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Good morning.  
 
My name is Sam Pace. Many of you don’t know me, so let me quickly indicate that I’m a 
Housing Specialist with the Seattle King County REALTORS® (which represents one-third of 
the residential REALTORS® in Washington), a real estate broker with Executive Real Estate, a 
former REALTOR® of the Year among all firms in King County, a past president of Washington 
REALTORS® (the residential REALTORS® statewide industry association), 
 a co-recipient of the HDC’s inaugural Pedestal Award for work on affordable housing issues, 
and a former municipal attorney with an MBA. I’ve been actively involved in these growth issues 
since before the first King County CPPs were adopted, including serving on the King County 
CPP Affordable Housing Advisory Committee in the early 1990s. Mike Flynn can likely help to 
provide more grist if you have questions. 
 
A healthy and affordable housing market – one that is consistent with achieving GMA’s 
“Mandatory” Housing Goal #4 in RCW 36.70A.020 regarding housing that is affordable to all 
economic segments of the population – requires a 4 to 6 month supply of inventory. 
 
The monthly summary of the real estate market data for King County that will serve as the basis 
for the headlines in the media later this week, or early next week, is based on detailed data that 
indicates the following: 
 

• In January 2015, countywide in King County, the market supply of houses and condos 
combined was 2.09 months, not the 4 to 6 month supply needed for a stable and healthy 
real estate market 

 
• Last month, in December 2015, the market supply of houses and condos combined had 

dropped from 2.09 months to just 25 days, 8 hours and 48 minutes. 
 
To its credit, your very competent Regional Staff Committee has given you the recommendation 
the Growth Management Policy Board requested of it. But your request of the Committee did 
not include a request for the information you - and the Executive Board - need to know, and 
understand, in order to avoid making a huge mistake that would contribute significantly to:  
  

• Jeopardizing the future competitiveness of the region 
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• Dramatically exacerbate the current housing affordability crisis by doubling local median 
housing prices here in King County in less than seven years (at current appreciation 
rates exceeding 10%) 

• Move us much farther away from achieving GMA’s mandatory Goal 4 regarding housing 
that is affordable to all economic segments of the population 

• Force working families to leapfrog over multiple urban growth boundaries in order to 
commute to work from housing they can afford, 

• And in doing so, increase sprawl with an attendant larger carbon footprint that moves our 
stewardship of the environment in the wrong direction. 

  
I suspect what I will explain in some detail in these written comments will come as a surprising 
shock to many, except those who recognized that in the run-up to 2007 as our economy grew 
we were adding 3.1 new jobs for every new housing unit; And, that as recently as 9 days ago 
the Seattle Times reported that since 2011 in King, Pierce and Snohomish counties the region’s 
annual population growth was five times the average annual number of home building permits 
issued by local jurisdictions. 
Bereft of market data, the recommendation before you to constrain housing in smaller cities 
largely ignores the existing systemic housing supply deficit. That deficit exists largely as a result 
of two factors: 

1. Employment-related in-migration, and  

2. The gigantic disconnect between OFM population projections (upon which the 
housing growth targets are based) and what’s actually happening on-the-ground 
in terms of the jurisdictions’ failure to have enough housing capacity to 
accommodate a supply of housing that is sufficient to meet the actual on-the-
ground market demand for housing. 

Factually-rich articles published in December by Seattle Times business reporter Sanjay Bhatt 
expose the glaring gap between the reality on-the-ground on the one hand, and the errant 
assumptions underlying the forecasts on which the targets and accompanying growth plans are 
based on the other: 
 

December 29th:  

“…King, Snohomish and Pierce counties added 60,970 residents as of April 1 this year. 
Other state data suggest a bigger migration: More than 98,700 people moving from out 
of state to those three counties were issued driver’s licenses from January through 
November this year.” 

“Agencies issued permits for an average 7,900 single-family homes a year since 2011 in 
King, Snohomish and Pierce counties — but the region’s annual population growth 
was five times that (emphasis added).  
Over the same period, agencies issued building permits in the three-county area for just 
under 23,600 new housing units — and the vast majority of them are apartments. And 
the number of existing houses for sale is paltry compared with demand.” 

 



Also December 29th:  

“In King County, ground zero for the population explosion, the median price of single-
family homes sold this year through November is $479,000, surpassing the previous 
peak in 2007. Both King and Snohomish counties saw median prices climb about 9 
percent over the year.  

