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Executive Summary
and Findings
Purpose and Study Area
Study Purpose
The Boundary Planning Study (BPS) is a high-level study of
existing conditions, opportunities, and constraints which can
inform future planning choices about the BPS Area and
surroundings. It is not a plan proposal to change land uses,
policies, or Urban Growth Area (UGA) boundaries. Rather,
the study provides data and information that can be drawn
from when considering alternatives for accommodating
future growth and when reviewing proposals for UGA
adjustments.
The BPS compiles information on existing conditions, and the
costs of providing infrastructure and services outside of the

Executive Summary Topics
This Executive Summary and
Findings section presents highlights
of the Boundary Planning Study
(BPS) and is arranged with the
following major sections:

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Purpose and Study Area
Limitations of this Study
Study Findings
Scenarios Description
Scenario Evaluation
Implications and Future Use of
This Study

existing UGA under hypothetical scenarios with increased
urbanization in the area. The study has built a tool to consider the potential vulnerability of the
area to residential and commercial development, as well as its potential suitability for such
development. In addition, the study considers regulations and policies that may have to be
satisfied, or amended, to adjust UGA boundaries.
The BPS also considers policy tools that could address the stark transitions felt by residents where
rural land uses abut urban land uses, as well as policy tools for environmental protection,
conservation, and recreation. Finally, the study addresses topics relevant across many parts of
the county including the BPS Area: affordable housing, economic development, and transit.

Study Area
The BPS Area extends eastward from the Southwest Urban Growth Area (SWUGA) to Broadway
Ave, north to Cathcart, and south to the county line, an area that is currently designated as rural
and that includes the community of Clearview. The Maltby UGA contains industrial uses, the
Brightwater wastewater treatment plant, and a historic town center; the Maltby UGA represents
a part of the county that would likely see the effects of any increased densities within the BPS
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Area, while also likely providing some opportunities. For these reasons, the Maltby UGA is
included in the BPS Area, even though the study does not consider growth scenarios for the
Maltby UGA.
The BPS Area is over 10,000 acres in size, and includes rural homes and hobby farms, numerous
creeks, including Little Bear Creek, and a sole source aquifer. There is a long-standing
commercial center at Clearview along SR 9. Public parks and open space offer passive and
active recreation opportunities, and local schools offer education to children. Other
infrastructure includes state highways, county roads, and rights-of-way, water utility lines and
wells, and gas pipelines.
The BPS Area was chosen for study because it is adjacent to a fast-growing area where the
County has seen and expects to see continued interest in expanding the UGA. Given the
interest and pressures on this part of the county, the County wanted to develop data and
information under existing conditions and hypothetical growth scenarios, all of which consider
the presence and importance of Little Bear Creek and other streams.
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Exhibit 1.

Boundary Planning Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County GIS, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Approach
As a high-level study, the BPS generally describes current social, environmental, land suitability,
and capital facility conditions in the BPS Area, such as:
▪ Social: Socio-economics including population, housing, and employment; land use and
growth patterns; and cultural resources.

▪

Environmental: Surface water; wetlands and geologic hazards; groundwater; natural areas
and tree canopy; watershed characterization; agriculture and forestry; and open space
assessment.

▪

Land Suitability and Opportunities: Vulnerability and suitability; and opportunities and tools
that may warrant further consideration.

▪

Capital and Service Delivery and Costs: Transportation/traffic/transit; parks; fire protection
and emergency medical services; schools; water and sewer; stormwater/surface water;
power, gas, and telecommunications; and fiscal analysis/costs of service.

The BPS evaluates a range of hypothetical growth scenarios for the rural part of the BPS Area,
and includes a “Current Strategies” Scenario with no change to existing land use designations
based on adopted 2035 growth targets, the planning horizon for Snohomish County’s 2015
Comprehensive Plan. The two additional scenarios apply hypothetical urban land development
patterns, with increased housing densities and mixed uses when compared with the existing rural
designation.
One of these two scenarios considered increased urbanization focused on two separate nodes
and is called the “Nodes” Scenario. The other spreads increased growth across the rural parts of
the study area and is called the “Urban” Scenario.
These Nodes and Urban scenarios do not have a target year and represent an average urban
“buildout” with no assumption of a timeframe over which development could occur. As the BPS
is not a plan, projecting the timing of growth under the two hypothetical “urbanized” scenarios
would not have been appropriate. However, for the purposes of completing fiscal analyses, the
approach required use of establishing a future year and 2035 was used with the two scenarios to
match the Current Strategies Comprehensive Plan horizon year.
The purpose of evaluating hypothetical scenarios is to: 1) consider costs of providing
infrastructure and services outside of the existing UGA, and 2) understand potential
environmental and social implications.
The study also assesses regulations and policies that must be satisfied or amended if UGA
boundary adjustments were to be considered in future planning initiatives.
In addition to evaluating the BPS Area, the BPS study identifies conditions and implications for a
wider area that could be affected by changes to land use within the BPS. The wider or
“secondary” study area is uniquely defined for each study topic.
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Limitations of this Study
It is important to reiterate that the BPS is a high-level study, not a detailed plan or proposal for land
use or growth distribution. The two hypothetical growth scenarios described in this study – “Nodes”
and “Urban” – are not plans, proposals, or projects currently under consideration by the County.
If, in the future, the County considers any proposed changes to UGA boundaries or land uses in
the BPS Area, the County will, at that time, fully analyze any such proposal. The existence of this
study does not presume an outcome on any proposal or comprehensive plan update process
the County will consider in the future. Because the BPS is a high-level study producing rough or
approximate analysis, any future detailed analysis of a specific proposal may produce different
results or information.
The BPS is also limited to studying the BPS Area. Other geographic areas are considered for
context and to understand, at a high level, implications for areas outside the SWUGA BPS Area
that might arise from changed land use scenarios within the BPS Area. The study does not
presuppose or consider changed land use scenarios in other parts of the county. The study
assesses the implications of increased growth occurring in the BPS and does not consider the
implications or tradeoffs of increased growth allocated elsewhere in the county.

Study Findings
Outreach
Outreach Activities
While designed as a study to collect information and data, the BPS included stakeholder
outreach to share information about the BPS and provide opportunities to gather insights from
stakeholders about BPS Area conditions. Objectives were to:
▪ Create shared understanding between government representatives, tribes, consultants,
community leaders, and other stakeholder groups,

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Gain clarity on what currently works well and what doesn’t in the BPS Area and vicinity,
Hear ideas from both technical professionals and community members,
Increase the understanding of the interconnected complexities of the region,
Share the study results with the broader community, and
Explain how the study will be available for future planning efforts, including the 2023 County
Comprehensive Plan Update and how the community can be engaged with that Plan.

A variety of methods were used to share information and to seek insight, including developing a
website where several hundred people signed up to stay informed. In addition, stakeholder
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interviews, workshops, and a survey were conducted during the BPS. The draft BPS was shared
with a summary, full report, and interactive map series. The County held a workshop and an
online survey was conducted. Consistent themes heard during outreach included:
▪ Transportation System Investments. Many felt traffic congestion and lack of road, bike, and
pedestrian facilities are affecting their quality of life. Some suggested roadway infrastructure
investments and others service improvements (e.g., transit). As a largely rural area, this is a
pressing consideration for residents today, and increases in concern if there is more
development.

▪

Natural Environment Values and Conservation. Natural systems (e.g., streams, trees) are
assets and provide ecosystem services. Many want to protect the environment and avoid
degradation or loss of trees and habitat.

▪

Rural Character. Many value the rural feel of the area and desire to keep urban growth in
other already-developed parts of the county. Others want to limit where added growth
could go in the BPS Area (e.g., add to businesses or village at Clearview) and retain a feeling
of farm and rural beyond.

▪

Housing Affordability and Availability. Many desired more housing choice and affordability.
Some found that solutions to add housing lay in the existing urban areas, and others thought
that urban housing allowances in the BPS Area could be a solution.

▪

Quality Services and Infrastructure. There is an appreciation of schools, parks, and other
services in the area and, at the same time, a sense of need for added improvements.
Additional growth should not be allowed until infrastructure is in place to accommodate it
beforehand.

▪

Engaged Community. Residents in and around the BPS Area care about their community
and want more opportunities to feel engaged and represented.

Governing Frameworks
Over recent years, the County has seen continued interest in seeking changes to the UGA on
the southeast edge of the SWUGA for a number of reasons.
A multitude of interconnected state, regional, and local laws and authorities determine how
growth will occur in Washington State, starting with the state Growth Management Act (GMA),
which seeks to manage growth to prevent sprawl. In addition, there are interconnected layers
of processes and criteria to consider when seeking amendments to UGA boundaries. Changes
to UGA boundaries largely hinge on whether there is a demonstrated need driven by population
and employment growth, that the UGA can be served with urban levels of service, and that
boundaries are logical.
While it is the County that adopts UGA boundaries, it is not County policy alone that guides
where growth can occur, and when UGAs can be amended. Development patterns need to be
consistent with policies at a countywide and regional level. If UGA amendments were desired,
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and they were not consistent with regulations and policies, processes are in place for seeking
changes to those regulations and policies. Legislative amendments would be a lengthy process
with the potential for success uncertain.
Existing policies are applicable to the “edge” areas where rural and urban land uses abut.
Situations that arise from abutting land uses can create tension and concern, and the BPS has
identified tools that may be applicable when considering possible remedies.
The Clearview community is unique in that it is the only designated Limited Area of More
Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRD), a GMA-based designation, within the county. Changes
to boundaries in LAMIRDs are only possible under limited situations. A current initiative called ”A
Road Map to Washington’s Future” has reviewed possible adjustments to the planning
framework in Washington State, including potential flexibility in the framework for LAMIRDs.
Another initiative is an update to the County’s Buildable Lands Report, which reviews how
determinations are made on availability for land for urban development. Recent state legislation
has adjusted the Buildable Lands Report requirements and approach.
Meanwhile, “VISION 2050,” the Puget Sound Regional Council’s process to develop a strategy for
accommodating an additional 1.8 million people in the central Puget Sound area, is under review.

Current Conditions
Social
Socio-economics
There are over 11,000 residents in the BPS Area living in over 4,000 homes, and they tend to be
older, married, and have a higher median income than other residents of the SWUGA or the
county as a whole. Similar to other areas of the county but to a greater degree, a majority of the
residents are white, non-Hispanic. Given the rural nature of the BPS Area, the housing stock is
dominated by owner-occupied, single-family housing. The BPS Area has a greater proportion of
manufactured and mobile homes, a source of affordable housing, than other areas of the county.
These units are in distinct mobile home parks as well as individual units on separate parcels.
The local economy in the BPS Area is strongly dominated by construction and manufacturing
industries in the Maltby UGA, as well as services likely related to the Brightwater Treatment Plant.
Other employment activities include retail, commercial, and institutional uses in the Clearview
Limited Area of More Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRD) as well as rural uses such as daycare
facilities, event venues, and equestrian training. Recreation and tourism activity in the BPS Area
appear related to existing and planned regional parks, trails, and other facilities, as well as horserelated businesses. Over half of BPS Area residents commute at least 10 miles to work, with the
most common places of work being Seattle and Everett. Most employees that work in the BPS
Area commute from outside, with over half of employees commuting from at least 10 miles away.
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Land Use and Growth Patterns
Almost three-quarters of the BPS Area is in residential use. Over 10% consists of vacant or
undeveloped property. Another 4% is in commercial use such as Clearview. The remaining 10%
of land is in public/civic/utility use or other uses. With the exception of the Maltby UGA, the land
use pattern in the BPS Area is low-density residential. However, most of the platted lots are less
than 5 acres in size because they were developed prior to 1995, when the County increased
minimum lot sizes in the rural area as part of the County’s first Comprehensive Plan under the
GMA. Development density is limited because of the rural designation of the BPS Area.
A 2017 population capacity evaluation found the unincorporated Municipal UGAs to the west
and the unincorporated SWUGA are growing faster than cities in the county – as of 2017, the
Unincorporated SWUGA has met 81% of its 2035 population target.
Demand is high for housing in the unincorporated SWUGA, west of the BPS Area, with much of
the buildable land capacity used, especially along the western boundary of the BPS Area.
Single-family development has consumed about half of
the single-family capacity in unincorporated areas in the
SUWGA. Although the largest proportion of housing units
built across the county are single-family detached
housing, over 40% of new housing units across the county
permitted between 2010 and 2015 were duplex or multifamily units.
Housing capacity estimates suggest that future housing

Strawberry field, Clearview 1944, Mann 2015

demand can be accommodated with existing land
supplies within the SWUGA, but there may be locations
close to the BPS Area boundary on the west where
developable lands are scarce.
Cultural Resources
Valued by tribes, Little Bear Creek and other BPS Area
streams have long sustained fish. Little Bear Creek also

Maltby RR Depot, Undated Mann 2015

provides a relatively wide natural open space corridor.
There is a higher potential for archaeological resources
along Little Bear Creek and other stream corridors than
areas beyond these stream corridors.
Abundant resources and successful logging, mills, and
farming attracted Euro-American settlers to Clearview,
Cathcart, and Maltby over a hundred years ago. The BPS
Area also attracted settlers with small farm plots and
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proximity to industries and cities via trains. The area’s commercial agriculture history is
recognized in local grange halls and remaining historic agrarian buildings.
Rural estate homes and animal-keeping still exist. Similar to over a hundred years ago, residents
continue to commute to nearby city centers, now by roads instead of trains.

Environmental
The BPS Area is notable for its extensive tree canopy, fish-bearing streams, and sole-source aquifer.
The BPS Area provides important critical area and open space functions and values. Rural
residential properties with hobby farms, equestrian centers, and some value-added agriculture
(e.g., flowers) reinforce a rural character and economy.
All categories of critical areas defined under the GMA are found in the BPS Area, including
wetlands, critical aquifer recharge areas (CARAs), fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas,
frequently flooded areas, and geologic hazard areas. (RCW 36.70A.030(5)) Critical areas tend to
be concentrated along the Little Bear Creek corridor, though there are other important fishbearing streams with wetlands and riparian areas and abutting steep slopes, such as Trout Creek,
Great Dane Creek, Cutthroat Creek, and Rowlands Creek.
This BPS evaluates six basins and 14 sub-basins for current conditions including:
▪ Indicators of intactness: overall forest cover, forest cover in critical areas, critical areas
extent, aquatic habitat extent.

▪

Indicators of degradation: total impervious area, total impervious area within critical areas,
and storm conveyance density.

Considering indicators for watershed intactness, and watershed degradation, subbasins in the
central-western portions of the BPS Area – including Middle Little Bear Creek, Trout Creek, and
Rowlands Creek – have the highest protection priority rating of Protection Priority 1. This is a rating
system developed for the BPS reflecting science, professional literature, and consultant team
professional expertise in collaboration with County surface water management staff. Subbasins
in the central-eastern portions of the BPS Area, including Upper Little Bear Creek, Great Dane
Creek, and Cutthroat Creek, are considered Protection Priority 2. The eastern portion of the BPS
Area is evaluated as Protection Priority 3, and includes basins draining to the Snohomish River.
Other subbbasins to the west and south straddling the BPS Area are identified as places for
targeted restoration.
These indicators illustrate broad conditions but are not meant to take the place of more in-depth
basin studies and plans that county, state, and federal agencies produce. Local conditions at a
block or parcel scale may vary from the conditions summarized across sub-basins.
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Exhibit 2.

Map of Draft Watershed Characterization Results by Subbasin Within the BPS Area

Protection Priorities

Protection Priority 1: Subbasins where there
are the highest extents of important critical
areas and aquatic habitats, which also
show highest levels of intactness.
Protection Priority 2: Subbasins where there
are high extents of important critical areas
and aquatic habitats, and that are still
generally intact.
Protection Priority 3: Subbasin where the
extent and existing condition of important
critical areas is moderate; however key
indicators of degradation (impervious
surface coverage and storm drainage
conveyance) are low.
Targeted Restoration: Subbasins where key
indicators of watershed process
degradation are moderate to high;
however, indicators of extent and
intactness focused on important critical
areas and aquatic habitats remain at
moderate levels.
Lower Priority: Exhibits high degradation
and low intactness conditions.
Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County GIS, 2018; ESA, 2019.

Groundwater quality and quantity is important to protect for potable water use. Thus, Snohomish
County limits land uses, and requires hydrogeologic studies and best management practices
within CARAs such as the Cross-Valley Sole Source Aquifer.
Managing groundwater recharge and discharge is also essential to ensure groundwater
continues to replenish streams. Groundwater in areas along and adjacent to Little Bear Creek
that have glacial outwash sediments at the ground surface are more vulnerable to impacts from
development than with glacial till sediments. Impacts to these areas are also more likely to
impact groundwater baseflow discharging to Little Bear Creek. Although travel times are longer,
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groundwater recharge from till-covered areas elsewhere in the BPS Area does reach potable
aquifers and discharges to Little Bear Creek or the Snohomish River.
From a sub-regional perspective, the BPS Area is on the edge between urbanized areas and
rural areas. These rural areas provide substantially more ecosystem services as part of a larger
rural area surrounding the lower Snoqualmie valley. See Section 5.G, Open Space Assessment.
The natural features of the BPS Area – including the substantial tree canopy, limited impervious
surface coverage, and relatively intact stream system – provide numerous benefits in the BPS
Area and for the region as a whole.
Puget Sound Regional Council’s Regional Open Space Conservation Plan reinforces the results
of the Open Space Assessment Tool (OSAT) that the Little Bear Creek corridor is a conservation
need in the region.

Capital/Service Delivery
The BPS evaluates major categories of County-provided facilities including transportation, parks,
and stormwater/surface water. Highlights of current conditions that were considered in the
development of hypothetical growth scenarios for the study are highlighted below.

▪

Transportation/Traffic/Transit: Major state routes – SR 9 running north-south, SR 524 running
east-west, and SR 522 along the southeastern edge through the Maltby UGA – are the
primary travel routes and are highly traveled. The BPS Area’s current density of Countyowned roadway lane-miles per square mile is less than half that of the county’s
unincorporated UGA and has no facilities classified as principal arterials. Given that much of
the county’s non-UGA land is remote from cities and UGAs, the average provision of
roadways within the BPS Area is well above the average of all non-UGA areas. The BPS Area
has low bikeway density compared to the unincorporated UGA and does not have any nonmotorized trails. There is no transit service as the community voted in 1997 and 2008 not to be
included in Community Transit’s service area. While there are some locations within the BPS
Area that could support transit, most areas would need to densify considerably to support
cost-effective transit service.

▪

Parks: Snohomish County is the primary provider of parks and recreation services and
manages about 156 acres of parkland, though only Miners Corner is developed as an active
park and Hole in the Sky is an undeveloped park accessible by reservation. The East County
Park and Recreation District serves the area with an active park in Maltby. The future Carousel
Ranch Park is undeveloped with a master plan to guide future use. The County has secured a
railroad corridor and is in the process of securing the property rights to develop a rail with trail
alignment for future extension of the Centennial Trail. The University of Washington maintains an
experimental forest for educational purposes that may be a future opportunity for passive
recreation. Natural gas pipelines and power lines traverse the BPS Area, and the entities that
own them allow for some public use subject to agreement and practices.

September 2019

1.A-11

Chapter 1.A ▪ Executive Summary and Findings

▪

Stormwater/Surface Water: Most of the study area is rural, and there are limited constructed
stormwater features. Impervious area is relatively low and forest/permeable conditions are
high. Most of the County’s current surface water management revenue collected for
services in this area is related to non-residential use (e.g., Maltby).

The study also considered capital facilities and services provided by a number of the multiple
special districts that provide services important for daily life:
▪ Fire Protection: Fire District 4 and particularly Fire District 7 provide services to the BPS Area.

▪

Schools: Four school districts – Everett, Northshore, Monroe, and Snohomish – serve the BPS
Area. Each have schools in the BPS Area, and three have properties that are planned for
development or expansion, including Everett, Monroe, and Northshore School districts.

▪

Water: A majority of the BPS Area is served by municipal water service providers, including
Alderwood, Cross Valley Water, and Silver Lake Districts, but principally Cross Valley.
Unserved areas will require new conveyance infrastructure. Some served areas require new
or updated infrastructure. The districts have plans to address infrastructure needs.

▪

Sewer: Sewer service is the responsibility of the same three special purpose districts identified
for water service. However, within the BPS Area, only Cross Valley provides service to the
Maltby UGA consistent with the GMA requirements that allow sewer only as an urban
service. Most of the BPS Area is feasible for sewer service, with limiting factors such as
development costs associated with topography and distance to the nearest treatment
plant.

▪

Power: PUD 1 provides power to the BPS Area. At present, there is sufficient distribution
capacity within the BPS Area. In the periphery of the BPS Area, however, there are other
substations with circuits that are currently heavily loaded or at capacity during summer peak
contingency conditions.

▪

Gas: PSE provides local natural gas service to western Snohomish County, including the BPS
Area. Hazardous liquid pipelines also extend through the BPS Area.

▪

Telecommunications: Telecommunication services include landline and cellular service.
Broadband, cable, and internet service is also available. Telecommunication infrastructure
can support information needs and economic development.
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Scenarios Description
As noted, the BPS evaluates a range of hypothetical growth scenarios for the rural part of the
BPS Area, and includes a “Current Strategies” Scenario with no change to existing land use
designations based on adopted 2035 growth targets, the planning horizon for Snohomish
County’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan. The use of hypothetical growth scenarios is to provide
information and analysis about the implications of changing the current plans and strategies for
land use in the area. The hypothetical scenarios are not formal alternatives or proposals.
Scenarios are a means to identify potential future growth levels and patterns, and how that
could affect environmental, social, and capital facilities/service conditions, including costs.
Three scenarios provide distinct conditions: 1) Current Strategies based on today’s county land
use policy through 2035, as adopted in the County’s Comprehensive Plan, 2) focused
development in Nodes, and 3) a more extensive Urban pattern. The “Nodes” and “Urban”
scenarios do not have dates associated with them as they consider average urban “buildout”
conditions, with no assumed timeframe. Each scenario is described more below.
The BPS uses a concept called “typologies.” Applying this concept, scenarios are built with housing
and commercial forms (or typologies) that can fit in either a rural or urban context depending on
density and open space. The typologies include forms that fit the current BPS Area housing pattern
and rural commercial nodes consistent with the County’s adopted Rural Residential-5 and
Clearview Commercial zones. They also illustrate urban housing types and mixed-use commercial
that could be applied to the BPS Area landscape, guided by land suitability results described later
in this Executive Summary. Housing types include various sizes of single-family lots, cottages,
townhomes, and apartments. Mixed use commercial is also considered.
Prior to developing scenarios, the consultant team gathered information about current
conditions regarding environmental, social and economic, and public service topics. A staff and
consultant charrette was then held during the study where teams identified broad concepts for
conservation, land use, transportation, and parks and recreation for the purposes of the study.
Different ideas were then coalesced into the following scenarios using the charrette results.
Current Strategies: This Current Strategies Scenario is based on future land use categories and
zoning districts in place today. All analyses associated with this scenario are based on the
adopted Comprehensive Plan and 2035 growth targets. Most of the area is zoned for Rural 5Acre Lots, allowing a very low density of 1 dwelling per 5 acres or 0.2 units per acre. The Maltby
UGA is zoned mostly as Light Industrial as well as Industrial Park, Heavy Industrial, Planned
Community Business, and General Commercial and others.
Nodes: The Nodes Scenario would contain urban uses within denser focal points in the southwest
and northeast portions of the BPS Are. Under the Nodes Scenario:

▪
▪

A rural edge is retained on the northwest.
On the northeast, the area is more compact and urban with more residential open space
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typologies to transition to lower density rural areas to the east.

▪

Along the southwest, a narrower band of residential is included, transitioning to the rural
corridor of Little Bear Creek.

▪
▪

The central east retains a rural character until heading south to Maltby.
The western edge of Maltby is Rural, and over time, greater landscaped transitions would
provide a buffer between uses (e.g., dense trees, berms, or similar strategies).

Urban: The Urban Scenario extends urban uses to the most territory. Under the Urban Scenario:

▪

There are more continuous urban areas.

▪

Higher density Mixed Use Commercial, Walk Up Multifamily, and Townhouses are integrated
into the Clearview area.

▪

A “Convenience Center” is located at SR 524 and SR 9, similar to Current Strategies.

▪
▪

Greater mixed-use is provided near Maltby.

▪

Clustered development typologies are applied extensively across urban areas to:


Recognize concentrations of critical areas,



Promote low impact development, and



Offer transitions from urban to rural densities.

The value of Little Bear Creek is addressed by assuming rural large single-family development
in the vicinity of the creek. Open space conservation focus areas are also applied along
major sensitive creek corridors to promote optimal clustering and low-impact development
patterns.

Typically, within an urban growth area, densities are higher than in rural areas to meet the GMA
goals for compact urban growth, avoiding sprawl, and conserving environmentally sensitive
areas and open space. Subsequent parts of the BPS describe how there can be use of lower
densities in urban separators or where there are critical area complexes of high functions and
values. For that reason, the BPS scenarios in some cases use densities that are lower than may be
considered traditional for urban designated land.
The Current Strategies, Nodes, and Urban scenarios are mapped on Exhibit 3, Exhibit 4, and
Exhibit 5, respectively, applying different forms (typologies) of development. Maps illustrate a 2acre grid cells instead of street blocks or parcels. This approach was used for the purpose of
completing subsequent parts of the study.
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Exhibit 3.

Current Strategies – Existing Zoning with 2-Acre Grid Cell

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Exhibit 4.

Hypothetical Nodes Scenario with 2-Acre Grid Cell

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: BERK, 2019.
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Exhibit 5.

Hypothetical Urban Scenario with 2-Acre Grid Cell

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: BERK, 2019.
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The Nodes and Urban scenarios were designed by applying urban typologies in the area to
create a range of denser development patterns. Once vulnerable acres (e.g., streams and
buffers) were considered, as well as other factors such as capital facilities, open space, and
unavailable land/inefficient patterns, the resulting growth yields were calculated. The Urban and
Nodes scenarios developed for the purposes of the BPS produce a large number of housing units
and modest increases in jobs. Under Current Strategies, minimal housing is anticipated due to its
largely Rural status.
Exhibit 6.

Housing and Job Estimates by Scenario
Housing Units
(Total)

Population
(Total)

Employment
(Total)

2010

4,102*

10,976

4,478

Current Strategies (2035)

4,224

11,310

9,200

Nodes

19,687

45,261

12,040

27,386-27,801

62,961-63,914

12,409

Scenario

Urban**

Notes *The Transportation microanalysis zone (MAZ) model identifies 4,096 as the figure based on Census information. The
figure 4,102 is based on 2018 Assessor data and is rounded from grid-cell information.
**Due to the Large Lot Open Space in the central north area between the creek network, a range of densities is tested.
The low range is about 415 dwelling units less and assumes 2.5 units per net acre, whereas the upper number is at 4 units
per net acre.
Sources: Snohomish County, 2018; BERK, 2019.

Two nodes were considered in the “Nodes” scenario: A Node area to the Northeast in Clearview
represents about 70% of the residential growth and the Southwest Node represents about 30% of
the residential growth.

Scenario Evaluation
The following findings were developed from an evaluation of the two hypothetical growth
scenarios and the scenario with no change to existing land use designations.

Environmental
There would be an increase in impervious areas if development were to occur consistent with
any of the scenarios, with the least increase under Current Strategies and the most under the
Urban Scenario.
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Exhibit 7.

Impervious Surface Additions within BPS Area by Scenario

Scenario
BPS Area Total Acres

Acres

Impervious Increase

10,291

Impervious Acres
Current Condition (2015)

1,963

Current Strategies

2,281

+16%

Nodes

3,194

+63%

Urban

3,914

+99%

Source: BERK, 2019.

Future development under any scenario will result in land cover change – both through
increases in impervious surfaces and loss of forest cover. Landscape-level changes in land cover
could result in alteration of watershed processes, with reduced infiltration and
evapotranspiration. See Section 5.B for changes in total impervious area by scenario within each
sub-basin in relation to basin protection priorities. Generally, areas of change to highest intensity
use are primarily focused in subbasins that already have lower levels of ecological intactness
(higher levels of degradation) but there are locations where impervious areas would increase in
protection priority basins, typically with the greatest under Urban followed by Nodes and Current
Strategies.
Stormwater management practices that follow County adopted standards and guidelines are
designed to mitigate impacts within any drainage basin where development occurs. However,
while stormwater BMPs can help mitigate stormwater impacts, they may not necessarily fully
replicate the watershed processes and functions of a forest landscape.
Land use decisions and protection of critical areas in upstream reaches within the BPS Area will
have implications for downstream reaches of Little Bear Creek (in the City of Woodinville and
King County), as well as downstream reaches of Daniels Creek (draining to Bear Creek),
Tambark Creek, and North Creek. This study does not specifically quantify or qualitatively
describe these “implications.” Hence downstream cumulative effects should be assumed.
Downstream implications of development under the scenarios would be generally consistent
with the extent area of each subbasin within the BPS Area.
Under each scenario, there are potential groundwater recharge reductions that could reduce
stream baseflow, with the least change under Current Strategies and the most change under
the Urban Scenario. With this preliminary high-level analysis, under the Urban Scenario there
could be a cumulative reduction of up to 2.2 cubic feet per second (cfs) of recharge that
would discharge to Little Bear Creek and up to 1.9 cfs reduction of recharge that would
discharge to the Snohomish River. At this general level of analysis, if the BPS Area were to have
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extensive development of urban patterns, the overall management of the area would change
and include municipal water systems instead of wells and new stormwater systems to meet
County and special district requirements and plans. This high-level analysis provides a
comparative review of the scenarios from the groundwater perspective. There are other
planning and legal considerations relevant to groundwater and land use, such as in-stream
rules, water rights, water quality, habitat conservation, and service-provider obligations relevant
to the BPS Area.
Under each scenario, there is likely to be a reduction in forest cover and pervious areas with the
addition of new development and associated impervious area. The Urban Scenario would have
more impervious surface increases than the Nodes Scenario, and both would have a much
greater change than planned under Current Strategies.
The County has tree protection regulations in place, though lesser percentages of trees are
required to be retained under more urban residential development patterns with subdivisions
containing greater lots or developments with higher densities than for developments with fewer
lots. The loss of tree canopy could increase urban heat island effects and reduce carbon
sequestration and storage. While the BPS Area has less contribution to carbon storage and air
purification than rural areas to the east, it offers more regional benefits than the urban areas to
the west based on the BPS use of the regional open space assessment tool.
Air quality is closely tied to vehicle greenhouse gas emissions. System-wide vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) were extracted from the County’s travel demand model for each scenario. For the PM
peak hour, VMT is expected to increase by 16% from existing condition to 2035 under the Current
Strategies. The Urban Scenario would result in the largest increase, approximately 2% higher than
the Current Strategies, and Nodes in between the two.

Social
The Nodes and Urban scenarios would produce substantially more housing than Current
Strategies through a strategy for local housing oriented more to denser forms of development,
including multi-family options, than historical development in adjacent areas.
Limited housing is anticipated in the BPS Area under Current Strategies (just over 100 new
housing units between 2011 and 2035). The Nodes or Urban scenarios would contribute a
significant amount of housing within the county, although it is important to note that the Current
Strategies has a time horizon of 2035, while the Nodes and Urban scenarios are not time-based
and are representing how much housing could be built in the area under the typologies applied
in the design of the scenarios (the “Housing Yield”). The Nodes Scenario would produce over
15,000 new dwellings, about 20% of the unincorporated SWUGA stock, 12% of the county
unincorporated stock, and 5% of the countywide stock. The Urban Scenario would produce over
23,000 new dwelling units, or about 30% of the current share of unincorporated SWUGA
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dwellings, 17% of the county unincorporated, and 7% of the countywide stock. The typologies
applied in the Urban Scenario generated about 80% of the over 23,000 dwellings as attached
housing types, primarily townhomes. Based on the design of the scenarios, about 70% of the
resulting housing was located in the NE Node and about 30% in the SW Node. Under the Urban
Scenario 81% of the gross acres were in an urban typology, including the Maltby UGA.
Current Strategies includes about 10% of land in Urban use in the Maltby UGA. Applying
typologies across the area under the Nodes scenario, the share of urban land increases to 38%,
including Maltby. Applying the typologies to the Nodes scenario, about 50% of the over 15,000
dwellings would be small lot single-family with the rest in attached housing types.
Exhibit 8.

