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•THE PRIMARY A I M of this investigation is to examine the nature and extent of local 
planning policy and administration regarding freeway development in part icular and 
local transportation planning in general. An area of Washington State including one-
half the State's population was selected as a sample fo r the analysis. 

In the recent past, authorities in the f ie ld of highway planning have expressed con
cern over the possibility that the efficiency of l imi ted access highways w i l l be impaired 
by congestion at egress points which w i l l cause t ra f f i c to back up on the freeways and 
thus diminish the volume and speed of through t ra f f ic f low. Among the factors nost 
frequently cited as causes fo r this congestion at freeway interchanges are the develop-
mentof land use shaving high t r a f f i c generating characteristics m the proximity of these 
interchanges, and the failure of local agencies to control access along the approach roads. 

Although the construction of trunk highway faci l i t ies is usually a function of State gov
ernment, the establishment of policies for the use of land is traditionally a ftmction of local 
government.' Assuming that-concern over the possibility of congestion at freeway inter
changes is well-founded, i t i sper t inent to askwhatpoliciesfor the use of landat freeway 
interchanges have been adopted by local governments, and what the status of the legal and 
administrative basis is fo r the formation and implementation of such policies. 

With this specific problem as i ts underlying concern, this report summarizes the 
findings of an investigation of the nature and extent of local planning policy regarding 
the integration of land use and transportation planning in Washington State. 

METHODOLOGY 

Five contiguous counties (Whatcom, Skagit, Snohomish, King, and Pierce) nmnlng 
south f r o m the Canadian border along Puget Sound were selected as the study area f o r 
this investigation (see Fig. 1). This area contains a l l of Highway Distr ic ts 1 and 7, is 
the locale of major sections of F A I 5 and 90 and a l l of F A I 405, and contains a larger 
number of municipalities engaged in local planning programs than any area of s imi la r 
size in the State. Additional factors in the delineation of this area fo r study are i ts 
proximity to the University of Washington, contractor fo r this study, and the fact that 
54 percent of the State's population lives in these five counties (1). 

Within the study area 41 municipalities, including the f ive counties, were selected 
fo r investigation. The municipalities selected are those located on the Interstate high
way routes and those that have participated in Federal 7Q1 planning programs (see 
Tables 1 and 2). Th i r ty - f ive of the 41 municipalities cooperated in this research e f for t 
by answering questionnaires or permitt ing Interview contact (see F ig . 2). (Section 701 
of the National Housing Act of 1954 authorizes grants of Federal funds to facili tate and 
stimulate planning in small munlc^al i t les and in metropolitan and regional areas. One 
of the main objectives of the legislation is to encourage communities to develop com
prehensive plans. From 1954 to 1961 the Federal grant could not exceed 50 percent of 
the estimated cost of the work f o r which the grant was made. A t the present t ime, up 
to 75 percent of the estimated cost may be provided by Federal grant in certain instances. 
The Federal funds must be administered through an o f f i c i a l State planning agency.) 

To obtain a rounded perspective of the nature of municipal planning policy, the fol low
ing topics have been investigated: 
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PI STUDY AREA 
Baoa Itapi Bq>loyinant SeenrlUas Dep't. - 1961 

Figure 1. State of Washington. 

1. The Legal Framework f o r Municipal Planning in Washington State. —This phase 
of the study consisted of an investigation of the constitutional and legislative basis for 
the planning function of local governmental units in Washington. The purpose was to 
ascertain the nature and scope of the authority granted municipalities f o r local planning. 

2. The Financing and Staffing of Planning Agencies in the Study Area. - T h i s infor
mation is presented with the assumption that the size of the planning budget and the size 
and professional training of the planning staff are indicators of the interest and compe
tence of a municipality in local planning. 

3. The Legal Sufficiency of Planning Programs in the Study Area. —The intent is to 
determine to what extent municipalities engaged in local planning programs have com
plied with the mandatory provisions of the enabling legislation under which they operate. 
Failure to comply with the requirements of law leaves policy decisions vulnerable to 
attack and, m a sense, useless. 

4. The Nature of Municipal Comprehensive Plans in the Study Area. —Because a 
comprehensive plan is the municipality's expression of its planning policy, i t is p e r t i 
nent to determine what instruments constitute the plan and what elements the plan con-
tarns. Knowledge of the instruments that constitute the comphrensive plan is essential 
in ascertaining the policy statements contained in the plan. The elements contained in 
the plan are indicators of the scope of planning within the municipality. 

5. Policies Regarding the Integration of Land Use and Transportation Planning in 
the Municipalities Studied. —This phase of the research consisted of an analysis of the 
actual policy statements contained in the comprehensive plans of the municipalities 
studied. The purpose was to determine what policies, i f any, exist concerning the rela
tionship between the development of land and the location of transportation routes. 

The analysis of the legal framework fo r local planning is based on provisions of the 
State constitution, provisions of the two existing planning enabling acts (RCW 36. 70 and 
RCW 35.63), court decisions relating thereto, and commentaries on these provisions 
authored by legal and planning professionals in the State. Information on the financing 
and staffing of planning agencies and the legal sufficiency of planning programs was ob
tained f r o m three sources: (a) questionnaires circulated to the municipalities, (b) o r d i 
nances and of f i c ia l records held by city clerks, and (c) the f i les of the county auditors in 
the respective jurisdictions. 
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Mormat ion concerning the nature of 
the comprehensive plans and the policy 
statements contained in these plans is 
based on an analysis of the instruments 
that constitute the comprehensive plans 
of the selected municipalities. Copies of 
these instruments were obtained during 
the course of the investigation. 

LIMITATIONS 

A study that deals with one section of 
the country and then attempts to extra
polate the results into general conclu
sions obviously has some limitations of 
scope. Immediately the question is 
raised whether planning policy, plannmg 
administration, and the public acceptance 
of planning can be significantly different 
in other parts of the coimtry so that the 
conclusions are not valid as general 
statements. 

Unless s imilar studies are conducted in 
other parts of the country this question can
not be answered categorically. In defense 
of the generalization, however, the r e 
search ef for t with which the authors are 
associated has examined the quality of 
local planning, although in more specific 
respects, m other parts of the country in 
previous studies, and concludes that the 
picture gleaned f r o m this pilot study in 
the State of Washington is generally rep
resentative of the country at large (2,3). 

Other limitations relate to re l iab i l i ty 
of therecord as a means of evaluating plan
ning e f for t as against perhaps the deter
ministic role of certain key officials or 
citizens, and perhaps even the physical r e 
sults themselves. Can i t be, f o r example, 
that a municipality without much to see as 
f a r as the writ ten record is concerned can 
have a superior policy in effect and actu
al ly point to a record of accomplishments 
in terms of some avowed goals that may not 
be specifically documented? The authors 
doubt that this situation is either possible 
or plausible. Certainly, if the policies are 
not expressed, there is a question as to the 
success of planning as a democratic proc
ess. I t i s more l ikely that municipalities 
without policy and without legally sufficient 
programs are also without any significant 
results in this generalf ield of mvmicipal 
ef for t . 

