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JEFFERSON COUNTY 

PLANNING COMMISSION

621 Sheridan Street

Port Townsend, WA 98368

(360) 379-4450

March 6, 2009

Board of County Commissioners

Jefferson County Courthouse

PO Box 1220
1820 Jefferson St.
Port Townsend, WA  98368
Dear Commissioners,

The Planning Commission has reviewed the Master Landuse Application, MLA09-00024, which addresses the final two GMA compliance issues remaining for the Irondale/Port Hadlock Urban Growth Area (UGA):  a facilities plan which outlines six-year and 20-year plans for a sewer utility throughout the UGA and an expository documentation of the population holding capacity analysis for the UGA.   In this matter, the Planning Commission provides the following findings and recommendations:

Required findings; adapted from JCC 18.45.080 (1)(b)(i-iii) :

(i)
Have circumstances related to the proposed amendment and/or the area in which it is located substantially changed since the adoption of the Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan?

Since the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan, the County has done further planning with regard to the Irondale/Port Hadlock UGA, including the Port Hadlock Sewer Facilities Plan, which we recommend for adoption by the Board as the General Sewer Plan.  This plan has been approved by the state’s Department of Health and Department of Ecology.  Also, the county has responded to the Western Washington Hearings Board Compliance Order with an expositive Dwelling Unit & Population Holding Capacity Analysis for the UGA.  We recommend the Board also adopt this analysis into the Comprehensive Plan as “Appendix L”.
(ii)
Are the assumptions upon which the Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan is based no longer valid; or is new information available which was not considered during the adoption process or any annual amendments of the Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan?

New information is available as stated in the response above.  Also, there is a growing identified need for affordable housing above the need identified in the 2004 Comprehensive Plan.  The Planning Commission identifies the establishment of the Irondale/Port Hadlock UGA as a tangible way to increase affordable housing opportunities.
(iii)
Does the proposed amendment reflect current widely held values of the residents of Jefferson County?

After completing the compliance action of the February 8, 2008 Final Decision and Order for Case No. 07-2-0012 and Order on Compliance for Case Nos. 03-2-0010 & 04-2-0022, compliance on the “minor issues”, the Planning Commission’s UGA Committee reconvened on July 23, 2008 for work on the remaining issues outlined in the Order Finding Continuing Noncompliance and Granting Additional Time for Compliance, dated April 16, 2008. 

The UGA Committee continued to meet in duly noticed public meetings on these additional dates: August 27, 2008; September 24, 2008; January 15, 2009; and January 29, 2009.

The Planning Commission discussed the UGA on their advertised agenda in the following meetings: November 19, 2008; January 21, 2009; and February 4, 2009.
The Department of Community Development held a widely advertised public open house for the community regarding the Urban Growth Area on January 27, 2009.

The Planning Commission held a Public Hearing on the proposed Comprehensive Plan and UDC amendments of MLA09-00024 on February 18, 2009.

Two members of the public provided their testimony in this public hearing on February 18, 2009.

While different opinions were voiced in these meetings, the UGA is accepted by the majority of the citizens in the UGA planning area and a majority of the citizens of the County.
Additional required findings, adapted from JCC 18.45.080 (4)(c)(i) through (4)(c)(viii)
(i)
The proposed site-specific amendment meets concurrency requirements for transportation and does not adversely affect adopted level of service standards for other public facilities and services.

The transportation goals and policies of the UGA Element in the Comprehensive Plan and the transportation concurrency requirements in Title 18 of the Jefferson County Code were found to be compliant by the Western Washington Growth Management Hearings Board in the Final Decision and Order, Case No. 07-2-0012, and Order on Compliance, Case Nos. 03-2-0010 & 04-2-0022, dated February 8, 2009.  
(ii)
The proposed site-specific amendment is consistent with the goals, policies and implementation strategies of the various elements of the Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan.

The Planning Commission finds that the proposed amendments are consistent with the goals, policies and implementation strategies of the various elements of the Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan.
(iii)
The proposed site-specific amendment will not result in probable significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated, and will not place uncompensated burdens upon existing or planned service capabilities.

