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From July 30 through December 15 of 2020, the Updating Washington’s Growth Policy Framework 
project (the UW project) engaged over a dozen stakeholder groups, multiple state agencies, 
and seven tribal governments in collaborative conversations about reforms urgently needed to 
Washington’s growth policy framework. This long-running conversation actually began in 2017 
when the Legislature funded the Road Map to Washington’s Future (the Road Map project), a project 
designed to take a comprehensive look at Washington’s Growth Management Act and related land 
use and environmental laws. 

Thirty years had passed since the adoption of the Growth Management Act of 1990, and the issues 
it was designed to address were far from resolved. The Road Map Final Report, issued in June of 
2019, identified a number of structural flaws in our framework of state laws and called for a series 
of transformative changes and key reforms. It made the case for bold reforms to move Washington 
in the direction of its preferred future:  a healthy environment, prospering economy, and thriving 
communities. Excerpts from the findings and identified statutory reforms are in Appendix A.

One of the criticisms of the Road Map Final Report was that it did not offer specific 
recommendations or statutory language to implement the identified transformative changes and 
reforms. In response, the Legislature in the 2020 session allocated $350,000 to the Washington 
State Department of Commerce to  “convene a work group to review and make recommendations 
for legislation to update the Growth Management Act” in time for the 2021 session. See Appendix B. 
However, in April the Governor vetoed the project funding  to marshal state resources to respond 
to the emerging pandemic.

The Department of Commerce then worked with the University of Washington to craft a scaled-
back project to carry forward the Legislature’s intent to convene a work group, albeit with less time 
and resources. A project design was prepared, funds raised, and the stakeholders identified in the 
2020 budget proviso were invited to engage with the Updating Washington’s Growth Policy Framework 
project. Many were skeptical about the prospects for finding broad agreement in just five months, 
particularly in view of the capacity and communication constraints imposed by the pandemic. While 
the conversation was advanced  and the stage has been set for further work in 2021 and beyond, 
the skepticism about reaching broad agreement by the end of 2020 was well founded.   

Each of the ideas for potential statutory reform identified in Appendix F had its advocates, and 
some proposals garnered more support than others. That diversity of opinion is reflected in the 
Likert Scale scores, comments, and letters submitted by the parties and documented in Appendices 
F and H.   

The project’s near-term objective of broad agreement on specific legislation was not reached.    
Nevertheless, the UW project did serve several longer-term objectives. It advanced the collaborative 
conversation that the Legislature has asked for, by providing an opportunity for the parties to put 
forward, discuss, and critique ideas about reforms, not just in abstract or conceptual ways, but in 
detailed and practical terms. The project also broadened the circle of active participants beyond 
those local government, business, and environmental organizations who regularly lobby the 
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Legislature. The additional parties around the table who actively participated included 
representatives of seven of Washington’s tribal governments and professional planners who are 
members of the Washington Chapter of the American Planning Association. Finally, the feedback 
from the many parties to this process can help inform the design of future collaborative efforts.

The climate, housing, environmental, and social justice crises we now face are likely to become 
more severe and intractable over time. They will persist as long-term public policy challenges well 
beyond the urgent but near-term defeat of the pandemic. Progress in addressing these multiple 
crises will require a significant, long-term, and unrelenting commitment of time, attention, and 
resources from all concerned, including the Legislature.

While this Final Report makes no specific recommendations for 2021 legislation, the UW team 
does offer several process recommendations. We recommend that the Legislature support a 
continued collaborative work group process by re-adopting the 2020 budget proviso in the 2021-
2023 biennium budget. The language of the 2020 proviso (in Attachment B) would serve as the 
foundation, but the proviso should clarify two things. First, continued collaborative work must 
be informed by and build on the final reports of A Road Map to Washington’s Future and Updating 
Washington’s Growth Policy Framework. Second, it should state that future collaborative work must 
include and serve people and communities who have historically been excluded from public 
policy decision-making and unevenly burdened by those decisions. Third, the Legislature and the 
Governor’s office should provide important guidance and leadership in these efforts going forward.

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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“To prepare broadly supported legislation to amend state laws that collectively constitute 
Washington’s growth policy framework. This policy framework provides the authority, direction, 
structure, requirements, and resources for state agencies, regional and local governments to plan for 
and serve the state’s needs for environmental, economic, social, and human health.”  

Final UW Project Design, July 22, 2020. 

The objective of the Updating Washington’s Growth Policy Framework project was identified in the 
preliminary project design as follows:

The project’s deliverable was described as a Final Report transmitting any recommended legislation 
before the 2021 legislative session, along with an explanation of the process utilized, the parties 
engaged, the issues discussed, and any recommendations for continued collaboration after the 
2021 session. The Final Report was to be delivered to the Legislature and distributed to project 
participants and other interested parties before the 2021 session.

The origin of this project was In 2017, when the Washington State Legislature funded A Road Map 
to Washington’s Future. That project was designed to address two fundamental questions: what is 
the desired future for our state and what reforms to our framework of state laws, institutions, and 
policies are needed to move us toward that preferred future? These questions were answered 
in the findings, principles, and transformational reforms identified in the four volumes of the 
Road Map Final Report. That report is online at https://ruckelshauscenter.wsu.edu/a-roadmap-to-
washingtons-future/. 

Growth Policy Framework

OTHER PLANNING LAWS

GOVERNANCE & INSTITUTIONS

STATE CONSTITUTION

U.S. CONSTITUTION
FEDERAL LAW, LANDS & AGENCIES

TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS

REVISED  CODE OF
WASHINGTON

REVENUE AUTHORITY

Growth Management Act – RCW 36.70A

Shoreline Management Act – RCW 90.58  

State Environmental Policy Act –RCW 43.21

Local Project Review Act – RCW 36.70B  

Land Use Petition Act – RCW 36.70C

Planning Enabling Act – RCW 36.70

Subdivision Statute – RCW 58.17

Water System Coordination Act – RCW 70.116  

Regional Transportation Planning – RCW 47.80

Interlocal Cooperation Act – RCW 39.34

City and County Governance – RCW 35, 35A, 36

Port Districts – RCW 53, Water and Sewer Districts – RCW 57

Public Utility Districts – RCW 54,  School Districts RCW 28

Forest Practices – RCW 76.09, Energy Facilities – RCW 80.50

State Agencies and Universities

Community Redevelopment Financing- RCW 39.89

Multi-Family Property Tax Exemption – RCW 84.14

Impact Fees - RCW 82.02Road Map To Washington’s Future Workshop

Figure 1. Washington’s Growth Policy Framework. Source: UW team. 

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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2020  Updating Washington’s Growth Policy Framework
Six Issue Areas

1. Adaptive and Inclusive Planning at a Regional Scale
2. The Cycle and Dedicated Funding for Planning
3. Housing
4. Development Regulations and Permit Processes
5. Climate Change
6. Municipal Annexaction 

“. . . convene a work group to review and make recommendations for legislation to update the 
growth management act in light of the Road Map to Washington’s Future report . . . the task force 
must involve stakeholders from diverse perspectives, including but not limited to representatives 
of counties, cities, the forestry and agriculture industries, the environmental community, Native 
American tribes, and . . . report on its activities and recommendations by December 1, 2020.”

The Washington Growth Policy Framework that was the broad scope of the Road Map Final Report 
also served as the context for Updating Washington’s Growth Policy Framework. The link to the Road 
Map project page and excerpts from its Final Report, were shared with the participants to this 
successor UW project. 

Virtually all of the participants to this project also participated in the Road Map project, so were 
familiar the methods and objectives of a collaborative policy-making process as well as the 
Legislature’s overall intent to clarify, update, and implement our state’s framework of state laws, 
institutions, and policies to meet the challenges of growth and change.

The Legislature’s intent to follow through with implementation of the Road Map was explicitly 
stated in the budget proviso passed in 2020 Legislative session which directed the Department of 
Commerce to:

That Legislatively approved 2020 funding would have provided the resources, time, and potential 
broad scope for a robust collaborative work group. While the budget proviso called for a report by 
December of 2020, it was an amendment to the 2019 to 2021 biennium, so ongoing work could 
have continued through June of 2021 with further recommendations possible for the 2022 session.    
However, in April of 2020, the Governor vetoed the Commerce-led work group project in order to 
marshal state fiscal resources to address the pandemic.

In order to respond to the Legislature’s intent to have a work group convened prior to the 2021 
session, the Department of Commerce engaged the University of Washington to design and 
conduct a scaled-back project for the latter half of 2020. Due to the veto of the Legislature’s funding 
it was necessary to design a project with more limited time and resources ($62K over five months 
as opposed to $350K over 15 months). 

Figure 2. Issue Areas of Updating Washington’s Growth Policy Framework. 
Source: UW team. 

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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While the six issue areas in this project were framed somewhat narrowly (Figure 2), the parties to 
the UW project were invited to be mindful of the entirety of the Road Map Final Report, including 
the six systemic and transformational changes identified in Figure 3, and set forth in full in 
Appendix A. This was important not just to provide context, but to acknowledge that many of these 
issues, statutes and institutions are part of a larger framework or system - and that continuing to 
segment and address issues in silos would perpetuate some of the very flaws that the Road Map 
reported - the gaps, ambiguities, and conflicts in state law that have plagued us for decades.   

2019  A Road Map to Washington’s Future
Six Systemic and Transformational Changes

1. Funding and Revenue Generation
2. Adaptive Planning at a Regional Scale
3. Resilience to Changing Conditions and Disasters
4. Statewide Water Planning
5. Equity
6. Economic Development

Figure 3. Systemic and Transformational Changes from Road Map project. 
Source: UW team. 

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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PROCESS 

This project engaged representatives of associations of cities, counties, and special purpose local 
governments, associations of the building and real estate industries, environmental and planning 
organizations, state agencies, and tribal governments. Between July 30 and December 15, 2020, 
the UW Project Team facilitated eleven zoom platform convenings with the project participants, as 
well as a number of individual telephone calls and zoom conferences with individual parties. The 
objective of these ongoing,  iterative, and inter-active discussions was to identify potential areas of 
broad agreement on a series of issues.  

The parties were asked to begin this collaborative work by sharing perspectives, interests, concerns, 
and ideas, rather than default to pre-established positions or adopted platforms. They were invited 
to refer to any of the findings, principles, or other material in the Road Map final report, with a 
general focus on the transformational/systemic changes and key reforms in the Road Map Final 
Report, with discussion framed broadly in six issue areas.

Before and during the group convenings, the UW team shared background materials with the 
participants. This included the documents in Appendices A through E. Those documents, as well 
as recordings of all the zoom convenings, were posted on the University’s shared drive and made 
accessible to the parties and the general public.

Legislative proposals introduced in prior Legislative Sessions provided some background about 
the Legislature’s attempts in recent years to grapple with several of these issues, including housing 
and climate change. Among these were House Bill 1923, adopted in the 2019 session addressing 
housing, and several bills introduced but not passed in the 2020 session. Among the latter were 
Senate Bill 6536 and House Bill 2687 addressing housing, and House Bill 2609 addressing climate 
change. The legislative reports for these bills are in Appendix C and provided some of the concepts 
that were discussed during this project process.

At several of the group convenings remarks and presentations were provided by several guest 
speakers. Eight legislators shared insights about recent and ongoing legislative efforts to address 
the issues and offered encouragement to the project participants. Formal presentations were made 
by four subject matter experts on housing and climate change issues. The slide decks shared by 
those experts are in Appendix D (Missing Middle Housing by Chris Collier of the Alliance for Housing 
Affordability) and Appendix E (Climate Change by Lara Hansen of EcoAdapt).   

 

SCHEDULE 

The first of the group zoom convenings was a four hour session held on July 30 from 1 pm to 5 pm.   
The final convening was a four hour zoom held on Tuesday, December 15. The nine intervening 
zoom convenings were held according to the schedule shown in Figure 4. They varied between 
three and four hours in length.

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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Figure 4. Project Schedule. Source: UW team. 

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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Figure 5. Project Participants. Source: UW team. 

All of the project participants listed below were invited to join in this collaborative work group 
effort and, to varying degrees, did so. Members and officers of these public and private sector 
associations, non-profit organizations, state agencies, and tribal governments had participated in 
the workshops or interviews of the Road Map project, so were somewhat familiar with the purposes 
and methods of collaborative processes. Each of them brought a depth of experience with the 
Growth Policy Framework, albeit from different perspectives. It was this diversity of experiences, 
knowledge and opinions that contributed to an informed, balanced, and at times vigorous 
discussion at the multi-party convenings. 

Of particular note was the active participation in the project by representatives of seven of 
Washington’s Tribal Governments. Most of the state’s tribes have been collaborating for many years 
with state agencies, primarily on natural resource issues, but also have been partnering with local 
governments, primarily on economic development and other issues. One of the early supporters of 
the Road Map project in 2016 was the Quinault Indian Nation who, along with Master Builders and 
Futurewise, contributed seed money that led to the launch of that project. As did all the parties to 
this process, tribal representatives expressed ideas about land use, environmental, and economic 
development issues to be sure. Importantly, though, they also initiated an important conversation 
about how tribal governments and non-tribal governments in Washington could work together in 
shaping and implementing regional policies under the Growth Management Act.

A regrettable shortcoming of this project’s participation were the “missing voices” noted in Figure 5.   
There are many people and communities in our state who are unevenly and unfairly impacted 

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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by public policy decisions and these same people are typically not “in the room” when those policy 
questions are being debated and decided. As the UW team designed the project, we were aware 
of the importance of bringing those voices into the conversation. We were well aware of this as an 
issue that was highlighted in the Final Report of the Road Map: 

“[S]ocial, cultural, racial, gender, and economic diversity is an important aspect of a desired 
future, as are social equity and social justice. Participants expressed this in a number of 
ways, including desiring a future that addresses income inequality, distribution of community 
resources, race and social justice, and gentrification, and that creates a fair and inclusive 
society, with opportunities for all. Overall, many participants envisioned a future where equity is 
at the forefront of policymaking. 

   Road Map to Washington’s Future, Final Report, June 30, 2019, p. 26.

The UW team did outreach to people and organizations to find ways to bring equity, diversity, 
and inclusion into the project. Unfortunately, those efforts were unsuccessful. As important as 
equitable inclusion will be for all policy-making process, it should be recognized that it will not be 
easy to achieve. This challenge was recognized in the recently issued Final Report of the Governor’s 
Environmental Justice Task Force:

“While we made every effort toward inclusion and representation of overburdened communities, our 
work is inherently limited to the perspectives of those who were able to participate most. Namely, 
the perspectives most represented in this document are from people whose time was supported 
financially by their jobs and whose workload allowed time to participate. In this document, there 
are many instances when the EJTF speaks for people whose needs and experiences we do not fully 
understand, and we recognize that as a limitation to this work.”  

   Environmental Justice Task Force, Final Report, Fall 2020, pp. 34-35.

Even the parties who were able to engage with our process faced capacity and time constraints 
which limited their participation. Their ability to attend convenings, engage in breakout or side-
bar conversations with one another or our UW team was constrained. It also limited the time they 
had available to prepare, review, and comment on packet materials. Nevertheless, we did have 
robust participation during the zoom convenings. Table 1 shows that we regularly had between 
21 and 28 stakeholder representatives on the convenings, between 11 and 14 representatives of 
tribal nations, and between 3 and 8 legislators. Although state agency attendance on the zooms 
ranged from 12 to 26 people, the ground rules required that no more than three agency people be 
speaking on any one call.   

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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Participant 

Group 
7/30/20 8/11/20 8/25/20 9/8/20 9/22/20 10/6/20 10/20/20 11/10/20 12/1/20 12/8/20 12/15/20

Stakeholder 
participants 

24 23 29 21 25 26 25 25 28 21 23

Tribal 
government  
representatives

11 11 11 10 10 14 14 13 9 13 13

State agencies 15 18 19 12 22 23 18 26 21 23 23

UW team 3 4 5 6 4 5 5 6 4 6 4

Other 
interested 
participants

19 8 17 11 12 22 15 21 19 17 24

WA state 
legislators 

7 3 3 8 5 6 7 4 3 3 3

WA legislative 
staff

3 3 7 7 7 6 6 5 5 2 3

Total 
participants 82 70 91 75 85 102 90 100 89 85 93

Table 1. Participation at Project Convenings. Source: UW Team.  

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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BROAD AGREEMENT FOR SPECIFIC LEGISLATION WAS NOT ACHIEVED 

The objective of Updating Washington’s Growth Policy Framework  was to convene a collaborative 
work group to identify broadly supported legislation for consideration by the Legislature in the 
2021 session. During the final months of the project, potential legislative language was offered and 
discussed by the parties.   

Proposed reform language  to the Growth Management Act and other statutes went through six 
iterations. Review and comment by the parties was made before, during, and after the convenings.    
Each of the proposed reforms documented in Appendix F received varying degrees of support 
and opposition. However, none of them achieved broad agreement for action in the 2021 session.   
Hence, this Final Report offers no specific recommendations regarding legislation.

The degree of support or opposition by the parties to the many components of the sixth and final 
iteration is documented in this Report in several ways. First, the parties were invited to assign 
scores on a Likert Scale for each of the components of the final draft (Version 6).  A Likert Scale is 
commonly used to measure attitudes or opinions with a greater degree of nuance than a simple 
yes or no. For example, to indicate their degree of support or opposition, the parties were invited 
to express their support or opposition using the following choices: (-3) for strongly opposed; (-2) 
opposed; (-1) have concerns; (0) for neutral or no opinion; (+1) support concept, but not necessarily 
the text; (+2) support: (+3) strongly support.     

The  averages of the submitted Likert Scores are summarized in Table 6 in Appendix F. A more 
detailed expression of support or opposition was made with party-specific comments included in 
Table 7, which is also included in Appendix F. Finally, several parties submitted letters, which are 
included in Appendix H.

While the project’s near-term objective was not met, there was some agreement on several 
important points. There was general agreement that long-standing problems, such as the decline 
of housing affordability, environmental degradation, and societal inequity, have risen to the status 
of urgent crises. There also was broad agreement that our present framework of state laws, 
institutions, and policies is inadequate to meet those crises and that for a variety of reasons, recent 
attempts at meaningful legislative reform have had limited  success. Finally, while people did not 
reach consensus on what statutory reforms should be enacted in 2021, there was agreement that 
these urgent issues are likely to become more severe and intractable over time, not less so, and 
they do warrant continued discussion.

 

ISSUE AREA #1. ADAPTIVE AND INCLUSIVE PLANNING AT A REGIONAL SCALE 

One of the challenges of approaching many of these issues is not just that they are controversial, 
but that they are often connected and mutually compounding. While not always apparent at first 
glance, these issues, and the laws that attempt to address them, are part of a system, and that 
means that they must be thought about and approached with systems thinking. For example, 

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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housing supply and affordability experienced at the level of an individual city are affected by 
regional transportation projects, regional real estate market forces, and the location of regional 
employment centers. For that reason, any discussion of improving housing supply or affordability 
locally must account for that regional context.

The need for systems thinking was one of the principles described in the Road Map Final Report. It 
also explains the reasoning for some of the potential legislative reforms that appear in Appendix F.   
A brief recounting of that context will illuminate the reasoning that prompted different parties to 
offer those proposed, albeit not uniformly embraced, reforms. Any further efforts to continue this 
collaborative approach to implementing needed reforms should be informed not only by this UW 
project, but the prior Road Map project.

It is useful to remember that the focus of the Road Map project was to answer several fundamental 
questions – what do the people of the state of Washington desire for its future, what aspects of our 
existing framework of state laws, institutions and policies move us toward that desired future, what 
aspects do not, and what amendments are needed?   

In answering this question, the Road Map team travelled the state, conducting over sixty workshops 
with hundreds of people in twenty-six locations across Washington.  

Figure 6. Workshop locations for A Road Map to Washington’s Future. Source: UW team. 

People everywhere expressed a strong love for the natural beauty, recreational opportunities, 
character, and lifestyle choices they found in their communities and regions. A common vision of 
the desired future was one with high environmental quality, economic prosperity and opportunity, 
human health and safety. It is interesting to note that these were expressed in 1990 as the 
foundational values of the Growth Management Act:
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“The legislature finds that uncoordinated and unplanned growth, together with a lack of common 
goals expressing the public’s interest in the conservation and the wise use of our lands, pose a threat 
to the environment, sustainable economic development, and the health, safety, and high quality of 
life enjoyed by residents of this state .”

   Underlined emphasis added. RCW 36.70A.010

Another Road Map finding was that many people felt that their region’s identity, needs, and 
aspirations were not well served by a planning framework they saw as “one size fits all.” People 
said that the unique circumstances in Central Washington were different not only from the Puget 
Sound Region, but even the Coast and Eastern Washington. This commonly held sentiment was the 
rationale for one of the major systemic reforms recommended in the Road Map report -  “Adaptive 
Planning at a Regional Scale.”    

The Road Map team concluded that reforms to the Growth Planning Framework should enable 
adaptation of state goals and requirements at the scale of multi-county regions and that the plans 
and regulations adopted by regions, counties, and cities should have the ability to nimbly adapt 
over time as new facts and priorities became apparent. This Road Map recommendation was re-
stated in somewhat modified form in UW project issue area #1 – Adaptive and Inclusive Planning at 
a Regional Scale.”   

The subject of regional diversity and how to “right size” the framework to different regions was 
discussed at length by the parties at our Convenings. At one of the convenings, the Department 
of Commerce representative pointed out that, while most state laws, including the Shoreline 
Management and State Environmental Policy Acts, do apply uniformly across Washington, the 
Growth Management Act does not. In fact, the GMA actually already embodies at least five different 
“classes” of requirements among the 39 counties. These are illustrated in Figure 7 and detailed in 
Table 2.
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Figure 7. Five classes of Growth Management Act planning. Source: Washington State Department of Commerce. 
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GMA 1.0 GMA 2.0 GMA 3.0 GMA 4.0 GMA 5.0 
Fully Planning  

+ Buildable Lands 
+ Vision 2050 

Fully Planning 
 + Buildable Lands Fully Planning Partially Planning 

 
Partially Planning  
+ Rural Element 

4 Counties 
4,264,200 Pop. 

3 Counties 
1,018,200 Pop. 

22 Counties 
1,993,720 Pop 

10 Counties 
372,170 Pop. 

1 County 
7,910 Pop. 

95% of State population is fully planning under GMA 5% of State population is partially planning under GMA 

Comprehensive Plan Periodic Update Schedule   

    
Conserve Resource Lands 
Protect Critical Areas 

Conserve Resource Lands 
   Protect Critical Areas 

Conserve Resource Lands 
Protect Critical Areas 

   Conserve Resource Lands 
Protect Critical Areas 

 Conserve Resource Lands 
 Protect Critical Areas 

Comprehensive Plans and                
Development Regulations 

Comprehensive Plans and 
Development Regulations 

Comprehensive Plans and 
Development Regulations 

  

 
Countywide  
   Planning Policies 

 
Countywide    
   Planning Policies 

 
Countywide  

   Planning Policies 

  

Urban Growth Areas 
Rural Element 
 
Concurrency 

Urban Growth Areas 
Rural Element 
 
Concurrency 

Urban Growth Area 
Rural Element 
 
Concurrency 

  

   Essential Public Facilities Essential Public Facilities Essential Public Facilities   

  Impact Fees authorized 
  4th Qtr. REET authorized    
 

Growth Hearings Board 
           

Impact Fees authorized 
   3rd Qtr. REET authorized 
 

Growth Hearings Board 

Impact Fees authorized 
3rd Qtr. REET authorized 
 
Growth Hearings Board 
 

  

 
State Environmental Policy Act       Shoreline Management Act       Planning Enabling Act        Subdivision Act        Land Use Petition Act          

Regional Transportation Planning       Watershed Planning       Voluntary Stewardship Program 
 

Rural Element 

Table 2. Five classes of Growth Management Act planning. Source: Washington State Department of Commerce. 

The fact that the GMA already includes regional variation to meet diverse regional circumstances 
contributed to a discussion of what similar reforms might be worthy of consideration.

For example, the group saw this concept applied to the climate change issue when Rep. Duerr 
addressed a convening regarding HB 2609, a climate change bill that she sponsored in the 2020 
session (Appendix B includes the Bill Report for HB 2609). In that bill, a distinction was made for 
counties that would be subject to more rigorous processes and requirements regarding targets 
for reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and vehicles miles travelled. The reasoning was that 
the state’s ten most urbanized and rapidly urbanizing counties are the source of most of the 
greenhouse gas emissions related to construction and vehicles miles travelled.   

 Table 3 lists the 2020 population, population density and growth rates for all of Washington’s 
thirty-nine counties. The ten counties identified in HB 2609 as appropriate for greater planning 
duties collectively constitute 80% of Washington’s current population and are projected to be the 
location of most of the future urbanization and vehicle miles travelled in the coming decades.
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County Classification Population 
2020

Land Area 
(sq. mi.) 2010

Population Density 
(pop/sq mi) 2020

2019-2020 
growth rate

% of pop. in 
incorporated 
areas

King Metropolitan 2,260,800 2,115.6 1,068.65 1.5% 89.0%
Pierce Metropolitan 900,700 1,669.5 539.50 1.4% 52.7%
Snohomish Metropolitan 830,500 2,087.3 397.89 1.4% 55.5%
Spokane Metropolitan 522,600 1,763.8 296.29 1.4% 70.5%
Clark Metropolitan 499,200 629.0 793.64 2.2% 53.9%
Thurston Metropolitan 291,000 722.0 403.07 1.8% 50.1%
Kitsap Metropolitan 272,200 394.9 689.22 0.8% 34.2%
Whatcom Metropolitan 228,000 2,106.9 108.22 1.2% 58.2%
Benton Metropolitan 205,700 1,700.4 120.97 1.9% 82.2%
Franklin Metropolitan 96,760 1,242.2 77.90 2.2% 86.0%
Yakima Rural 258,200 4,295.4 60.11 0.9% 65.7%
Skagit Rural 130,450 1,731.2 75.35 1.0% 59.4%
Cowlitz Rural 110,500 1,140.1 96.92 1.4% 56.4%
Grant Rural 100,130 2,679.5 37.37 1.4% 56.4%
Island Rural 85,530 208.5 410.31 0.8% 30.4%
Lewis Rural 80,250 2,402.8 33.40 1.0% 40.1%
Chelan Rural 79,660 2,920.5 27.28 1.6% 57.8%
Clallam Rural 76,770 1,738.3 44.16 1.0% 40.7%
Grays Harbor Rural 74,720 1,902.0 39.28 0.8% 61.6%
Mason Rural 65,650 959.4 68.43 1.0% 15.8%
Walla Walla Rural 62,580 1,270.1 49.27 0.6% 73.1%
Whitman Rural 50,480 2,159.1 23.38 0.7% 87.2%
Kittitas Rural 48,140 2,297.3 20.96 3.4% 53.2%
Stevens Rural 45,920 2,477.8 18.53 0.8% 21.5%
Douglas Rural 43,750 1,819.3 24.05 2.2% 43.8%
Okanogan Rural 43,130 5,268.0 8.19 0.9% 39.2%
Jefferson Rural 32,190 1,803.7 17.85 0.9% 30.0%
Klickitat Rural 22,770 1,871.3 12.17 1.5% 30.9%
Asotin Rural 22,640 636.2 35.59 0.5% 37.6%
Pacific Rural 21,840 932.7 23.42 0.9% 32.4%
Adams Rural 20,450 1,925.0 10.62 1.5% 54.0%
San Juan Rural 17,340 173.9 99.71 1.1% 14.4%
Pend Oreille Rural 13,850 1,400.0 9.89 0.8% 23.8%
Skamania Rural 12,220 1,655.7 7.38 1.3% 22.0%
Lincoln Rural 11,050 2,310.5 4.78 0.8% 49.5%
Ferry Rural 7,910 2,203.2 3.59 1.0% 14.0%
Wahkiakum Rural 4,210 263.4 15.98 0.5% 12.4%
Columbia Rural 4,185 868.6 4.82 0.6% 64.4%
Garfield Rural 2,225 710.7 3.13 0.2% 63.1%

Table 3. County Population, Density, and Growth Rates. Source: Washington State Office of Financial Management. 
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During discussions on housing issues, the observation was made that while escalating housing 
costs are a statewide issue, the scale and acuteness of the crisis is most pronounced in the same 
ten counties called out in HB 2609. Consistent with the premise that “one size does not fit all” the 
question was asked whether it would be more appropriate to address both climate change and 
housing issues differently in the ten counties shown in Fig. 8 as “metropolitan counties.”  The term 
“metropolitan counties” was favored over the term “urban counties” because all counties have both 
designated urban growth areas and designated rural areas.

Metropolitan counties Rural counties 

Figure 8. Metropolitan and Rural Counties. Source: UW team. 

Another topic that generated great interest and dialogue was that of tribal inclusion in the making 
of regional policy, specifically countywide planning policies. The tribal representatives presented 
a number of potential GMA amendments to that end. They pointed out that consultation and 
inclusion of tribal governments into the planning framework was named in the Road Map report as 
an illustration of “Adaptive Planning at a Regional Scale.”

Although seven tribes participating in the project convenings, there are actually twenty-nine 
federal recognized tribes with reservations in Washington. See Figure 9. It was acknowledged 
that each of these tribes is a sovereign entity and therefore cannot be compelled to plan under 
the requirements of state law. Tribal representatives clarified  that each tribe would have to 
independently decide if they wished to participate in, for example, countywide planning policies.   
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The Tribes of Washington

Washingtontribes.org is a public education program sponsored by the Washington
Indian Gaming Association (WIGA) to raise awareness about how tribal government
investments benefit everyone in Washington. WIGA is a nonprofit organization of
tribal government leaders of federally recognized tribes in the state of Washington.
WIGA’s Board of Directors is composed entirely of duly appointed representatives of
the governing bodies of the member tribes.

