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SUBJECT
A proposed ordinance adopting Growth Management Planning Council ("GMPC")  recommended revisions to the King County Countywide Planning Policies (“CPPs”), including changes to he Potential Annexation Area (“PAA”) map. 

BACKGROUND

The GMPC has forwarded for the County’s approval a new set of CPPs to replace the original CPPs, adopted in the early 1990s.  Adoption of this ordinance would also serve as ratification on behalf of the population of unincorporated King County and initiate the process of ratification by the cities.  As required by the CPPs, amendments are adopted once at least 30 percent of the city and County governments representing 70 percent of the population of King County have ratified the amendments.  A city shall be deemed to have ratified an amendment to the CPPs, unless, within 90 days of adoption by King County, the city by legislative action disapproves it.


1.
THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL/CPPs

The GMPC is a formal body comprised of elected officials from King County, Seattle, Bellevue, the suburban cities, and special districts.  The GMPC was created in 1992 by interlocal agreement, in response to a provision
 in the Washington State Growth Management Act (“GMA”) requiring a county to work with the cities within its boundaries to adopt countywide planning policies.  
Under the GMA, countywide planning policies serve as the framework for each individual jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan, and ensure countywide consistency with respect to land use planning efforts.  As provided for in the interlocal agreement, the GMPC developed and recommended the initial set of CPPs in early 1990s.  CPPs were adopted in phases, with Phase I policies ratified in 1992.  Phase II policies were completed and ratified in 1994.  Since that time, the policies have been amended from time to time; however, there has never been a systematic review of the CPPs until the GMPC started a review process in 2010.  The recommended CPPs are the product of this three-year process.
The GMPC considered several factors in determining that a total revamping of the CPPs was warranted.  First, the end of the 20-year planning period (1992 - 2012), upon which the initial CPPs are predicated, was fast approaching.  Second, major changes in regional planning had occurred since the adoption of the CPPs: formation of the Water Resource Inventory Areas (“WRIAs”), adoption of critical area ordinances, creation of the Puget Sound Partnership, and most particularly adoption by the PSRC of VISION 2040 and its Multicounty Planning Policies (“MPPs”).  Third, revised population, housing and employment growth targets for King County and the region were promulgated in 2006.
  Finally, fourth, many of the CPPs were outdated.
  

As noted in the GMPC motion that initiated this review process,
 the goal of the CPP Update Work Program was to: 

… update the Countywide Planning Policies to ensure consistency with the Multi-County Planning Policies contained within Vision 2040, to ensure consistency with the State Growth Management Act, to reflect current terminology and relevant references, and to establish the policy framework for advancing the Regional Growth Strategy
 through prioritized allocation of regional services and facilities. 

To implement this goal, the GMPC directed its interjurisdictional team, comprised of staff from the various cities, County and special districts, to perform a comprehensive review.  From the very beginning of this process, GMPC contemplated that the revised document should better align with the MPPs in VISION 2040.  That intent even went to the level of how the new CPPs were arranged.  The existing CPPs are contained in a 10 chapters, as shown in the table below.  To “improve accessibility of the CPPs and demonstrate greater alignment with the MPPs and VISION 2040,”
 the restructured CPPs were proposed to be collapsed into the same subject matter categories as in VISION 2040’s MPPs: 

	New CPP sections:
	Incorporating elements from existing CPP chapters:

	1.  Vision and Framework
	I.    King County 2012

IX.  Economic Development

X.   Implementation and Transition

	2.  Environment
	II.   Critical Areas

V.   Community Character & Open Space

VII. Contiguous & Orderly Development

	3.  Development Pattern
	III.  Land Use Pattern

V.   Community Character & Open Space

	4.  Housing
	VI.  Affordable Housing

	5.  Economy
	IX.  Economic Development

	6.  Transportation
	IV.  Transportation

	7.  Public Services 
	V.    Community Character &  Open Space

VII.  Contiguous & Orderly Development

VIII  Siting Public Facilities


Structurally, the resulting recommended CPPs are similar to the MPPs:

· The naming convention for the recommended CPPs follows that of the MPPs
 (eg. Policies in the Environment sections start with the prefix EN-).  

· At the beginning of each subject matter section, like the MPPs, there is an “Overarching Goal,” which provides the context for the policies in that section.  

