to extensive public policy reform concerning the regulation of private land and land development, the protection of rural and environmentally sensitive land and the control or reduction of urban sprawl (Settle and Gavigan, 1993, p. 869).





� Revised Code of Washington (hereinafter RCW) 36.70A.040 (1), 2001.





� Amended 1995.  Percentage changed from ten to seventeen percent for ten-year period.  (Source:  GMA Amendments 1995-2001, Office of Community Development.)





� RCW 36.70A.040 (2), 2001.





� Ibid. 36.70A.040 (3), 2001.





� Ibid. 36.70A.040 (1), 2001.





� As of January 1, 2002 the following Washington State counties are fully planning under the GMA: Benton, Chelan, Clallam, Clark, Columbia, Douglas, Ferry, Franklin, Garfield, Grant, Island, Jefferson, King, Kitsap, Kittitas, Lewis, Mason, Pacific, Pend Oreille, Pierce, San Juan, Skagit, Snohomish, Spokane, Stevens, Thurston, Walla Walla, Whatcom, and Yakima.  (Source:  Washington State, Office of Community Development [OCD] website: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ocd.wa.gov/info/lgd/growth/maps/map_1.tpl" ��http://www.ocd.wa.gov/info/lgd/growth/maps/map_1.tpl�.  Retrieved October 14, 2002.)





� RCW 36.70A.010 (1), 2001





� Ibid.





� Information taken from course lecture at Seattle University by Stan Finkelstein on 11/5/02.





�RCW 36.70A.020 (2-14), 2001.





� 1980-89 percent change in growth rates by county – King, 15%; Kitsap, 24%; Mason, 21%; Pierce, 18%; Skagit, 18%; Snohomish, 32%; Thurston, 26%; Whatcom, 16%. (OFM, 2002).





� Other counties with zero or negative growth rates 1980-1989:  Columbia, 0%; Grays Harbor, -4%; Lincoln, -7% and Whitman, -5%.  (OFM, 2002).





� 1982-87 percent decline in farm land by County: Clark, 6.9%; King, 9.4%; Snohomish, 11.9%; Island, 12.7%; Pierce, 14.7% and Thurston, 16.1%.





� Pressure by wealthy business developers discouraged local politicians from considering and/or gaining support for growth management legislation.





� Washington State Executive Order 89-08 (August 31, 1989).





� Ibid.





� Members of the committee included Maria Cantwell (D), Mary Margaret Haugen (D), Ruth Fisher (D), Jennifer Belcher (D), Nancy Rust (D) and Busse Nutley (D).  (Settle et al., 1993, p. 884.)


� RCW 36.70A.490





� Ibid. 36.70A.130





� Ibid 36.70A.110 (2).





� Ibid. 36.70A.070 (1-5) (2001)





� Ibid. 36.70A.100


� Ibid 36.70A.110 (2).





� To fund infrastructure projects, local governments must rely on a combination of funding resources including federal, state and local, grant, tax, and debt sources.  Local utilities typically depend on financing from local taxpayers, which may further restrict the size and scope of infrastructure projects.  Federal and state grants are not available for growth related projects.  All of these factors contribute to a larger funding gap for cities as compared to the funding gap for counties.  (Public Works Board, 1999).





� 60% of vehicles traveling on Southbound Interstate 5 during the morning peak at Northgate are single occupant vehicles.   50% of vehicles traveling on Interstate 405 at Newcastle during the morning peak are single occupant vehicles.  (WSDOT, 2002.)


� RCW 58.17





� RCW Title 35A.





� The optional municipal code conveyed the powers of first class cities to all other cities regardless of population size.  This provided cities with the broadest grant of statutory home rule powers and the most flexibility for the governance of their city.  Most cities in Washington State converted to the optional municipal code after its passage.  All new cities in Washington State have incorporated under the Optional Municipal Code.  (Source:  Municipal Research and Services Center of Washington � HYPERLINK "http://www.mrsc.org" ��www.mrsc.org�.)





� It should be noted that adoption of any of the aforementioned planning acts was voluntary on the part of local jurisdictions.  There was no state land use authority.


� The Shoreline Management Act of 1971 is currently under review.  See Washington State Department of Ecology at http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/SMA/guidelines/updates.htm.
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