© 2021 Washington Indian Gaming Association. All Rights Reserved.    

TRIBES MAP COMMUNITY INVESTMENTS RESOURCES

Colville Confederated
Tribes
The Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation is
comprised of 12 aboriginal tribes that lived in North
Central Washington. The tribe has more than 9,500
enrolled members, about half of whom live on or near
the 1.4 million-acre reservation. The tribe’s economic
enterprise is the Colville Tribal Federal Corporation,
which employs more than 800 people and generates
more than $120 million a year in revenue making it an
economic leader in Central Washington. Its diverse
enterprises include gaming, hotel, recreation and
tourism, retail, construction and wood products.
www.colvilletribes.com

Confederated Tribes Of
The Chehalis
Reservation
The Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis Reservation
has more than 800 members and a reservation of
approximately 4,400 acres in southwest Washington.
The Chehalis Tribe is one of the region’s largest
employers operating a water slide park and hotel,
casino/hotel resort, convenience stores, an RV park
and a construction company. www.chehalistribe.org

Confederated Tribes Of
The Yakama Nation
The Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama
Nation have a reservation with over one million acres
located in Central Washington. The tribes’ many
enterprises provide services to and employ hundreds
of Yakama citizens in gaming, tourism, forestry
management, telecommunications, agriculture and
utilities. www.yakamanation-nsn.gov

Cowlitz Tribe
The Cowlitz Indian Tribe has been a federally
recognized tribe since 2000 and received its first
reservation in March 2015. The legacy of an ancient
people in southwest Washington is rich with
descendants who manage a growing portfolio of
health, education, housing, elder care, transportation,
scientific research and conservation with more than
300 government employees. Cowlitz operates the
nearly 400,000 square-foot ilani, employing over
1,500 as one of the region’s largest employers.
www.cowlitz.org

Hoh Tribe
The Hoh Tribe has 443 acres of reservation land on
the Pacific coast at the mouth of the Hoh River. The
Hoh Tribe’s livelihood depends primarily on fishing,
and the tribe manages resources for the
environmental, cultural and economic benefit of the
tribe and neighbors in the Hoh River watershed.
www.hohtribe-nsn.org

Jamestown S'Klallam
Indian Tribe
The Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe is located on 20 acres
along Sequim Bay. Jamestown also has land held in
trust outside the reservation and owns land in fee. The
tribal government operates diverse business
enterprises including a casino, convenience store, golf
course, self-storage, art gallery, construction services
and telecommunications services.
www.jamestowntribe.org

Kalispel Tribe
The Kalispel Tribe of Indians has 4,557 acres along the
Pend Oreille River north of Spokane and
approximately 40 acres of trust land in Airway Heights
on which its casino/hotel resort is located. The tribe,
with 470 members, is a self-sufficient entity with its
own business enterprises, education and health care
programs, and strong alliances in the broader
community. www.kalispeltribe.com

Lower Elwha Klallam
Tribe
The Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe is located on roughly
1,000 acres in the northern Olympic Peninsula. The
tribe’s enterprises include a casino and its programs.
Government services encompass public safety, health
care, education and natural resources. www.elwha.org

Lummi Nation
The Lummi Nation is the third largest tribe in
Washington with more than 5,000 members and a
13,000-acre reservation. Northwest Indian College is
located on the Lummi Reservation. Lummi operates a
105-room hotel with convention and meeting space, a
casino and retail outlets. www.lummi-nsn.org

Makah Nation
The Makah Indian Tribe Reservation is located at Neah
Bay at the most northwest point of the continental
United States. The Makah people rely heavily on the
ocean and the forest so many of its members are
skilled woodworkers and mariners, and they invest in
education programs to provide opportunities for their
youth. www.makah.com

Muckleshoot Tribe
The Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, with more than 3,000
members, has a reservation in southeast King County.
The tribe operates major enterprises including
Muckleshoot Seafood Products, the White River
Amphitheatre, Emerald Downs and Muckleshoot
Casino. www.muckleshoot.nsn.us

Nisqually Tribe
The Nisqually Indian Tribe has more than 650 enrolled
members, a majority of whom live on or near the
reservation. The tribe, which operates a casino and
numerous retail outlets, is one of the largest
employers in Thurston County. It also manages
programs to restore and enhance habitat, including
the Nisqually Delta. www.nisqually-nsn.gov

Nooksack Tribe
The Nooksack Indian Tribe, with approximately 2,000
members, has a 444-acre reservation located near
Deming. Fishing in the Nooksack River and saltwater
areas are an important source of income and food for
many families, as well as being a source of cultural
pride and identity. The tribal fisheries program
regulates fishing and works to enhance fish runs and
protect the environment. The tribe works closely with
local, state and federal agencies to review proposed
developments, timber harvests and other
environmental disturbances, and evaluate their impact
on water quality, fisheries and cultural sites.
nooksacktribe.org

Port Gamble S'Klallam
Tribe
The Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe has over 1,200
members and a reservation along Port Gamble Bay
near Hood Canal. The Noo-Kayet Development
Corporation is an agency of the Port Gamble S’Klallam
Tribe and is responsible for economic development
and established economic enterprises. Noo-Kayet’s
mission is to advance the long-term economic interest
of the tribal community. www.pgst.nsn.us

Puyallup Tribe
The Puyallup Tribe of Indians has more than 4,000
members and is considered one of the most urban
Indian reservations in the U.S. The tribe’s economic
development initiatives include gaming facilities and
retail outlets. Puyallup provides a full range of
government services and collaborates with local
governments on projects, including transportation
improvements. www.puyallup-tribe.com

Quileute Tribe
The Quileute Tribe is located in La Push on the shores
of the Pacific Ocean. The reservation’s remote
location makes it a top destination for beachgoers and
recreational fishers. The tribe actively supports
tourism and operates cabins, motel rooms and RV
sites at its Oceanside Resort. www.quileutenation.org

Quinault Nation
The Quinault Indian Nation Reservation has over
208,150 acres located at the southwest corner of the
Olympic Peninsula and has over 2,500 members.
Nearly 700 people are employed by the Quinault
Indian Nation and its enterprises, making it one of the
largest employers in Grays Harbor County.
www.quinaultindiannation.com

Samish Nation
The Samish Indian Nation is located near Anacortes.
The tribe operates a resort along the bay with cabins
and RV spots. One of the newest Washington State
ferries is named after the Samish Tribe.
www.samishtribe.nsn.us

Sauk-Suiattle Tribe
The Sauk-Suiattle Indian Tribe is located near
Darrington and has approximately 200 members on its
34-acre reservation. After being re-recognized in 1973,
the tribe has grown steadily, acquired land, developed
new infrastructure and continues investing in local
business. www.sauk-suiattle.com

Shoalwater Bay Tribe
The Shoalwater Bay Indian Tribe is a major employer
in the area operating a gaming facility, motel,
restaurant and retail services. www.shoalwaterbay-
nsn.gov

Skokomish Tribe
The Skokomish Indian Tribe is located on a nearly
5,000-acre reservation on Hood Canal at the delta of
the Skokomish River. The tribe operates a gaming
facility, motel and retail outlets. Skokomish and its
partners have developed a wastewater treatment
plant to help improve Hood Canal water quality. The
tribe is also leading an effort to restore the Skokomish
Delta. www.skokomish.org

Snoqualmie Tribe
The Snoqualmie Indian Tribe has approximately 650
members and is located in the Snoqualmie Valley. In
addition to funding tribal government programs,
revenue from the tribe’s casino supports organizations
with charitable donations totaling more than $4 million
in donations since 2010. www.snoqualmietribe.us

Spokane Tribe
The Spokane Tribe of Indians’ reservation is 159,000
acres located in Eastern Washington. The tribe has
approximately 2,800 members.
www.spokanetribe.com

Squaxin Island Tribe
The Squaxin Island Tribe is located at the south end of
Puget Sound. The tribe has approximately 930
members and their reservation includes Squaxin
Island and six acres of land at Kamilche. The tribe
operates a casino, hotel and retail services.
www.squaxinisland.org

Stillaguamish Tribe
The Stillaguamish Tribe of Indians has over 230
members in Snohomish County. The tribe invests
significant resources in maintaining natural resources,
including management of a fish hatchery that restores
chinook and coho salmon runs, and the tribe’s Marine
Stewardship and Shellfish Program. Tribal enterprises
include a casino, hotel and retail services.
www.stillaguamish.com

Suquamish Tribe
The Suquamish Tribe is located on the Port Madison
Indian Reservation in North Kitsap County. The tribe’s
economic development agency, Port Madison
Enterprises, is the second-largest private-sector
employer in Kitsap County with over 750 employees.
www.suquamish.nsn.us

Swinomish Tribe
The Swinomish Indian Tribal Community is one of the
five largest employers in Skagit County with over 250
employees in tribal government and approximately
450 employees in its casino/resort and other
economic enterprises. www.swinomish.org

Tulalip Tribes
The Tulalip Tribes of Washington is located on the
Tulalip Reservation near Everett. The Tulalip
Reservation is 22,000 acres, where over half of its
4,000 members live. They operate many enterprises
such as Tulalip Resort Casino and Quil Ceda Village.
www.tulaliptribes-nsn.gov

Upper Skagit Tribe
The Upper Skagit Indian Tribe descends from tribes
that inhabited 10 villages on the Skagit and Sauk rivers
in Western Washington. The Upper Skagit Reservation
has a total land area of 110 acres in Western Skagit
County and has approximately 200 members.
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Figure 9. Tribal Reservations in Washington. Source: Washington Indian Gaming Commission

ISSUE AREA #2. THE CYCLE FOR UPDATING AND DEDICATED FUNDING FOR 
PLANNING

The next  cycle for counties and cities to update their comprehensive plans and development 
regulations begins in 2024 for King, Pierce, Snohomish and Kitsap counties, with the deadlines for 
other counties across the state following in subsequent years. Both local government and business 
associations made the case for shifting from the existing eight year cycle to a 10 year cycle. They 
pointed to a 2019 letter jointly signed by Commerce and other parties which contended that there 
was merit to synching the update cycle with the population information available with the decennial 
census. There was a minority opinion expressed in that letter that was repeated during this project 
process. They countered that the merits of synching with the census were over-stated and that 
waiting an additional two years to update comprehensive plans and regulations would delay action 
needed to address housing, climate, and other urgent issues.

Several of the parties explored the alternative of a ten-year update cycle with a proviso that a 
mid-cycle (i.e., at five years) check-in occur. The concept was to enable a quicker response and 
adjustment than once a decade if certain triggers indicated that some adjustment was necessary. 
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 It was argued that local governments might need to adapt policies or actions if housing or climate 
policies and actions are not working. Local government representatives saw a five year check-in as 
problematic, because it would create more work sooner even than the existing 8 year cycle. They 
were also concerned that a five-year update action would expose their jurisdictions to appeal. The 
parties had several discussions offline but were unable to reach agreement to share with the larger 
group.

The prospect of unfunded mandates for new, or even continuing, planning duties was strongly and 
consistently opposed by both the county and city associations. They pointed out that state grants 
to county and city governments have dwindled dramatically even as growth and new duties have 
increased. The state allocated $16M in 1990 dollars for planning grants in the first biennium of GMA 
planning. In today’s dollars, that would approach $30M. While they appreciated the $5M in grants 
allocated in the last biennium by House Bill 1923, they pointed out that was just for housing and 
only went to a fraction of the state’s counties and cities. They argued that not only should the state 
provide financial support for planning, but that the focus of new legislation should be to decrease 
the cost of planning, not increase it.  

Local government representatives expressed interest in how to decrease the exposure to 
and expense of appeals of plan adoption. There was also some frustration that when found 
noncompliant by a Growth Hearings Board decision, a local government did not have the benefit 
of specific guidance on how to achieve compliance. In response, the Department of Commerce 
worked with several stakeholders to draft a potential “acknowledgment” process which would 
enable a local government to voluntarily ask for and receive more direct technical advice on how 
to meet certain requirements of the GMA. Some said that an additional merit of such a process 
(sometimes referred to as a “safe harbor”) was that Commerce would participate in the defense of 
an appealed local action. The analogy was made to similar roles that the Department of Ecology 
plays regarding local adoption of amendments to Shoreline Master Programs. Some parties 
expressed concerns with giving a state agency a stronger role in the plan making and appeals 
process.

The concern about unfunded planning mandates takes place against the backdrop of ever-
escalating demands on state budgets, and the ongoing decline of local government revenues.   
Counties and cities have far less fiscal capacity to maintain existing levels of regional and local 
services than they did thirty years ago. The Road Map final report flagged this as the fundamental 
structural flaw in our system of governance that limits the ability to meet current needs, much 
less the demands of forecasted growth and persistent crises. Until and unless that larger 
structural limitation is addressed, it is difficult to imagine how Washington can maintain the high 
environmental quality, economic vitality, human health and well-being to which its people aspire.
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ISSUE AREA #3. HOUSING

Housing is a very broad issue, with many components that have been, and will be, studied and 
debated by many people, local governments, private sector, non-profit and academic sector 
organizations, state agencies and committees of the Legislature. Participants in the UW process 
were interested in many of those components, ranging from how to increase housing supply, 
both market rate and government subsidized,  farmworker housing, homelessness, gentrification 
and displacement. Taking on all those components was clearly beyond our capacity, so our focus 
was on two areas:  (1) middle housing as one component of potential future housing stock, and 
(2) potential improvements to development regulations and permit processes, which was actually 
addressed as a related but separate Issue area #4.

A presentation about “missing middle” housing was given at one of the group convenings by Chris 
Collier, the Program Manager at the Snohomish County Alliance for Affordable Housing. Using a 
slide deck (Appendix D) he cited data demonstrating the growing gap between housing costs and 
incomes in King and Snohomish County, and the relative dearth of housing that has been built in 
the “middle” between single family homes at one end of the scale and multifamily housing at the 
other end. He cited building statistics for the past decade showing the relatively small numbers 
being built in this “middle” category.

Mr. Collier said that up to 75% of the land area in the cities of these two counties is zoned 
exclusively for detached housing, thereby excluding the opportunity for middle housing forms such 
as duplexes, triplexes, courtyard apartments, etc. He pointed out that, by their exclusionary nature, 
zoning districts that allow only housing that is affordable to the wealthy necessarily exclude people 
who are not wealthy. For that reason, he pointed out, both the City of Minneapolis and the State 
of Oregon have recently reformed their land use laws to effectively prohibit exclusion of middle 
housing.   

The reception to the idea of middle housing was mixed. Some saw it as an opportunity to increase 
housing supply and choice within urban growth areas. Others saw it as an inappropriate “one size 
fits all” approach that could not assure that any of the units would be affordable. Local government 
representatives said that they preferred approaches such as the grants authorized by HB 1923, 
the bill report for which is in Appendix C. They believed that this allowed for more local discretion 
and locally appropriate responses to the housing crises. It was pointed out that middle housing is 
already allowed in some cities in Washington, although that data was not readily available. What 
was available was information about the number of cities in the Central Puget Sound region who 
have been awarded HB 1923 planning grants to explore the middle housing alternative. That 
information is on Table 4.

There was no strong support for pursuing the middle housing reforms that were shared. There was 
likewise no enthusiasm for another proposal offered, which was to amend the GMA to make what 
are now advisory housing WAC into binding ones with the force of law. That was felt by many to 
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take too long, up to three years, and some argued that it would also constitute a pre-emptive state 
role at the expense of local control.

No group consensus was reached on what, if any, action should be taken regarding GMA housing 
reforms. Going forward, it may be useful to gather data and measure the potential increase of 
housing supply under different approaches. For example, applying the middle housing approach 
that was described as one alternative (allowing it within ¼ mile of transit lines in the Central Puget 
Sound region) yielded a preliminary estimate of a potential gain in housing supply on the order of 
hundreds of thousands. See Table 5 and Figure 10. It would require a more sophisticated analysis 
of the GIS parcel data in the region to create a firmer estimate of potential increase in capacity, 
but that may be a worthwhile exercise. In any case, more data gathering, information, and analysis 
would seem appropriate to consider what the most timely and effective approaches there might be 
to address the existing and worsening housing shortage.

City Population 
2020

Duplex Triplex 
Courtyard

Duplex on 
Corner

Cluster 
Zoning 

Short 
Subdivision

Algona 3,210 x x x
Arlington 20,600 x
Bothell 48,400 x x
Fife 10,200 x x x
Fircrest 6,790 x
Lake Stevens 34,150 x x
North Bend 7,455 x x x
Orting 8,635 x x x x
Ruston 1,040
Total population of cities in 
the metro region w/ grants 
to look at middle housing 

140,480

Population of four county 
metro region 

4,264,200

Table 4. HB 1923 grants in Central Puget Sound to explore middle housing. Source: Washington State 
Department of Commerce
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Transit locations
Parcels near transit currently 
used as SF

Net new housing 
units if…

BRT (1/4 
mile 
radius)

Major 
(1/2 mile 
radius) Count

Median 
size 
(acres)

Average 
size 
(acres)

Density 
(units / 
acre)

2 units/ 
parcel

4 units/ 
parcel

King  1,083 86  127,045 0.15 0.20 5.0  127,045  381,135 
Pierce  233 27  21,147 0.16 0.22 4.5  21,147  63,441 
Snohomish  101 13  11,742 0.19 0.24 4.2  11,742  35,226 
Kitsap  38 7  3,030 0.19 0.47 2.1  3,030  9,090 
Region 
total

 1,455 133  162,964 0.21 4.8  162,964  488,892 

Table 4. Estimate of potential new middle housing near High Capacity Transit lines in the Central Puget Sound 
Metro Region. Source: GIS data derived by UW team from Puget Sound Regional Council. 

Figure 10. High Capacity Transit lines in Central Puget Sound Metro Region. 
Source: Vision 2050, Puget Sound Regional Council
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ISSUE AREA #4. DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AND PERMIT PROCESSES

The need for improved development regulations and permit processes was a frequent remark 
expressed during the Road Map process. Some of those anecdotal remarks are listed in Appendix A.   
There was a desire expressed to decrease the uncertainty and delay in the permit process because 
those are two factors that add to the cost of housing,

Parties to the convenings made the case for a number of reforms. Some called for state mandates 
of minimum residential densities within urban growth areas. Others argued for greater reliance of 
the hearing examiner system as a way to de-politicize the permit process;  some called for creating 
consequences for a local government failing to process and issue a permit in a timely fashion. Still 
others said that a greater emphasize should be placed on updating local development regulations 
to implement already adopted comprehensive plan policies rather than constantly updating the 
policies. The point was made that development regulations control the issuance of permits, plans 
do not.

While a number of these, and other, ideas for reforms were offered, there was no groundswell of 
support for any of them. The ideas proposed, and the average Likert Scale scores assigned to them, 
appear in Appendix F.

ISSUE AREA #5. CLIMATE CHANGE 

One of the Transformational and Systemic Changes discussed in the Road Map project was 
“Resilience to Changing Conditions and Disasters.” The changing conditions to which it referred 
included the changing climate. The topic of climate change was a frequent focus on comments at 
the workshops across the state and interviews with stakeholder groups. Excerpts of comments 
made by people on this topic are included in Appendix A.

One of the resources offered at a convening was a presentation by Lara Hansen, Chief Scientist 
and Executive Officer of EcoAdapt. She provided an overview of the science of climate change, the 
implications it has for the ecosytems of the Puget Sound region, and work that a number of cities 
are doing with regard to Climate Action plans. Much of what Ms. Hansen shared is in her slide deck, 
which is Appendix  F.

Although there was much energy and discussion regarding the climate change issue, the parties 
were unable to come to agreement. The planning, environmental, and tribal representatives 
spoke to the importance of the issue and argued for legislative language that would require state, 
regional, and local government  action. However, the local government associations were very 
concerned that additional planning duties being contemplated would add cost and uncertainty 
for their jurisdictions and expose them to lengthy and expensive appeals. Representatives of the 
development and real estate communities stoutly opposed any legislative mandates, arguing that 
they would add dubious value while adding uncertainty, cost, and delay.
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During the group’s discussion of this subject, the observation was made that climate change is an 
issue that transcends several seemingly unrelated issues. Because the majority of greenhouse gas 
emissions are attributable to vehicle miles travelled or construction of new buildings, it is related 
to and affected by land use, housing, capital facilities and transportation policies, all of which are 
addressed in comprehensive plans. Looking at the issue from a systemic perspective, climate policy 
is land use and housing policy, and vice-versa.

Rep. Davina Duerr, one of the sponsors of a GMA Climate Change bill (HB 2609) in the 2020 session, 
spoke to one of the group convenings about this issue. She explained the reasoning for the various 
sections of the bill, which included a proposed climate change planning goal, a new required 
climate comprehensive plan element, and requirements for certain regions of the state and 
regional planning organizations to address reduction of vehicle miles travelled and greenhouse gas 
emissions. Rep. Duerr and the representative from Futurewise answered questions about HB 2609 
and invited the parties to share with them suggestions for ways to improve it going forward, either 
through the convenings process or offline.

Some draft climate change language was presented and discussed by the parties. Their opinions 
were expressed by their Likert Scores and comments included in Appendix F and in several of their 
letters in Appendix H. When it became clear that Rep. Duerr would be introducing a more detailed 
climate change bill in the 2021 session, it was determined that the group’s remaining time would be 
better spent discussing other Issue Areas.   

ISSUE AREA #6. MUNICIPAL ANNEXATION

Municipal Annexation was one of the original six issue areas included in the preliminary project 
design. It was of great interest during the Road Map project, not only to the city and county 
associations, but also the Washington Association of Water and Sewer Districts. As this project 
moved forward into the fall, it became apparent that there would not be sufficient time to reach 
this topic.   

This topic raises many questions, including ways to clarify governance roles, equitably and 
effectively allocate revenue, harmonize land use plans developed by counties and cities with 
services and capital facilities provided by other units of government. This is an issue worthy of 
future study, but in addition to the city, county, and water and sewer districts associations, it should 
also engage other units of government including schools and fire service providers. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The issues raised and discussed for the five months of the UW project, and the two years of the 
Road Map project before it, are of great importance to the future of the state and its people. 
What were once regarded as thorny and daunting challenges have escalated into urgent and 
wicked crises – a climate crisis, a housing crisis, de-facto social and racial exclusion and inequity, 
environmental injustice and the ongoing collapse of the marine habitat of Puget Sound, among 
others.   

In view of the urgency of these issues, and the need to build broad support for meaningful action, 
we offer these  process recommendations.     

First, consideration of changes to the Growth Policy Framework, and the regional and local plans 
and actions that are guided by it, is required. Such effort must be more inclusive and representative 
than what has been done to date. In addition to the stakeholder groups and tribal governments 
who have taken part in this project, the Legislature must also assure the meaningful engagement 
of the voices, perspectives, and lived experiences of under-represented and unevenly burdened 
communities and people.    

Second, the design of future phases of any collaborative work group process must be informed 
by the work that has gone before, but must also address the gaps and deficiencies of those 
earlier phases. For example, an agreed upon base of facts will be essential to the evaluation of 
alternatives, so adequate financial and institutional provision should be made to enable targeted 
research, data collection, objective and rigorous analysis. 

Third, to implement the first two recommendations will require that adequate time be taken and 
sufficient resources be allocated by the State. A financial commitment at least on the scale of the 
2020 Legislative budget proviso (see Appendix B) needs to be allocated in the 2021-2023 biennium 
to support this work. It would be appropriate to direct the funding to the Department of Commerce 
to work with other state agencies and retain the needed subject matter and process expertise to 
design and successfully facilitate the project. The objective should be to identify broadly supported 
reforms to the State’s Growth Policy Framework for action in the 2022 and 2023 legislative sessions.

Fourth, a key role must be played by the state’s elected leadership. This could take a number of 
forms. The options include a task force with four-corners legislative representation and/or a blue-
ribbon commission with subject matter experts as well as the chairs and ranking members of 
appropriate Senate and House Committees. The Governor’s office could be directly represented 
and/or rely on the directors or their designees from state agencies including the departments of 
Commerce, Ecology, Transportation, Health, and Fish and Wildlife. Also invited to participate should 
be representatives of the Department of Natural Resources and any interested tribal governments.
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APPENDIX A: EXCERPTS FROM THE ROAD MAP TO WASHINGTON’S FUTURE FINAL REPORT 

A Road Map To 
Washington’s Future
Final Report Volume 1.
June 30, 2019  

WILLIAM D. RUCKELSHAUS CENTER

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK

910 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2900 
Seattle, WA 98164-2040 

Hulbert Hall, Room 121 
Pullman, WA 99164-6248- and - 

https://ruckelshauscenter.wsu.edu/a-roadmap-to-washingtons-future/

Figure 11. Cover page from A Road Map to Washington’s Future. 
Source: Ruckelshaus Center. 

https://ruckelshauscenter.wsu.edu/a-roadmap-to-washingtons-future/
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SIX TRANSFORMATIONAL & SYSTEMIC CHANGES 

Road Map Final Report, pp. 82-90.

1. Funding and Revenue Generation

 Action 1.1: Focus legislative efforts on enhanced state funding and new fiscal tools that  
 enable cities, counties, regions, and state agencies to address needs and manage growth.

2. Adaptive Planning at a Regional Scale

 Action 2.1: Convene a collaborative process to explore how best to achieve the goals of  
 the GMA through the development of an adaptive management and regionally based  
 approach that provides flexibility, coordination, and creates opportunities to address local  
 and changing conditions and needs. Consult with tribal governments, to determine if and  
 how they may want to be involved in such a process.

 Action 2.2: Initiate government -to -government consultation with tribes in Washington  
 State, to discuss the key questions asked, and guidance detailed, in the Road Map to   
 Washington’s Future Report.

3. Resilience to Changing Conditions and Disasters

 Action 3.1: Develop comprehensive and integrated strategies, policies, implementation  
 plans, and funding for climate adaptation and mitigation on local, regional, and state levels.

 Action 3.2: Integrate disaster preparedness, and emergency and recovery planning, with  
 growth management planning and policies.

4. Statewide Water Planning

 Action 4.1: Establish a collaborative process to develop a statewide water plan for   
 sustainably protecting, managing, and developing water resources in the state, for current  
 and future generations.

5. Equity

 Action 5.1: Integrate equity as a goal in growth planning, policies, strategies, and           
 implementing actions, including adopting it as a goal of the GMA and an adaptive   
 management regionally based approach, if developed.

6. Economic Development

 Action 6.1: Develop and implement a statewide economic development strategy that  
 builds on unique assets and needs of the diverse regions of the state. Place emphasis on             
  improving rural economies and slow-growing cities. Identify what is needed to support 
  local economic development plans, including state programs and  investments.

 Action 6.2: Integrate the capital facilities and economic development planning of Ports with  
 local and regional capital facilities, growth management, and transportation planning.
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ADDITIONAL KEY REFORMS 

Road Map Final Report, pp. 92-101.

State Agency Coordination with, and Support for, Regional Plans

• Integrate State agency planning into the GMA and consider how to improve    
coordination in the implementation of regional growth management plans.

Funding and Capacity for Planning and Implementation

• Increase grants for cities and counties to plan under the GMA.

• Align funding of county government with the realities of implementing GMA.

Monitoring and Evaluation of Comprehensive and Regional Plans

• Fund and develop guidelines and methods for performance monitoring and measurement  
 of comprehensive and regional plan implementation.

Education

Incorporate into already existing required training for elected officials an understanding of policies 
in the growth planning framework; the roles of state, regional, and local governments and the 
responsibilities of elected officials as policy makers, related to growth management.

• Identify opportunities to strengthen civic education throughout the state and across all  
 sectors, including K-12, as well as community-based programs.

Health of the Environment

• Add a Planning Goal to the GMA - Resilience to climate change and natural disasters.

• Convene a collaborative process with, at a minimum, representatives of cities, counties,  
 tribes, state agencies, ports, business, development, planning, and environmental   
 organizations to identify areas of agreement for reforming the State Environmental Policy  
 Act (SEPA).

Human Health and Well-Being

• Add a Planning Goal to the GMA on Human Health and Well-Being. Elevate and fund the 
 implementation of human health and well-being as a goal in growth management planning  
 and implementation, including the design and location of transportation and other   
 infrastructure, land use plans, and development regulations.

• Prepare a “comprehensive planning and civic design for public health” guidebook to assist  
 state agencies and local governments on ways they could factor human health and well- 
 being into updating their comprehensive plans, and the design and implementation of  
 capital facilities such as state highways, county roads, city streets, and public parks. This  
 could be a joint effort of the Departments of Commerce and Health, in consultation with  
 tribal governments, state agencies, local governments, public health professionals, and
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 county public health departments.

Housing

• Develop funding strategies and new fiscal tools for cities and counties to implement the  
 housing elements in their Comprehensive Plans and monitor achievement of housing  
 targets.

• Address availability of middle- income housing, low and middle-income homeownership,  
 and the impacts of short-term rentals and investment homes on housing availability and  
 affordability.

Annexation

• Convene a collaborative process(es) with, at a minimum, representatives of cities, counties,  
 special districts, boundary review board, planning and environmental organizations to  
 identify areas of agreement for reforming annexation laws in a way that streamlines the  
 process and removes barriers to annexation of land adjacent to existing cities, maintains  
 the fiscal sustainability of counties, clarifies the role of special districts, and reduces   
 conflicts.

Economic viability of Agriculture & other Natural Resource Industries

• Support policies and programs that enhance the economic and environmental viability of  
 agriculture and identify and develop strategies and programs that address the needs of  
 farmers.