Gross Acres in Urban and Rural Use by Scenario

Source: Snohomish County, 2018; BERK, 2019.
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Suitability and Vulnerability
Understanding constraints and opportunities in the BPS Area is an important goal of the BPS. An
integrated approach was taken to organize and integrate the contextual social, environmental,
and capital facility conditions information, and to determine the relative implications of
scenarios through a Land Suitability Analysis Tool.

Vulnerability and Suitability
In the context of the Land Suitability Analysis Tool framework, relevant characteristics to consider
with respect to siting development in appropriate locations can be divided into two categories:

▪

Landscape vulnerability involves characteristics that would be impacted by new
development, which could be through the presence of new development (e.g., land cover)
or the ongoing effects of a development (e.g., proximity to wetlands).

▪

Development suitability, on the other hand, determines the appropriateness of a certain use
in a location. This may include factors such as the ability to service the site with water and
wastewater services cost-effectively, or accessibility of the site to transportation systems.

A picture of the area’s vulnerability and suitability was developed for the BPS by applying
weightings to the parameters developed to represent landscape vulnerability and development
suitability. This was further refined based on whether the development was residential or
commercial. Based on the parameters, the following maps were generated illustrating the
combination of Vulnerability and Suitability scores. The maps include landscape attributes in 2acre grid cells as a base, to which parameters and the weightings are applied.

▪

The Residential Development Index map (Exhibit 9) highlights those areas where
development would tend to have lower landscape impacts but still be in highly suitable
locations for residential uses.

▪

The Commercial Development Index map (Exhibit 10) highlights those areas where new
commercial development projects would tend to have lower landscape impacts but still be
sited in desirable locations.

The Development Index maps include both the suitability and vulnerability scores and highlight
those areas that generally score well according to both metrics. Results are high-level.
Additionally, it is important to consider that the Land Suitability Analysis Tool uses existing spatial
data and broad approaches that produce approximate results and is not meant to provide a
site-level analysis of a property’s potential for development or potential impacts on the
environment. The tool is flexible. If different parameters were chosen for representation of
landscape vulnerability and development suitability and/or if different weightings for the
parameters were applied, different maps would be produced.
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Exhibit 9.

Demonstration of Residential Development Index

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: BERK, 2019.
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Exhibit 10. Demonstration of Commercial Development Index

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: BERK, 2019.
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County Provided Infrastructure
Transportation Demand
The net change in land use was evaluated in the County’s travel demand model under each
scenario: Current Strategies, Nodes, and Urban. For the Nodes Scenario, a separate analysis was
completed of the Northeast and Southwest nodes to see implications of each area
independently.
To evaluate the effect of each land use scenario on the roadway network, the BPS used an
evaluation framework based on the County’s arterial roadway screening methodology. The
County methodology compares an arterial roadway’s forecasted vehicle volume to its
capacity.1 The County’s screening approach considers bidirectional volumes and capacities as
an initial screening step before doing more detailed study of a particular corridor. Because the
scenarios evaluated include predominantly residential growth, the peak period traffic patterns
are likely to be more directional in nature. Therefore, this study uses the County’s established
methodology to calculate a roadway’s capacity, but focuses on the peak direction results to
produce a more conservative assessment of infrastructure needs.
Growth in traffic between the 2019 and 2035 travel demand models was extracted and added
to observed counts at study locations. These forecasted volumes were then compared to the
capacity of each location to estimate the 2035 LOS under each scenario.
As expected, given the land use intensity assumptions, the Urban Scenario generally has higher
volumes than the Nodes scenario, which in turn has higher volumes than the Current Strategies.
The amount of arterial lane capacity needed is highest under the Urban Scenario and lowest
under the Current Strategies. Due to the difference in methodology described above, and the
availability of more recent traffic counts and modeling results, this evaluation finds that, even
assuming the capacity improvements included in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update, the
Current Strategies would require additional infrastructure to support its planned growth. Northsouth capacity requirements are considerably higher than east-west needs, which matches the
predominant existing travel patterns and the future growth.
Total arterial lane-miles needed in both directions were calculated for each scenario, as
summarized in Exhibit 11. The analyses do not separate out State and County lane miles or costs.
Snohomish County staff estimate that the construction and right-of-way cost per lane-mile of
roadway in the BPS Area would range from $11M to $14M (in 2018 dollars), including pedestrian
facilities and bikeways. Using this assumption, it is estimated that State’s and County’s costs to
construct the roadway infrastructure to support the Current Strategies would be $600M to $1.3B.
The Nodes scenario could range from roughly $1.1B to $2.6B and the cost for the Urban Scenario

1

Note that the County’s formal terminology is Maximum Service Volume.
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could range from $1.7B to $2.9B. The Northeast Node cost would be similar to the Nodes scenario
(i.e., developing both nodes) at $1.2B to $2.2B, while the Southwest Nodes would be lower at
$700M to $1.4B. Exhibit 11 summarizes the difference among scenarios, with the Southwest Node
having the smallest increase in need compared to the Current Strategies ($100M) and the Urban
Scenario having the largest increase in need ($1.1B - $1.6B).
These ranges could be substantially affected by right-of-way needs, which could be higher for
the corridors where whole new arterials or multiple lane capacity additions are needed, likely
requiring extensive displacements of existing land uses. It should be emphasized that the lanemile estimates relate to arterial capacity only – the local street network would generally be
completed by new development.
Exhibit 11. 2035* Total Arterial Lane-Miles Needed and Cost by Scenario
Scenario
Current Strategies
Nodes Scenario
Difference Between Nodes
Scenario and Current Strategies
NE Node Scenario
Difference Between NE Node
Scenario and Current Strategies
SW Node Scenario
Difference Between SW Node
Scenario and Current Strategies
Urban Scenario
Difference Between Urban
Scenario and Current Strategies

Total Arterial Lane-Miles
Needed

Estimated State and County
Cost (2018 Dollars)**

55 - 87

$600M - 1.3B

102 - 181

$1.1B - 2.6B

47 - 94

$500M - 1.3B

102 - 157

$1.1B - 2.2B

47 - 70

$500M - 900M

65 - 94

$700M - 1.4B

7 – 10

$100M

162 - 201

$1.7B - 2.9B

107 - 114

$1.1B - 1.6B

Notes: *The County maintains a 2019 base year model reflecting current conditions and a year 2035 model, which aligns
with the planning horizon for the Comprehensive Plan. Though the model is designed for the year 2035, the land use
estimates for Nodes and Urban scenarios represent a moderate buildout that could extend beyond 2035.
**Includes costs for both State and County facilities.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.

Parks
The County’s parks level of service (LOS) standards are based on population growth; applying
LOS standards to the scenarios illustrates the increased demand and investment that would be
needed to serve the potential scenario populations. The evaluation below assumes local-serving
amenities would be located within the BPS Area or Secondary Study Area; amenities for regional
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facilities could be located within the BPS Area or elsewhere in the county. Under all scenarios the
assumption outside the BPS Area is that the County’s growth would match 2035 Comprehensive
Plan.

▪

Current Strategies. The status quo is assumed and no demand beyond the County’s 2015
Parks and Recreation Element is anticipated in the BPS Area. Allocated rural population for
year 2035 has already been achieved as of 2018 in the BPS Area. There is a small amount of
capacity for added rural growth. However, the County has planned for a countywide
unincorporated demand and its Parks Element identifies the location for park improvements,
including some in the BPS Area.

▪

The Nodes Scenario would add 53% of population above countywide unincorporated
population estimates. The number of expected park facilities needed increases accordingly.
The County does not apply an acres-based LOS standard. With higher levels of growth and
facility needs, if focused in this area, there may be a need to acquire land to place facilities
within them.

▪

The Urban Scenario would add 81% of population above countywide unincorporated
population estimates. The number of expected park facilities needed would be the highest
amongst all scenarios. There could be an associated need for acres of parkland.

Exhibit 12. Increased Facility Demand by Scenario
Facility
Total Population

Countywide 2035
Uninc. Demand*

BPS Current
Strategies 2035

BPS Area
Node

BPS Area
Urban

63,338

11,430

45,261

62,961

—

0

33,831

51,531

53%

81%

Study Area Net Population Growth
Yield (Base Year 2018: 11,430)
Increase in Population above 2035
Parks Element Assumption
Active Recreation Facilities

15

0

10.4

15.9

Passive Recreation Facilities

11

0

9.3

14.1

6

0

3.9

5.9

Waterfront

1

0

2.9

4.5

Campsites

43

0

32.2

49.1

393

0

281.9

429.4

Regional Trail

Parking Spaces

Note: *Column presents values from Parks and Recreation Element, Table 6, 2015 Comprehensive Plan. The Countywide
Population is noted in that plan as for the period 2013-2035.
Source: (Snohomish County, 2015); BERK, 2019.

Transportation and Parks Costs in the County by Scenario
Considering the increase in growth under all scenarios, together with the County’s level of
service standards and example project costs for similar infrastructure and facility improvements,
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Snohomish County would incur transportation and parks capital facilities costs to serve the BPS
Area, particularly under the Nodes and Urban scenarios. See Exhibit 13.

▪

Transportation: Under Current Strategies, there are some investments in transportation that
would be needed to address volumes exceeding road capacity. Investments would
otherwise be largely based on the current six-year capital facility plan. The Nodes Scenario
has less growth and less demand on county transportation systems (both State and County
roads), and the Urban Scenario greater growth that is more extensive and more costly.

▪

Parks: For parks, Current Strategies has a minimal demand because the small 2035 rural
growth allocation in the BPS Area has been reached and the area has already been
planned for parks assuming low growth. The Nodes and Urban scenarios have significantly
more population, with Urban having the greatest demand on parks.

Provision of county roads and parks would require support from private development impact fees,
though the County would still incur greater responsibilities than in its current Comprehensive Plan.
An interlocal agreement between WSDOT and Snohomish County requires the collection of fees
to mitigate impacts to state highways.
Exhibit 13. County Capital Facilities Demand and Planning Level Costs: Transportation and Parks
Current Strategies:
2035

Nodes Scenario

Urban Scenario3

55-87

102-181

162-201

$600 M - $1.3 B

$1.1 - $2.6 B

$1.7 - $2.9 B

Facilities Demand/Cost

$0M5

$16.64 M

$25.35 M

Acres Demand/Cost

$0M5

$26.79 M

$42.83 M

Cost (February 2019 dollars)

$0M5

$43.43 M

$68.18 M

$600 M - $1.3 B

$1.14 – $2.64 B

$1.77 – $2.97 B

Transportation1
Arterial Lane-Miles Needed:
County and State Roads
Estimated Cost (2018 dollars)2
Parks3

TOTAL COST
1 Costs

are both County and State costs.
County staff estimate construction and right-of-way cost per lane-mile of roadway in the BPS Area would
range from $11M to $14M (in 2018 dollars), including pedestrian facilities and bikeways alongside the arterial.
3 For parks, the NE Node is about 70% of the population and housing, and generally the resulting cost, and the SW Node
is about 30% of the demand and cost.
4 Assumes the Large Lot Single Family typology is at 2.5 dwelling units per net acre. If at 4 dwelling units per net acre,
there would be another 415 dwellings and about a 2% greater demand and associated cost.
5 As of 2018, requirements for park facilities to meet growth targets were already achieved. The area has already been
planned for parks assuming low growth. The County has planned for a countywide unincorporated demand and its
Parks Element identifies the location for park improvements including some in the BPS Area.
2 Snohomish
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Nodes – Independent Costs: As illustrated in Exhibit 11, the NE Node is a driver for most of the
lane miles under the Nodes scenario and would need 47 – 70 added road miles above Current
Strategies, at a cost of $500M - $900M. The SW Node would need 7-10 miles of roads above
Current Strategies with a cost of $100M.
For parks, the SW Node contributes about 30% of the added population and resulting cost of
$13.3M; the remaining demand would be in the NE Node and result in 70% of the demand and
cost at about $30.2M.
Private development would pay park and transportation impact fees. Development would also
provide local roads and onsite recreation per County requirements. However, the County
cannot charge 100% of county road and park system costs to development and must use some
public funds from other non-impact fee sources to address needed facilities. Further as noted
above road costs apply to both state and county facilities; some of the road investments would
need to be made by the State for state routes.

Non-County Service Providers
In addition to County facilities, publicly provided facilities by special district are addressed either
quantitatively or qualitatively, including fire protection, schools, water, sewer, and power. Other
regional services, such as the Snohomish Health District or the Sno-Isle Library District, are not
addressed. They are important services but less directly affected by local development patterns
in the BPS Area.
For fire protection, schools, and power, the service providers’ standards of service or demand
assumptions were reviewed as well as their system or capital plans. Based on the scenario’s
growth yields, the standards of service were applied, and demand estimated. For high-level
comparative purposes only, recent cost estimates for special district facilities were then applied
to the scenarios estimate demand. For water and sewer, special districts were contacted, and
plans reviewed; potential water and sewer need, and demand was based on professional
expertise of the consultant team informed by available studies and plans.
See Exhibit 14 for results by scenario. The Urban Scenario typically has greater effects on services
due to greater and more extensive growth than the Nodes Scenario; an exception is schools.
Given growth under the Nodes Scenario is more concentrated in two school districts, this scenario
would require greater investment in those areas, whereas the Urban Scenario distributes growth
across the four districts.
For some services, a share of costs would be borne primarily by private development (e.g., water
or sewer facility extension) or fees would be paid for fair share of facilities needed due to growth
(e.g., school impact fees, water and sewer general facility charges). For other services, such as
fire protection, costs would be covered by taxpayers; to some degree, added urban
development would increase assessed value of land and corresponding taxes for services, but a
fiscal analysis would need to be conducted to ascertain effects. Some development may
provide mitigation to the district through environmental review.
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Exhibit 14. Special District Facilities Demand and Conceptual Costs

Fire Protection
New Fire Stations Potential FD4
New Fire Stations Potential FD72
Relative Cost (2018 dollars)
Schools
Everett Elementary Student Demand
% of Standard School Population
Potential Elementary Schools
New Elementary Costs
Monroe Elementary Student Demand
% of Standard School Population
Potential New Elementary Schools
New Elementary Costs
Northshore Elementary Student
Demand
% of Standard School Population
Potential Elementary Schools
New Elementary Costs
Snohomish Elementary Demand Total
% of Standard School Population
Potential Elementary Schools
New Elementary Costs
Sewer
Sewer Mains (LF)
Pump Station
Cost Range

Current
Strategies

Nodes
Scenario1

Urban
Scenario

Per current
district plans

0.02 – 0.1
2.1 – 4.9
$10.2 – $23.3 M

0.05 – 0.2
3.2 – 7.2
$15.2 – $34.6 M

Per current
district plans

0
0
0
0

413
83%
1
$80 M

0
0
0
0
786

1,056
211%
2
$160M
584

157%
1-2
$80 M – $160

117%
1
$80M

1,907
381%
4
$320 M

1,897
379%
4
$320 M

145,000
8
$96 – $320 M

200,000
13
$132 – $440 M

Per current
district plans

Per current
district plans

Per current
district plans

Per current
district plans

Water
Storage
Supply
Power
Total and Net Energy Consumption
(All Sources): Million Btu
Net Increase in Electric Consumption:
kWh per year

Per current
district plans

Total: 2,171,700
1,683,600

NE Node: $72 – 240 M
SW Node: $24 – 80 M

Storage deficits in Cross
Valley would be increased.
Ample source capacity
due to Everett supply.
Total 8,599,600
Net: 6,450,700
166,981,800
NE Node: 118,141,100
SW Node: 48,774,300

Total: 11,962,600
Net: 9,813,700
208,904,900

Costs are fairly proportional to expected growth, particularly for services that are driven by population and household
changes. The NE Node is about 70% of the population and housing, and generally the resulting cost, and the SW Node is
about 30% of the demand and cost.
2 Fire Districts measure their standards of service by response time. This evaluation is based applying observed housing
units per stations today to the scenarios for comparison.
1
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Because service provider system plans are broad in nature, it is difficult to isolate costs due just to
Current Strategies. Where providers have identified current projects in the BPS Area, these are
noted in individual topic sections in Chapter 7. However, the contribution of growth by Current
Strategies on the system is low; less than 200 housing units are expected under allocated targets.
Thus, Current Strategies would not create a demand by itself for expansions or new facilities
(e.g., schools, fire stations, etc.) and expected costs would likewise be low.

County Fiscal Evaluation
Snohomish County is the primary service provider in the BPS Area, and thus the fiscal impacts of
providing services is addressed in the BPS. The fiscal modeling allows comparison of scenario
revenues and expenditures to Current Strategies, yielding the net fiscal impact of each scenario.
Revenues, departmental operating expenditures, and most departmental capital expenditures
were projected on a per capita basis to determine the County’s net fiscal impact under each
scenario. Because of the nature of the scenarios under analysis, two County departments or
divisions were identified as particularly affected by the scenarios: Transportation and Parks and
Recreation. These two entities were identified as having significant additional capital
expenditures to extend the County’s existing levels of service to the BPS Area under the levels of
increased development considered in the hypothetical growth scenarios. For these
departments, capital cost estimates were generated independently using the methods and
results described earlier in this Executive Summary and Findings.
As shown below and discussed further in Section 7.I, the net fiscal impact (scenario revenues
over Current Strategies minus scenario expenditures over Current Strategies) for both the Nodes
and Urban scenarios are negative, meaning that projected revenues do not cover the full
estimated cost of providing appropriate service and infrastructure to new residents. The Nodes
Scenario shows a net fiscal impact of -$829 million. The Urban Scenario shows a net fiscal impact
of -$1.2 billion.
Exhibit 15. Scenario Comparison, Net Fiscal Impact, 2019-2035, 2018$
Revenue Over
Current Strategies

Expenditures Over
Current Strategies

Net Fiscal Impact

$0

$0

$0

Nodes Scenario

$413,800,000

$1,243,000,000

($829,200,000)

Urban Scenario

$628,400,000

$1,875,000,000

($1,246,600,000)

Current Strategies

Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

This means that over time, the County’s regular revenues are not sufficient to cover the
expected expenditures which, as discussed, are heavily impacted by the additional
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Transportation and Parks and Recreation capital costs. For Transportation, the determination of
where road mile improvements would need to be located (e.g., SR 9 or new county roads) is not
identified. If the improvements occurred on state facilities, some of the Transportation capital
costs identified here would shift to the State.
The fiscal evaluation considers the scenarios on top of growth already included in the adopted
Comprehensive Plan; it does not consider the implications of additional growth occurring in
other parts of the county, instead of in the BPS Area.
Additionally, this analysis covers a set period; the County regularly uses debt financing and other
financing techniques to implement large capital costs that are not covered in any one period
by that period’s regular revenues. Both the Nodes and Urban scenarios pose high capital costs
because they change the current land use of the BPS Area.
These contextual factors should be considered when weighing the net fiscal impact of each
scenario.

Tools and Opportunities
The BPS identifies a range of policy tools that could address the stark transitions felt by residents
where rural land uses abut urban land uses, as well as policy tools for environmental protection,
conservation and recreation. The BPS also considers topics relevant across many parts of the
county including the BPS Area: affordable housing, economic development, and transit.
Tools that address environmental conservation or a more permanent defined UGA boundary
include open space conservation incentives that happen incrementally, or designated corridors
through the GMA Comprehensive Plans together with lower densities and protection standards.
Components of the BPS Area could meet various definitions or criteria for conservation after
evaluation.
Tools addressing scale, landscaping, separation of uses, and zoning could ameliorate conflicts in
use intensity. Some could be implemented more easily than others at the time of new
development or redevelopment (e.g., scale and landscaping). There may be incentives to
achieve greater distance and landscaping between uses though that could require a longer
period of implementation.
Other tools could advance other policy objectives to advance environmental protection and
recreation, such as a public benefit rating system, carbon mitigation program, land trust
partnerships, or trails on pipelines.
Other policy objectives that could be advanced in the BPS Area regard:

▪

Housing choice and affordability, where requirements for affordable housing or needed
ownership housing types could be required by urban zoning if urban designations were
considered for application in the BPS Area under future planning initiatives.

September 2019

1.A-32

Chapter 1.A ▪ Executive Summary and Findings

▪

Economic development of rural businesses inside or outside of LAMIRDs, though these options
are more likely to be limited and “small scale” given the GMA direction for development in
rural areas.

▪

The BPS Area is not included in the Community Transit district which would require annexation
by cities or a vote to extend boundaries. Regional express service is possible whether rural or
urban. Local transit service would depend on density of development, with the ability to
serve areas if densities are similar to Silver Firs to the north.

Implications and Future Use of This Study
Implications
The BPS has coalesced existing information and applied models and evaluations that advance
the understanding of the BPS Area at a broad scale. The top implications include:
Community Outreach and Engagement: Because the BPS is an analytic study and not a
plan, the outreach focus was to collect public views rather than engagement, which is a
more intensive process to interact with the public as formal visions and proposals for policies
and plans are developed. Nevertheless, outreach for the BPS illustrated community interest
about the future of the BPS Area. As with all plans for action under the state GMA, public
participation will be an element through various stages of the upcoming Comprehensive
Plan Update.
Governing Frameworks: Changes to UGA boundaries largely hinge on whether there is a
demonstrated need driven by population and employment growth, that the UGA can be
served with urban levels of service, and that boundaries are logical. While it is the County
that adopts UGA boundaries, it is not County policy alone that guides where growth can
occur, and when UGAs can be amended. If UGA amendments were desired, and they were
not consistent with regulations and policies, there are processes for seeking changes to those
regulations and policies. The potential for success is uncertain, and this could be lengthy in
time. There are a number of initiatives that could alter how the County plans for urban areas
and rural areas including LAMIRDs like Clearview.
Character and Land Use: The BPS is a place of contrasts. It offers natural beauty as well as
busy, pass-through roads. Despite lots developed to urban and semi-urban densities during
pre-GMA periods, the BPS Area is about half covered in tree canopy. The area offers quiet
homes in dispersed patterns and it offers crossroads with commercial services. Through
outreach results, community character and history were valued, and there may be
opportunities to bolster the character of development and the treed canopy through
landscape standards.
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Social: With growth pressures in the region, housing prices have risen locally, and households
buying into the area are wealthier. Opportunities for affordable homes are limited due to
rural densities, and manufactured homes have become a local affordable source of units.
There is capacity to grow in established UGAs elsewhere in the county, including
unincorporated areas and in particular cities. If the BPS Area were to be developed in Nodes
or in a more expansive Urban pattern, it would add significant capacity for a range of
housing types compared to either the SWUGA or county as a whole. Linking inclusionary
housing requirements, transfer of development rights, and other opportunities are possible if
some or all of the area is considered for urban development in the future.
Environment: Much of the BPS Area provides high class and high value streams and
wetlands. Watershed functions are intact in the central portion of the BPS Area and partially
intact elsewhere. The Watershed Characterization priorities are a starting place for
considering future land use patterns whether rural or urban. Groundwater supports stream
baseflows and provides potable water in a sole-source aquifer; there are opportunities to use
stormwater techniques or other approaches to maintain recharge. Open space and tree
canopy provide regional air quality and habitat benefits as well as local benefits; improving
tree canopy retention requirements could be an avenue of exploration whether the area is
rural or urban.
Land Suitability: Fine-tuning of vulnerability and suitability characteristics and weightings, and
application to scenarios, whether the ones developed for the purposes of this study or other
scenarios, could occur as part of future studies or planning efforts.
County Capital and Service Delivery and Costs: As a rural area with limited county road
networks there would be a significant lift to provide an urban road network. Similarly, change
to a partially or fully urban area places much greater demands on providing active parks
and other park and trail facilities to the public. With additional residents, there is both a likely
greater revenue as well as costs for services and facilities across all County departments and
divisions. The County’s fiscal position considering both operations and capital shows a
negative revenue balance based on current revenue sources assuming growth happens in
the next 15 years versus over a longer time frame; some of the costs, however, would be
assumed by the State, thus decreasing the amount of lift required by the County and
negative revenue balance. It should be noted that the study does not assess what capital
and service delivery implications and costs there would be if additional growth, beyond
growth already included in the adopted Comprehensive Plan, was applied in other parts of
the county, instead of in the BPS Area.
Non-County Capital and Service Delivery and Costs: There would be a great increase in
demand for all service areas if greater urban growth were allowed as tested with scenarios.
Capital costs would likely be incurred for fire protection and schools and development could
pay impact fees or mitigation fees; property owners may also support services through tax
revenues. If designated urban, the area can be served with municipal sewer service though
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costs vary by location; costs would be borne by development on the whole. Water line sizing
and fire flow improvements are needed whether rural or urban. If the Nodes and Urban
scenarios were implemented at some time in the future, their growth is an order of magnitude
greater than what was anticipated in special district water system plans; from a regional level,
it is possible that the special districts could meet the theoretical demand increases of the
Urban and Nodes scenarios because they purchase water from the City of Everett, which has
large source capacity. Private development would be responsible for meeting stormwater
standards, which could improve the water quality conditions but not fully address changes in
the watershed condition. The structure of stormwater service demand and revenue would
shift from a more commercial basis today, to a commercial-residential basis with the
urbanized scenarios. Similar to #7, it should be noted that the study does not assess what
capital and service delivery implications and costs there would be if additional growth,
beyond growth already included in the adopted Comprehensive Plan, was applied in other
parts of the county instead of in the BPS Area.
Tools for Compatibility and Transition. Whether the BPS Area is urban or rural, there are
opportunities to address scale, landscaping, separation of uses, and zoning to ameliorate
conflicts in use intensity such as along the Maltby UGA. Other conservation tools could result
in a more permanent defined UGA boundary.
Opportunities for Transit: Regional express service is possible in the BPS whether rural or urban.
Local transit service would depend on density of development, with the ability to serve areas
if densities are similar to Silver Firs to the north.

Future Use of this Study
This study provides data and information for future county planning efforts affecting the BPS
Area. These efforts could include but are not limited to:

▪

The 2023 Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan Update, when alternatives for
accommodating future growth will be developed, and/or in future planning initiatives.

▪

Review of annual docket requests if proposed in the BPS Area.

The County could consider results of outreach in developing policies and plans and conduct
further community engagement. The County could apply or refine conditions information such
as watershed or open space assessments in developing policies and plans. The suitability analysis
could be refined or revised, and new scenarios could be developed as more complete
alternatives under SEPA.
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Introduction
Background and Purpose
Snohomish County is experiencing rapid growth. Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) – the
metropolitan planning organization for Central Puget Sound – adopted “VISION 2040,” a
regional plan that directs growth into urban areas, particularly cities that contain “regional
growth centers,” and supports only minor Urban Growth Area (UGA) adjustments. An update to
the regional plan, called “VISION 2050,” is currently under development for adoption in 2020. The
preferred alternative for regional growth, which is under review in the summer of 2019, continues
to focus growth in cities with “regional growth centers,” and, new to this planning cycle, in areas
with High Capacity Transit, including areas in the unincorporated UGA. It proposes a decreasing
share of growth be applied to rural areas compared with the previous planning cycle.
Over the 2017 to 2050 planning period, PSRC is planning for an additional 1.8 million people and
1.2 million jobs in the central Puget Sound region. Depending on the adopted growth strategy,
Snohomish County (cities and unincorporated) could anticipate an additional 425,000 to 480,000
people moving into the county during the 2017 to 2050 planning period. In the proposed VISION
2050, the proportion of new job growth planned for areas outside of Seattle and King County
would increase compared with the current regional plan.
The County and its cities have planned for growth through 2035 in a manner consistent with an
adopted strategy that calls for cities in the county, particularly the city of Everett, to take a
significant amount of new growth.
Under existing policy, and with existing population targets adopted in 2015 for growth through
2035, there is no present need for expanding the County’s UGA to accommodate growth.
However, this could change if there were a shift in the policy basis for accommodating
changing populations, or if population increases in the future cannot be accommodated within
existing designated urban land. While neither situation is occurring right now, the County
believes it is prudent to collect information and data in a timely manner, in case situations
change in the future. The Southwest Urban Growth Area (SWUGA) Boundary Planning Study
(BPS) was designed to collect data and information that can help inform future legislative
processes, decisions on accommodating future population and employment targets, or possible
proposals from the public to the County Council to bring currently rural areas into the UGA.
The County Council will consider consistency with plans and policies when they makes decisions
regarding allocation of future growth. The state Growth Management Act (GMA) includes a
number of goals jurisdictions must consider when taking action on plans for accommodating
growth. These goals also have to be considered in adoption of plans, along with regional polices
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(“Multicounty Planning Policies”) adopted in regional plans and Countywide Planning Policies
that provide the framework for development for all cities in Snohomish County and the county
itself. Many factors must be considered as land use plans are reviewed and evaluated, with
public participation steps built into the process before any action is taken.
The area where the County collected data and information in this study – eastward from the
SWUGA to Broadway Avenue, north to Cathcart and south to the county line – was chosen for a
number of reasons. The south-easterly edge of the SWUGA adjacent to the cities of Mill Creek
and Bothell is experiencing rapid growth. Population growth on unincorporated lands in this part
of the SWUGA exceeded long-term targets for growth, and remaining land available for growth
is in limited supply. Given the area’s proximity to job centers in King County and Seattle, and a
view that demand for homes in this area will remain high, the County is likely to see continued
interest to open up additional areas in this part of the county for urban growth. The rural area
adjacent to this rapidly growing part of the county features much valued natural lands,
including salmon-bearing streams, and also contains a sole-source aquifer.
With rapid growth comes challenges, whether or not future planning initiatives consider any
adjustments of the UGA for the purposes of accommodating additional growth. Residents living
on the rural edge of the SWUGA are feeling pressure from the rapid development occurring
alongside them on the urban side of the boundary, the fastest growing part of the county.
This particular part of the county has a few other unique features. The rural community of
Clearview is designated a “Limited Area of More Intensive Rural Development” (a LAMIRD), and
is the only designated LAMIRD in the whole of Snohomish County. There are provisions under
state law regarding its land uses that do not apply elsewhere in the county. The rural parts of the
BPS Area, while largely zoned for 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres, incorporate many homes on
historic, significantly smaller “legacy lots.” As mentioned above, the area is bisected by a
number of fish-bearing streams that drain to the Lake Washington-Cedar River system and to the
Snohomish system, and includes large parts of the much-studied “Little Bear Creek” watershed
as well as the Cross Valley Sole Source aquifer.
Large and small rural lots abut the county’s only UGA designated for industrial and commercial
development, with no residential land use designations – the Maltby UGA. The “edge” between
these rural lands and the long-time urban industrial/commercial area results in its own set of
tensions, and is the only location within the county where this land use situation arises. Finally, the
BPS Area is “crisscrossed” by three major state highways – State Routes 9, 522, and 524. These
state routes are not under the jurisdiction of the County. However, with congestion on the state
routes from traffic generated within the area and passing through, traffic makes its way onto
County roads in areas designed for rural levels of service.
With these considerations in mind, the Snohomish County Council approved a contract with
BERK Consulting in fall 2018 to work with the County on completion of the SWUGA Boundary
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Planning Study. The study is a high-level assessment of existing conditions, opportunities, and
constraints in the BPS Area and surroundings to inform future planning choices. As a high-level
study, the SWUGA BPS generally describes current social, environmental, land suitability, and
capital conditions in the BPS Area. The BPS evaluates a range of hypothetical growth scenarios,
and includes a scenario with no change to existing land use designations. The purpose of
evaluating hypothetical scenarios is to:

▪

Consider costs of providing infrastructure and services outside of the existing UGA; and

▪

Understand potential environmental and social implications.

The study also assesses regulations and policies that must be satisfied or amended if UGA
boundary adjustments were to be considered in future planning initiatives.
This is the draft report for the study. It will be finalized following a Study Sharing Workshop for the
public.

