










ATTACHMENT A 
 

 

Add a new Comprehensive Plan policy EV-23 in the Economic Vitality Element.  Also, add an explanatory 
statement prior to EV-22 to link EV-22 and EV-23 together.  Revise existing policy EV-22 to lead with an 
active verb. 

Economic growth is important to the livability and vibrancy of Redmond.  Redmond must be mindful of 
the effects of policies, programs, regulations, and fees on the business community and Redmond’s 
comparative advantages in attracting new expansions and development. 

At the same time, the City must ensure that its economic needs are balanced with its social and 
environmental needs to maintain community character and livability. 

Maintaining Redmond’s livability today and in the future depends in part on having adequate 
infrastructure in place at the time it is needed to serve growth.  The City’s policies for capital facilities, 
including CF-14, generally state that growth shall pay for growth. 

There are various business-related fees that help to support growth in Redmond.  In particular, impact 
fees provide a portion of the funding for growth-related infrastructure.  When developing functional 
plans and setting impact fee or other business related fee rates, included among the factors for 
consideration should be economic vitality, competitiveness of the business community inclusive of taxes 
and fees, and provision of adequate housing as these and other factors that affect the livability, 
character and economy of Redmond.  This consideration should be given through review of updates to 
functional plans and fee rates by the Business Fee and Tax Advisory Committee or successor group. 

EV-22 As part of the City’s decision making, consider Consider the economic impacts of new policies, 
regulations or programs as part of the City’s decision making process. 

EV-23 Consider the effect and competitiveness of impact and other fees on development and the 
health and growth of the business community when new fees, fee adjustments, or other decisions, such 
as the adoption of new or updated functional plans, are proposed..  
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Attachment C 
 

Dissent on Economic Vitality Comp Plan Proposed Amendment 
 
I am not opposed to the One Redmond initiative because of any belief I have that discussion of 
competitiveness and vitality will do anything bad.  
 
Discussion and input is not a bad thing, if that’s the net product of this initiative. I do have a strong 
concern that the intent of the policy would undermine central elements of the Comprehensive Plan and 
the manner in which that Plan guides our implementation of the Countywide Planning Policies and the 
Washington State Growth Management Act, and which promises the residents of this community that 
they won’t be stuck with the tab of mitigating new growth and its impacts. 
 
 Redmond is perhaps the most economically vital community of its size in the United States, a 
community whose resident population TRIPLES every morning due to our most conducive (and dare I say 
vital) economic environment.  While this causes those of us who sleep here some angst over the cost of 
resulting traffic growth, stormwater infrastructure demands, housing costs, and environmental impact – 
I can appreciate how those who benefit from growth are still concerned that their share of the 
mitigation cost is too high.  Impact fees may change, but mitigation costs associated with growth are 
fixed costs.  If the burden of paying these fixed costs goes down for a few, then they must go up for 
others.  That aspect of the proposed policy change has not yet been examined to my particular comfort 
level. 
  
A cursory glance at the Comprehensive Plan reveals at least 30 references to Economic Vitality 
throughout the document, and dedicates no less than 26 separate policies to its preservation.  Eighteen 
of those policies are in a chapter dedicated wholly to the preservation of Economic Vitality.  These 
existing policies very clearly informs the City - its Council, staff and Commissions alike - that the 
preservation and encouragement of a strong economic climate demands our constant attention.  It is far 
easier to say currently that this attention is being paid than to argue the opposite. 
  
• This is not how the Redmond Comprehensive Plan was intended to be modified.  We are 

generating  policy that clearly benefits a single group.  The Technical Committee report cited 
instances where the One Redmond proposal could be considered as consistent with specific Comp 
Plan Policies, but failed to provide parallel assessment in the Supporting Analysis of how an 
insertion of qualitative analysis also undermines many of these same policies, specifically EV-17, 
TR-31, and CF-14 most decidedly.  This amendment should have been reviewed in a more 
comprehensive context, and not as a stand-alone gesture to a private organization. 

  
• The proposal adds nothing to the many policies already in place to ensure that the business 

community will always be heard over the din of the people. If we don’t pay the fixed cost of 
mitigating the impacts of growth, for example, 156th Ave NE and NE 40th St will stay in perpetual 
gridlock, other needed drainage and infrastructure projects will be deferred, and the LWSD will 
fight to keep its facilities in line with increased demand.  That, or we just have to have everyone 
else pay a proportionately greater share of that cost. 
  
Why should those who benefit from growth pay their fair share of the costs of that growth 
when we can have compliant resident taxpayers do that for them? While the policy calls for 
"consideration" of impacts the intent could not be more clear - or divisive.  CF-14 demands that 
growth pay for growth.  The proponents should not be allowed to parse around this fundamental 



Attachment C 
 

tenet - this promise - of our Comprehensive Plan. Or the Countywide Planning Policies.  Or the 
Washington State Growth Management Act. 

  
  

• The measure targets concurrency, mitigation, and impact fees - these are the very tools intended 
to ensure that growth in our community pays its way, and does not unfairly burden individual 
taxpayers nor overextend the finances of the City.  Unlike other city taxes which specifically 
impact business (and for which dedicated business input has justifiably been established), the 
impacts of financing growth extend far beyond the private sector boardroom, and indeed affects 
every taxpayer in the City. 

  
• The proposed EV-22/23 introductory language appears to give the Business Fee and Tax 

Advisory Committee new powers to comment on Functional Plans as opposed to a limited scope 
of review on taxes and fees directly impacting local business.  Is there a corollary that gives the 
Arts Commission authority to review business taxes and fees? Perhaps the Trails Committee? This 
language needs to be severely dialed back if the intent is merely "consideration of impact".  Better 
yet, it should in my opinion be edited out. 
  