• Undertake an assessment that looks at the cumulative impacts of laws and regulations on  
 the ability of agriculture and other natural resource-based industries to be economically  
 viable and to achieve desired environmental outcomes.

Transportation

• Clarify how the six chief goals of the Washington State Transportation Plan can be achieved  
 in context with GMA Planning Goals.

• Provide funding support for WSDOT, WSTC, RTPOs, and local governments to monitor  
 and evaluate how well their plans, policies, and systems are working, in order to enable  
 them to consider appropriate course corrections.

• Consider strengthening the requirements and incentivizing the use of multimodal   
 performance measures within urban growth areas.

• Consider strengthening and funding local planning requirements for freight.

• Integrate state highways into the GMA transportation concurrency system.

Coordination with Military installations

• Coordinate planning between federal military installations and regional, county, and city  
 governments.
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Other Growth Management Act Modifications

• Convene multi-sector urban and rural summits to dialogue and help identify priorities for  
 modifications of the GMA that would improve planning and implementation for rural and  
 urban communities.

• Consider revising the update cycle for comprehensive plans from every eight years to every  
 ten years. Begin this process in phases, starting with moving the next update deadline for  
 the four Central Puget Sound counties from 2023 to 2025, in order to synch with population  
 data from the 2020 Federal Census.

• Convene a collaborative process to identify areas of agreement for improvements to the  
 statewide planning framework’s development regulations and permitting processes to  
 shorten the time needed to issue permits and increase predictability and achieve better  
 outcomes both for permit applicants and residents in the vicinity of new development.

• Convene a process to gather additional information and research and to identify areas of  
 agreement for improvements to the GMA provisions for LAMIRDs.

• Integrate school district capital facilities planning, including school siting, with the land use  
 policies and capital plans of local governments.

• Integrate water and sewer district, school district, port district planning into GMA.

• Initiate a review of State statutes, beginning with the SMA and SEPA, to identify major  
 conflicts or disconnects with the goals and requirements of the GMA, and undertake efforts  
 to reduce gaps, conflicts, or redundancies.
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EQUITY AND INCLUSION 

According to many participants, social, cultural, racial, gender, and economic diversity is an 
important aspect of a desired future, as are social equity and social justice. Participants expressed 
this in a number of ways, including desiring a future that addresses income inequality, distribution 
of community resources, race and social justice, and gentrification, and that creates a fair and 
inclusive society, with opportunities for all.

Many Next Generation participants envisioned a future that included safety nets for low-income 
residents and sanctuary for undocumented persons. Many urban, but especially rural participants, 
long for a future where youth can stay living and working in the community in which they grew up, 
and where the community is not only comprised of older people.

Equity was also an important element of a positive future for participants in the Latinx workshop. 
Their vision of the future included less disparity in addressing their basic needs and allocating 
community resources including having basic infrastructure, clean water, appropriate street lighting, 
playgrounds, bike lanes, and sidewalks. For participants in the Latinx workshop, equity included 
fair wages, absence of workplace abuse, and reasonable working hours. The vision for equity also 
included a reduction of disparities between communities in eastern and western Washington, and 
that resources are better distributed from a macroeconomic perspective.

Overall, many participants envisioned a future where equity is at the forefront of policymaking. 
Many participants desired a future that shifts from a “us versus them” mentality toward 
relationship-building and understanding.  Road Map Final Report, p. 26.

RESILIENCE AND ADAPTATION 

Participants often mentioned that in order to have a healthy and desirable future, we need to 
address how to adapt to changing conditions such as climate change impacts, natural disasters, 
and economic calamities. Many participants brought up the notion that a desired future is one 
in which participants and policymakers acknowledge the limits to growth and environmental 
degradation, and that in order to adapt to changes, participants and policymakers need to 
strengthen personal, community, and economic resilience. Some participants described this 
preparation for a desired future as transformational resilience that included having sufficient 
flexibility in growth management policies to adapt to changing conditions.

Participants often described resilient communities as ones where there are strong social networks, 
adequate resources for basic needs, fair and transparent governance, and economic diversification. 
In order to increase resilience, many participants saw the need for intentional planning for 
adaptation to events such as climate change, natural hazards, and economic recessions, as well as 
identifying and strengthening the conditions for community resilience. As participants looked to the 
future, many saw a need to move away from reliance on fossil fuels. Road Map Final Report, p. 29.
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ISSUE  AREA #1 - ADAPTIVE  AND INCLUSIVE PLANNING AT A REGIONAL SCALE

Comments from Road Map to Washington’s Future workshops and interviews

• Although many acknowledged that the GMA has been a valuable tool for deliberate 
decision-making, and that important outcomes have been achieved, it was widely stated 
that the current growth planning framework needs systemic change. 

• At workshops across the state, a frequent comment was that ‘one size does not fit all’ 
with many calling for greater local choices, tools, and flexibility to reflect the different 
circumstances, challenges, opportunities, and priorities in the diverse regions of the state.

• Many people said that it would help to break the state down into regions or zones, with 
a stronger state role or more rigorous requirements in high growth areas and more local 
flexibility in slow growing rural counties.

• Some people said that the transportation issues in rural parts of the state are more likely 
to focus on agriculture related and freight issues rather than commute trips and large 
employment centers.

• Many pointed out that housing markets, job markets, transportation networks, and 
ecosystems all transcend jurisdictional boundaries, and yet the current growth planning 
framework ineffectively addresses these regional issues because it approaches them in a 
fragmented, jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction, “bottom up” way.

• Many people said that housing affordability is a regional issue that is very different in urban 
regions than in rural ones.   For fast growing urban counties, they said that a regional 
approach necessarily involves counties and even multi-county agencies working with cities 
and all levels incorporating housing affordability targets into the housing elements of their 
comprehensive plans.

• Some said that a regional approach in the state’s planning framework would “right- size” 
state resources and requirements to the rate and nature of growth issues in different 
regions of the state. Some said this might include more targeted state investments and 
programs to regions most in need, less frequent plan update requirements, more flexibility 
in rural economic uses and development in Local Areas of More Intensive Development 
(LAMIRDs), and alternatives to the current appeals processes.

• Several people suggested that adaptive management approaches could be modeled 
on other state programs such as the Shoreline Management Act (SMA) or the Voluntary 
Stewardship Program (VSP). Unlike the GMA, they said, those programs provide funding 
from the State, state agency technical assistance and oversight, state defense of appeals of 
local government actions, and a better balance of certainty and flexibility.
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ISSUE  AREA #1 - ADAPTIVE  AND INCLUSIVE PLANNING AT A REGIONAL SCALE

• Many people said that to effectively address truly regional issues such as housing, 
employment, ecosystem protection and restoration, transportation, and economic 
development, a multi-county approach would be more effective. These could be two 
counties (e.g., Chelan/Douglas), three (e.g., Ferry, Stevens, Pend Oreille), or four (e.g., King, 
Snohomish, Pierce, and Kitsap). 

• Some suggested expanding and funding the role of Regional Transportation Planning 
Organizations (RTPOs) in a restructured regional planning framework, including the 
possibility of plan certification, or certification of components of a plan (e.g., land use, 
housing, or environmentally critical areas).

• Several suggested that an adaptive and regionally based approach could align more closely 
to what is needed to maintain and restore healthy natural ecosystems. These efforts could 
include programs, project investments, and coordinated regulations. Key components of 
those ecosystems would likely center statewide on forests and rivers, while west of the 
Cascades, those components would also include the uplands and waters of Puget Sound.

• Some said that relying on each city and county to independently define “no net loss” and 
state law that allows them to adopt widely varying critical areas protection standards. 
They said that this results in a patchwork of regulations that does not effectively protect 
ecosystems. 

• Others said that because ecosystems function at the scale of a bioregion, effective 
protection of these natural resources will require region-wide data collection, analysis, and 
uniform and consistent enforcement.

• Many said that a more regional focus could enable adaptation and resilience that is 
appropriate to changing conditions and disasters in different parts of the state.  For 
example, very different concerns about responses to the effects of climate change were 
heard in central Washington (e.g., reduced irrigation due to drought and threats to life and 
property from wildfires) than in Puget Sound (e.g., threats to habitat and property from 
upland flooding and sea level rise).  

• Some people said that the planning framework should increase collaboration and 
coordination between state agencies, counties, cities, and the 29 federally recognized 
tribal governments in the State of Washington. They said that this would reduce confusion 
and conflict, and increase mutually beneficial economic partnerships, environmental 
stewardship, and infrastructure improvements.

• Some people said that the state’s tax code should be revised to enable regional “fiscal home 
rule.” They argued that a region’s people should have authority to tax themselves to address 
region-specific needs, such as affordable housing, environmental conservation, or delivery 
of human services.
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ISSUE  AREA #2 - CYCLE FOR UPDATING AND DEDICATED FUNDING FOR PLANS AND 
CODES 

Comments from Road Map to Washington’s Future workshops and interviews

• Many people said that a 10-year update cycle would provide for a more effective schedule 
for county wide planning policies and the county and city comprehensive plan updates.  
They said that a 10-year schedule would align more effectively with population projections 
from OFM and the U.S. Census and allow additional time to determine if reasonable 
measures are necessary. [NOTE: shifting from an 8-year cycle to a 10-year cycle was 
approved in the 2020 legislative session.]

• Some people cautioned that the longer-term of a 10-year update cycle may reduce the 
ability of local governments to quickly respond to major shifts in economic, housing, or 
environmental conditions. They suggested that a check-in at the mid-point of the update 
cycle (i.e., year 5) should trigger a requirement to revisit land use assumptions, housing, 
transportation, or environmental policies.   

• Several people said that larger cities and urban counties are experiencing most of the 
state’s growth impacts and usually have greater institutional capacity to update plans and 
regulations. In contrast, they argued, slower growing rural counties and smaller cities have 
less need, and less capacity for frequent or extensive updates. They said that the plan 
update cycle should be adjusted to reflect these different needs and capacities.

• Some people said that the update cycle for Shoreline Master Programs under the SMA 
must be coordinated with the cycle for updates to comprehensive plans under the GMA. 
They said that it is important to space out the duties for these major undertakings in order 
to reflect the limited planning capacity of local governments to do the work and for state 
agencies to support it.

• Many people said that now is not the time for minor tweaks to the state’s tax code, but 
rather a time to look at everything from the ground up. They said that the tax and fee 
resources do not match up with the state mandated responsibilities of cities and counties, 
such as updates to county-wide planning policies, comprehensive plans and regulations.

• Many people said that the GMA’s planning requirements have become more time 
consuming and expensive to implement. They said that unfortunately, while the demands 
on local governments have increased, state funding for local government planning has 
dramatically decreased, from over $16M in the 1990-1992 biennium to $1M in the 2017-
2019 biennium.

• Some said that the current fiscal structure in Washington erodes the ability of counties’ 
already inadequate tax base to meet their statutory duties for law and justice, public health, 
and rural service delivery. They also said that the tax code frustrates the GMA priority 
of cities as urban service providers because annexation makes cities fiscal winners and 
counties fiscal losers. 

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK



47

REPORT TITLE

ISSUE  AREA #2 - CYCLE FOR UPDATING AND DEDICATED FUNDING FOR PLANS AND 
CODES 

• Many people said that as changes to the GMA are considered, expectations and 
requirements of the GMA should be aligned with long- term funding provided by the state.

• Some said that our system now perpetuates updating plans regardless of the availability of 
current or accurate data, and that we need to design and fund a better system for collecting 
and analyzing important information to inform local actions in plans, codes, and programs.  

• Many people said that too many jurisdictions are so focused on GMA required 
comprehensive plan updates that they do not commit adequate resources (e.g., staff 
resources, planning commission and council agenda time) to update development 
regulations.   

• Some people argued that funding is needed to enable the code updates that can create 
more predictable and timely permit processes, simplified and narrowed land use categories, 
and design standards to protect character.

• Others said that it is important to provide sufficient state funding and direction to facilitate 
keeping development regulations consistent with state law as well as to implement policies 
in adopted comprehensive plans. 

• Several people said that it will be important to restore the Public Works Trust Fund  to assist 
local governments in providing the infrastructure needed to support future growth.

• Many people said that the currently available public finance mechanisms to build and 
maintain infrastructure are inadequate. They said that long-term funding tools, such as 
Tax Increment Financing or Regional Bonding authority, are needed to build infrastructure 
including affordable housing, stormwater utility systems, projects for habitat restoration, 
development of parks, and retention of open space networks.
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ISSUE  AREA #3 - HOUSING

Comments from Road Map to Washington’s Future workshops and interviews

• Many people said that the sharp increase in housing costs in the Seattle metro region 
has forced middle income households out of that housing market. As police, firefighters, 
teachers, utility crews, and others become “super-commuters” the region suffers from a 
decline in essential services, those workers suffer from a decline in quality of life, and the 
planet suffers from increased greenhouse gas emissions.   

• Many people said that housing is a regional issue because it is inextricably linked to regional 
employment markets and regional transportation systems that transcend city and county 
boundaries. 

• Some people said that the scale of need for affordable housing is far greater than what 
can be met with even the most ambitious addition of accessory dwelling units, backyard 
cottages, and tiny houses. 

• Some people suggested creation of a Regional Housing Authority or a Regional Public 
Development Authority for the Central Puget Sound region on a scale comparable to Sound 
Transit with the authority to acquire land, leverage debt, and subsidize new construction of 
housing on a massive scale.

• Some people in the Puget Sound region said that there is a large imbalance of jobs and 
housing, with too much growth concentrated in Seattle, depressing economic vitality of 
other counties in the region and worsening traffic congestion.

• A number of people suggested implementing housing requirements under GMA at a 
more regional scale. One suggestion was to expand the certification authority of Regional 
Transportation Planning Organizations (RTPOs) to include certification of the housing 
elements of local comprehensive plans.

• Many people said that rising housing costs, the treatment of housing as a commodity, and 
the loss of low-cost housing to development is contributing to the displacement of people 
and the rise in homelessness.

• Many people said that housing affordability crisis and homelessness have become 
statewide in scope, affecting every metropolitan region in the state as well as rural regions.

• When discussing the challenge of building additional and affordable housing, many people 
pointed to a number of barriers, including  development regulations and permit processes 
that are either outmoded or deliberately designed to exclude multifamily housing or 
renters.

• Some people talked about needing greater collaboration between the public and private 
sectors, to connect public policy to emerging market trends, and the need to tap private 
sector innovation, support, and resources to help finance or underwrite new housing starts. 
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ISSUE  AREA #3 - HOUSING 

• Many said that under GMA it will be necessary in some instances for local preferences 
to yield to compelling state interests, such as meeting needs for affordable housing and 
protecting ecosystems larger in scale than individual jurisdictions.

• Some suggested that affordable housing be treated as public infrastructure that serves 
a documented public need, and as such should be publicly funded, built, and managed, 
potentially by a regional authority with access to new fiscal tools, such as tax increment 
financing (TIF). 

• Some people said that Tax Increment Financing (TIF) TIF is the only way to create the large 
amounts of revenue to pay for large- scale capital projects that will be needed to support 
growth, particularly in areas that are rezoned to higher densities but lack adequate water, 
sewer, roads, parks, or drainage facilities. 

• Some suggested that research about TIF successes and challenges in other states could 
inform ways to design a TIF system that is targeted to specific kinds and locations of 
projects and is transparent and accountable.

• Other people suggested that existing tools, such as the multi-family property tax exemption 
be expanded to increase the supply of affordable housing built as part of larger multifamily 
projects.

• Some people said that the GMA suffers from a lack of accountability and enforcement of the 
housing goals in GMA. Others said that there is no regional coordination around affordable 
housing and that addressing housing on a city-by-city has led to inconsistencies and unfair 
outcomes. 

• Some people said that the state law, or regional policies, should require local governments 
to adopt and enforce housing targets and minimum urban densities. They said that 
countywide planning policies and comprehensive plans should be required to adopt and 
implement reasonable measures to increase the supply of a “variety of residential densities 
and housing types.”

• Some people said that the state should prohibit exclusionary housing practices like large lot 
zoning, deliberately under-sized utilities, excessively lengthy and onerous permit processes, 
and rolling back-to-back building moratoria.

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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ISSUE  AREA #4 - DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AND PERMIT PROCESS

Comments from Road Map to Washington’s Future workshops and interviews

• Some people said that the Planned Action tool under SEPA has the benefit of looking 
up-front at area-wide impacts and identifying mitigations in a comprehensive way. They 
said that such an approach is more comprehensive and effective than the approach of 
evaluating and mitigation impacts using a project-by-project checklist.

• Some people said that vested right doctrine is a key underpinning of the land use planning 
system. They said that developers need to be able to rely on the rules that were in place 
when they applied for the permit.

• Many people said that urban growth boundaries created the expectation that growth at 
urban densities will happen, but, without reforms to the permit process, that expectation is 
thwarted by neighborhood and institutional resistance to change.

• Some people said that the hearing examiner system has been a big improvement over 
having planning commissions and councils conduct quasi-judicial permit hearings. They said 
that it de-politicizes the permit process and should be made a requirement for all projects 
that require a public hearing.

• Some people said that the number of projects that require a public hearing should be 
significantly decreased, certainly with respect to infill housing projects inside urban growth 
areas. Such permits, they said, should be “of-right” subject to clear standards that can be 
approved administratively rather than be “conditional” subject to public hearings that add 
delay, uncertainty, and cost.

• Some people said that there is a lack of accountability for local governments to 
accommodate the growth that is assigned to them by the state and the county, or even 
shown on their comprehensive plan maps. For example, they said that often a city will 
establish a permitted density on the zoning map, but then impose so many onerous 
development standards and public hearing hoops, that it makes the achievable unit count 
far below the theoretical count.

• Other people argued that the use of building moratoria is being abused enabling some local 
governments to shirk their responsibility to accommodate growth. They pointed out that 
some cities have had rolling moratoria for several years with very little justification shown 
and virtually none required by law.

• Some people said that the GMA is considered a separate set of rules from the 
environmental rules adopted by the Department of Ecology, which sends mixed signals 
to local governments. They suggested that all state agencies, like Ecology, DFW, and 
Commerce, be required to agree on guidance or conditions in the permit process rather 
than send uncoordinated, confusing, and sometimes contradictory messages.

• Many said that the State needs to find meaningful ways to shorten the time it takes to
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ISSUE  AREA #4 - DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AND PERMIT PROCESS

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK

review and approve a permit. They said that state guidance and encouragement alone 
has not produced results. It is time, they said, for the state to take bold steps to overcome 
local resistance to accommodating new housing in urban growth areas.

• Some people said that too much low-density zoning is a systematic problem that hurts 
housing affordability.

• Others said that outdated parking requirements are driving bad development, resulting in 
increased housing costs and fewer houses.

• Some people complained that GMA restrictions for LAMIRDs are out of date and needlessly 
restrictive. They said that LAMIRD rules have artificially frozen rural places in time, making 
them untenable as places to concentrate rural growth and meet the service needs of 
surrounding areas.

• Some people said that having local elected councils as appellate bodies is a bad idea and 
results in bad outcomes. They said that local elected officials are illequipped to be impartial 
quasi-judicial judges and are put in the untenable position of having to choose between 
placating angry voters and applying the criteria and record fairly to a permit applicant.

• Several people said that excessive permit processing time is the enemy of affordability, 
housing supply, and therefore growth management. They said that the bar is too low for 
neighbors to file an appeal.

• Some said that the state should mandate minimum residential density in urban growth 
areas. It works in Portland, they said, so it can work here.

• Some people said that GMA needs to require that countywide planning policies set fair 
share housing targets for each jurisdiction. They said that both Pierce and King counties 
once had such targets but made them just voluntary for cities, which resulted in cities not 
paying attention to them.

• Some said that design standards are a good strategy to address change. By providing clear 
and objective design standards administered by staff work better than the subjective way 
that they are often applied by design review board processes.

• Some people said that smaller scale change, like duplex or triplexes into residential 
neighborhoods can introduce added capacity, diversity, and opportunity into already 
developed urban areas.

• Some said that local governments need to allocate adequate resources for code updates 
and permit processing. Failure to fund these important, but less glamorous, functions, 
contributes to confusion, delay, controversy, and cost in the permit process.

• Some suggested that the state examine the use of “safe harbors” to shield local 
governments from time-consuming and expensive appeals. These could be adopted by 
administrative rule and provide protection for legislative actions like comprehensive plan 
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ISSUE  AREA #4 - DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AND PERMIT PROCESS

• Some complained that budget and staff resources are typically directed to updating 
comprehensive plans to the detriment of updating of development codes. This is a mis-
allocation of resources, they said, because the code, not the plan, is what directly controls 
what gets built, how quickly, and at what cost.

• Some people said that we need to do a better job of explaining to the public the trade-offs 
involved in growth management – for example, that by accepting more people, jobs, and 
housing in the urban growth area, we will reduce the loss of open space, natural areas, and 
productive farm and forest lands outside the urban growth area.

• Some said that the State should require local elected officials to get training on the why and 
how of planning and the local permit process. They pointed out that local elected officials 
and planning commissions are already required to get trained on public records law, so why 
not add a requirement to be trained on how to responsibly wield their authority to adopt 
local plans and regulations?

• Many people said that we need to address the “missing middle” between detached single-
family dwellings the five or six story mid-rise multifamily. They said that Olympia has done 
some research on the missing middle that should be evaluated and shared.

• Some said that their jurisdictions would welcome more specific state standards for density, 
building form, and character that would save them the cost of re-inventing the wheel. An 
added bonus, they said, would be if adopting such a state standard protected projects from 
appeals or required the state to defend those appeals.

• Some suggested revisiting the SEPA reform efforts that began last decade but got high-
centered by concerns by tribes and historic preservation interests who were concerned 
about losing SEPA’s notice, mitigation, and appeal opportunities. They said that the State 
could design a more proactive and comprehensive tool than SEPA to provide those same 
protections without the cumbersome over-reach that SEPA now inflicts on all permit review.

• Other people said that development codes and service standards could too easily be 
manipulated by recalcitrant but clever local governments to thwart additional multifamily 
development. They said that this results in unequal sharing of regional housing among 
cities, since county-wide planning polices lack enforcement.

• Some people gave examples of how new residential infill that would provide additional 
affordable units faces community resistance and is appealed even when in compliance with 
the land use policies and zoning regulations.

• Some said that the Regulatory Reform Act of 1995 was intended to promote efficiency, 
and as originally drafted would have streamlined the permit process, but that it was 
watered down, due to local government opposition, and that reasonable permit processing 
deadlines were effectively eliminated.

elements and development codes, and for the permits adopted pursuant to those codes.
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ISSUE  AREA #5 - CLIMATE CHANGE

Comments from Road Map to Washington’s Future workshops and interviews

• Some people said that we need to integrate climate change plans and strategies at the 
local and regional scales with a statewide strategy that guides agency actions and allocates 
funding to support climate adaptation and mitigation at all levels.

• Some said that countywide planning policies could and should provide a forum for 
coordinating responses to climate change and potentially link countywide or multicounty 
efforts to address reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to meet the state adopted 
targets and schedule.

• Some people said to integrate forest practices and wildfire management into GMA and the 
land use plans of counties and cities.

• Some people called for a statewide transportation strategy as part of a broader statewide 
strategy to connect the issues of climate change adaptation, economic, environmental, and 
human health.

• Some people called for a statewide transportation strategy as part of a broader statewide 
strategy to connect the issues of climate change adaptation, economic, environmental, and 
human health.

• People frequently mentioned Tribes for their leadership in addressing climate impacts, 
hazard planning, and resiliency planning. Examples cited were tribal plans for emergency 
preparedness, coastal retreat from tsunami zones, and adaptive management.

• Many people observed that climate sensitive transportation planning is an important 
strategy to reduce vehicle miles travelled and associated greenhouse gas emissions.

• Some people said that it is problematic that the Regional Transportation Planning 
Organizations, which are responsible for coordinating county and city transportation plans, 
have no role with regard to coordinating transportation plans with land use plans. They saw 
this as a major gap in our planning system.

• Many people said their communities face uncertainties and challenges brought on by 
unprecedented and rapid changes, economic downturns, social and public health issues, 
and climate impacts.

• A number of people said that urban and rural areas share common concerns about a 
changing climate, even if the local impacts of that change are more pronounced in some 
regions than others – such as wildfires in Central Washington and sea level rise in Western 
Washington.

• Some said that in order to address the accelerating and diverse impacts of climate change, 
new approaches are needed that better align with local and regional circumstances.

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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ISSUE  AREA #5 - CLIMATE CHANGE

• Some people said that the twenty-year horizon of GMA plans is far too short to address the 
long-term effects of climate change. They said that strategies for adaptive management 
requires thinking many decades into the future.

• Other people said that there is a need to address the impacts of climate change at the level 
of individual projects in a way that SEPA currently does not.

• Some said that we should identify potential programs or regulations to apply at the permit 
level to achieve comprehensive, efficient, and effective protection of the environment and 
identify measures to mitigate and adapt to the impacts of climate change.

• Others called for use of a climate change certification tool as a model for creating 
appropriate local responses to climate change.

• Some people said that it would be a mistake to push comprehensive plan updates further 
into the future because delaying plan updates would also delay local actions to address 
urgent issues like the housing crisis, climate change, and ecosystem decline.

• People expressed concerns about the impacts of climate change, including the threats to 
life, property, livelihoods, and air quality from wildfires and droughts, flooding, sea-level 
rise, and coastal erosion.

• Many people envisioned a future with reduced dependency on fossil fuels, was carbon 
neutral, and increased use of renewable, clean energy sources.

• Some people called establishing a climate forecasting metric, similar to population 
projections, to be used for climate planning. 

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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2017 WASHINGTON STATE BUDGET PROVISO 

(12) $300,000 of the general fund—state appropriation for fiscal year 2018 and $300,000 of the 
general fund—state appropriation for fiscal year 2019 are provided solely for the William D. 
Ruckelshaus center to collaborate with groups and organizations, including associations of local 
governments, associations of the business, real estate and building industries, state agencies, 
environmental organizations, state universities, public health and planning organizations, and 
tribal governments, to create a “Road Map to Washington’s Future.” The Road Map shall identify 
areas of agreement on ways to adapt Washington’s growth management framework of statutes, 
institutions, and policies to meet future challenges in view of robust forecasted growth and the 
unique circumstances and urgent priorities in the diverse regions of the state. The center shall, in 
conjunction with state universities and other sponsors, conduct regional workshops to:

(a) Engage Washington residents in identifying a desired statewide vision for Washington’s 
future;(b) Partner with state universities on targeted research to inform future alternatives;(c) 
Facilitate deep and candid interviews with representatives of the above named groups and 
organizations; and(d) Convene parties for collaborative conversations and potential agreement 
seeking. The center must submit a final report to the appropriate committees of the legislature by 
June 30, 2019.

2020 WASHINGTON STATE BUDGET PROVISO 

(81) $350,000 of the general fund—state appropriation for fiscal year 2021 is provided solely for 
the department to convene a work group to review and make recommendations for legislation 
to update the growth management act in light of the Road Map to Washington’s Future report 
produced by the Ruckelshaus center. The task force must involve stakeholders from diverse 
perspectives in the process, including but not limited to representatives of counties, cities, the 
forestry and agricultural industries, the environmental community, Native American tribes, and 
state agencies. The work group must report on its activities and recommendations by December 1, 
2020.
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Making Sure Climate Change Doesn’t Surprise Us

Making Climate Change Part of 
Local Planning & Management

Lara J. Hansen, Ph.D.
Chief Scientist and Executive Director
Lara@EcoAdapt.org

Stacey Nordgren, M.A.
Principal
sjnordgren@foresightonline.org

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK

Climate change touches everything.

The problems it causes become problems for every aspect of 
our society—transportation, housing, health, education, water…

Our solutions must be holistic and intertwined with all elements 
of our work. 

Climate change should not and cannot be siloed. 
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Option 1: Complete what is already underway by Commerce

This guidance will:
• Support decision making by including 

goals, objectives & policies related to 
climate change into comprehensive plans.

• Provide technical resources for 
communication, planning and acting with 
regard to climate change issues.

• Example policies and regulations

Finalize guidance by Commerce for counties and cities in Washington 
State to plan for and protect themselves from the negative impacts of 
climate change via GMA comprehensive plans (adaptation/resilience) 
and reduce greenhouse gas emissions (mitigation)

May offer options to include climate in:
• all elements,
• stand alone element, or
• associated climate action plan

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK

Option 2: Start making climate savvy decisions today

Use a tool like the Climate Change Adaptation 
Certification to evaluate the climate readiness 
of all capital projects, permits, policies and 
programs.

This does not require the completion of a 
climate savvy comprehensive plan, plan element 
or climate action plan. 

It could be required as part of some state 
funding mechanisms or it could be presented as 
a best practice. 
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Option 3: Create Climate Savvy Comprehensive Plan Updates

Take the opportunity of updating a comprehensive 
plan to understand local vulnerability to climate 
change & develop local solutions
to protect people, infrastructure 
and nature. 

Build community knowledge, staff capacity and 
develop solutions while updating a Comprehensive 
Plan.

Once the Comprehensive Plan is 
completed, it still needs to be 
operationalized into the daily work of 
the community. Consider adding 
Option 2.

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK

Option 4: Create infrastructure to support Options 1-3

Financially support (CASH) cities and counties to undertake this work. Expand 
this year’s Growth Management Act/Climate Change grants awarded to:

City of Tumwater (representing City of Lacey and Thurston County)
City of Morton  *  Chelan County * Whatcom County  
City of Lakewood * Pierce County * City of Vancouver

A

B

C

Provide technical ASSISTANCE to cities and counties so they can make 
climate savvy decisions. This should include guidance, training, examples 
and person power. Consider a Help Desk. 