Study Limitations
The BPS is a high-level study, not a detailed plan or proposal for land use or growth distribution.
The BPS is meant to describe current conditions, and to use two generally conceived
hypothetical growth scenarios, as well as a scenario consistent with the County’s current
Comprehensive Plan, as analytic frameworks or tools to reveal potential costs, opportunities, and
constraints for different types and scales of development in the BPS Area. The hypothetical
growth scenarios described in this study are not plans, proposals, or projects currently under
consideration by the County.
If, in the course of the County’s 2023 Comprehensive Plan Update or in consideration of an
annual docketing proposal, changes are proposed to UGA boundaries or land uses in the BPS
Area, the County will, at that time, fully analyze any such proposal consistent with its GMA and
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) obligations, and in full consideration of population
projections, allocated growth targets, analysis of buildable lands capacity, and any other
relevant considerations. The existence of this study does not presume an outcome on any
proposal or comprehensive plan update process the County will consider in the future.
The BPS relies on existing studies and available data and models (e.g., transportation) regarding
current conditions. Where new evaluation is provided (e.g., use of a vulnerability and suitability
model), the study utilizes existing spatial data and broad methods that produce approximate
results. In some cases, existing spatial data was evaluated, and assessments developed with
professional judgment and expertise to form assessments for the study, such as with watershed
characterization or groundwater recharge. Because the BPS is a high-level study producing
rough or approximate analysis, any future detailed analysis of a specific proposal may produce
different results or information.
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The BPS is limited to analyzing the BPS Area and immediate surroundings. It does not address
growth in other parts of the county, including growth that might occur or not occur in other
areas of the county in response to the growth scenarios evaluated in this study.
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Outreach Activities and
Summary Results
Topic Introduction
The Boundary Planning Study (BPS) is intended to develop data and information about the BPS
Area and environs, including its community members’ quality of life and what is working well or
not well. This qualitative information about stakeholder perspectives gathered through outreach
is meant to inform the County’s future planning efforts as does information about social,
environmental, land suitability, and capital facilities does in other chapters of this report.
This Chapter is organized as follows:
▪ Topic Introduction

▪
▪
▪

Outreach Objectives and Methods
Outreach Themes
Outreach Efforts and Results

Outreach Objectives and Methods
While designed as a study to collect information and data, the design included stakeholder
outreach, that was designed to share information about the BPS and to provide opportunities to
gather insights from stakeholders about conditions in and near the BPS Area. Particular
objectives were to:
▪ Create shared understanding between tribes, government representatives, consultants,
community leaders, and other stakeholder groups;

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Gain clarity on what currently works well and what doesn’t in the BPS Area and vicinity;
Hear ideas from both technical professionals and community members;
Increase the understanding of the interconnected complexities of the region;
Share the study results with the broader community; and
Explain how the study will be available for future planning efforts, including the 2023 County
Comprehensive Plan Update and how the community can be engaged with that Plan.

The outreach process involved reaching out to stakeholders, including community and
government/service provider stakeholders:
▪ Community stakeholders include residents and property/business owners and community
organizations.
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▪

Government/service provider stakeholders include special districts, adjacent municipalities,
and service providers knowledgeable about the area.

Methods of outreach included both broad and focused measures to reach stakeholders:
▪ Website

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Survey
Stakeholder interviews and discussions
Community boards and commissions
Big Picture Workshop
Study Sharing Workshop

Outreach Themes
Through a variety of outreach opportunities, online survey, interviews, and meetings, consistent
themes included:

▪

Transportation System Investments. Many felt traffic congestion and lack of road, bike, and
pedestrian facilities are affecting their quality of life. Some suggested roadway infrastructure
investments and others service improvements (e.g., transit). As a largely rural area, this is a
pressing consideration for residents today, and increases in concern if there is more
development.

▪

Natural Environment Values and Conservation. Natural systems (e.g., streams, trees) are
assets and provide ecosystem services. Many want to protect the environment and avoid
degradation or loss of trees and habitat.

▪

Rural Character. Many value the rural feel of the area and desire to keep urban growth in
other already-developed parts of the county. Others want to limit where added growth
could go in the BPS Area (e.g., add to businesses or village at Clearview) and retain a feeling
of farm and rural beyond.

▪

Housing Affordability and Availability. Many desired more housing choice and affordability.
Some found that solutions to add housing lied in the existing urban areas, and others thought
that some housing allowances in the BPS Area could be a solution.

▪

Quality Services and Infrastructure. There is an appreciation of schools, parks, and other
services in the area and, at the same time, a sense of need for added improvements.
Additional growth should not be allowed until infrastructure is in place beforehand to
accommodate it.

▪

Engaged Community. The residents in and around the BPS Area care about their community
and want more opportunities to feel engaged and represented.

Greater detail about outreach results and feedback are included in this chapter and in the
Appendix.
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Outreach Efforts and Results
Website
The County established a dedicated website in fall 2018 through 2019:
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/4129/SWUGA-Boundary-Planning-Study). The website shared
information such as the project scope, schedule, and a fact sheet. Several hundred people
provided email addresses to be notified of updates and events.

Survey
An on-line community survey provided an opportunity for interested individuals to answer
questions and provide open-ended responses about the BPS Area characteristics and their
connection to the area, as well as thoughts on what the County should consider if Urban Growth
Area (UGA) adjustments were made in the future. The survey was distributed at the project
website and through social media (e.g., Facebook page managed by Snohomish County).
Responses were collected from April 4 to April 26, 2019; approximately 1,129 people responded
to the survey.
Highlights include:

▪

Most respondents lived within the SWUGA BPS Area (62%), and the rest in and around the BPS
Area (33%). Of those who responded, 62% indicated they live within the BPS Area, including
the Rural area (50%), Clearview Commercial area (5%), or Maltby UGA (9%). About 33% lived
immediately north, east, or west of the BPS Area. Only 4% noted they live in some other area.

▪

Relatively fewer work within the BPS Study Area. Most respondents work outside the BPS Area
(73%). About 27% indicated they work within the BPS Area, including the Rural area (18%),
Clearview Commercial area (4%), or Maltby UGA (5%).

▪

Survey respondents have lived and worked within the BPS Area for an extended period of
time. Of people who live in the BPS Area, 61% answered they’ve lived there for more than 10
years, while 46% answered they’ve worked there for more than 10 years.

▪

The rural portion of the study area is seen as a high-quality place to live and raise children. It
is also a valued place to visit, participate in conservation activities, or recreate. As a
workplace, it is seen as generally positive. Shopping and dining opportunities were rated the
lowest as seen in Exhibit 1.
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Exhibit 1.

Online Community Survey Results, Quality of Life
Please rate each of the following aspects of quality of life in the rural portion of the
study area within the SWUGA BPS Area. (n= 944)
As a place to live (n=908)

51%

40%

7%

As a place to raise children (n=852)

52%

38%

8%

51%

As a place to live (n=908)

As a place to visit (n=862)

As a place to participate in conservation
As a place to visit (n=862)
activities (n=702)
As a place to participate in conservation activities
As a(n=702)
place to recreate (n=831)

a place
shoporordine
dine(n=879)
(n=879)
As As
a place
toto
shop

Excellent

39%
33%

35%
40%

39%

37%

18%

Good

30%
30%
Fair

17% 7%
9%
19%
17%

23%
30%

37%

30%

36%
36%

7%

8%

23%

37%

18%

7%

19%

38%

37%

28%

10%
10%

40%

35%

28%

As a place to recreate (n=831)
As a place to work (n=564)

40%

52%

As a place to raise children (n=852)

As a place to work (n=564)

33%

9%

12%

12%

14%

14%

24%
24%

Poor

Source: BERK, 2019.

Respondents views on challenges facing the BPS Area are shown in Exhibit 2. Traffic is seen as
the most important challenge facing the SWUGA BPS. Traffic flow on major roads was answered
as the largest challenge by far, with 32% of responses. Environmental choices were also seen as
challenges, although they were rated as being in positive conditions (see Exhibit 2). Streams and
related features were selected as a challenge by 13% of respondents, while natural beauty and
related features were selected as a challenge by 11% of respondents.
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Exhibit 2.

Online Community Survey Results, Challenges
What do you believe are the most important challenges facing the SWUGA BPS Area
(select top 3)? (n=951)

802
Streams, wetlands, wildlife habitat, and tree… 331
13%
Natural beauty, open space, scenic views
11%
277
Ease of travel by walking
8%
208
Housing affordability
8%
202
Ease of travel by bicycle
126 5%
Community character
100 4%
Access to jobs, business, or economic opportunities
87 3%
Housing quality or variety
83 3%
Access to park and recreational opportunities
53 2%
Access to healthy food choices
50 2%
Access to civic services such as a library or… 49 2%
Recognition of community history
35 1%
Access to health and wellness services
33 1%
Opportunities to participate in community… 14 1%
Other (enter below)
89 4%
Traffic flow on major roads

32%

Sources: TagCrowd.com, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Respondents’ views on important assets and opportunities in the BPS Area are shown in Exhibit 3.
The environment, parks and recreation, and community were seen as the most important assets
and opportunities for the BPS Area. Environmental choices, including natural beauty and
streams/wetlands/habitat, received the most selections.
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Exhibit 3.

Online Community Survey Results, Assets/Opportunities
What do you believe are the most important assets or opportunities in the SWUGA BPS
Area (select top 3)? (n=951)

615
Streams, wetlands, wildlife habitat, and tree… 565
Community character
254
Access to park and recreational opportunities
212
Traffic flow on major roads
196
Housing quality or variety
154
Housing affordability
102
Access to jobs, business, or economic opportunities
98
Opportunities to participate in community… 57
Ease of travel by walking
46
Access to healthy food choices
45
Ease of travel by bicycle
40
Recognition of community history
28
Access to health and wellness services
26
Access to civic services such as a library or… 25
Other (please specify)
100
Natural beauty, open space, scenic views

24%
22%
10%

8%
8%
6%
4%
4%
2%
2%
2%
2%
1%
1%
1%
4%

Source: BERK, 2019.

Survey respondents were asked to share their views if the County were to consider future
boundary adjustments, and many responses reflected on traffic, housing, rural character, and
other subjects. A word cloud of the responses is shown in Exhibit 4, and all comments are listed in
the Attachment. Some sample comments are noted below.
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Exhibit 4.

Online Community Survey Results, UGA Boundaries

What do you think Snohomish County should keep in mind if the County were to consider
adjusting the SWUGA and/or the Maltby UGA boundaries, with associated changes to rural land
uses or zoning in the study area in future planning efforts?

Sources: TagCrowd.com, 2019; BERK, 2019.

▪

“The development boundaries should not be moved toward Maltby or any other Hwy 9
access areas due to current traffic congestion and accidents. Development would be better
served in areas that already have existing road, interstate access in the Everett, Lynnwood
and Bothell areas. If the country feel keeps getting pushed out, all we have is urban sprawl
and the issues that come with it. Keep Maltby and Clearview free of these incumbrances.”

▪

“You MUST solve any traffic problems that come with growth that encourages more traffic,
whether it is businesses, high density housing or whatever.”

▪

“Locate higher density housing closer to transportation centers. Have developers contribute
significantly to road infrastructure prior to completion of housing.”

▪

“leave us alone as a rural area for our quality of life”

▪

“This relatively small rural area adds substantial benefit and desirable character to the
region. There are more than ample areas for higher density housing and business.”

▪

“Moving rural land uses further north and out in Snohomish Co reduces opportunity for tree
cover and food growing.”

▪

“Keep large areas of nature as is. Don't let it be overrun with dense housing.”

▪

“If you were going to add more housing here, we'd prefer if it was townhomes rather than
small homes on tiny lots.”

▪

“We are open to zoning changes in areas that will bring character and community to our
life, while taking care of the environment.”

▪

“preserve rural character, while allowing new business opportunities”

▪

Possibly adding conveniences, some retail opportunity, finish widening road and add bike
lanes.”
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▪

“Respect existing businesses and residents, but allow a solid downtown zone surrounded by
residential and farm only (and provide incentives for farmland to stay farmland instead of
being so tempted to cash in and sell it to housing developers - once farmland is gone, it is
usually gone forever.”

▪

“Adjust housing options to include the village concept where people can have
opportunities to incorporate rural lifestyles with sustainable low impact lifestyles. Think about
unique options such as tiny homes, better transit and limiting the amount of cars allowed.”

▪

“Increase density of UGA rather than expand the boundary. It is pointless to set a boundary
and then ignore it. Don't allow creeping development to change nearby properties without
providing those owners with compensation. Increase trails (bike, horse, foot).”

▪

“Develop opportunities for community, recreation, services and healthy living.”

▪

“Hopefully we can attract some more business. An urgent care and/or doctor’s office would
be great. Some more restaurant choices would also be nice.”

▪

“Things like apartment building and strip malls will destroy the rural feel of this area.”

▪

“Provided there is adequate infrastructure, high density development along major corridors
makes sense.”

▪

“Hard to say. Development seems inevitable but roads are already inadequate. Nature and
wildlife attract growth but are threatened by that same growth. I'd say encourage
development near existing roads, rather than attempting to expand into the most rural
areas.”

▪

“West of the UGA, growth has happened at such a fast rate that the infrastructure has NOT
kept up. There are not enough schools, roads or public transportation options to support the
growth and we are suffering for it. With any decision to change the UGA boundaries, please
be sure to work with school districts and municipalities to ensure that there is infrastructure
planning to support the changes.”

Stakeholder Interviews and Discussions
The County and consultants interviewed government agencies and officials, service providers,
and community organizations to share the purpose of the study, request information, and ask
questions about the BPS Area. Some of the interviews and discussions were by phone and some
in person. Early interviews asked about impressions of the BPS Area and available information as
well as methods of outreach. Later interviews and discussions asked questions about BPS Area
conditions and socioeconomics.
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Interagency Meetings and Coordination, Fall 2018-Spring 2019
Between fall 2018 and spring 2019, Snohomish County and consultant team members met with
agency representatives to share information about the study purpose and schedule, and to
request information as appropriate.
These interagency meetings included:
▪ Adjacent Jurisdictions: King County, City of Woodinville

▪
▪
▪
▪

Non-Profits: Economic Alliance Snohomish County
Special Districts: Alderwood, Cross Valley, Silver Lake Water and Sewer Districts
Tribes: The Tulalip Tribes
State Agencies: Washington State Department of Transportation

In addition, to help inform other cities in the county, Snohomish County Planning and
Development Department staff met with the Snohomish County Tomorrow Planning Advisory
Committee and made presentations to them about the purpose of the study and schedule.
Snohomish County Planning and Development Department staff also sent emails to School
Districts, Fire Districts, Public Utility District, the Muckleshoot Tribe, and others to build awareness of
the study and upcoming events.

Stakeholder Phone Interviews, January 2019
Between January 8 and 18, 2019 the Pomegranate Center staff interviewed individuals about
the BPS. Each participant received a Fact Sheet and a link to the project website for some
context. The goal of the interviews was to seek perspectives on the BPS Area and the immediate
vicinity (e.g., quality of life topics), as well as seeking input on potential participants from the
community to invite to a project workshop in late Winter/early Spring. Pomegranate Center staff
talked with individuals who were selected for their leadership roles and community involvements,
and summarized the results anonymously to allow for fresh opinions and perspectives. Answers
are organized around common themes. Full results are included in the Appendix.
Respondents found the area has the following current strengths:

▪
▪

Participatory community

▪
▪

Transportation improvements

Natural environment
Existing development

Respondents found the area has the following current weaknesses:

▪

Traffic

▪
▪

Boundaries within the study area
Tax code issues
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▪

Public amenities

▪
▪

Infrastructure

▪

History of public engagement, failed annexation attempts

Environmental protection

Regional trends with a beneficial effect on the BPS Area and immediate vicinity included:

▪

Growth in the wider region means more development in the BPS Area

▪
▪

Environmental protections
Infrastructure improvements

Regional trends that could have adverse effects on the BPS Area were mentioned as:

▪

Environmental impact of growth

▪

Infrastructure not equipped for growth

▪
▪

Transit is a trend regionally but not appropriate here yet
Seattle-centric job market

Feedback regarding what will make this study a success included:

▪

Effective and transparent engagement process

▪
▪

Make sure the right people are in the room

▪

Long term and comprehensive plans for the region

Environmental protections

Participants were also asked about goals related to community outreach. Responses included:

▪

Effective community engagement

▪
▪

Influence attitudes

▪

Create comprehensive plan

Educate the community

Regarding who should be invited to a Technical Workshop, respondents offered the following
suggestions:

▪

Everyone

▪
▪

Residents

▪

City elected officials

▪
▪

Utility company representatives

▪

School district representatives

Tribes

Transportation representatives
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Other thoughts shared included:

▪

Concerns about the study and the growth it implies

▪

Need to respond to the reality of growth and plan for it

Socioeconomics Stakeholder Interviews, March 2019
In March 2019, Snohomish County Planning and Development Services staff and consultant staff
interviewed a cross-section of individuals about demographic trends, conditions, strengths, and
weaknesses of the BPS Area.
The following types of questions were asked:

▪

In the demographic data for the Southwest Urban Growth Area Boundary Planning Study
(SWUGA BPS) Area, we’re seeing a population with larger households, greater income, and
greater average age than areas in the Southwest Urban Growth Area. What are your
impressions of the community in the SWUGA BPS Area that we might not know from looking
at Census information?

▪

Commuting trends appear to show most that live in the study area work elsewhere, and vice
versa. Do you have thoughts on what makes the area attractive to live? What are your
impressions of the quality of life in the study area? Do you have thoughts on the attributes
and characteristics of the rural area as employment areas?

▪

What are the current strengths of the study area and immediate vicinity? What are the
current weaknesses? What needs improvement?

▪

What regional trends are an influence on this area (positive or adverse)?

▪

With continued pressure to increase the size of the urban growth area in this vicinity, what do
you think Snohomish County should keep in mind as the County is faced with these
pressures?

Persons interviewed include those associated with Community Transit, Futurewise, Housing
Consortium of Everett and Snohomish County, Pilchuck Audubon and Smart Growth, Snohomish
Health District, Snohomish County-Camano Association of REALTORS®, and Snohomish County
Master Builders.
Highlights of the discussion included:

▪

The area is considered attractive to new homebuyers and residents due to its proximity to
King County as a job center. The natural environment (e.g., Little Bear Creek) and schools
are seen as attractive features for new residents.

▪

In the overall region, the lack of affordable housing like townhomes is an important trend.
Demand for housing by millennials and retirees was also mentioned as a trend.

▪

While the area residents primarily commute by car, and the area lacks transit now, it is
feasible to provide service whether rural or urban.
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▪

Protection of ecosystems, climate change, and impacts associated with potential growth
were noted as concerns.

Results are further described in Section 4.A Socioeconomics and the Appendix.

Community Boards and Commissions
In March 2019, Snohomish County Planning and Development Services staff and consultant staff
gave a presentation about the purpose of the study and future opportunities for outreach at the
Clearview Community Council. Community members could ask questions about the nature of
the study and schedule.
The Snohomish County Planning Commission also held a briefing open to the public, which was
advertised on the project webpage several days ahead of the March 26, 2019 meeting.

Big Picture Workshop
About 33 attendees representing members of government agencies, service providers,
stakeholder groups and community leaders met for an invitee workshop at the Brightwater
campus in Maltby on March 28, 2019 to share BPS inventory maps and ask questions about what
is and isn’t working well in the BPS Area.
After the initial welcome and presentation, attendees were invited to participate in a discussion
where, as a large group, they answered two questions:

1. What is working well and what needs improvement in this area?
Major Themes - Things That Work Well

▪

Boundaries
 Boundary lines are working well to reduce sprawl

▪

Jurisdiction and government

Inter-jurisdictional cooperation works well, public investments are protected

▪

Environment
 Green spaces between urban areas
 Home to world class wastewater treatment facility

▪

Community engagement
 Community is engaged with good cohesion
 Good inter-jurisdictional cooperation
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Major Themes - Things That Need Improvement

▪

Boundaries (Clearview, not protecting critical areas, boundary lines not working well, need
for additional growth areas)

▪

Jurisdiction and government

▪
▪

Environment

▪

Growth (pressure, affordability, state and county goals conflict, etc.)

▪
▪

Public Investments

Traffic and street connectivity

Community engagement (need to improve cooperation and provide for adequate
representation)

2. What are the benefits and disadvantages of adjusting UGA boundaries in this
area?
Benefits of Adjusting UGA Boundaries.

▪

Growth
 Able to accommodate new growth

▪

Community Engagement
 Opportunity to stimulate more community engagement
 Improved safety

▪

Government
 Moving the line would allow for master planning

▪

Housing
 Increased housing choices
 May temporarily provide affordable housing

▪

Services
 Increased services

Disadvantages of Adjusting UGA Boundaries

▪

Transportation
 Not a lot of public transportation
 Public transportation network is underdeveloped, public transit near affordable housing is
not in place

▪

Environment
 Increased degradation on natural environment
 Increased storm water impacting land
 Loss of calm in the area
 Increased CO2
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▪

Government
 Not in line with the Growth Management Act (GMA)
 Conflicts with what elected officials are saying (i.e., densifying in cities helps protect rural
lands and open space)
 Less incentive for cities to absorb density

▪

Community Engagement
 Need to ensure that the people who live in the area influence the decision
 People and commerce balance out of whack

▪

Housing
 Increased housing choices
 Does not provide affordable housing near transportation
 May temporarily provide affordable housing

▪

Services
 Increased services
 Sewers are a metaphor of undesirable growth
 Challenge to provide services to an area of this size

The second part of the workshop invited attendees to break up into smaller groups, participate
in round table discussions and identify overlapping themes and issues.

Overlapping Themes and Issues
Planning and Implementation

▪

Need for aligning jurisdictions’ goals and strategies to explain how this expansion of the UGA
boundary will fit with the future growth of the area and the region.

▪

Planning for demographic shifts, environmental remediation strategies coordination, GMA
consistency.

▪

Flexibility in adjusting growth targets, collaborative inclusive planning that addresses
community’s concerns. Accommodate growth and make wise decisions.

Environmental Impact

▪

Protecting natural environments (including Little Bear Creek Watershed) from environmental
degradation and impacts.

▪

Bigger focus on stream and salmon health including storm water runoff management.

▪

Climate migration, environmental protection, and outreach should be considered in code
development and implementation.

▪

Mitigation of environmental impacts of population density should be included.
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Housing and Services

▪

Availability of housing for diverse economic groups, creating variety of housing types,
allowing “mother in law” units.

▪
▪

Increasing density in cities where possible.
Concern that introducing new services in this area is costly, will increase the cost of living,
and with that housing costs.

Transportation

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Transportation solutions are key to gaining public support.
Public transport, connectivity, and good transportation connections are essential.
Multimodal and alternatives are important to consider.
Locating transit near affordable housing is needed.
Planning for enough density to support transit.

Community Input

▪

Concerns about lack of collaborative planning early in the process, lack of opportunity to
engage in the process.

▪
▪

People feel like they aren’t heard.

▪

Concerns about transportation issues that may arise from increasing population density and
accommodating growth.

Public doesn’t like the idea of expanding the UGA boundary, but would be much more
receptive to changes if key transportation and infrastructure changes were made.

Additional information about the workshop is provided in the Appendix.

Study Sharing Workshop
Following the preparation of the draft study, the County posted interactive maps, interactive
questions, and the draft study online, and held a workshop to share results in August 2019. Results
are described below.
Workshop. The Study Sharing Workshop was held August 7, 2019 at Valley View Middle School in
Clearview, a school in the Snohomish School District. About 147 individuals signed in, and likely
more attended without signing in. A summary of the meeting input, presentation, and materials
is included in the Appendix. Community comments included:

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Too many people working in silos.
Consider the cost of maintaining water quality.
Look at Highway 9 as opportunity for mixed use.
Can residents find/search different maps by address?
Who is in the coalition and are there community members?
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▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

How are we going to make transportation possible with the current land use?
Master Builders are winning out over taking care of the watershed.
Has there been any attention paid to people who will be displaced when zoning changes?
How will you adapt planning to include changes?
156th and Sunset has flooding problems.
Infrastructure is already over capacity. Concerns for the ability to respond to emergencies
Need transportation for so much growth – last 2.5 mile to front door is a problem.
Please recheck the numbers in population trends capacity. The numbers do not fit our
experience.

Participants could also place sticky notes on the boards to ask questions or leave thoughts; see
the Appendix for photos of the notes. Community member notes on the boards asked questions
about the maps, particularly environmental features. Generally, map sources and methods of
analysis are in each chapter of this study.
Comments included concerns about transportation and access to the west of the study area; a
number of roads were evaluated for changes associated with scenarios; however, this study is not
a plan and the County can consider the information when developing its Comprehensive Plan.
Some comments addressed the vulnerability and suitability maps. The maps are a demonstration
of a tool. The County can review results and consider if access, streams, wetlands, or other
features are appropriately included and weighted.
There were several comments about the Nodes and Urban scenarios and concerns about
particular locations or formats of residential uses. The scenarios are theoretical and not plans.
The scenarios allowed consideration of implications to costs and demand on services and
infrastructure. The County will consider the future uses of the BPS Area and the rest of the county
during its Comprehensive Plan Update.
Comments about the locations of schools and parks were made. Some updates to school
properties and the service area of non-county parks were added in response in this final BPS.
Study Sharing Survey. The project website and a story map series included a link to a brief survey
asking two questions:

▪
▪

What common themes do you see?
What conditions or findings resonate?

Approximately 94 persons responded. Themes and findings identified by commenters were
similar to the spring 2019 survey in terms of concerns about transportation, growth and rural
character, and environmental resources. Full comments are included in the Appendix.
Word clouds summarize the most referenced words. See Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6.
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Exhibit 5.

Study Sharing Survey, Word Cloud – What Common Themes Do You See?

Sources: TagCrowd.com, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Exhibit 6.

Study Sharing Survey, Word Cloud – What Conditions or Findings Resonate?

Sources: TagCrowd.com, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Selected Comments: What common themes do you see?
▪ “The county continues to expand without the necessary improvements in roads.”
▪

“Transportation Needs, Rural Character Infringement, Urban Needs outweighing GMA
guidelines, Engaged Community”

▪

“Common themes of traffic and roads. I understand that development is inevitable but I
appreciate efforts on the county to maintain the rural charm of the area as well as
preserving the tree canopy working to conserve the natural environment…”

▪

“… This is an idyllic, quiet, rural landscape and as voter and tax payer who lives in the area,
the idea of high density Urban is unimaginable.”

▪

“More housing and more dense housing is needed in some areas, especially the SW corner
of the study site to allow for easy access to businesses and transportation”

▪

“A lack of infrastructure support and educational support for expanded housing including
sewers, roads, etc... A lack of clarity of who the stakeholders are who want the area to have
more affordable housing when we are already congested on all sides with townhomes and
postage stamp yards.”

▪

“Common themes is that the proposed area is special and people want to preserve it.
There’s are natural creeks and streams and tree canopy are vital to the area …”

▪

“A presumption of growth - reads like it's foregone conclusion to move the UGA and this
study is required step to that end. "No growth"1 in this unique area does not appear to have
been considered. What next steps to be taken by county is the more important question.”

Selected Comments: What conditions or findings resonate?
▪ “SR-9 is inadequate for the current traffic flow.”
▪

“So much of the tree canopy is disappearing to development. We moved to the area
because we wanted more space from our neighbors and the ability to enjoy the nature
around us. Current issues with traffic and poor road infrastructure are concerning.”

▪

“I like the nodes scenario. This gives the possibility of having a variety of businesses,
including restaurants, if the sewer is brought into the nodes. I strongly feel the Little Bear
Creek watershed should be protected, meaning no new development, maintain the
wetlands and natural features, don't dig a new stream bed, no new storm water run off.”

▪

“High density from 49th to hiway 9 would not make sense with Rowland Creek. This would
RUIN the neighborhood of 53rd Ave. Plus, the roads will not support more development! STOP
CLEARING, WE NEED TREES!”

Author Note: The Current Strategies scenario is considered in the BPS. Other scenarios are hypothetical. See the
Executive Summary “Future Use of this Study.” This study provides data and information for future county planning efforts
affecting the BPS Area.
1
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“Can we even wedge in one more car on these roads at peak hours. This plan does not add
transit availability. More carbon emissions when we are trying to reduce them? Hmmm I
thought Comp Plan wanted to add growth to the cities as its priority. What became of
that?”



“High demand for housing.”



“We have a unique area. It needs to be preserved. Put development where there is already
transit.”



“Reduction in groundwater with development will lead to reduction of stream and
Snohomish River flows not to mention the higher temperature. Loss of tree canopy would
increase heat island effect and reduce carbon sequestration…”



“I support planned small lot single family housing zoning in Cathcart area.”



“… The study showed maps of options ranging from already-permitted development
projects to “Hypothetical Nodes” to full on “Hypothetical Urban”. Growth should not go out
into rural areas. We have capacity within the existing UGA areas in Snohomish County.”



“County has a terrific opportunity for urban growth being so close to major work areas.”



“Quality of life for current residents would decrease drastically.”
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Governing Frameworks
Topic Introduction
This section provides an overview of governing frameworks that guide land use planning and
regulation of development in Washington State, the central Puget Sound region, and Snohomish
County.
Following an overview of state planning goals and requirements, this section addresses the sizing
and configuration of urban growth areas (UGAs), the process to amend UGA boundaries, the
type and sizing of limited areas of more intensive rural development (LAMIRDs)(RCW
36.70A.070(5)(d)), and the process to amend LAMIRDs. Tools to address transitions between
urban and rural areas are considered broadly in this chapter and are further described in
Section 6.B Tools and Opportunities.
Current state and local initiatives that could affect urban and rural lands are described, such as
state, regional, and county planning efforts. Consistency of UGA boundary changes with the
governing frameworks is addressed generally. The means by which UGA boundaries can be
amended is an area of focus.
This section is structured as follows:

▪

Topic Introduction

▪

Methods

▪

Governing Framework Discussion

▪



Growth Management Act



UGA Sizing, Configuration, and Amendment



LAMIRD



Urban/Rural Transitions



Growth Monitoring and Plan Amendment



Current Initiatives



UGA Boundary Amendments

Findings

Methods
This section reviews state, regional, and county laws and plans that guide growth including:

▪

Growth Management Act, RCW 36.70A
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▪

Chapter 365-196 WAC, Growth Management Act—Procedural Criteria for Adopting
Comprehensive Plans and Development Regulations

▪

The regional growth strategy developed by the Puget Sound Regional Council and its
member jurisdictions, called VISION 2040, presently under update to VISION 2050

▪

Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) for Snohomish County developed by Snohomish County
Tomorrow and adopted by Snohomish County

▪

Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan, including the General Policy Plan

The focus of this section is on policies addressing urban and rural planning and procedures for
amendment. It is not a comprehensive evaluation of all policies or regulations that may be
relevant to future decision making.

Governing Framework Discussion
Growth Management Act
Comprehensive Plans and development regulations within Snohomish County must be consistent
with the provisions of the Growth Management Act (GMA). The purpose of the GMA is to
manage growth to provide for a high quality of life, sustainable, economic development, and
environmental conservation;
The legislature finds that uncoordinated and unplanned growth, together with
a lack of common goals expressing the public's interest in the conservation
and the wise use of our lands, pose a threat to the environment, sustainable
economic development, and the health, safety, and high quality of life
enjoyed by residents of this state. (RCW 36.70A.010)
Adopted in 1990 by the Washington State Legislature, the GMA provides a framework for land
use planning and regulation of development in Washington State. The GMA directs coordinated
regional and countywide planning, which then inform the locally adopted comprehensive plans
and development regulations of individual cities and counties.
The below subsections highlight key provisions of the GMA including:

▪

Goals

▪
▪

Urban, Resource, and Rural Lands

▪
▪

Countywide Planning Policies

▪

Buildable Lands Program

Multicounty Planning Policies
Local Comprehensive Planning
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Goals
The GMA sets forth planning goals, in no particular order, to guide the development and
adoption of comprehensive plans and development regulations by counties and cities
(1) Urban growth. Encourage development in urban areas where adequate
public facilities and services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner.
(2) Reduce sprawl. Reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land
into sprawling, low-density development.
(3) Transportation. Encourage efficient multimodal transportation systems that
are based on regional priorities and coordinated with county and city
comprehensive plans.
(4) Housing. Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic
segments of the population of this state, promote a variety of residential
densities and housing types, and encourage preservation of existing housing
stock.
(5) Economic development. Encourage economic development throughout
the state that is consistent with adopted comprehensive plans, promote
economic opportunity for all citizens of this state, especially for unemployed
and for disadvantaged persons, promote the retention and expansion of
existing businesses and recruitment of new businesses, recognize regional
differences impacting economic development opportunities, and encourage
growth in areas experiencing insufficient economic growth, all within the
capacities of the state's natural resources, public services, and public facilities.
(6) Property rights. Private property shall not be taken for public use without just
compensation having been made. The property rights of landowners shall be
protected from arbitrary and discriminatory actions.
(7) Permits. Applications for both state and local government permits should
be processed in a timely and fair manner to ensure predictability.
(8) Natural resource industries. Maintain and enhance natural resource-based
industries, including productive timber, agricultural, and fisheries industries.
Encourage the conservation of productive forestlands and productive
agricultural lands, and discourage incompatible uses.
(9) Open space and recreation. Retain open space, enhance recreational
opportunities, conserve fish and wildlife habitat, increase access to natural
resource lands and water, and develop parks and recreation facilities.
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(10) Environment. Protect the environment and enhance the state's high
quality of life, including air and water quality, and the availability of water.
(11) Citizen participation and coordination. Encourage the involvement of
citizens in the planning process and ensure coordination between
communities and jurisdictions to reconcile conflicts.
(12) Public facilities and services. Ensure that those public facilities and services
necessary to support development shall be adequate to serve the
development at the time the development is available for occupancy and
use without decreasing current service levels below locally established
minimum standards.
(13) Historic preservation. Identify and encourage the preservation of lands,
sites, and structures, that have historical or archaeological significance.
(14) For shorelines of the state, the goals and policies of the shoreline
management act as set forth in RCW 90.58.020 are added as one of the goals
of the GMA.
RCW 36.70A.020 and RCW 36.70A.480 (1)
Jurisdictions planning under the GMA are required to balance all of the goals in the
development and adoption of their comprehensive plans and development regulations.
With the GMA goals as a guide, counties and cities subject to the GMA must prepare
comprehensive plans including objectives, principles, and standards and a future land use map.
Required elements of the comprehensive plan include land use, housing, capital facilities plan,
utilities, rural, transportation, economic development, and parks and recreation. Local
governments may include other elements if they wish. Development regulations, such as zoning,
must be consistent with the local government’s Comprehensive Plan.