· Again, like the MPPs, for added emphasis, certain subsections within the subject matter chapter may also have “Goal Statement” that sets a desired outcome which the subsequent policies are intended to help guide jurisdictions to achieve through their comprehensive planning. 

· The policies start with an active verb (eg. “Collaborate with …” or “Establish a …” or “Plan for …”). 

Overall, the number of policies are reduced.  Eliminated are policies that have been fulfilled.  Antiquated references have been removed or updated.  Policies in various chapters that touch on the same theme or issue have been have been consolidated.  The recommended CPPs include a glossary, which is absent from the current version.  The recommended CPPs also address new policy areas that have developed since the adoption of the original CPPs: climate change, the role of healthy communities in development, and equity and social justice.  See Attachment 1,  (Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 2012-0282, p. 7).

In September 2011, the bulk of the CPPs changes were unanimously approved by the GMPC pursuant to Motion 11-1.
  These changes were not transmitted to King County for action because policies related to school siting in the Rural Area were still open for discussion.  To tackle the contentious issue of balancing the needs of school districts that primarily served urban students but had land available in the Rural Area held for potential expansion, the GMPC created a School Siting Task Force.  It reported its recommendations to the GMPC in March 2012.  These recommendations were accepted by the GMPC and incorporated into the recommended CPPs now before the Council.  Attachment 2 (GMPC Motion 12-2).  The Housing chapter was also revised and those changes incorporated into the version of the recommended CPPs now before the Council.  Attachment 2 (GMPC Motion 12-3).   


2.
MAP AMENDMENTS

Also included as part of the recommended CPPs is an update to the GMPC Potential PAA map (Appendix 2 to the CPPs, p. 51), which adds unincorporated areas to the Potential Annexation Areas of Seattle (GMPC Motion 12-1) and Black Diamond (GMPC Motion 12-4).  Under the current CPPs, LU-31 and 32, a city may only annex areas that have been included in its PAA pursuant an amendment to the GMPC PAA map. 


GMPC Motion 12-1: would add a portion of an area along the Duwamish River, sometimes referred to as the “sliver by the river” to Seattle.  With the replacement of the South Park Bridge, connectivity to Seattle is assured.  The City represents that once this area is added to its PAA, it will pursue annexation.  A map is included as part of the GMPC Motion and is attached to this staff report as part of Attachment 2.  


GMPC Motion 12-4: would add a mostly developed area to the City of Black Diamond’s PAA.  The area lies to the west of the City and includes Kentlake High School, the Adler’s Cove and Kentlake Highlands residential developments and also a vacant tract of land that includes a potential development known as “The Reserve at Covington Creek.”
  A map is included as part of the GMPC Motion and is attached to this staff report as part of Attachment 2.  

These motions, which represent the GMPC’s recommendations, were approved unanimously.   

NOTE FOR INTEREST: On October 25, 2012, the Executive transmitted for the Council’s approval Proposed Ordinance 2012-0436 which would adopt further changes to the GMPC maps, including the changes to the GMPC’s UGA map (Appendix 1 to the CPPs) reflecting moving the Urban Growth Boundary in 15 instances (moving some land some into the UGA and some from the UGA to Rural), as well as corresponding amendments on the PAA map.  These adjustments were unanimously recommended by the GMPC at its meeting in September.  They were all added to the Comprehensive Plan Review Committee Leadership Team’s striking amendment that is currently before the County Council for consideration.  

Council staff is apprising the committee of these now because they represent further changes to the CPPs  that will require Council action. 

ANALYSIS 


1.
SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES  

As part of its review, the GMPC interjurisdictional team staff compared the existing CPPs to the MPPs.  While the staff found that overall the CPPs were “generally adequate in carrying forward the tenents of the MPPs,” many of the CPPs were out of date.
  The staff also identified policy areas covered in the MPPs but in the CPPs were: (1) missing; (2) not adequately addressed or (3) used antiquated terminology. Over the course of the revision process, the team brought to the GMPC those substantive areas that required further direction.  

Significant changes in the recommended CPPs: 

· Reducing the number of Framework policies from 39 to 3

In the current CPPs, Framework policies are spread throughout the chapters and are used both as subject matter policies and as procedural or administrative directives of how to implement the subject matter policies that follow it.  Because many of the administrative actions called out in the Framework policies have been accomplished, they are no longer needed.  To the extent that subject matter policy language was included in a Framework policy, in most instances, it has been included in a subject matter policy, but usually not to the detail of the corresponding Framework policy.
  