BOLSTER requirements so it is clear that cities and counties need to 
consider climate in their decision making to be eligible for most types of 
financial support to ensure public dollars are being used to support projects 
and programs that will have long-term benefit for our residents.
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Learn more about any of these ideas:

Contact us:  Lara@EcoAdapt.org or sjnordgren@foresightonline.org

Check out our tools and other examples of adaptation in practice:

CAKEx.org/adaptation-certification

www.CAKEx.org
Your online adaptation 

destination

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK
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POTENTIAL REFORMS TO
WASHINGTON’S GROWTH 
POLICY FRAMEWORK 
WITH LIKERT SCORES 
AND COMMENTS FROM 
THE PARTIES
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Appendix  F– Potential reforms to GPF with average Likert scores and Comments 

 

 

1 

POTENTIAL REFORMS TO WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK 1 
 2 

RCW 36.70A          Legislative Intent to provide funds for planning 3 

RCW 36.70A.010  Legislative Findings 4 

RCW 36.70A.011  Findings – Rural lands 5 

RCW 36.70A.020  Planning Goals 6 

RCW 36.70A.030  Definitions 7 

RCW 36.70A.040  Who must plan 8 

RCW 36.70A.060  Critical Areas and Resource Lands - Regulations 9 

RCW 36.70A.070  Comprehensive plans – Mandatory Elements 10 

RCW 36.70A.075  Comprehensive plans - Implementation 11 

RCW 36.70A.080  Comprehensive plans – Optional Elements 12 

RCW 36.70A.090  Comprehensive plans – Innovative techniques 13 

RCW 36.70A.095  Development Regulations for Innovative housing 14 

RCW 36.70A.106  Comprehensive plans – Development regulations - Transmittal to State-Amendments –  15 

RCW 36.70A.110  Comprehensive plans – Urban growth areas 16 

RCW 36.70A.130  Comprehensive plans – Review and update procedures 17 

RCW 36.70A.140  Comprehensive plans – Ensure public participation 18 

RCW 36.70A.170  Critical Areas and Resource Lands – Designations 19 

RCW 36.70A.190  Technical assistance, procedural criteria, grants, and mediation services 20 

RCW 36.70A.195  Extension of public facilities and utilities in  rural areas to serve tribal communities 21 

RCW 36.70A.210  Countywide Planning Policies  22 

RCW 36.70A.250  Growth Management Hearings Board– Creation and Members 23 

RCW 36.70A.280  Growth Management Hearings Board – Matters subject  to review 24 

RCW 36.70A.470  Project review and docketing 25 

RCW 36.70A.485      Safe Harbors   26 

RCW  19.27.095 Building permit application– requirements 27 

RCW 58.17.033  Division of land – Consideration of  application of preliminary plat or short plat approval 28 

RCW 64.38      Homeowners Associations -Governing documents – a  variety of housing types must be 29 
allowed 30 
 31 
 32 
 33 
 34 
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Section Topic RCW Short Title Average 
Likert 
Score 

1A Funds for Planning  Legislative intent-null and void w/o funding 0.71 
2A Findings .010 Public interest in planning 1.14 
2B .010 Rural 0.64 
3A  

Planning Goals 
 

.020 Applicability 0.29 
3B .020 Transportation 0.64 
3C .020 Housing 1.79 
3D .020 Environment 0.86 
3E .020 Participation 1.36 
3F .020 Environmental Justice 1.21 
3G .020 Interjurisdictional Collaboration 1.50 
3H .020 Historic Preservation 0.50 
3I  .020 Climate Change and Natural Hazards 1.14 
4A  

Definitions 
 

.030 Active transportation 0.86 
4B .030 Affordable Housing Gap 0.21 
4C .030 GMHB 0.64 
4D .030 Cultural resources 0.50 
4E .030 Definitions-Ecosystem 0.29 
4F .030 Environmental Justice 1.00 
4G .030 Habitat conservation area 0.43 
4H .030 Form based code 1.14 
4I .030 Housing types 1.57 
4J .030 Metropolitan County 0.14 
4K .030 Middle housing 1.07 
4L .030 Green Infrastructure 0.57 
4M .030 Participating Tribe 0.64 
4N .030 Puget Sound 0.50 
4O .030 Puget Sound Region 0.50 
4P .030 Resilience 0.57 
4Q .030 Rural county 0.36 
4R .030 Transportation System 0.93 
4S .030 Tribe 0.57 
4T .030 Urban density 0.57 
4U .030 Wildland Urban Interface 0.64 
5A Who must plan .040 Tribes may participate 0.93 
5B .040 Who must plan-Participate via resolution 0.93 
5C .040 Notice to county 0.79 
5D .040 Parallel comp planning by tribes 0.71 
5E .040 Cooperation with tribes 0.57 
5F .040 Authority disclaimer 0.71 
6 Critical areas protection .060 Critical areas -0.21 

SUPPORT                                                      RANGE OF LIKERT SCORES                                                         OPPOSE 
+1.86 to +1.25                     +1.24 to 1.0              0.1  to +1                  - .01 to - 0.24                      - 0.25 to - 0.36    

Table 6 - Summary of Average Likert Scores 
Scores 

UPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK

Table 6. Summary of Average Likert Scores. Source: UW Team.  
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7A Comp plan element .070 Elements-Land use-Housing types 1.86 
7B Comp plan element .070 Elements-Land use-Enviro. justice 1.29 
7C Comp plan element .070 Elements-Land use-VMT 0.79 
7D Comp plan element .070 Elements-Land use GHG 1.14 
7E Comp plan element .070 Elements-Housing-regional 1.21 
7F Comp plan element .070 Elements-Housing-Components 1.50 
7G Comp plan element .070 Elements-Housing-Buildable lands 1.21 
7H Comp plan element .070 Elements-Cap facilities-Enviro Justice 1.36 
7I Comp plan element .070 Elements-Cap facilities-GHG 1.07 
7J Comp plan element .070 Elements-Utilities 0.79 
7K Comp plan element .070 Elements-Rural-Wildland Urban Interface 0.64 
7L LAMIRD  Elements-Rural-LAMIRD WSAC 1.29 
7M LAMIRD  Elements-Rural-LAMIRD WSAC uses 1.07 
7N LAMIRD .070 Elements-Rural-LAMIRD BIAW 0.07 
7O LAMIRD .070 Elements-Rural-LAMIRD BIAW -0.14 
7P LAMIRD .070 Elements-Rural-LAMIRD BIAW -0.21 
7Q LAMIRD .070 Elements-Rural-LAMIRD BIAW -0.14 
7R LAMIRD .070 Elements-Rural-LAMIRD BIAW -0.43 
7S LAMIRD .070 Elements-Rural-LAMIRD -0.21 
7T LAMIRD .070 Elements-Rural-LAMIRD -0.29 
7U LAMIRD .070 Elements-Rural-LAMIRD 0.43 
7V LAMIRD .070 Elements-Rural-LAMIRD boundary -0.64 
7W  

Comprehensive Plan Element 
.070 Elements-Transport-EJ 0.79 

7X .070 Elements-Active transport 0.79 
7Y .070 Elements-Transport LOS 0.79 
7Z .070 Elements-Transport Active transportation 0.64 

7AA .070 Elements-Transport-actions 0.50 
7BB .070 Elements-Transport-needs 0.93 
7CC .070 Elements-Transport-needs 0.71 
7DD .070 Elements-Transport-GHG 1.07 
7EE .070 Elements-Transport-finance 0.57 
7FF .070 Elements-Transport-reassessment 0.57 
7GG .070 Elements-Transport-coordination 0.86 
7HH .070 Elements-Transport-VMT 0.79 
7II .070 Elements-Transport-Active component 1.07 
7JJ .070 Elements-Transport-concurrency 0.57 
8A Implementation .075 Implementation 0.93 
8B Implementation .075 Implementation 0.93 
9A Optional element .080 Port planning w tribes 0.14 
9B .080 Joint subarea planning w tribes 0.71 
10 Development regulations .090 Innovative techniques 1.00 

11A Housing .095* Innovative housing 1.07 
11B Housing .095* Innovative Housing 0.86 
11C Housing .095* Innovative housing 1.43 
12 Tribes .106 Transmittal of notice - Commerce to Tribes 0.93 
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13 Tribes .110 UGA tribal coordination 0.57 
14A Comp Plan Update Cycle .130 Update cycle for comprehensive plans 1.43 
14B  

Comp Plan Update Cycle 
 

.130 Update cycle- 1.14 
14C .130 Update cycle- 1.14 
14D .130 Update cycle- 1.14 
14E .130 Update cycle- 1.21 
14F .130 Update cycle-Mid-cycle 1.00 
14G Comp Plan Update Cycle .130 Update cycle 0.93 
14H Comp Plan Update Cycle .130 Update-cycle 1.00 
15 Environmental Justice .140 Equitable participation 1.29 
16 Designation of Critical Areas .170 Critical areas-Puget Sound 0.50 

17A Commerce WAC authority .190 WAC -0.07 
17B Commerce WAC authority 

 
.190 WAC 0.07 

17C .190 WAC 0.00 
17D .190 WAC 0.29 
18  .195* Urban services to rural area 1.00 

19A Countywide Planning Policies .210 CPP-Update 0.21 
19B .210 CPP-Tribes 0.14 
19C .210 CPP-Update 0.07 
19D .210 CPP-GHG/VMT 0.71 
19E Countywide Planning Policies .210 CPP-Housing 1.36 
19F  

Countywide Planning Policies 
.210 CPP-Nature 0.14 

19G .210 CPP-Tribes 0.71 
19H .210 CPP-Puget Sound 0.64 
19I .210 CPP-Puget Sound 0.14 
19J .210 CPP-Tribes 0.29 
20A Growth Management Board .250 GMHB-Senate confirmation 0.50 
20B .250 GMHB-Planner as member 0.64 
21A Growth Management Board .280 GMHB-Standing -0.07 
21B Growth Management Board .280 GMHB-Standing -0.36 
21C Growth Management Board .280 GMHB-Standing -0.14 
22A Permits .470 Permits 0.21 
22B Permits .470 Permits -0.29 
22C Permits .470 Permits 0.71 
26 Permits 19.27

.095 
Permits -0.14 

27 Permits 58.17
.033 

Permits -0.36 

28 Home Owners Association 
 

64.38
* 

HOA 1.07 
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2 

 1 

  2 

It is the legislature’s intent that any new requirements created by this Act shall be null and void 3 

until funds to cover applicable state agency and local government costs are appropriated and 4 

distributed by the state at least two years before local governments must update comprehensive 5 

plans as required in RCW 36.70A.130 or countywide planning policies as required in RCW 6 

36.70A.210. 7 

[1]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.71 8 

 9 

 10 
RCW 36.70A.010 is amended to read as follows: 11 

 12 
The legislature finds that uncoordinated and unplanned growth, together with a lack of 13 

common goals expressing the public's interest in the conservation and the wise use of our 14 

lands, pose a threat to the environment, sustainable economic development, and the health, 15 

safety, and high quality of life enjoyed by residents of this state.    16 

 17 
It is in the public interest that citizens, communities, local, state, and tribal governments, and 18 

the private sector cooperate and coordinate collaborate with one another in regional and local 19 

comprehensive land use planning that is adaptive, inclusive, equitable, and actionable. in 20 

comprehensive land use planning.  21 

[2A]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.14 22 

 23 

Further, the legislature finds that it is in the public interest that economic development 24 

programs be shared with communities experiencing insufficient economic growth. 25 

RCW 36.70A.011 is amended to read as follows: 26 

Findings- Rural Lands 27 

Sec. 1. Legislative Intent to provide funds for planning 

Sec. 2  Legislative findings 
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3 

The legislature finds that to retain and enhance the job base in rural areas, rural counties must 1 

have flexibility to create opportunities for business development, take advantage of emerging 2 

technologies, and foster economic development partnerships with tribes. 3 

[2B]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.64 4 

 5 
RCW 36.70A.020 and 2002 c 154 s 1 are each amended to read as follows: 6 

The following goals are adopted to guide the development and adoption of comprehensive plans 7 

and development regulations of those counties and cities that are required or choose to plan 8 

under RCW 36.70A.040, countywide and multicounty planning policies adopted under RCW 9 

36.70A.210. Under RCW 36.70A.302 the planning goals are to be considered by the Growth 10 

Hearings Board when determining invalidity.  11 

[3A]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.29 12 

 13 

 The following goals are not listed in order of priority and shall be used exclusively for the purpose 14 

of guiding the development of comprehensive plans and development regulations. 15 

(1) Urban growth. Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public facilities and 16 

services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner. 17 

(2) Reduce sprawl. Reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-18 

density development. 19 

(3) Transportation. Encourage efficient multimodal transportation systems that help achieve 20 

statewide targets for reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and per-capita vehicle miles 21 

travelled and are based on regional priorities and coordinated with county and city 22 

comprehensive plans. 23 

[3B]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.64 24 

 25 

(4) Housing. Encourage Promote the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments 26 

of the population of this state, allow a variety of residential densities, and housing types, and 27 

encourage preservation of existing housing stock. 28 

Sec. 3.  Planning Goals 



99

REPORT TITLEUPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK

Appendix  F– Potential reforms to GPF with average Likert scores and Comments 

 

 

4 

[3C]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.79 1 

 2 

    (10) Environment. Protect the environment in order to and enhance the state's high quality of 3 

life. Develop resilience by protecting, and where feasible restoring, ecosystem functions and 4 

values, protecting including air and water quality, and the availability of water, and adapting to 5 

the impacts of a changing climate and natural hazards.  6 

[3D]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.86 7 

 8 

(11) Equitable and inclusive citizen public participation. and coordination. Encourage Promote 9 

broad public involvement of citizens in the planning process, including historically underserved, 10 

under-represented and unevenly burdened people and communities.  11 

[3E]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.36 12 

 13 

(12) Environmental justice.  Promote environmental justice. Develop and apply fair land use and 14 

environmental policy based on respect and justice for all peoples and seek to eliminate 15 

environmental and health disparities.  16 

[3F]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.21 17 

 18 

(13) Encourage Inter-jurisdictional coordination and collaboration. Reduce and reconcile conflicts 19 

by providing for coordination and collaboration between communities and jurisdictions, 20 

including cities, counties, special purpose districts, regional agencies, state agencies, and tribes. 21 

[3G]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.50 22 

 23 

(13)(15) Historic preservation. Encourage the preservation of cultural resources and historic 24 

places to sustain community pride and identity, support local economies and promote civic 25 

engagement. Identify and encourage the preservation of lands, sites, and structures, that have 26 

historical, cultural, or archaeological significance. 27 

[3H]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.50 28 

 29 
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5 

(16) Climate change and natural hazards resiliency. Respond to climate change by adopting and 1 

implementing regional and local goals, policies, development regulations, capital improvements 2 

and programs to support statewide reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and vehicle miles 3 

travelled.  Build resilient communities by mitigating and adapting to the impacts of climate 4 

change and the threats of natural hazards to the public health, environmental health, and 5 

economic health. 6 

[3I]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.14 7 

  8 

RCW 36.70A.030 and 2020 c 173 s 4 are each amended to read as follows: 9 

Unless the context clearly requires otherwise, the definitions in this section apply 10 

throughout this chapter. 11 

(1) “Active transportation” means forms of pedestrian mobility including walking or 12 

running; the use of a mobility assistive device such as wheelchair; bicycling and cycling 13 

irrespective of  the number of wheels; and the use of small personal devices such as foot scooters 14 

or skateboards.  Active transportation includes both traditional and electric-assist bicycles and 15 

other devices.” Planning for active transportation shall consider and address ADA 16 

accommodation and the distinct needs of each form of active transportation.” 17 

[4A]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.86 18 

. . . .  19 

(4) “Affordable housing gap” means a situation that exists when a county’s median home 20 

sale price and median monthly rent and utilities have risen by 5% or more than that county’s 21 

median household income for any three-year period between the county’s last and next 22 

comprehensive plan update required under RCW 36.70A.130(4), starting in 2018.  The median 23 

sales price, median monthly rent, and median household income information shall be based on 24 

data maintained by the University of Washington Center for Real Estate Research.  25 

[4B]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.21 26 

. . . .  27 

Sec. 4.  Definitions. 
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6 

(6) “Board” or “growth board” means the Growth Management Hearings Board authorized 1 

by RCW 36.70A.250. 2 

[4C]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.64 3 

. . . .  4 

(10)Cultural resources are buildings, structures, sites, districts, objects, landscapes, and 5 

traditional cultural places that are listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in national, 6 

state, local, and/or Tribal registers of historic places or formal designations. 7 

[4D]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.50 8 

. . . . 9 

    (13) “Ecosystem” means a biological community consisting of all the living organisms 10 

(including humans) in a particular area and the nonliving components, such as air, water, and 11 

mineral soil, with which the organisms interact.  12 

[4E]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.29 13 

 14 

(14)“Environmental justice” means the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all 15 

people regardless of race, color, national origin or income with respect to the development, 16 

implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies.  This includes 17 

using an intersectional lens to address disproportionate environmental and health impacts by 18 

prioritizing highly impacted populations, equitably distributing resources and benefits, and 19 

eliminating harm.  20 

[4F]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.00 21 

. . . . 22 

    (16) “Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas” means land management for maintaining 23 

populations of species in suitable habitats within their natural geographic distribution so that 24 

the habitat available is sufficient to support viable populations over the long term and isolated 25 

subpopulations are not created. This does not mean maintaining all individuals of all species at 26 

all times, but it does mean not degrading or reducing populations or habitats so that they are 27 

no longer viable over the long term. 28 

[4G]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.43 29 
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7 

(18) Form-based code means a development regulation that uses physical form, rather 1 

than separation of uses, as the organizing principle for the code. 2 

[4H]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.14 3 

(13)(21)“Housing types” means a range of physical forms of housing, including but not 4 

limited to detached single-family, accessory dwelling units, middle housing, mid-rise and high-5 

rise multi-unit and mixed use buildings.  6 

[4I]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.57 7 

. . . . 8 

(24)“Metropolitan county” means a county with a population density of at least 100 people 9 

per square mile AND a population of at least 200,000, OR a county with a population density of 10 

at least 75 people per square mile AND an annual growth rate of at least 1.75%, as determined 11 

by the Office of Financial Management. 12 

[4J]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.14 13 

 14 

(25)“Middle Housing” means duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, townhomes, courtyard 15 

housing, and live-work structures. 16 

[4K]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.07 17 

. . . . 18 

    (27)“Green Infrastructure” means renewable and non-renewable natural resources (e.g., 19 

air, water, soils, minerals, plants, animals and their habitat) that yield cultural and economic 20 

benefits to people.   These ecosystem services include cleansing air and water, flood control, 21 

carbon sequestration, conservation of fish and wildlife, recreational opportunities, cultural, 22 

spiritual and human well-being.   Biodiversity is an essential component of natural capital stocks 23 

and an indicator of their condition and resilience.  Biodiversity is an essential component of 24 

functioning ecosystems and an indicator of their condition and resilience. 25 

[4L]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.57 26 

. . . . 27 
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8 

     (28)(29)“Participating tribe” means an Indian Tribe that chooses to voluntarily participate in 1 

the county or multicounty planning processes authorized by RCW 36.70A.210 and meet the 2 

requirements of RCW 36.70A.040. 3 

[4M]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.64 4 

. . . . 5 

   (31)(32)“Puget Sound” also known as the “Salish Sea” means Washington State’s inland 6 

marine waters, including all salt waters of the state of Washington inside the international 7 

boundary line between Washington and British Columbia, and lying east of the junction of the 8 

Pacific Ocean and the Strait of Juan de Fuca, and the rivers and streams draining to Puget Sound 9 

as mapped by water resource inventory areas 1 through 19 in WAC 173-500-040.   10 

[4N]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.50 11 

 12 

      (33) “Puget Sound Region” means the counties and cities that  have shoreline on Puget 13 

Sound. 14 

[4O]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.50 15 

. . . . 16 

(33)(35)“Resilience” means  the ability to adapt to changing conditions, adverse or 17 

hazardous events, trends or disturbances.   18 

[4P]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.57 19 

. . . . 20 

(37) “Rural county” or “non-metropolitan county” means any county not defined in this 21 

chapter as a metropolitan county. 22 

[4Q]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.36 23 

. . . . 24 

(41)”Transportation system” means all infrastructure and services for all forms of 25 

transportation within a geographical area, irrespective of the responsible jurisdiction or 26 

transportation provider. 27 

[4R]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.93   28 

 29 
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9 

(42) “Tribe” or “Indian Tribe” means a federally recognized Indian Tribe with  a 1 

reservation, ceded lands, or usual and accustomed lands located within the exterior boundaries 2 

of the State of Washington. 3 

[4S]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.57 4 

 5 

(43)“Urban densities” means residential densities of at least eight net dwelling units per 6 

acre for lands within urban growth areas with access to transit service and four net dwelling units 7 

per acre for lands within urban growth areas without access to transit service.  Densities below 8 

these thresholds are appropriate for particular parcel(s) if the local government documents that 9 

long-term infrastructure or environmental constraints make such densities infeasible.  10 

[4T]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.57 11 

. . . . 12 

(49)“Wildland urban interface” means the area where homes are built near or among lands 13 

that are prone to wildland fire. 14 

[4U]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.64 15 

 16 

RCW 36.70A.040 is amended to read as follows: 17 

(1) Each county that has both a population of fifty thousand or more and, . . . . shall 18 

conform with all of the requirements of this chapter.  19 

. . . . 20 

(8)  An Indian Tribe may voluntarily choose to participate in the county or regional 21 

planning process, and coordinate with the county and cities that are either required to comply 22 

with the provisions of RCW 36.70A pursuant to subsection (1) of this section or voluntarily 23 

choose to comply with the provisions of RCW Chapter 36.70A pursuant to subsection (2) of this 24 

section. 25 

[5A]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.93 26 

 27 

Sec. 5.  Who Must Plan 
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10 

(a) In order to participate in the county or regional planning process where a Tribe’s 1 

reservation is located, a Tribe shall adopt a tribal resolution indicating they have a planning 2 

process or their intent to initiate a parallel planning process.  The Tribe shall notify any county 3 

in which their reservations are located of their intent to participate by providing the county or 4 

counties with a copy of their duly approved resolution. 5 

[5B]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.93 6 

 7 

(b) In a county wherein an Indian Tribe has rights in ceded lands, usual and accustomed 8 

areas, and resources, shall at their option, participate in the county or regional planning process 9 

by notifying the county that the tribe has interests in those areas. 10 

[5C]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.79 11 

 12 

(c) A participating tribe under subsection (a) may agree to initiate a parallel 13 

comprehensive planning process for the reservation over which it exercises governmental 14 

authority.  A participating Tribe is encouraged to follow the provisions of RCW 36.70A.070 – 15 

Mandatory Elements. 16 

[5D]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.71 17 

 18 

(d) The county, cities and other local governments shall coordinate and cooperate with 19 

those participating tribes who choose to voluntarily participate. 20 

[5E]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.57 21 

 22 

(e) Nothing in this subsection, any other provision in the chapter or a tribe’s decision to 23 

become a participating tribe for planning purposes, shall affect, alter or limit in any way a 24 

tribe’s authority, jurisdiction or any Treaty or other rights it may have by virtue of its status as a 25 

sovereign Indian Tribe. 26 

[5F]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.71 27 
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11 

 1 

 2 

RCW 36.70A.060 and 2017 3rd sp.s. c 18 s 3 are each amended to read as follows: 3 

. . . . 4 

(3) Such counties and cities shall review these designations and development regulations 5 

when adopting their comprehensive plans under RCW 36.70A.040 and implementing 6 

development regulations under RCW 36.70A.120 and may alter such designations and 7 

development regulations to insure consistency. 8 

     (4)Critical areas regulations shall provide for the long-term protection of fish and wildlife 9 

habitat conservation areas by attaching plat or permit conditions as necessary.   10 

The purpose of such conditions of approval is to prioritize the function and values of the fish 11 

and wildlife habitat conservation area above ancillary human uses, physical improvements 12 

or activities.  Utility lines or driveways shall be designed to minimize impacts on the functions of 13 

fish and wildlife habitat.  The department, in consultation with the departments of Fish and 14 

Wildlife and Ecology, shall adopt new guidelines for critical areas to achieve the purposes of this 15 

subsection. 16 

[6]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.21 17 

 18 

RCW 36.70A.070 is amended to read as follows: 19 

The comprehensive plan of a county or city that is required or chooses to plan under 20 

RCW 36.70A.040 shall consist of a map or maps, and descriptive text covering objectives, 21 

principles, and standards used to develop the comprehensive plan. The plan shall be an 22 

internally consistent document and all elements shall be consistent with the future land use 23 

map. A comprehensive plan shall be adopted and amended with public participation as 24 

provided in RCW 36.70A.140. Each comprehensive plan shall include a plan, scheme, or design 25 

for each of the following: 26 

Sec. 6.  Critical areas and resource lands regulations 

Sec. 7.  Comprehensive plans – mandatory elements   
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12 

(1) A land use element containing estimates of future population, designating the 1 

proposed general distribution and general location and extent of the uses of land, where 2 

appropriate, for agriculture, timber production, housing, commerce, industry, recreation, open 3 

spaces, general aviation airports, public utilities, public facilities, and other land uses. The land 4 

use element shall include population densities, building intensities, and allowances for various 5 

housing types within urban growth area consistent with the housing needs identified in 6 

section 2(a).  7 

[7A]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.86 8 

 9 

The land use element shall provide for protection of the quality and quantity of 10 

groundwater used for public water supplies.   The land use element shall consider 11 

environmental justice and include measures to avoid creating or worsening environmental 12 

health disparities.  13 

[7B]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.29 14 

 15 

Wherever possible, the land use element should consider utilizing urban planning 16 

approaches that promote physical activity and reduce vehicle miles travelled on a per capita 17 

basis.  18 

[7C]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.79 19 

. . . . 20 

The land use element for metropolitan counties and their cities shall incorporate planning 21 

approaches that coordinate local actions with regional and statewide targets for reduction of 22 

greenhouse gas emissions and per capita vehicle miles travelled, promote development 23 

patterns and construction techniques that conserve energy and protect natural resources. The 24 

land use element for all counties should address natural hazards exacerbated by climate change 25 

including but not limited to sea level rise, flooding, wildfires, landslides, and drought. 26 

[7D]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.14 27 

 28 
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13 

(2) A housing element that is regionally coordinated and provides for the vitality of 1 

established residential neighborhoods  by enabling infill development that incorporates design 2 

features to complement existing character.  3 

[7E]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.21 4 

 5 

The housing element shall: (a) include an inventory and analysis of existing and 6 

projected housing needs and identify the number of housing units necessary to manage 7 

projected growth; (b) include a statement of goals, policies, objectives, and mandatory 8 

provisions for the preservation, improvement, and development of a variety of housing types, 9 

including middle housing; (c) identify sufficient capacity of land for housing needs identified in 10 

subsection (a), including, but not limited to, government-assisted housing, housing for low-11 

income families, attached and detached single family housing,multifamily housing, congregate 12 

care facilities, and shelter for the unhoused; (d) minimize and mitigate displacement impacts; 13 

and (e) make adequate provisions for existing and projected needs of all economic segments of 14 

the community.   15 

[7F]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.50 16 

 17 

In counties and cities subject to the review and evaluation requirements of RCW 18 

36.70A.215, any revision to the housing element shall include consideration of prior review and 19 

evaluation reports and any reasonable measures identified. 20 

[7G]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.21 21 

. . . . 22 

(3) A capital facilities element . . . .  23 

The capital facilities element shall consider environmental justice in the goals, policies, 24 

projects and programs affecting the design and siting of capital facilities. The capital facilities 25 

element should include strategies for public buildings and facilities that encourage the use of 26 

renewable energy sources and conserve energy and natural resources. 27 

[7H]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.36 28 
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     The capital facilities element for metropolitan counties and their cities shall incorporate 1 

planning approaches that coordinate local actions with regional and state actions to help 2 

achieve statewide targets for reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and per capita vehicle 3 

miles travelled, promote development patterns and construction techniques that conserve 4 

energy and protect natural resources, and address natural hazards exacerbated by climate 5 

change including, but not limited to, sea level rise, flooding, wildfires, landslides, and drought. 6 

[7I]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.07 7 

 8 

(4) A utilities element consisting of the general location, proposed location, and 9 

capacity of all existing and proposed utilities, including, but not limited to, electrical lines, 10 

telecommunication lines, and natural gas lines, and including policies to promote the 11 

conservation of energy and protection of natural resources, encourage the use of renewable 12 

energy sources and plan for the provision of electrical charging facilities and digital 13 

infrastructure to serve new and existing development. 14 

[7J]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.79 15 

. . . . 16 

(5) A rural element 17 

(c) Measures governing rural development. The rural element shall include measures 18 

that apply to rural development and protect the rural character, of the area, as established by 19 

the county, by: . . . . 20 

(vii) Measures to reduce and mitigate the risk to life and property of wildfires in wildfire 21 

hazard areas on the wildland urban interface. 22 

[7K]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.64 23 

 24 

(d) Limited areas of more intensive rural development. 25 

NOTE:  there are three alternative LAMIRD versions following: 26 

Alternative 1 – LAMIRD text proposed by WSAC 27 

Subject to the requirements of this subsection and except as otherwise specifically provided in 28 

this subsection (5)(d), the rural element may allow for limited areas of more intensive rural 29 
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development, including necessary public facilities and public services to serve the limited area 1 

as follows: 2 

(i) Rural development consisting of the infill, development, or redevelopment of existing 3 

commercial, industrial, residential, or mixed-use areas, whether characterized as shoreline 4 

development, villages, hamlets, rural activity centers, or crossroads developments. 5 