Urban, Resource, and Rural Lands
The GMA establishes a comprehensive framework for counties and cities to manage growth,
including guidance for designating, sizing, regulating, and providing public services to urban
and rural areas.
Under the GMA, there are three general categories of land – urban, resource, and rural:

▪

Urban: As established in RCW 36.70A.110, each county that is planning under the GMA must
designate UGA(s) within which urban growth shall be encouraged, and outside of which
growth can occur only if it is not urban in nature. Each UGA must permit a range of urban
densities and areas sufficient to accommodate the broad range of needs and uses
including, as appropriate, medical, governmental, institutional, commercial, service, retail,
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and other nonresidential uses. UGAs can
include greenbelt and open space areas. The
area of the UGA is to be sufficient to meet 20year growth projections. A UGA designation
may include a reasonable land market supply
factor, based on local circumstances.

VISION 2040 Urban and Rural Goals
Urban Lands Goal: The region will promote
the efficient use of land, prevent urbanization
of rural and resource lands, and provide for
the efficient delivery of services within the
designated UGA.
Rural Lands Goal: The region will permanently

▪

Resource: Natural resource lands are those that
sustain the ecological functions, resource
are not already characterized by urban growth
value, lifestyle, and character of rural lands
for future generations by limiting the types
and that have long-term significance for
and intensities of development in rural areas.
agriculture, forestry, or mineral resource
extraction. Jurisdictions must adopt regulations
protecting these resource uses from conversion to other non-resource uses.

▪

Rural: Rural development occurs at levels that are consistent with the preservation of rural
character, and lies outside UGAs and outside agricultural, forest, and mineral resource lands.
Rural development can consist of a variety of uses and residential densities, and may use
techniques such as clustering, density transfer, design guidelines, conservation easements,
and other innovative techniques that will accommodate appropriate rural densities and
uses that are not characterized by urban growth and that are consistent with rural
character. The rural element of the Comprehensive Plan must include measures to contain
development and protect against sprawl, assure visual compatibility with surrounding rural
setting, protect critical areas, and protect against conflicts with agricultural, forest, and
mineral resource uses.

In general, the GMA directs most population and employment growth to be focused in urban
areas to avoid sprawl, provide efficient and effective services and infrastructure within adopted
levels of service, and to protect environmentally critical areas.
Within the BPS Area, there are urban lands in the Maltby UGA and rural lands. There are no
designated lands of long-term commercial significance for agriculture, forestry, or mining.

Multicounty Planning Policies
Although the GMA contemplates a “bottom-up” planning process with “the central focus of
decision-making at the local level,” it also requires coordination between jurisdictions that share
common borders or related regional issues, and the adoption of multicounty planning policies
on a regional scale to govern regional planning. WAC 365-196-010(1)(c); RCW 36.70A.100; RCW
36.70A.210(7). The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) develops policies and coordinates
decisions about regional growth, transportation, and economic development planning within
Snohomish, King, Pierce, and Kitsap counties.
VISION 2040 is the PSRC’s currently adopted strategy to provide a common framework for the
four-county region. VISION 2040’s Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) classifies cities in the region by
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size and directs the largest share of future growth to the region’s five major Metropolitan Cities:
Seattle, Bellevue, Everett, Bremerton, and Tacoma. The region’s Core Cities that have
designated regional growth centers are allocated high concentrations of growth and serve as
economic and transportation hubs for the region. Other areas of growth are Large and Small
Cities. The VISION 2040 strategy allocates less growth in urban unincorporated and rural areas
and more growth in cities. VISION 2040 projected growth in rural areas to be less than past
trends.
VISION 2040 also sets forth multicounty planning policies (MPPs) which provide a common
framework for countywide and local planning in the region. The MPPs provide a means for
achieving consistency among cities and counties for regional planning matters. The MPPs also
provide an integrated framework for addressing land use, including urban, rural, and resource
lands, population and employment target-setting, and economic development, transportation,
other infrastructure, and environmental planning.
PSRC certifies local government Transportation Elements, and reviews Comprehensive Plans for
consistency with the adopted MPPs and associated RGS in order to have a unified regional
approach to growth and infrastructure investments, and to help it distribute federal
transportation funding.1

Countywide Planning Policies
The GMA requires counties and cities to collaboratively develop countywide planning policies to
set the general framework for coordinated land use and population planning between a county
and its cities to ensure comprehensive plans are consistent with each other. Countywide
planning policies complement the regional multicounty planning policies and provide more
specific detail to guide county and local comprehensive planning. See Exhibit 1.

Transportation elements are a required chapter of a county’s or city’s Comprehensive Plan. They must support the Land
Use Element and address levels of service for multiple modes of travel, identify improvement and a funding strategy, and
support concurrency where improvements are in place at the time of development or within six years.
1
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Exhibit 1.

CPP Relationship to State and Regional Authorities and Local Comprehensive Plans

Source: Countywide Planning Policies for Snohomish County effective through Amended Ord. NO. 16-078, 2019.

The GMA specifies topic areas that must be included in the CPPs. RCW 36.70A.210. Snohomish
County and its cities established the cooperative process necessitated by the GMA in the CPPs
for Snohomish County.
The CPPs are developed by Snohomish County Tomorrow, a collaborative inter-jurisdictional
growth management advisory forum, and recommended to the Snohomish County Council for
adoption. The CPPs guide development of policies in local comprehensive plans. While the CPPs
allow for some flexibility in detail at the local level, local policies must be consistent with the
CPPs. The CPPs establish a multi-jurisdictional coordination process for determining population
projections and population allocations for each jurisdiction using the Snohomish County
Tomorrow process.

Local Comprehensive Planning
The GMA requires development of a comprehensive plan. Snohomish County’s Comprehensive
Plan includes the following components:

▪

The General Policy Plan (GPP)

▪
▪

Transportation Element

▪
▪

Capital Improvement Program

Capital Facilities Plan
Parks and Recreation Element
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All of these plan elements work together to guide development, including population and
employment growth, for Snohomish County. Each plan element addresses specific GMA
requirements for local comprehensive plans and implements the policy guidance of the CPPs.
The County’s Comprehensive Plan in turn guides the development of the County’s development
regulations.

Buildable Lands Program
Requirements of the Buildable Lands Program established in RCW 36.70A.215 apply to seven
counties in Washington State, including Snohomish County. The program has two overarching
purposes:

▪

To determine whether urban densities are being achieved by a county and its cities by
comparing assumptions, targets, and objectives adopted within plans and polices with
actual growth that has occurred; and

▪

When necessary, implement reasonable measures “other than adjusting urban growth
areas” to reduce inconsistencies between growth and development assumptions and
actual growth patterns.

Key questions the Buildable Lands Report helps answer are highlighted in Exhibit 2.
Exhibit 2.

Snohomish County Buildable Lands Report Questions

Source: Snohomish County PDS, March 2019.

Snohomish County has involved its cities and other partners in the Buildable Lands Program
process. The most recent Buildable Lands Report was released in 2012, which included a
capacity analysis to support updates to land use policies and amendments to the Future Land
Use map designations and zoning in cities and the county.
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The Buildable Lands Report is currently being updated to address recent changes to state law
and to support the County’s 2023 Comprehensive Plan Update. See Current Initiatives below for
more discussion.

UGA Sizing, Configuration, and Amendment
Consistent with the GMA, multicounty planning policies, countywide planning policies, and the
Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan, UGAs must:

▪

Have an area sufficient to meet 20-year growth projections.

▪

Be characterized by urban growth or lie adjacent to such areas.

▪

Have existing utilities and services in place or a plan approved for future utilities and services,
with a preference for cities as providers of local urban facilities and services.

▪

Provide for residential, commercial, and industrial uses.

▪
▪

Avoid including designated agricultural or forest land.
Include greenbelts or open space where possible.

(RCW 36.70A.110; CPPs DP Goal, DP-1 and DP-2; MPP-DP-4; Snohomish County GPP
Objective PE 1.A and PE 1.B, Objective LU 1.A and policies)
The State of Washington Office of Financial Management (OFM) publishes population projections
for each county for use in the GMA planning efforts every five years. The County is responsible
under the GMA for allocating population in consultation with cities through Snohomish County
Tomorrow. In addition to adopting population targets, the County adopts housing and
employment targets. The targets are specified for cities, unincorporated UGAs, and rural lands.
When areas are designated as urban in a Comprehensive Plan, the GMA allows a “safety
factor” of additional population and employment capacity beyond that which is needed to
accommodate projected urban growth. This means that when a Comprehensive Plan is
adopted, urban areas combined across the county can be sized to have greater capacity than
needed to exactly accommodate projected population and employment growth expected
through the end of the 20-year planning period. Snohomish County has set a safety factor of
15%, which is only applied when UGA expansion proposals are considered.
The CPPs identify conditions under which there can be consideration of UGA changes primarily
related to growth and capacity. In the first instance, there needs to be a determination that
remaining capacity within the County’s UGAs is inadequate to accommodate growth targets
set in the Comprehensive Plan. For UGA expansions to be considered further, the safety factor of
additional population capacity within the UGA beyond that needed to exactly accommodate
projected population growth cannot exceed 15%. If there is less than a 15% safety factor across
the entire UGA, the next step is to complete an assessment of “reasonable measures.”
Reasonable measures are steps that could be taken to accommodate the projected growth
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without expanding the UGA. Reasonable measures that can be considered are identified in
Appendix D of the CPPs. They include increasing allowable residential densities, mandating
maximum lot sizes, and encouraging infill and redevelopment. An updated UGA land capacity
analysis is required documenting the UGA capacity following implementation of reasonable
measures.
If the above CPP requirements are met, per CPP DP-2 (see the sidebar under UGA Boundary
Amendments for full policy), a UGA expansion can be allowed under one or more conditions:

▪

there is a need based on the most recent buildable lands review;

▪

the UGA expansion is based on a review of the UGA during the periodic update of the
Comprehensive Plan every eight years;

▪

at some point between periodic updates, the population or employment growth in the UGA 2
(cities and unincorporated UGA) equals or exceeds 50% of the additional population or
employment capacity estimated for the UGA at the start of the planning period; or

▪

it can be demonstrated that the UGA meets any one of seven additional characteristics,
listed on pages 3.A-19 – 3.A-20.

LAMIRD
Within the BPS Area, there is a LAMIRD for the Clearview area. A LAMIRD is a “limited area of
more intensive rural development.” Clearview is the only place in Snohomish County where this
particular land use designation is applied. This section provides information on this unique
designation for the county:
Designation of a LAMIRD is an optional tool available to counties to recognize pre-existing
development patterns in the rural area that may be more intensive than the overall rural area.
Through the use of the LAMIRD designation, the county may recognize existing land use patterns
and provide for infill, development or redevelopment within these areas, and for necessary
public services to serve the LAMIRD. RCW 36.70A.070(5) establishes three categories of
designations for LAMIRDS. These are:

▪

Type I – Rural development consisting of “infill, development, or redevelopment of existing
commercial, industrial, residential, or mixed-use areas, whether characterized as shoreline
development, villages, hamlets, rural activity centers, or crossroads developments.” In the
case of Snohomish County, existing areas and uses are defined as being in existence as of
July 1, 1990.

Applies to the potential expansion of the boundary of an individual Urban Growth Area; SWUGA is considered an
individual UGA.
2
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▪

Type II – Intensification of development on lots containing, or new development of, smallscale recreational or tourist uses that rely on a rural location and setting, but do not include
new residential development.

▪

Type III – Intensification of development on lots containing isolated nonresidential uses or
new development of isolated cottage industries and isolated small-scale businesses that do
not principally serve the rural area but do provide job opportunities for rural residents.

Clearview is a Type I LAMIRD. Amendment of a Type I LAMIRD is difficult unless there was an error
in the logical outer boundary. Type II and Type III LAMIRDs do not have a requirement for a
logical outer boundary, but the descriptions include “small-scale” and “isolated” which imply
limited.
There is at least one example of a LAMIRD converting to a UGA – the Irondale/Port Hadlock UGA
in Jefferson County. An assessment of the conditions that supported conversion in that example
is beyond the scope of the study.

Urban/Rural Transitions
Within the BPS Area, there are existing urban growth boundaries next to rural lands. Next to the
Maltby UGA, the transition is more stark with industrial or commercial uses near residential or
other sensitive land uses. The County GPP call for distinct edges and buffers along UGA
boundaries:
Objective LU 1.CEstablish and maintain a UGA boundary that provides a
distinct edge between urban and rural land uses.
1.C.3 The designation and siting of new industrial, commercial, and public
facility land uses along the UGA boundary should include vegetative buffers.
Section 6.B Tools and Opportunities identifies some tools for improving compatibility including
general transitions of urban to rural.

Growth Monitoring and Plan Amendment
The Comprehensive Plan is a living document that can be reviewed and amended to address
changing circumstances. Snohomish County provides for regular monitoring of growth and
opportunities to consider whether UGA changes or LAMIRD changes or other plan or regulation
amendments are needed. The two opportunities are listed below:

▪

There is an annual docket where individual requests for UGA changes could be made (RCW
36.70A.470).

▪

The County periodically reviews its comprehensive plan every eight years (RCW 36.70A.130).
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The GMA requires counties and cities planning under the GMA to provide a procedure called
“docketing” for citizens and non-county organizations who are interested in suggesting changes
to the comprehensive plan and development regulations. Through docketing, Planning and
Development Services (PDS) accepts applications at any time. However, proposals received
after the deadline for the current docket cycle will be processed in the next eligible docket
cycle. Final dockets which include minor proposals are reviewed for final action once every two
years. Final dockets which include both major and minor proposals are limited to final review
and action as part of the eight-year periodic comprehensive plan review and once at the midpoint between periodic reviews. Major docket proposals include Urban Growth Area boundary
expansions and proposals that make substantive changes to plan policies. Chapter 30.74 of
Snohomish County Code contains the procedures for proposals to amend the County’s
Comprehensive Plan and implementing development regulations.
County-initiated comprehensive plan amendments are processed and adopted annually, and
consist of plan amendment proposals by PDS, other county departments, the county executive,
and the county council.
Under the GMA, the County periodically reviews its comprehensive plan every eight years (RCW
36.70A.130). Snohomish County and its cities must next update their plans by 2023 for a new
planning period of 2043. Ahead of that adoption date, the County will fulfil its role to prepare a
buildable lands capacity analysis and allocate growth in consultation with cities and review
UGA boundary requests in accordance with the GMA, regional, and local requirements.

Current Initiatives
This section describes four initiatives that could alter how UGAs and LAMIRDs are planned in
Snohomish County:

▪

A Road Map to Washington’s Future

▪
▪

PSRC’s VISION 2050 Update

▪

Snohomish County’s 2023 Comprehensive Plan Update

Buildable Lands Report (Senate Bill (SB) 5254, 2017-18)

The ways in which the initiatives may affect the BPS Area and the County’s Comprehensive Plan
Update are considered.

A Road Map to Washington’s Future
In 2017, the Washington State Legislature commissioned the William D. Ruckelshaus Center to
create a “Road Map to Washington’s Future.” The Road Map is meant to articulate a vision of
Washington’s desired future and identify additions, revisions, or clarifications to the state’s growth
management and planning framework needed to reach that future. The growth planning
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framework in Washington includes the GMA, the Shoreline Management Act, the State
Environmental Policy Act and other laws, institutions, and policies. Approximately 2,500
individuals provided input. The report was delivered on June 30, 2019. (William D. Ruckelshaus
Center, 2019)
There are two groups of recommendations – recommendations for systemic change and
recommendations to improve the planning framework (see Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 4):

▪

An example of a systemic change includes planning at a watershed scale rather than at a
jurisdictional scale.

▪

Changes to improve the planning framework, particularly under the GMA, include a
potential for monitoring housing targets, altering Comprehensive Plan periodic review
deadlines from 2023 to 2025, and altering the criteria for LAMIRDs for greater flexibility.

Exhibit 3.

A Road Map to Washington’s Future: Actions – Transformational and Systemic Change

Funding and Revenue Generation
 Equitable and Reliable Sources of Revenue and Funding
Adaptive Planning at a Regional Scale
 Exploration of an Adaptive Management and Regionally-Based Approach
 Government-Government Consultation
Resilience to Changing Conditions and Disasters
 Climate Adaption and Mitigation
 Integration of Disaster Preparedness and
Growth Planning
Statewide Water Planning
 A Statewide Water Plan
Equity
 Integration of Equity into Growth Planning
Economic Development
 Statewide Economic Development Strategy
 Integration of Ports into Growth Planning
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A Road Map to Washington’s Future:
Example of Adaptive Management
and Regionally Based Approach to
Growth Planning
Restructuring aspects of the growth
planning and implementation process –
such as housing, employment, ecosystem
protection and restoration, transportation,
and economic development – away from
a county-by-county approach, and
toward more appropriate regional scales,
such as multi-county planning initiatives,
bioregions, ecosystems, and watersheds.
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Exhibit 4.

A Road Map to Washington’s Future –
Key Reforms to Improve the Existing
Growth Planning Framework

▪

State Agency Coordination with, and
Support for, Regional Plans

▪

Funding and Capacity for Planning and
Implementation

▪

Monitoring and Evaluation of
Comprehensive and Regional Plans

▪

Education

▪
▪

Health of the Environment

▪
▪

Housing

▪

Economic Viability of Agriculture and Other
Natural Resource Industries

▪
▪

Transportation

▪

Other GMA Modifications

Human Health and Well-Being
Annexation

Coordination with Military Installations

Selected GMA Reforms
Develop funding strategies and new fiscal tools for
cities and counties to implement the housing
elements in their Comprehensive Plans and monitor
achievement of housing targets.
Consider revising the update cycle for
comprehensive plans from every eight years to
every ten years. Begin this process in phases,
starting with moving the next update deadline for
the four Central Puget Sound counties from 2023 to
2025, in order to sync with population data from
the 2020 Federal Census.
Desiring a more flexible approach to LAMIRDs was
cited by many (Road Map) participants. There
were many examples given where unique local
conditions could not be accounted for in the
current planning framework, limiting innovation
and options for achieving the desired outcomes.
For example, many participants cited the GMA
restrictions regarding Local Areas of More Intensive
Rural Development (LAMIRDs). Some talked about
the impact of LAMIRD restrictions on rural
communities, often referring to them as economic
sinkholes, depriving rural county governments of
needed revenues and inhibiting the ability of a
community to be innovative and address unique
local challenges.

The Road Map to Washington’s Future could affect county planning in several ways if the
recommendations are implemented by the legislature:

▪

If watershed planning approaches are incorporated, there may be more interjurisdictional
coordination required.

▪

The overall timeline to consider growth, capacity, targets, and UGA sizing could be delayed
to 2025. There would be 5-year mid-term reviews of buildable lands trends to make countywide or regional adjustments to housing policies, targets, and actions.

▪

LAMIRD criteria could alter how rural centers may be addressed. At the time of a
Comprehensive Plan Update or through a separate subarea planning process and docket,
the County could consider the long-term boundaries of the Clearview LAMIRD. However,
amendments of boundaries for a Type 1 LAMIRD would first require amending provisions in
the GMA.
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PSRC’s VISION 2050 Update – Regional Growth Strategy
Currently, PSRC is conducting an update to VISION 2040, called VISION 2050. A draft plan was
released on July 19, 2019 for public comment. PSRC conducted a scoping process and
prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), covering the following alternatives:
Exhibit 5.

Comparison of VISION 2050 Alternatives – Population Shares
DEIS: Stay
the Course

DEIS: TransitFocused

DEIS: Reset
Urban
Growth

Draft Preferred
Alternative for
Region

Draft Preferred
Alternative for
Sno. Co.

Metropolitan
Cities

35%

36%

31%

36%

20%

Core Cities

28%

29%

25%

28-29%

11%

HCT Communities

18%

23%

18%

21%

50%

Cities & Towns

9%

6%

8%

6%

9%

Unincorporated
Urban

5%

4%

12%

4-5%

4%

Rural

5%

2%

6%

3%

6%

Shares

Sources: (PSRC, 2019); (PSRC, 2019).

The Draft VISION 2050 preferred alternative advances the Transit Focus Growth strategies
alternative from the Draft EIS, which places a majority of new growth near high capacity transit
(Light rail, bus rapid transit, commuter rail and ferry) and de-emphasizes growth in rural portions
of the four county region (Snohomish, King, Pierce, and Kitsap counties). UGA Boundary
amendments that would significantly affect the regional growth share are subject to comment
and PSRC approval as described under UGA Boundary Amendments below.

Buildable Lands Report (SB 5254)
As described above, Snohomish County is required to periodically prepare a report on the
availability of buildable lands to meet growth targets. Amendments to the Buildable Lands
program in 2017 through E2SSB 5254 address a range of topics including:
▪ Types of annual data to be collected and analyzed by a county and its cities.

▪

Approaches for determining the suitability and capacity of land for development or
redevelopment.

▪
▪

Methodology for reasonable market factor analysis.

▪

Clarity on reasonable measures, including what they include and when they are to be
implemented.

Effects of zoning, development, and environmental regulations; housing availability and
affordability; and infrastructure costs.
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Snohomish County is working to coordinate initial efforts for its 2021 Buildable Lands Report. It
may be necessary to seek amendments to CPPs or administrative procedures to implement
requirements from SB 5254 (2017-2018).
The new Buildable Lands Report would identify if there is sufficient capacity to meet adopted
targets in the existing UGAs for 2035. The evaluation of prior reasonable measures taken to
increase capacity before considering UGA changes would be evaluated, and the potential for
new reasonable measures would be identified. The County and each city would consider its
projected population, housing, and employment growth, and identify where additional growth
could be accommodated and if there is a need for additional UGA lands.
While new Buildable Lands Report results are unknown, indicators based on growth monitoring
show there is increased growth and sufficient overall capacity to meet population, housing, and
employment growth targets under the County’s adopted Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County’s 2023 Comprehensive Plan Update
Snohomish County is developing a strategy to complete its Comprehensive Plan Update by the
current deadline of 2023. See Exhibit 6.
Among steps for completing the Comprehensive Plan Update, the following initiatives precede
adoption of the Comprehensive Plan:

▪

VISION 2050 Regional Growth Strategy anticipated to be adopted in Spring 2020;

▪

Buildable Lands Report completion, initial 2043 population and employment growth targets,
and CPP amendments anticipated to be adopted in 2021;

▪

Proposals for amendments to the comprehensive plan made by non-County individuals or
organizations through the docket (deadline to submit October 2020 and County Council
action in 2021) – it is through this process that the County could consider, for example,
amendments to UGA boundaries and other amendments affecting land use; and

▪

State OFM Population Forecasts due in 2022.
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Exhibit 6.

Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan Update and Compliance Review Process

Source: Snohomish County PDS, March 2019.

The draft timeline for the 2023 Comprehensive Plan Update is shown in Exhibit 7. The update
process can be divided into three parts. Part 1 is a public kickoff with public education and
consideration of potential policy issues. Part 2 involves public scoping of the breadth of
environmental review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), development of land use
alternatives for analysis in a Draft EIS, completion of the Draft EIS on proposed amendments to
the County’s Comprehensive Plan, and solicitation of public comments on the Draft EIS. Part 3
involves planning commission hearing(s) and recommendations, preparing a Final EIS reflecting
a preferred alternative and responses to comments on the Draft EIS, and County Council
hearings, deliberations, and adoption of amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.
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Exhibit 7.

Draft 2023 Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan Update Process

Source: Snohomish County PDS, July 2019.

UGA Boundary Amendments
UGA boundary changes would need to be consistent with state, regional, and county planning
goals, policies, and requirements, if the proposals are fundamentally supported by population
and/or employment capacity and needs. Other criteria regarding the ability to provide urban
services, ensure logical boundaries, and reflect city support or the public interest are important
to meet; however, a UGA expansion would be difficult to approve without an underlying need
for population or employment capacity.
Per CPPs and the GPP that are designed to implement state goals, UGA Proposals should be
consistent with either #1 or #2 below:
The proposal for a UGA expansion is co-timed with a UGA reduction so that the combined
proposal is capacity neutral (e.g., no net increase in population or employment capacity).
This is a UGA adjustment (or “swap”); OR
The proposal for a UGA expansion meets a series of criteria regarding land capacity and
buildable lands report results, growth trends, conservation of significant features, etc. In
addition to capacity-related criteria, the proposal boundaries need to be logical and the area
must be feasible to serve with urban services. See CPP DP-2 sidebar on the following pages.
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Countywide Planning Policies, Development Patterns, Policy DP-2
DP-2 An expansion of the boundary of an individual Urban Growth Area (UGA) that results in a net increase of
residential, commercial or industrial land capacity shall not be permitted unless:
a. The expansion is supported by a land capacity analysis adopted by the County Council pursuant to
RCW 36.70A.110;
b. The resulting total additional population capacity within the Snohomish County composite UGA as documented
by both City and County comprehensive plans does not exceed the total 20-year forecasted UGA population
growth by more than 15 percent;
c. The expansion otherwise complies with the Growth Management Act;
d. Any UGA expansion should have the support of affected cities. Prior to issuing a decision on a UGA boundary
change, the County shall consult with affected cities and give substantial weight to a city’s position on the
matter. If the County Council approves an expansion or contraction of a UGA boundary that is not supported by
an affected city, it shall include in its findings how the public interest is served by the UGA expansion or
contraction despite the objection of an affected city; and
e. One of the following conditions is met:
1. The expansion is a result of the most recent buildable lands review and evaluation required by
RCW 36.70A.215 and performed per policy GF-7 following the procedures in Appendix E.
2. The expansion is a result of the review of UGAs at least every eight years to accommodate the succeeding
twenty years of projected growth, as projected by the State Office of Financial Management, and adopted
by the County as the 20-year urban allocated population projection as required by RCW 36.70A.130(3).
3. Both of the following conditions are met for expansion of the boundary of an individual UGA to include
additional residential land:
(a) Population growth in the UGA (city plus unincorporated UGA) since the start of the twenty-year planning
period, equals or exceeds fifty percent of the additional population capacity estimated for the UGA at
the start of the planning period. Acceptable sources of documentation are the most recent Snohomish
County Tomorrow (SCT) Growth Monitoring Report (GMR) or the buildable lands review and evaluation
(Buildable Lands Report [BLR]), and
(b) An updated residential land capacity analysis conducted by city and County staff for the UGA confirms
the accuracy of the above finding using more recent residential capacity estimates and assumptions,
and any new information presented at public hearings that confirms or revises the conclusions is
considered.
4. Both of the following conditions are met for expansion of the boundary of an individual UGA to include
additional employment land:
(a) Employment growth in the UGA (city plus unincorporated UGA) since the start of the twenty-year
planning period, equals or exceeds fifty percent of the additional employment capacity in the UGA at
the start of the planning period. Acceptable sources of documentation are the most recent SCT GMR or
the buildable lands review and evaluation (BLR), and
(b) An updated employment land capacity analysis conducted by city and County staff for the UGA
confirms the accuracy of the above finding using more recent employment capacity estimates and
assumptions.
5. The expansion will correct a demonstrated mapping error.10
10The

type of errors that this policy intends to correct are cases where the UGA line incorrectly bisects an existing building or parcel,
where it inadvertently and incorrectly follows an arbitrary feature such as a section line, or where the boundary is on the wrong side of
a right-of-way that is expected to be annexed by a city.

CPP DP-2 continued on the next page
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Countywide Planning Policies, Development Patterns, Policy DP-2
6. Schools (including public, private and parochial), churches, institutions and other community facilities that
primarily serve urban populations within the urban growth area in locations where they will promote the local
desired growth plans should be located in an urban growth area. In the event that it is demonstrated that no
site within the UGA can reasonably or logically accommodate the proposed facilities, urban growth area
expansions may take place to allow the development of these facilities provided that the expansion area is
adjacent to an existing UGA.
7. In UGAs where the threshold in Condition 4 has not been reached, the boundary of an individual UGA may
be expanded to include additional industrial land if the expansion is based on the criteria contained in
RCW 36.70A.365 for the establishment of a major industrial development. This assessment shall be based on a
collaborative County and city analysis of large developable industrial site needs in relation to land supply.
“Large developable industrial sites” may include land considered vacant, redevelopable, and/or partiallyused by the Buildable Lands Program (per GF-7 and Appendix E of these CPPs) and may include one or more
large parcels or several small parcels where consolidation is feasible.
8. The expansion will result in the realization of a significant public benefit as evidenced by Transfer of
Development Rights (TDR) to the expansion area from Agriculture or Forest lands designated as TDR sending
areas. The expansion area shall not be a designated forest or agricultural land of long-term significance.
9. The expansion will permanently preserve a substantial land area containing one or more significant natural or
cultural feature(s) as open space adjacent to the revised UGA boundary and will provide separation
between urban and rural areas. The presence of significant natural or cultural features shall be determined
by the respective legislative bodies of the county and the city or cities immediately adjacent to the proposed
expansion, and may include, but are not limited to, landforms, rivers, bodies of water, historic properties,
archeological resources, unique wildlife habitat, and fish and wildlife conservation areas.
10. The expansion is a response to a declaration by the County Executive, or the County Council by resolution, of
a critical shortage of affordable housing which is uncurable in a timely manner by the implementation of
reasonable measures or other instrumentality reasonably available to the jurisdiction, and the expansion is
reasonably calculated to provide affordable housing.
11. The expansion will result in the economic development of lands that no longer satisfy the designation criteria
for natural resource lands and the lands have been redesignated to an appropriate non-resource land use
designation. Provided that expansions are supported by the majority of the affected cities and towns whose
UGA or designated MUGA is being expanded and shall not create a significant increase in total employment
capacity (as represented by permanent jobs) of an individual UGA, as reported in the most recent Snohomish
County Tomorrow Growth Monitoring Report in the year of expansion.

Amending Policies
There are a number of laws, policies, and processes that govern the amendment of UGA
boundaries. In the event that a proposed UGA boundary amendment is considered inconsistent
with existing policies, and should there be interest in seeking amendments to such policies, there
are steps that need to be followed, depending on the particular policies at issue. The following
addresses at a high level some of the procedures that would need to be taken into account if
seeking changes to policies on the subject of amending UGAs.
Snohomish County Process: Amendment of the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan
Amending the County’s policies for UGA amendments would require amending the County’s
Comprehensive Plan. The process for amending the County Comprehensive Plan is identified
earlier in this section and illustrated in a simplified way in Exhibit 8. The County Council can
amend the Comprehensive Plan once per year, except under identified circumstances.
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Exhibit 8.