While home prices rose, rents soared…” 

 
The recommendation also doesn't consider that the existing housing supply problem will be 
made much worse with the approach the Policy Boars is considering. Specifically: 

• It doesn’t acknowledge that:  

o Housing prices which increase at 7% annually, will double in 10 years; and  
Housing prices which increase at 10% annually, will double in just 7 years.  

 
o The data behind the headlines that you’ll see shortly regarding the most recent 

month of real estate activity indicate the median countywide “sold “price here in King 
County for homes and condos combined increased 12.5% compared to the same 
time last year.  

At that rate, prices will more than double in less than seven years, and this 
recommendation you requested from the RSC will help to ensure that is what 
happens. 
Such a vicious and disastrous result is likely not what the Policy Board or even the 
RSC members intended. But absent another recession, the result is clearly 
foreseeable if you look at the market data (which is conspicuous by its absence from 
your review of this matter).  
 

• What doesn’t show up directly in the market data, but is obvious with common sense, is 
that the families who will be hit the hardest by the effects of this recommendation are the 
most economically vulnerable families and individuals in our communities.  

The recommendations to constrain the supply of housing fails to even mention – much 
less account for – the fact that Mayor Murray and County Executive Constantine have 
already declared that the current housing market (much less one where prices are 
pushed-up twice as high as they are now by additional artificial constraints on supply) 
constitutes an officially declared “Emergency” that has brutal consequences for the most 
economically vulnerable homeless families in our communities. 

• The recommendation to further constrain the supply of housing also fails to 
acknowledge, or account for, the resulting multi-county sprawl (and environmental 
degradation, including a larger carbon footprint) the recommendation will help to 
exacerbate as it limits housing supply closer to jobs.  

Working families will have to spend even larger portions of their income for even longer 
commutes to work as they are forced to “drive even farther to qualify.”  
Instead of commuting to jobs in Seattle (or the near-in eastside) from Enumclaw or 
Bellingham – which is occurring now – more and more working families will be forced by 
economic necessity to leapfrog across multiple UGBs in order to find housing they can 
afford in Thurston and Olympic Peninsula counties. 



In a way, the failure to account for the resulting - but entirely foreseeable - environmental 
degradation and larger carbon footprint - is almost like a new form of unstated but 
officially sanctioned “climate change denial.” 

 
The proffered course of action is fatally flawed, not only because of the destructive and hurtful 
impacts is would inflict on working families and the most vulnerable members of our 
communities, but also because it is predicated upon a bit of limited “silo analysis” that not only 
ignores the market reality on the ground, but also assumes the efficacy of errant OFM 
populations projections – which are not results, but mere predictions – upon which the targets 
(as well as the buildable lands analysis of the capacity to meet those targets) are based. 
There are two primary aspects to these flaws in the analysis: 
 
First, the jurisdictions of the PSRC assume (because jurisdictions are required by state law to 
do so, unless they challenge the OFM projections in court, which they have chosen not to do) 
that the OFM population projections - on which the housing targets and BLR are based - are 
accurate. They are not. OFM has acknowledged to members of our Association that even 
though these are 20-year growth plans, OFM can’t accurately predict local job growth more than 
36 months in advance.  
 
Early in the implementation of GMA when local jurisdictions were meeting their OFM 20-year 
growth targets in 7-10 years, the legislature increased the frequency of those OFM population 
projections. But they are still too infrequent to reflect what’s actually happening on-the-ground, 
and there is no effective mechanism to “reset” to correct deficiencies in the population forecasts, 
and in-turn the housing targets on which growth plans and zoning of local jurisdictions are 
supposedly based. 
 
Second, rather than requiring local governments to do a full-blown buildable land capacity 
analysis in 2014 (to inform the major updates in 2015 of local comp plans), the WA Dept. of 
Commerce allowed local governments to do a minimal review of the sufficiency of remaining 
land capacity. This approach, which I did not find acknowledged in the King County BLR, was 
based on the notion that few changes had occurred during the recession, and that the 
legislature failed to adequately fund the 2014 Buildable Lands review process.  
 
It was a serious misstep. The problems with using the OFM population projections on which the 
targets are based necessitated, as I noted, a change in the GMA, but continued to be evident to 
us in the run-up to 2007 when we were adding about 3.1 new jobs for every new dwelling unit 
(houses, condos, apartments, SROs, etc.) in King County.  
 
