2830- S

Sponsor(s): House Commttee on House Governnent Reform & Land Use
(originally sponsored by Representatives Reans, Ronero and Lant z;
by request of Land Use Study Conm ssion)

Brief Title: Inplenenting recommendations of the |land use study
conmi ssi on.

HB 2830-S. E - DI GEST
(DI GEST AS ENACTED)

| mpl ement s recommendations of the | and use study conmm ssion.

VETO MESSAGE ON HB 2830-S
April 2, 1998
To the Honorabl e Speaker and Menbers,
The House of Representatives of the State of Washi ngton

Ladi es and Gentl enen:

| amreturning herewith, w thout ny approval as to sections 4
and 6, Engrossed Substitute House Bill No. 2830 entitl ed:

"AN ACT Relating to recommendations of the |and use study

conm ssi on; "

This bill nostly reflects the consensus recomrendati ons of the
Land Use Study Comm ssion (LUSC), which consists of representatives
froma full spectrum of |and use interests, including business,
agriculture, |local and state governnent, nei ghborhood activi sts and
environnentalists. As | have stated before, LUSC provi des a great
framework for the debate over how best to inprove the state's
G owmt h Managenent Act. | commend the nenbers of LUSC for all of
their hard work. LUSC has been extrenely effective, and | am
di sappointed that the Legislature did not authorize its
continuation, or authorize another forumw thin which conplex | and

use and environnental issues can be thoroughly debated and
di scussed.
Wien | vetoed HB 1472 |ast year, | asked LUSC to review the

i ssue of m neral resource | ands designations. The Legislature al so
asked LUSC to review the 120-day permt tinmeline. This bil
reflects LUSC s response to our requests. The bill al so makes sone
techni cal changes to the GVA annexation provisions.

Wil e ESHB 2830 reflects the consensus recommendati ons which
| support, | cannot sign the bill in its entirety. The |anguage
added to sections 4 and 6 anending the goals of the Gowh
Managenent Act does not necessarily make bad pl anning goal s, but I
am concerned about the inplenentation of those changes and vague
| anguage. For exanple, would the | anguage i n sections 4 and 6 nean
that cities and counties who have conpleted their GVA plans and
regul ati ons woul d have to revisit themto ensure that the new goal s
are addressed? If so, what is the cost? Wat does "reasonabl e
commuti ng distances” nean? |In sone parts of the country, great
di stances are acceptable comutes. These two new sections could
invite nore litigation and create nore confusion surroundi ng GVA.
In addition, section 6 makes changes to t he sane statute anmended by



HB 1487, which | signed into | aw on March 27, 1998.
For these reasons, | have vetoed sections 4 and 6 of Engrossed

Substitute House Bill No. 2830.
Wth the exception of sections 4 and 6, Engrossed Substitute

House Bill No. 2830 is approved.

Respectful ly submtted,
Gary Locke
Gover nor