(A) A commercial, industrial, residential, shoreline, or mixed-use area are subject to the 6 

requirements of (d)(iv) of this subsection, but are not subject to the requirements of (c)(ii) and 7 

(iii) of this subsection. 8 

(B) Any development or redevelopment other than an industrial area or an industrial 9 

use within a mixed-use area or an industrial area under this subsection (5)(d)(i) must be 10 

principally designed to serve the existing and projected rural population. 11 

(C) Any development or redevelopment in terms of building size, scale, use, or intensity 12 

shall be consistent with the character of the existing areas.  may be permitted subject to the 13 

confirmation from all existing providers of public facilities and public services of sufficient if it 14 

can be supported by the capacity of existing public facilities and public services.  15 

[7L]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.29 16 

. . . .  17 

(iv) A county shall adopt measures to minimize and contain the existing areas  or uses of 18 

more intensive rural development, as appropriate, authorized under this subsection. Lands 19 

included in such existing areas or uses shall not extend beyond the logical outer boundary of 20 

the existing area or uses thereby allowing a new pattern of low-density sprawl.  21 

Existing areas are those that are clearly identifiable and contained and where there is a 22 

logical boundary delineated predominately by the built environment, but that may also include 23 

undeveloped lands if limited as provided in this subsection. The county shall establish the 24 

logical outer boundary of an area of more intensive rural development. In establishing the 25 

logical outer boundary, the county shall address (A) the need to preserve the character of 26 

existing natural neighborhoods and communities, (B) physical boundaries, such as bodies of 27 

water, streets and highways, and land forms and contours, (C) the prevention of abnormally 28 
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irregular boundaries, and (D) the ability to provide public facilities and public services in a 1 

manner that  does not permit low-density sprawl; 2 

(v) For purposes of (d) of this subsection, an existing area or existing use is one that was 3 

in existence: 4 

[7M]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.07 5 

 6 

Alternative 2- LAMIRD text proposed by BIAW 7 

A county may adopt measures to allow limited areas of more intensive rural development 8 

that are not urban growth areas, authorized under this subsection.  9 

[7N]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.07 10 

 11 

Areas of more intensive rural development are those that are clearly identifiable during a 12 

comprehensive plan review of development within the jurisdiction as referenced in RCW 13 

36.70A.130 and delineated predominately by the built environment, but that may also include 14 

undeveloped lands if limited as provided in this subsection. The county must establish the 15 

logical outer boundary of an area of more intensive rural development and may review that 16 

boundary under the periodic review according to RCW 36.70A.130 for adjustment. In 17 

establishing the logical outer boundary, the county must consider the availability of services 18 

and facilities for development or redevelopment in the area. 19 

[7O]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.14 20 

The county may consider: (A) Strategies to preserve and enhance the existing character of 21 

natural neighborhoods and communities; (B) physical boundaries, such as bodies of water, 22 

streets and highways, and land forms and contours; and (C) the ability to provide public 23 

facilities and public services in a manner that does not permit low-density sprawl. (ii) Limited 24 

areas of more intensive rural development may include infill, development, or redevelopment 25 

of commercial industrial, residential, or mixed-use areas, whether characterized as shoreline 26 

development, villages, hamlets, rural activity centers, or crossroads developments.  27 

[7P]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.21 28 

 29 
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A commercial, industrial, residential, shoreline, or mixed-use area may be considered a limited 1 

area of more intensive rural development, but is not subject to the requirements of (c)(ii) 2 

and (iii) of this subsection. (iii) Future development and intensification of development within 3 

these areas may be principally designed to serve the existing and projected rural population 4 

and may include cottage industries and small businesses that provide job opportunities for 5 

rural residents.  6 

[7Q]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.14 7 

(A) Building size, scale, use, or intensity including development of vacant land or 8 

redevelopment within these areas must be consistent with the existing character of the area. 9 

(B) Intensification of commercial development related to small-scale recreational or tourist 10 

uses, not including residential development, is not required to be principally designed to 11 

serve the existed and projected rural population, but shall serve the recreation or tourist use 12 

in a manner that does not encourage low-density sprawl. 13 

[7R]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.43 14 

 15 

(C) Cottage industries and small-scale businesses may expand as long as they continue to 16 

conform with and encourage the rural character of the area as defined by the local government 17 

according to RCW 36.70A.030(16). Public services and public facilities must be designed to 18 

serve the isolated nonresidential uses in a manner that does not permit low-density sprawl. 19 

[7S]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.21 20 

 21 

Alternative 3 – original draft LAMIRD text 22 

 23 

Subject to the requirements of this subsection and except as otherwise specifically 24 

provided in this subsection (5)(d), the rural element may allow for limited areas of more 25 

intensive rural development, including necessary public facilities and public services to serve 26 

the limited area as follows: 27 
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(i) Rural development consisting of the infill, development, or redevelopment of existing 1 

commercial, industrial, residential, or mixed-use areas, whether characterized as shoreline 2 

development, villages, hamlets, rural activity centers, or crossroads developments. 3 

(A) A commercial, industrial, residential, shoreline, or mixed-use area are subject to the 4 

requirements of (d)(iv) of this subsection but are not subject to the requirements of (c)(ii) and 5 

(iii) of this subsection. 6 

(B) Any development or redevelopment other than an industrial area or an industrial 7 

use within a mixed-use area or an industrial area under this subsection (5)(d)(i) must be 8 

principally designed to serve the existing and projected rural population. 9 

(C) Any infill development or redevelopment in terms of building size, scale, use, or 10 

intensity, character or form shall be consistent with the existing rural character or the 11 

provisions of rural design guidelines that are either locally adopted or are consistent with a 12 

state model ordinance.  13 

[7T]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.29 14 

 15 

Development and redevelopment may include changes in use from vacant land or a 16 

previously existing use so long as the new use conforms to the requirements of this 17 

subsection(5). Urban development is not consistent with the purpose and scale of Local Areas 18 

of More Intensive Rural Development.   19 

[7U]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.43 20 
. . . .  21 
    (v)  For non- metropolitan  counties only, limited ability to expand the logical outer 22 

boundary is permitted if such action: (A)is consistent with a subarea plan OR is reviewed and 23 

approved under the authority of RCW 36.70A.485 and (B) does not permit low-density sprawl.  24 

[7V]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.64 25 

. . . .  26 

(6) A transportation element that implements, and is consistent with, the land use 27 

element, and considers environmental justice and shall avoid creating or worsening 28 

environmental health disparities. 29 
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[7W]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.79 1 

 2 

(a) The transportation element shall include the following subelements: 3 

(i) Land use assumptions used in estimating travel; 4 

(ii) Estimated traffic impacts to state-owned transportation facilities resulting from land 5 

use assumptions to assist the department of transportation in monitoring the performance of 6 

state facilities, to plan improvements for the facilities, and to assess the impact of land-use 7 

decisions on state-owned transportation facilities; 8 

(iii) Facilities and services needs, including: 9 

(A) An inventory of air, water, and ground transportation facilities and services, 10 

including transit alignments, active transportation bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and 11 

general aviation airport facilities, to define existing capital facilities and travel levels as a basis 12 

for to inform future planning. This inventory must include state-owned transportation facilities 13 

within the city or county's jurisdictional boundaries; 14 

[7X]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.79 15 

 16 

(B) Level of service standards for all locally owned arterials, active transportation 17 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities,  18 

and transit routes to serve as a gauge to judge performance of the system. These 19 

standards should be regionally coordinated; 20 

[7Y]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.79 21 

 22 

(C) For state-owned transportation facilities, level of service standards for highways, as 23 

prescribed in chapters 47.06 and  47.80 RCW, to gauge the performance of the system. The 24 

purposes of reflecting level of service standards for state highways in the local comprehensive 25 

plan are to monitor the performance of the system, to evaluate improvement strategies, and to 26 

facilitate coordination between the county's or city's six-year street, road, active 27 

transportation, or transit program and the office of financial management's ten-year 28 

investment program. 29 
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[7Z]                  AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.64 1 

 2 

(D) Specific actions and requirements for bringing into compliance locally owned 3 

transportation facilities or services that are below an established level of service standard and 4 

needs traffic. 5 

[7AA]               AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.50 6 

 7 

(E) Forecasts of multimodal transportation demand and needs  traffic for at least ten 8 

years based on the adopted land use plan to inform the development of a transportation 9 

element that balances transportation system safety and convenience to accommodate all 10 

users of the transportation system to safely, reliably, and efficiently provide access and 11 

mobility to people and goods. provide information on the location, timing, and capacity needs 12 

of future growth; 13 

[7BB]               AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.93 14 

 15 

(F) Identification of state and local system needs to meet current and future demands. 16 

Identified needs on state-owned transportation facilities must be consistent with the statewide 17 

multimodal transportation plan required under chapter  47.06 RCW; Local system needs should 18 

reflect the regional transportation system, local goals, and strive to equitably implement the 19 

multimodal network.  Local system needs should also address fish passage barriers identified on 20 

the local transportation system; 21 

[7CC]               AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.71 22 

 23 

The transportation element for metropolitan counties and their cities shall incorporate 24 

planning approaches that help achieve statewide targets for reduction of greenhouse gas 25 

emissions and per capita vehicle miles travelled, support development patterns and 26 

construction techniques that conserve energy and protect natural resources, and address 27 
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natural hazards exacerbated by climate change including, but not limited to, sea level rise, 1 

flooding, wildfires, landslides, and drought. 2 

[7DD]               AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.07 3 

. . . . 4 

(iv) Finance, including: 5 

(A) An analysis of funding capability to judge needs against probable funding resources, 6 

including federal, state, and local sources; 7 

(B) A multiyear financing plan based on the needs identified in the comprehensive plan, 8 

the appropriate parts of which shall serve as the basis for the six-year street, road, or transit 9 

program required by RCW  35.77.010 for cities, RCW  36.81.121 for counties, and 10 

RCW  35.58.2795 for public transportation system. 11 

[7EE]               AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.57 12 

 13 

(C) If probable funding including federal, state, and local sources, falls short of meeting 14 

the identified needs of the transportation system,including both local and state 15 

transportation facilities, there must be a discussion of how additional funding will be raised, or 16 

how land use assumptions will be reassessed to ensure that level of service standards will be 17 

met; 18 

[7FF]               AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.57 19 

 20 

     (v) Intergovernmental coordination efforts, including an assessment of the impacts of the 21 

transportation plan and land use assumptions on the transportation systems of adjacent 22 

jurisdictions; 23 

[7GG]               AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.86 24 

 25 

(vi) Demand-management strategies for metropolitan counties and their cities 26 

including an assessment of methods and techniques for reducing per capita vehicle miles 27 

travelled; 28 

[7HH]               AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.79 29 
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 1 

(vii) Active transportation bicycle and pedestrian component to include collaborative 2 

efforts to identify and designate planned improvements for facilities and corridors that address 3 

and encourage enhanced community access, promote healthy lifestyles, and maximize the 4 

percentage of active transportation  non-  motorized trips. 5 

[7II]               AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.07 6 

 7 

(b) After adoption of the comprehensive plan by jurisdictions required to plan or who 8 

choose to plan under RCW  36.70A.040, local jurisdictions must adopt and enforce ordinances 9 

which prohibit development approval if the development causes the level of service on a locally 10 

owned transportation facility to decline below the standards adopted in the transportation 11 

element of the comprehensive plan, unless transportation improvements or strategies to 12 

mitigate accommodate the impacts of development are made concurrent with the 13 

development. These strategies may include active transportation bicycle and pedestrian 14 

system improvements, increased or enhanced public transportation service, ride-15 

sharing programs, demand management, and other transportation systems management 16 

strategies.  17 

[7JJ]               AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.57 18 

 19 

 20 

RCW 36.70A.075 is added to read as follows: 21 

By no later than December 31 of the year following adoption of a comprehensive plan in the 22 

year 2024 or later, and annually thereafter, each county and city planning under RCW 23 

36.70A.040 with a population of 7,500 or more shall create an annual work program for 24 

implementing its comprehensive plan.  25 

[8A]               AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.93 26 

Sec. 8.  Comprehensive plans - Implementation 
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The work program shall describe the development regulations and nonregulatory measures – 1 

including actions for acquiring and spending money in support of the work program – which are 2 

to be considered in the upcoming year, as well as those measures and actions which were 3 

considered and acted upon in the current year-to-date. 4 

[8B]               AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.93 5 

 6 

 7 

RCW 36.70A.080 is amended to read as follows: 8 

(1) A comprehensive plan may include additional elements, items, or studies dealing with other 9 

subjects relating to the physical development within its jurisdiction, including but not limited to: 10 

(a) Conservation 11 

(b) Solar energy 12 

(c) Recreation; and, 13 

(d) Port Container Elements.  When including such, a city shall collaborate with the Federally 14 

recognized Indian Tribe whose reservation is located within or adjacent to the lands subject to 15 

that port container element. 16 

[9A]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.14 17 

. . . . 18 

(3)Counties and cities may develop and, through an interlocal agreement with a tribe, 19 

adopt a joint subarea plan with the tribe for all or a portion of an Indian reservation or land 20 

adjacent to an Indian Reservation or lands owned by tribes. 21 

[9B]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.71 22 

     23 

 24 

RCW 36.70A.090 and 1990 1st ex.s. c 17 s 9 are each amended to read as follows: 25 

Sec. 10. Comprehensive plans – Innovative techniques 

Sec. 9. Comprehensive plans – Optional elements 
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A comprehensive plan should provide for innovative land use management techniques, 1 

including, but not limited to, density bonuses, cluster housing, form-based codes, middle 2 

housing, planned unit developments, and the transfer of development rights.   3 

[10]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.00 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

A new section RCW 36.70A.095 is added as follows: 9 

     (1) Counties and cities are authorized to adopt development regulations to facilitate 10 

innovative housing including, but not limited to, cluster housing, zero lot line housing, micro-11 

housing, tiny homes, co-housing, middle housing, and form-based codes. 12 

[11A]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.07 13 

 14 

     (2) By no later than September 1, 2023, metropolitan counties, and the cities within 15 

metropolitan counties, which have an affordable housing gap shall amend their development 16 

regulations to allow middle housing in all lands zoned for single-family  detached dwellings that 17 

are within urban growth areas and are within 1/4 mile of transit service.  Development 18 

regulations for lands zoned for single family detached dwellings that are beyond 1/4 mile of 19 

transit service shall be amended to allow duplexes.   20 

[11B]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.86 21 

 22 

Legislative actions to implement this section are not subject to the appeal provisions of this 23 

Chapter or the appeal provisions of RCW 43.21C.  Nothing in this Section exempts development 24 

from the requirements of RCW 36.70A.060, RCW 36.70A.170, or Chapter 90.58 RCW.   25 

[11C]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.43 26 

Sec. 11. Development regulations for innovative housing 
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 1 

 2 

RCW 36.70A.106 shall be amended to read as follows: 3 

. . . . 4 

(c)  Tribes may request to receive from the department copies of notices received from cities or 5 

counties under this section.  Upon receipt of a submittal from a city or county under this 6 

section, the department shall forward the submittal to any tribe that has requested 7 

notification. 8 

[12]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.93 9 

 10 

 11 

RCW 36.70A.110 is amended to read as follows: 12 

(1) Each county that is required or chooses to plan under RCW  36.70A.040 shall 13 

designate an urban growth area or areas within which urban growth shall be encouraged and 14 

outside of which growth can occur only if it is not urban in nature.  15 

. . . . 16 

When an Indian Tribe has voluntarily chosen to participate in the planning process 17 

pursuant to RCW 36.70A.040, the county and the Tribe shall coordinate their planning efforts 18 

for any mutually agreed to joint planning area. 19 

[13]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.57 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 

Section 13. Comprehensive plans – Urban growth areas 

Sec. 12. Comprehensive plans – development regulations,- 
transmittal to state 

Sec. 14.  Comprehensive Plans- Review and Update Procedures 
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RCW 36.70A.130 is amended to read as follows: 1 

(1)(a) Each comprehensive land use plan and development regulations shall be subject 2 

to continuing review and evaluation by the county or city that adopted them.  3 

. . . . 4 

(4) Cycle for updating comprehensive plans.  Except as otherwise provided in 5 

subsections below, counties and cities shall take action to review and, if needed, revise their 6 

comprehensive plans and development regulations to ensure the plan and regulations comply 7 

with the requirements of this chapter as follows: 8 

(a) On or before June 30, 2024, and for every eight ten years thereafter, for King, Pierce, 9 

Kitsap, and Snohomish, counties and the cities within those counties; 10 

[14A]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.43 11 

 12 

(b) On or before June 30, 2025, and for every eight ten years thereafter for Whatcom, 13 

Thurston, Clark, Spokane, Benton, and Franklin counties and the cities within those counties; 14 

[14B]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.14 15 

 16 

(b)(c) On or before June 30, 2025 2026, and for every eight ten years thereafter for 17 

Clallam, Island, Jefferson, Mason, San Juan, and Skagit counties and the cities within those 18 

counties; 19 

[14C]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.14 20 

 21 

(c)(d) On or before June 30, 2026 2027, and for every eight ten years thereafter for 22 

Chelan, Cowlitz, Douglas, Kittitas, Lewis, Skamania, and Yakima counties and the cities within 23 

those counties; and 24 

[14D]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.14 25 

 26 

(d)(e) On or before June 30, 2027 2028, and for every eight ten years thereafter for 27 

Adams, Asotin, Columbia, Ferry, Garfield, Grant, Grays Harbor, Klickitat, Lincoln, Okanogan, 28 
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Pacific, Pend Oreille, Stevens, Wahkiakum, Walla Walla, and Whitman counties and the cities 1 

within those counties. 2 

[14E]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.21   3 

  4 

(5) Mid-cycle assessment and potential adaptive action required for metropolitan 5 

counties and their cities. 6 

At the mid-point of the 10-year plan update cycles identified in subsections (5)(a) and 7 

(5)(b), metropolitan counties and their cities with population over 7,500, shall submit to the 8 

department an implementation progress report identifying the progress they have achieved in 9 

implementing their comprehensive plan.  The indicators, milestones and criteria adopted by the 10 

department must include housing affordability, permit timelines, protection of critical areas 11 

and inclusion of best available science and new statutory changes adopted since the previous 12 

periodic update cycle. 13 

[14F]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.00 14 

 15 

(c)Counties and cities subject to the review and evaluation program requirements in 16 

RCW 36.70A.215 must include in the implementation progress report, identification of 17 

inconsistencies identified in the buildable lands report and include the adoption of reasonable 18 

measures in the implementation work program.  19 

[14G]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.93 20 

 21 

(d)If a city or county has not implemented statutory changes adopted since the most 22 

recent periodic update in their comprehensive plan or development regulations by the due 23 

date for the implementation progress report, the city or county must identify the need for such 24 

changes in the implementation progress report, and must include necessary changes in the 25 

implementation work program required in RCW 36.70A.075. Cities and counties must then 26 

adopt the necessary changes within two years of the deadline for the implementation progress 27 

report. 28 

[14H]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.00 29 
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 1 

 2 

RCW 36.70A.140 is amended to read as follows: 3 

Each county and city that is required or chooses to plan under RCW  36.70A.040 shall 4 

establish and broadly disseminate to the public a public participation program identifying 5 

procedures providing for early and continuous public participation in the development and 6 

amendment of comprehensive land use plans and development regulations implementing such 7 

plans.   8 

By June 30, 2022, the department shall prepare and disseminate to all local 9 

governments best practices to achieve equitable and inclusive public participation in order to 10 

engage those members of the public and populations who have historically been underserved 11 

and under-represented in the formulation of public policy.  By no later than June 30, 2023, 12 

counties and cities shall determine which of these practices to incorporate in updated public 13 

participation programs.   14 

[15]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.29 15 

 16 

 17 

RCW 36.70A.170 and 1990 1st ex.s. c 17 s 17 are each amended to read as follows: 18 

(1) On or before September 1, 1991, each county, and each city, shall designate where 19 

appropriate: 20 

. . . . 21 

(d) Critical areas. 22 

(2) In making the designations required by this section, counties and cities shall consider 23 

the guidelines established pursuant to RCW 36.70A.050.   In addition, when updating their 24 

designations, counties and cities in the Puget Sound region  shall also consider the adaptive, 25 

Sec. 16.  Critical areas and resource lands designation 

Sec. 15.  Public participation requirements 
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basin-wide ecosystem data and science provided by state agencies, Indian Tribes and the Puget 1 

Sound Partnership. RCW 90.71.300. 2 

[16]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.50 3 

  4 

RCW 36.70A.190 is amended to read as follows: 5 

. . .  . 6 

(4) The department shall establish a program of technical assistance: 7 

(a) Utilizing department staff, the staff of other state agencies, and the technical 8 

resources of counties and cities to help in the development of comprehensive plans required 9 

under this chapter. The technical assistance may include, but not be limited to, model land use 10 

ordinances, regional education and training programs, and information for local and regional 11 

inventories; and 12 

(b) Adopting by rule procedural criteria to assist counties and cities in adopting 13 

comprehensive plans and development regulations that meet the goals and requirements of 14 

this chapter. These criteria shall reflect regional and local variations and the diversity that exists 15 

among different counties and cities that plan under this chapter. 16 

(c) Specific to implementing this section, 36.70A.190, the department shall amend 17 

current and/or develop new Washington Administrative Code (WAC) chapters that contain 18 

guidelines, criteria, and methods for preparing comprehensive plans.  The WAC chapters shall 19 

include specific physical planning, procedural, programmatic, and/or implementation related 20 

requirements that comprehensive plans must meet in order to implement the goals, elements, 21 

and procedures of this statute.   22 

[17A]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.07 23 

 24 

 The department shall conduct a process to develop new WAC chapters or review and update 25 

current WAC chapters that includes consultation and input from interested parties.  The 26 

Sec. 17.  Technical assistance, procedural criteria, grants, and 
mediation services 



125

REPORT TITLEUPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK

Appendix  F– Potential reforms to GPF with average Likert scores and Comments 

 

 

30 

development of new or updated WAC chapters shall be accomplished within three years of the 1 

adoption of this amendment and allocation of sufficient funding.   2 

[17B]                AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.07 3 

 4 

The new or updated WAC chapters shall address, at a minimum but not limited to, the 5 

following: 6 

 Housing - comprehensive plan elements, affordable housing, and fiscal tools  7 

 Development Regulations and Permit Processes  8 

 Adaptive and inclusive planning at a regional scale 9 

 The update cycle and dedicated funding for comprehensive plans and development codes  10 

 Municipal Annexation, and 11 

 Climate Change through the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and measures to reduce 12 

the negative impacts of climate change such as, but not limited to, sea level rise, fire danger 13 

and flooding. 14 

[17C]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.00 15 

 16 

Where the department finds that amendments to this chapter are necessary to address the 17 

issues identified in the WAC update process, it shall make recommendations to the legislature 18 

to that effect. 19 

[17D]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.29 20 

 21 

 22 

A new section is added to read as follows: 23 

Sec. 18.  Extension of public facilities and utilities in a 
rural area to serve tribal communities 
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RCW 36.70A.195 – Extension of urban governmental services in a rural area is permitted 1 

if: (A)it is consistent with a jointly adopted tribal and county subarea plan; and (B)complies with 2 

critical areas and resource lands regulations adopted under this chapter; (C) does not allow for 3 

new urban service and utility connections outside of areas over which a participating tribe 4 

exercises sovereign jurisdiction; and (D) does not permit urban growth and development 5 

outside of urban growth areas or areas over which a participating tribe exercises sovereign 6 

jurisdiction.  Extensions authorized under this section shall not subsequently be used to justify 7 

or support the expansion of an urban growth area or the de-designation of resource lands of 8 

long-term significance. 9 

[18]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.00 10 

 11 

 12 

RCW 36.70A.210 is amended to read as follows: 13 

. . . .  14 

(a) No later than twenty four months prior to the target date for the adoption updating 15 

of comprehensive plans pursuant to RCW 36.70A.130, sixty calendar days from July 16, 1991, 16 

the legislative authority of each county that as of June 1, 1991, was required or chose to plan 17 

under RCW 36.70A.040 shall convene a meeting with representatives of each city and tribe 18 

located within the county for the purpose of updating establishing a collaborative process that 19 

will provide a framework for the adoption of a updated countywide planning policy policies. In 20 

other counties that are required or choose to plan under RCW 36.70A.040, this meeting shall be 21 

convened no later than sixty days after the date the county adopts its resolution of intention or 22 

was certified by the office of financial management. 23 

[19A]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.21 24 

 25 

              (b) The process and framework for adoption of a countywide planning policy specified 26 

in (a) of this subsection shall determine the manner in which the county, tribes and the cities 27 

agree to all procedures and provisions including but not limited to desired planning policies, 28 

Sec. 19.  Countywide planning policies 
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deadlines, ratification of final agreements and demonstration thereof, and financing, if any, of 1 

all activities associated therewith. 2 

(c) If a county fails for any reason to convene a meeting with representatives of tribes 3 

and cities as required in (a) of this subsection, the governor may immediately impose any 4 

appropriate sanction or sanctions on the county from those specified under RCW 36.70A.340. 5 

[19B]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.14 6 

 7 

(e) No later than twelve months July 1, 1992, the legislative authority of each county 8 

that was required or chose to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 as of June 1, 1991, or no later than 9 

fourteen months after the date the county adopted its resolution of intention or was certified 10 

by the office of financial management the county legislative authority of any other county that 11 

is required or chooses to plan under RCW 36.70A.040, prior to the date established in (a) 12 

above, the legislative body of the county shall adopt an updated countywide planning policiesy 13 

according to the process provided under this section and that is consistent with the agreement 14 

pursuant to (b) of this subsection, and after holding a public hearing or hearings on the 15 

proposed countywide planning policiesy. 16 

[19C]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.07 17 

 18 

(3) An uUpdated countywide planning policiesy shall at a minimum, address the 19 

following: 20 

. . . . 21 

(d)(e) Policies for countywide transportation facilities and strategies including the 22 

reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and per capita vehicle miles travelled in order to 23 

address climate change; 24 

[19D]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.71 25 

 26 

(e)(f) Policies that coordinate planning county-wide for consider the need for affordable 27 

housing, such as including housing for all economic segments of the population, and  a wide 28 
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variety of housing types and choices, and increased urban densities for areas close to 1 

employment centers and areas served by transit; 2 

[19E]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.36 3 

. . . . 4 

(j) Policies to develop a 10 year Green Infrastructure Improvement Plan substantially 5 

influenced by salmon recovery plans and other ecosystem recovery efforts. 6 

[19F]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.14 7 

 8 

(4) Federal agencies and Indian tribes may participate in and cooperate with the 9 

countywide planning policy adoption process, 10 

(5)  Indian tribes shall be invited to participate in and cooperate with the countywide 11 

planning policy adoption process. 12 

[19G]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.71 13 

 14 

(6)  Adopted countywide planning policies shall be adhered to by state agencies. 15 

(7)  For counties in the Puget Sound region,  policies to coordinate county, tribal, and 16 

city efforts to restore the ecosystem health of Puget Sound which shall consider the adaptive, 17 

basin-wide data and science provided by state agencies, Indian Tribes, and the Puget Sound 18 

Partnership.   19 

[19H]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.64 20 

 21 

(8)  For counties in the Puget Sound region, policies to coordinate with state agencies, 22 

Indian Tribes and the Puget Sound Partnership the location and design of salmon restoration 23 

projects or programs to be funded in part by those state capital projects with a budget of $1 24 

million or more which build or modify built capital, including but not limited to stormwater 25 

projects, waste water treatment facilities, and transportation system improvements.    State 26 

agencies shall set aside 3% of any such capital project budget as mitigation to support salmon 27 

restoration in the drainage basin in which the natural capital improvements. 28 
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[19I]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.14 1 

. . . . 2 

(6)(7) Cities, participating tribes, and the governor may appeal an adopted countywide 3 

planning policy to the growth management hearings board within sixty days of the adoption of 4 

the countywide planning policiesy. 5 

[19J]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.29 6 

 7 

RCW 36.70A.250 is amended to read as follows: 8 

(1) A growth management hearings board for the state of Washington is created. The board 9 

shall consist of seven members qualified by experience ((or)) RCW 36.70A.250 and training in 10 

matters pertaining to land use law or land use planning and who have experience in the practical 11 

application of those matters as demonstrated to the senate.  12 

All seven board members shall be appointed by the governor with the advice and consent 13 

of the senate, two each residing respectively in the central Puget Sound, eastern Washington, 14 

and western Washington regions, plus one board member residing within the state of 15 

Washington. 16 

[20A]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.50 17 

 18 

 At least three members of the board shall be admitted to practice law in this state, one 19 

each residing respectively in the central Puget Sound, eastern Washington, and western 20 

Washington regions. At least three members of the board shall have been a city or county elected 21 

official, one each residing respectively in the central Puget Sound, eastern Washington, and 22 

western Washington regions. At least three members of the board shall have experience as a city 23 

or county planner, one each residing respectively in the central Puget Sound, eastern 24 

Washington, and western Washington regions.  25 

[20B]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.64 26 

SECTION 20. RCW 36.70A.250 and 2010 c 211 – Growth Management 
Hearings Board – creation and members  
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 1 