Now, as the Seattle Times reported nine days ago on December 29th: 
 

“Agencies issued permits for an average 7,900 single-family homes a year since 2011 in 
King, Snohomish and Pierce counties — but the region’s annual population growth was 
five times that.  

 
The recession helped to obscure this systemic deficiency in our growth planning regarding the 
OFM forecasts and the targets on which they are based. But as the economy recovers, the 
unresolved systemic problem is once again biting working families with a vengeance.  

This recommendation that is before you would make that situation twice as bad as it is now 
within just seven years, in significant measure because The Board’s decision framework is not 
based on a good analysis of the factors that have led the small cities to plan for more growth. 



The Board should take a significant pause for additional work before returning to the 
recommendation that is before you in order to better understand the importance of aggressively 
pursuing efficient use of available land in a way that maximized housing opportunities 
throughout the county in which the jobs are located. Such a pause is needed in order to 
vindicate the essence of GMA Goal #4, and to help minimize the likelihood of increasing cross-
county transportation infrastructure costs by orders of magnitude.  
 
That “mandatory” – not optional – GMA Goal #4 requires us to plan to accommodate housing 
that will be affordable to all economic segments of the population. As a result, we should not 
effectively eviscerate the goal by holding communities hostage through silo analysis and “curve 
bending” that will produce exactly the opposite result envisioned in GMA Goal #4 by helping to 
artificially double housing prices in less than 7 years. 

If the PSRC wants to get it closer to right, and avoid the clearly foreseeable harm that will result 
from getting it wrong, I would respectfully recommend, and request, the Board postpone its 
decision (while still allowing the cities to work on their explanations and justifications), and to 
consider a stakeholder group to work with the Policy Board on this topic. 

It would be appropriate for such work to include: 

• A discussion, as well as an analysis, of what has happened to create additional growth in 
small cities.  

• A market place analysis that tests the accuracy of the growth projections against a backdrop 
that includes more rigor than merely whether or not we filled up the limited number of 
allowed housing units (with the estimated average number of people per household) in a 
way that made the achievement of our housing targets become a self-fulfilling prophesy that 
bears no relationship to what’s really happened with job creation since 1990, the real estate 
market on-the-ground (as opposed to our assumptions on paper), and to housing 
affordability. 

• Answers to a number of other questions that have been raised recently by folks focusing on 
a larger radar screen than the very limited directive the Board gave to the RSC in 
connection with this matter, including questions such as, but not limited to, the following: 

o Were the policy assumptions wrong?  

o Were the policies OK, but the development regulation implementation faulty (such 
that the policies did not result in achieving community land use policies in nearby 
communities, thereby resulting in growth moving to the small cities)?  

o We have watched the cascading effect of individuals moving south, north and east 
out of King County continue since the 2000s in spite of all plans and policies. Why?  

o What market factors, characteristics and needs of the population not met in close-in 
communities may have led to working households making the choice to move to 
smaller communities? 

o There is a growing reluctance of current residents of close-in neighborhoods - in 
Seattle and elsewhere - to accommodate more efficient use of land that is closer to 
jobs. That political pressure has already resulted in down-zoning in 2015 by some 
jurisdictions inside the King County UGB, such as Renton. Is this compromising our 



future ability to accommodate housing for families in the same county where they 
work, especially if we don’t have more density in smaller cities that are willing to take 
the growth? 

o The criteria for reviewing the plans were established in 2003 but much has happened 
(and not happened) since that time.  

o Through monitoring of the plans, should this issue of “more than bargained-for 
population and job growth trends” have been raised earlier?  

o The comp plans in King County are based on buildable lands reports that assumed 
away many limitations on capacity to accommodate residential housing consistent 
with job growth (e.g., unrealistically low market discounts, assuming financing of 
infrastructure not being an impediment to accommodating growth, etc.).  

As a result, the comp plans and development regulations are not grounded in the 
realities of the market place and/or the needs of the existing and in-migrating 
populations. Should the PSRC be advocating for fixes to RCW 36.70A.215 that will 
actually result in meaningful corrective action, and provide accountability to “make-
up” for prior failures that are becoming permanent deficiencies in our ability to 
accommodate the actual growth we’ve experienced since 2000? 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to offer these comments. 
 
