TOWN OF EATONVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
Monday, December I, 2014 — 7:00 P.M.

COMMUNITY CENTER
305 CENTER STREET WEST
Call to Order
Rolf Call: Beach  Bertoia__ Craig  Justice  Lambert  Miller

Town Staff Present: Mayor Schaub, Kerri Murphy and Doug Beagle
Pledge of Allegiance
Approval of the Agenda:
Approval of Minutes: November 3, 2015
Communications and Announcements:
From Public:
From Commissioners:
Old Business: ~ Recommendation to Council re: Ordinance 2013-15 Interim Recreational Marijuana Regulations
New Business:  Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) Proposal to amend the Countywide Planning Policies
Public Comments;
Staff Comments:
Commissioner Comments:

Next Meeting:  TBD,
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Town of Eatonviile
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Monday, November 374, 2014
COMMUNITY CENTER
305 CENTER STREET WEST

CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Lambert called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM.
ROLL CALL

Present: Commissioners Beach, Bertoia, Craig, Justice and Miller were present.
STAFF PRESENT: Mayor Schaub, Kerri Murphy and Doug Beagle.

OPENING CEREMONIES
Commissioner Justice led the Pledge of Allegiance.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Commissioner Beach move to approve the agenda. Commissioner Justice seconded. All in favor, (AIF)

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Minutes of the October 6th, 2014. Commissioner Beach move to approve minutes as written,
Cominissioner Justice seconded, AIF

COMMUNICATIONS OR ANNOUCEMENTS

There were no comments from the citizens or commissioners,

NEW BUSINESS

Public Hearing - Ordinance 2014-3 Marijuana Regulations / 2013-15 Sale of Retail Marijuana

Chairman Lambert opened the public hearing portion of the meeting.

Dixie Walter, 140 Antonie Ave N., - She explained that she is neither proponent nor opponent to the recreational
marijuana. She is middle of the road but stated that she is a very strong proponent of democracy. The people
voted this in. If the town can figure out a way not to close every avenue that could be open in the future for
bringing money into the town, she thinks it would be very smart. She has done a lot of research, and the
Association of Washington Cities sent out a newsletter last month with very interesting facts that they have
studied for municipalities. She added that she does not know all the issues but she is a proponent of Eatonville.
She would like to see Eatonville to someday get some of that money. This is new; nobody has ever done this
before. Things are going to change in a few years. She knows that the county has all kinds of qualms and won’t
do anything now but it doesn’t mean that they won’t in a couple of years. Nothing is carved in stone, it’s an
experiment. Her thought is “let’s don’t slam any doors, because the people of Washington State did vote 45 to 55
for recreational marijuana. Some of the biggest outspoken opponents were people in the medical marijuana,
patients and people who grew and stuff. Tt wasn’t like you might think, heavy duty religious groups or whatever,
it was actual marijuana proponents, but for medical. So, it passed, we have to live with that and so she just worries
that Eatonville can be a little closed off and she thinks that there is money down the line. She thinks it will be real

PC Mitg 11/03/14 Minutes

Page1




smart not to sh}}i?ggvery door. Things change, it’s politics but people are not going to change their mind about
marijuana. Thelatdst polls nationally have like 52% of American people think it should be legalized and that will
just climb, Ji4y s not made illegal until 1937, it was legal until then.

Chai;::in’vahﬁ%émbert asked for any additional comments, There were none.