UGA Boundary Amendment – Local Process, Simplified
Staff Review and Evaluation

UGA Initial Review and
Evaluation

County Council Determines
Docket

SEPA Review
State/Regional/County
Agency Consultation
Public Comment Period

Planning Commission Public
Hearings &
Recommendations

County Council
Consideration

Source: Chapter 30.74 Snohomish County Code, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Countywide Process: Amendment of the Countywide Planning Policies
The County Council is the body that adopts Countywide Planning Policies. The CPPs would need
amending if different policies related to amending UGAs were sought. Refinements and future
amendments to the CPPs use a process agreed to by Snohomish County Tomorrow’s Steering
Committee. This process generally calls for one of the standing committees of Snohomish County
Tomorrow – usually, but not always, the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) – to take the lead in
formulating draft policy amendments to the Steering Committee. The Steering Committee then
takes input and forwards its recommendation(s) to the County Council. Finally, the Council holds
a public hearing and takes final action. The process for amending CPPs is depicted in Exhibit 9.
Exhibit 9.

Process to Amend Countywide Planning Policies: CPP Figure 4

Source: Countywide Planning Policies, effective date November 10, 2016.
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Regional Process: Amendment of Regional Growth Strategy
In addition to requiring consistency with the CPPs and GPP, UGA amendments must be
consistent with Puget Sound Regional Council’s Regional Growth Strategy (RGS). As described
earlier in this section, PSRC’s Executive Board reviews local Comprehensive Plans for consistency
with the regional plan and certifies Transportation Elements.
VISION 2040, the current regional plan, adopts growth allocations but not UGA boundaries, and
includes the RGS and policies on growth and development.
VISION 2040 identifies how amendments may be made:

▪

Amendments to multicounty planning policies require formal action by the Regional
Council’s General Assembly. For substantive amendments that require General Assembly
review, a majority of the General Assembly would be needed. A quorum is defined as onehalf of the member jurisdictions, representing at least 50% of the regional population. Twothirds of those present must vote affirmatively to approve the regional plans. The General
Assembly typically meets once per year.

▪

Revisions, changes, or additions to actions or measures may be made by the Executive Board.
PSRC allows technical amendments to VISION 2040 to change the classification of a city or
unincorporated community, which are voted on by the Executive Committee. For example, if
a Small City has grown and meets the criteria of a Larger City, the Executive Committee has
made changes in the past (e.g., Lake Stevens, Bonney Lake, and Covington).

▪

Substantive amendments to VISION 2040 will be made as needed in advance of the regular
schedule for major updates to local comprehensive plans, as required by the Growth
Management Act. This process is underway now with the development of VISION 2050.

Exhibit 10 shows the simplified steps for amending the regional plan.
Exhibit 10. Substantive VISION 2040 Amendment Including RGS or MPP Changes – Local and
Regional Process

Propose Change

Review by PSRC
Growth Management
Policy Board

Review by PSRC
Executive Board

PSRC General Assembly
Consideration

Source: (PSRC, 2019).

It should be noted that it is not known what final policy changes will be adopted under VISION
2050 or whether procedures for seeking amendments to the RGS will change.
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Legislative Amendments
If the County were to pursue UGA boundary changes that could not meet requirements to
appropriately size UGAs with respect to population targets and capacity or other UGA sizing
requirements in RCW 36.70A.110, the County would need to pursue a change to the GMA
through legislation. A member of the legislature would need to offer a bill for consideration by
the legislature and there are numerous steps. (Washington State Legislature, 2019)
Depending on the nature of the legislation, it could mean changes to Countywide Planning
Policies that would require consultation with Snohomish County Tomorrow or a need to change
the requirement to seek regional approval through the PSRC.
A legislative amendment could mean a multi-year effort, and the potential for successful
legislation is unknown, particularly if it is not consistent with the regional growth strategy.

Findings
The GMA provides a framework for growth and development in both urban and rural areas
(such as the BPS Area), including state goals and requirements that flow through multicounty
planning policies, countywide planning policies, and local comprehensive plans.
Changes are possible to UGAs provided certain criteria are met; the criteria center on
demonstrating a need driven by population and employment growth, that the UGA can be
served with urban levels of service, and that the boundaries are logical. There are amendment
procedures with multiple layers of county and regional review. It is possible that legislative
amendments would be needed to the GMA if UGA amendments are desired and they do not
meet GMA requirements, regional planning policies, or countywide planning policies. Legislative
amendments to the GMA would be a length process with the potential for success uncertain.
Changes to LAMIRDs are also possible in rural areas if there was an error in identifying logical
outer boundaries. There are other types of LAMIRDs oriented around tourism or isolated rural
employment centers that may be possible. The Road Map to Washington’s Future includes
discussion of a number of areas that would change the planning framework, including flexibility
in requirements associated with LAMIRDs.
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Visual Character and
Development Typologies
Topic Introduction
This section addresses the visual and design characteristics of the Boundary Planning Study
Area’s character in two ways.

▪

First, it summarizes at a landscape level the area’s visual character in terms of a “visual
structure map” that identifies natural and human made conditions to understand the larger
visual and functional patterns that characterize the area.

▪

Second, this section also presents a range of rural and urban housing types and densities,
integrated with open space, and a range of small-scale commercial formats that were used
as building blocks for developing the scenarios evaluated in this study.

This section is structured as follows:

▪

Topic Introduction

▪

Visual Structure

▪

Typologies

▪

Precedents and Case Studies

In addition to supporting the development of scenarios to consider implications of the current or
alternative development patterns, the visual structure map and range of rural and urban
typologies could aid in the identification of urban separator location to address land use
compatibility. See Section 3.A Governing Frameworks and Section 6.B Tools and Opportunities
for more review of urban separators.
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Visual Structure

Headwaters of Little Bear Creek
Snohomish County, 2018.

Study Area Roads and Topography
Snohomish County, 2018.

Elements that create visual structure include natural features and development. The Boundary
Planning Study (BPS) Area has an abundance of tree canopy, and natural stream corridors.
Homes and businesses constitute impervious areas along state highways and in the historic
communities of Clearview and Maltby. Exhibit 1 illustrates the BPS Area’s current development
patterns.
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Exhibit 1.

Boundary Planning Study Area – Natural and Developed Areas

Tree Canopy and Impervious Surfaces

Natural Constraints

Topography

Parcel Pattern and Uses

Note: These maps were
generated solely for
the Southwest UGA
Boundary Planning
Study and are subject
to all limitations of the
study described in
Chapter 1 of this
report. All data,
analysis, and
information set forth
herein are for
illustrative purposes
only and are subject to
change. Snohomish
County makes no
representation or
warranty concerning
the content, accuracy,
currency,
completeness, or
quality of the
information contained
herein.

Source: Makers, 2018.
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The visual structure map in Exhibit 2 combines information in Exhibit 1 and adds information
gained from a visual review of local conditions. The visual structure (Exhibit 2) maps some
notable elements in the BPS Area, including:

▪

Developed Edge: The place where distinct urban level development abuts more rural areas.
These could be locations to consider urban separators, which are places where open space,
landscaping, and development design (e.g. clustering, transitions in density/height, etc.)
could be applied for more optimal land use compatibility.

▪

Nodes: Focal points, crossings/crossroads, or places where there is a shift in the street or land
use pattern.

The visual characteristics of the BPS Area as illustrated by the visual structure map include:

▪

SR 9 is a primary transportation route with a mixed low intensity frontage interspersed by
forestland, rural residential, and rural businesses and clusters, or “nodes” of more
concentrated commercial and mixed-commercial and residential development.

▪

There are several nodes or potential nodes where roads intersect and key destinations, like
shops and gathering places, are located. Existing nodes include Clearview and Maltby, and
a potential nodes at Maltby Road and SR 9.

▪

The Little Bear Creek and steeper topography form a “V” in the central BPS Area. See Exhibit
1. Lands on the west and east are less constrained by natural features.

▪

Distinct urban edges are found at the SWUGA boundary and along the Maltby UGA.

▪

The Snohomish River valley continues the agriculture and rural scene on the east.

From a strictly visual assessment, it appears that the greater opportunities for development and
redevelopment occur on the east and southwest edges of the BPS Area because:

▪

Environmental resources (especially by the Little Bear Creek drainage) and existing
development patterns pose constraints in the central part of the BPS Area.

▪

Lack of through streets in the central part of the BPS Area limit access.

▪

Existing near-by development on the BPS Area’s periphery has a more urban visual and land
use character. Edges are locations where urban separators or transitional elements from
urban to rural uses could be considered. The use of urban separators is considered in Section
3.A Governing Frameworks and Section 6.B Tools and Opportunities.

The information portrayed is general in nature and based primarily on a visual evaluation. It does
not consider policies and legal considerations, availability of services and utilities, or other
matters. Patterns in the visual structure begin to suggest development opportunities and
considerations that are refined by the more detailed information and analysis in the Natural,
Social, Land Suitability, and other sections of the BPS Area study report.
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Exhibit 2.

Visual Structure Map

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Makers, 2018.
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Typologies
The visual structure map (Exhibit 2) was also used to develop rural and urban typologies.
Typologies are used to classify lots, places, buildings, blocks, or streets by shared characteristics
(density, open space, form, width, etc.). Across a community or region, typologies can range
from rural to urban, illustrating different types of homes, common space, or densities.
The typologies on the following pages illustrate low and medium density rural and urban housing
types, and small-scale commercial and mixed-use formats. See Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 4.
These typologies include forms that fit the current BPS Area housing pattern and rural
commercial nodes consistent with the County’s adopted Rural Residential-5 and Clearview
Commercial zones.
They also illustrate more efficient urban housing types and mixed-use commercial that could be
applied to the BPS Area landscape, guided by land suitability results (vulnerabilities, costs, and
potentially developable), to create future scenarios for testing. The typologies identify housing
forms ranging from single family to low-rise multifamily developments that are in shorter supply in
the region and fill a “missing middle” home options affordable to a wider range of households.
“Middle” housing refers to a range of housing types — from duplexes to
townhomes to low-rise multifamily developments — that bridge a gap
between single-family housing and more intense multifamily and commercial
areas. … An analysis of American Community Survey data shows that these
middle housing options are indeed limited or “missing” from the region’s
homeownership market… Detached single-family represents 81 percent of the
ownership housing stock in King County, and 86 percent of the stock in Kitsap,
Pierce and Snohomish counties combined. …Two housing types that best
approximate middle housing — attached single-family homes (or townhomes)
and multifamily structures with 2-19 units — comprise just 6 percent and 5
percent of King County’s ownership stock, and even less (3 percent and 3
percent) across the balance of the region.
Land use plans currently designate Maltby UGA as an employment center. As Maltby UGA was
included for context only, no industrial typologies were developed for the area.

September 2019

3.B-6

Section 3.B ▪ Visual Character and Development Typologies

Exhibit 3.

Rural and Urban Residential Development Typology

Source: Makers, 2018.

September 2019

3.B-7

Section 3.B ▪ Visual Character and Development Typologies

Exhibit 4.

Commercial and Mixed-Use Centers

Source: Makers, 2018.
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Precedents and Case Studies
A few case studies and other reports that illustrate low impact and sensitive development to
date are listed below.

▪

Visualizing Compatible Density, Makers for MRSC.org, March 17, 2017:
http://mrsc.org/Home/Stay-Informed/MRSC-Insight/April-2017/Visualizing-CompatibleDensity.aspx

▪

Conservation Development in Practice, The Nature Conservancy and Chicago Wilderness:
https://www.cdfinc.com/xm_client/client_documents/Conservation_Design_Booklet.pdf

▪

Essential Smart Growth Fixes for Rural Planning, Zoning, and Development Codes, EPA, 2012:
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/documents/essential_smart_growth_fixes_rural_0.
pdf

September 2019

3.B-9

Section 3.B ▪ Visual Character and Development Typologies

September 2019

3.B-10

Charette and Scenarios
Topic Introduction
This chapter identifies different hypothetical growth scenarios for the Southwest Urban Growth
Area (SWUGA) Boundary Planning Study (BPS), highlighting how land could develop according
to different typologies (e.g., clustering patterns and densities, mixed use, large lots, etc.) as
illustrated in Section 3.B Visual Character and Development Typologies. Scenarios are designed
to help the County understand the challenges and opportunities of no change and making
changes—as it relates to land use, growth, conservation, infrastructure and service provision and
costs, policy framework, and related topics. The scenarios are mapped with 2-acre grid cells
instead of street blocks or parcels. Grid cells are analytic areas to which information about the
natural environment, land use, and other attributes are attached. Calculations of performance
indicators (vulnerability/suitability) are made in Section 6.A Vulnerability and Suitability.
It is important to remember that this study does not imply the county will make changes in land
use. It is designed to provide the county with more information to evaluate such changes should
the need arise.
This section is structured as follows:
▪ Topic Introduction

▪
▪
▪

Charrette Approach and Results
Current Strategies Scenario (2035 Adopted Plan)
Urban and Nodes Scenarios

The hypothetical “Nodes” and “Urban” scenarios are evaluated in Chapters 4 Social, 5
Environmental, 6 Land Suitability and Tool and Opportunities, and 7 Capital and Service Delivery and
Costs. In some instances, evaluations of the “Current Strategies” Scenario are also completed. The
“Current Strategies” Scenario is represented by application of the adopted Comprehensive Plan
target year of 2035, with no change to policy or land uses adopted in the Comprehensive Plan.

Charrette Approach and Results
This Boundary Planning Study (BPS) relies on the use of scenarios to provide information and
analysis about the implications of changing the current plans and strategies in the area. They
are not formal alternatives or proposals. Scenarios allowed the consultant team to identify
potential future growth levels and to consider how the pattern and level of growth could affect
environmental, social, and capital facilities and service delivery. A focus was placed on studying
distinct options, from Current Strategies based on today’s county land use policy, to a partial
developed pattern in focused Nodes, to a more Urban pattern.
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Prior to developing scenarios, the consultant team gathered information about current
conditions regarding environmental, social and economic, and public service topics. A staff and
consultant charrette was then held in January 2019. Through the charette information sharing
and map exercises, teams identified broad concepts for conservation, land use, transportation,
and parks and recreation. Different ideas were then coalesced into scenarios using the
charrette results. The process for developing the scenarios is illustrated in Exhibit 1.
Exhibit 1.

Scenario Development and Evaluation Process

Review Natural
& Built
Conditions

Brainstorm
Concepts:
Charrette

Develop
Scenarios

Evaluate
Scenarios
(Costs,
Opportunities,
Constraints)

Six teams addressed three scenarios: Current Strategies, Nodal Development, and Urban
Development. Charette results are summarized in Exhibit 2 below; more details are found in the
Appendix. Ideas from each group were synthesized into three composite strategies for
evaluation as described later in this chapter.
Exhibit 2.

Charrette Results Matrix

Charrette Group
and Scenario
Blue: Current
Strategies

Land Use
Continued Rural land use in
most of study area
Greenbelt to buffer Maltby
UGA
Increase neighborhood
businesses in Clearview to
reduce local residents’ need to
drive further

Red: Current
Strategies

Clearview as is
Park/open space near
Clearview
Linear Park along LBC –
connects to parks in north
Improve Carousel Park, turf
fields, off-leash, hiking

Transportation
Incorporate
Transit/Park and Rides,
e.g., Cathcart
Improve areas with
only one point of
access or poor
connectivity
Improve nonmotorized circulation
Park & Ride at SR9
and Cathcart
Pipelines/powerlines
as walking corridors
Centennial Trail –
bikes/walking –
connect with
Clearview?

Environment
Retain tree cover
Conservation
opportunities with
LLC Landowners
along Little Bear
Creek
Green belt/buffer
along boundary
with Maltby UGA
Culvert
improvements for
fish passage:
opportunities – fix
fish passage
Buffer west edge of
LBC

Transit improvements
coming to S&W edge
– 405 BRT
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Charrette Group
and Scenario
Green: Nodal
Development

Land Use
Create hard edge buffer
around Maltby by acquiring
property
Add town center at Maltby
with walkability
Add town center in Cathcart
with LI & commercial near SR 9
Townhouses and single family
on southwest

Yellow: Nodal
Development

Clearview is a
commercial/mixed use town
center, buffered by
apartments and townhomes;
transition to single family

Transportation
Add interchanges at
524, 180th, Yew Hwy
Strengthen E/W
connections along
180th & 524; provide
access to ST station

Environment
Protect LBC
Corridor – Central
Park? 4-1 Strategy.

Freight/truck mobility
on 522
SR 9 improvements

Critical area
corridors west of
Maltby
Nodes avoid LBC
corridor

Future secondary commercial/
mixed use along SR 9 south
Mixed use adjacent to
Cathcart
Southwest border: add urban
area with commercial/mixed
uses nodes on south and single
family to north
Buffer Maltby UGA with
commercial uses and protect
critical areas
Orange: Urban
Development

Mixed use centers at:

BRT Expansion, SR 522

o Clearview

Trail between
Clearview and Maltby

o Maltby

LBC corridor TDR
corridor

o SR 9/524
o 228th
o Thrasher’s Corner extension
Purple: Urban
Development

Clearview: High density
residential and commercial
Area northeast near Cathcart
and Broadway Urban High and
Urban Village

Limited access on SR9
Several improved
points of access on SR
522 and along SR9

LBC mitigation and
protection, and for
tributaries

Area west of Maltby, Urban
Low and Urban High Density
Residential
Southwest, Urban High
Residential on south, Medium
Density along SR 524 and to
northwest
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Current Strategies Scenario
Future land use categories and zoning districts in place today are the basis for the Current
Strategies Scenario. As applied in subsequent sections of the study, “Current Strategies represents
conditions at 2035, the planning horizon for the County’s adopted Comprehensive Plan. The
current zoning map is illustrated with a grid cell framework in Exhibit 4. Per Section 6.A Vulnerability
and Suitability, “cells” are a basic unit for calculating scenarios’ overall performance.
Most of the area is zoned for Rural 5-Acre Lots, allowing a very low density of 1 dwelling per 5
acres or 0.2 units per acre. Urban Districts in Maltby are allowed residential uses, though the
maximum density of these zones is only allowed in proximity to SR 99 and other major freeways,
but not SR 522.
Very little growth is anticipated under Current Strategies given the greater prevalence of Rural-5
zoning. However, there are legacy lots less than 5 acres in size that could be developed with
homes if meeting other county standards. See Section 4.B Land Use and Growth.
Exhibit 3.

Current Strategies – Zoning Density

Zoning
Clearview Rural Commercial

Max. Units per Acre
No min. lot area. Single Family Allowed.

Community Business

58.1

General Commercial

58.1

Heavy Industrial

—

Industrial Park

—

Light Industrial

—

Planned Community Business

58.1

Planned Industrial Park

—

Residential 20,000 sq. ft.

2.2

Residential 9,600 sq. ft.

4.5

Rural Business

—

Rural Conservation

0.5

Rural-5 Acre

0.2

Suburban Agriculture-1 Acre

1

Source: Snohomish County Code, 2019.

The County has allowed some housing types with special standards across several zones, such as
allowing bonuses to the normal density allowed in the underlying zone. For example, cottage
housing in urban zones is allowed at two times the maximum number of dwelling units allowed in
the underlying zone. Townhomes in some urban zones are allowed a 20% density bonus.
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Exhibit 4.

Current Strategies – Existing Zoning with 2-Acre Grid Cell

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.
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Urban and Nodes Scenarios
At a high level, this section describes land use and conservation features associated with the
hypothetical scenarios, and the relationship of the scenarios to transportation and other capital
facilities. These topics are further evaluated in Chapter 4 Social, Chapter 5 Environmental,
Chapter 6 Land Suitability and Tools and Opportunities, and Chapter 7 Capital and Service
Delivery and Costs.

Land Use
Densities
The Urban and Nodes scenarios combine different urban and rural development typologies, as
presented in Section 3.B Visual Character and Development Typologies. Each typology
represents a housing or mixed use development type that range in density levels. Typologies are
not zoning districts; they are meant to identify potential land uses that could fit in the area under
either rural or urban conditions. See Exhibit 5 for the typologies and typical densities.
Exhibit 5.

Development Typologies – Densities

Typology

Gross Range
Yield
Yield
(du/ac)
(du/ac)

Net Range
Yield
Yield
(du/ac)
(du/ac)

Adjusted
Yield*
(du/ac)

Urban
Large Lot Single Family Open Space

2

2.5

2

3

2.5**

Small Lot Single Family Open Space

4

6

6

8

7

Cottage Open space

8

10

10

12

11

Townhome Open Space

6

10

10

15

12.5

Small Lot Single Family

8

12

12

15

13.5

Cottages

12

16

16

18

17

Mixed Use Center

25

Rural Walk Up Multi Family Open Space

15

20

20

30

25

Townhomes

12

18

20

30

25

Walk Up Multi Family Open Space

15

20

20

30

25

Walk Up Multi Family

25

35

30

40

35

0

0

0

0

0

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

Rural
Rural Convenience Center
Rural Large Lot Single Family

Note: *Adjusted yield is the application of the mid-range net densities to determine growth yields.
**A net density of 4 du/ac is also tested for the Nodes for a ranged analysis as the County’s minimum urban density.
Source: Makers, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Mid-range net densities were applied to determine growth yields. The yields are further
described in Section 4.A Socio-economic Assessment. Growth yields were considered in the
evaluation of scenarios in Chapters 4 through 7 addressing Social, Environmental, Land Suitability
and Tools and Opportunities, and Capital and Service Delivery and Costs. For example, growth
yields were considered in transportation congestion modeling and costs of improvements in
Section 7.B Transportation/Traffic/Transit.

Patterns
The Urban and Nodes scenarios include different land use patterns. See Exhibit 6. The Nodes
Scenario retains more rural lands in Rural Large Lot Single Family use, and in the denser nodes
applies a few categories like Small Lot Single Family, Townhomes, and Walk Up Multifamily. The
Urban Scenario applies a wider range of densities with a smaller area of Rural Large Lot Single
Family along Little Bear Creek, a transitional Large Lot Open Space area in the center of the
study area, and Urban clustered housing types elsewhere.
Exhibit 6.

Urban and Nodes Scenario – Typology Acres

Typology

Urban Acres

Nodes Acres

Cottage Open space

—

54

Cottages

—

18

2,944

602

Mixed Use Center

535

398

Small Lot Single Family

509

1,348

1,968

93

Townhome Open Space

148

36

Townhomes

647

243

Walk Up Multi Family

230

86

Walk Up Multi Family Open Space

349

—

1,036

1,036

—

32

1,925

6,345

10,291

10,291

Urban

Large Lot Single Family Open Space

Small Lot Single Family Open Space

Urban – No Change
Maltby UGA
Rural
Rural Convenience Center
Rural Large Lot Single Family
TOTAL:
Source: BERK, 2019.
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The Urban Scenario extends urban uses to the most territory. The Nodes Scenario would contain
urban uses within denser focal points in the southwest and northeast portions of the study area.
Though each grid cell is applied a typology, it should be noted that not all areas are considered
developable; for example, critical areas are removed from density calculations as vulnerable
areas.
The Urban Scenario:



Shows more continuous urban areas.



Integrates higher density Mixed Use Commercial, Walk Up Multifamily, and Townhouses in the
Clearview area.




Shows Convenience Center at SR 524 and SR 9 similar to Current Strategies



Applies clustered development typologies extensively across urban areas to:



Provides greater mixed use near Maltby.


Recognize concentrations of critical areas,



Promote low impact development, and



Offer transitions from urban to rural densities.

Applies rural large single family development in the vicinity of Little Bear Creek. Typically,
within an urban growth area, densities are higher than in rural areas to meet Growth
Management Act goals for compact urban growth, avoiding sprawl, and conserving
environmentally sensitive areas and open space. As described in Section 3.A Governing
Frameworks, there are allowances for lower densities in urban separators and where there
are critical area complexes of high functions and values. The Rural Large Lot Single Family
Typology is assumed along Little Bear Creek in both the Urban and Nodes scenarios, and is
meant to recognize the sensitivity of the corridor and promote mitigation/protection. Under
the Urban Scenario, a central area between a network of creeks is applied “Large Lot Single
Family Open Space” and would mean clustering at lower urban densities.

With the Nodes Scenario, a rural edge is retained on the northwest BPS Area boundary. Along
the southwest portion of the BPS Area a narrower band of residential is proposed, transitioning to
the rural corridor of Little Bear Creek. On the northeast, the area is more compact and urban
with more residential open space typologies to transition to lower density rural areas to the east.
The central east retains a rural character until heading south to Maltby. The western edge of
Maltby is retained as Rural like Current Strategies. Over time, greater landscaped transitions
could occur to provide a buffer between uses; for example, this could take the form of wider
areas of dense trees, berms, or similar strategies planted on the property boundaries of either
UGA lots or Rural lots . Since the development pattern is fairly set under current conditions, this
would be a transition over time as new development or redevelopment occurs, property
acquisition occurs for environmental conservation, or where property owners implement such
landscaping voluntarily.
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Exhibit 7.

Hypothetical Nodes Scenario

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.
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Exhibit 8.

Hypothetical Urban Scenario

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.
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Growth Estimates
The full study area is over 10,000 acres in size. However, much of it is committed to residential use
through prior subdivisions, some of it is used for public parks or schools, and some land contains
critical areas such as streams and wetlands that cannot be developed. See Section 6.A
Vulnerability and Suitability. After considering the current patterns and vulnerable areas, net
acres were applied densities matching the typologies (mid-range of net densities). See Exhibit 5.
Housing yield results are presented in Exhibit 9. The Urban Scenario would produce roughly
23,284 added dwellings, and the Nodes Scenario about 15,585 dwellings. Since Current
Strategies is based on rural growth targets to 2035, it was anticipated to add 122 units consistent
with the Rural land use pattern. Rural housing capacity remaining in the BPS Area is higher but
still far below the Nodes and Urban scenarios at 343 as of 2011. See Section 4.B Land Use and
Growth capacity.
Most jobs are planned in the Maltby UGA and the Current Strategies Scenario illustrates a
doubling of current jobs based on current targets. The Nodes and Urban Scenarios would add
about 3,000 more jobs associated with Mixed Use Centers.
Exhibit 9.

Growth Estimates by Scenario
Housing Units
(Total)

Population
(Total)

Employment
(Total)

2010

4,102*

10,976

4,478

Current Strategies (2035)

4,224

11,310

9,200

Nodes

19,687

45,261

12,040

27,386-27,801

62,961-63,914

12,409

Scenario

Urban**

Notes: *The Transportation microanalysis zone (MAZ) model identifies 4,096 as the figure based on Census information.
The figure 4,102 is based on 2018 Assessor data and is rounded from grid-cell information.
**Due to the Large Lot Open Space in the central north area between the creek network, a range of densities is tested.
The low range is about 415 dwelling units less and assumes 2.5 units per net acre, whereas the upper number is at 4 units
per net acre.
Sources: Snohomish County PDS (2010); BERK, 2019.Source: Snohomish County, 2018; BERK, 2019.

Because the Nodes Scenario applies typologies that have higher densities on less constrained
land, the land assumed for urban housing is more productive and more land is retained as Rural.
As a result, the Nodes net urban density is higher at 11.8 units per acre compared to 10.7 units
per acre for the Urban Scenario that assumes more land in urban use at lower urban densities.
The Northeast Node contains 74% of urban typed acres, and about 70% of the growth yields as
identified in Section 4.A Socio-economic Assessment and 4.B Land Use and Growth Patterns. The
Southwest Node contains about 26% of net developable acres and about 30% of the growth
yields.
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Exhibit 10. Urban and Rural Acres by Scenario

Nodes Scenario

Urban Scenario

Rural Acres (Gross)

6,377

1,925

Rural Acres (Net) Suitable for Development

1,097

248

Urban Acres (Gross)

3,914

8,366

Urban Acres (Net) Suitable for Development (excluding Maltby)

1,317

2,172

Northeast Node

976

NA

Southwest Node

342

NA

15,585

23,284

Northeast Node

11,091

NA

Southwest Node

4,490

NA

5

2

11.8

10.7

Additional Residential Dwellings

Rural Large Lot Single Family
Net Urban Density (Excluding Rural and Maltby UGA)
Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2018. BERK, 2019.

Additional evaluation is provided in Section 4.B Land Use and Growth Patterns.

BPS Area Population and Years
The BPS Area population and households were more precisely measured in 2010 through the US Census.
The 2010 information is available by small areas (e.g. transportation model microanalysis zones called MAZ)
and is referenced as a base year particularly in relation to households or housing units.
Year 2018 data for population or households is approximated from other sources (e.g. ESRI Business Analyst).
In some cases, the year 2017 is employed as a base year when other County studies use that year (e.g.
2017 Growth Monitoring Report).
Assessor housing unit information as of 2018 was considered in the Scenario growth yield analysis to identify
already-developed grid-cells; the 2018 Assessor data showed a similar number of dwellings as the 2010 MAZ
estimates.
The “Current Strategies” Scenario evaluated in this study is based on the County’s adopted plans and
references the year 2035 (e.g. when discussing 2035 growth targets). The BPS Area is part of the County’s
entire unincorporated rural area and was assumed to have a small share of the County’s 2035 rural growth
target. As of 2018, the BPS Area population appears to have already exceeded the 2035 assumption by
about 120 people. The 2018 estimated population of 11,430 is used for the year 2018 and 2035 for Current
Strategies as a status quo assumption.
The Fiscal Analysis in this study, uses 2035 as a future year for all scenarios in order to make high level
revenue and cost information using a per capita basis; historic revenue and cost information is carried
forward to help identify implications of the scenarios. The use of 2035 in this case is necessary for analytic
purposes but does not mean that 2035 as a planning horizon year applies to the tested scenarios; the
scenarios’ growth capacity could occur over a longer period as it is not tied to a plan or policy.
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Environment
The Urban and Nodes scenarios consider environmental protection through the following:

▪

In both the Urban and Nodes scenarios, many stream corridors are treated with lower Rural
densities. These could function like Urban Separators. See Section 6.B Tools and
Opportunities.

▪

Considering the “triangle” between Trout Creek on the north, Great Dane Creek on the east,
and Little Bear Creek to the west, the Urban Scenario tests a Large Lot Open Space cluster
typology in this location which serves to allow clustered housing at lower densities in an area
with a complex of streams.

▪

In the Clearview and Maltby areas, consider transitions such as site design and landscaping
including trees. See Section 6.B Tools and Opportunities.

A concept called “Open Space/Conservation Focus Areas,” created for the purposes of the
study, is being used in the Urban Scenario. By designing the Urban Scenario to include “Open
Space/Conservation Focus Areas,” it is intended to allow depict areas where, application of
conservation strategies may be applied. In those areas, gross densities would be retained overall
but open space could:

▪

Be concentrated and connected to create enhanced buffers or habitat blocks, or passive
recreation if appropriate.

▪

Be priority areas for transfers of density, environmental enhancement, and mitigation.

▪

Provide opportunities for enhanced tree canopy protection.

Transportation and Other Capital Facilities
The Urban and Nodes scenario growth yields are evaluated for capital facility implications in
Chapter 7 Capital and Service Delivery and Costs, including the implications for additional road
and non-motorized networks, parks, schools, and other facilities and services. The Urban and
Nodes scenarios are compared to current capital and service provider plans associated with
the Current Strategies Scenario.

September 2019

3.C-13

Section 3.C ▪ Charette and Scenarios

September 2019

3.C-14

4

Social
4.A

Socio-economic Assessment

4.B

Land Use and Growth Patterns

4.C

Cultural Resources

So uth w es t Ur ba n Gr o wt h Ar ea Bo und ar y P lann ing Stu dy
Sn oh om is h C oun ty

Chapter 4 ▪ Social

September 2019

Socio-economic Assessment
Topic Introduction
The Southwest Urban Growth Area (SWUGA) Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area includes
employment clustered in the Maltby Urban Growth Area (UGA) and Clearview Limited Areas of
More Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRD), and low-density residential development in the
rural portion of the BPS Area.
This section provides background about the existing population and employment activities
within the BPS Area, and the related characteristics of local development that support living and
working within the BPS Area. It also addresses the implications of the scenarios on the current or
planned growth in the BPS Area and the broader Southwest UGA and the County.
This section is structured as follows:

▪

Topic Introduction

▪

Methods and Data

▪
▪

Summary of Conditions

▪
▪

Scenario Evaluation

Socio-economic Interviews
Findings

Methods and Data
The BPS Area comprises the Primary Study Area, and is compared to surrounding incorporated
cities (Bothell, Mill Creek, Monroe, and Snohomish), the entire SWUGA, and the county overall.
For each of these geographies, the following data sources were used:

▪

Population and households. For all demographics, population and household counts were
obtained from the Office of Financial Management (OFM).