In addition to the limitations implied in 
the selection of one area of the State and 

TABLE 1 

MUNIdPALITIES LOCATED ON INTER
STATE fflGHWAY ROUTES IN 

STUDY AREA 

Route County Municipality 

F A I 5 King Kent 
SeatUe 
TukwUa 

Pierce DuPont 
Fife 
Milton^ 
Tacoma 

Skagit Mount Vernon 
Snohomish Everett 

Lynnwood 
Marysvllle 
Mountlake Terrace 

Whatcom Bellingham 
Blaine 
Ferndale^ 

PAI90 King Issaquah 
Mercer Island (city) 
Mercer Island (town) 
North Bend 

F A I 405 King Belle vue 
Bothell 
Houghton 
Kirkland 
Renton 

^Did not answer questionnaire. 

TABLE 2 

MUNICIPALITIES THAT HAVE PARTICI
PATED IN FEDERAL 701 PLANNING 

PROGRAMS IN STUDY AREA 

Anacortes 
Arlington 
Auburn 
BeUevue^ 
Blaine* 
Buckley^ 
Burlington 
Eatonville^ 
Edmonds 
Enumclaw 

Kent' 
King County* 
Mountlake Terrace* 
Mount Vernon* 
Orting^ 
Pierce County* 
Puyallup 
Stanwood* 
Steilacoom 

1 Located on Interstate route. 
^Did not answer questionnaire. 
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BUdne 

WHATCOM 

SKAOIT 

Burlington 

Mt. Vernon 

INCORPORATED AREA 

INTERSTATE HIGHWAY 

Arlington 

SNOHOMISH 
Marysvllle 

Everett 

lynnwood 
Mountlaks Tr. 

Bothell 
Klrkland 
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loilla ~ 
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\ ^ • Bnuniclaii 
PUyallup 

^teilacoom 

Figure 2. Selected Municipalities in Western Washington State. 
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the fact that 6 of the 41 municipalities selected fo r Investigation did not participate i n 
the study, the following facts should be noted: 

1. A copy of the con9>rehensive plan of Blaine, the land use portion of which has 
been of f ic ia l ly adopted, was not available. However, the consultant who prepared the 
plan was interviewed and information on policy statements obtained. 

2. Although the major i ty of the 35 municipalities were visited and the questionnaires 
completed through personal interviews, four questionnaires were handled by mail (What
com County, Blaine, Bellingham, and Enumclaw). 

3. Only those aspects of transportaion planning that Involve highways, roads, and 
streets were considered In the analysis of policy statements. Policies concerning 
parking, terminal and loading faci l i t ies , and modes of transportation other than auto
mobile were not included. 

FINDINGS 

This chapter is divided into f ive parts of which the f i r s t two serve as a framework 
fo r Interpreting the latter three. The f i r s t part, which describes the legal framework 

TABLE 3 
FINANCING AND STAFFING OF PLANNING AGENCIES AS OF FALL 1961 
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King Co. 935,014 22 5 9 8 3 1961 172,500 148,500 24,000 0.60 0.52 King Co. 
288,267^ 

Pierce Co 321,S90 7 2 1 4 1 1660 68,000 64,000 4,000 0 49 0 46 
139,522^ 

0. 27 Snohomish Co. 172,199 3 1 1 1 0 No 24,000 24,000 0 0.27 0. 27 
90,481^ 

Whatcom Co. 70,317 1 1 0 0 0 No 9,500 9,500 0 0 33 0.33 
28,532a 

Skagit Co. 51,350 0 0 0 0 0 No 0 0 0 0 0 Skagit Co. 
26,193a 

Seattle 558,000 22 9 0 13 0 No 157,000 155,000 2,000 0 28 0.28 
Tacoma 149,000 11 6 2 3 0 No 108,200 107,300 900 0.73 0.72 
Everett 40,400 1 0 1 0 0 No 10,000 10,000 0 0.25 0.25 
Bellingham 35,000 2 1 1 0 0 No 18,100 18,100 0 0.52 0.52 
Renton 18,800 3 2 0 1 0 No 26,800 26,800 0 1.43 1.43 
Belle vue 13,100 3 1 1 1 0 1958 20,400 20,400 0 1.56 1.56 
Mercer Is (city) 12,800 0 0 0 0 2 1960 14,800 14,550 250 1.16 1.16 
Auburn 12,450 0 0 0 0 0 59-60 1,300 1,300 0 0.10 0.10 
PuyaUup 12,250 0 0 0 0 0 1958 1,500 1,500 0 0.12 0.12 
Mbuntlake Tr . 10,046 0 0 0 0 0 1958 1,000 1,000 0 0.10 0 10 
Kent 9,085 0 0 0 0 1 1958 4,400 400 4,000 0 48 0 04 
Edmonds 8,500 0 0 0 0 1 60-61 7,000 3,500 3,500 0.82 0 41 
Anacortes 8,400 0 0 0 0 1 60-61 2,500 100 2,400 0.30 0.01 
Mt. Vernon 8,000 0 0 0 0 1 60-61 5,200 200 5,000 0.65 0.03 
Lynnwood 
Klrkland 

7,548 0 0 0 0 0 No 4,000 4,000 0 0 53 0.53 Lynnwood 
Klrkland 6,150 0 0 0 0 1 No 1,500 1,000 500 0.24 0.16 
Enumclaw 3,269 0 0 0 0 1 59-61 200 200 0 0.06 0.06 
Marysvllle 3,117 0 0 0 0 0 No 1,000 1,000 0 0.32 0.32 
Burlington 3,031 0 0 0 0 0 60-61 2,700 200 2,500 0.89 0 07 
Houghton 2,645 0 0 0 0 0 No 500 500 0 0.19 0.19 
Bothell 2,519 0 0 0 0 0 No 450 450 0 0.18 0.18 
Arlington 2,050 0 0 0 0 0 1958 1,500 1,500 0 0.73 0.73 
Ipgnqiiah 2,008 0 0 0 0 1 No 1,600 0 1,600 0 80 0 
Tukwlla 1,974 0 0 0 0 0 No 400 400 0 0.20 0 20 
Blninft 1,735 0 0 0 0 1 60-61 50 50 0 0.03 0 03 
Stellacoom 1,580 0 0 0 0 1 Pend 1,200 200 1,000 0.76 0.13 
Fife 1,500 0 0 0 0 1 Pend 4,300 2,300 2,000 2.87 1 53 
North Bend 978 0 0 0 0 0 No 0 0 0 0 0 
Mercer Is. (town) 546 0 0 0 0 1 No 0 0 0 0 0 
DuPont 353 0 0 0 0 0 No 0 0 0 0 0 

Unincorporated population. 
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fo r municipal planning in Washington State, provides one important set of c r i t e r ia by 
which to interpret and evaluate expressions of local planning policy. It sets for th in a 
minimum f o r m the basic instructions that the State has given in its enabling legislation. 
Washington planning law is complicated in that there are two planning enabling acts, one 
f o r the cities and counties and the other fo r counties only, at their option. Twenty-five 
years separated the passage of these acts and they are radically different as a quarter-
century of time and experience would suggest. The legal framework described in this 
part includes some references to superior court decisions in the study area which show 
not only that zoning ordinances have been successfully attacked because of deficiencies 
in the comprehensive plan (actually twice in the same jurisdicition) but that without 
following the procedural requirements as stated in the law the implementary measures 
for local planning are vulnerable. 