Caﬁ;ﬁﬁkmner Beach wrote a letter to the Commissioners which was not distributed because he was going to be
available for this meeting. The last meeting of October 20" was postponed until today. He said he did not know if
he was for it or against it. Commissioner Miller suggested that we might consider a marijuana growing facility on
SR 161 coming into town which is the only area under the existing ruling of the council that was adopted, that any
kind of marijuana facility could be located. These kinds of growing facilities take a lot of electricity and the
towns’ electrical system is deficient in a number of regards. One of the ways in which it is deficient is that it has
only has one feed into the transformer and it should have at least two feeds into the transformer. If possible (not
audible) ... devise a way and put the ordinance into the right form and so on to get some help in getting the
second feed given the fact that these growing operations take a lot of electricity. That is one possible benefit to the
town for this. That land along SR 161 is also vulnerable to incremental strip development and we have a lot of
examples of that kind of development and from his point of view is not a very desirable way of developing land.
A growing operation down there might very well take up enough land that would at least mitigate some of it, the
danger of that strip mall. Also, of course as would a distribution of marijuana, a selling operation. It would have
to be two separate operations as he understands it, not owned by the same people. Either one would bring
increased revenue to town, more than what we presently have. Now whether these (not audible) possibilities
would compensate for the law enforcement liabilities associated with this, he doesn’t know. It may not and that
would be something that would certainly have to be looked into. There are a lot of pros and cons to this whole
marijuana thing. One thing that he wanted to mention is that this may turn out to be like a situation regarding
adult stores. That is that the courts have ruled that a town cannot zone itself in such a way that there is not the
possibility of an adult store. That doesn’t mean that it has to be on the front of the road that everyone drives up
and down but there has to be a place where one can be located. He said that he would not be surprised that in the
long run that is what exactly is going to happen regarding the sale of marijuana is that the town cannot in fact
preclude some place within the town that such a business could be located. Again we don’t necessarily have to
(not audible) but there has to be some kind of a place. Otherwise we get involved in a lot of litigation. OFf course
there is litigation going on now with Fife, and there probably will be with the county and so on as to whether they
can in fact just simply preclude a marijuana operation within their jurisdiction. We don’t know how that is going
to turn out. He would think that there is a good possibility that Fife County will lose in the long run, it may not,
who knows. But in any case, we wouldn’t want to put the town in a position to have to be involved in some kind
of litigation that would be quite expensive. He does not know if he favors this or not. He does not know if he
favors the growing or the sales in the town, he is not making a case for it one way or another. He is Jjust saying
that these are some of the issues and possibly some others that we will have to consider in making a
recommendation to the town.

Commissioner Miller said he is neither for nor against it. If it was to happen the area picked out north of town, as
far as zoning goes seems like the perfect area, It is away from the store and the schools, all the stuff where kids
would see it. If you are going to have a grower, it’s close to the substation. He believes that the town probably has
the capacity. With a little bit of rate restructuring like maybe the demand charge on the power use , because they
are big power hogs. You could probably generate enough revenue to eventually have a second feeder in town and
maybe tie into that Mashell Prairie sub of Ohop Mutual somehow if you need primary and get it from them, Just
because you zone it in, doesn’t mean that they will come. Eatonville does have very competitive electricity rates;
the real estate is pretty reasonably priced. There are a lot of these growers in the Tacoma and Spanaway areas and
they are nice quiet neighbors as far as he can see. The revenue from electricity has been tremendous. They have to
pay in cash and sometimes bring in $36,000.00 every two months for their electric bills and these are not huge
operations. As far as he is concerned with the way they do the ordinance he would be in favor of it, he would
approve that.

Commissioner Craig said that he did some research and was surprised at what he found out. First, when it passed
in the State of Washington, they had thousands of applications for retail shops. The State of Washington issued
344 permits state wide. As of two weeks ago, there was between 45 and 50 stores open. This is going very slowly.
Probably for several reasons, one being lack of product, the grower is taxed 25%; the packager, 25% and the
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retailer is taxed 25%. So, 75 cents of every dollar goes to the state. What they have now are 344 permits that are
issued. Those folks can open a shop but because it is going so slow, it will probably be 3 or 4 years before all 344
are open. There are no applications that they are accepting at this time. Each application is assigned a agent that
looks over the application and they dissect you. They look at everything about your life and especially location.
He asked if there was an application in Eatonville, there are none. There are no applications in South Pierce
County so maybe we are putting the cart before the horse. Ifin a few years if and when these shops are all open
and they start accepting a few more applications, those come on after the 344 are opened. Currently no one has
applied in Eatonville. If someone did, in 3 or 4 years and the state gave them the green light to go, then they have
to go to Pierce County, The reason that Fife is having an issue is because Pierce County zoned all of that to be an
urban industrial area. That is all in the north end of the county. The farthest south it is about 17 6% and the
Frederickson area, which is the cutoff for production, packaging or retail shops nothing south of here. It costs
thousands of dollars to get through the permiiting process to be ok’d by the state. They are taking a big chance
because the county can tell them “no®, it is not zoned. You can open a shop but it has to be north of here. That
could change down the road. As Mrs, Walter said this is kind of an experiment and it’s not working so well
because essentially it is too expensive. The black market is much cheaper. People can get it out here a lot
cheaper that in a retail shop. It is going very slow and it will be a long time before this area will even be allowed
to have it. He said he was surprised, thinking that this was an urgent issue but nothing is going to happen for
years, He stated that he is for democracy and added that on a personal note he has seen the effects of alcoholism
run rampant through communities and destroy. Personally it wouldn’t break his heart if the liquor store left and
the bars closed. But this is a democracy and the State of Washington citizens want that so he will have to accept
and learn to live with that and it does not affect his life at all. The same with the retail marijjuana shops, if it does
not affect you, don’t shop there, don’t get it, But the revenue, he was a liitle disappointed, thinking this could be a
good thing for the town but it’s not going to happen anytime soon. So whether this is really a moot point and so
Fife is baving that problem because it is zoned for that area, it’s not out here. It's a great idea if we can put in a
grow operation out here and make a lot of money but it’s not where the county wants it, T will say that I would ere
on the caution of just saying “No”. That kind of sends a message that we are not listening to the people of
Washington, the citizens in this area that voted for it, and the majority that voted for it. We need to be a little more
careful. He does not believe that decisions need to be made right now; nothing is going to happen anytime soor.
Absolutely nothing is going to happen.

