	Foothills Subarea Plan Advisory Committee

	Meeting Summary
	April 20, 2009
	6:00 PM To
8:30 PM
	Kendall Elementary School

	

	Attendees
	· Richard Banel
· Phil Cloward

· Gary Gehling- Chair

· Norma Otto

· Lou Piotrowski

· Cindy Purdy

· Sean Wilson

· Matt Aamot- PDS

	Absent
	· Bill Coleman

· Jan Eskola

· Amy Mower

· Alan Seid

	Agenda Item #2
	Public Comment

	public comment
	Ellen Baker: I live in Glacier.  You have on the agenda Land Capacity, is this for the subarea all together or specific to Columbia Valley?  As most of you know I wrote a comment letter last year in the fall, with concerns about the Economic Section and there were some statistics in that section regarding Columbia Valley that I had.  Questions about current employment figures.  The table that was published in the draft said that there were 42 and then the number for land use analysis for some odd reason either it was the GMCC or Berk & Associates, I don’t know, that is currently now 90.  I don’t know if that was for 2005 or for 2007 or for what year because one of the big issues to come up again and again in this entire planning process is this subarea plan going to based on 2010, 2007, or 2005 ?  So I think if anything gets addressed I’m hoping that those tables get looked at that were in the Economic analysis.  And my comments are already on record about some of the analysis conclusions, one of them being that 66% of all employment in the Foothills subarea area was government.  That was pretty critical to me that that get squared away and I have spoken to Nancy Jordan of the EDA and she is going to try and address this one.  I’m not sure what her approach is but there seems to be substantial agreement that some of those questions were doubtful.  I don’t know, are there 90?  

Jack Petree:  (Handed out materials to Committee) Determining jobs needs, and the size and location of the Columbia Valley boundaries is not the proper task for this committee.  The committee has been charged as an advisory group for the entire subarea – not a specific Columbia Valley advisory group. That being said, even if it is within the committee’s scope you do not have enough data to make the recommendations that the County is asking you to make.  The committee is being asked to make decisions based on data included in a future EIS.  You haven’t been given the data yet so I contend that determining the size of the UGA right now is a bit premature.
Matt A. (PDS):  The committee recommended a UGA boundary in the first place.  The County Council gave more specific direction on the population allocation.  So it seems appropriate that the Committee could refine that boundary recommendation.  The cities are going through a process with their Planning Commissions, perhaps their Councils and then it comes to the County Planning Commission and the County Council for decision.  We’re trying to get local input through this committee before it’s taken to the County Planning Commission.
Gary G. (Chair):  I see it as an opportunity for the community to have a voice in this rather than the Council making the decision.  That’s why I’m back here because I think that we need that voice.  I’m hoping that we are going to get good information tonight to help make some decisions.

Rob Staveland: The critical areas map that shows a bunch of wetlands on the golf course site, they don’t exist.  It’s been verified by multiple wetland studies.  The committee was diligent in finding good information throughout this 2-year process even if the information wasn’t necessarily provided in conventional ways such as an EIS. Everything the committee has done is being verified by that and the committee has stayed true to what you’re doing and it’s good work.
Rebecca Boonstra:  I live in the Columbia Valley UGA.  I’d like to thank the committee for coming back and stepping into this again and to everyone else for coming out.  I would like to see commercial development in Columbia Valley so that folks can have jobs and have a sense of community.  I don’t mind if that means more houses.  

Jack Petree:  I wasn’t saying that you shouldn’t do the process.  What I was saying is that there is some question about it.  The most important thing is to have a full range of data before you start making decisions.  A compliant UGA requires that certain things be looked at and if you haven’t looked at them then it’s not going to be a good decision.
Public Comment Closed.


	Committee discussion
	Lou:  We had I think, a pretty clear charge from the County Council and as far as I’m concerned we fulfilled that charge in October 2007 when we sent off the draft of our plan.  Now we’re back again and I’m not clear why.   
· I’m not clear about what our charge is.  
· The second question is the rationale you said that the Director, decided to get this group back together and I’d like to have the rationale behind that because I have questions about why we’re doing it. 
· What’s going to happen to what we produced?  What comes out of this, what’s going to happen to it?  
The supplemental EIS, from my perspective should have been done while we were doing our work.  And then we could have that information so that we could use it to do a better job with our plan.  Not that I’m saying that we did a bad job with our plan.  It would have been better, I think, had we had that.  I do not want to see that happen to us again.  And if you answer them then I’ll feel like I’m better prepared to move forward with what we have to do.
Matt: Part of what happened is that we changed directors – who ultimately make SEPA determinations and require an EIS.  When David Stalheim came on, he directed that the EIS should be done and the Determination of Significance was issued.  So we did have different leadership than when we started this process.  That was a factor in timing.