Information on the financing and staffing of the agencies has been included in the 
second part because of the importance of knowing these facts in judging the ability of a 
local agency to carry out the many procedures and execute the many instruments re
quired in the process of developing a comprehensive plan and implementary ordinances. 
I t is evident that even municipalities of modest size cannot undertake this activity wi th
out staff and budget. Furthermore, as the results show, there is almost a direct re
lationship between the ability of a municipality to function in this aspect of government 
and the the budget i t provides to do so. In terms of a relationship to the national high
way program, i t seems almost ludicrous to municipalities that budget vir tual ly nothing 
fo r planning activities, to function effectively in the area of developing land-use policy 
and controls for interchange areas where the highway faci l i t ies alone cost several 
mi l l ion dollars and where the land use investments may be of equal scale. One munici
pality, Tukwila, became incorporated essentially to give private enterprise free license 
at a freeway interchange. 

Information on planning programs under the financial sponsorship of Section 701 of 
the U. S. Housing Act is included to give a basis fo r evaluating whether this Federal 
program is increasing the sophistication of local planning programs. Before findings 
are presented, i t is necessary to caution that the interpretation of these findings is 
made in the chapter following. I t has been considered desirable to separate the inter
pretations f r o m the actual findings because of the possible subjective viewpoints that 
might creep into the interpretation. Tables 1 through 6 convey the findings in concise 
f o r m , and the statements presented here have the role of augmenting and documenting 
the tabular information. 

Legal Framework fo r Municipal Planning Programs in Study Area 

1. Municipal planning is authorized by two general laws (RCW 35. 63, 1935, as 
amended, and RCW 36.70, 1959) and the home rule provisions of the State constitution. 

2. Both enabling acts are permissive but they contain provisions that must be f o l 
lowed by municipalities electing to establish planning programs. 

3. Both enabling acts give the municipalities that adopt them power to establish 
policies for the integration of land use and transportation faci l i t ies . 

4. There are many points of difference between the two enabling acts. In general, 
RCW 36. 70 is more detailed than RCW 35. 63 and contains planning concepts that 
evolved after RCW 35.63 was drafted. Among the specific points of difference affecting 
the nature of the comprehensive plan and the policies that i t contains include the f o l 
lowing: 

a. RCW 35.63 does not define the term "comprehensive plan, " whereas 
RCW 36. 70 describes i t in specific terms, including the idea that i t 
is a policy statement. 

b. Although RCW 35.63 l is ts objectives that the plan should be designed 
to achieve, i t does not mention the elements the plan should contain. 
RCW 36. 70 l is ts and explains both the required and the optional 
elements. 

5. RCW 35. 63 contains the following requirements: 
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a. To avail itself of the powers conferred in the planning enabling act, a 
city council or board of county commissioners must create a planning 
commission. 

b. The planning commission must hold one regular meeting each month 
fo r not less than nine months in each year. 

c. The planning commission must adopt rules fo r transaction of i ts busi
ness and must keep a wri t ten public record of its proceedings. 

d. The planning commission must prepare a comprehensive plan f o r the 
physical and other generally advantageous development of the munic
ipali ty. 

e. Before recommending the comprehensive plan to the municipality the 
planning commission must hold at least one public hearing on the plan, 
giving notice of the time and place by publication in a newspaper of 
general circulation in the municipality and in the o f f i c i a l gazette, i f 
any, of the municipality. 

f. A copy of the ordinance or resolution adopting or embodying the plan 
or any part thereof or amendment thereto, duly cer t i f ied as a true 
copy by the clerk of the municipality, must be f i l ed with the county 
auditor. 

g. A s imi la r ly cer t i f ied copy of any m ^ or plat re fer red to or adopted 
by the ordinance or resolution must be f i l ed with the county auditor. 
The auditor must record the ordinance or resolution and keep on 
f i l e the map or plat. 

h. Proposed amendments, supplementations, or modifications to any 
plan must f i r s t be heard by the commission and the decision must 
be made and reported by the commission within 90 days of the time 
that the proposed amendments, supplementations, or modifications 
were made. 

6. There have been at least four Superior Court decisions in Washington State that 
have invalidated zoning ordinances because in the opinion of the Superior Court judge the 
municipality did not have a comprehensive plan. Three of these cases involved munic
ipalities in the study area. None reached the State Supreme Court. 

7. The Superior Court cases in the study area indicate that the procedural require
ments of the planning enabling act under which a municipality is operating must be 
followed, and the court decisions require that the comprehensive plan be adopted in 
writ ten f o r m by the municipality and the instrument adopting the plan together with any 
maps or plats referred to must be f i l ed with the county auditor (Hon. Malcom Douglas, 
Superior Court, King County, Washington, State ex r e l . Doull et a l . v. King County 
Commissioners, ora l opinion, July 23, 1958; Hon. James W. Hodson, Superior Court, 
King County, Washington, State ex r e l . Lee v. Gibbs et a l . , oral opinion, June 11, 
1956). 

8. First-class (charter) cities may expand their planning programs beyond the 
permissive provisions of RCW 35.63 but they must meet the mandatory requirements 
of the act because i t is a general law. 

9. Of the five counties in the study area, three are operating under the provisions 
of RCW 36. 70 (King, Pierce, and Whatcom), one is operating under RCW 35.63 
(Snohomish), and one has no planning program (Skagit). 

10. Of the 30 cities investigated, 26 have created a planning commission by o rd i 
nance, one by charter (Seattle), and one has a planning commission that was not o f f i c i 
ally created (Kirkland). Two small cities have no planning program (North Bend and 
DuPont). 