 
  



Regional Staff Committee Review of Small Cities Comprehensive Plan 
Certifications and Alignment with Growth Targets 
 
Plans for several “Small Cities,” as classified in VISION 2040, assume growth levels that are significantly higher than 
their adopted targets and the Regional Growth Strategy. At its November meeting, the Growth Management Policy 
Board asked for input from the Regional Staff Committee regarding the certification review of such plans. At meetings 
in November and December, the Regional Staff Committee discussed how certification review should address those 
Small Cities planning for growth significantly higher than anticipated by the Regional Growth Strategy and allocated 
through countywide target agreements. 
   
In accordance with the Growth Management Act, future population growth is allocated to individual cities, towns, and 
unincorporated areas in a coordinated manner that provides each jurisdiction with 20-year growth targets. The 
Regional Growth Strategy in VISION 2040 identifies a preferred pattern of growth, quantified as shares of the region’s 
residential and employment growth located within each of several regional geographies. With an emphasis on 
Metropolitan Cities as preferred locations for housing and jobs, VISION 2040 supports those cities planning for an 
“even larger share” of the region’s growth. Meanwhile, VISION 2040 promotes a modest role and scale for Small 
Cities, which are “expected to stay small over the long term.” Planning for Rural and Resources lands could anticipate 
“even lower growth” as a means to protect these areas from development pressures.  
 
Noting that growth trends would not precisely line up with the Regional Growth Strategy, the PSRC Executive Board 
adopted a technical amendment to the Regional Growth Strategy in 2009. Appendix II-B, which accompanied that 
action, laid out an approach for addressing this issue through local plan review and certification, as follows:  
 

• In developing their comprehensive plan updates, jurisdictions will be asked to explain 
what steps they are taking to “bend the trend” of recent growth to align with the concepts 
in VISION 2040. 

 
• PSRC’s review and certification of plans will be based on the actions and measures 

already taken or proposed to be put in place to bend the trend, and not just on an 
assessment of the target alone. Jurisdictions whose growth targets are higher or lower 
than what would be expected from a straight-line application of the Regional Growth 
Strategy, should show the actions and measures that are being undertaken, or it expects 
to take, to bend the trend. 

 
Committee Review 
 
The Regional Staff Committee discussed how to evaluate these plans for Small Cities that are planning for growth 
beyond their targets relative to the requirements of the Growth Management Act, the policy of VISION 2040, and 
Appendix II-B. The committee’s discussion included the importance of the Regional Growth Strategy, the process of 
distributing growth, local factors that affect how cities plan, and actions that cities could take. Some suggested that 
the countywide target process is the ideal regional coordination step that should be used to resolve issues around 
alignment of local plans with targets. It was recognized that some factors are unavoidable, such as actual housing 
and employment growth that has already occurred and development in the pipeline, while cities may have greater 
control of other factors. The fact is that each of the affected cities have capacity for growth than their targets and 
options to control the market development may be limited. Key comments by the committee included: 
 

• This is a significant issue that affects the region and should be addressed through 
certification plan review 

• Our overall objective should be to achieve VISION 2040 
• Avoid regional investments inconsistent with regional plan; avoid rewarding plans that do 

not support the Regional Growth Strategy 
• Concerned about long term costs to serve growth that is inconsistent with the Regional 

Growth Strategy 
• Concerned about potential UGA expansions 
• PSRC review should recognize realities (“unavoidable growth”) and allow for local 

flexibility  



• Support for the proposed six-part framework to review individual plans 
• Not just a Small City issue; urban unincorporated areas also growing too fast, 

Metropolitan and Core cities too slow 
• Issue should be part of future review of the Regional Growth Strategy and the update to 

VISION  
 
Review Framework 
 
To aid reviewing Small Cities’ plans that exceed adopted targets, staff proposed a draft framework to the Regional 
Staff Committee. The discussion of each criterion below is updated to reflect the input of the Regional Staff 
Committee. This review framework may facilitate understanding of a community’s plan and identification of how a 
plan is working to be consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy: 
 

1. Document and explain rationale for local planning numbers. The plan and 
supporting documentation should make clear what factors were used to determine future 
growth estimates, including relevant detail on recent historical growth, development 
permits in the pipeline, and zoned capacity, recognizing that each city is facing unique 
local circumstances. The plan should include adopted targets and make clear 
assumptions about reasonable expectations for growth and local factors that may be 
beyond jurisdiction control. Cities should provide information, where appropriate, 
regarding infrastructure plans to serve growth and how it will be paid for, including 
addressing impacts on schools. 