 2 

RCW 36.70A.280 is amended to read as follows: 3 

(1) The growth management hearings board shall hear and determine only those 4 

petitions alleging either: . . .  5 

(2) A petition may be filed only by: (a) The state, or a county or city that plans under this 6 

chapter; (b) a person who has participated orally or in writing before the county or city 7 

regarding the matter on which a review is being requested; (c) a person who is certified by the 8 

governor within sixty days of filing the request with the board;  9 

[21A]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.07 10 

or (d) a person qualified pursuant to RCW 34.05.530; or 11 

(c) Any person who:  12 

 (i) owns property within the boundaries of the city or county planning under this 13 

chapter;  14 

(ii) is prejudiced or likely to be prejudiced by the action of the city or the county 15 

planning under this chapter; and  16 

(iii) will suffer actual injury if the contested action is upheld.  17 

[21B]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.36 18 

 19 

(3) For purposes of this section "person" means any individual, partnership, corporation, 20 

association, state agency, governmental subdivision or unit thereof, or public or private 21 

organization or entity of any character. 22 

(4) To establish participation standing under subsection (2)(b) of this section, a person 23 

must show that his or her participation before the county or city was reasonably related to the 24 

person's issue as presented to the board. 25 

[21C]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.14 26 

Sec. 21.  RCW 36.70A.280.   Growth management hearings board – 
Matters subject to review (Effective December 31, 2020). 
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 1 

 2 

RCW 36.70A.470 and 1995 c 347 s 102 are each amended to read as follows: 3 

(1) Project review, which shall be conducted pursuant to the provisions of chapter 36.70B 4 

RCW, shall be used to make individual project development permit decisions, not legislative land 5 

use planning decisions adopted under this chapter such as adoption or amendment of 6 

comprehensive plans or development regulations.  7 

[22A]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.21 8 

 9 

If, during project review of a development permit application, a county or city planning 10 

under RCW 36.70A.040 identifies deficiencies in plans or regulations: 11 

(a) The permitting process shall not be used as a comprehensive planning process; 12 

(b) Project review shall continue; and 13 

(c) The identified deficiencies shall be docketed for possible future plan or development 14 

regulation amendments. 15 

(2) For metropolitan counties and their cities, decisional criteria used to approve or 16 

deny a development permit application must be codified in a development regulation.  17 

Consistency with goals or policies in a comprehensive plan may not be applied as decisional 18 

criteria for approval or denial of a development permit application. 19 

[22B]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.29 20 

 21 

(3) For metropolitan counties and their cities with a population in excess of 7,500, the 22 

final decision on a development permit application under this Chapter, or any appeal thereof 23 

under this Chapter or RCW 43.21C, shall be made by an administrative officer or hearing 24 

examiner authorized by RCW 35A.63.170, RCW 35.63.130, RCW 70.970, or RCW 58.17.330.  25 

[22C]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  0.71 26 

 27 

Sec. 22.  Project review and docketing 
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 1 

A new section RCW 36.70A.485 is added to read as follows: 2 

(1) For certain countywide planning policy, comprehensive plan and development regulations 3 

specified in this section, counties and their cities may apply for a determination of compliance 4 

from the department finding that the action is in compliance with the requirements of RCW 5 

36.70A and RCW 43.21C and the applicable rules.                        6 

(2) Matters subject to review. Counties and cities may submit the following actions to the 7 

department for approval under this subsection: 8 

(a) Development of or amendments to the housing element; 9 

(b) Development of or amendments to comprehensive plan or development regulations 10 

designating or protecting critical areas; 11 

(c) Development of or amendments to comprehensive plan or development regulations to 12 

designate or assure the conservation of resource lands;  13 

(c) Development of or amendments to countywide planning policy, comprehensive plan or 14 

development regulation amendments that change the urban growth area; 15 

(d) Countywide planning policy, comprehensive plan or development regulation amendments 16 

that govern the siting of essential public facilities. 17 

(e) findings of noncompliance referred to the department by the Growth Management Hearings 18 

Board under RCW 36.70A.330. 19 

(3) Matters submitted to the department for approval become  effective when approved by the 20 

department as provided in subsection (5) of this section. The department shall strive to achieve 21 

final action on a submitted greenhouse gas emissions reduction sub-element within one 22 

hundred eighty days of receipt and shall post an annual assessment related to this performance 23 

benchmark on the agency web site. 24 

(4) Upon receipt of a proposed comprehensive plan, development regulation or countywide 25 

planning policy, the department shall: 26 

(a) Provide notice to and opportunity for written comment by all interested parties of record as 27 

a part of the local government review process for the proposal and to all persons, groups, and 28 

NEW Sec. 23. Safe harbors – Matters subject to safe harbors 
review and process      
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agencies that have requested in writing notice of proposed action. The comment period shall 1 

be at least thirty days, unless the department determines that the level of complexity or 2 

controversy involved supports a shorter period; 3 

(b) In the department's discretion, conduct a public hearing during the thirty-day comment 4 

period in the jurisdiction proposing the comprehensive plan, development regulation or 5 

countywide planning policy; 6 

(c) Within fifteen days after the close of public comment, request the local government to 7 

review the issues identified by the public, interested parties, groups, and agencies and provide 8 

a written response as to how the proposal addresses the identified issues; 9 

(d) Within thirty days after receipt of the local government response pursuant to (c) of this 10 

subsection, make written findings and conclusions regarding the consistency of the proposal 11 

with the goals and requirements of the act and with applicable guidelines and procedural 12 

criteria adopted by the department, provide a response to the issues identified in (c) of this 13 

subsection, and either approve the comprehensive plan, development regulation or 14 

countywide planning policy as submitted, recommend specific changes necessary to make the 15 

comprehensive plan, development regulation or countywide planning policy approvable, or 16 

deny approval of the comprehensive plan, development regulation or countywide planning 17 

policy in those instances where no alteration comprehensive plan, development regulation or 18 

countywide planning policy appears likely to be consistent with the goals and requirements of 19 

the act and with applicable guidelines and procedural criteria adopted by the department. The 20 

written findings and conclusions shall be provided to the local government, and made available 21 

to all interested persons, parties, groups, and agencies of record on the proposal; 22 

(e) If the department recommends changes to the proposed comprehensive plan, development 23 

regulation or countywide planning policy, within thirty ninety days after the department mails 24 

the written findings and conclusions to the local government, the local government may: 25 

(i) Agree to the proposed changes by written notice to the department; or 26 

(ii) Submit an alternative comprehensive plan, development regulation or countywide planning 27 

policy. If, in the opinion of the department, the alternative is consistent with the purpose and 28 

intent of the changes originally submitted by the department and with this chapter it shall 29 
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approve the changes and provide notice to all recipients of the written findings and 1 

conclusions. If the department determines the proposed comprehensive plan, development 2 

regulation or countywide planning policy is not consistent with the purpose and intent of the 3 

changes proposed by the department, the department may resubmit the proposed 4 

comprehensive plan, development regulation or countywide planning policy for public and 5 

agency review pursuant to this section or reject the proposed comprehensive plan, 6 

development regulation or countywide planning policy. 7 

(5) The department shall approve a proposed comprehensive plan, development regulation or 8 

countywide planning policy unless it determines that the proposed comprehensive plan, 9 

development regulation or countywide planning policy is not consistent with the goals and 10 

requirements of the act and with applicable guidelines and procedural criteria adopted by the 11 

department. 12 

(6) A comprehensive plan, development regulation or countywide planning policy takes effect 13 

when and in such form as approved or adopted by the department. The effective date is 14 

fourteen days from the date of the department's written notice of final action to the local 15 

government stating the department has approved or rejected the proposed comprehensive 16 

plan, development regulation or countywide planning policy. The department's written notice 17 

to the local government must conspicuously and plainly state that it is the department's final 18 

decision and that there will be no further modifications to the proposed comprehensive plan, 19 

development regulation or countywide planning policy.  The department shall maintain a 20 

record of each comprehensive plan, development regulation or countywide planning policy, the 21 

action taken on any proposed comprehensive plan, development regulation or countywide 22 

planning policy, and any appeal of the department's action.  23 

(7) Promptly after approval or disapproval of a comprehensive plan, development regulation or 24 

countywide planning policy, the department shall publish a notice consistent in the Washington 25 

State Register that the comprehensive plan, development regulation or countywide planning 26 

policy has been approved or disapproved.  27 
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(8) The department's final decision to approve or reject a proposed comprehensive plan, 1 

development regulation or countywide planning policy may be appealed according to the 2 

following provisions: 3 

(a) The department's final decision to approve or reject a comprehensive plan, development 4 

regulation or countywide planning policy may be appealed to the growth management hearings 5 

board by filing a petition as provided in RCW 36.70A.290.  6 

(b) A decision of the growth management hearing board concerning an appeal of the 7 

department's final decision to approve or reject a proposed greenhouse gas emissions 8 

reduction sub-element or amendment must be based solely on whether or not the adopted 9 

comprehensive plan, development regulation or countywide planning policy, comply with the 10 

goals and requirements of the act and with applicable guidelines and procedural criteria 11 

adopted by the department, or chapter 43.21C RCW.  12 

(d) If approval of a determination of compliance by the department under this section is 13 

appealed to the growth management hearings board under RCW 36.70A.280, the city or county 14 

may not be determined to be ineligible or otherwise penalized in the acceptance of applications 15 

or the awarding of state agency grants or loans under RCW 47.17.250 during the pendency of 16 

the appeal before the board or subsequent judicial appeals.  17 

[23]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE   18 

 19 

 20 

RCW 36.70A.280 is amended to read as follows:  21 

(1) The growth management hearings board shall hear and determine only those petitions 22 

alleging either: 23 

(a) That, except as provided otherwise by this subsection, a state agency, county, or city 24 

planning under this chapter is not in compliance with the requirements of this chapter, chapter 25 

90.58 RCW as it relates to the adoption of shoreline master programs or amendments thereto, 26 

or chapter 43.21C RCW as it relates to plans, development regulations, or amendments, 27 

NEW Sec. 24. Safe harbors -Department review subject to Growth 
Board review 
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adopted under RCW 36.70A.040 or chapter 90.58 RCW. Nothing in this subsection authorizes 1 

the board to hear petitions alleging noncompliance with *RCW 36.70A.5801; 2 

(b) That the twenty-year growth management planning population projections adopted by the 3 

office of financial management pursuant to RCW 43.62.035 should be adjusted; 4 

(c) That the approval of a work plan adopted under RCW 36.70A.735(1)(a) is not in compliance 5 

with the requirements of the program established under RCW 36.70A.710; 6 

(d) That regulations adopted under RCW 36.70A.735(1)(b) are not regionally applicable and 7 

cannot be adopted, wholly or partially, by another jurisdiction; 8 

(e) That a department certification under RCW 36.70A.735(1)(c) is clearly erroneous; or 9 

(f) That a department determination under RCW 36.70A.060(1)(d) is clearly erroneous. 10 

(g) That a department approval under this act is clearly erroneous. Actions submitted to the 11 

department for approval may only be appealed to the growth management hearings board 12 

within 60 days following publication by the department of a determination of compliance. 13 

(2) A petition may be filed only by: (a) The state, or a county or city that plans under this 14 

chapter; (b) a person who has participated orally or in writing before the county or city 15 

regarding the matter on which a review is being requested; (c) a person who is certified by the 16 

governor within sixty days of filing the request with the board; or (d) a person qualified 17 

pursuant to RCW 34.05.530. 18 

(3) For purposes of this section "person" means any individual, partnership, corporation, 19 

association, state agency, governmental subdivision or unit thereof, or public or private 20 

organization or entity of any character. 21 

(4) To establish participation standing under subsection (2)(b) of this section, a person must 22 

show that his or her participation before the county or city was reasonably related to the 23 

person's issue as presented to the board. 24 

(5) When considering a possible adjustment to a growth management planning population 25 

projection prepared by the office of financial management, the board shall consider the 26 

implications of any such adjustment to the population forecast for the entire state. 27 

The rationale for any adjustment that is adopted by the board must be documented and filed 28 

with the office of financial management within ten working days after adoption. 29 
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If adjusted by the board, a county growth management planning population projection shall 1 

only be used for the planning purposes set forth in this chapter and shall be known as the 2 

"board adjusted population projection." None of these changes shall affect the official state and 3 

county population forecasts prepared by the office of financial management, which shall 4 

continue to be used for state budget and planning purposes. 5 

[24]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE   6 

 7 

 8 

RCW 36.70A.330 is amended to read as follows:  9 

(1) After the time set for complying with the requirements of this chapter under 10 

RCW 36.70A.300(3)(b) has expired, or at an earlier time upon the motion of a county or city 11 

subject to a determination of invalidity under RCW 36.70A.300, the board shall set a hearing for 12 

the purpose of determining whether the state agency, county, or city is in compliance with the 13 

requirements of this chapter. 14 

(2) The board shall conduct a hearing and issue a finding of compliance or noncompliance with the 15 

requirements of this chapter and with any compliance schedule established by the board in its final 16 

order. A person with standing to challenge the legislation enacted in response to the board's final order 17 

may participate in the hearing along with the petitioner and the state agency, county, or city. A hearing 18 

under this subsection shall be given the highest priority of business to be conducted by the board, and a 19 

finding shall be issued within forty-five days of the filing of the motion under subsection (1) of this 20 

section with the board. The board shall issue any order necessary to make adjustments to the 21 

compliance schedule and set additional hearings as provided in subsection (5) of this section. 22 

(3) If the board after a compliance hearing finds that the state agency, county, or city is not in 23 

compliance, the board shall transmit its finding to the governor.  24 

(a)The Board may refer a finding of noncompliance to the department for approval.  The purpose of the 25 

referral is for the department to provide technical assistance to facilitate speedy resolution of the 26 

finding of noncompliance.  27 

Sec. 25. Safe harbor - Hearings board may refer findings of 
noncompliance to the department for approval.  
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(b)Alternatively, the board may recommend to the governor that the sanctions authorized by this 1 

chapter be imposed. The board shall take into consideration the county's or city's efforts to meet its 2 

compliance schedule in making the decision to recommend sanctions to the governor. 3 

(4) In a compliance hearing upon petition of a party, the board shall also reconsider its final order and 4 

decide, if no determination of invalidity has been made, whether one now should be made under 5 

RCW 36.70A.302. 6 

(5) The board shall schedule additional hearings as appropriate pursuant to subsections (1) and (2) of 7 

this section. 8 

[25]                 AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE   9 

 10 

    11 

(1) A valid and fully complete building permit application for a structure, that is permitted under 12 

the zoning or other land use control ordinances in effect on the date of the application shall be 13 

considered under the building permit ordinance ((in effect at the time of application)), the 14 

environmental and development regulations, and the zoning or other land use control ordinances, in 15 

effect on the date of application, without respect to whether the regulation or ordinance was enacted 16 

for the purpose of complying with state law. 17 

[26]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.14 18 

 19 

 20 

(1) A proposed division of land, as defined in RCW 58.17.020, shall be considered under the subdivision 21 

or short subdivision ordinance, the environmental and development regulations, and the zoning or 22 

other land use control ordinances, in effect on the land, without respect to whether the regulation or 23 

ordinance was enacted for the purpose of complying with state law, at the time a fully completed 24 

application for preliminary plat approval of the subdivision, or short plat approval of the short 25 

subdivision, has been submitted to the appropriate county, city, or town official. 26 

[27]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  -0.36 27 

Sec. 27  RCW 58.17.033 and 1987 c 104 s 2 are each amended to read 
as follows: 

Section 26. RCW 19.27.095 and 1991 c 281 s 27 are each amended to 
read as follows: 
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 1 

 2 

 (1)  The governing documents may not prohibit the development of, or conversion to, middle housing 3 

or accessory dwelling units, whether attached or detached.   However, the governing documents may 4 

include reasonable rules regarding the placement and aesthetic appearance of units, as long as the 5 

rules do not unreasonably restrict the development of housing that is otherwise allowable under the 6 

applicable development regulations. 7 

[28]              AVERAGE LIKERT SCORE  1.07 8 

Sec. 28. A New Section is added to RCW 64.38 Homeowners Associations 
-   Governing documents – Variety of housing types must be allowed. 
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Table  7 

Comments by Parties on Sections of the Potential Reforms to the Growth Policy Framework 

 
Sec. Topic RCW Short title 

 
Comments 

 
 
1A 

 
 
FUNDS FOR 
PLANNING 

  
 
Legislative 
intent-null 
and void w/o 
funding 

AWC (1): Intent language is not sufficient, but 
appreciate the sentiment.  We will continue to 
advocate for null & void on unfunded 
mandates unless funded. 
 
AWC (2):  Support.  Updating a comprehensive 
plan is very expensive for smaller jurisdictions 
under 7500 because rarely does the small 
jurisdiction have the money or staff to 
complete this task in a timely fashion.   
 
WSAC:  We appreciate the addition of this 
language.  We would also like an amendment 
stating it is the legislature’s intent that any 
new or amended requirements be adopted 
concurrent with the scheduled updated 
provided in RCW 36.70A.130. 
Additionally, while this language here is good, 
it does not entirely solve our concern around 
making sure that funding for new 
requirements is available.  Legislative intent 
language does not end up in the statute and it 
is not controlling or binding.  We request 
language be included making funding a 
contingency in all sections that detail new or 
amended requirements which will require 
action by local government and/or increase 
local government liability. 
Finally, this language, while helpful for new 
requirements, does nothing to address our 
long-stated and ongoing concern that counties 
do not have needed funding and other 
resources to meet their current GMA 
obligations, much less new ones.  We were 
hoping that this process would make some 
recommendations about local government 
funding, as was described at the outset, but it 
failed miserably in that regard.  Funding and 
other resources are our biggest priority by far. 
We have been very clear and consistent in 
making this request known. 
 

Table 7. Comments by Parties on Sections of the Potential Reforms to the Growth Policy Framework. 
Source: UW Team.  
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2A FINDINGS 36.70A.010 Findings-
public 
interest 

AWC (2): This needs to apply to the smaller 
cities and towns in the Puget Sound area.  Just 
because you are in an urban county does not 
mean that you do not need economic 
development and tourism should not be the 
only economic engine that we have support 
for.  People want to live close to where they 
work if telecommuting is not an option. 
 
WSAC:  WSAC does not support removing the 
reference to comprehensive land use 
planning.  The GMA is about land use planning 
– if we want to make it about more than that 
then that’s a conversation to have. Until then, 
we oppose removal of this phrase. 

2B 36.70A.010 Findings-rural AWC (2): Again, do not forget about the rural 
cities in an urban county. 

 
3A 

 
GOALS 

 
36.70A.020 

 
Goals-
applicability 

WSAC:  This is a perfect example of a section 
that should have a funding contingency added.  
It is not enough to rely upon the intent section 
of the bill.  It is also not enough to  
include a separate funding contingency 
section for the entire bill.  Any section that 
would require local governments to take new 
actions and/or increases liability or other costs 
for local governments should include funding 
contingency language. 
WSAC does not support the addition of this 
language.  We interpret this to incorporate 
new requirements to add the GMA goals not 
just in comprehensive plans and development 
regulations but also into county-wide planning 
policies and regional transportation 
organization plans.  We are very concerned 
that this will add costs and increase liability for 
local governments.  
We have been very clear and consistent in 
expressing that one of our major goals with 
participating in this process is to reduce 
liability and costs for local governments.  This 
amendment does exactly the opposite. 

3B 36.70A.020 Goals-
Transportation 

WSAC:  WSAC does not support striking this 
language.  This one word, “exclusively” limits 
how a local government must utilize the goals 
of the GMA – for development comprehensive 
plans and the corresponding development 
regulations.   
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Without this limitation, uncertainty prevails 
into how local governments are required to 
utilize these goals and liability from appeals 
increases dramatically.  Striking this word will 
potentially increase the scope of the GMA 
goals dramatically within local government 
operations with unknown consequences. 
We have been very clear and consistent in 
expressing that one of our major goals with 
participating in this process is to reduce 
liability and costs for local governments.  This 
amendment does exactly the opposite. 

3C GOALS 36.70A.020 Goals-
Housing 

AWC (2):  Unfortunately housing is market 
driven.  People drive until they can afford the 
mortgage.  Until we have some non-profits like 
Habitat for Humanity or federal and state 
incentives to help with the cost of housing, 
this seems like a lofty goal that will be hard to 
achieve. Most older cities have housing that 
has smaller lots and older cottage style homes 
but they are selling a market rates. 

3D 36.70A.020 Goals-
Environment 

AWC (2): Probably the most the most 
important part of this act. We really need to 
take a look at where cities are located and try 
not to repeat mistakes of the past.   We only 
have one chance to get it right.         
 
ECOLOGY: State agency caucus question: Why 
change the existing goal to “protect and 
enhance.” See State Supreme Ct in the 
Swinomish decision – the key to the decision 
was a distinction between protection and 
enhancement, which are used in many places 
in the GMA. Why change this to say “protect 
to enhance?” Is there a clear intent to this 
change? 

3E 36.70A.020 Goals-
Participation 

AWC (2): People are busy with jobs, kids and 
long commutes. To mail, post on Facebook, 
doorbell and call on the phone is time 
consuming and can be costly.  I cannot make 
people read something if they do want to or 
send a survey and them reply.   Holding night 
meetings or a meeting on a Saturday, provide 
day care for those that have children and even 
provide transportation comes at a cost. 
 
ECOLOGY:  The word disproportionately aligns 
with academic/federal research and practices 
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on environmental justice.  Would recommend 
keeping in alignment with this body of work 
and established federal definitions. 

3F  
GOALS 

36.70A.020 Goals- 
Environmental 
justice 

AWC (2): Still trying to grasp the full meaning 
of environmental justice and how will we 
administer this and know that we are being 
fair?  Need more information. 
 
ECOLOGY: This goal does not carry through in 
the document.  Currently the two EJ elements 
below maintain the status quo – rather than 
encouraging pro-equity decisions. 

3G 36.70A.020 Goals-Inter-
jurisdictional 

AWC (2):  No more turf wars. 
 

3I 36.70A.020 Goals-Climate 
Change and 
Resilience 

AWC (2):  Many moving parts-climate change 
is very controversial. It will take several years 
to implement and longer to see results 
 
WSAC: This is a very specific goals with several 
requirements, unlike most goals which are 
more broadly written.  There are many items 
that we discussed as a group related to this 
potential goal that are not included in this 
section or any other, such as limiting this goal 
to only the larger counties except for the 
adaptation and resiliency pieces.  As written, 
this would apply to every local government.  It 
is not, in our view, an accurate reflection of 
what the group discussed as a potential 
climate change goal. 
 
MBAKS:  Language is well intended but creates 
uncertain impacts on project review, permit 
timelines and housing affordability.  

4A  
DEFINITIONS 

36.70A.030 Definitions- 
Active 
transportation 

AWC (1): I don’t recall conversation on this 
ADA piece?  
 
AWC (2): Planning for health with walkable 
communities where people can shop and 
recreate near their homes.  In cities residents 
can walk to parks, schools, etc. 
 
WSAC:  funding contingency added.  It is not 
enough to rely upon the intent section of the 
bill.  It is also not enough to include a separate 
funding contingency section for the entire bill.  
Any section that would require local 
governments to take new actions and/or 
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increases liability or other costs for local 
governments should include funding 
contingency language 

4B  
 
DEFINITIONS 

36.70A.030 Definitions-
Affordable 
Housing Gap 

Commerce:  Per our analysis, we think the 
threshold needs some work, especially as the 
trigger works. As drafted, the data is not 
producing the results we expected and is also 
difficult to work with. 
 
AWC (2): The economy will play an important 
role.  
 
WSDOT:  Oppose due to concerns this trigger 
is not generating intended results. 
 
MBAKS:  We support the inclusion of a 
definition of an Affordable housing gap; 
however, the method of arriving at this 
designation needs a careful review to ensure it 
is useful and makes sense for its intended 
purpose. 

4E 36.70A.030 Definitions-
Ecosystem 

WSAC:  Our understanding was the general 
consensus of the stakeholders was that the 
addition of this definition is unnecessary. 

4F 36.70A.030 Definitions- 
Environmental 
Justice 

WSAC:  Our concerns with this definition are 
directed at the “eliminate harm” portion as 
the end.   
This may be a standard or threshold that is too 
high to meet.  How can you possibly 
“eliminate harm” in every respect to every 
population all the time where development is 
concerned?   
Also, pointing out again that a basic tenet of 
the GMA is to balance the goals and to 
harmonize them.  A standard of eliminating 
harm may subvert that mission, depending on 
what that is determined to mean. 
How can you locate an essential public facility, 
like say solid waste management facility or 
perhaps a water treatment plant, and 
completely eliminate all harm to all people?  
Of course, eliminating harm through 
mitigation is always the goal, but may not 
always be possible.  This may be especially 
true for individual perceptions and is likely to 
result in frequent third-party litigation if left in 
this form. 
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ECOLOGY:  From Millie Piazza, Ecology EJ 
Coordinator. This definition aligns with 
Ecology’s Strategic Plan commitments and the 
EJ Task Force Recommendations on both 
integrating EJ analysis into decision-making, 
and strengthening inclusive public 
involvement.   

4G  
DEFINITIONS 

36.70A.030 Definition- 
Habitat 
conservation 
area 

WSAC(JP):  This definition does not match the 
definition already existing in code.  It should 
be changed to mimic the definition in WAC 
365-190-130. 
 

4J 36.70A.030 Definitions- 
Metro County 

WSAC:  We are interested in the idea of 
different classes of counties with different 
requirements for planning based on likely 
impacts from growth.  However, this definition 
does not meet our current needs.  
It was always our understanding throughout 
this process that this definition was intended 
to capture the ten fastest growing and densely 
populated counties in the state.  Those are:  
Benton, Clark, Franklin, King, Kitsap, Pierce, 
Snohomish, Spokane, Thurston, and Whatcom 
Counties.  This definition would also include 
San Juan and Cowlitz Counties. 

4K 36.70A.030 Definitions- 
Middle 
housing 

Commerce: Note we have suggested some 
non-substantive technical corrections.  
 

4L 36.70A.030 Definitions- 
Green 
Infrastructure 

ECOLOGY:  See Note below about the use of 
this definition – state agency caucus noted 
legal questions about the way the bill would 
use the GMA to direct agency spending. Is this 
the right mechanism? 
 
WSDOT:  The terms “natural capital” and 
“green infrastructure are mixed up and both 
used. Support the concept, but the definition 
needs further refinement.  

4S 36.70A.030 Definitions- 
Tribe 

WSAC:  Is this correct?  If so, what does it 
mean? 
 

4T 36.70A.030 Definitions- 
Urban density         
 
 
 
 
 

WSAC:  While is seems attractive to define 
urban densities as a minimum number of 
allowed units per acre, the problem is that is 
simply is still not feasible in many cases, 
especially in rural areas. 
Many areas that are currently considered 
urban do not have the necessary 
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Definitions- 
Urban density 
 
 
 
 
 
  

infrastructure or other public services to 
support these types of densities.  There was 
also discussion with the stakeholders during 
the process that it may be appropriate to limit 
this definition’s application to metropolitan 
counties, but that is not reflected here. 
 
MBAKS:  We strongly support adding a 
definition of urban densities.   However, this 
sentence is unnecessary, and should be struck.   
Critical areas and stormwater regulations 
already govern new development in areas 
with environmental constraints.  

4U DEFINITIONS 36.70A.030 Definitions- 
Wildland 
Urban 
Interface 

AWC (2): The west side of the Cascades must 
be included.  Last summer’s wild fires in King  
& Pierce County urban areas proved that yes, 
we can have wild fires on the west side. 

5A  
WHO MUST 
PLAN 

 
36.70A.040 

 
Who must 
plan-Tribes 
may 
participate 

AWC (2): The Tribes should be at the table 
from the very beginning 
 
WSAC:  This is a perfect example of a section 
that should have a funding contingency added.  
It is not enough to rely upon the intent section 
of the bill.  It is also not enough to include a 
separate funding contingency section for the 
entire bill.  Any section that would require 
local governments to take new actions and/or 
increases liability or other costs for local 
governments should include funding 
contingency language. 

5E 36.70A.040 Who must 
plan-
Cooperation 

WSAC:  Our concern in this section is limited 
to the inclusion of the term “cooperate.”  We 
suggest striking that term. 
Cooperate can be construed to compel local 
governments to comply or agree with the 
requests of the tribes, thereby obligating the 
county to an outcome that may not be 
supported by the legislative body and may 
provide unbalanced leverage to one party.   

 
6 

 
CRITICAL AREAS - 
REGULATIONS 
TO PROTECT 

 
36.70A.060 

 
Critical areas 
protection 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Commerce: I’m torn on this. I want to increase 
critical area protection, but I’m really not sure 
what this means and how it is different. This is 
already common practice, so I don’t see this as 
moving the ball all that much, but the results 
are unpredictable.  Somewhere between -1 
and 0. 
 



147

REPORT TITLEUPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK

 
 

Critical areas 
protection 

WSAC:  This is a perfect example of a section 
that should have a funding contingency added.  
It is not enough to rely upon the intent section 
of the bill.  It is also not enough to include a 
separate funding contingency section for the 
entire bill.  Any section that would require 
local governments to take new actions and/or 
increases liability or other costs for local 
governments should include funding 
contingency language. 
This amendment elevates the habitat above 
human interests in every instance.  That is not 
consistent with current law nor is it consistent 
with our mandate to balance the goals of the 
GMA.  Perhaps better wording would be to 
"minimize or eliminate the impacts of 
development on the function and values of 
the fish and wildlife habitat conservation 
areas..."  Also, local governments should not 
be limited to plat or permit conditions but 
should also be encouraged to seek more 
innovative solutions like density averaging and 
other incentives. 
 