Yes the committee fulfilled their charge and what’s changed now?  Probably most people know that the County Council in March gave direction to work with the population projection of 5,000 for the UGA.  The committee had recommended 7,053.  So there’s a significant change there.  The UGA boundaries have to be sized so we have adequate areas and densities to accommodate that population, basically no more and no less.  So that’s kind of what’s changed since you recommended the plan in October 2007.  Our director requested the group to come back together.  The cities have local input.  The City of Lynden has a planning commission that they talk to, the City of Blaine same thing.  You really don’t have that out here so you’re kind of viewed as the local body that’s giving input and we think that’s important to have that community input which would otherwise be lacking.  
What will happen to what you produce?  First of all we’re asking you to produce a couple things. One would be a recommended UGA boundary that would be smaller than the one you initially recommended and that is because there’s a smaller population projection.  Also, we’re asking for you to recommend an employment projection.  We have a population projection of 5,000 and in a similar way we need an employment projection for commercial and industrial and to evaluate the land available.  So those are the 2 things we’re asking for- to revise UGA boundaries and employment projections.
And what is going to happen to it?   We have to develop a preferred alternative to take to the Planning Commission and the County Council.  A preferred alternative including- what are the UGA boundaries that are being considered?  We got input on the population but what are the employment projections being considered, the land use capacity and so forth.  The cities are going to come with forward with proposals by June 1st to the County.  Now the County may or may not present those as the preferred alternatives to the Planning Commission.  If the County agrees with it we may go forward, but if we don’t we’ll have a city proposal and a County alternative.  
What we’re trying to get from this committee is a recommendation for this area since we have no city.  The County will have to put forward a preferred alterative and would take this information, these recommendations into consideration.  However, with the population the County Council ultimately did not agree with that.  
Sean:  I’d like to point out that that’s because PDS steered them that way.  It was your recommendation.  You used a completely unrealistic number.

Lou: Is this the committee?

Gary: I haven’t seen resignations from anybody.  I presume that they are still on; they haven’t met the criteria for kicking them off so I can only presume.  I they want to resign that’s different but we have to assume that they haven’t.  
Matt:  I have not gotten any written resignations.  People had said things, verbal things but I haven’t received a resignation.
Phil:  There are business rules that we operated under and those business rules – at least identify that we’ll be operating under those business rules and we will adhere to them.  The original rules.
Gary:  That’s the presumption.  There haven’t been any amendments to them.  On that note I do want to say that this is our opportunity to send a voice to County Council.  If we send 2 voices the County Council does what they want to do.  If we want to influence them we have to send 1 voice, if we want to send 2 voices than I see it as wasting time.  I think there’s already 2 factions represented on Council so they are going to do what they want to do, we’ve seen that.  I think we need to work together and make this happen and make our voice heard.  On the other hand we owe it to the community to persevere and get through this and do the best we can to get the recommendation put forward.  That’s why I’m here I think the community deserves that so let’s carry on.

Lou:  Did we adopt the business rules?

Gary:  They have never been amended and they still stand.  I don’t have a copy with me.  I’d rather move on with the agenda.


	Agenda Item #3
	Review Land Capacity Analysis Showing Land Available For Residential, Commercial and Industrial Development in the Columbia Valley UGA Based Upon the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007 Version)

	Discussion Items
	· Matt A. (PDS): Land capacity for Columbia Valley and land capacity for all of the UGAs in Whatcom County was evaluated with a uniform methodology. The Columbia Valley land capacity analysis was based upon the boundaries recommended by this committee so far.  It looks at how much land is available and what population that would accommodate and also how many employees who are commercial and industrial that would accommodate.  
· The calculation for commercial and industrial - Employment density is how many square feet per employee and the uniform methodology gave figures used from the Bellingham study.  For floor area ratio, 25% was the ratio used in the subarea plan for commercial - not for industrial but that was a figure that came from other smaller communities also.  The occupancy rate of 95% was actually set forth in the uniform methodology that was used countywide.  
· For residential about 134 net acres would need to be removed from the UGA, with an estimated  2 to 1 ratio approximately 270 gross acres would have to be removed.
· A market factor for lots that assume that they won’t develop over the 20 year planning period is 25% for partially utilized land and 15% for vacant land.  
· Committee discussion about deducting about 270 gross acres from the current Columbia Valley UGA while planning for the next 20 years and setting aside land for commercial and industrial development.  The committee’s recommended subarea plan called for urban renewal.
· Committee discussion as how the committee would be able to remove the 270 acres when the Columbia Valley UGA map shows that there isn’t enough vacant land to remove.  The numbers didn’t seem to be adding up.  