 
It is important for cities to separate “unavoidable” from “aspirational” growth. The Regional Staff Committee 
discussed how this is a range. Existing development that has already been built is clearly “unavoidable.” 
Permitted or vested development is also largely unavoidable, although there are cases where vested 
development stalls and doesn’t get fully built out. The committee also discussed how cities have 
development capacity in excess of the adopted targets and that there are limited options for reducing 
capacity. 
 Alternatively, planning for higher than current rates, adding development capacity, and expanding the UGAs 
are actions that clearly could be avoided. Planning for and timing of infrastructure may be necessary in 
many cases, but may also be managed to avoid inducing growth. 
 
Cities should also discuss why countywide targeting processes weren’t used to better align with local growth 
expectations and opportunities to reconcile plans and targets through later countywide processes. 
 
This documentation could be provided in the plan or in a separate supporting document. 

 
2. Show support for the Regional Growth Strategy. The plan should include a VISION 

2040 context statement that acknowledges the Regional Growth Strategy, including the 
role of Small Cities to grow more slowly, along with a policy commitment to working 
toward achieving the Regional Growth Strategy within the countywide framework for 
coordination around growth targets. The committee recognized the role of small cities at 
the edge of the UGA or surrounded by rural lands is different, and in ways more critical, 
than other Small Cities that are within the contiguous urban area. 
 

 
3. Identify actions to “bend the trend” of future growth. Given that some growth above 

and beyond adopted targets may be unavoidable, the plan should include policies and 
actions that move the city toward greater alignment with the growth targets and the 
Regional Growth Strategy over time, both within the 20-year planning period and 
beyond.  
 
The Regional Staff Committee recognized that cities don’t have an on/off switch for 
growth, but do have the ability to influence the rate of growth that occurs and the overall 



capacity for growth. Strategies to influence the amount and/or timing of growth could 
include: 
 
• Planning for appropriate uses and densities  

 
• Zoning for reserve capacity - limiting densities until appropriate timing or when 

infrastructure is in place 
 
• Capacity and timing of infrastructure 
 
• Full cost recovery of street, park, school and infrastructure improvements to support 

growth 
 
• Development standards appropriate to retain small town character 
 
• Use of SEPA and environmental protection tools 
 
Members noted that downzoning may not be appropriate in cases where it results in 
inefficient use of urban land or puts greater pressure on expanding the UGA. Land use 
should be used efficiently as a means of preserve area for future growth, while being at 
the appropriate scale for a small city. 
 
PSRC staff is available to discuss with each jurisdiction a range of actions that may help to manage the 
amount and timing of future residential and employment growth. 

 
4. Manage additional growth, and growth impacts, consistent with VISION 2040. The 

plan should include policies and actions that address the impacts of the higher 
anticipated growth on local and regional infrastructure and on the adjacent area, 
especially open space and the natural environment. Plans should demonstrate an extra 
effort to achieve compact development patterns, reduce impacts on regional facilities, 
and protect adjacent rural and resource lands. The approach to this may vary between 
cities that are largely surrounded by other urban areas and those surrounded by rural 
areas.  
 
Cities adjacent to rural areas may need to work to avoid spillover effects of growth beyond their boundaries. 
The Regional Staff Commission noted how cities place a lot of pressure on rural areas, such as through 
expanded roads, incompatibility with agricultural uses, new schools, expanded sewer service, and impacts 
to essential public facilities.  

 
5. Remove proposals to expand the Urban Growth Area boundary that would 

increase capacity. As guided by VISION 2040, plans should clarify the city’s intention to 
pursue any UGA changes in coordination with the county and consistent with criteria 
established by the countywide planning policies so as to not increase development 
expectations for the city. Given the city’s role as a Small City in the Regional Growth 
Strategy, and regional efforts to preserve the rural area, the city should consider 
removing support for UGA expansions.  

 
6. Coordinate with other jurisdictions and agencies. Regional coordination is a 

hallmark of VISION 2040 and the countywide planning process. The plan should 
demonstrate a heightened degree of coordination with adjacent cities, towns, counties, 
and other agencies, such as WSDOT and transit agencies. Such coordination should 



address growth targets, transportation impacts, and compatibility of plans and 
investments where local planning departs from agreed-upon targets. 