ECOLOGY:  Perspectives from state agency 
caucus: Attaching plat conditions is common 
practice, so is not a problem to include this, 
though this measure is unusually specific given 
all the myriad ways that F&WHCAs are 
currently addressed in state rules and existing 
local CAOs.  The utility and driveway 
provisions are even more narrowly focused, 
and could be interpreted as requiring only 
minimization of impacts (skipping the question 
of whether impacts can be avoided through 
alternative siting). 
 
MBAKS: Language is well intended but creates 
uncertain impacts on project reviews, permit 
timelines, and housing affordability. 
 

 
7A 

 
COMPREHENSIV
E PLAN 
ELEMENTS 

 
36.70A.070 

 
Elements- 
Land use-
Housing types 

AWC (2): Allowing that various housing types 
need to be incorporated into new 
development should have variable lot sizes to 
allow duplex and triplex or larger units.  It 
should fit into the development and not make 
it over crowded on tiny lots. 
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7B 36.70A.070 Elements- 
Land use- 
Environmental 
justice 

ECOLOGY:  and when possible to reduce 
existing disparities 

7C 36.70A.070 Elements- 
Land use-VMT 

AWC (2): Planning for health with connecting 
sidewalks & trails to make a walkable 
community.  
 
WSAC: It needs be made clear here that VMT 
reductions should be limited to metropolitan 
counties. 

7D 36.70A.070 Elements- 
Land use GHG 

Commerce: In principle, Commerce strongly 
supports the notion that there is a role GMA 
should plan in the states plan to address 
climate change. We also believe that, instead 
of a stand-alone element, it is better to embed 
climate change consideration into the existing 
elements, which is how this bill handles things 
overall. In terms of legislative strategy, 
though, it seems that the separate climate bill 
that is already in play might be a better home 
for these. That said, on a policy-by-policy level, 
this is good.  
 
WSAC:   While we appreciate the clarification 
in this section that GHG and VMT reduction 
strategies mentioned here are for 
metropolitan counties only, it is important to 
point out that this will be complex and 
increase the risk to local governments for 
appeals and other litigation. 

 
7E 

 
COMPREHENSIV
E PLAN 
ELEMENTS 

 
36.70A.070 

 
Elements- 
Housing-
regional 

Commerce: Note our technical changes. 
 
WSAC:  WSAC continues to believe that 
regional coordination of the housing element 
is not necessary or even practical in many 
areas of the state that are slower growing and 
more rural.  We believe there needs to be 
some qualifiers attached to this requirement. 
This new requirement is too prescriptive.  It 
should be up to local decision makers as to 
whether design features complementing 
existing character are necessary and what they 
should be.  It is not appropriate or desirable to 
include this as a mandatory component within 
an element of comprehensive plans. 
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WSDOT:  Support compact development and 
transportation efficient community design. It’s 
unclear how this could be used to support this 
and how it might be used to oppose this. 
 
MBAKS:  The last phrase her is concerning 
“design features to complement existing 
character” is subject and should be struck..  

7F 36.70A.070 Elements- 
Housing-
Components 

AWC (2): Jurisdiction that are in the rural area 
generally do not have transit or can afford the 
services that low income residents sometimes 
require.  Services can be as far away as 25 
miles making it nearly impossible for people to 
get to. 
 
MBAKS:  It is unclear what this means.   What 
are the practical effects of requiring this in 
housing elements on project reviews, permit 
timelines, feasibility of adding more housing in 
urban areas close to job centers and 
affordability? 

7I  36.70A.070 Elements- 
Capital 
facilities-GHG 

AWC (2): With better internet connections-5G 
to entire state will allow more people to work 
from home and smaller companies will want 
to move out of “downtown” creating jobs into 
smaller cities and towns. This could mean 
fewer cars on the roads. 

7K  Rural-
Wildland 
Urban 
Interface 

AWC (2): Not sure that the urban counties will 
follow these guidelines to prevent sprawl.  
Pierce County is a prime example. 

7L  
COMPREHENSIV
E PLAN 
ELEMENTS 

 
36.70A.070(

5) 
. 

 
Elements- 
Rural-LAMIRD 
WSAC 

 
WSAC:  This is language that was developed 
through discussions with several stakeholders 
and is supported by the majority involved in 
that discussion, including WSDOT, Commerce, 
Water and Sewer Districts, etc.   WSAC 
supports this language as well. 
 
WSDOT:  The revised version 6 still omitted 
this last part. Maybe that was intentional, but 
without it there isn’t a clear parameter of 
what makes capacity sufficient (sufficient for 
what) 

7M Elements- 
Rural-LAMIRD 
WSAC uses 

WSDOT:  Alternative 1, with our edits, best 
addresses our concerns.  
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7O Elements- 
Rural-LAMIRD 
BIAW 

AWC (2): Many times public schools are 
placed in rural areas of school districts instead 
of in cities where they are traditional placed.  
Land is cheaper in the rural areas but roads 
often cannot handle the heavy buses and 
sidewalks are rarely required to be but in 
making it difficult for kids to walk to and from 
school.   
Fires stations can often fit in the rural areas 
especially when in a fire district.  Development 
often occurs when there is a school is built 
nearby.  Districts are often required to bus 
nearly all the students adding to the cost of 
running school districts. 

7R Elements- 
Rural-LAMIRD 
BIAW 

AWC (2): For tourism yes, museums and 
visitor centers and recreational areas such as 
ski resorts, entrances to National Parks etc.  
For National Parks development does occur 
outside the parks that become gateway 
communities that provide the services that the 
National Park does not provide. 

7S Elements- 
Rural-LAMIRD 

WSDOT:Alternative 1, with our edits, best 
addresses our concerns.  
 

 
7W 

 
COMPREHENSIV
E PLAN 
ELEMENTS 

 
36.70A.070 

 
 
 

 
Elements-
Transportation 
Environmental 
justice 

WSAC:  These transportation element 
amendments were suggested by WSDOT very 
late in the process.  WSAC does not believe 
that these have had adequate consideration 
or vetting by the stakeholder committee.  
While we may not outwardly and aggressively 
oppose an individual or small group 
amendment as organized in this report, we do 
not support adopting any of these 
amendments until there has been more 
opportunity for evaluation. 

7X Elements- 
Active 
transportation 

AWC (2): This should include county owned 
facilities and roads. Roads generally are 
adequate to support rural densities but when 
you allow manufacturing etc., the county 
roads that lead to state facilities and roads 
generally cannot handle the traffic.  
Fredrickson in Pierce County is a prime 
example of having to improve county roads to 
get to a state highway. 

7AA Elements-
Transportation 
actions 

WSDOT:  There are no changes to current law 
proposed in this section. 
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7CC Elements-
Transportation 
needs 

AWC (2): Highly support for the reasons stated 
above. 

7DC Elements-
Transportation 
GHG reduction 

AWC (2): Highly support 
 

7FF Elements-
Transportation 
reassessment 

AWC (2): This has been needed for some time.  
Now if we can just get everyone else on 
board! 
 

7GG Elements-
Transportation 
coordination 

AWC (Carl): Is there new language here?  
Nothing is underlined or struck. 
 
AWC (2): One project can easily spill over into 
other jurisdictions causing unintended 
consequences.  Projects need to look at the 
whole area and not stop at county lines. 
 
WSDOT CG: There are no changes to current 
law proposed in this section. 

7II  Elements-
Transportation 
Active 

AWC (2): No brainer 

 
8A 

 
IMPLEMENTATIO
N 

 
36.70A.075 

 
 
Implementation 

AWC (2): The smaller jurisdictions can do this 
if they have the staff and the time but funding 
is generally the problem to accomplish tasks 
even when they are small requirements. 
 
WSAC: This is a perfect example of a section 
that should have a funding contingency added.  
It is not enough to rely upon the intent section 
of the bill.  It is also not enough to include a 
separate funding contingency section for the 
entire bill.  Any section that would require 
local governments to take new actions and/or 
increases liability or other costs for local 
governments should include funding 
contingency language 

8B 36.70A.075 AWC (2): Will there be penalties if a city does 
not complete this task? 
 

9A OPTIONAL 
ELEMENTS 

36.70A.080 Port planning  
tribes 

AWC (1): Shall what? 180(d) 
 
WSDOT: There’s a missing word between 
these two words.( see (1))(d) ) 

9B 36.70A.080 Joint subarea 
planning with 
tribes 

WSAC: Counties already have this authority 
and do not need an amendment to the 
statute.  We should be very conservative 
about making changes and the unintended 
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consequences of doing so, especially when 
those changes are not needed in order to 
achieve the outcomes that are sought. 

10 INNOVATIVE 
TECHNIQUES 

36.70A.090 Innovative 
techniques 

WSAC:  Counties already have this authority 
and do not need an amendment to the 
statute.  We should be very conservative 
about making changes and the unintended 
consequences of doing so, especially when 
those changes are not needed in order to 
achieve the outcomes that are sought. 

11A INNOVATIVE 
HOUSING 

36.70A.095
* 

Innovative 
housing 

AWC (1): We are already authorized to do this. 
 
WSAC: Counties already have this authority 
and do not need an amendment to the 
statute.  We should be very conservative 
about making changes and the unintended 
consequences of doing so, especially when 
those changes are not needed in order to 
achieve the outcomes that are sought. 
This is a perfect example of a section that 
should have a funding contingency added.  It is 
not enough to rely upon the intent section of 
the bill.  It is also not enough to include a 
separate funding contingency section for the 
entire bill.  Any section that would require 
local governments to take new actions and/or 
increases liability or other costs for local 
governments should include funding 
contingency language. 

11B 36.70A 095 Innovative 
Housing 

WSDOT: This has been ½ mile for the last 
several versions. Support ½ mile. 
 
AWC (2):  For some jurisdictions this is a short 
time frame especially if there are other 
requirements that they will be trying to 
complete.  For my city we have no transit, no 
urban growth area and transit is at least 5-10 
miles away. 
 
WSAC:  This amendment steps all over the 
local control and authority of locally-elected 
legislative officials. 
 
MBAKS:  We view this to be a reasonable step 
toward making certain proper zoning and 
regulations will be adopted near transit.   If 
growth near transit is restricted, it cities don’t 
step up and take the actions necessary to 
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expand housing where it’s needed most, the 
result is likely to be growth happening farther 
from job centers, longer commutes, worsening 
traffic and increased pressure to adjust urban 
growth area boundaries. 

11C  36.70A.095
* 

Innovative 
housing 

AWC (2): There should always be an appeals 
avenue.  This is not a one size fits all. 
 

12 NOTICE TO 
TRIBES 

36.70A.106 Transmittal of 
notice of local 
actions by 
Commerce to 
Tribes 

AWC (2): The cities should be doing this now 
at least the ones that butt up to tribal lands or 
have tribal lands inside their jurisdictions. 

13 URBAN GROWTH 
AREAS 

36.70A.110 UGA tribal 
coordination 

AWC (1): Shall, mutually agreed?   
 
WSAC(: This is a perfect example of a section 
that should have a funding contingency added.  
It is not enough to rely upon the intent section 
of the bill.  It is also not enough to include a 
separate funding contingency section for the 
entire bill.  Any section that would require 
local governments to take new actions and/or 
increases liability or other costs for local 
governments should include funding 
contingency language. 

14A COMPREHENSIV
E PLAN UPDATE 
CYCLE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COMPREHENSIV
E PLAN UPDATE 
CYCLE 
 
 
 

36.70A.130 Update cycle Commerce: This section still has technical 
problems. We support a change to a ten year 
cycle, but we do not support further tinkering 
with the jurisdiction groupings. We settled this 
issue last year and see no benefit to a change 
in the groupings.  
We also reiterate our need for corresponding 
changes to the SMA cycle to prevent 
overlapping update responsibilities.  
I sent a version that corrects the technical 
problems, but that was not included in this 
draft.  
 
WSAC:  This is a perfect example of a section 
that should have a funding contingency added.  
It is not enough to rely upon the intent section 
of the bill.  It is also not enough to include a 
separate funding contingency section for the 
entire bill.  Any section that would require 
local governments to take new actions and/or 
increases liability or other costs for local 
governments should include funding 
contingency language. 
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ECOLOGY:  A change to a 10-year cycle 
matches availability of census data  (Note this 
should not show Kitsap in underscore – Kitsap 
was moved into this grouping by the 2020 
Legislature. Changes from 8 to 10 would 
require companion changes to SMA at RCW 
90.58.080 

14F 36.70A.130 Update cycle-
Mid-cycle 
action at Year 
5 

Commerce: Based on the work of the group, 
we made pretty substantial revisions to this. 
Also, this process is dependent on the 
inclusion of the implementation work program 
because they work in concert. We need to 
make sure the thresholds for when the mid 
cycle review is needed matches the threshold 
for the implementation work program.  
Lastly, for all the back and forth on this, I’m 
not 100% convinced that this either saves 
much effort or generates a critical 
improvement to the process. This is also not 
an urgent problem given that the next cycle is 
now set. I think this idea may have some merit 
and we will certainly need to revisit this issue 
around 2028, but right now, it still needs work 
more development.  
 
AWC (2): I think that most cities under 7500 
will probably do this anyway to help track 
where they are.  It will also help those under 
7500 that do not have the funding or staff 
available to do a full plan. 
 
ECOLOGY:  The 5–year report requirement 
generated significant concerns from a variety 
of perspectives. Theoretically, the report 
would serve as a helpful feedback loop, but a 
practical concern raised by local governments 
and agencies gathering information is they will 
not have much data to work with before the 5-
year deadline. 

14H COMPREHENSIV
E PLAN UPDATE 
CYCLE 
 

36.70A.130 Update-cycle AWC (2): Fully support all of the additions 
Commerce has made. 

15 PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION 
REQUIREMENTS 
 

36.70A.140 Equitable 
participation 

AWC (2): Support the idea but unless 
something is going to directly affect an 
individual, it can be difficult to get a significant 
level of participation 



155

REPORT TITLEUPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK

 
 

16 DESIGNATION 
OF CRITICAL 
AREAS 

36.70A.170 Critical areas-
Puget Sound 

AWC (2):  May be difficult and expensive to do 
but using data that already is established will 
help complete this task. 
 

17A SCOPE AND 
AUTHORITY OF 
COMMERCE 
WACS 

36.70A.190 WAC Commerce: The WAC should be considered a 
tool. We are certainly willing to consider a 
different role for the WAC if that supports the 
group’s overall goals. We will need to put 
some more thought into these provisions. 
 
AWC (2):  This looks like a road map to helping 
cities through this process.  Technical support 
will be very helpful but will there be enough 
staff to help and will there  be a charge?  It is 
costly to produce a comprehensive plan and 
time consuming. 
 
WSAC:  This is a perfect example of a section 
that should have a funding contingency added.  
It is not enough to rely upon the intent section 
of the bill.  It is also not enough to include a 
separate funding contingency section for the 
entire bill.  Any section that would require 
local governments to take new actions and/or 
increases liability or other costs for local 
governments should include funding 
contingency language. 
WSAC does not support any of the proposed 
amendments in this section and strongly 
objects that these are even included in a final 
report.  These amendment proposals were 
submitted literally at the last possible moment 
and have received little to no meaningful 
evaluation.  It is our opinion that many of 
them likely exceed the agency’s rulemaking 
authority.  

17B SCOPE AND 
AUTHORITY OF 
COMMERCE 
WACS 

36.70A.190 WAC Commerce: The WAC should be considered a 
tool.  We are  certainly willing to consider a 
different role for the WAC if that supports the 
group’s overall goals. We will need to put 
some more thought into these provisions.  
I think the most appropriate role for a WAC is 
to tackle specific pathways to implement a 
statutory responsibility. The WAC provides a 
way to define clear standards without having 
to develop a statute that is so particularized 
and inflexible that it reads like a development 
regulation.  
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The statue can define overall responsibilities 
and the WAC can flesh out the details. 
 
AWC (2):  With funding this is doable.  Please 
consult with the cities and counties prior to 
implementation because they must 
implement and enforce whatever new WAS’s 
are changed. 

17C 36.70A.190 WAC Commerce: The WAC should be considered a 
tool.  We are  certainly willing to consider a 
different role for the WAC if that supports the 
group’s overall goals. We will need to put 
some more thought into these provisions.  

17D 36.70A.190 WAC Commerce: The WAC should be considered a 
tool.  We are  certainly willing to consider a 
different role for the WAC if that supports the 
group’s overall goals. We will need to put 
some more thought into these provisions. 
 
AWC (2):  Consult with the cities and counties 
first. 

18 RURAL SERVICES 36.70A.195
* 

Urban 
services to 
rural area 

Commerce: We are neutral on the idea, but 
have some nonsubstantive suggested edits to 
better tie the provisions into the other 
requirements of the statute. I also suggest this 
be added to RCW 36.10A.110 where the urban 
service prohibition and the corresponding 
exceptions lie.  
I have never seen a contraction in statute 
before. “does not” 
AWC (2):  Neither for nor against.  Need more 
examples of why this is good or bad for cities 
and counties and the tribe. 

19A COUNTYWIDE 
PLANNING 
POLICIES 
UPDATE 
REQUIREMENT 
 
 
 
COUNTYWIDE 
PLANNING 
POLICIES 
UPDATE 
REQUIREMENT 

36.70A.210 CPP-Update AWC (2):  Would like to know how the county 
feels about this policy.  Is the time frame long 
enough? 
 
WSAC::  This is a perfect example of a section 
that should have a funding contingency added.  
It is not enough to rely upon the intent section 
of the bill.  It is also not enough to include a 
separate funding contingency section for the 
entire bill.  Any section that would require 
local governments to take new actions and/or 
increases liability or other costs for local 
governments should include funding 
contingency language. 
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County-wide planning policies are 
foundational documents that set the stage for 
assuring that the county and its cities 
coordinate their comprehensive planning.  
That is all they are intended to do.  These are 
generally very broad. 
This change will require regular updates that 
are not necessary in most cases.  Local 
governments are free to update now, without 
a mandate, if needed. 
This change also incorporates tribes into this 
process.  This process was designed to include 
jurisdictions that are required to plan under 
the GMA.  That is why it doesn’t currently 
include the federal government or the tribes.  
Unless tribes are going to have the same 
obligations to meet the goals of the GMA and 
include the required elements in the 
comprehensive plans, it is inappropriate to 
require they be part of this process. 

 
19D 

 
COUNTYWIDE 
PLANNING 
POLICIES 
 

 
36.70A.210 

 
CPP- 
reduction of 
GHG/VMT 

WSAC:  This is not appropriate to include in 
the CWPPs.  It would be more appropriate in 
the section that discusses required elements 
of a comprehensive plan (.070), specifically 
the transportation element. 

19E 36.70A.210 CPP-Housing AWC:  If an area in the county becomes an 
employment center with commercial growth, 
once it reaches a certain population should 
become incorporated into a city.  Perhaps an 
area of 5000 population but the counties have 
not proven they can provide services as well as 
a city can.  
WSAC:  This is not appropriate to include in 
the CWPPs.  It would be more appropriate in 
the section that discusses required elements 
of a comprehensive plan (.070), specifically 
the transportation element. 
 

19F COUNTYWIDE 
PLANNING 
POLICIES 
 

36.70A.210 Requirement 
to address 
ecosystem 
restoration in 
regional policy  

WSDOT:  Term changed in definitions, but not 
reflected throughout the document.  
 
WSAC:  This is not appropriate to include in 
the CWPPs.  It would be more appropriate in 
the section that discusses required elements 
of a comprehensive plan (.070), specifically 
the capital facilities element. 

19H CPP-Puget 
Sound 

AWC (2):  Fully support 
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19I CPP-Puget 
Sound 

Commerce: I’m not in opposition to the 
principle of setting aside funding for 
restoration, but this cannot be achieved with a 
change to this section of the GMA. This would 
need to be in the enabling legislation for the 
specific funding program in question. 
Commerce certainly supports further 
government-to-government discussion to 
further develop this idea.  
 
WSDOT: Not clear on its face that this is an 
additional 3% above current levels. Many 
projects already have more than 3% of their 
budget going to mitigation. We understand 
the intention to be additive, but that is not 
fully clear from the text.  We have concerns 
this may not be the appropriate place in state 
law for this proposal, but would be happy to 
participate in continued explorations of the 
idea. 
 
WSAC:  This proposal was submitted at the 
last possible moment in the process and has 
not been properly evaluated. 
 
ECOLOGY:  This amends the CWPP section of 
GMA to direct state agency spending on 
infrastructure comments. This raises legal 
questions about whether this is the 
appropriate place for the Legislature to 
establish such an action. Even if it were, 
WSDOT noted that for some of their projects 
existing mitigation for impacts can be as much 
as 20%. This was presented as an intent to be 
additive but this could be interpreted as a cap 
on mitigation costs. 

19J 36.70A.210 CPP- Role of 
tribal 
governments 

WSAC:  As stated above, CWPPs are 
developed in coordination with jurisdictions 
that have the same obligations under the 
GMA.  That currently does not include tribes.  
It is inappropriate, therefore, to grant tribes 
the ability to appeal CWPPs. 

20B GROWTH 
MANAGEMENT 
HEARINGS 
BOARD 

36.70A.250 GMHB- 
requirement 
to have a 
planner  

AWC (2): The 3 lawyers to the board should 
have experience in land use laws. 
 

21B 36.70A.280 GMHB- 
Standing 

Commerce: We have two objections to this. 
The first is that it does not require anyone to 
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participate or even notify a local government 
they have an objection to a plan provision. 
They can wait in the weeds until after 
adoption and then appeal. 
We also object to the notion inherent in this 
proposal that one does not become a full 
member of a community until and unless one 
owns property. This standard may make some 
sense when discussing an individual project 
where it is much more about the city or 
county’s application of its laws and rules 
relative to an applicant. 
Planning is fundamentally about balancing 
community wide and statewide interests 
where the whole community has a stake. Ask 
any city attorney and they will tell you that 
you have to worry about and give more weight 
to those who can appeal than you do for those 
who can’t.  
This kind of elevation of property owners 
above the rest of the community is one of the 
reasons we have such disparities in influence 
with disadvantage members of the 
community.   

22A PROJECT REVIEW 
AND DOCKETING  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

36.70A.470 Permits WSAC:  The changes proposed here do not 
affect any real legal shift.  What is described is 
the framework under which local permitting 
authorities currently operate.  We should be 
very conservative about making changes and 
the unintended consequences of doing so, 
especially when those changes are not needed 
in order to achieve the outcomes that are 
sought. 

22B 36.70A.470 Permits WSDOT: Concerns about implications for SEPA 
review.  
 
Commerce: This idea needs more work, 
maybe next year we take a crack at some of 
the permitting issues that BIAW keeps 
bringing up and see if we can handle this in 
that context.  
 
WSAC:  WSAC does not support this proposed 
amendment.  This risks being interpreted as an 
undermining of current SEPA authority.  SEPA 
is an important tool for local permitting 
decisions that have specific situational 
environmental impacts and conditions that 
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PROJECT REVIEW 
AND DOCKETING 

code does not adequately address.  Codes 
simply cannot be written for every possible 
scenario.  SEPA provides broad authority for 
addressing issues when needed and requiring 
that the only criteria certain local 
governments can use when evaluating a 
permit must be codified likely changes that 
SEPA authority. 
Also, the second statement about consistency 
with the comprehensive plan may not be 
applied in these decisions makes not real 
change or legal shift.  It is the current 
framework under which local permitting 
currently operates.  We should be very 
conservative about making changes and the 
unintended consequences of doing so, 
especially when those changes are not needed 
in order the achieve the outcomes that are 
sought. 
 
ECOLOGY: State agency caucus consensus 
seemed to be this needs work. 
 

23 SAFE HARBORS 36.70A.485 Matters 
subject to 
Growth Board 
review and 
process 

WSAC: We appreciate that this proposed 
process is voluntary for local governments.  A 
voluntary process is a great opportunity to 
create and operationalize an effective and 
efficient alternative for local governments to 
obtain greater certainty of compliance and 
decreased liability from appeals that a 
mandatory process my not accomplish. 

24 Commerce 
review subject 
to Growth 
Board review 

WSAC: Or after final action by the local 
government legislative body if notice is 
provided by the local government that they 
intend to withdraw from the safe harbor 
process. 
We are generally supportive of this entire 
proposal.  However, we would like to see our 
comments regarding an “opt-out” alternative 
for local governments adopted as well. 
WSAC believes it is also appropriate to include 
an additional option in this section that would 
allow the local government to proceed 
without Commerce’s approval.  In other 
words, they could choose to “go it alone.” 

26 PERMIT PROCESS 
 
 

19.27.095 Permits WSAC:  This proposed amended does result in 
any real legal shift in the framework under 
which we currently operate.  We should be 
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 PERMIT 
PROCESS 

very conservative about making changes and 
the unintended consequences of doing so, 
especially when those changes are not needed 
in order to achieve the outcomes that are 
sought. 

MBAKS:  This change in Section 26 would 
facilitate a more predictable permitting 
process, an important element for housing 
affordability.  

27 58.17.033 Permits Commerce: We can’t support this. It was not 
initially in scope and we never discussed at 
length what the problem is, nor have we 
heard any explanation of what problem this 
actually solves. Maybe we take the underlying 
issue up in subsequent conversations, but I 
don’t know what that underlying issue is.  
There was a group of folks looking in detail at 
a number of vested rights issues right after 
Potello Villiage; maybe 2015.  I don’t know 
what came of that. 
 
WSAC:  This proposed amended does result in 
any real legal shift in the framework under 
which we currently operate.  We should be 
very conservative about making changes and 
the unintended consequences of doing so, 
especially when those changes are not needed 
in order to achieve the outcomes that are 
sought. 
 
ECOLOGY:  At state agency caucus meeting no 
one could explain the purpose or intended 
outcome of these suggestions 
 
MBAKS.:  Similar to the previous new section, 
Sec. 27 would create a more efficient, 
predictable approval process for preliminary 
plats and short plats. 

28 HOME OWNERS 
ASSOCIATION 
RULES MAY NOT 
THWART LAND 
USE POLICY 

64.38* HOA MBAKS:  We support this new section.   This is 
a good first step to address the hurdle some 
cities face when seeking to add more density 
in areas close to future light rail stations, rapid 
bus transit, and other mass transit, but they 
are prevented from doing so by restrictive 
covenants.   However, this approach is limited 
in scope as it does not pertain to existing 
neighborhoods.  
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AWC (2):  Lot size will play into this and what 
percentage of the land is covered by the 
house.  A garage could be converted into an 
apartment but will the house and apartment 
have enough parking for two households.  
Someone will be parking on the street and if 
the lot is 60’ wide & has a driveway for 2 cars 
there will not be enough space in front of the 
house to park more than one car or pickup.  
Streets will need to be wider and house will 
need to be set back from the sidewalk so large 
cars do not block the sidewalk that 
pedestrians use.  Great idea but not practical 
in some cases.  Before this idea gets adopted it 
needs a little more investigating to make sure 
it will work and not create more problems 
than intended. 
Overall a lot of good work and not everyone is 
going to be happy but I think there is enough 
here that everyone has something to be proud 
of accomplishing. 
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ADAPTIVE PLANNING
EQUITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
TRIBAL INCLUSION
HOUSING
IMPLEMENTATION

ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION

It is in the public interest that citizens, communities, local, state, and tribal
governments, and the private sector cooperate and coordinate collaborate
with one another in regional and local comprehensive land use planning that 
is aaddaappttiivvee, inclusive, equitable, and actionable. in comprehensive land use 
planning. 

RCW 36.70A.010 is amended to read as follows:

The legislature finds that uncoordinated and unplanned growth, together 
with a lack of common goals expressing the public's interest in the 
conservation and the wise use of our lands, pose a threat to the 
environment, sustainable economic development, and the health, safety, 
and high quality of life enjoyed by residents of this state.   

ADAPTIVE PLANNING
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Potential reforms to PLANNING GOALS re: EQUITY & ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

RCW 36.70A.020 is amended to read as follows:

PPllaannnniinngg  GGooaall  ((1122)) Environmental justice.  Promote eennvviirroonnmmeennttaall
jjuussttiiccee..  Develop and apply fair land use and environmental policy 
based on respect and justice for all peoples and seek to eliminate 
environmental and health disparities. 

Potential reforms to DEFINITIONS re: EQUITY & ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

RCW 36.70A.030   is amended to read as follows:

.

(13)“EEnnvviirroonnmmeennttaall  jjuussttiiccee” means the fair treatment and meaningful 
involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin or 
income with respect to the development, implementation, and 
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies.  This 
includes using an intersectional lens to address disproportionate 
environmental and health impacts by prioritizing highly impacted 
populations, equitably distributing resources and benefits, and 
eliminating harm.
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RCW 36.70A.140 is amended to read as follows:

Potential reforms to PUBLIC PARTICIPATION re: EQUITY & ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Each county and city that is required or chooses to plan under 
RCW 3366..7700AA..004400 shall establish and broadly disseminate to the public a public 
participation program identifying procedures providing for early and continuous 
public participation in the development and amendment of comprehensive land 
use plans and development regulations implementing such plans.  The 
department shall prepare and disseminate to all local governments best practices 
to aacchhiieevvee  eeqquuiittaabbllee  aanndd  iinncclluussiivvee  cciittiizzeenn ppuubblliicc  ppaarrttiicciippaattiioonn  in order to engage 
those members of the public and populations who have historically been 
underserved and under-represented in the formulation of public policy.  By no 
later than June 30, 2023, counties and cities shall determine which of these 
practices to incorporate in updated public participation programs. 