The two of the three remaining Framework policies are now purely ministerial.  They detail how the CPPs may be amended (FW-1) and how the CPPs will be monitored (FW-2).  The third FW policy (FW-3) highlighting the need to work collaboratively to obtain public funding (federal, state or regional) to fully implement the CPPs, balancing the regional investments against local needs.  

As noted below, Council staff suggest changes to this chapter.  

· Decision making process of when to expand UGA 

The current CPPs still retain policy language that directs how to set the initial UGA Boundary (“UGB”), which occurred in the early 1990s.  It also provides for a process and criteria for a 10-year review and adjustment to the UGA, that the GMPC has only loosely followed - as it has considered UGA expansions on the same four year cycle as the County’s quadrennial review of the Comprehensive Plan.  Factors the GMPC is to consider in adjusting the UGA are spread throughout the current CPPs.  
Recommended policies DP-14 through 18 present a consolidation and streamlining of the process and factors that will guide any GMPC decision on future UGA expansions:

DP-14 - acknowledges the distinct roles of the GMPC and the County in reviewing potential expansions to the UGA. 
DP-15 - sets out the steps that must be met for an amendment to the GMPC UGA map.  It also links any GMPC review of expansion proposal to that proposal also being under review by the County as part of the County’s comprehensive plan review.  As the County only takes up map amendments on the four year cycle, this would also limit when GMPC would be expected to look at these issues. 

DP-16 - sets out the first level of criteria for an expansion to satisfy in order to be considered by the GMPC:


a.
a countywide analysis to determine if the current UGA is insufficient to meet the needs for housing and jobs (including institutional and other non-residential uses)
 and that there are no other reasonable alternatives to avoid the expansion; or 


b.
meets a four to one exchange (four acres of dedicated open space to one acre moved into the UGA) and at least some of open space dedicated land “surrounds” the proposed expansion; the proposed expansion is contiguous to UGA; and open space is of high quality; or 


c.
is currently county parkland to be transferred to a city to be preserved as park in perpetuity or is park land owned by the city since 1994 and is less than 30 acres.   

DP-17 if the expansion fulfills the requirements of either a. or b. in DP-16, under this policy, the GMPC is only to recommend adding it to the UGA if a second level of criteria are met, which generally require that the land 1) is adjacent to the UGA; 2) can be served by urban services and does not need “supportive facilities to be located in the Rural Area;” 3) is not designated resource land; 4) is free from environmental constraints; and 5) the adjacent city agrees to include it in its PAA.   

DP-18 sets forth the criteria for moving land from Urban to Rural, which include: not developed as urban; not likely could be developed to an urban density; or has environmental constraints that impede urban density development. 

· Incorporating TDR and regional approach into the CPPs

The adopted CPPs were formulated before prior to the extensive work the County and some cities have done with respect to transfer of development rights (“TDR”) programs.  Recommended DP-62 calls for the use of these programs to “shift potential development” from the Rural Area and Resource Lands into the UGA, especially cities.”  The policy then goes on to list attributes that the partnership should have between King County, as the jurisdiction with non-urban lands within its boundaries, and cities to promote TDR transfers. 

· New policies added to incorporate direction for the new policy areas of climate change, healthy communities and equity and social justice.  

Climate Change/Greenhouse Gases (“GHG”):  In its review, staff noted that the current CPPs do not to address climate change and GHG emissions at all. Many sections of introductory text that give context to the policies include the affects of climate changes the policies are intended to avoid or mitigated. Specific policies detailing the jurisdictions response to climate change and reducing GHG emissions can be found throughout the document.

Healthy Communities:  Like climate change, encouraging land use development to create healthy communities may have be an unnamed goal of land use planning in the 1990s, but it did not have that moniker or a recognized concept.   The recommended CPPs incorporate the major concepts of healthy communities as they relate to the various subject matter chapters, including walkable/bikable communities, convenient access to fresh foods and public services, healthy housing, and protection of public health and safety.
 

Equity and Social Justice:  Both in text and policy, the concepts of fairness in sharing the benefits and burdens of development are recognized in the new CPPs.  Policies recognizing environmental justice are included in the new CPPs, as well policies calling for the planning for housing communities to serve a range of races, ages, abilities and incomes.
  