Doug Beagle said that the town put in interim regulations for six months. During that first six months which
expired on June 9%, 2014, the town had not gone through the public hearing process and bringing it to the
Planning Commission to make recommendation to the council. So the sense of the urgency we have till December
8™ 2014 to get something from the Planning Commission to Council on your recommendations. That is that side
of the sense of urgency. Or Council would have to extend it another six months, but we are now having that
hearing,

Commissioner Beach made motion to recommend to the town council that they extend the interim ordinance two
years.

Motion dies for lack of a second.

Chairman Lambert closed the public hearing portion of the meeting.

There were no comments from citizens or commissioners.

Mr. Beagle explained that the town had allowed an off premise sign to be placed at NW Dock Systems AKA Erv's Boats
for peaple that own Ohop Ridge U-Cut Christmas Trees. Staff wanted to keep the Planning Commission advised when
discretion was used.

Commissioner Beach shared a little light heartedness...saying that he lived in Chicago in the late 1950’s. It was
alleged that the Daley Machine told their followers to vote early and often. Not sure if this is true ornot. The machine
did run the city council in a way that he is sure Mayor Schaub would envy. Chicago is a big city. There were a lot of
iterns on the agenda and the Mayor would say...All those in favor of items 1-10 say “aye” and they would go on ...items
11-20 say “aye” and so on... this was very efficient time wise but not terribly democratic.

Commissioner Miller said he wanted to clarify that the ordinance in front of us has to do with the area and zoning for
any potential marijuana business. This is basically what we are talking about.
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Chairman Lambert confirmed that is the way he read it.

Mayor Schaub said that the prior administration felt that it was important to define in the town where the businesses
would go. They had different schools, churches, daycares and identified different types of businesses where there
would be children. The planning consultant put a 1,000 radius around those different businesses and it was
determined that there were two different areas where these businesses could be placed that were outside residential
areas that would allow for businesses outside of the 1,000 foot boundaries. In case there were any applicants and to
avoid the possibility of any litigation or lawsuit against the town, the town went forward with a temporary ordinance,
This ordinance established where these types of business could be located. The town wanted to be prepared, We
wanted to make sure we were in compliance with the Liquor Control Boards ever changing, ever dynamic rules that
they continue to put forward on this new adventure. If you look around the United States, there were three states that
had the legalization of marijuana on their ballot this year. It was mentioned earlier that the same people cannoct have
the growing, manufacturing and retail businesses. They are taxing it rather heavily. AWC is going forth trying to take a
plece of that revenue to help assist municipalities in fanding law enforcement.

Commissioner Miller reiterated that he is ok with this ordinance as he understands it. The area seems to be the ideal
location. The only down side that he can see is the people that live in that area now that might have some objections
to it should come to the meeting and speak while they have a chance. Does not see why the town cannot make that
December 8% deadline. The only thing that he can see that might go sideways, is somebody that lives there adamantly
against it. That would be a legitimate concern and as a commissioner he would certainly be willing to listen to them
and take that into consideration. At this point he has not heard anything negative or derogatory from anybody in that
area or really anyone else in town.

Mayor Schaub said it was up to the town to put something in place so that if someone did come forward it could be
addressed.

Commissioner Miller said that he was not sure about the boundaries but that he knew that there are several on 224t
St and some are pretty big. He felt that within the town limits the town would have the authority to do what we want
not Pierce County.