	Agenda Item #4
	Review Suitability Maps, Critical Area Maps, Etc., For the Columbia Valley UGA

	Discussion
Items
	· Committee discussion on geologically hazardous areas: broken down to alluvial fans and alluvial fan hazard areas. 
· Committee discussion as to water & sewer districts and their service areas. 
· Committee discussion of the Critical Areas map showing aquifer susceptibility to pollution and also the wellhead protections area.

· Committee discussion on the County Wetlands map and the possibility that the map does not accurately reflect the existing wetlands.



	Agenda Item #5
	Discuss Projections for Commercial and Industrial Employment in the Columbia Valley UGA.  

	Discussion
Items
	· Matt (PDS) - An EIS is being prepared for the 10-year UGA review and hopefully it will be issued the 8th of May.  It’s studying a range of employment for all the UGA’s including Columbia Valley UGA.  The range for Columbia Valley is quite wide.  The study range for the EIS is between 43 more employees and 455 more employees.  The Berk & Associates study had a wider range – something like 43 to 800 employees.  Part of the idea of the EIS was that we have to allocate employees among the different locations in the County.  One place getting more employment may mean less employment for another area.   The EIS tried to study a wide range of options for decision makers to select from.  So we’re asking you to select and recommend total employment (commercial and industrial) somewhere between the low of 43 employees and the high of 455 employees.
· Committee discussion- So we’re going to consider this information tonight but the EIS doesn’t come out until the first week of May?  Shouldn’t we have that information before we make a decision?  Could the committee develop employment allocations based on the process that the County is using countywide?

· Committee discussion to review the Draft EIS prior to making recommendations on employment projections for the Columbia Valley UGA. 

· Committee discussion as to the methodology the County used for the employment projections for Whatcom County as a whole.  There was concern expressed that the Countywide ratio of .44 jobs per person was unrealistic for the area.

· The Committee decided to review the Draft EIS prior to making employment projection recommendations.  The committee scheduled 2 meetings (May 13 and May 19) prior to the June 1st deadline that the cities have to submit their UGA information.

	Agenda Items #6
	Discuss Modifying Boundaries of the Columbia Valley UGA to Match Land Supply With Land Demand.  Preliminary Identify Areas to Consider for Removal from the UGA.  

	Discussion
items
	· The committee discussed the need for open space and urban parks in the Foothills subarea area.  The Foothills community expressed that urban parks are a high priority.  The committee discussed the planning aspects that must be met in order for Whatcom to be GMA compliant and how much acreage that would require for the 5,000 population figure.  Matt indicated the Foothills SEIS identified about 17.5 acres for a population of this size.  
· Committee discussion- Historically the trends have shown population growing fast and it has been for over 20 years and the studies show the trend is expected to continue.  It makes no sense to continue to under-plan for the population in relation to service providers and capital facilities planning.   

· Committee discussion of the pending projects and permits occurring in the Foothills area and the effect they would have on the number crunching.
· Committee discussion that the County Council’s population recommendation, 5,000 people over the next 20 years may not be realistic.


	Agenda Item #7
	Opportunity for Committee Members to Discuss Matters Not on the Agenda

	Discussion items


	· Norma:  I would like to propose that we remove the incorporation study item on our project list and change that to revitalization study.  There is another thing too that we recommended, a no-shooting zone for the UGA.  We can’t wait for the subarea plan to get to Council so we’re directly taking this to Council.  I think Sam Crawford is going to bring this forward.  The sheriff is getting involved and we’re just going to create a no shooting zone without the subarea plan.  It’s a law enforcement tool.