Financing and Staffing of Agencies Studied, FaU 1961 

1. Counties 

a. Four of the five counties in the study area have permanent fu l l - t ime 
planning staffs, ranging m size f r o m 22 persons in King County to one 
person in Whatcom County. Skagit County has no planning staff. 
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b. Two of the five counties (King and Pierce) have retained the 
services of planning consultants in 1961. 

c. Two of the five counties (King and Pierce) have participated 
in Federal 701 projects. 

d. The 1961 bucket for planning ranges f r o m $172, 500 in King 
County to $9, 500 in Whatcom County. Skagit County has no 
budget fo r planning. 

e. The total dollars per capita (based on unincorporated popu
lation and including short-term projects) budgeted in 1961 
ranges f r o m $0.60 in King County to $0. 27 in Snohomish 
County. 

f. The annual dollars per capita (based on unincorporated 
population and excluding short-term projects) budgeted m 
1961 ranges f r o m $0.57 in King Coutny to $0. 27 in 
Snohomish County. 

2. Cities 

a. Six of the 30 cities mvestigated have permanent fu l l - t ime 
planning staffs ranging in size f r o m 22 in Seattle to 1 in 
Everett. The six cities with planning staffs are those with 
the six largest populations. No city having less than a 
13,000 population has a planning staff. 

b. Twelve of the 30 cities investigated have retained planning 
consultants in 1961. None of these 12 cities has a per
manent planning staff. 

c. Fifteen of the 30 cities have participated in Federal 701 
programs. Only one of these cities (Bellevue) has a 
permanent planning staff. 

d. Of the 30 cities three had no budget for planning in 1961.' 
The 1961 planning budgets ranged f r o m $157,000 in 
Seatde to $50 in Blaine. 

e. The total dollars per capita budgeted for planning in 1961 
ranges f r o m $2.87 in Fife to $0.03 in Blaine. 

f . The annual dollars per capita budgeted fo r planning in 
1961 ranges f r o m $ 1 . 56 in Bellevue to $0.03 m Blaine. 

3. 701 Programs (This information is based on data provided by the Washington 
State Department of Commerce and Economic Development, July 6, 1961.) 

a. As of July 6, 1961, a total of $496,442 had been expended 
on 701 projects in Washington State. One-half of this total 
was provided by Federal grant and one-half by local match
ing funds and contributed services. 

b. $214,060, or 43 percent of the $496, 442, was expended in 
the study area. 

c. As of July 6,1961, applications fo r projects totaling 
$76, 756 were pending in the State. 

d. $36, 756, or 48 percent of the $76, 756, is for projects 
in the study area. 

e. As of July 6, 1961, 43 projects had been undertaken in 
the State. In 27 of these projects the contractor was a 
private consulting f i r m , in 13 the contractor was a 
public agency, and in two the contractor was a public 
agency and a private consultant. 

Legal Sufficiency of Planning Programs, Fal l 1961 

1. Of the 35 municipalities studied 31 have created planning agencies according to 
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law. One (Kirkland) has a planning commission that was not officially created, and 
three have no planning program (Skagit County, North Bend, and DuPont). 

2. Of the 31 municipalities, only three (King County, Mbuntlake Terrace, and the 
City of Mercer Island) have fulfilled all of the madatory requirements of the act under 
which they are operating. Six jurisdictions are in the process of creating a compre
hensive plan and may fu l f i l l the mandatory requirements of the enabling acts. 

3. Of the 31 municipalities, 28 are operating under RCW 35.63 (including Snohomish 
County and Seattle) and three are operating under RCW 36. 70 (King, Pierce, and 
Whatcom Counties). (Although the Seattle Planning Commission is created by charter, 
the city must comply with the mandatory provisions of RCW 35.63.) 

a. In the 28 jurisdictions operating under RCW 35.63 (see Tables 
4 and 5): 
1) Nine planning commissions have not adopted rules for the 

transactions of their business, as required by law; 
2) Two planning commissions do not keep a public record of 

their proceedings as required by law; 
3) Five planning commissions have not prepared compre

hensive plans; however, all five are in the process of 
doing so; 

4) Five planning commissions have not held a public hearing 
before presenting the plan to the mimicipallty as required 
by law, or hold no record of such a hearing; 

5) Nine planning commissions did not publish a notice of public 
hearing before presenting the plan to the municipality, as 
required by law, or hold no record of such a notice; 

6) Twelve municipalities have comprehensive plans that have 
not been officially adopted, according to law (in Tacoma, 
two parts of the plan were adopted by ordinance according 
to law, but one part was adopted by resolution); 

7) Of the 12 cities that have adopted a comprehensive plan 
according to law, five have not filed certified copies of 
the ordinance adopting the comprehensive plan with the 
county auditor, as required by law; 

8) Of^the 12 cities that have adopted a comprehensive plan 
according to law, four have not filed maps referred to in 
the ordinance adopting the comprehensive plan, as re
quired by law; 

9) Ten municipalities have not followed the procedure for 
adopting and filing amendments and supplements to the 
comprehensive plan, as required by law. 

b. Of the three counties operating imder RCW 37.60: 
1) King County has complied with all of the mandatory re

quirements pertaining to the establishment and operation 
of the planning agency and the adoption, approval, and 
certification of the comprehensive plan; 

2) Pierce County has prepared a plan that has been adopted 
by the planning commission, and is being prepared for 
conveyance to the Board of County Commissioners for 
approval and certification; 

3) Whatcom County Is in the process of preparing a com
prehensive plan according to the provisions of the 
enabling act. 

Contents of Comprehensive Plans, Fall 1961 
1. Nine of the 35 municipalities investigated have not prepared comprehensive plans. 