Chairman Lambert said he would assume that the town does need some input ,..(not audible)

Mr. Beagle said that instead of waiting till the absclute last day, we would prefer that you come to last meeting in
November with a recommendation from the planning commission so that if council chooses to table it for further
discussion there is still time. This is the recommendation from staff.

Chairman Lambert stated that at this point Commissioner Beach’s motion died due to a lack of a second. He asked for
any further discussion from the planning commissioners.

Commissioner Miller motion to accept Ordinance 2013-15 as written and let the council accept the testimony from
residents. He called for a roll call vote,

Chairman Lambert asked for clarification of whether the ordinance was to remain temporary or long term.
Commissioner Miller said he would be willing to get his recommendation at this time and vote on it, and let the
council do what they will.

Chairman Lambert asked for a second.

Commissioner Beach said he did not understand the motion.

Commissioner Miller said the motion is to accept or reject the ordinance as written.

Commissioner Beach asked Commissioner Miller why you don't say ene or the other and vote on it. He said he did
not understand where it would get themn by the nature of the motion itself. He said he just didn’t understand it.
Chairman Lambert asked Commissioner Miller to confirm that his motion is to approve Ordinance 2013-15 asa
recommendation to the town council,

Commissioner Miller said he would vote for that...yes.

Commissioner Beach asked how that was different fror the motion that he made.

Commissioner Miller said that he thought Commissioner Beach’s motion was to extend the current temporary for
twWo years.

Commissioner Beach said it was to do that. Butif one thought it should be permanent then one could make an
amendment to that motion to make it permanent. He added that he did not understand what it was that he wanted to
do. He does not know that he is opposed to it, he just does understand. We had a motion, and it was not seconded, so
asswumed that people were not ready to vote on something of that kind. If they were ready to vote, there would at least
have been a second for it and we would have voted it up or down, Now you are essentially making what seems to him
to be the same motion.

Comimissioner Miller said he did not think so. His original intent was to have aroll call vote, that's a good way to poll
the commission.

Commissioner Beach asked what they were being polled about.
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Commissioner Miller explained it was about accepting the ordinance as written. His understanding is that it has to
do with the area which he is trying to vote for as he previously stated and he sees nothing in the ordinance to delay
the comimission’s recommendation to the council.

Commissioner Beach said that the existing ordinance has a time imit on it and he was just attempting to extend the
time limit leaving the ordinance in place. Approving the ordinance as it’s written, it’s got that time limit in it and it just
seems to him that the town council can do that all by themselves.

Commissioner Miller said he just does not see the difference with what Commissioner Beach is saying.
Commissioner Miller said he would like to make a motion to approve it.

Chairman Lambert asked if it would be clearer if the current ordinance is adopted without the time restrictions on it.
Commissioner Beach said it is not going to be an interim ordinance. It has not time restrictions.

Chairman Lambert said correct. He asked for a second on Commissioner Miller's motion. The motion died for lack of
a second. He asked if any of the commissioners had any further thoughts on this ordinance, There were no
comments.

Commissioner Beach move to put it on the agenda for the next meeting. (November 17t, 20 14)

Commissioner Miller seconded the motion. AIF

Kerri Murphy announced that there will be a dedication for the Bud Blancher Trail on November 7th, 2014 at 1:00
p.m. at the Weyerhaeuser Rd. S. pedestrian bridge.

ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Lambert adjourned the meeting at 7:45 p.m.

Chairman Chris Lambert Secretary David Craig

ATTEST:

Kerri Murphy, Recording Secretary
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Eatonville Planning Commission

FROM: Greg Jacoby, Town Attorney

DATE: July 28, 2014

RE: Review of Interim Recreational Marijuana Regulations

At the June 9, 2014 Eatonville Town Council meeting, the Council adopted an
ordinance extending the effective date of interim recreational marijuana regulations until
December 8, 2014 and asking that the Planning Commission review the regulations, take
public comment, and make a recommendation to the Council as to whether the interim
regulations should be 1) adopted as permanent regulations in their current form; 2)
adopted with amendments; or 3) allowed to expire. The purpose of this memorandum is
to provide the Planning Commission with some background and guidance concerning the
Town Couneil’s request.