 
Additional Committee Comments 
 
In addition to the discussion of the review framework, the following Regional Staff Committee comments were 
recorded regarding Small Cities that are planning for growth beyond their targets. These comments are paraphrased 
and merged, where appropriate, rather than attributing them to individuals. 
  

• Appreciate that this issue was brought to the RSC. This is a significant issue that affects 
everyone and may result in regional transportation impacts and growth diverted from 
other cities. 

• GMA establishes little state-level responsibility. Responsibility falls on the region to work 
together to manage where growth goes. We adopted VISION 2040 and should be 
expected to comply with it to the best of our abilities.  

• The countywide process is the appropriate place to work out agreement among 
jurisdictions on where growth should go. Consider asking cities to go back to the 
countywide target process if there is justification for increasing targets (provided that the 
targets continue to support the Regional Growth Strategy). 

• It is important to hear from countywide groups to understand how these cities fit within 
the countywide planning processes. 

• Concerned about the potential impacts to regional infrastructure. We should avoid 
regional investments that would support dispersed development, drain scarce 
transportation funds, and lead to further road building, auto dependent development, and 
GHG emissions.  

• If there are seriously non-compliant jurisdictions, they should not be rewarded with 
regional transportation funds to support non-compliant growth. 

• It is important to figure out how to limit growth in these locations, recognizing the 
challenge in doing so. 

• Consider applying a range to the target, recognizing realities that cities face and it is 
unrealistic to precisely hit the target. Potentially allow being within +/- 5% and flexibility 
within that range. 

• An issue is caused by developers seeking low cost land without accounting for full costs 
of development, including external costs. 

• Concerned that dispersed growth may create a long-term cost burden on local 
government and the region that impacts local and regional services and infrastructure. 

• The proposed review framework will provide greater clarity when looking at the individual 
cities. 

• Cities should show the actions that they have taken, are taking, and will take to address 
the issue and guide growth toward the adopted targets. 

• PSRC could recommend that these jurisdictions, in consultation with PSRC staff, 
establish a plan for achieving compliance with the spirit, intent, goals and policies of 
VISION, monitor it over time to demonstrate good faith effort and results in achieving 
compliance, and re-submit for certification when they are in compliance.  

• Need to recognize reality if capacity exists and there is market demand. 
• Planning for more growth than called for in the targets may be a fiscally necessary and 

responsible objective for a small city as a strategy to ensure services can be provided to 
its residents. 

• Small cities and towns can choose to “stay small” with a sustainable approach to low or 
modest growth and policies and tools designed to enable that vision. 



• There is recognition that each city is facing local circumstances. It is challenging to 
address the issue generally without knowing the specific facts of the situation. 

• It is important to separate “unavoidable” from “aspirational” growth; may need to be clear 
on how to define “unavoidable.” 

• Down zoning could be used to slow growth, but concerned that down zoning may conflict 
with the GMA mandate to support “urban” development, may result in inefficient use of 
land and put greater pressure on the UGA.  

• It may be appropriate to use zoning to protect rural, open space, and resource lands or 
to use an urban reserve type of zoning to hold areas for future development. 

• Concerned with references to expand Urban Growth Area.  
• Consider whether locations are appropriate for regional investment. 
• Overall objective should be to achieve VISION. 
• While each circumstance of non-compliance should be examined individually, if the 

region rewards non-compliance with certification, it would send the wrong message to 
those who are working so hard to achieve VISION. 

• Transit plans and access need to be considered where growth is higher than expected. 
• In addition to the growth of Small Cities, there is concern regarding growth that may be 

excessive in some unincorporated UGAs and too slow in some Metropolitan and Core 
cities. 

• It will be important to know what cities are conditionally certified during the transportation 
project funding round to ensure that funding doesn’t support excessive growth. Any 
consideration of this issue in the PSRC project funding process or criteria would need to 
be discussed by RPEC and TPB, especially how it may impact the countywide funding 
competitions. 

• The issue leads to a future discussion about the definition of regional geographies and 
the tools available regionally to guide growth patterns. 

• Consider putting this issue on the docket for next VISION update to look at. 
 
This input from the Regional Staff Committee will be provided to and used by the Growth Management Policy Board 
as it continues its review of comprehensive plan certifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