However, six of the nine are in the process of preparing plans. 
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T A B L E 4 
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Snohomish Co 179,000 R Y Y Y Y Y NR» N* N* Y Y NR* 
Skagit Co 51,800 N - - - - - - - - - - -
Seattle 558,000 C Y Y Y Y N* N» R * N* N* Y N* 
T a c o m a 149,000 O Y Y Y Y Y Y 0/R* Y Y Y Y 
E v e r e t t 40,000 0 Y B * Y Y Y Y R» Y Y Y Y 
Bel l ingham 35,000 O Y Y Y P - - - - - - -
Renton 18,800 O Y Y Y P - - - - - - -
Bellevue 13,100 0 Y N* Y Y Y Y R * Y Y Y N* 
M e r c e r I s (city) 12,800 0 Y Y Y Y Y Y O Y Y N -
Auburn 12,450 0 Y Y Y Y Y Y N* N» Y Y N* 
Puyallup 12, 250 0 Y Y Y Y Y Y O N» N* N -
Mountlake T r 10,046 0 Y Y Y Y Y Y O Y Y N -
Kent 9,085 0 Y Y Y Y Y NR» R* Y Y Y N* 
Edmonds 8,500 0 Y Y Y Y Y Y O Y Y Y N* 
Anacortes 8,400 0 Y Y Y P - - - - - - -
Mt Vernon 8,000 0 Y B* Y Y N* N» N* N* N* N -
Lynnwood 7,548 0 Y B» Y Y Y NR* 0 Y Y Y N* 
K i r k l a n d 6,150 N* Y Y Y Y Y Y 0 N* N» Y N* 
E n u m c l a w 3,269 0 Y Y N* Y Y Y 0 Y Y N -
M a r y s v i l l e 3,117 0 Y N* Y Y Y Y 0 N* N* Y N* 
Burlington 3,031 0 Y Y Y Y Y Y N* N* N* N -
Houghton 2,645 0 Y Y Y Y NR* NR* 0 Y Y N -
BothcU 2, 519 o Y Y Y Y N* N» o N» N* N -
Arlington 2,050 o Y N* Y Y Y Y H * Y N» Y Y 
Issaquah 2,008 o Y N* N* Y Y Y R * N* N* N -
Tukwi la 1,974 o Y Y Y Y Y Y 0 N* Y Y N* 
Blaine 1,735 o Y N* Y Y Y N» 0 N* N» Y N* 
Stei lacoom 1,580 o Y Y Y Y N* N ' N» N* N» N -
F i l e 1,500 o Y Y Y N - - - - - - -
North Bend 978 N - - - - - - - - - - -
M e r c e r I s (town) 546 0 Y B» Y P - - - - - - -
DuPont 353 N - - - - - - - - - - -

Charter 

•.•Lr.i: p:-p;i;v4 

In the 26 municipalities that have completed comprehensive plans: 
a. Five comprehensive plans consist of a single element—land use; 
b. Twelve comprehensive plans contain two elements—land use and 

circulation; 
c. Nme comprehensive plans contain one or two elements in addition 

to land use and circulation. The additional elements vary among 
the municipalities but consist of one or two of the following: com
munity facility plan, recreation plan, parks and parkway plan, 
neighborhood plan, population density plan, CBD development 
plan. 

3. In the 26 municipalities, the instruments that constitute the comprehensive plan 
vary from a single map without text to a series of maps, reports, and ordinances. 

a. In three municipalities the plan consists of a single map without 
text, and in one city the plan is a single sheet containing map and 
text. 

b. In two municipalities the plan consists of the zoning ordinance and 
zoning map, and in one municipality the plan is comprised of a 
comprehensive plan plus the zoning ordinance and zoning map. 

c. Eight municipalities consider the zoning ordinance a part of the 
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comprehensive plan, and three of these also include the sub
division regulation as a part of the plan. 
Eight municipalities have comprehensive plans consisting of 
a single report containing maps and texts. 
The plans of municipalities not previously included consist 
of some combination of maps, reports, and ordinances. 

Policies Regarding Integration of Land 
Use and Transportation Planning in 
Municipalities Studied 

1. Although only 13 of the 35 munici
palities reportmg have officially adopted 
comprehensive plans according to law, 
ten others have comprehensive plans that 
have received some type of recognition by 
by the legislative bodies of the municipal
ities. 

2. Of the 23 previously noted munici
palities that have taken some action to 
recognize their comprehensive plans as 
municipal policy, 8 have plans containing 
no policy statements concerning the inte
gration of land use development and trans
portation planning other than a reiteration 
of the general statement of objectives con
tained in RCW 35.63, broadly relating to 
the public health and welfare. 

3. The following statements are the 
only policies that appear frequently in the 
15 plans, or planning reports, containing 
policy statements regarding the integration 
of land use and transportation planning: 

a. Easy access to major ar
te rials should be a factor in 
designating areas for com
mercial and industrial use 
(5 municipalities). 

b. Freeways and/or major ar-
terials should be used as 
boundaries for community 
and neighborhood units (9 
municipalities). 

c. The circulation system 
should consist of a hierarchy 
of major arterials, col
lectors, and local access 
streets designed to dis
courage through traffic in 
residential areas (7 muni
cipalities). 

d. The major arterial system 
should focus traffic on the 
central business district 
(CBD) but should allow 
through traffic to bypass 
the CBD (7 municipalities). 

TABLE 5 
NUMBER OF LEGAL DEFICIENCIES IN 

MUNICIPAL PLANNING PROGRAMS 

No. of 
Deficiencies Location 

0 King Co. 
Mercer Is. (city) 
Mountlake Tr. 

1 Tacoma 
Edmonds 
Enumclaw 

2 Everett 
Puyallup 
Houghton 
Tukwila 

3 Pierce Co.' 
Bellevue 
Auburn 
Kent 
Lynnwood 
Burlington 
Arlington 

4 Snohomish Co. 
Kirkland^ 
Marysville 
BotheU 

5 Whatcom Co.' 
Bellington* 
Renton^ 
Anacortes^ 
Issaquah 
Blaine 
Steilacoom 
Fife 

6 SeatUe' 
Mt. Vernon 
Mercer Is. (town)* 

In process of preparing plan, may intend 
to f u l f i l l legal requirements. 
2 Planning commission was not created by 
ordinance, as required by law; a l l of i t s 
actions may be invalib. 
^Planning commission created by charter 
but must meet mandatory requirements of 
RCW 35.63. 
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e. Retail shopping facilities should be confined to "districts" 
or "centers" that minimize traffic congestion on thorough
fares (9 mimicipalities). 

4. The following policy statements appeared twice in the 15 plans or planning re
ports: 

a. High density residential areas should be located near major 
arterials (Seattle and Tacoma). 

b. New retail business districts should not locate on two sides 
of a major street (Houghton and Issaquah). 

TABLE 6 

CONTENTS OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN' 

Jurisdiction Population 
I I 

Element 

I 
O 

a o 

I 
Snohomish Co. 179,500 Y Y N N M 
Skagit Co. 51,800 N N N N N 
Seattle 558,000 Y Y Y C M 
Tacoma 149,000 Y Y Y N R-2, Z, S 
Everett 40,400 Y Y Y N M-2 
Bellmgham 35,000 P N N N N 
Renton 18,800 P N N N N 
Bellevue 13,100 Y Y Y Pk 0,M-3 
Mercer Is . (city) 12,800 Y Y Y N 0 , M 
Auburn 12,450 Y Y Y N R-2 
Puyallup 12,250 Y Y Y D, F R-3, M-10 
MounUake T r . 10.046 Y Y Y N M 
Kent 9,085 Y Y Y F M 
Edmonds 8,500 Y Y Y N O, M, S, Z 
Anacortes 8,400 P N N N N 
Mt. Vernon 8,000 Y Y Y B R 
Lynnwood 7,548 Y Y Y N O, M, Z, S 
Kirkland 6,150 Y Y N N M, Z 
Enumclaw 3,269 Y Y Y F R 
MarysvUle 3,117 Y Y N N Z 
Burlington 3,031 Y Y Y B, F R 
Houghton 2,645 Y Y Y N R 
BotheU 2,519 Y Y Y -B R 
Arlington 2,050 Y Y Y F R 
Issaquah 2,008 Y Y Y C M, R 
TukwUa 1,974 Y Y N N M, Z 
Blaine 1,735 Y Y N N R 
SteUacoom 1,580 Y Y Y N R 
Fife 1,500 P N N N N 
North Bend 978 N N N N N 
Mercer Is . (town) 546 P N N N N 
DuPont 353 N N N N N 