· Housing policies - moving from targets to needs 

The Housing chapter was revised to takes a different approach that what had been originally proposed by the GMPC’s interjurisdictional team and represents a paradigm shift for approaching housing goals.  Historically the Housing policies set targets for jurisdictions to meet.  This approach differs from that in four distinct ways.  The policies: 

• Establish upfront a countywide need for affordable housing;

• Eliminate assigned affordable housing targets;

• Focus on implementation strategies to meet the countywide need; and

• Establish four steps for jurisdictions to accomplish this approach:

1. conduct housing supply inventory and needs assessment;

2. implement policies and strategies to address unmet needs;

3. measure results; and

4. respond to measurement with reassessment and adjustment of strategies.

The Chapter recognizes that meeting the need for households with less than 30% of the Area’s Median Income (“AMI”) should be a focus for all jurisdictions and the reality that serving this need will only be fulfilled with interjurisdictional cooperation and public subsidies.  H-2 requires all jurisdictions to address this obligation in its individual planning.  H-14 and 15 stress that jurisdictional also need to work collectively with others to meet the affordable housing target countywide.

By focusing on the housing need and recognizing local conditions,
 the policies are aimed at recognizing the realities the cities face with regard to developing and retaining housing stock to serve lower income populations.  

· School siting 

When the GMPC approved the bulk of the CPP changes in September 2011, it could not reach consensus on policies governing the siting of facilities and services, specifically whether school districts serving urban and rural students should site schools in Rural Area and whether such facilities should be served by sewers.  To tackle this issue, the GMPC formed a Task Force, made up of representatives of the jurisdictions, affected public school districts and citizens.  The Task Force’s mission 

“Develop recommendations to better align city, county, and school districts’ planning for future school facilities in order to provide quality education for all children and maximize health, environmental, programmatic, fiscal, and social objectives.”

GMPC Motion 11-2 (September 2011).

The Task Force concluded that future schools should be sited in the Urban Growth Area or in rural towns.  Further, the Task Force made recommendations as to the use or disposition of each of eighteen undeveloped school sites located in the Rural Area.  To implement the Task Force’s recommendation, the following policies were recommended by the GMPC’s interjurisdictional team staff and were unanimously adopted. Attachment 2 (GMPC Motion 12-2).  The following are included in the recommended CPPs now before the Council:

DP-50
Except as provided in Appendix 5 (March 31, 2012 School Siting Task Force Report), limit new nonresidential uses located in the Rural Area to those that are demonstrated to serve the Rural Area, unless the use is dependent upon a rural location. Such uses shall be of a size, scale, and nature that is consistent with rural character. 

PF-12
Prohibit sewer service in the Rural Area and on Resource Lands except:

a)  where needed to address specific health and safety problems threatening existing structures; or

b) as allowed by Countywide Planning Policy DP-47; or

c)  as provided in Appendix 5 (March 31, 2012 School Siting Task Force Report). 

Sewer service authorized consistent with this policy shall be provided in a manner that does not increase development potential in the Rural Area. 

PF-18
Locate schools, institutions, and other community facilities and services that primarily serve urban populations within the urban growth area, where they are accessible to the communities they serve, except as provided in Appendix 5 (March 31, 2012 School Siting Task Force Report). Locate these facilities in places that are well served by transit and pedestrian and bicycle networks. 

PF-19
Locate schools, institutions, and other community facilities and services primarily serving rural residents in neighboring cities and rural towns, or as provided in Appendix 5 (March 31, 2012 School Siting Task Force Report). 

The Task Force’s report is included in the recommended CPPs as Appendix 5 to the document.  


2.
MAP AMENDMENTS 

There was no opposition to the two map amendments adding unclaimed unincorporated urban areas to the PAAs for Seattle and Black Diamond at the GMPC; and these map amendments passed unanimously.  Moving unclaimed unincorporated areas into cities’ PAAs is the beginning of the process for annexation.  Annexation is encouraged by all levels of planning from the GMA, VISION 2040, the current and proposed CPPs to the County’s Comprehensive Plan.  

Approving these map amendments would be a reasonable decision.  