Potential reforms to PLANNING GOALS re:  TRIBAL INCLUSION

RCW 36.70A.020 is amended to read as follows:

PPllaannnniinngg  GGooaall  ((1133) Encourage Inter-jurisdictional coordination and 
collaboration. Reduce and reconcile conflicts by providing for coordination 
and collaboration between communities and jurisdictions, including cities, 
counties, special purpose districts, regional agencies, state agencies, and 
ttrriibbeess.
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RCW 36.70A.040 is amended by the addition of a new section as follows:

Potential reforms to WHO MUST PLAN REQUIREMENTS re:  TRIBAL INCLUSION

(1) Each county that has both a population of fifty thousand or more 
and, . . . . shall conform with all of the requirements of this chapter. 
. . . .
(8)  AAnn  IInnddiiaann  TTrriibbee mmaayy  vvoolluunnttaarrllyy cchhoooossee  ttoo  ppaarrttiicciippaattee  in the county or 
regional planning process and coordinate with the county and cities 
that are either required to comply with the provisions of RCW 36.70A 
pursuant to subsection (1) of this section or voluntarily choose to 
comply with the provisions of RCW Chapter 36.70A pursuant to 
subsection (2) of this section.

RCW 36.70A.210  is amended as follows:

Potential amendments to CPP REQUIREMENTS re:  TRIBAL INCLUSION

(c) If a county fails for any reason to convene a meeting with 
representatives of ttrriibbeess and cities as required in (a) of this subsection, the 
governor may immediately impose any appropriate sanction or sanctions on 
the county from those specified under RCW 36.70A.340.

((55)) IInnddiiaann ttrriibbeess sshhaallll  bbee  iinnvviitteedd to participate in and cooperate with the 
countywide planning policy adoption process.

(7) Cities, ppaarrttiicciippaattiinngg  ttrriibbeess, and the governor may appeal an adopted 
countywide planning policy to the growth management hearings board 
within sixty days of the adoption of the countywide planning policies.
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RCW 36.70A.020 is amended to read as follows:

Planning Goal (4) Housing. Encourage PPrroommoottee the availability of 
affordable housing to all economic segments of the population of 
this state, aallllooww a variety of residential densities, and housing 
types, and encourage preservation of existing housing stock.

Potential reforms to PLANNING GOALS re:  HOUSING

““AAffffoorrddaabbllee  hhoouussiinngg  ggaapp””  means a situation that exists when a county’s 
median home sale price and median monthly rent and utilities have risen 
by 5% or more than that county’s median household income for the years 
2018, 2019, and 2020 and subsequently for any subsequent three-year 
period following that county’s most recent comprehensive plan update 
year under RCW 36.70A.130(4).   The median sales price, median rent, 
and median household income information shall be based on data 
maintained by the University of Washington Center for Real Estate 
Research.

RCW 36.70A.030   is amended to add the following definitions:

Potential reforms to DEFINITIONS re:  HOUSING
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RCW 36.70A is amended by the addition of a new section as follows:
(1) Counties and cities are authorized to adopt ddeevveellooppmmeenntt rreegguullaattiioonnss to
facilitate innovative housing including, but not limited to, cluster housing, zero
lot line housing, micro-housing, tiny homes, co-housing, middle housing, and
form-based codes.

(2) By no later than September 1, 2023, metropolitan counties, and the cities
within metropolitan counties, which have an aaffffoorrddaabbllee hhoouussiinngg ggaapp shall amend
their development regulations to allow middle housing in all lands zoned for
single-family detached dwellings that are within urban growth areas and are
within 1/4 mile of transit service. Development regulations for lands zoned for
single family detached dwellings that are beyond 1/4 mile of transit service shall
be amended to allow duplexes.

Potential reforms to REQUIREMENTS re:  HOUSING

Potential new REQUIREMENT re IMPLEMENTATION 

RCW 36.70A  is amended to add a new IMPLEMENTATION section as follows:

By no later than December 31 of the year following adoption of a 
comprehensive plan in the year 2024 or later, and annually thereafter, each 
county and city planning under RCW 36.70A.040 with a population of 7,500 or 
more shall create an aannnnuuaall  wwoorrkk  pprrooggrraamm  ffoorr  iimmpplleemmeennttiinngg  iittss  ccoommpprreehheennssiivvee  
ppllaann..  

The work program shall describe the development regulations and 
nonregulatory measures – including actions for acquiring and spending money 
in support of the work program – which are to be considered in the upcoming 
year, as well as those measures and actions which were considered and acted 
upon in the current year-to-date.
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Potential new REQUIREMENT re IMPLEMENTATION

RCW 36.70A  is amended to add a new section to read as follows:

(3) For metropolitan counties and their cities with a population in
excess of 7,500, the ffiinnaall ddeecciissiioonn oonn aa ddeevveellooppmmeenntt ppeerrmmiitt application
under this Chapter, or any appeal thereof under this Chapter or RCW
43.21C, sshhaallll bbee mmaaddee bbyy aann aaddmmiinniissttrraattiivvee ooffffiicceerr oorr hheeaarriinngg eexxaammiinneerr
authorized by RCW 35A.63.170, RCW 35.63.130, RCW 70.970, or RCW
58.17.330.

Potential reforms to PLANNING GOALS re: ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION

RCW 36.70A.020 is amended to read as follows:

Planning Goal (10) Environment. Protect the environment in order to
and enhance the state's high quality of life. Develop resilience by
pprrootteeccttiinngg, and where feasible rreessttoorriinngg,,  eeccoossyysstteemm  ffuunnccttiioonnss  aanndd  
vvaalluueess, protecting including air and water quality, and the availability 
of water, and adapting to the impacts of a changing climate and 
natural hazards. 
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Potential reforms to DEFINITIONS re: ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION

.

(27)“GGrreeeenn  IInnffrraassttrruuccttuurree” means renewable and non-renewable natural 
resources (e.g., air, water, soils, minerals, plants, animals and their habitat) 
that yield cultural and economic benefits to people.   These  ecosystem 
services include cleansing air and water, flood control, carbon 
sequestration, conservation of fish and wildlife, recreational opportunities, 
cultural, spiritual and human well-being.   Biodiversity is an essential 
component of natural capital stocks and an indicator of their condition and 
resilience.  

RCW 36.70A.030   is amended to add the following definition:

RCW 36.70A.210 is amended to read as follows:

Potential amendments to CPP REQUIREMENTS re:  ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION

(3) Updated countywide planning policies shall at a minimum, 
address the following:

(j) Policies to develop a 1100--yyeeaarr  GGrreeeenn  IInnffrraassttrruuccttuurree IImmpprroovveemmeenntt  
PPllaann  substantially influenced by salmon recovery plans and other 
ecosystem recovery efforts.

(7)  For counties in the Puget Sound region,  policies to coordinate 
county, tribal, and city eeffffoorrttss  ttoo  rreessttoorree  tthhee  eeccoossyysstteemm  hheeaalltthh  ooff  PPuuggeett  
SSoouunndd which shall consider the adaptive, basin-wide data and science 
provided by state agencies, Indian Tribes, and the Puget Sound 
Partnership.  



172

REPORT TITLE

APPENDIX H

LETTERS FROM 
STAKEHOLDERS 



173

REPORT TITLEUPDATING WASHINGTON’S GROWTH POLICY FRAMEWORK

 
 
 

 

 

December 23, 2020    

 

 
Joseph W. Tovar, FAICP 
Project Manager, Updating Washington’s Growth Policy Framework 
410 Gould Hall – Box 355470 
College of Built Environments 
University of Washington 
Seattle, WA  98195 

Dear Joe, 

On behalf of the Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties (MBA), I 
am writing to provide our comments on Version 6 of the Draft Growth Policy Framework 
bill.  We appreciate the extensive work that has gone into developing this draft and the 
opportunity to be a part of the stakeholder process you convened to discuss potential 
reforms to the state’s growth policy framework.  

Urban density definition 

MBA is very pleased to see the inclusion of a definition of Urban Densities. Defining a 
minimum urban density is a long overdue and necessary change to the Growth 
Management Act (GMA), and something for which we have long advocated. 

Establishing a minimum urban density would encourage more housing supply in the areas 
where it is needed most – near job centers. This is a critical step toward creating a 
healthy, sustainable balance between housing supply and demand. It would also help 
cities meet the GMA goal of creating new housing near employment centers while 
thereby protecting the environment by reducing vehicle miles traveled. To the extent we 
fail as a region to accommodate growth and meet the demand for housing supply, this 
will only add pressure on already high housing costs and drive families and workers 
farther away from job centers to find housing they can afford. 

However, we urge you to strike the last sentence of the definition in the draft bill that 
reads: 

“Densities below these thresholds are appropriate for particular parcel(s) if the 
local government documents that long-term infrastructure or environmental 
constraints make such densities infeasible.”  

This language is unnecessary as critical areas regulations (as well as stormwater 
regulations) already govern new development in areas with environmental constraints. 
We are concerned that if not stricken from the definition, cities would use this language 
to justify not upzoning areas for higher densities citing “long-term infrastructure or 
environmental constraints”.  
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Middle Housing 

MBA strongly supports language in this draft to expand middle housing, including adding 
a definition of Middle Housing in the definitions section; adding Middle Housing to the 
definition of Housing Types; incorporating Middle Housing into the housing element; 
adding Middle Housing to Section 10 – Comprehensive plans – Innovative Techniques; 
and the addition of Section 11 to address development regulations for innovative 
housing, including Middle Housing. 

For the GMA to work as intended, it is critical that the Act enable policies that encourage 
a range of housing types to meet the demand for housing and to span the spectrum of 
housing affordability. Allowing more home choices, such as duplexes and triplexes, in 
addition to single-detached homes, would create more housing choices for Washington 
families in neighborhoods close to jobs, transit, schools, parks, and other amenities, 
which is precisely where the GMA calls for it. 
 

Project Review 

MBA supports the proposed language in Sections 26 & 27, which creates a much-needed 
clarification around project review. This language is intended to facilitate a more 
predictable permitting process and approval process for preliminary plats and short plats. 
Predictability in permitting is an important element in supporting housing affordability. 
 

Plat Restrictions/Covenants 

With respect to Section 28 concerning Homeowners Associations (HOAs) governing 
documents and ensuring a variety of housing types must be allowed, MBA greatly 
appreciates the issue this language is seeking to address. We recognize that when many 
of the racially discriminatory covenants of the past (now illegal and unenforceable) were 
imposed in single family neighborhoods, other covenants were also imposed limiting 
density, and regulating lot sizes. This was done, in part, to keep neighborhoods affluent 
and insular. Today, when local governments adopt zoning changes to allow greater 
density in these areas, the private covenants remain in force and have stopped 
developers from increasing density or decreasing lot size. The situation can frustrate local 
governments seeking to add much-needed housing choices, and it is especially 
problematic when it occurs in areas close to future light rail stations, rapid bus transit 
lines and other forms of mass transit.  

Language in Section 28 seeks to address this concern prospectively, in part, by stating 
HOAs cannot prohibit the development of, or conversion to, middle housing or Accessory 
Dwelling Units (ADUs) in their governing documents. This is a good first step, and we 
support this language. However, it is limited in scope because it only addresses future 
development and does not pertain to existing neighborhoods. MBA recognizes finding 
solutions that would address this concern retroactively is problematic, and we welcome 
more discussion on other solutions that could go further. 
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Climate Change and Environmental Justice 

MBA notes the climate change and environmental justice language contained in the draft 
bill. While these proposals are well-intended, MBA is very concerned about the full 
implications of incorporating provisions related to tracking vehicle miles traveled or 
greenhouse gas emissions, or more onerous public outreach requirements, into any of 
the existing GMA required elements. We are especially concerned about the potential 
unintended consequences of this new language on project review and permitting times, 
and ultimately the adverse impacts on housing affordability. We would strongly caution 
legislators against adopting this language without a better understanding of how it would 
impact housing affordability and the other important GMA goals that cities and counties 
must carefully balance. We need to be clear-eyed about what would this ultimately mean 
for project review times and housing affordability before incorporating it into the Act. 

MBA firmly believes the most important thing we can do to lower vehicle miles traveled 
and reduce greenhouse gas emissions is to make sure all urban land is used efficiently to 
accommodate each of the housing types required by the GMA. First and foremost, the 
growth policy framework must address the urgent need for much more housing (and 
increased density) where it is needed most. 

That means working to ensure current zoning, development regulations, and permit 
processes support or encourage the amount of housing needed to accommodate growth, 
and the variety of housing types to meet our diverse needs in our fastest-growing 
metropolitan counties. 

We also need more focus on implementation of comprehensive plans, to ensure regional 
policies around housing and land use are carried out. 

Setting a minimum urban density and enabling more efficient use of urban land are 
critical first steps that will enable our fastest-growing urban counties to be more 
intentional, and more vigilant, in accommodating the level of growth we are 
experiencing, and to ease pressure on expanding urban growth areas or creating leapfrog 
growth. To the extent we succeed in directing future growth to existing urban growth 
areas, we can also minimize the need for new and much more costly infrastructure to 
serve new development. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  

Sincerely, 

 

Brian Holtzclaw 
2020 Board President 
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December 23, 2020

Mr. Joe Tovar
Center for Livable Communities
College of Built Environments
University of Washington
410F Gould Hall, Box 355740
Seattle, Washington 98195

Re: Updating Washington’s Growth Policy Framework

Dear Mr. Tovar,
As we near the conclusion of the Updating Washington’s Growth Policy Framework effort, the 
Washington Association of Sewer and Water Districts (WASWD) wishes to convey our gratitude to 
the entire University of Washington facilitation team, as well as our fellow stakeholders and state 
legislators who devoted significant time and effort in working towards meaningful enhancements to 
the state’s Growth Management Act (GMA). Representing over 180 water and sewer districts 
operating as special purpose districts under Title 57 Revised Code of Washington (RCW) that 
provide essential services to nearly a quarter of the state’s population, WASWD greatly appreciated 
its inclusion in the GMA update effort. We recognize the varying perspectives of the diverse 
stakeholder group, and appreciated the respect that participants exhibited in considering other 
groups’ positions throughout the process.
While much ground was covered over a very short time, we recognize constraints created by the 
ongoing pandemic likely impacted the ability to complete a comprehensive discussion on all of the 
initially identified topics. Though we are disappointed that further progress could not be made in 
advance of the 2021 legislative session, we also recognize that the relationships that have been
created through this effort will enable separate stakeholder collaboration that may result in 
meaningful enhancement of the GMA. Recognizing that a number of open topics remain that may 
potentially impact WASWD members, we want to set forth WASWD’s position on relevant topics:

• Funding. Representing local governments that are seemingly in continual defense against 
the imposition of additional unfunded mandates, WASWD strongly supports the proposed 
legislative intent of the addition that requires allocation of state funding to local governments 
to cover the costs of any additional measures created through the proposed updates to the 
GMA. That said, WASWD has concerns that the legislature, in meeting this requirement, 
may divert funds from the Public Works Assistance Account (PWAA). WASWD would be 
opposed to the use of PWAA funds for this purpose—the PWAA should be preserved for 
investment in the design and construction of necessary public infrastructure. Our state’s 
infrastructure needs increased, not decreased, funding.

• Collaboration. WASWD appreciates and supports additional clarity proposed in a number of 
the sections (e.g., RCW 36.70A.010 and .020[13]) that encourages collaboration of counties 
and cities with other local governments, state agencies, and tribes throughout the 
comprehensive plan and development regulation update processes.

• Equitable and Inclusive Public Participation. WASWD supports the proposed revisions to 
RCW 36.70A.020(11) related to promoting public participation through the comprehensive 
plan and development regulation update processes, including for underserved and under-
represented individuals and communities.
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• Innovative Housing. WASWD supports enabling flexibility of housing types, both as a means 
of creating greater urban densities and to increase the availability of affordable housing, as 
long as utility providers are consulted in advance to ensure adequate infrastructure capacity 
is planned for and constructed. WASWD has significant concern, however, with the 
incorporation of the proposed Affordable Housing Gap definition into GMA, as discussed 
during the December 15 convening, as the appropriate metric to trigger the allowance of land 
use flexibilities proposed in RCW 36.70A.095(2). As you will recall, the Department of 
Commerce “tested” the definition under current conditions, and found that, if implemented as 
written, it would not be an effective metric for driving greater land use flexibilities. Further, 
WASWD remains concerned that potential fluctuations in allowable housing densities 
created by the proposed language will hamper utility service providers’ ability to plan for and 
construct appropriately-sized system infrastructure.

• Critical Areas. WASWD opposes the proposed revisions to RCW 36.70A.060(4) related to 
limitations on new or existing public infrastructure within critical areas because of the 
potential adverse impact on the ability to provide public utility service.

• Limited Area of More Intense Rural Develop (LAMIRD) Land Use Flexibility. As water/sewer 
providers in many LAMIRDs, WASWD members fully recognize the land use challenges 
posed by the current LAMIRD-related regulations. WASWD supports the greater flexibilities 
created by the most-recent revisions proposed by the Washington State Association of 
Counties within current LAMIRD boundaries, subject to confirmation of available system 
capacities in advance of any land use changes. 

• Comprehensive Plan Review Cycle. WASWD supports the proposed increase in 
comprehensive plan review cycles to ten years, subject to the proposed mid-cycle (five-year) 
reviews required of metropolitan counties.

• Natural Capital Improvement Plans. As water/sewer providers, protection of water quality is 
foundational to WASWD members’ missions. We recognize the need to responsibly operate 
in a manner that does not impact the natural environment and support the concept of basin-
wide approaches to coordination of ecosystem health. However, recognizing the Nisqually 
Tribe-proposed language related to natural capital improvement plans was not introduced 
until the final (December 15) convening, WASWD has significant concerns regarding further 
consideration of this proposal without additional clarification of its requirements and 
assessment of its potential financial impacts to our members.

Again, thank you and all of the Updating Washington’s Growth Policy Framework participants for the 
hard work throughout this necessary effort. While final agreement was not reached on many of the 
important topics, we believe that the foundation has been laid that will enable collaboration in many 
individual updates to the GMA going forward.

Sincerely,

Judi Gladstone
Executive Director
Washington Association of Sewer & Water Districts
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December 28, 2020 
 
Joe Tovar and the Updating Washington’s Growth Policy Framework team, 

 
The Washington State Chapter of the American Planning Association (APA Washington) 
respectfully submits the following comments regarding the process and content of the Updating 
Washington’s Growth Policy Framework project. 
 
APA Washington is a 1,200-member association of public and private sector professional 
planners, planning commissioners and elected officials, among others. We work every day to 
implement the state’s growth planning framework and hope that our input can help improve it. 
APA’s participation in the Updating the Framework project included a task force of chapter 
members that followed the project, provided input and comments, and provided periodic status 
reports back to the chapter board of directors and legislative committee. Our reviews were based 
on our participation in APA including education and collaboration with other planners, our 
experience implementing the state’s growth planning framework, the chapter’s most recent 
Legislative Priorities document, and the APA Policy Guides, specifically Housing, Planning for 
Equity, Hazard Mitigation, and Climate Change. 
 
There’s much in the proposed bill we support, including an enhanced regional approach to 
planning, improved GMA goal language, and attention to climate change, and we commend the 
hard work done by you and your team at the University of Washington. However, we’re also 
aware this effort has struggled with limited funding, a reliance on contributions from interest 
groups, and compressed timelines. As such, the following comments are intended to provide 
context for the changes included in the bill, identify structural or procedural limitations inherent in 
update process, and to guide future actions. These comments are not intended to criticize the 
good work done by your team or the stakeholder groups.  
 
Below we’ve identified three categories of concerns and suggestions, including areas that would 
benefit from additional research or analytical work, topics that were omitted from the final bill, but 
we feel are worthy of further consideration, and procedural weaknesses in the update process 
itself.  
 
Items that would benefit from additional work.  
 
As we note below, one of the principal shortcomings of the roadmap effort was a lack of research 
or analytical rigor. Some of the problems and issue areas discussed by the stakeholder group 
were well understood and allowed the stakeholder group to craft straightforward solutions. 
However, in other cases there wasn’t enough information available to make informed decisions or 
there wasn’t enough time available to work through complex issues. Our group strongly believes 
that a subsequent rule making effort led by the Department of Commerce is necessary to address 
the more technically complex issue areas. Such an effort could bring together the data, academic 
research, and interested parties necessary to craft meaningful and effective solutions.  
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1. Housing affordability. Defining housing affordability is notoriously difficult and the subject 
of continuing debate among housing economists and practitioners. Among other 
complexities, any meaningful definition of housing affordability must be capable of 
differentiating between housing affordability, which housing policies can affect, and 
poverty, which housing policies cannot. Additionally, a workable definition must account 
for other household expenses related to housing, such as transportation, and be based 
on statistically valid methods and good quality data. The omnibus bill includes an 
“affordability gap” definition, which, unfortunately, addresses none of the criteria above.  
Notably it appears to employ invalid statistical methods, relies on data that does yet not 
exist, and fails to incorporate transportation expenses. We recommend this problematic 
definition be left out of the draft bill and that the Department of Commerce be directed to 
develop a more workable definition in consultation with expert housing economists 
through a formal rulemaking effort.  

 
2. Urban densities and housing types. The omnibus bill establishes minimum urban 

densities and mandates the inclusion of “missing middle housing” throughout urban 
growth areas. On a conceptual level we support both of these ideas. Unfortunately, the 
methods mandated by the draft bill do not reflect good planning practice. The current 
draft includes a one-size-fits-all mandate for densification of single-family neighborhoods.  
Such a strategy has proven unproductive in many communities, due to variations in local 
physical and economic conditions.  Instead, we recommend a more nuanced approach 
be used that takes into account local conditions. The housing inventory and analysis 
guidance contained in WAC 365-196-410 establishes an excellent framework for 
analyzing, and addressing, local housing needs. Unfortunately, these rules are only 
advisory and, in most cases, are only partially adhered to by local governments. In place 
of the bright-line standards included in the draft bill we recommend that WAC 365-196-
410 be made mandatory.  

 
3. Tribal planning and coordination. The omnibus includes many interesting ideas for 

coordinating the planning efforts of tribes with cities and counties. Again, we support 
these ideas in concept but feel that much more work needs to be done in order to ensure 
there are no unintended consequences. In particular, we have concerns with the 
provisions in the bill that would allow utilities to be extended beyond urban growth areas. 
We recommend that Commerce consult with tribes and local governments to develop a 
better framework for coordinating planning efforts and infrastructure investments in a 
manner that conforms to GMA principles.  

 
4. Critical areas and environmental protection. Under the current GMA planning framework 

detailed requirements for critical area protection and environmental regulation are 
contained in chapters 365-190 and 365-195 WAC. As opposed to other GMA rules, these 
rules are mandatory. The omnibus bill includes numerous provisions that would establish 
detailed critical area planning requirements in statute, including a definition for Fish and 
Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas, requirements for incorporating Puget Sound 
Partnership data and recommendations, and the integration of salmon recovery plans 
and tribal data. The level of detail required to craft workable and scientifically defensible 
requirements does not lend itself to statutory language. We recommend the bill include 
language directing Commerce to update the current critical area guidelines in 
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consultation with expert agencies such as WDFW, DOE, and DNR, tribes, and the Puget 
Sound Partnership. 

 
Additional topics for consideration. 
 

1. Equity and inclusive participation. We welcome the attention given to environmental 
justice and other similar concepts in the draft bill. These changes represent a long 
overdue attempt to address structural inequities in the planning process. However, we 
feel a more all-encompassing effort should be made to address equity and to ensure the 
GMA planning framework reflects the needs and interests of all Washington residents, 
particularly those who have historically been marginalized, left out the planning process, 
or harmed by past practices (such as exclusionary zoning). We recommend that equity 
concerns be addressed in a comprehensive fashion by requiring that GMA planning 
actions be reviewed to avoid disparate impacts. Equity considerations should not be 
confined to environmental justice, but rather broadly incorporated into each 
comprehensive plan element, particularly land use, housing, transportation, and 
economic development. Taking actions to help avoid gentrification and displacement are 
also important comprehensive planning considerations and should be addressed in the 
GMA at both the local and regional scale.    

 
2. Regional and statewide coordination. Some issues, such as housing, transportation, 

climate change, regionally scaled ecosystems, and water resources defy strictly local 
solutions. The provisions in the bill that require counties to update their countywide 
planning policies are a step in the right direction. We support these changes and believe 
they will lead to more effective regional planning. However, the framework could be 
strengthened by addressing actions by state agencies and regional planning bodies. On 
paper, the GMA requires state agencies to comply with the GMA and local 
comprehensive plans. In practice, however, the actions of state agencies and regional 
bodies related to the GMA are not explicitly allowed to be appealed to the growth 
management hearings board or courts, making enforcement virtually impossible. Given 
the new goals and requirements aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions and 
vehicle miles traveled, it is more important than ever to ensure local governments, state 
agencies, and regional transportation planning organizations are not working at cross 
purposes. Additional measures are needed to ensure state agencies and regional 
planning bodies comply with the GMA and coordinate their actions with local plans.       

 
3. Annexation. Annexation issues must be addressed in a comprehensive fashion. The 

GMA clearly envisions cities as the vehicle for managing urbanization, yet the state’s 
existing annexation laws impose significant barriers to annexing land within urban growth 
areas. At the same time, annexation has provided an opportunity for cities and counties 
to circumvent GMA planning laws by annexing land immediately after it is added to an 
urban growth area, but prior to the resolution of appeal periods. There are also significant 
fiscal and service delivery issues for counties, cities and special districts inherent in 
annexations that are often not effectively addressed through the annexation processes 
currently available.  Annexation issues should be comprehensively addressed in any 
major overhaul of the GMA.  
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Structural and procedural weaknesses in the Framework process. 
 

1. Lack of analytical rigor and research. Due to the compressed timeline and budget 
limitations, the Roadmap process relied almost exclusively on stakeholder groups to 
identify problems and propose solutions. In most cases no attempt was made to 
determine whether or not the problems identified by the stakeholder groups were 
significant statewide concerns as supported by data, or merely problems perceived or 
experienced by a narrow set of stakeholders. In some cases, the ideas proposed by 
groups were not subject to rigorous analysis or supported by research or evidence, and 
solutions were not crafted by exploring a broad range of alternative actions. In some 
cases, the issues being discussed were simply too complex to be addressed in this 
fashion, leaving many groups with more questions than answers. The process also 
allowed advocacy groups to lobby for pet projects, some of which seemed to have no 
tangible connection to a documented problem. Again, we strongly recommend that 
Commerce be provided with the necessary funding to address the issues mentioned in 
the first section above through a formal rule making process backed by good quality 
research and data.     

 
2. Late additions by some groups that were not discussed in stakeholder convenings. It was 

our understanding that the draft bill would be developed by compiling suggestions from 
the various stakeholder groups, circulating drafts for review, and that during each 
subsequent round of review the document would be refined by dropping unpopular 
provisions and by making revisions based on full discussion in stakeholder convenings. 
Unfortunately, a significant number of major changes were proposed by various 
stakeholder groups at the very end of the process and incorporated into the final draft. 
We feel the allowance of late additions was inappropriate and that only those changes 
that were fully vetted by all of the stakeholder groups or discussed by the breakout 
groups should be included in a final draft. In many cases, our group simply does not 
understand the last-minute changes or know enough about their possible effect to 
provide meaningful feedback.   

 
          

APA position against expansion of LAMIRDS 
 
On a final note, our organization is adamantly opposed to the LAMIRD provisions included in the final 
draft. While the final WSAC proposal, which is limited to allowing additional uses within existing 
LAMIRD boundaries, has potential to be acceptably revised with more discussion, we believe all of the 
currently-proposed changes could lead to significant problems. These problems could include 
sprawling development patterns, unmanageable transportation demands, depletion of natural 
resources, and perhaps most significantly, economic activity and development potential siphoned away 
from small towns and cities that already have the infrastructure in place to support it. The stakeholder 
convenings did not sufficiently document an actual problem the proposed LAMIRD changes would 
address.  Only one example was shared, regarding challenges with rural service delivery in a LAMIRD 
and adjacent properties due to a series of Growth Management Hearings Board decisions.  No 
information is available regarding how much land is in the state’s existing LAMIRDS, whether 
regulations are preventing development, or if changing the LAMIRD regulations would improve rural 
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economic conditions.  We strongly recommend that no revisions to the current statutes regarding 
LAMIRDS occur until a specific, data-supported problem is identified. 
 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

The APA Washington Updating the Framework task force: 
Leonard Bauer 
Holly Gadbaw 
Brad Johnson 
Ian Munce 
John Owen 
Yorik Stevens-Wajda 
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–
[Transmitted via Email]

 
 RE:   REALTORS Comments for Report to Legislature 

Updating Washington’s Growth Policy Framework 

Summary of REALTORS® Comments

Comment on the Process for Growth Policy Framework Discussions:
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–

–

Comments on Specific Sections of the Bill Draft Version 6: 
 

–

clarification or signals “ this language.” The new language
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addition of “multi county planning policies” 

Transportation Goal to “help achieve statewide targets for 
” will 

The broad description of “climate change and natural hazards resiliency” is 

–

inition of “affordable housing gap” may or may not be 
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– not a definition.  For example, the new term “Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Conservation Area” includes the concept that “this does not mean m

populations or habitats so that they are no longer viable over the long term.”  This phrase is 
an “area.”  

Similarly, the definition of “Green Infrastructure” includes the statement “Biodiversity is an 

resilience.”  This is not 

w “Fish and 
Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas” would be an issue for discussion, and no presentation 

The reference to “regionally coordinated” housing is not defined.  It could be helpful, 
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“help achieve” 

“support development patterns and construction techniques” that conserve energy

example, the reference to “construction techniques that conserve energy” –