'Code; Y = yes B 
N = no or none M 
P = presently being prepared R 
C = community or neighborhood plan Z 
Pk = park or recreation plan S 
D = population density plan 0 
F = community f a c i l i t i e s plan 2 

CBD plan 
map 
report 
zoning ordinance 
subdivision regulations 
text of adopting ord. or resolution 
separate instruments of same type 
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c. Access to major streets from business establishments should 
be controlled (Houghton and Issaquah). 

5. Only one municipality (Tacoma) has adopted a policy to control land use at free
way Interchanges. (Pierce County has a similar provision in its zoning ordinance which 
ordinance Is considered part of the comprehensive plan. However, the plan has not as 
yet received official certification by the county commissioners.) Tacoma Includes the 
zoning ordinance as a part of its comprehensive plan. This ordinance contains policy 
statements in the form of statements of "intent" which preamble various sections of the 
law. The policy involving the use of land at freeway Interchanges appears under the 
title "C-F Freeway Commercial Districts" and provides as follows: 

The Intent bf the freeway commercial d i s t r i c t i s to permit 
the establlshmerit of f a c i l i t i e s to serve the special needs of the 
persons and vehicles traveling on limited-access highways. I t i s 
intended that such d i s t r i c t s be placed at locations providing the 
highest degree of usefulness to freeway users while at the same 
time creating a minimum of t r a f f i c congestion at freeway ingress 
and egress points. The protective standards for site development 
contained in this section are intended to minimize any eidverse 
effects of such d i s t r i c t s for the safe and efficient use of the 
f a c i l i t i e s in such d i s t r i c t s . 

CONCLUSIONS 
Legal Framework 

The role of evaluating the legal framework In which comprehensive planning operates 
is complex in the State of Washington, and no doubt of equal complexity in many other 
States. The complexity in Washington mainly arises out of the fact that there are two 
enabling acts governing local planning, as has been mentioned earlier. The old plan
ning act, dating to 1935 is stil l typical of the planning acts of a majority of the States. 
It is a law that was enacted under greatly different conditions of urban development 
and social problems than exist today. It reflects mterest in resource development and 
gives only the broadest guides to serve as a philosophy on which to base local planning. 
Statements underlying the reasons for local planning are so broad as to be almost use
less in terms of specific interpretations through Implementary ordinances. 

This commentary does not imply that a State enabling act needs to be written in very 
specific terms. It Is, after all , an intermediate step between the general grant of 
police powers to local jurisdictions and some very broad Instructions in regard to local 
planning. However, at some point in the legislative process, whether at the State or 
local level, there must be a great deal more specificity of legislative intent in order 
to develop local comprehensive plans than given by planning enabling acts circa 1935. 
The need for this detail shows up in the Washington State enabling act adopted in 1959, 
which is approximately four times longer than the earlier act. In fact, the adoption of 
this degree of specificity in a State enabling act implies that there has been a lack of 
needed legislative instruction at the local level. For example, to bridge the gap be
tween the generalizations of the old State enabling act and implementing ordinances i t 
would be necessary for a local legislative authority to develop the kind of instructional 
framework that the new planning act includes. This specificity could be in the form of 
adopted policy statements, preambles to local implementing ordinances, or statements 
of intent in the ordinances themselves. (The City of Tacoma actually developed general 
statements of legislative intent within its zoning ordinance, while operating under the 
older enabling act.) 

There Is no doubt that States are moving in the direction of adopting the degree of 
specificity regarding local planning policy that the new Washington act Includes. As a 
matter of fact the new Washington act was modeled closely after the new California act, 
which in turn reflected new ideas of enablement in some of the other States, particu
larly New Jersey. 
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There is also no doubt that it would take a fairly sophisticated local government to 
bridge the gap of generalization in most State planning enabling acts in terms of devel
oping the needed framework for local comprehensive planning policy. Further, though 
municipalities may, through competent advice, meet all of the specific requirements 
of a State enabling act, this action may be relatively empty if the intermediate policy 
framework is missing. It must be emphasized that even the finding that a municipality 
meets all of the legal requirements of a State enabling act under which it operates does 
not necessarily mean that it has an adequate policy underlying its comprehensive plan, 
or a good substantive plan. 

These points disclose the complexity of evaluating the local comprehensive plan. The 
legal framework consists of not only what is said in the State enabling act, but also what 
policy statements are in subsequent municipal ordinances. Furthermore, these state
ments are questions that experienced planners, attorneys, and public administrators 
argue about, because the line of demarcation between general State enablement, local 
policy statements expressed in ordinances, and administrative orders is never clearly 
defined. There is also the difficulty that newly elected or appointed municipal officials 
have in wrestling with these problems. Unfortunately, this study did not have time to 
go into an analysis of the degree of sophistication of local officials in these matters, 
which remains an unwritten chapter in this type of feedback research. 
Financing and Staffing 

The discussion under the first part of the preceding section implies that staff ser
vices of some sophistication are needed not only to develop the necessary implemen-
tary instruments but to educate continually members of local government bodies con
cerned with the planning activity. It is perhaps a common misapprehension among the 
officials of local government, particularly new ones, that a plan is something that is 
drawn and then filed—that a plan is a set of lines or colored areas on a map needing 
only periodic revision. The mere fact that municipalities may be small is no indica
tion that their problems are small. In most instances, suburbanizing communities 
need the most advanced level of professional planning service, and in fact a much 
higher per capita budget than their long-established "mother" cities. 