The Planning Commission finds that there will be no probable significant adverse impacts with the proposed amendment.
(iv)
The subject parcels are physically suitable for the requested land use designation and the anticipated land use development, including planned surrounding land uses.

The Planning Commission finds that the UGA planning area is physically suitable for the requested land use designation and the anticipated land use development, including planned surrounding land uses, is also suitable.
(v)
The proposed site-specific amendment will not create a pressure to change the land use designation of other properties, unless the change is in the long-term best interests of the county as a whole.

The Planning Commission finds this indicator is “not applicable”.
(vi)
The proposed site-specific amendment does not materially affect the land use and population growth projections that are the bases of the Comprehensive Plan.
The Planning Commission finds this indicator is “not applicable”.
(vii)
Within an Urban Growth Area, the proposed site-specific amendment does not materially affect the adequacy or availability of urban facilities and services to the immediate area and the overall UGA.

The Planning Commission finds this indicator is “not applicable”.
(viii)
The proposed amendment is consistent with the Growth Management Act (Chapter 36.70A RCW), the County-Wide planning Policies for Jefferson County, any other applicable inter-jurisdictional policies or agreements, and any other local, state or federal laws.

The Planning Commission finds the proposed amendment is consistent with the Growth Management Act, the County-Wide Planning Policies for Jefferson County and all applicable inter-jurisdictional policies and agreements, local laws, state laws and Federal laws.
JCC 18.45.050(4)(b)(i) through (4)(b)(vii)

Inquiry into the Growth Management Indicators:

(i)
Is growth and development as envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan occurring faster or slower than anticipated, or is it failing to materialize?

The Planning Commission finds that because of the recent economic downturn, growth is occurring slower than anticipated.
(ii)
Has the capacity of the county to provide adequate services diminished or increased?

The Planning Commission finds that at this time, it is unknown if the capacity of the County to provide adequate services has diminished or increased.
(iii)
Is there sufficient urban land, as designated and zoned to meet projected demand and need?

The Planning Commission finds that information provided in the Dwelling Unit & Population Holding Capacity Analysis demonstrates that there is sufficient urban land designated and zoned to meet the 20-year projected population growth allocation for the Irondale/Port Hadlock UGA.
(iv)
Are any of the assumptions upon which the plan is based no longer found to be valid?

The Planning Commission finds that the assumptions in the Comprehensive Plan, the Port Hadlock Sewer Facility Plan and the Dwelling Unit & Population Holding Capacity Analysis are valid.

(v)
Are there changes in the county-wide attitudes?  Do they necessitate amendments to the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and the basic values embodied within the Comprehensive Plan Vision Statement?

The Planning Commission finds that there are no changes in the county-wide attitudes, and that the goals and basic values embodied in the Comprehensive Plan and in the Comprehensive Plan Vision Statement remain valid.
(vi)
Are there changes in circumstances which dictate a need for amendment to the Comprehensive Plan?
The Planning Commission finds that the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan outlined in MLA09-00024 are necessary for compliance with the Growth Management Act as stipulated by the Western Washington Growth Management Hearings Board.
(vii)
Do inconsistencies exist between the Comprehensive Plan and the GMA or the Comprehensive Plan and the Countywide Planning Policies for Jefferson County?

The Planning Commission finds that every effort has been made to ensure consistency between the Comprehensive Plan and the Growth Management Act, and the Comprehensive Plan and the Countywide Planning Policies for Jefferson County, though it is not known if any inconsistencies exist therein.
The Record
The Planning Commission finds that its decisions regarding MLA09-0024 are based on the record developed during their consideration of this amendment proposal, and satisfy the legal criteria for developing the record, deliberating on the facts presented and developing these findings and conclusions.

Recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners
The Planning Commission recommends that the Board adopt the Port Hadlock Sewer Facility Plan, September 2008, as the General Sewer Plan, Appendix I, in the Comprehensive Plan.

The Planning Commission recommends that the Board approve the amendments proposed in MLA09-00024 by the Department of Community Development and as amended by the Planning Commission during our deliberations on March 4, 2009, and attached herein.
_______________________________

Peter Downey, Chair

Jefferson County Planning Commission