AMENDMENT
Modifications to CPPs: The CPPs are intended to provide guidance to the jurisdictions within King County on how to incorporate the regional planning goals into their comprehensive plans.  From a reader’s perspective, the document is much improved.  However, there are some changes that could increase both readability for the average citizen, as well as for the jurisdictions themselves.  


1.
As made clear from reviewing the GMPC staff reports presented over the course of the CPPs review and rewrite, the GMPC intended these CPPs to implement at the countywide level the Regional Growth Strategy of VISION 2040.  However, while VISION 2040’s term “Regional Growth Strategy” is used throughout the document, there is no clear descriptive of what that strategy is and how the recommended CPPs are intended to be the countywide approach to effectuate it in the comprehensive planning for jurisdictions in King County. 

The Council may wish to direct staff to prepare language that could be included in the VISION 2040 Statement, found at page 2 of the recommended CPPs, to make this linkage clearer.  


2.
As noted above, the recommended CPPs use the same naming convention for the subject matter policies.  However, the recommended CPPs continue to use the term “Framework” for policies that on contain the same types of policies that are termed “General” in the MPPs.    

To follow the same naming convention that is used in VISION 2040 for these types of policies, the Council may wish to direct staff to change out “Framework” or “FW” and replacing it with “General” or “G” for those limited number of policies.  A descriptive introductory paragraph to introduce the role of these policies could also be included.   


3.
The current CPPs use the auxiliary verbs “shall” or “will” to connote that compliance with a policy is mandatory; and use “should” to direct that compliance with a policy is required unless a jurisdiction identifies in its comprehensive plan why it cannot do so.
  There is no such explicit direction in the recommended CPPs.  

The Council may wish to direct staff to propose an amendment to provide some direction as to the applicability of the policies.  


4.
By emulating the VISION 2040 MPP format, it is sometimes unclear if a particular policy is directed at the GMPC, the County, the cities, or all three.  A potential solution would be to include a clarification, and where appropriate indicate those few policies that may only apply to the GMPC or the GMPC and the County collectively (such as DP-15 & 16).  Such changes may cause a deviation from starting a select few policies with an active verb; however, sacrificing sentence structure consistency in limited instances may provide for better clarity, outweighing such sentence structure consistency.   

For example, DP-1 in the recommended CPPs reads:

DP-1  Designate all land within King County are designated as either:

· Urban land within the Urban Growth Area, where new growth is focused and accommodated; 

· Rural land, where farming, forestry, and other resource uses are protected, and very low-density residential uses, and small-scale non-residential uses are allowed; or

· Resource land, where permanent regionally significant agricultural, forestry, and mining lands are preserved.

However, all lands in King County have been designated.  Staff suggest this would be one policy that would deviate from the starting each policy with an active verb and modify the policy to read: 

DP-1  ((Designate a))All land within King County are designated as ((either)):

· Urban land within the Urban Growth Area, where new growth is focused and accommodated; 

· Rural land, where farming, forestry, and other resource uses are protected, and very low-density residential uses, and small-scale non-residential uses are allowed; or

· Resource land, where permanent regionally significant agricultural, forestry, and mining lands are preserved.


5.
In a few places, the phrases “regional vision” or “regional land use vision” are used and, according to Executive staff, mean the “Regional Growth Strategy.”  To avoid confusion, the Council could direct staff to replace these phrases with “Regional Growth Strategy.” 


6.
Staff have discovered some inconsistent capitalization and punctuation issues, as well as areas that are missing references, and would suggest that these technical corrections be made. 

Striking amendment: Additionally, Council staff are preparing a striking amendment to make code changes so that listing every GMPC action and ratification by the Council will no longer called out in code.  The proposal is to decodify those listing sections in the code rather than repeal, so that history will be preserved.  This approach is similar to what is proposed for the Comprehensive Plan code sections that list the history of amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.  

ATTACHMENTS

1.
Proposed Ordinance 2012-0282, with Attachment A

2.
Transmittal Letter, with attached GMPC Motions 12-1 through 12-4

3.
Draft of potential changes to CPPs
� RCW 36.70A.210


� The GMPC adopted the 2006-2031 Housing and Employment Growth Targets in October, 2009, and they have been incorporated into the current CPPs.  However, the current CPPs were written for a time and circumstances, reflecting what the growth projections were from 1992-2012. 