Findings of this research show that in the study area no city under 13,000 inhabi
tants has a permanently employed professional planning official. On the other hand, 
most of the small communities have been able to employ planning consultants for limited 
periods of time, and have engaged in comprehensive planning studies under the auspices 
of the Housing and Home Finance Agency, through the 701 planning assistance program. 
In instances where these programs have been used to develop comprehensive plans 
there was rarely a continuation of sufficient planning budget to either develop imple-
mentary measures or allow for the continuation of the service even on a marginal 
basis, or both. Although there are some serious problems with the 701 programs in 
terms of developing coordinated urban area plans insofar as they are conducted on a 
piecemeal basis, discussion here is limited to an anlysis of the degree of inspection 
given to the 701 contractors. In Washington, the State Department of Conservation and 
Economic Development has jurisdiction of administering the 701 program of the Fed
eral Government, but it has not been allocated sufficient funds to develop any criteria 
for these programs or to review work of the contractors in any way. With the excep
tion of a few States (notably, New Jersey) this seems to be characteristic of 701 super
vision and review throughout the country. Furthermore, one of the most important 
deficiencies in the 701 program, as far as Washington State experience in the study 
area is concerned, is the lack of follow-through by the municipalities after the planning 
contractor leaves. This is evident by the substantial failure of local governments en
gaged in these contracts to execute even the minimal requirements of the State law. 
For example, in the study area there was absolutely no difference between the munici
pal performance in regard to legal sufficiency of their planning programs between those 
cities engaged in 701 contracting and those not. As a matter of fact, cities employmg 
701 contractors have among the worst records in terms of merely meeting the minimal 
requirements of State laws concerned. 
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The object of this discussion is not to be critical of the 701 program in itself, but 
to evaluate its results in terms of questions that impinge on the coordination of highway 
and land development. In this regard, no city in the study area having a 701 contract 
had evolved any criteria. Perhaps the most important conclusion is that the provision 
of planning budget alone is not sufficient to advance the activity. State and Federal 
agencies certainly cannot place much credence in these 701 plans on the surface of i t . 
They may mean something, but in all probability, the level of planning acceptance and 
policy formulation wil l not be much different than what existed before the contract was 
carried out. 
Legal Sufficiency 

A surprising findmg of this study was the failure of most of the municipalities in the 
sample to undertake even the clearly stated mandatory requirements of due process as 
provided for in the State plannmg enabling acts. For example, in spite of the very clear 
mandate for municipalities to file plans and amendments to them with the county auditors 
before such plans and amendments would be official, an overwhelming majority of units 
of government analyzed had not gone through this requirement. Although it is true that 
most of these cities engage in local plannmg implementary activities through the exer
cise of the police powers and remain unchallenged, they are nevertheless vulnerable to 
attack any place along the line. Further, these failures are a rather basic contravention 
of the democratic process in government. 

There are perhaps three important conclusions to be drawn in regard to legal suffic
iency: 

1. Weakness in Local Administration. -The record of the cities studied reflects a 
weakness in local administrative development. If there is failure to meet the barest 
essential requirements established by State law in setting up a planning program there 
will no doubt be deficiencies in the administration of the program itself. This kind of a 
failure implies administrative weakness all down the line. It implies problems in devel
oping administrative measures that would carry out any policy, however well that policy 
was founded. 

2. Inability of Small Units of Urban Government to Effectuate Mandatory Provisions 
Properly. —The findings here further reflect basic problems in the structure of urban 
area government in that it is mainly the large units of local government (m this case, 
the two major counties and one of the principal cities) that carry out the administrative 
provisions of the State law in reasonably good order. (Seattle, the largest city in the 
area, actually shows up as having a poor record in this aspect but this is due mainly 
to an untested interpretation that the city holds to the effect that i t is not bound by the 
State enabling law by virtue of its home rule privileges.) This fmding implies that there 
is no substitute for a contmuing professional planning staff and legal department as well. 
The three units of government mentioned have legal departments that scrutinize all 
aspects of local legislation and administration; whereas in the smaller units of govern
ment, with possibly one or two exceptions, one must conclude that if there is not ade
quate continuing planning advice there is also inadequate legal advice, judging by the 
record. Perhaps legal services in these units is on a hit-or-miss basis, or not ade
quately provided for financially. Unfortunately for the State highway development pro
grams many of the interchanges occur in the smaller suburban cities where the level of 
planning is most subject to deficiencies. Also, even considering the development of 
the federated approach to urban area government, wherein there might be centralized 
planning staff (as is the case of the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto) the exercise 
of police power at the local level may not be any better admmistered than it is now. 

3. Inadequacies in State Planning Enabling Acts. - I n all fairness to the administra
tions in the smaller cities studied one must conclude that vagueness and inadequacies 
in State enablement itself (particularly the 1935 act) might be responsible for poor 
foUow-up record at the local level. For example, i t is not clear in the older Washington 
planning enabling act just how the comprehensive plan is to be adopted and what i t shall 
contain. Another provision requires that the ordinances themselves which implement 
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the comprehensive plan should be part of the comprehensive plan Itself, which makes 
it difficult to d i s t i i ^ i sh between a policy document and implementary ordinances. 

Contents of the Comprehensive Plans 
There is a widespread lack of agreement among the municipalities studied as to 

precisely what the comprehensive plan is, what materials it should contain, and what 
instruments should constitute the plan. The situation may be due in part to the am
biguity of the old enabling act, RCW 35.63, but i t is probably also due in part to the 
variety of opinions on this matter held by professional planners. 

The disagreement among planning law authorities on the nature of the comprehensive 
plan stems primarily from a more fundamental disagreement concerning the scope of 
the planning function of local government. In a casebook, Haar (4) presents a series 
of definitions of city planning that have been given at various times. These definitions 
show no uniform evolution of thought on the scope of municipal planning. They express 
a variety of concepts of the planning function ranging from design of the physical envi
ronment to an all-encompassing plannii^ of municipal policies; and they imply a spec
trum of goals ranging from the protection of property values to the promotion of gen
eral social values. 

This disagreement among authorities in the field can be seen in varying views on 
specific questions as well. One example is the disagreement ar i s l i^ over the question 
of adoption of the comprehensive plan by the municipality. Beuscher (5) recommends 
that the plan be reviewed by the planning commission and sent to the council for adop
tion. Haar (6), on the other hand, has suggested that the plan be adopted as an imper
manent constitution, on which implementing ordinances can be based. Webster (7) dis
approves of adoption by the city council because of the difficulty of changing the plan 
once it is law. With this evident lack of agreement among eminent planning legal author
ities on both the scope of local planning and on specific issues involving the nature and 
content of the comprehensive plan, perhaps it is to be expected that local plans wil l 
vary widely in character. 

