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he supporters and detractors of the

Growth Management Act are right

on one point—the act has made it
extremely difficult to avoid facing the costs
of providing facilities and services to our
communities over the next 20 years.

For the first time in this state, local
governments planning under the act are
required to identify what facilities are
necessary to implement their plans.

Traditionally, we have not done this
particularly well. Planning and public
works functions are notoriously indepen-
dent or have been until recently. We have
been reluctant to make large investments in
future needs and are quick to forget existing
systems, especially when they are buried
and out of sight.

A major study of infrastructure needs
in the state completed in 1984 identified a
significant gap in available funding, This
study led to the creation of the Public
Works Trust Fund. Subsequent studies
show that the gap is increasing. The GMA
forces us to confront these old habits and, if
successful, will require us to contemplate
some major changes in the way the public
does business.

But at least three related problems need
to be addressed—public trust, project
efficiency, and funding.

The anti-government feeling that is
sweeping the country has dire conse-
quences if it can't be reversed. One of these
consequences is the unwillingness of the
voters to trust public officials and their
plans which results in a big “no™ vote on
funding authorization requests.

The second has to do with convincing
people the projects that are needed are the
best alternatives available and that they can
be constructed in a cost effective manner.
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Good local planning with opportunity
for the community to get engaged can help
with the first. Improved public works
engineering, management, and public
information can help with the second.

The third problem is funding. Where
will funds come from for needed public
facilities” The GMA says that you must
identify levels of service, necessary
facilities to maintain these LOS, and the
funds to build them.

These facilities will need to be built or
we will be sacrificing our future to conse-
quences that are both difficult to predict
and frightening to contemplate, The answer
is not to change the GMA to remove these
requirements. Even without GMA require-
ments, huge infrastructure deficits and
needs will exist,

Sufficient revenue sources must be
available to local governments. The trade-
off is that local governments must be
organized to efficiently use these funding
sources.

True efficiency will require leader-
ship by local and state officials and action
by the Legislature. The solution will
include a willingness to study, debate, and
act on two topics—local governance and
financing local governments,

It is time to dust off the findings and
recommendations of the Local Governance
Study Commission. This 1988, bipartisan
report thoroughly examined how we fund
and deliver local services. It acknowledged
the forces that drive local governments to
pursue tax base and how that contributes to
sprawl, increased infrastructure costs, and
inefficient service delivery.

Several unsuccessful attempts have
been made to enact all or parts of the
commission’s recommendations, They are
worthy of resurrection, updating, and
serious consideration.
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