	Agenda Item #8
	Public Comment 


	Public Comments

	Jack Petree:  These things that you point to are valid and important but they are not insurmountable.  You are not limited to UR4.  There are zones in the County that allow for mixed uses. So if you take what you consider to be a legitimate parks need if you used some creative zoning that allows for mixes of uses throughout the UGA that would allow developers to actually look at the market place and see we need more jobs here we need more houses here that allow the market to work instead of just trying to impose something on it.  The data supports the UGA the size it is.  You don’t want to go much beyond that because then you’ll upset the County Council and then they’ll start trying some other things. The fact of the mater is you could easily put together a scenario that supports the UGA that you proposed using some mixed use zoning to allow more flexibility. The scenario exists to use the UGA at the size you have, you just need to be more flexible in the zoning capacities and you need to account for all of the uses.  The other thing I’d like to address is capital facilities.  The County just asked for another 6 months, they got a 5 months extension on all of this.  The reason that they gave to the growth board in asking for the extension is this realization that it’s a GMA requirement to have a capital facilities element for each UGA.  So it’s not a matter of capital facilities element doesn’t support the parks it’s that you are suppose to decide how many parks you need, how much job space, how much of all these different things, and then develop capital facilities plan that supports that and provides the funding for that and that’s why the county said it needed the extra time.   So it’s not a viable excuse to say we don’t have a capital facilities plan because that’s the whole reason the extension was needed.  
Matt:  That wasn’t the whole reason.  A lot of the reason was the coordination of the cities. They were having trouble developing proposals and getting public input and so forth.  Another caveat is the jobs.  In the EIS, there is a range of employment that is being studied.  If you go outside of that range you have to do a supplemental EIS.

Kevin Zender:  The 300 supposed building sites that are inside the developments.  Because it’s such an important issue the County should not be using numbers that are 3 years old.  They should send a couple of people from PDS to do a drive through to count buildable lots, lots with enough setbacks for the sewer and septic in Paradise.  Not hypothetical lots.  I say most of the lots in Paradise are not buildable.

Rob Staveland:  It seems like one of the things that Council is concerned about is they are afraid of Paradise and to take a policy decision that says you have 5,000 people pretty much guarantees that all the new develop ends up going exactly in the area that they are afraid of.  The committee spent 2 years doing all this work to develop population numbers that are verified on every level on OFM, ECONorthwest, the Berk report, historical;  so to come back and say now we want you to redo the UGA based on an arbitrary number with no basis in fact.  A cynical person would suspect that the County was just looking for justification and support for an unsupportable decision.  I would encourage the committee to stand fast with the work that has been done and the numbers were real and the outcome will be best if you use the real numbers instead of using unrealistic planning numbers.  The question of service and utilities – Water District 13 already spent 100,000 in capital facility planning for 1,600 more or less units in their district.  Fire districts are already doing facilities planning and furthermore the county already has tools in their arsenal so that you can’t actually get a development permit and you can’t get final plat until these facilities exist so there’s checks and balances in the long term planning areas there’s a way to accommodate future growth in the UGA without taking drastic adjustments to the boundaries.  I don’t see the logic.  I can’t even fathom why we are even having this discussion.

Clayton Petree:  The SEIS did project 1072, but that was only through 2022 so that would be missing about 7 years of population.

Ellen Baker:  In regards to this ratio of jobs per population.  Does the 44% represent just adults or does it include children?  It’s for all people, 1 year olds all the way to 90?  Is that really for real?  Two thousand jobs for 5,000 people seem to be over the top.
Matt:  Its total jobs compared to total people as of 2008, the jobs to people ratio.  I wasn’t suggested that be used here, I was just saying that this was information that may be useful to the committee, who will apply local knowledge to the situation.  The planning horizon for the Final Foothills SEIS was 2031 rather than 2022.
Jack Petree:  Actually that’s a reduction in what’s actually in place in the county right now it’s actually about 53% right now.

Jack Hoviener:  First of all, thank all of you for giving your evening to be here. I’ll be brief because we are out of time.  Obviously these boundaries are being driven by a population number that the County staff with, I think, the best of intentions asked the Council to adopt.  As I recall, on that report part of the basis for this allocation- I see it as an allocation- not a projection- was a policy allocation.  It had to do with a lack of capital facilities planning. It even kind of said we’re not seeing this as a realistic number but this is a realistic number given the state of where we are.  I think part of the solution might be to consider doing what we can to encourage capital facilities planning but also perhaps winning over PDS because the number the Council adopted is the number that is being used for planning.  I think a case could be made for a much healthier UGA with a little more population.  I would think that if PDS were to ratify and endorse my recommendation that would have merit with the Council and I think that would best come from this group. I think we all understand Council and probably don’t want an ever expanding UGA going on forever.  We want to constrain it but we also want it viable and healthy.  I think if that case could be made that there is some room in there perhaps for some consideration and it would be most advantageous if that consideration came from this committee and was supported by PDS and the County administration.  That would be worth considering.

Gary:  Is that 5,000 number set in stone?

Matt:  It’s not set in stone, but it’s the direction from Council.

Meeting Adjourned.
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