� The initial CPPs were written when cities and the County were preparing their first version of a GMA-mandated comprehensive plan.  Therefore, the policies were directed to help formulate consistency of the scope and breadth that local jurisdictions needed to consider in drafting those first comprehensive plans.  By 2012, some cities are in their third round of comprehensive plan updates.  CPPs crafted to help direct the formulation of those first comprehensive plans are now antiquated and not helpful as a planning tool for maturation period the County and its cities are now in. 


� Motion 09-1 (passed in October 2009). 


� As stated on page 3 of Vision 2040, the Regional Growth Strategy is built on “current growth management plans, and recommits the region to directing future development into the urban growth area, while focusing new housing and jobs in cities and within a limited number of designated regional growth centers. Focusing growth in urban areas helps to protect natural resources and sensitive environmental areas, encourages a strong economy, provides more housing opportunities for all economic segments of the population, improves regional jobs-housing balance, and minimizes rural residential growth. The Regional Growth Strategy describes the roles of all communities in implementing VISION 2040.”


� March 17, 2010 Agenda Item III staff report to GMPC.  The GMPC staff reports can be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/growth/GMPC/MeetingInfo/2012.aspx" �http://www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/growth/GMPC/MeetingInfo.aspx�


� Except that in the recommended CPPs, the operational/administrative policies are termed “Framework;” in the MPPs, they are entitled “General” policies. 


� Councilmemebers voting in favor of this motion were: Hague, Lambert, McDermott, Phillips and Von Reichbauer.


�This proposed PAA add abuts the area the County, in the 2008 Comprehensive Plan Update, added to the UGA and Black Diamond has already added to its PAA.  


� June 23, 2010 Agenda Item II staff report to GMPC.


� Current Framework Policy FW-32: “Public capital facilities of a Countywide or statewide nature shall be sited to support the Countywide land use pattern, support economic activities, mitigate environmental impacts, provide amenities or incentives, and minimize public costs. Amenities or incentives shall be provided to neighborhoods/jurisdictions in which facilities are sited. Facilities must be prioritized, coordinated, planned, and sited through an interjurisdictional process established by the Growth Management Planning Council or its successor.”





Recommended Public Facilities policy PF-20: “Site or expand public capital facilities of regional or statewide importance within the county in a way that equitably disperses impacts and benefits and supports the Countywide Planning Policies.”  Another policy that then flow into this policy by this reference is EN-5: “Identify and mitigate unavoidable negative impacts of public actions that disproportionately affect people of color and low-income populations.” 








� This is in reference to a change to RCW 36.70A.110(2) that the city of Snoqualmie supported and which Snoqualmie  argues requires the County to adjust the UGA if a city establishes that it does not have enough land to accommodate institutional types of uses.  See bolded language in quoted statute below: 





Based upon the growth management population projection made for the county by the office of financial management, the county and each city within the county shall include areas and densities sufficient to permit the urban growth that is projected to occur in the county or city for the succeeding twenty-year period, except for those urban growth areas contained totally within a national historical reserve. As part of this planning process, each city within the county must include areas sufficient to accommodate the broad range of needs and uses that will accompany the projected urban growth including, as appropriate, medical, governmental, institutional, commercial, service, retail, and other nonresidential uses. 





� Policies relating to reducing GHG emissions: EN-2, EN-16 through 18, DP-5 and T-22.  Policies related to adapting to or mitigating affects of climate change: En-19, En-21, DP-42 and PF-4.  


� Representative examples of policies are:  DP-3, DP-6 through 8, DP-32, DP-58 & 59, H-12, EC-5, EC-10, EC-16, T-20 & 21. 


� See text at pages 11 and 47, as well as policies EN-5, H-13, P19 & 20. 


� As noted in the interjurisdictional staff report on the housing chapter: “For example, for jurisdictions that have an existing large supply of low or moderate income housing, an emphasis on housing preservation and on unmet needs of specific populations (e.g. seniors, persons with disabilities) may be appropriate, while other jurisdictions may need to take aggressive efforts to increase low and moderate income housing.”  See April 4, 2012 Agenda Item V staff report to GMPC.


� Adopted CPPs (December 2010), p. 5.  See also FW-1 STEP 3:  


“The [CPPs] shall be implemented as follows:


	a.  All jurisdictions shall make the decisions required to implement the [CPPs] into their respective comprehensive plans.“   Adopted CPPs, p. 5.  
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