The production, processing and retail sale of recreational marijuana is legal in the
state of Washington, subject to regulations and licenses issued by the Washington State
Liquor Control Board. Cities and towns in Washington have reacted to this state of affairs
by taking one of three approaches. Some municipalities have banned the production,
processing or retail sale of recreational marjjuana uses in their jurisdiction regardless of
whether the business has a state-issued license (usually on the basis that marijuana
remains illegal under federal law). Other municipalities have adopted moratoria which
serve as a temporary prohibition while the municipality studies the local land use and
licensing issues. Finally, some municipalities have adopted regulations that allow state-
licensed recreational marijuana uses within their city or town subject to restrictive zoning
and land use requirements.

The Eatonville Town Council has taken the third approach by adopting interim
regulations with the intent of eventually adopting permanent regulations. The regulations
are based on model language provided by the Town’s insurer, AWC/RMSA, and closely
mirror state law. The regulations prohibit retail sale of marijuana in the C-1 and Mixed
Use zones. Retail sale is allowed in the C-2 zone only. Recreational marijuana production
and processing is only allowed in the Industrial District. All uses are subject to state
regulations that prohibit marijuana uses from being within 1000 feet of schools, parks,
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Doug Beagle

From: Scott Clark <SClark@rrlarson.com>

Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 11:26 AM

To: Doug Beagle

Ce: Grant Middleton

Subject: RE: Summary of CWPP Amendment Proposal
Doug,

Not for Eatonville’s individual interests. Based on the current amendment scope {which they are not alfowing any
proposed amendments to at this time) and the existing conditions of Eatonville’s Urban Growth Area, I'd say it’s
probably not the best thing for the Town at this point. While the alm of the amendment may be a good direction from
a regional and County planning perspective for the intensely urbanizing areas, | don’t see many advantages to Eatonville,
only additional costs, additional hurdles and a reduction of annexation authority,

Best regards,
Scott Clark

Cell - (253) 625-3340
Office - {253) 474-3404 Ext. 536

e —
PV HALAREON,. EOR

J

From: Doug Beagle [mailto:Dbeagle@eatonville-wa.gov]
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 8:42 AM
To: Scott Clark

Cc: Grant Middleton (gmiddleton@comcast.net)
Subject: RE: Summary of CWPP Amendment Proposal

Scott,

What is your take on the amendment, do you feel this is a good thing or not?




Doug Beagle
Town Administrator
Town of Eatonville
"PO Box 309 » 201 Center St W
Eatonville, WA 98328
Phone; 360-832-3361 ext 105

Fax: 360-832-3977

From Scott Clark [mallto SC!ark@rr!arson com]
Sent: Saturday, November 15, 2014 5:34 PM

To: Doug Beagle

Subject: Summary of CWPP Amendment Proposal

Doug,

Pursuant to your request, please find attached an overall summary of the PCRC proposal to amendment the countywide
planning policies. This document includes the relevant excerpts from the PCRC transmittal letter, which appearstodoa
good job providing an overall scope of the proposed amendments, | think you should be in relatively good shape for the
Planning Commission meeting after reading it and the Staff Report. If there’s anything more you need, please let me
know.

Best regards,
Scott Clark

Cell - (253) 625-3340
Office - (253) 474-3404 Ext. 536

L ARSON

AND AnsSr Arae

T iy -

AL R RLARSON, COM




Overall summary of the PCRC Countywide Planning Policies
AMENDMENT PROPOSAL:

The Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) recommended the enclosed amendment to the Pierce County
Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs). As the fitst step in the ratification process, the Pierce County
Council adopted Ordinance No. 2014-17s on June 24, 2014, This action signifies Pierce County’s approval
of the proposed amendment to set guidelines in the establishmient of Proposed Annexation Areas (PAAs),
and authorizes the Pierce County Executive to execute interlocal agreements with the Cities and Towns of
Pierce County to ratify the proposal. This correspondende is the official transmittal of the PCRC’s
recommendation to amend the CPPs, and request for ratification of the proposal,

The proposal refines and adds various policies addressing the annexation of unincorporated urban areas by
adjacent cities and towns:

1) Establishing “Potential Annexation Areas” (PAAs). A Potential Annexation Area refers to an
unincorpotated arca within the designated nrban growth ares which a city or town has identified as
being appropriate for annexation at some point in the fiture; and :

2) Relabeling “urban service areas” designated within the Pierce County Comprehensive Plan at the
conclusion of its 2013 amendment cycle as a PAA for the appropriate jurisdiction. As related to the
PAAs:

* Require jurisdictions to identify PAAS within their respective comprehensive plan;

¢ Require joint planning agreements prior to expanding or adding to the existing PAAs;
¢ Encourage the resolution of existing overlaps; '

s Discourage the creation of unaffiliated “islands” between cities and towns; and,

* Eacourage the resolution of split parcels priot to the nitial designation of PAAS.