• Ultimately, this proposal contravenes and undermines the policies and intent of the Redmond 
Comprehensive Plan, the Countywide Planning Policies, and the Washington State Growth 
Management Act, all of which clearly direct the City to have growth pay for the external impacts 
associated with that growth. 
  

  
The fair assessment of paying the costs of growth is the most fundamental concept of our 
Comprehensive Plan.  We may well decide that it is important to integrate concepts of competitiveness 
and economic vitality throughout the Comp Plan (indeed, we do now) but merely shifting the costs to 
“others” is not the right way to do this and still maintain an economically vibrant community. 
 
Competitiveness is more than low development fees.  A competitive community has great schools, 
superb public safety, efficient and well maintained transportation systems and utilities adequate to deal 
with the growth we desire.  If we all don’t share fairly in the payment of the costs necessary to maintain 
this level of community, then the impact of reducing fees on competitiveness and vitality simply won’t 
matter.  We need a great community in which to live if we are even going to have a discussion about 
competitiveness.  Undermining policies which are intended to assign a fair share of the costs and 
benefits of growth is a guaranteed method to degrade that community. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Phil Miller 
Redmond Planning Commission 
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Exhibit A 
 
Add a new Comprehensive Plan policy EV-23 in the Economic Vitality Element.  Also, add an explanatory 
statement prior to EV-22 to link EV-22 and EV-23 together.  Revise existing policy EV-22 to lead with an 
active verb. 

Economic growth is important to the livability and vibrancy of Redmond.  Redmond must be mindful of 
the effects of policies, programs, regulations, and fees on the business community and Redmond’s 
comparative advantages in attracting new expansions and development. 

At the same time, the City must ensure that its economic needs are balanced with its social and 
environmental needs to maintain community character and livability. 

Maintaining Redmond’s livability today and in the future depends in part on having adequate 
infrastructure in place at the time it is needed to serve growth.  The City’s policies for capital facilities, 
including CF-14, generally state that growth shall pay for growth. 

There are various business-related fees that help to support growth in Redmond.  In particular, impact 
fees provide a portion of the funding for growth-related infrastructure.  When developing functional 
plans and setting impact fee or other business related fee rates, included among the factors for 
consideration should be economic vitality, competitiveness of the business community inclusive of taxes 
and fees, and provision of adequate housing as these and other factors that affect the livability, 
character and economy of Redmond.  This consideration should be given through review of updates to 
functional plans and fee rates by the Business Fee and Tax Advisory Committee or successor group. 

EV-22 As part of the City’s decision making, consider Consider the economic impacts of new policies, 
regulations or programs as part of the City’s decision making process. 

EV-23 Consider the effect and competitiveness of impact and other fees on development and the 
health and growth of the business community when new fees, fee adjustments, or other decisions, such 
as the adoption of new or updated functional plans, are proposed.  
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Exhibit B – Key Related Comprehensive Plan Policies 

CC-1 Maintain Redmond’s vision for its size and character while balancing its regional role in meeting 
transportation needs, caring for the environment, and meeting the demands for growth. 

EV-15 Identify, construct and maintain infrastructure and utility systems and facilities that support 
economic vitality. 

EV-16 Use innovative finance methods and seek regional investments in Redmond’s infrastructure to 
support the city’s continued economic vitality. 

EV-17 Utilize tax and fee systems that are fair, equitable, and stable and that provide sufficiently 
predictable funds to provide for local services to protect and enhance the community. 

EV-22 As part of the City’s decision making, consider the economic impacts of new policies, regulations 
or programs. 

TR-31 Maintain and regularly update a sustainable financial strategy that: 
• Includes a detailed revenue forecast to fund the ongoing maintenance, operation and delivery 

of the transportation system; 
• Ensures that new development contributes its fair share of the cost of transportation facilities, 

programs and services needed to mitigate growth related transportation impacts; and 
• Identifies potential revenue sources, including general fund contributions, impact fees, local 

improvement districts, transportation benefit districts, street maintenance utility, grants, 
developer and other contributions, business taxes, bonds and debt financing. Ensures that new 
development contributes its fair share of the cost of transportation facilities, programs and 
services needed to mitigate growth related transportation impacts 

CF-1 Develop and regularly update functional plans that assess capital facility needs and strategies for 
addressing such needs. Provide opportunities for public involvement appropriate to the nature of the 
update. Use functional plans to guide the development of capital priorities and investment decisions 
within each of the following functional areas: 

• Fire protection and emergency management response, including the city and Fire District #34; 
• Police protection; 
• Stormwater and surface water management; 
• Water and sewer systems; 
• Parks, arts, recreation, culture and conservation; 
• Transportation; 
• General government facilities; and 
• Other functional areas as identified. 

CF-5 Require that properties, when they develop or redevelop, construct or contribute to 
improvements as identified in adopted plans. 

 



Exhibit B 
 

CF-14 Follow the principle that growth shall pay for the growth-related portion of capital facilities. 
When imposing impact fees on new development, the City will: 

• Impose fees only for system improvements that are reasonably related to growth; 
• Structure the impact fee system so that impact fees do not exceed the proportionate share of 

the costs of system improvements attributable to growth and are reasonably related to the new 
development; 

• Balance impact fee revenues with other public revenue sources to finance system 
improvements that serve new development; 

• Use fee proceeds for system improvements that will reasonably benefit the new development; 
• Prohibit the use of impact fee proceeds for correcting existing capital facility deficiencies; 
• Maintain an annual adjustment to impact fees based on an appropriate capital cost index and 

other relevant local construction data, subject to annual City Council approval; 
• Review the impact fees and the indices used periodically to ensure that the fees reflect the cost 

of planned system improvements related to growth; and 
• Pool fees to more efficiently fund capital facilities resulting from new growth. 
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