The ambiguity of the old Washington enabling act and the variety of opinions held by 
professionals is reflected in judicial decisions relating to the comprehensive plan. In 
a King County Superior Court decision of 1958 Douglas referred to the plan of King 
County as the comprehensive zoning plan (Hon. Malcom Douglas, Superior Court, King 
County, Washington, State ex rel . Doull et al. v. King County Commissioners, oral 
opinion, July 23, 1958). In a 1956 decision, also in King County Superior Court, Hodson 
made the following statements regarding the comprehensive plan of King County (most 
populous county in the State): 

Well, I think for at least two of the main reasons which have been advanced 
here I w i l l have to conclude, that we (King County) do not have a comprehensive 
plan as contemplated by the statute and, as far as I can see, we never have had 
one. So far as I know, the question has never been presented even in t r i a l 
court before and I am sure has never been presented to the Supreme Court. Cer
tainly i t I s a question that has got to be f i n a l l y answered and I hope that 
there w i l l be an appeal here to the Supreme Court rather than attempting to 
patch up the situation l o c a l l y so that we w i l l know in the future just what we 
are expected to do under this statute...But I am afraid that I am bound by my 
duty here to read the statute and decl6ire what I think i t menas, and I think i t 
means something in writing which can be f i l e d , which looks to the future and 
which takes In not areas of seven sections or so, but whole big areas of 30 or 
1|.0 square miles, including not only shopping, and Industrial, and professional 
areas, but residences, parks, golf clubs and hospitals, c l i n i c s , f i r e stations, 
post offices, police stations, c i t y hal1s: everything arranged by a prede
termined scheme to which a l l subsequent zoning must conform. I think this i s 
what they were driving at. (Hon. James W. Hodson, Superior Court, King County, 
Washington, State ex r e l . Lee v. Gibbs et a l . , oral opinion, June 11, 195^.) 
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It is interesting to reflect that in 1956, 21 years after the Washington State planning 
enabling act was passed, and the same length of time since the founding of a continuous 
local planning function in King County, a judge would make the statement that in his 
opinion there had never been a comprehensive plan. 

Perhaps the greatest stumbling block for State highway agencies is a lack of know
ledge as to how to treat local comprehensive plans, from the stanc^oint of their con
tent as well as their meaning. In the study area in question, comprehensive plans 
vary from a single sketch, without any statements to accompany it , to a well-developed 
document of policies, accompanied by maps, studies, and preamble statements accom
panying most sections of the zoning ordinance. In some cases the local comprehensive 
plans cannot be distinguished from a slick p^er , chamber-of-commerce-type, promo
tional brochure, and in other jurisdictions i t could not be distinguished from the zoning 
ordinance itself. 

On this question, comprehensive plans from other parts of the country Include such 
widely divergent items of interest as annual precipitation, history of the area, and 
pictures of recently constructed public buildings. Not only is there widespread varia
tion in the concept of the comprehensive plan from State to State, but as this study 
shows between municipalities of the same State. There is no doubt that this phase of 
local government is a complex one and a frustrating one to develop with clarity. There 
is no doubt also that there must be movement in the direction of developing local plans, 
whatever the difficulties are, if more foresight is to be attained in self-government. At 
the same time, there is no doubt that this activity of State and local government is stil l 
in its earliest developmental stages and that State highway agencies wi l l not only have 
a difficult time in interpreting local plans but in judging their ability to control urban 
activities having a bearing on trunk transportation needs. 

Policies Regarding Integration of Land Use and Transportation Planning 
To date, most municipalities studied have been unable or unwilling to adopt policies 

concerning the integration of land use development and transportation facilities. 
Assuming the willingness of the local governmental units to develop and implement 

such policy, i t is doubtful that current planning practice can provide a sound basis for 
its formulation. Transportation studies employ land use analyses to determine the 
transportation-generating characteristics of broad categories of land uses. However, 
experience has shown that land uses change radically through time, especially at free
way approaches (8). A logical determination of what land development pattern should 
occur at these locations is an extremely difficult problem, and one with which a hard-
pressed, local planning staff harried with zoning amendments can rarely cope. 

Assuming further that a predictive or desirable intersection land use pattern is 
evolved for a particular urban area, the question remains whether such a pattern can 
then be accepted by all municipalities in the area. It is probable that the smaller the 
municipality the more important would be unique circumstances of the area and the less 
likely would be the possibility of applying a model developed for the urban area in gen
eral. Also, i t is the small municipality which is least able to finance research or feed
back analysis on the consequences of policy. These considerations raise the doubt that 
smaller municipalities in metropolitan areas can be expected to develop meaningful 
policies for the integration of land use development and transportation facilities. 

Because only one municipality in the study area (Tacoma) has adopted an official 
policy concerning the development of land at freeway interchanges, i t would s^pear that 
units of local government are not aware of the need for such a policy or are unable to 
develop a policy to meet the need. 

The e:q)ressed concerns over congestion at freeway interchanges are often based on 
a desire to protect the efficiency of limited access facilities which represent an enor
mous investment of Federal and State funds. But is this goal a motivating concern to 
the municipalities that control the land use at freeway interchanges? Perhaps in the 
larger cities the over-aU problems arising from congestion attendant on land use are 
evident, but in small municipalities in which the land at a freeway interchange provides 
prime commercial and industrial sites with the attendant potential for a high property 
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tax return, the major concern may not be the efficiency of the limited access facility. It 
is significant that the interchanges with the highest traffic volume are not always located 
within the limits of a large municipality. Of the four interchanges that are junctures 
of Interstate routes in the Seattle area, only one is within the corporate limits of 
Seattle. Two of these interchanges are located in the unincorporated area of King 
County, and one falls within a town of 1,974 inhabitants (Tukwila, which was specifi
cally incorporated to facilitate a regional shopping center adjacent to the interchange). 
At one of the two interchanges in unincorporated King County, a regional shopping cen
ter and office building complex is planned for 1963. 
General Conclusions 

1. Local planning effort, as it exists, has not been concerned with studies regarding 
the development of policy for controlling land uses at freeway interchanges. 

2. There is doubt whether any effective program of control could be evolved by a 
mandatory requirement of the State that local governments do so. 

3. Grants made under section 701 of the U. S. Housing Act are probably ineffectual 
as concerns the question of the integration of land use development with State trunk 
freeway facilities. 

4. Comprehensive plans are not as a rule significant instruments on which to base 
highway interchange planning policy. 

5. It is doubtful whether State agencies could effectuate a program for land use con
trol at highway interchanges if the controls themselves and adjustments of these con
trols were left up to local government. 

6. It is questionable whether the State could effectively administer its own roadside 
zoning program in an urban area because of the problem of fractionalizing land use 
policy between State and local government. 

7. In all probability, the extension of access controls to portions of approach roads 
or design solutions involving the temporary public ownership of abutting land offer the 
most feasible alternatives to the reduction of interchange congestion. 
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Discussion 
KURT W. BAUER, Assistant Director, Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning 
Commission, Waukesha, Wise. - I t appears that the authors' findings regarding the 
quality of local planning are basically similar to those of the Wisconsin study "A Method 
for Attaining Realistic Local Highway System Plans, " presented by the writer and pub
lished in HRB Bulletin 326. The writer feels i t is significant that these two studies, 
independently carried out, different in scope and purpose, and covering widely separated 
geographic areas, seem to verify each other in some of their basic findings. If the lack 
of sophistication in the local planning efforts is as prevalent as these two studies indi
cate, there is real cause for concern. 