3) Pursuing a more coordinated strategy to encourage annexation of areas within designated Urban
- Growth Areas (UGA). This strategy encompasses: h

* Encouraging joint planning agreements and annexation plans for existing areas affiliated with
citics and towns;
Limiting cities and towns to the annexation of territory only within their adopted PAA;

* Exploring and establishing financial incentives to encourage annexation of unincorporated
urban areas; :

* Exploring potential parinerships between the County and citiesfiowns in grant finding
opporfunities to overcome anrexation obstacles; ' '

* Encouraging cities and towns 1o include a mix of existing commercial, residential, and vacant
areas, if appropriate, in future annexation proposals;

* Identifying unincorporated “islands” between cities and towns as the County’s highest priority
for annexation; and, _

+ The County supporting annexation of an area if a joint planning agresment has been signed with
the respective city or town.

For this proposal to be amended into the CPPs, it must be ratified by Pierce County jurisdictions.
Ratification is achieved once 60 percent of the jurisdictions in Pierce County representing 75 petcent of the
total population approve the proposal. Demonstration of approval may be executed through an interlocal
agreement, or the absence of a legislative action fo disapprove the proposed amendment by December 21,
2014, Note: This is the 180-day approval process established through amendments to the CPPs.




If your jurisdiction is in favor of this proposal, it may cither:
* Pass an ordinance/resolution within the interlocel agreement and PAA amendment Iangnage; or
¢ Take no action addressing the proposed amendment.

I your jurisdiction is net in favor of the proposal, it should pass a resolution stating its opposition. Please
send a signed copy of the resolution to Cindy Anderson, Pierce County Planning and Land Services,
2401 South 35th Street, Room 175, Tacoma, WA 98409. The resolution must be received no later than
December 21, 2014, ' '

"The Pierce County Ordinance, which includes the interlocal agreement and amendments to the Countywide
Planning Policies, and an explanatory sheet are included for your convenience. Noie that jurisdictions do
not have the ability to make line item modifications. :

If yow jurisdiction. takes action to ratify the proposal, send twe original signed copies of the interlocal
agreement and a copy of your resolution, ordinance, or meeting minutes authorizing approval to;

Pierce County Planning and Land Services
Attn: Cindy Andetson

2401 South 35th Street, Room 175
Tacoma, WA. 98409

All information must be teceived in our office no later than December 21, 2014. One copy will be returned
to your jurisdiction after it has been signed by the Pietce County Executive,




TOWN OF EATONVILLE

Staff Report

Attention: _Planning Commission Date: 9-20-14
Subject: _DRAFT Resolution Regarding the Prepared by: Scott Clark
Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) Contract Town Planner

Proposal 10 Amend the Countywide

Planning Policies (CPPs) by Requiring

the Establishment of “ Potential

Annexation Areas” and completion of

“Joint Planning Agreements”.

Summary:

General Project Proposal: Pierce County Regional Council is proposing to amend the
Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs), the following of which is a brief description of the areas
that most directly affect the Town of Eatonville:

1) Prior to future Town action to annex —or- expand the Town’s Urban Growth Area
(and/or the “urban service areas”), the proposed CPP amendment would require the
establishment and identification of “Potential Annexation Areas (PAAs)” in the Town’s
Comprehensive Plan; and,

2) Once the PAA js established, the Town will be restricted to annexation within the PAA
(AKA: the UGA and/or “urban service area”); and,

3) Prior to any Town action to annex outside the PAA —or- to expand the Town’s PAA, the
proposed amendment would require the negotiation and establishment of a “Joint
Planning Agreement” between the Town and Pierce County for the area in question.