▪

Population characteristics. ESRI Business Analyst, the US Census American Community Survey
5-year Estimates, and the US Department of Housing and Urban Development
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy Data (US Housing and Urban Development,
2018) were used to provide breakdowns and allocations of population and household data
points. These percentages and breakdowns were then applied to the verified OFM counts to
produce estimates for the current year.

▪

Housing characteristics. Tax assessment rolls from the Snohomish County Assessor’s Office for
2009 and 2018 were used to evaluate characteristics of the housing stock. This includes unit
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counts by housing type, as well as estimated housing values. Note that the Snohomish
County Assessor’s Office does not identify the number of rental units available in properties;
these were estimated from available square footage for this review.

▪

Economic activity and employment. Tax assessment rolls for 2009 and 2018 were used to
summarize the general amount of commercial, institutional, and industrial square footage in
improvements in the Primary Study Area. Employment estimates were calculated from
available employment statistics from OFM and the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC), as
well as the Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) program from the US Census
Bureau.

▪

Commuting and transportation costs. Information on commuting patterns for residents and
local employees was drawn from the US Census Bureau LEHD program.

▪

Housing and transportation costs. Evaluation of the combined costs of housing and
transportation was performed using the H+T Affordability Index provided by the Center for
Neighborhood Technology. (Center for Neighborhood Technology, 2018)

Summary of Conditions
As part of this Assessment, the following elements of the Primary Study Area are examined:
▪ Population demographics;

▪
▪
▪
▪

Market-rate and affordable housing characteristics;
Local economic activity and economic development;
Commuting patterns; and
Housing and transportation costs.

These characteristics are compared with other communities and the county to demonstrate
major differences between the local population and other populations in the region.
Section 4.B Land Use and Growth Patterns addresses growth projections from Snohomish County,
PSRC, and OFM applicable to the county and the Primary Study Area’s share in the context of
regional growth projections.

Population and Demographics
Details on the demographic characteristics of the local population and comparable areas are
provided in Exhibits 1 to 7.
▪ Population. The 2010 and 2018 populations of the Primary Study Area and comparable areas
in the region are shown in Exhibit 1. The Primary Study Area’s growth rate from 2010 to 2018 is
lower than surrounding communities. The Primary Study Area grew in population at 0.5% per
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year, versus 1.5% per year in the county overall, 1.7% in the SWUGA, 2.8% in unincorporated
areas of the SWUGA, and 3.8% in Bothell.

▪

Age. The breakdown of residents by age group shown in Exhibit 2 indicates that the
distribution between children (17 years and younger), adults (18–64), and seniors (65+) in the
Primary Study Area is consistent between the comparison areas examined. However, the
median age of residents in the Primary Study Area (43.2) is notably higher than other areas,
suggesting that the Primary Study Area includes larger shares of older adults than elsewhere
in the region.

▪

Household type. Exhibit 3 details the breakdown of households by type. The Primary Study
Area includes a greater number of married couples and a lower number of single
householders than other areas. This is reflected in an average household size that is higher
than the county average and other areas (excluding Monroe).

▪

Racial/ethnic composition. The distribution of residents by race is provided in Exhibit 4, and
breakdowns by Hispanic ethnicity are provided in Exhibit 5. The population of white residents
in the Primary Study Area (85%) is significantly higher than in the county as a whole (74%),
and second only to the City of Snohomish. Only 5% of the Primary Study Area population
reported as Hispanic, about half the proportion of the county as a whole.

▪

Household income and poverty. Exhibit 6 provides the distribution of household income by
area, and Exhibit 7 shows the percent of households under the poverty level. The median
income for the area is estimated at $129,419 for 2018. About 43% of households have an
income of $150,000 or over, which is distinctly higher than the other areas examined. About
8% of households are under the poverty line, which is comparable to other communities;
larger families likely form a larger proportion of this total than in other areas given the share
of households with couples and children and average household size per Exhibit 3.

Exhibit 1.

Population and Growth, 2010–2018
Population
2010

2018

Average Yearly
Growth Rate

BPS Area/Primary Study Area

10,968

11,430

0.5%

Bothell (Snohomish part)

16,415

17,820

1.0%

Bothell (King part)

17,090

27,440

6.1%

Mill Creek

18,244

20,470

1.4%

Monroe

17,304

18,860

1.1%

9,098

10,150

1.4%

10,938

11,830

1.0%

SWUGA (unincorporated)

171,240

212,925

2.8%

SWUGA (all)

432,020

493,320

1.7%

Snohomish County

713,335

805,120

1.5%

Study Area

Snohomish
Woodinville (King)

Source: OFM, 2018; Snohomish County, 2010.
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Exhibit 2.

Population Age Distribution

Note: Bothell includes full city in both King and Snohomish Counties.
Source: ESRI, 2018; OFM, 2018; BERK, 2018.

Exhibit 3.

Household Type and Size

Note: Bothell includes full city in both King and Snohomish Counties.
Source: US Census, 2013-2017; ESRI, 2018; OFM, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Exhibit 4.

Population Racial Breakdown

Note: Bothell includes full city in both King and Snohomish Counties.
Source: ESRI, 2018; OFM, 2018; BERK, 2018.

Exhibit 5.

Population Ethnic Breakdown

Note: Bothell includes full city in both King and Snohomish Counties.
Source: ESRI, 2018; OFM, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Exhibit 6.

Household Income Breakdown
2018
Median HH
Households
Income
4,081

SWUGA BPS Study Area

$ 129,419

18,129

Bothell

$

Under $50k
$150-200k
9%

88,740

$50-100k
Over $200k

26%
24%

22%

$100-150k

17%

31%

26%

22%

10%

13%

Mill Creek

8,524

$ 101,378

Monroe

5,541

$

75,798

Snohomish

4,070

$

60,123

SWUGA (all)

187,457

$

77,692

30%

32%

20%

9% 9%

Snohomish County

294,945

$

79,165

29%

33%

21%

9% 8%

21%

28%

30%

21%
38%

41%

17%

13%

22%

7%

31%

17%

6%

Note: Bothell includes full city in both King and Snohomish Counties.
Source: ESRI, 2018; OFM, 2018; BERK, 2018.

Exhibit 7.

Household Poverty
2018
Median HH
Households
Income

Percent HH Below Poverty
Percent HH At or Above Poverty Level

4,081

$

129,419

8%

92%

18,129

$

88,740

6%

94%

Mill Creek

8,524

$

101,378

5%

95%

Monroe

5,541

$

75,798

8%

Snohomish

4,070

$

60,123

11%

89%

SWUGA (all)

187,457

$

77,692

9%

91%

Snohomish County

294,945

$

79,165

9%

91%

SWUGA BPS Study Area
Bothell

92%

Note: Bothell includes full city in both King and Snohomish Counties.
Source: ESRI, 2018; OFM, 2018; BERK, 2018.

Housing Stock
A breakdown of housing stock by area and type is provided in Exhibit 8. Compared to all other
areas, including unincorporated Snohomish County and the county as a whole, most units in the
Primary Study Area are single-family housing units, which includes manufactured and mobile
homes, and there is little multifamily development. This parallels the socioeconomic data
described above, which highlights a higher household income, higher median age, and greater
proportion of married couples with children living in the area.
An additional component of the housing stock in this area is the higher relative proportion of
manufactured homes, which is slightly higher than in unincorporated Snohomish County overall
and much higher than in cities in the county. These units are present both in trailer parks in the
community, as well as on freehold and leasehold property elsewhere in the Primary Study Area.
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They likely provide a stock of relatively affordable units in an area without significant multifamily
development.
Given the housing stock and demographics data, it is likely that many of the residents choose to
live in this area to find single-family units on larger lots in a rural environment. Additionally, some
residents may also be drawn by the potential for affordable rural housing in this area with
mobile/manufactured homes.
New housing stock added to the area in the future may reflect different elements of demand.
As the capacity for new development is minimal, there is the potential for existing sites with
affordable manufactured homes to be redeveloped for higher-end housing options if permitted.
The extent of this change will depend on the availability of land in the region for higher-end
development, future zoning, and changes in demand for single-family residential units.
Exhibit 8.

Housing Stock Breakdown by Type

Note: This table relies on County assessor data for a more granular review of units shares and does not precisely match
State OFM estimates.
1 Includes only the portion of Bothell located in Snohomish County.
Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2009-2018; BERK, 2018.
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If the development concept in the Primary Study Area changes, however, it is expected that
certain elements of regional demand would be reflected in new additions to the housing stock:

▪

Utilization of developable lands in the SWUGA. Growth in the unincorporated areas of the
SWUGA have been significant, with an estimated 37,067 residents added between 2011–
2017. This has comprised over half of the growth in the county over this timeframe, and
about 81% of the 20-year growth target over a 6-year period. Much of this development has
been located in areas of the SWUGA directly adjacent to the Primary Study Area.

▪

Increase in multifamily housing development. Although the largest proportion of housing
units built across the county are single-family detached housing, over 40% of the new
housing units across the county permitted between 2010 and 2015 were duplex or multifamily units. In the Primary Study Area, however, there has been minimal development of
these formats given its largely Rural zoning. In areas of the SWUGA within a one-mile buffer of
the Primary Study Area only about 19% of housing units detailed in building permits have
been for greater than one housing unit.

▪

Significant single-family housing development in the area. As described in more detail in the
later section of this report on land use and development, there has been significant
development of single-family housing subdivisions in areas of the SWUGA close to the
boundary of the Primary Study Area. Within the SWUGA, about 81% of new housing units
permitted since 2011 within one mile of the Primary Study Area have been single-family units.
If new development is allowed in the Primary Study Area, this trend of single-family housing
development may continue, especially in areas adjacent to recently developed locations in
the current SWUGA.

Although the demand for new housing can be hard to characterize, this information suggests
that conceptual planning to consider demand in the area could include:

▪

Accommodation of more affordable housing options to replace likely losses in existing
naturally affordable manufactured/mobile homes.

▪

Planning for new subdivisions on large lot residential sites, potentially requiring efficient
platting and site design to incorporate environmental limitations and reduce lot sizes.

▪

Development of multifamily units in areas that can efficiently support higher density housing.

Accommodation of demand in the area should consider the need for additional single-family
housing but may include a greater amount of multi-family units than the current trends for
surrounding development would suggest. Assigning more than 19% of the total expected
housing units to multifamily formats may be possible where more urban development types are
feasible.
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Economic Alliance Snohomish County
The Economic Alliance Snohomish County identifies Business Objectives including:

▪
▪
▪
▪

Attract, Develop & Retain Talent
Foster Industry & Sector Diversity
Achieve World-class Infrastructure
Promote Snohomish County’s Strategic Assets

Some Strategies under these objectives applicable to the Boundary Study Planning Area include:

▪
▪

Promote welcoming, inclusive safe and nurturing communities that provide a quality of life
Develop an efficient, effective system to move people, goods and services regionally, nationally and
globally.

Some sectors of interest that could be associated with Maltby include clean tech and other emerging
technologies, natural resources manufacturing.
Sectors that could apply to the Boundary Planning Area more broadly include recreation and tourism (see
Tourism Plan discussion below).
(Economic Alliance Snohomish County, 2018)

Economic Development and Tourism
Summary
The Primary Study Area includes two major districts for employment-related activity:

▪

The Clearview LAMIRD area, which contains a neighborhood shopping center (Clearview
Plaza) and other retail commercial and institutional uses, primarily auto-oriented; and

▪

The Maltby UGA, which includes the Brightwater Treatment Plant as well as other
warehousing, self-storage, and industrial uses along with large-format retailers such as
Costco.

Note that given the limitations of the GMA on defining and maintaining a logical outer
boundary and minimal vacant land for the LAMIRD, significant employment growth is not
anticipated.
Additional employment-related land uses are also found across the area, including institutional,
home occupation, and agricultural activities. These uses can range from equestrian training, to
daycare and youth education, to meeting and wedding venues. Exhibit 9 includes a
breakdown of employment aggregated to major sector, based on 2009 and 2017 data for
surrounding jurisdictions from PSRC and 2009 and 2015 data from the US Census Longitudinal
Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) program for the Primary Study Area. This chart also
includes overall employment and average annual growth rates.
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Exhibit 9 highlights that construction/resource, manufacturing, and service activities are the
primary contributions of the Primary Study Area to the regional economy. Construction and
waste/remediation services (in part related to the Brightwater Treatment Plant) are major
sources of local employment, as well as manufacturing activities that are largely found within
the Maltby UGA. Retail and service businesses are in both the Maltby UGA and the Clearview
LAMIRD, including the Clearview Plaza neighborhood shopping center and a Costco Wholesale
store located in Maltby. Relative to other categories, government, and financial, insurance, and
real estate (FIRE) activities are not well represented in terms of jobs across the Primary Study
Area. There are several schools in the Primary Study Area that do provide educational jobs.
Exhibit 9.

Employment by Major Sector Category

Note: 1 Due to availability of data, study area statistics use 2015 data from the US Census LEHD program.
Source: PSRC, 2018; Snohomish County, 2018; BERK, 2018.

For the county, the Maltby UGA provides a substantive amount of urban industrial land for
development. Exhibit 10 provides statistics from the 2015 UGA Land Capacity Analysis for
Snohomish County for areas in the Future Land Use Map designated as “Urban Industrial” (UI).
This provides the output from the Analysis, including:
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▪

total areas zoned for urban industrial employment use;

▪
▪

total areas which are buildable, versus unbuildable and unsuitable for new development;

▪
▪

additional areas for development beyond what is required to reach employment targets; and

total net areas that can accommodate new employment uses;
additional employment which could be accommodated beyond targets, including both
maximum employment capacity and capacity that is reduced to consider market factors.

This evaluation of industrial land capacity indicates that as of 2015, the Maltby UGA included the
largest amount of buildable area and surplus land capacity for urban industrial uses and was
second only to Paine Field in terms of the additional employment that could be
accommodated in UI designated land. Employment growth in the Primary Study Area between
2009 and 2015 appears higher on average than growth from 2009 to 2017 in other comparable
areas. This is likely due in part to the development of big-box retail (Costco) and the Brightwater
Treatment Plant in the Maltby UGA, as well as retail development in the Clearview LAMIRD area.
Exhibit 10. 2015 Buildable Lands Assessment Summary, Urban Industrial Areas in UGAs
Acres
UGA

Total

Unbuildable

Additional Employment Cap.

Buildable

Surplus

Before Reduct.*

After Reduct.*

Non-SW UGAs
Arlington
Darrington
Lake Stevens
Maltby
Snohomish
Stanwood
TOTAL

—
288.1
69.9
411.6
—
26.3
795.8

—
77.1
13.1
76.9
—
8.3
175.5

—
211.0
56.7
334.7
—
18.0
620.4

—
2.7
7.0
60.8
—
11.9
82.3

—
1,939
668
5,421
—
356
8,384

—
1,560
460
3,917
—
237
6,174

MUGAs
Bothell
Edmonds
Everett
Lake Stickney
Lynnwood
Mill Creek
Mukilteo
Larch Way Overlap
Paine Field
Silver Firs
Woodway
TOTAL

—
—
249.6
—
21.2
55.8
125.7
—
306.9
229.2
—
988.3

—
—
117.4
—
12.6
16.4
25.9
—
125.4
56.3
—
354.1

—
—
132.2
—
8.6
39.4
99.7
—
181.5
172.8
—
634.3

—
—
—
—
—
5.3
0.8
—
—
—
—
6.1

—
—
4,071
—
254
1,090
2,677
—
4,360
1,072
—
13,524

—
—
2,707
—
196
837
2,021
—
4,148
885
—
10,794

1,784.2

529.5

1,254.7

88.5

21,908

16,968

COUNTY TOTAL

Note: Additional employment capacity could be accommodated beyond targets, including both maximum
employment capacity (before reduction) and capacity that is reduced to consider market factors (after reduction).
Source: Snohomish County, 2015.
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With respect to alignment with County economic development policies, the Maltby UGA portion
of the Primary Study Area provides available lands for light industrial development to support
manufacturing, warehousing, and construction-related activities, under Policy ED 3.A.2 in the
County Comprehensive Plan.1 According to assessments by Snohomish County, the Maltby UGA
generally includes about 70% of the total employment in the Primary Study Area, which
reinforces its status as a local job center. Significant manufacturing and construction
employment in this area is located in the Maltby UGA, which is likely a source for living-wage
employment in the area. To help maintain the viability of this employment center, uses within the
study area should be designed to incorporate activities adjacent to Maltby that are compatible
with long-term industrial uses (see policy ED 3.A.6).2

Tourism
Tourism does not appear to be a major focus of economic activity in the Primary Study Area, but
there are recreation and tourism resources of note. This includes community parks (Miners Corner
and Hole in the Sky), as well as the Brightwater Education and Community Center managed by
King County, which incorporates a meeting space and events center, and the Thomas
Eddy/Bob Heirnan Wildlife Park located just outside of the Primary Study Area to the northeast.

Vision for Snohomish County Tourism
Per the Snohomish County Strategic Tourism Plan, 2018-2022: There has been a lot of thought given to
creating a vision statement for Snohomish County tourism that incorporates its many positive attributes,
qualities and characteristics including but not limited to:

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

The county’s Pacific Northwest beauty and scenery from seashore to mountains
A wide range of amazing outdoor recreational activities and experiences for visitors and residents
The many trails and communities forming connected regions that showcase the natural environment,
people and places
The diverse offering of historic, cultural, and artistic activities, plus engaging events / festivals for visitors
and residents to enjoy
Friendly, caring, small town hospitality that welcomes and serves a diverse group of guests including
overnight visitors and day-trippers
The collaborative spirit of public and private sector tourism stakeholders, and federally recognized tribes,
which have come together to create products and services that are exceptional, high quality,
environmentally responsible and culturally sensitive
A tourism marketing and promotional effort growing in sophistication and skill that tells inspiring stories
about Snohomish County experiences, places and people (Snohomish County, 2018)

Policy ED 3.A.2 from the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan reads: “Snohomish County shall ensure a sufficient
base of appropriately designated and zoned land for employment targets as delineated in the Future Land Use Map of
the Comprehensive Plan. The vitality of the economy calls for large sites as well as parcels suitable for the large number
of small businesses within the county.”
2 Policy ED 3.A.2 from the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan reads: “Snohomish County shall support existing
industry by planning for compatible adjacent land uses.”
1
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Future parks and trails are also positioned to support regional tourism by building out a
connected green network. The future extension to the Centennial Trail will pass through the
Maltby UGA and connect to Woodinville; it is identified as a project implementing Snohomish
County’s Strategic Tourism Plan (Snohomish County, 2018). Additionally, there are plans to
develop Carousel Ranch Park, including several athletic fields which could provide a regional
draw for sports events. Additional planning in the Primary Study Area could involve connections
to these resources, as well as additional parks and open space coordinated as part of future
development.
Overall, tourism-related businesses are not widely represented in the Primary Study Area
according to available economic data. No hotel/motel rooms are available within the Primary
Study Area, although some lodgings are located just outside the Primary Study Area to the south
and southwest. Local employment in food service is relatively low in comparison to the county
on average, but two breweries and the Maltby Café located in the Primary Study Area may
attract additional visitors from outside the region.
One potential category of regional tourism is equestrian and related activities. There are several
horse-related businesses located within the Primary Study Area, providing boarding and training
in riding, jumping, and dressage. Given the site requirements for these activities, the low
residential density and large lots in the Primary Study Area are well-suited to accommodating
such businesses. Although these activities may not represent a large cluster for recreation and
tourism, they do represent a distinct offering that should be considered in long-term planning.
Another category of interest with respect to drawing regional customers is with wedding venues.
There are three identified wedding venues in the Primary Study Area that take advantage of the
natural environment and the character of the historic agricultural uses to provide services.

Commuting
The following two exhibits show journey to work for residents in the Primary Study Area and
employees working in the Primary Study Area:

▪

Exhibit 11 shows the place of residence for employees working in the Primary Study Area,
and

▪

Exhibit 12 shows the place of employment for residents of the Primary Study Area.

The findings show that most people working in the Primary Study Area are coming from outside
the Primary Study Area. Many employees live in Seattle, Everett, and areas north of the Primary
Study Area, including Snohomish and Lake Stevens. Over 50% of employees working in the
Primary Study Area are coming from over 10 miles away.

September 2019

4.A-13

Section 4.A ▪ Socio-economic Assessment

Exhibit 11. Place of Residence, Primary Study Area Employees

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: US Census LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics, 2015; BERK, 2018.
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Exhibit 12. Place of Employment, Primary Study Area Residents

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: US Census LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics, 2015; BERK, 2018.
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Additionally, almost no Primary Study Area residents work in the Primary Study Area, and most
are going to larger employment hubs with higher earnings potential. Seattle, Everett, Bellevue,
Bothell, and Redmond are the top five places of employment for Primary Study Area residents.
As shown in Exhibit 13, only 1.5% of Primary Study Area residents work in the Primary Study Area.
Exhibit 13. Number of Residents Living and Working in the Primary Study Area

Living and Employed in the Selection Area
Living in the Selection Area but Employed Outside
TOTAL

Count

Share

24

1.5%

1,631

98.5%

1,655

100%

Source: LEHD On the Map, 2015; BERK, 2019.

Housing and Transportation Costs
An assessment of housing costs in the region is provided below, with housing tenure provided in
Exhibit 14 and estimates of housing cost burdens (i.e., those earning less than 80% of the area
median income (AMI) and paying more than 30% of their income to housing) to households in
Exhibit 15. Exhibit 16 provides estimates of the combined household housing and transportation
costs for moderate-income residents of each area, defined as those earning 80% of AMI,
determined to be $56,380 for this assessment.
As noted previously, the dominant housing format in the Primary Study Area is single-family
housing, and incomes are higher relative to other areas of the county. This is reflected in the
significantly higher proportions of owner-occupied housing and relatively lower proportions of
cost-burdened households.
Housing and transportation costs for the area are highest for the Primary Study Area. Note that
this is expected as the median income in the Primary Study Area is higher. However,
transportation costs are also determined to be a higher percentage of comparable income
versus other communities in the region, especially when compared to the average for the
Southwest UGA. Given the high rates of homeownership, high household incomes, and
predominance of single-family housing in this area, lower-income households may find it difficult
to afford a large proportion of the housing located in the area.
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Exhibit 14. Housing Tenure

2018
Households
SWUGA BPS Study Area
Bothell

4,081
18,129

Mill Creek

8,524

Monroe

5,541

Snohomish

4,070

SWUGA (all)

187,457

Snohomish County

294,945

Renter HH
14%

Owner HH
86%

33%

67%

38%

62%

35%

65%

45%

55%

40%

60%

34%

66%

Note: Bothell includes full city in both King and Snohomish Counties.
Source: US Dept of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Affordable Housing Strategy, 2011-2015; ESRI, 2018;
OFM, 2018; BERK, 2018.

Exhibit 15. Housing Cost Burden

2018
Households
SWUGA BPS Study Area

4,081

Not Cost Burdened
Severely Cost Burdened (>50%)

Cost Burdened (30-50%)
Not Calculated*

71%

17%

11%

18,129

66%

19%

14%

Mill Creek

8,524

67%

19%

14%

Monroe

5,541

66%

20%

14%

Snohomish

4,070

62%

SWUGA (all)

187,457

63%

Snohomish County

294,945

65%

Bothell

19%
21%
20%

18%
15%
14%

Note: Bothell includes full city in both King and Snohomish Counties.
Source: US Dept of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Affordable Housing Strategy, 2011-2015; ESRI, 2018;
OFM, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Exhibit 16. Housing and Transportation Costs for a Moderate-Income Household (80% AMI)
Location

Housing and Transportation
Costs as % of Income

Housing Costs as %
of Income

Transportation Costs
as % of Income1

BPS Area

76.0%

50.9%

24.9%

Bothell

62.0%

41.0%

21.0%

Mill Creek

63.0%

42.0%

21.0%

Monroe

54.0%

32.0%

22.0%

Snohomish

54.0%

32.0%

22.0%

SWUGA (all)

56.1%

35.4%

20.7%

Snohomish County

58.0%

36.0%

22.0%

Note: 1 80% AMI is assumed to be $56,380 for all areas.
Source: Center for Neighborhood Technology Housing and Transportation Index, 2017; BERK, 2018.

Socio-economic Interviews
To address demographic trends, conditions, strengths, and weaknesses of the Primary Study
Area, Snohomish County staff and consultants interviewed a range of stakeholders, including
real estate professionals, developers, affordable housing providers, environmental and growth
management advocacy representatives, and health and transit service providers. See the
Appendix for a list of interviewees.
Related to the socioeconomic conditions in this section, highlights include:

▪

Population and demographics: The population in the Primary Study Area is older; prior to the
current economy, some older households could have jobs in the county that supported their
original home price.

▪

Housing stock: Regionally, there is a lack of housing inventory and higher costs. There is
demand for townhomes and single-family homes. Millennials are the largest demographic
group wanting to buy homes. Both seniors and millennials are interested in multigenerational
housing. Rents in the county have gone up by 45% between 2013 and 2017. More recent
growth in the last five years in the Primary Study Area and vicinity is likely due to the rising
cost of living in King County. Within Mill Creek, Bothell, and Silver Firs, there are multiple offers
to buy homes. Real estate activity in the Primary Study Area has been high and there has
been a limited one to two months’ supply in the early part of 2019. In the Primary Study Area,
housing is slightly more affordable east of SR 9.

▪

Economic development and tourism: In the region, employees are looking for affordability;
important to business investment. Locally, Maltby has been growing in jobs and has some
momentum.
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▪

Commuting/housing and transportation costs: Many living in the Primary Study Area are
commuting to King County and the technology corridor on the east side and Seattle. Some
are moving to the Primary Study Area and further north to find affordable housing. The area
lacks transit service; in long-term plans Community Transit is considering adding transit service
along SR-9. Some regional rapid transit service could happen sooner if the area were added
to service area. Routes along SR-9 would be beneficial connections for the rest of the service
area too.

▪

Character and environment considerations: The area has significant environmental features
including salmonid habitat important locally and regionally for the food web, including
orcas.

▪

Character considerations: Appropriate siting of density is important. Some were concerned
about the size of the Primary Study Area and implications for future planning.
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Scenario Evaluation
Section 3.C identifies scenarios under evaluation for environmental, social, land use, and capital
facility implications; the scenarios consider urban and rural typologies identified in Section 3.B.
Relevant to this socio-economics section, growth yields were calculated that apply open space
percentages for the clustered typologies. About 20% of land was deducted for rights of way or
capital facilities (e.g. stormwater, public parks). To account for unlikely change or inefficiencies
in development patterns, a 20% deduction factor was applied. Typology net densities were
applied at the midpoint of the range. Results indicate a large number of housing units and
modest differences in employment would be associated with the scenarios. The results show the
Nodes and Urban scenarios would produce substantially more housing than the Current
Strategies Scenario.
Exhibit 17. Scenario Growth Summary
Housing Units
(Total)

Households
(Total)1

Population
(Total)

Employment
(Total)2

2010

4,1023

3,853

10,976

4,478

Current Strategies

4,224

3,982

11,310

9,200

Nodes Scenario Estimate

19,6874

18,7034

45,261

12,040

Urban Scenario Estimate5

27,386-27,801

26,017-26,411

62,961-63,914

12,409

Scenario

Notes:
1. The travel demand model uses households as an input rather than housing units. Households are estimated by
applying a vacancy factor to housing units. This number is based on 2010 MAZ model results.
2. Employment is estimated by applying the following to gross square feet of added commercial space: for every 10,000
additional square feet, add 16 new FIRE/Services jobs and 7 new Retail jobs to the 2035 Adopted Plan job sector totals
by SMAZ.
3. The Transportation microanalysis zone (MAZ) model identifies 4,096 as the figure based on Census information. The
figure 4,102 is based on 2018 Assessor data and is rounded from grid-cell information.
4. The Northeast Node in Clearview represents about 70% of the residential growth and the Southwest Node represents
about 30% of the residential growth.
5. Due to the Large Lot Open Space in the central north area between the creek network, a range of densities is tested.
The low range is about 415 dwelling units less and assumes 2.5 units per net acre, whereas the upper number is at 4 units
per net acre.
Source: BERK, 2019.

The Northeast Node in Clearview represents about 70% of the residential growth and the
Southwest Node represents about 30% of the residential growth. See Exhibit 18.
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Exhibit 18. Housing Units and Commercial Space by Hypothetical Node

Housing Share, NE Node: 11,091

Job Share, NE Node: 1.02M SF

Housing Share, SW Node: 4,490

Job Share, SW Node: 138K SF
Job Share, Rural Convenience Center: 82K SF

The Nodes or Urban scenario would contribute a significant amount of housing within the
county. The Nodes Scenario would produce over 15,000 new dwellings, about 20% of the
unincorporated SWUGA stock, 12% of the county unincorporated stock, and 5% of the
countywide stock. As shown in Exhibit 19, the Urban Scenario would produce over 23,000 new
dwelling units, or about 30% of the current share of unincorporated SWUGA dwellings, 17% of
unincorporated County stock, and 7% of the countywide stock. The timelines for this
development are not defined under these scenarios, unlike Current Strategies that is based on
the 2035 horizon year and growth target which is limited in this rural area.
Exhibit 19. Housing Yields and Relationship to County Housing Stock
Nodes

Urban

Gross Housing Units: Existing and Future

19,687

27,386

Net Housing: New Housing

15,585

23,284

78,329

20%

30%

Addition to SWUGA Total: 2018

133,581

12%

17%

Addition to Countywide Total: 2018

312,332

5%

7%

Addition to Unincorporated SWUGA Housing Stock: 2018

Source: BERK, 2019.
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As noted in the Summary of Conditions above, the BPS Area has a larger share of mobile and
manufactured homes than other areas in the county including some in parks and some
individual manufactured homes on lots. If the area were to be included in the UGA, the County
would likely zone the mobile home parks with the Mobile Home Park Zone that is applied to
mobile home parks in the SWUA and other urban areas. The zone would limit increased
development pressures due to higher allowable development densities and market preferences
for alternative housing formats. Without protective zoning, these park locations may be
repurposed for denser residential development projects, which would increase the housing
stock. This could result in the loss of a portion of the naturally affordable housing stock in the BPS
Area and some lower-income households living in the community.

Findings
Current Conditions
The following findings are important to consider for planning in the Primary Study Area:

▪

The population of the Primary Study Area has a greater proportion of older, married
households with higher incomes than comparable areas in the region. There is also a higher
proportion of white, non-Hispanic residents in the Primary Study Area versus Snohomish
County as a whole.

▪

The housing stock in the Primary Study Area is dominated by single-family housing with very
little multi-family development, which is expected given the development patterns in the
area. There is a higher proportion of manufactured and mobile homes in the housing stock,
including units in distinct mobile home parks as well as individual units on separate parcels.

▪

The local economy in the Primary Study Area itself is strongly dominated by activities in the
construction and manufacturing industries in the Maltby UGA, as well as services likely
related to the Brightwater Treatment Plant. Other employment activities are present in the
Primary Study Area, including retail commercial and institutional uses in the Clearview
LAMIRD as well as rural uses such as daycare facilities, event venues, and equestrian training.

▪

Recreation and tourism activity in the Primary Study Area may be related to existing and
planned regional parks, trails, and other facilities, as well as horse-related businesses.
Available data does not indicate a strong cluster of activities in the Primary Study Area linked
to tourism-related businesses.

▪

Most employees commute from outside the Primary Study Area, with over half of employees
commuting from at least 10 miles away. Over half of residents of the Primary Study Area
commute at least 10 miles to work, with the most common places of work being Seattle
(20%) and Everett (11%). Over 30% of workers also commute to major job centers on the
Eastside, including Bellevue (10%), Bothell (7%), Redmond (7%), and Kirkland (6%). Only about
3% of workers within the Primary Study Area also work in the Area, however.
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▪

Housing is dominated by owner-occupied households in the Primary Study Area, with only
about 14% of units as rentals. Costs to households tend to be significantly higher as a
proportion of area median income; this is primarily due to the increased costs of housing, but
with some additional costs due to higher transportation costs to households from longer
commutes.