(Please see the attachments for a more complete description of the proposed changes,
starting with the “8/5/14 PCRC Amendment Introduction Letter & Ord. No. 2014-175")

Town Options For Action: The Countywide Planning Policy amendment proposal has been
forwarded to all towns and cities for their respective review and response. If the amendment
proposal is approved by 60% of the jurisdictions representing 75% of the population in the
County, the amendment proposal will become effective. Towns and cities cannot recommend
“partial approval” —or- “make suggestions” for improvement to the amendment proposal at
this time. Each Town may only exereise one of two options regarding the proposal, which is to
either “support” ~or- “not support” the entire proposal as written.

a) Avote of support for the proposal may be completed through the adoption of a formal
Town resolution along with the signed “Interlocal Agreement” that are both received by
PCRC by no later than December 21, 2014, -or- by simply doing nothing (“no response”
Jrom participating jurisdictions will be considered a “vote of support”).

b) A vote of non-support for the proposal must be completed with a formal Town
resolution that is received by PCRC by no later than Decermber 21, 2014.




Analysis:

Generally speaking, the amendment proposal makes “good planning sense”, particularly from
the perspective of the regional and urbanizing areas of the County and/or competing cities
and towns. It appears the amendment is intended to supplement the existing GMA
requirements by providing an additional countywide framework for dealing with city/town
area expansions, which conversely results in county jurisdictional area reductions.

While it is important for each jurisdiction to participate and maintain a regional perspective
with the larger community in mind, each town also needs to weigh the benefits, costs and
Jong-term impacts of implementation of new Countywide Planning Policy amendment
proposals based on individual circumstances at the local level.

BENEFITS: In this case it appears to Staff the primary target groups for this particular
proposal are the largely urbanized or urbanizing areas. Although Eatonville has
experienced growth and expects continued growth, we are a rather isolated community
well away from the larger urbanizing development patterns in Pierce County. Unlike the
intensely urbanizing areas, Eatonville is not now nor in the foreseeable future in
competition with other adjacent jurisdictions for growth, expansion areas or tax base. In
addition, Fatonville does not currently have, nor would good planning practice promote
islands of isolated un-annexed County lands etc. It appears to Staff that many of the areas
of focus and purported benefits presented in this proposal will realistically have little effect
in assisting the planning process in the Town of Eatonville.

COSTS: The costs associated with implementation are initially expected to be “relatively
low” and would be primarily related to the mandated amendment process of the Town
Comprehensive Plan to identify and incorporate “Potential Annexation Areas” (PAAs). To
facilitate this initial requirement the County has indicated its agreement to adopt the
Town’s existing “urban service area” (AKA: the UGA) as a starting point (unless the Town
wishes to consider expansion at this time). Future expansions of the “PAAs” (AKA: the
current UGA/urban service area) are expected to become more complex and costly.

IMPACTS: In addition to establishing the “Potential Annexation Areas” (PAAs) in the
Comp Plan, the amendment proposal will require any future PAA expansion —or-
annexation considered outside of the PAA to first require the Town to pay for and
successfully negotiate a “Joint Planning Agreement” with Pierce County, which is not
currently required. Generally speaking, and although it does sometimes happen otherwise,
good planning practices would not promote annexation outside of urban services areas.
Urban service areas (which would be PAAs under the proposal) should generally not be
adjusted until the necessary planning efforts and plans for the new area have been
completed. If either effort for expansion is pursued under the new requirement for a
“Joint Planning Agreement”, that effort may extend the Town’s efforts for completion and
increase the Town’s implementation costs.

Finally, it appears the Town may now have the potential to be halted from completing
either a PAA expansion —or- an annexation outside the PAA should the required Joint
Planning Agreement fail to be completed. Such a failure could be for a number of reasons,
including but not limited to a disagreement or refusal of the county to sign, ete.




Recommendation:

A determination to “support” or “not support” the proposed Pierce County Regional Couneil
amendment of the Countywide Planning Policies is a policy_decision, which is first being
presented for Planning Commission review and recommendation. Upon completion of their
review and after having weighed the benefits and challenges of the regional and local interests
related to this proposal, Staff recommends the Planning Commission formulate their
recommendation for Council for review and final action.

If the proposal is “supported” by the Planning Commission, and although not required,
Staff recommends a “Draft Resolution” and the unsigned “Interlocal Agreement” (Exhibit
B) be forwarded to Council for review and final decision.

If the proposal is “not-supported” by the Planning Commission, Staff recommends that
a “Draft Resolution” be forwarded to Council for review and final decision.

Attachments: 8/5/14 PCRC Amendment Introduction Letter & Ord. No. 2014-17s
Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 2013-  (text amendments in legislative form)
Exhibit B to Ordinance No. 2014-17s (unsigned Interlocal Agreement)
Exhibit C to Ordinance No. 2014-17s (PCRC Findings of Fact)