Scenario Evaluation
Growth yields indicate a large number of housing units and modest differences in employment
would be associated with the Nodes and Urban scenarios. Either scenario would contribute a
significant amount of housing within the county. The Nodes Scenario would produce over 15,000
new dwellings, about 20% of the unincorporated SWUGA stock and 5% of the countywide stock.
The Urban Scenario would produce over 23,000 new dwelling units which would equal 30% of
the current share of unincorporated SWUGA dwellings and 7% of the countywide stock.
With respect to housing types, the Urban Scenario includes about 46% of the total units as multifamily and single-family attached units, with the remaining 54% as single-family detached units.
The Nodes Scenario includes about 76% of new housing as single-family detached housing units.
This contrasts with development in surrounding areas in the SWUGA, where only about 19% of
total units covered by building permits were for more than one unit. This suggests that the
scenarios provide a strategy for local housing that is more oriented to denser forms of
development, including multi-family options, than historical development in adjacent areas.
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Land Use and Growth Patterns
Topic Introduction
Land use and growth patterns are a key element of social conditions in the Boundary Planning
Study (BPS) Area.
Current and planned land use reflect a chiefly rural residential pattern in the BPS Area, which
continues to the east into the Snohomish River valley. There is a clear distinction between the
rural patterns in the Boundary Planning Study Area, urban patterns to the north and west in the
Southwest Urban Growth Area (SWUGA) in Snohomish County, and the urban land use in King
County reflected in Woodinville along shared highways. The Maltby UGA also provides an urban
edge next to rural residential uses to the west.
While the rural pattern has been in place for decades, there has been growth both within and
abutting the study area in the SWUGA. Growth projections for the County, SWUGA, and
Boundary Planning Study Area are addressed along with land capacity. A Scenarios Evaluation
identifies implications of continuing or changing the current land use pattern.
This section is structured as follows:

▪

Topic Introduction

▪

Methods and Data

▪
▪

Summary Conditions

▪

Findings

Scenario Evaluation

Related topics are addressed in greater detail in other sections, including:

▪

Growth management policies are addressed in Section 3.A Governing Frameworks.

▪

Development of the land suitability analysis and scenarios, including growth yields, is
addressed in Section 3.C Charette and Scenarios.

Methods and Data
The land use analysis relies on geospatial information provided by Snohomish County such as
Assessor tax parcel information including use codes, and Future Land Use and Zoning maps. This
information is supplemented with geospatial data available from King County tax parcels, and
nearby cities’ Future Land Use and Zoning maps. In considering land use patterns, information is
presented within the BPS Area itself as the Primary Study Area and 1 mile beyond as a Secondary
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Study Area. The Secondary Study Area often compares the BPS Area to the SWUGA when
considering growth patterns.
To illustrate past and future growth trends, information on population, land use permits, tree
canopy changes, and estimates of vacant and developable land are considered.

Summary Conditions
Current Land Use
Primary Study Area
Land use patterns in the Primary Study Area reflect evolving land use policy and zoning
regulations. In decades past, the County allowed lot sizes of 1 acre minimum or 2.3 acre
minimum. To respond to the Growth Management Act (GMA) goals, the County adopted 5acre minimum zoning for much of the area to protect rural character and limit urban sprawl. The
land use conditions identified below reflect the County’s historic plans and codes and a trend
towards the County’s present plans and codes.
Almost three-quarters of the BPS Area, about 6,600 acres, is in residential use. Another 11%
consists of vacant or undeveloped property.1 Public/civic uses, which includes government
owned land including parks and trails, is a large category at 685 acres or 7%. About 4% is in
commercial/service uses. Land in current use taxation for agriculture or open space purposes
makes up about 249 acres or 3%.2 Though utilities and transportation make up just 3% of the land,
rights of way not included in parcel acres equal about 1,014 acres. Other uses equal less than
100 acres, such as manufacturing/industrial, and resources (e.g. animal husbandry/veterinary,
mining, other resource production). See Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2.

A parcel identified as “vacant” in the assessor data base, may have a structure on it, with a separate assessor record.
As an example, this is possible with condominium-type development.
2 The statistics are based on whole parcels coded by the Assessor as one use. There may be multipole uses on a property.
For example, see Chapter 5, Environmental, subsections F and G that identify agriculture, forestry, and open space
resources. There are portions of parcels that are used as farms or that contain tree canopy or open space.
1
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Exhibit 1.

Current Land Use – Primary Study Area
Parcel
Count

Parcel
Acres

Percent

4,057

6,565

71%

Commercial/Services

161

356

4%

Public/Civic

100

685

7%

Manufacturing/Industrial

38

99

1%

Utilities/Transportation

68

285

3%

3

20

<1%

32

249

3%

403

1,036

11%

4,862

9,295

100%

Land Use Category
Residential

Resources
Ag-Open Space CU
Vacant/Undeveloped
TOTAL
Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2019.

Exhibit 2.

Current Land Use Shares Chart – Primary Study Area

Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2019.

Small commercial/service parcels are clustered along SR 9 in Clearview near the intersections with
180th Street SE and 164th Street SE, and larger commercial/service, utilities/transportation, and
industrial uses lie within the Maltby UGA. Vacant/undeveloped lands and public/civic lands are
distributed along streams and in the Maltby UGA. A large public/civic site south of 180th Street SE
and east of SR 9 consists of the University of Washington experimental forest. See Exhibit 3.
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Exhibit 3.

Current Land Use Map – Primary Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; King County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Secondary Study Area
Within the Secondary Study Area, urban residential neighborhoods lie to the west and northwest.
To the east lie rural residential neighborhoods. See Exhibit 4. Continuing south and west on SR
522, there are concentrations of industrial use in Woodinville and commercial/services in Bothell.
Lying outside the northern boundary of Secondary Study Area is Snohomish County’s Cathcart
properties, which include government facilities, parks, and open space. The Snohomish School
District has educational facilities in the vicinity as well. Cathcart is a large utility/open space
located to the north. More agriculture uses are found to the east in the Snohomish River Valley.
There are several schools located within the Primary Study Area; see Section 7.E Schools.
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Exhibit 4.

Current Land Use – Secondary Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County Assessor, King County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Future Land Use and Zoning
Primary Study Area
Matching the current land use pattern, Snohomish County’s Future Land Use Map designates
most of the land as Rural Residential 1 DU/5 Acres Basic. See Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6.
Urban Industrial is the second largest category and Clearview Rural Commercial makes up the
next largest category. Clearview Rural Commercial and Urban Commercial are applied in
Clearview and Maltby respectively. A small area of Public/Institutional Use is applied in Maltby
and rounds out the Future Land Use Map designations. See Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6.
Exhibit 5.

Future Land Use Table – Primary Study Area

Label
Clearview Rural Commercial
Public/Institutional Use
Rural Residential (1 DU/5 Acres Basic)
Urban Commercial
Urban Industrial
TOTAL

Acres
116
72
9,143
65
894
10,289*

Clearview Rural Commercial (CRC).
This designation generally allows for
neighborhood, community, and rural
commercial uses including, but not
limited to, small grocery stores,
restaurants, service stations, hardware
stores, art galleries, antique stores, and
nurseries to serve the needs of the rural
population. (Comprehensive Plan)
Rural-5 Acre (R-5). …maintain rural
character in areas that lack urban
services. (UDC)

Note: *Due to rounding, total is 10,289 whereas in other tables total is 10,291.
Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2018.

An overlay designation called Rural/Urban Transition Area (RUTA) is applied along the western
and northern edge of the Boundary Planning Study Area, next to the SWUGA and surrounding
the Maltby UGA. The County’s Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element describes this designation
on the Future Land Use Map as follows:
Rural/Urban Transition Area (RUTA): This designation is intended to reserve a potential
supply of land for future addition into the UGA. Developments utilizing rural cluster
subdivision will have the option of redeveloping required open space tracts upon
inclusion within an urban growth area. (Snohomish County, 2017)
Within the RUTA overlay, special provisions apply for rural cluster subdivisions. Generally, within rural
cluster subdivisions, there is a density bonus and lots are grouped and smaller in exchange for a
share of the land being retained in permanent open space, Within the RUTA there is a maximum
lot size of 20,000 square feet, and minimum 65% open space, but the open space tract that is
required is interim and can be designed for future development. Development on the open space
tract can only occur if the area is brought into the UGA. Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services (PDS) evaluated the RUTA in 2016 at the direction of the County Council
though no policy changes have been moved forward at this time.
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Exhibit 6.

Future Land Use Map – Primary Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein. The color palette is used to promote
readability of maps in both the Primary and Secondary study areas. See County-prepared maps for the official color scheme at:
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/332/GIS-Mapping.

Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2018.
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A suite of residential, commercial, and industrial zones corresponds
to and implement the Future Land Use Map (FLUM). See Exhibit 7.
The FLUM includes fewer land use designations compared to the
number of zoning districts as more than one zoning designation
may fit under a FLUM designation, especially in urban areas; see
the Appendix for a matrix illustrating which zones implement which
Future Land Use Map designation. Most of the Urban Low-Density
Residential designation is implemented by Residential 9,600 Sq. Ft.
lots and 7,200 Sq. Ft. lots. Most Urban Industrial designation is
implemented as Light Industrial or Business Park.
The Rural-5 Acre zone is most prevalent at 87%. Light Industrial
makes up 6% and is located in the Maltby UGA, with other
industrial categories represented at about 1% each. Suburban
Agriculture-1 Acre is a pre-GMA designation recognizing existing
development of lots developed at around 1 acre in size and
represents 2% of the zoned land. Clearview Commercial
represents 1% of zoned land along SR 9. Commercial zoning
located within the Maltby UGA makes up a little over 1% of land.
Exhibit 7.

Zoning Table – Primary Study Area 2018

Zoning

Acres

Percent

114

1%

Community Business

9

0.1%

General Commercial

6

0.1%

69

1%

Industrial Park

139

1%

Light Industrial

Clearview Rural Commercial

Heavy Industrial

662

6%

Planned Community Business

56

1%

Planned Industrial Park

29

0.3%

Residential 20,000 sq. ft.

16

0.2%

Residential 9,600 sq. ft.

13

0.1%

Rural Business

25

0.2%

4

0.0%

8,991

87%

156

2%

10,289*

100%

Rural Conservation
Rural-5 Acre
Suburban Agriculture-1 Acre
TOTAL

CLEARVIEW, A LIMITED
AREA OF MORE INTENSE
RURAL DEVELOPMENT
Consistent with the GMA,
Clearview is a Limited Area
of More Intense Rural
Development (LAMIRD)
which is a rural designation
that recognizes small
commercial and mixed-use
areas that developed prior
to 1990 at higher intensities.
Generally, LAMIRDs are not
intended to grow outward
but Infill within logical outer
boundaries is allowed.
LAMIRDs, like the one
applied to Clearview, are
designed to recognize preGMA village like patterns in
rural areas.
Snohomish County
Comprehensive Plan
Objective LU 6.H indicates:
“Within the rural Clearview
area and along State
Route 9, establish two
limited areas of more
intense rural development
within logical outer
boundaries that are based
on commercial uses in
existence as of July 1, 1990,
and which permits limited
infill, development or
redevelopment within
existing areas.”

Note: *Due to rounding, total is 10,289 whereas in other tables total is 10,291.
Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2018.
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Exhibit 8.

Zoning Map – Primary Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein. The color palette is used to promote
readability of maps in both the Primary and Secondary study areas. See County-prepared maps for the official color scheme at:
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/332/GIS-Mapping.

Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2018.
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While the Rural-5 Acre zone is most prevalent and allows for lots of 5 acres or greater in size, most
lots are 2 acres or less in size due to development standards in place prior to the adoption of a
Comprehensive Plan and development regulations consistent with the Growth Management
Act in 1995, and to a lesser degree Rural Cluster lots developed between 2000 and 2015.
The average lot size in the R-5 zone is 1.8 acres for developed lots, increasing to 2.64 for
undeveloped lots.3 Lots greater than 10 acres in size could be subdivided into 5 acre lots, though
these account for only about 36 out of almost 4,000 lots. Undeveloped lots smaller than 5 acres
may be developable if regulations are met for building setbacks, septic systems, water supply, etc.
Exhibit 9.

R-5 Lot Size Distribution Table (Excluding Government Owned Lots)

Lot Size (Acres)

Developed Lots

Undeveloped Lots

Total

0-1

1,255

172

1,427

1-2

1,252

74

1,326

2-3

464

59

523

3-4

143

30

173

4-5

215

31

246

5-10

202

40

242

10+

19

17

36

3,550
1.82

423
2.64

3,973
1.90

TOTAL
Average Lot Size

Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2018.

Exhibit 10. R-5 Lot Size Distribution Chart (Excluding Government Owned Lots)

Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2018.

Undeveloped parcels may be associated with another parcel that has a building with a separate assessor record. As
an example, this is possible with condominium-type development.
3
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In the Primary Study Area, three rural cluster subdivisions (Trovas, Lincolnshire, and Maltby Joint
Venture) were allowed under the County’s prior Rural Cluster regulations (prior to April 5, 2009
date for current effective date of amended regulations). The regulations allowed smaller
residential lots with a higher lot yield than currently allowed of 1 lot per 100,000 square feet within
the Rural Residential – Basic designation where they were located, provided there was an open
space tract. The undeveloped open space tracts are an average of 10 acres. The clustered lots
are on average less than 1 acre in size.
Exhibit 11. Rural Cluster Lot Size Distribution Table
Lot Size (Acres)

Developed Lots

Undeveloped Lots

Total

0-1

46

2

48

1-2

16

1

17

2-3

0

1

1

3-4

0

1

1

4-5

0

0

0

5-10

0

1

1

10+

0

4

4

TOTAL
Average Lot Size

62

10

72

0.67

10.18

1.99

Source: (Snohomish County Tomorrow, 2017); BERK, 2018.

Exhibit 12. Rural Cluster Lot Size Distribution Chart

Source: (Snohomish County Tomorrow, 2017); BERK, 2018.

Most structures in the Primary Study Area were built before 1990. See Exhibit 13.
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Exhibit 13. Year Built – Structures in Boundary Planning Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Up to 175 residential structures were built each year prior to 1990. See Exhibit 14.
Exhibit 14. Year Built Histogram – Residential Primary and Accessory Structures

Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2018.

Commercial development has mostly occurred after 1980. See Exhibit 15.
Exhibit 15. Year Built Histogram – Commercial Primary and Accessory Structures

Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Secondary Study Area
In the Secondary Study Area, most land within Snohomish County is planned as Urban Low
Density Residential to the north and west, within the SWUGA, and Rural Residential 1 DU/5 Acres
Basic and Riverway Commercial Farmland to the east. See Exhibit 16 and Exhibit 17.
Exhibit 16. Future Land Use Secondary Study Area Summary – Snohomish County Only
Acres: Primary and
Secondary Study Area

Acres: Secondary
Study Area Only

116

0

1,442

1,442

715

643

1,158

1,158

13,962

4,818

10

10

106

41

Urban High Density Residential

58

58

Urban High Density Residential/Urban Industrial
(overlapping designations)

22

22

Urban Industrial

1,132

238

Urban Low Density Residential (4 - 6 DU/Acre)

3,554

3,554

Urban Low Density Residential (6 DU/Acre)

124

124

Urban Medium Density Residential

234

234

94

94

22,726

12,437

Label
Clearview Rural Commercial
Incorporated City
Public/Institutional Use
Riverway Commercial Farmland
Rural Residential (1 DU/5 Acres Basic)
Urban Center
Urban Commercial

Urban Village
TOTAL

Note: See Appendix for a crosswalk of Future Land Use Designations and Implementing Zoning.
Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2018; BERK, 2018.

Zoning follows the Future Land Use Map; see Exhibit 18.
Future land use and zoning in areas south of the county line consist of Urban Medium and Urban
Low Density Residential, Urban Industrial, and Urban Commercial designations.
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Exhibit 17. Future Land Use – Secondary Study Area
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Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of
the study described in Chapter 1 of this report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative
purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation or warranty concerning the
content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.
Note: The color palette is used to promote readability of maps in both the Primary and Secondary study areas. See
County-prepared maps for the official color scheme at: https://snohomishcountywa.gov/332/GIS-Mapping.
Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2018.
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Exhibit 18. Zoning – Secondary Study Area

September 2019

4.B-18

Section 4.B ▪ Land Use and Growth Patterns

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of
the study described in Chapter 1 of this report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative
purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation or warranty concerning the
content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.
Note: The color palette is used to promote readability of maps in both the Primary and Secondary study areas. See
County-prepared maps for the official color scheme at: https://snohomishcountywa.gov/332/GIS-Mapping.
Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2018.

Development Trends and Capacity
Primary Study Area
The population density as of 2010 reflects the lower density housing pattern in the Boundary
Planning Study Area due to zoning of 1 DU/5 acres, though there are legacy lots created prior to
the 5-acre zoning that could be developed if meeting other County code requirements as
described earlier in this section. See Exhibit 19.
Despite lots developed to urban and semi-urban densities during pre-GMA periods, the BPS Area
contains about 50% forest cover. However, tree canopy has incrementally declined, as
illustrated using a high-resolution change detection (HRCD) analysis by the State of Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife for the period 2009 to 2015. See Exhibit 20. Overlaying County
permit data for 2009 to 2018, it appears some permit activity altered land and tree cover. From
review of aerials and the HRCD analysis, as low density housing was developed within the
Primary Study Area, there was a corresponding loss in tree canopy. See Exhibit 21 illustrating
permits and tree cover change.

September 2019

4.B-19

Section 4.B ▪ Land Use and Growth Patterns

Exhibit 19. Population Density – Primary Study Area 2010

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2015.
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Exhibit 20. Tree Cover Change, 2009-2015 Time Series

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: WDFW HRCD, 2015; BERK, 2019.
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Exhibit 21. Land Use Permits and Tree Cover Change 2009-2015

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; Snohomish County PDS, 2018; WDFW HRCD, 2015; BERK, 2019.
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In the future it is possible that more growth would occur on
standards on the lots can be met (e.g., setbacks, septic,

The County has classified the status
of lands with additional growth
capacity in urban areas as:

etc.). There is more capacity to develop either rural or urban

▪

lands that are vacant or partially used if development

uses depending on the County’s Future Land Use Map and
zoning categories. The County does not complete a

▪

buildable lands analysis or land capacity analysis on rural

▪

lands. However, a preliminary estimate of additional
capacity for rural lands in the BPS Area was completed by

▪

the County. Derived for purposes of developing the

vacant (no major use and able
to be subdivided/developed),
redevelopable (change from
lesser density to greater density),
partially used (potential to further
consolidate and subdivide), and
pending (permits for
development are in process).

Transportation Element of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan and
using estimates of capacity with a base year of 2011, the County estimates there is capacity
under existing zoning in the rural parts of the BPS Area for an additional 343 housing units (when
considering lots of 20,000 square feet or greater). The Maltby UGA buildable lands status, based
on status by acreage, is identified in Exhibit 22.
Exhibit 22. Land Capacity 2015, Maltby UGA – Primary Study Area
Parcel Status

Parcel Count

Parcel Acres

Vacant

13

86

Redevelopable

73

224

Partially Used

16

114

Pending

8

60

Constant

57

169

Church

2

11

School

2

50

Special

1

78

172

792

TOTAL
Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2015.

Secondary Study Area
This section describes the development trends and capacity in the Secondary Study Area, which
includes communities abutting the BPS Study Area in the SWUGA, rural areas in Snohomish
County adjacent to the BPS Area, and parts of King County adjacent to the BPS Area. The
potential development pressures on the Primary Study Area and the view that there may be a
need for additional single-family residential development capacity to support growth can be
related to significant development trends in the region. The following section details these
pressures as they relate to two categories of land use types:

▪

Residential uses, including both single- and multifamily housing; and

▪

Employment uses, including commercial, industrial, institutional, and government uses.
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Residential
Exhibit 23 provides a summary of residential development permit activity in the Primary Study
Area and SWUGA as a Secondary Study Area, subdivided by development type, for 2009–2018.
This information was tabulated to present a 10-year trend. Exhibit 24 displays the locations of
development permits finalized for projects within the Primary Study Area and in the SWUGA close
to the Primary Study Area after January 2011 through 2018. This period was chosen for mapping
because it relates to a map of Snohomish County Buildable Lands Report with a base year of
2012. Exhibit 25 presents an estimate of dwelling units for the 2012 and 2018 Assessor records in
the unincorporated areas of the SWUGA and the Primary Study Area itself, as well as associated
changes in that six-year period, to illustrate unit types after the 2012 Buildable Lands Report to
the base year of this study.
This analysis highlights the following:

▪

In the unincorporated parts of the SWUGA, there was a peak of multifamily residential
development permits issued in 2012 and 2013, with permits for single-family residential
development issued at a relatively constant rate up to 2017. Residential development from
January to November 2018 appears to be focused more on multifamily residential projects
and less on single-family residential projects than in previous years.

▪

Residential development permits issued in the Primary Study Area since 2009 have been
solely single-family units, including mobile/manufactured homes. The peak in permitting in
2015 and 2016 is associated with the Trovas by Pulte Homes subdivision.

▪

There has been a significant amount of residential development in the SWUGA close to the
boundary of the Primary Study Area. This is primarily single-family residential subdivisions, with
some supporting institutional uses such as schools and churches. Along the western edge of
the BPS Study Area within the SWUGA, there are few remaining vacant, partially-used or
redevelopable parcels that could accommodate additional residential dwellings. See Exhibit
21. Other areas of the SWUGA and cities have additional capacity for growth in single family,
townhomes, and cottages or other forms of housing.

▪

Examining the change in housing stock between 2012 and 2018 shows that there is relatively
little net development in the Primary Study Area, with a difference of only 45 housing units
across this six-year period (see Exhibit 25). The increase in single-family housing in the area is
partly offset by the removal of mobile/manufactured homes, as well as the likely
replacement of older homes in the area.

▪

Overall, housing development in the unincorporated SWUGA has achieved a large
percentage of growth targets set by the County, primarily through single-family housing
development. Exhibit 26 compares counts of housing units in 2012 and 2018 to evaluate the
change in units in the SWUGA. Based on land capacity information in the 2015 UGA Land
Capacity Analysis Report, the calculated net increase of 11,469 net new housing units from
2012–2018 met about 54% of the total 2035 housing target in the unincorporated SWUGA
(21,125 units), and about 26% of the total defined housing capacity available (40,618 units).
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Single-family housing was the largest component of this, with a net increase of 6,158 units
that met about 38% of the total capacity (16,338 units) for single-family development.
Multifamily housing development (including duplexes, townhomes, seniors apartments, etc.)
accounted for an additional net 5,315 units, which met about 22% of the total available
capacity in the SWUGA (24,281 units).

Exhibit 23. Residential Development Permits Issued, 2009–2018, by Type

2018 draft year end totals.
Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2018; BERK, 2018.
1
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Exhibit 24. Buildable Parcels and Building Permit Locations Since 2011, Secondary Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein. Map does not remove government
lands, critical areas, etc. that would be deducted in land capacity analysis.

Source: Snohomish County PDS Permit Data, 2018; Snohomish County PDS, 2012 and 2015 Parcel Status; BERK, 2019.
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Exhibit 25. Estimated Housing Stock and Change, 2012–2018
Units, Primary Study Area

Units, SWUGA (Unincorporated)

2012

2018

Change

2012

2018

Change

Mobile Homes
SFH
Duplexes
Triplexes
Condo
Row/TH
Other
Multifamily1

534
3,516
54
—
8
—
—
7

500
3,594
54
—
8
—
—
8

-34
78
—
—
—
—
—
1

2,655
47,583
1,790
48
3,672
98
1
11,746

2,651
53,741
1,880
51
3,991
220
1
16,527

-4
6,158
90
3
319
122
—
4,781

TOTAL

4,119

4,164

45

67,593

79,062

11,469

1 Estimate of multifamily units based on square footage
Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2018.

Population
Snohomish County has set population targets and estimated population capacity based on
housing capacity and typical household sizes. The unincorporated SWUGA has grown faster
than cities only six years into the planning period of 2011-2035. See Exhibit 26.

Capacity above
Remaining Target

Capacity 2015
Adjusted****

Growth Rate

% Target Met

Observed Change
2011-2017

Net Target
2011-2035

2035

2017***

Location

2011*

Exhibit 26. Population Growth and Capacity

Primary Study Area**

10,976

11,248

11,310

334

272

82%

0.41%

683

621

Bothell, City (Snohomish Co.)

16,570

17,510

23,510

6,940

940

14%

0.92%

8,092

2,092

Bothell MUGA

23,190

31,011

29,607

6,417

7,821

122%

4.96%

4,241

5,645

Mill Creek, City

18,370

19,960

20,196

1,826

1,590

87%

1.39%

436

200

Mill Creek MUGA

36,377

48,484

47,744

11,367

12,107

107%

4.90%

6,911

7,651

Monroe, City

17,351

18,350

22,102

4,751

999

21%

0.94%

3,752

—

Snohomish, City

9,200

10,010

12,139

2,939

810

28%

1.42%

2,129

—

SWUGA (Uninc.)

172,919

209,987

218,623

45,704

37,068

81%

3.29%

50,566

41,930

SWUGA (City and Uninc.)

434,425

485,837

582,035

147,610

51,412

35%

1.88%

156,312

60,114

Snohomish County (All)

717,000

789,400

955,257

238,257

72,400

30%

1.62%

Not available

*2011 Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan Appendix D.
**2010 and 2035 Estimate MAZ database. 2017 per ESRI Business Analyst. Note that the Primary Study Area includes the
Maltby UGA, but there is no population target for the Maltby UGA and there was no population capacity analysis
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performed for the Maltby UGA in the 2012 Buildable Lands Report or in the 2015 Land Capacity Analysis. Population
capacity estimate for the rural portion of the Primary Study Area is a based on a preliminary estimate of additional buildout capacity within rural areas as of 2011 prepared for forecasting purposes for transportation modeling for the 2015
update of the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan, and applying the same occupancy rate and persons per
household assumptions that were used for single-family residences in the 2012 Buildable Lands Report.
***2017 Snohomish County Growth Monitoring Report.
****Adjusted to subtract observed change 2011-2017. However, there may be sufficient housing capacity if population
growth is a result of larger household sizes in existing stock.
Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018, BERK, 2018.

The BPS Area does not have a separate growth target; based on County transportation
modeling, only 334 additional population growth was anticipated from 2011 to 2035 and 82% of
that growth, or 272 persons, had occurred by 2017 (2035 population of 11,310 minus 2010 year
population of 10,976 equals 334 persons projected; 2035 minus 2017 base year equals 272
persons; or 272 divided by 334 persons equals 82%). The BPS Area has additional capacity to add
population, but capacity is still a low value consistent with rural zoning districts.
Recent information developed for Snohomish County Tomorrow by Snohomish County PDS
illustrates the Unincorporated SWUGA has met 81% of its 2035 population target as of 2017.
Similarly, the City of Mill Creek has met 87% of it 2035 growth target, and the Mill Creek Municipal
UGA (MUGA) has achieved 107% of its target. The cities of Bothell, Monroe, and Snohomish have
met less than 30% of their 2035 growth target; the Bothell MUGA has more than met its target at
122%. This indicates the Unincorporated SWUGA has grown faster than the cities identified; this
may be due to the market (e.g., land prices), regulatory environment, or other factors. However,
each of the geographies has capacity remaining for additional population. See Exhibit 27.
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Exhibit 27. Percent of Population Target and Capacity Achieved for SWUGA and Subareas

Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2017.

Non-Residential
Non-residential development permits issued from 2011 to 2018 in the unincorporated areas of
the SWUGA and the Primary Study Area are also displayed in Exhibit 24 above, with the net
change in square footage of non-residential improvements shown in Exhibit 28 below.
Major developments within the Primary Study Area since 2011 include the following:

▪

The LogistiCenter at Woodinville development, consisting of two logistics and warehouse
buildings totaling over 409,000 Sq. Ft.

▪

The OSW Truck Manufacturing facility, which includes about 105,000 Sq. Ft. of heavy
manufacturing and office space and consolidates activities currently at other locations

▪
▪

Expansions to the Sherlock Self-Storage facility (approximately 50,000 Sq. Ft.)

▪

A 24,000 Sq. Ft. recycling facility/warehouse (Schnitzer)

A 44,000 Sq. Ft. Restaurant Depot discount store
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Note that the Brightwater Treatment Plant managed by King County is also located in the
Primary Study Area. This facility includes about 450,000 Sq. Ft. of improvements, including a
14,750 Sq. Ft. Environmental Education and Community Center. This facility received permits in
2007 and was completed in 2011.
New commercial and industrial activities are primarily located in the Maltby UGA.
Non-residential development occurring in the Primary Study Area outside the Maltby UGA are
typically institutional and community-based, including the West Woodland Gospel Assembly
Church, SAI Corner (private school), and The Attic Learning Community (daycare and
education).
The identified changes in non-residential improvements in the Unincorporated SWUGA suggest
that development of employment lands is not proceeding as quickly in relation to targets when
compared to residential development. Using the assumptions on employment yields from the
2012 Buildable Lands Report, these changes in non-residential space would be linked to about
22% of the identified employment targets for the SWUGA over the 6 years between 2012 and
2018, and only about 13% of the total capacity for non-residential development in the SWUGA.
Exhibit 28. Estimated Non-Residential Improvement Stock and Change, 2012–2018 – Primary
Study Area and Unincorporated SWUGA
Sq. Ft., Primary Study Area
2012
2018
Change
Retail (General)
Institutional
Office
Retail (Food Services)
Warehouse
Government/Education
Industrial
Hotel/Motel
Mini-Storage
TOTAL

Sq. Ft., SWUGA (Unincorporated)
2012
2018
Change

451,497

471,349

19,852

1,778,504

1,847,001

68,497

49,442

58,060

8,618

967,284

1,039,023

71,739

166,561

183,576

17,015

2,405,793

2,654,288

248,495

14,982

11,078

-3,904

94,710

127,746

33,036

1,324,501

1,591,566

267,065

3,887,308

4,189,351

302,043

22,440

40,389

17,949

1,045,873

1,586,321

540,448

953,444

1,264,721

311,277

2,308,699

2,148,561

-160,138

—

—

—

239,624

239,624

—

193,196

233,003

39,807

1,242,047

1,437,014

194,967

3,176,063

3,853,742

677,679

13,969,842

15,268,929

1,299,087

Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2018.

Within cities, between 38% and 80% of 2011-2035 employment targets have been met.
Countywide, 28% of employment targets have been met. See Exhibit 29. Employment trends
information for smaller geographies of unincorporated lands is not available at this time due to
data sharing limitations on employment data.
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Bothell, City (Snohomish)

Growth Rate

% of Target
Achieved

Growth Remaining
to Target

Observed Change
2011-2017

3,136

****

Net Target
2011-2035

Maltby UGA Only

****

2035

4,478

2017***

Primary Study Area Totals**

2011***

Employment

2011*

Exhibit 29. Employment Growth and Capacity

9,200

4,722

****

****

****

****

6,374

3,238

****

****

****

****

13,616

12,760

14,649

18,576

4,960

1,889

3,071

38%

2.33%

Mill Creek, City

4,625

4,552

5,898

6,310

1,685

1,346

339

80%

4.41%

Monroe, City

7,662

7,744

9,616

11,456

3,794

1,872

1,922

49%

3.67%

Snohomish, City

4,415

4,619

5,653

6,291

1,876

1,034

842

55%

3.42%

SWUGA (Uninc.)

24,244

****

****

38,209

13,965

****

****

****

****

SWUGA (City and Uninc.)

187,653

****

****

279,479

91,826

****

****

****

****

Snohomish County (All)

248,990

240,853

282,818

396,373

147,383

41,965

105,418

28%

2.71%

*2011 Estimate, Comprehensive Plan Appendix D
**2010 and 2035 Estimate MAZ database. 2017 Per ESRI Business Analyst.
***PSRC/ESD Covered Employment Estimates
****Information not available for this geography
Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018, BERK, 2018.

Scenario Evaluation
Section 3.C Charette and Scenarios identifies scenarios developed for environmental, social,
land use, and capital facility implications. This section addresses potential land use and growth
pattern implications. For the purposes of the scenario evaluation no changes in future land use
or zoning are assumed for the Maltby UGA.
The share of land in urban or rural use is illustrated in Exhibit 30. The Current Strategies Scenario
would retain current Future Land Use designations and Zoning districts. The Maltby UGA would
be the only urban area and equals about 10% of the Primary Study Area. The majority of the
Primary Study Area, 90%, would be retained in rural designations and zoning. The Nodes Scenario
would result in about 38% of the gross acres of the Primary Study Area in an urban typology
including the Maltby UGA. The Urban Scenario would assume 81% of the gross acres in an urban
typology including the Maltby UGA.
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Exhibit 30. Gross Acres in Urban and Rural Use by Hypothetical Scenario

Source: Snohomish County, 2018; BERK, 2019.

Typologies of different housing types were applied in each scenario and result in different land
use patterns. For a description of the typologies see Section 3.B Visual Character and
Development Typologies. Exhibit 31 compares the amount of each typology for the Nodes and
Urban Scenarios. The Nodes Scenario would add single-family and multifamily acres in two
locations, southwest and northeast. Most of the urban acres would be in a Small Lot Single Family
typology. The Urban Scenario would have a wider array of housing typologies with a larger share
in Small Lot Single Family Open Space, a clustered pattern. Mixed Use Center and Rural
Convenience Center are included in each Scenario and would allow for business uses and
mixed use residential.
Exhibit 32 illustrates the share of typologies chosen for the purposes of this study for application in
the NE Node and SW Node. The SW node is smaller and provides for small lot single family,
townhomes, and walk up multifamily housing styles. The NE Node includes a larger range of
housing types with various single family and multifamily styles and clustering.
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Exhibit 31. Gross Acres by Typology – Hypothetical Nodes and Urban Scenarios

Source: BERK, 2019.

Exhibit 32. Hypothetical Nodes Typologies – Gross Acres by Node

Source: BERK, 2019.

Though the full study area is over 10,000 acres in size, much of it is already committed to
residential use through prior subdivisions and rural home development and to employment uses
in the Maltby UGA, or is set aside for governmental purposes such as schools; see Exhibit 3 and
Exhibit 13. Some land contains critical areas such as streams and wetlands that cannot be
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developed as described Chapter 5. Additionally, some of the Urban typologies promote open
space and clustering and would retain an open vegetated appearance; see Section 3.B. Once
factoring in these considerations, the typology densities were applied to remaining land that
could be developed (e.g. vacant, partially developed) potential developable area is about
25% of the total study area.
The charts below illustrate the different share of urban and rural uses and typologies under each
scenario. The Nodes and Urban scenarios would convert more land to urban typologies,
particularly the Urban Scenario; see Section 3.B for typologies. About 54% of the developable
acres under the Nodes Scenario are in urban typologies and 46% rural typologies.
Exhibit 33. Share of Urban and Rural Net Development Acres by Hypothetical Scenario

Source: BERK, 2019.

Under the Nodes Scenario, the urban acres are primarily located in the NE Node (about 40% of
the 54%), and to a lesser degree in the SW Node (14% of the 54%). Thus, there is a greater
number of potential dwellings in the NE versus the SW Node. Under the Urban Scenario, the share
of urban residential uses is higher and the density spread across more territory. See Exhibit 34.
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Exhibit 34. Share of Growth by Hypothetical Nodes and Urban Scenario
Nodes Net
Residential
Area

Nodes Added
Residential
Units

Urban Net
Residential
Area

Urban Added
Residential
Units

1,317

15,581

2,172

23,283

NE Node

976

11,091

—

—

SW Node

342

4,490

—

—

Maltby UGA

8

—

8

—

13

—

-

—

Rural Large Lot Single Family

1,084

5

248

1

TOTAL

2,423

15,585

2,428

23,284

Row Labels
Urban Land Use

Rural Convenience Center

Source: BERK, 2019.

About 50% of the over 15,000 dwellings in the Nodes Scenario would be small lot single family
with the rest in attached housing types. In the Urban Scenario, about 80% of the over 23,000
dwellings would consist of attached housing types, primarily townhomes. About 70% of the
resulting housing would be located in the NE Node and about 30% in the SW Node.
Exhibit 35. Net Dwelling Units by Typology – Hypothetical Nodes and Urban Scenarios

Source: BERK, 2019.
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Exhibit 36. Hypothetical Nodes Typologies – Net Acres by Node

Source: BERK, 2019.

Findings
Current Conditions
The land use pattern in the Boundary Planning Study Area is low-density residential, and most of
the platted lots are less than 5 acres in size due to development prior to 1995, when the County
increased minimum lot sizes in the rural area as part of the County’s first Comprehensive Plan
under the Growth Management Act. As indicated on Exhibit 22, much of the rural land in the
Primary Study area has been initially identified as partially used (over 80%), but this does not
account for critical areas or other unbuildable areas.
To the west beyond the Boundary Planning Study Area, there is an urban residential pattern with
smaller lots, as well as corridors of industrial and commercial uses extending off shared highways
like SR 522. To the east, the pattern is a similar rural residential density with areas of agriculture.
For transportation planning purposes, a net growth projection of 272 people was made for the
BPS Area during the 2011-2035 Comprehensive Plan period. As of 2017, most of the population
has been added (and as of 2018 it appears the population growth allocation has been
exceeded; see Section 7.1 Fiscal Analysis/Costs of Service for example). There is capacity to
accommodate more rural dwellings in the BPS Area. For the purposes of this study, the County
estimates the BPS Area has a housing capacity of 343 dwelling units and 621 persons (with a
base year of 2011).
Regarding population, the Unincorporated SWUGA has met 81% of its 2035 population target as
of 2017. Similarly, the City of Mill Creek has met 87% of it 2035 growth target. The cities of Bothell,
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Monroe, and Snohomish have met less than 30% of their 2035 growth target. The Bothell MUGA
has achieved about 122% of the 2035 target, and Mill Creek MUGA has achieved about 107% of
its target by 2017.
Areas to the west in the UGA have grown more intensely as evidenced by permit and tree
canopy loss information. Demand for housing in the SWUGA is high; about half of the singlefamily capacity in unincorporated areas has been used. Housing capacity estimates suggest
that future housing demand can be accommodated with existing land supplies within the
SWUGA, but there may be locations close to the Primary Study Area boundary on the west
where developable lands are scarce.
Reviewing land capacity and growth targets, development to accommodate employment is
not significantly constrained in the cities and the county as a whole, with sufficient land supplies
in the area to address demands. More information is needed about job growth in the
unincorporated SWUGA and Maltby UGA to ascertain progress to targets.

Scenario Evaluation
Current Strategies includes about 10% of land in Urban use in the Maltby UGA. Limited housing is
anticipated in the Primary Study Area under current plans (just over 100 new housing units
between 2011 and 2035 based on growth assumptions for transportation planning purposes;
there is capacity for about 343 dwelling units).
The Nodes Scenario would increase the share of urban land to 38%, including Maltby, and
establish two nodes, one in the Northeast near Clearview and one in the Southwest. About 50%
of the over 15,000 dwellings in the Nodes Scenario would be small lot single family with the rest in
attached housing types.
In the Urban Scenario, about 80% of the over 23,000 dwellings would consist of attached housing
types, primarily townhomes. About 70% of the resulting housing would be located in the NE Node
and about 30% in the SW Node. The Urban Scenario would assume 81% of the gross acres in an
urban typology, including the Maltby UGA.
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Cultural Resources
Topic Introduction
The Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area (the Primary
Study Area) contains the communities of Maltby and
Clearview, and is connected to nearby communities
of Cathcart, Snohomish, Woodinville, Bothell, and Mill
Creek. The BPS landscape reflects its tribal and EuroAmerican settlement history, as well as economic
investment in road and rail infrastructure, residential

Strawberry field, Clearview 1944, Mann 2015

plats, and community-serving businesses.
This section is structured as follows:

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Topic Introduction
Methods and Data
Summary Conditions
Scenario Evaluation
Findings

Maltby RR Depot, Undated Mann 2015

Methods and Data
This section summarizes the BPS Area’s history based
on available information from prior pre-GMA
Community Plans, studies, and inventories relevant to
the Primary Study Area, heritage organizations, and
the Washington State Department of Archaeology
and Historic Preservation (DAHP), including:

Maltby School 1920s, Mann 2015

▪
▪
▪

Elsie L. Mann, Maltby and Neighbors, HistoryLink.org Essay 11149, 2015

▪

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, 2016 State of Our Watersheds Report Green-Duwamish River,
White-Puyallup River and Lake Washington Basins, 2016

▪
▪

Snohomish County, Cathcart – Maltby – Clearview Area Comprehensive Plan, March 1987

Everett Public Library, Digital Collections, 2018
King County, Brightwater Final Environmental Impact Statement, Chapter 15 Cultural
Resources, November 19, 2003

Snohomish County, Planning & Development Services, Preliminary Research
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▪

Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation: WISAARD System, digital
repository for architectural and archaeological resources, 2018

▪

Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife, Tribal Hunting and Co-Management, 2017

The Primary Study Area consists of the Boundary Planning Study Area. The Secondary Study Area
considers lands along the perimeter of the Primary Study Area.

Summary Conditions
History
Primary Study Area
Tribal Lands and History
The Little Bear Creek floodplain was known to the Duwamish and Sammamish as Ila’huleV,
(Waterman ca.1920). Little Bear Creek had salmon runs over the past few thousand years that
would have attracted hunter-fisher-gatherers. (King County, 2003)
The Muckleshoot Indian Tribe includes descendants of the Duwamish and Upper Puyallup
people. The Muckleshoot Indian Tribe’s geographic area of focus includes the Primary Study
Area. The Muckleshoot are signatories to the Treaty of Medicine Creek of 1854 encompassing
Pierce, Thurston, and Lewis Counties, and to the Treaty of Point Elliot of 1855, described more fully
below. (Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, 2016)
The Tulalip Tribes have an interest in Snohomish County and beyond. The Tulalip Tribes are the
successors in interest to the Snohomish, Snoqualmie, and Skykomish tribes and other tribes and
bands signatory to the Treaty of Point Elliott of 1855. The Treaty encompassed lands from the
Canadian Border on the north, Cascade Mountains to the east, White River basin to the south
along the Pierce/King County border, and Kitsap, Island, and San Juan Counties to the west. The
Tulalip Tribes have fishing rights in all of their “usual and accustomed” areas, and hunting and
gathering rights on all “open and unclaimed” lands. (Tulalip Tribes, 2018) (WDFW, 2017)
Euro-American Settlement
Abundant resources and successful logging, mills, and farming attracted Euro-American settlers
to Clearview, Cathcart, and Maltby.
The West Coast Railway line was established in 1887 and went from Woodinville to British
Columbia; it was a branch of the Seattle, Lake Shore, & Eastern line. The West Coast Railway
transported timber and other goods, stimulating growth. A depot and sawmill were constructed
at Yew (Maltby). Flag stops were established at Grace to the south at the county line and
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Cathcart to the north. As early as 1907, residents commuted by
train to the city from the Maltby

area.1

(Snohomish County,

2018) (Snohomish County, 2018) (Mann, 2015)
SR 9 was extended from Woodinville to Blaine in the mid-1930s,
and paralleled Highway 99 to the west to provide north-south
transportation service prior to the construction of I-5. After World
War II, SR 522 was expanded and connected Seattle through
Maltby to destinations on the east side of the Cascade
Mountains via Highway 2. (Snohomish County, 2018)
Notable settlement history includes:

▪

Ole Helickson Lee established the town of Yew in
approximately 1891 (later known as Maltby) and was
fundamental in developing public services for the area. He
helped create county roads, a school district, and a voter
precinct.

▪

In 1890, Robert Maltby purchased and then subdivided land.

▪
▪

The post office changed its name to Maltby in 1893.

▪

Jesse Brown and J.A. Rebhahn operated a sawmill and
logging camp in Grace along modern-day State Route 522
(SR 522) and ran a rail line along Little Bear Creek.

▪

In 1894, Isaac Cathcart constructed a hotel at the station on
his land, but by 1896 his holdings were put into a trust and
ultimately taken over by Snohomish Logging and the
Snohomish Investment Company. The companies eventually
sold the land for homesteads, resulting in the rural residential
development pattern in existence today.

Ben Hoggarth, a horticulturist who employed many farmers,
patented the “Beefsteak” tomato.

Sources: (Mann, 2015) (Snohomish County, 2018)

CATHCART LAND SOLD BY
HILLMAN DEVELOPMENT
FOR HOMES
Isaac Cathcart's sons were
often in financial difficulty.
Isaac Jr. died in 1914 and
William became heavily
indebted to Clarence Hillman,
who took over the ranch. C.
D. Hillman’s Snohomish
County Land and Railway
Company, incorporated on
August 6, 1908.
Hillman developments were
attractive to folks wanting a
fresh start or down on their
luck. Only a small down
payment was required for a
small piece of land, purported
to be able to support a family.
Those without sufficient funds
were hired to build houses or
do some task for the
developers. If a family wanted
to depart, they could transfer
their equity to another Hillman
development.
The Hillman Company
financed construction of
houses, commercial buildings,
and gas stations. These were
sold to enterprising settlers.
The houses were of wood
construction, about 20 x 25
feet, and were built directly
onto the ground. Settlers were
hired to do the clearing,
leveling, and construction.
They were encouraged to
raise rabbits, chickens,
pigeons, berries, and produce
on their small plots.
Periodically, the company
distributed free plants and
vines to the homeowners.
(Mann, 2015)

The city destination is not stated in reference material. Snohomish County information about the Eastside Rail System
running through the Primary Study Area is that it extended from the City of Snohomish to the City of Renton, but a spur
line in Redmond went to the Port of Seattle. (Snohomish County Public Works, 2016) Thus, the commuting to “the city”
could have been Seattle or someplace before that destination.
1
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Historic Sites
One site is listed as a local Snohomish County Community Landmark. See Exhibit 1.
Exhibit 1.

Local Register Sites

Location

Name

Listing

21111 86th Ave. S. E.,
Snohomish

First Congregational
Church of Maltby, 1905

Snohomish County
Community Landmark

Photo

Source: (Everett Public Library, 2018)

Three sites reflecting the primary study area’s agrarian past are considered eligible for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places. See Exhibit 2 for eligible sites.
Exhibit 2.

Sites Eligible for Listing on the National Register of Historic Places

Location

Name

Eligibility/Listing

16424 Broadway Ave SE,
Snohomish, WA 98296

Cathcart (Horseshoe)
Grange 1959

Determined Eligible
NRHP
DAHP WISAARD #671191

19923 Broadway Ave SE,
Snohomish, WA 98296

Walster Farmstead 1937

Determined Eligible
NRHP
DAHP WISAARD #671157

20721 SR 9 SE, vicinity of
Snohomish, WA 98296

Madlinger House
1898/1910

Determined Eligible
NRHP
DAHP WISAARD #108917

Photo

Source; (DAHP, 2018)

See Exhibit 3 for a map of eligible, ineligible, and undetermined sites, which are 45 years old or
greater but not studied.
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Exhibit 3.

Map of Historic Resources

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: (DAHP, 2018).
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Secondary Study Area
Tribes have interests in the Secondary Study Area for fishing and hunting.
Beyond the Primary Study Area lies lands also associated with Grace to the south and Cathcart
to the north. These areas grew because of timber and agricultural interests. Settlers were also
tied to saw mill businesses and other communities in Lake Beecher to the east.
Many properties on the periphery of the Primary Study Area are 45 years or older but eligibility for
listing on historic registers is undetermined. See Exhibit 3 above.

Archaeological Resources Probability
The Little Bear Creek has a high probability of containing cultural resources. Archaeological sites
and human remains are protected under State statutes. Precautions need to be taken for any
ground disturbing activities even for those not requiring a land use or building permit. If
archaeological materials are uncovered, the discovery must be reported. See Exhibit 3 above
(Snohomish County PDS, 2016)

Scenario Evaluation
Section 3.C Charrette and Scenarios presents scenarios useful for understanding the implications
of growth on environmental, social, land use, and capital facilities. This section considers
implications of the scenarios on cultural resources. Under Current Strategies, incremental growth
would occur at rural densities and overall effect on cultural resources would likely be small.
Both the Nodes and Urban scenarios retain a lower-density Rural pattern along Little Bear Creek
where there is a higher risk of archaeological resources. The Urban Scenario would apply an
Urban typology along Broadway and create a greater potential for redevelopment of a historic
property; both scenarios assume a continued commercial node at SR 524 and SR 9 where there
could be a potential for redevelopment of a potentially eligible historic property.
Most of the Primary Study Area has sites where historic eligibility is unknown. If some were
determined eligible in the future, there could be conversion to newer development. Due to the
greater area of higher density development, conversion could be more likely under the Urban
Scenario than the Nodes Scenario.
Historic properties in the United States are recognized through a combination of national, state,
and local programs. Such programs generally include:
▪ The establishment of registers or lists of qualifying cultural resources;

▪
▪
▪

A set of criteria that define historical significance and establish eligibility for inclusion in the list;
Nomination procedures, including application and documentation requirements; and
Incentives or regulations to encourage preservation of the significant features of listed
buildings or sites.
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The protection of historic properties relies only on incentives, such as tax benefits, to encourage
protection. Qualification and listing on the national, state, or county heritage registers is at the
consent of affected property owners. Local historic resource programs, such as in Snohomish
County establish their own criteria and procedures for determining historic significance.
The County’s regulations allow a property owner to conduct ordinary repair, maintenance, and
emergency repair. Other physical alterations or rehabilitations must request and receive a
certificate of appropriateness from the historic preservation commission for the proposed work.
An owner who proposes to partially or completely demolish a register property must request and
receive from the historic preservation commission a waiver of a certificate of appropriateness as
a precondition to issuance of a permit for demolition.

Findings
Current Conditions
Valued by tribes, Little Bear Creek, as well as other BPS Study Area streams that drain to the
Snohomish River, have long sustained fish. Little Bear Creek also provides a relatively wide natural
open space corridor. There is a higher potential for archaeological resources along the stream
corridors.
The area’s extensive commercial agriculture history is recognized in local grange halls and
remaining historic agrarian buildings. The Boundary Planning Study Area was valued by settlers
as homesites offering small farm plots and proximity to industries and cities via trains. That value
continues in the rural estate homes and animal-keeping that still exists and in the continued
commuting to nearby city centers.

Scenario Evaluation
Under Current Strategies, incremental growth would occur at rural densities and the overall
effect on cultural resources would likely be small. Both the Nodes and Urban scenarios would
have limited potential to result in disturbance of lands along Little Bear Creek, due to critical
areas buffers and other regulations, and thus limited potential for risk of disturbance of
archaeological resources. There are few known eligible historic sites, and a greater number of
undetermined sites. There is a greater potential for change to new development under the
Urban Scenario than the Nodes Scenario. During the permitting process, such as part of State
Environmental Policy Act review, the County would consider potential effects to cultural
resources and mitigation as appropriate.

September 2019

4.C-7

Section 4.C ▪ Cultural Resources

September 2019

4.C-8

5

Environmental
5.A

Basins and Surface Waters

5.B

Wetlands and Geologic Hazards

5.C

Groundwater

5.D

Natural Areas and Tree Canopy

5.E

Watershed Characterization

5.F

Agriculture and Forestry

5.G

Open Space Assessment

So uth w es t Ur ba n Gr o wt h Ar ea Bo und ar y P lann ing Stu dy
Sn oh om is h C oun ty

Chapter 5 ▪ Environmental
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Basins and Surface Waters
Topic Introduction
This section describes the basins and subbasins that overlap the Boundary Planning Study (BPS)
Area, and details the surface water conditions within those basins and subbasins. This section is
organized around the eight basins and corresponding 16 subbasins that overlap the BPS Area.
See Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2.
A large majority of the BPS Area (the Primary Study Area) overlaps the Little Bear Creek (LBC)
watershed, which is divided into three basins: Lower, Middle, and Upper. The lowest subbasin of
Little Bear Creek, from the county line to the confluence with the Sammamish River, has also
been established as a subbasin. Assessment for this subbasin includes a qualitative consideration
of downstream conditions and implications of land use changes considered as part of this study
on upstream conditions within Snohomish County.
For detailed mapping of surface waters, a subbasin map folio is provided detailing critical areas
conditions (folio set 1) and land cover (folio set 2) across the BPS Area and surrounding extent.
This section is structured as follows:



Topic Introduction



Methods and Data




Summary Conditions
Findings

Summary conditions are presented by watershed resource inventory area (WRIA) and subbasins.
Findings are cross-referenced to Section 5.E Watershed Characterization.
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Exhibit 1.

Subbasins with Selected Elements of Stormwater Infrastructure Inventory

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: ESA, 2019.
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Exhibit 2.

Basins and Subbasins Overlapping the Boundary Planning Study Area

Basin

Ecology
AU#

Crosses
County
Line?

Subbasin
Acres

Acres in
BPS Area

% in BPS
Area

Little Bear Upper

1348.5

666.7

49%

Trout Creek

640.8

552.6

86%

Little Bear Middle

2205.8

2023.9

92%

West Tributary

456.7

321.1

70%

Great Dane

1565.4

1480.9

95%

Little Bear Lower 228th

619.2

406.3

66%

Cutthroat Creek

798.1

725.4

91%

Rowlands Creek

394.7

372.8

94%

Little Bear Lower CL

1174.3

733.7

62%

LBC Lower KC/
Woodinville

~1,120

0*

0%

Subbasin

WRIA 8 (drains to Sammamish River)
Upper LBC
Middle LBC

Lower LBC

8071
8072

N
N

8073

Y

Tambark Creek

8067

N

Tambark East

1422.6

95.3

7%

Lower North
Creek

8069

Y

Palm Creek

493.2

40.0

8%

Cole Creek

706.2

57.8

8%

Daniels Creek

8074

Y

Upper Daniels

2171.1

607.9

28%

WRIA 7 (drains to Snohomish River)
Marshland

7221

N

East Marshland

2415.2

924.3

38%

Cathcart
Drainages

7198 &
7149

N

Elliott Road

1100.4

845.0

77%

Evans Creek

1635.4

437.2

27%

* The lowest subbasin of Little Bear Creek, from the county line to the confluence with the Sammamish River, is also
established as a subbasin. Assessment for this subbasin includes a qualitative consideration of downstream conditions
and implications of land use changes considered as part of this study on upstream conditions within Snohomish County.
Source: Ecology, 2018; ESA, 2018.

Methods and Data
Subbasin conditions are described based on watershed plans, with a focus on Snohomish
County Public Works Surface Water Management’s 2017 Little Bear Creek Basin Plan (Basin
Plan), 1 County subbasin and surface water GIS data (Snohomish County streamlines dataset;

1

Little Bear Creek Basin Plan available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/2873/Little-Bear-Creek.

September 2019

5.A-3

Section 5.A ▪ Basins and Surface Water

Snohomish County HSPF subbbasins, and Snohomish County ESA basins), and associated input
data from relevant County Drainage Needs Reports.
The County’s drainage inventory was also used in this section. Built drainage infrastructure was
summarized for each subbasin and includes a calculation of conveyance length (including
open and piped channels) and count of built infrastructure that provides water quality. These
include closed detention facilities (ponds, vaults, and other closed detention facilities) and
water quality facilities (bioinfiltration cells, bioswales, filter basins and vaults, and tree structures).
County Surface Water Management (SWM) staff provided locations of known Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT) stormwater facilities near the SR 9 and SR 522 corridors.
The Basin Plan also provides a detailed analysis of the channel morphology and water quality for
several of these streams at the reach level. Additionally, five long-term Benthic Index of Biotic
Integrity (B-IBI) monitoring stations are located within several of the subbasins to analyze the
quality of stream habitat to support fish and other aquatic species. Though these parameters
and data could not be accurately extrapolated across the subbasin level, a summary of this
data was included when available and relevant.
Stream inventories and stream categorizations within each subbasin are synthesized from
County geodatabases, studies, and critical areas inventory. Fish use for streams within the
subbasin were synthesized from Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) data
on the SalmonScape online mapper. Slight inconsistencies between the County stream layer
and the WDFW SalmonScape stream layer are likely because of higher accuracy in the County
layer from field verification.
Frequently flooded areas are a critical area regulated by Snohomish County. Identification of
floodplains within the subbasins and BPS Area is based on FEMA’s mapping of the 100-year
floodplain.

Summary Conditions
Stormwater Infrastructure
County-owned and managed infrastructure is comprised primarily of open and closed
conveyance along roadways, directing water towards detention and treatment ponds and/or
outfalls to wetlands and streams. The majority of conveyance is open, grass-lined ditches.
(Exhibit 1) Because most county road infrastructure was constructed prior to current regulations,
there are portions of the established county road network that does not include stormwater
treatment and flow control facilities.

September 2019

5.A-4

Section 5.A ▪ Basins and Surface Water

See Exhibit 1 for a map of stormwater infrastructure and Exhibit 3 for a table illustrating the
density of constructed stormwater facilities.
Exhibit 3.

Storm Conveyance (Density) by Subbasin

Basin

Subbasin

Upper Little
Bear Creek

Little Bear Upper

84.8

Trout Cr

44.2

Middle Little
Bear Creek

West Trib

69.3

Great Dane Cr

36.2

Little Bear Middle

30.8

Cutthroat Cr

41.8

Little Bear Lower 228th

41.9

Little Bear Lower CL

61.9

Rowlands Cr

48.1

Cole Cr

94.8

Palm Cr

133.0

Tambark Cr

147.6

Daniels

Upper Daniels Cr

42.8

Marshland /
Cathcart
Drainages

East Marshlands

68.5

Elliott Rd

60.6

Evans Cr

45.3

Lower Little
Bear Creek

North Creek

Feet per Acre

Source: Ecology, 2018; Snohomish County GIS, 2018; ESA, 2018.

Critical Areas: Streams, Floodplains, and Habitat
Streams
Streams are protected as a fish and wildlife habitat conservation area through Snohomish
County’s critical areas regulations; buffer preservation adjacent to streams can protect existing
riparian areas. The County requires buffers of varying widths depending whether the stream is
fish bearing and whether it is perennial or seasonal. Many streams are fish-bearing and provide
habitat for salmonids. See Exhibit 4 and Exhibit 5.
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Exhibit 4.

Salmonid Presence/Fish Habitat Map

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Exhibit 5.

Salmonid Presence/Fish Habitat Table
Chinook

Coho

Sockeye

Cutthroat trout

Salmonid Spawning and/or Rearing Upstream Extent (SWIFD)
Little Bear Creek

175th

166th Pl SE

161st St

165th St

Rowland Creek

N/A

240th

239th

N/A

Cutthroat Creek

N/A

Marwood Pl

Marwood Pl

Marwood Pl

210th
Great Dane Creek

N/A

188th

195th

210th

West Tributary Cr.

N/A

N/A

Little Bear Cr. Rd

N/A

Trout Creek

N/A

W. Interurban

N/A

174th

Salmonid Presence (SalmonScape)
Lake Beecher tributary

164th St SE

Source: SWIFD, 2019; SalmonScape Snohomish County Surface Water Management, 2019.

Frequently Flooded Areas
Snohomish County regulates development in special flood hazard areas such as lands within a
100-year floodplain. Land use and building construction standards apply to protect public
health and safety. There are mapped floodplains along Little Bear Creek, Trout Creek, and
Cutthroat Creek. See Exhibit 1 and the Folio.

Other Wildlife Habitats
The State of Washington maps Priority Habitats and Species, including federally or state
protected species and other species that have importance for ecosystems or as game species.
A review of the State’s Priority Habitats and Species maps indicates important habitats consist of
wetland areas and the stream corridors. Wetlands are considered Section 5.B Wetlands and
Geologic Hazards, and Streams are considered in this section.
While there may not be mapped habitat for priority wildlife species, the BPS Area does contain
wildlife such as mammals and birds. Example species include deer, raccoons, weasels, rabbits,
squirrels, mountain beaver, coyote, bobcat, and black bear. Birds include hawks, heron, owls,
and songbirds. (Strandberg, 2019)
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Conditions in Primary Study Area, WRIA 8
Little Bear Creek Upper Basin
Little Bear Upper Subbasin
The Little Bear Upper Subbasin is located in the northwest corner of the BPS Area (see Exhibit 1).
The Little Bear Upper Subbasin is part of the larger Upper Little Bear Creek Basin, which drains
south to the Sammamish River (WRIA 8). Of the 1,348 acre subbasin, 666 acres (49%) are in the
BPS Area, generally south of the residential developments near 148th Street SE and Puget Park
Drive. The subbasin generally slopes to the south along the alignment of Little Bear Creek. Land
use within the subbasin in the BPS Area is predominantly rural residential; the remainder of the
subbasins is high density residential.
There are approximately 3.0 miles of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the
subbasin in the BPS Area, of which 2.7 miles (88%) are open channel. Additionally, two
stormwater features are located in the BPS Area, both of which are detention ponds.
According to the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan, the mainstem of Little Bear Creek within the Little
Bear Upper Subbasin has an upstream elevation of approximately 450 feet at its headwaters
and flows downstream to an elevation of 350 feet at its confluence with Trout Creek. Valley
geology is a mixture of till and advance outwash. Pool-riffle and step pool is the dominant
channel morphology of the stream reaches observed, and bank vegetation is primarily
coniferous species. Bed material is dominated by gravel and cobbles upstream, before
transitioning to a sand-dominated substrate downstream. Active erosion was not observed at
any of the visited reaches.
Seven of the eight miles of streams mapped by WDFW in the Little Bear Upper Subbasin are in
the BPS Area. Of these 7 miles, 2 miles are mapped as fish-bearing, 4.5 are not categorized, and
the remaining (< 1 mile) are mapped as seasonal, non-fish bearing. WDFW’s SalmonScape maps
steelhead, sockeye, and coho salmon within the mainstem of Bear Creek within the BPS Area.
Coho and sockeye salmon also use this reach for spawning.
One water quality monitoring station is located within the Little Bear Upper Subbasin, located
downstream of the confluence of an unnamed left bank tributary near Interurban Boulevard.
(SWM, 2017) Long-term fecal coliform sampling at this site indicate an annual average of 19% of
samples having concentrations greater than 100 colonies per 100mL. This exceeds the standard
of less than 10% of the samples having concentrations greater than 100 colonies per 100mL, also
known as the Part 2 Standard. Potential mapped bacteria sources in the Little Bear Upper
Subbasin may include agriculture and septic sources. Other potential sources not mapped may
include beavers, birds, and other animals. Additionally, the main stem of Little Bear Creek within
the subbasin is listed in Ecology’s 303(d) list for dissolved oxygen and water temperature.
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Two long-term B-IBI monitoring station occur along the mainstem of Little Bear Creek within the
Little Bear Upper Subbasin. (SWM, 2017) Over the 2002-2013 monitoring period, both of these
stations reported an average of “fair.” According to Puget Sound Stream Benthos, a “fair” B-IBI
indicates that the total taxa richness has been reduced (particularly intolerant, long-lived
species), the relative abundance of predators (primarily fish) has declined, and the proportion of
tolerant taxa continues to increase.
Within the portion of the Little Bear Upper Subbasin in the BPS Area, 1.3 acres of frequently
flooded areas are mapped primarily near the confluence of Little Bear Creek and Trout Creek
near the southern extent of the subbasin.
Trout Creek Subbasin
The Trout Creek Subbasin is located in the northern portion of the BPS Area, between the Little
Bear Upper and East Marshlands Subbasins (see Exhibit 1). The Trout Creek Subbasin is part of the
larger Upper Little Bear Creek Basin, which drains south to the Sammamish River (WRIA 8). Of the
641 acre subbasin, 553 acres (86%) are in the BPS Area, generally south of the residential
developments near 148th Street SE and Puget Park Drive. The subbasin generally slopes to the
west and southwest to join the main stem of Little Bear Creek. Land use within the subbasin in the
BPS Area is predominantly rural residential.
There are approximately 4.1 miles of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the
subbasin in the BPS Area, of which 3.2 miles (78%) are open channel. Additionally, seven
stormwater facilities are located in the BPS Area, including six detention ponds and one closed
detention facility.
According to the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan, the mainstem of Trout Creek within the Trout Creek
Subbasin has an upstream elevation of approximately 600 feet at its headwaters and flows
downstream to an elevation of 340 feet at its confluence with Little Bear Creek. Valley geology is
a mixture of till and advance outwash. The Little Bear Creek Basin Plan only includes data from
reaches in the downstream portion of the creek. Plane bed and pool-riffle are the dominant
channel morphology of the stream reaches observed, and bank vegetation is primarily a mixture
of coniferous species, shrubs, and grasses. The creek’s bed material size decreases from
upstream to downstream, with sampled upper reaches dominated by gravel and lower reaches
exhibiting more sand and silt. Banks along upstream reaches of the creek are more stable due
to the presence of more erosion-resistant till. Conversely, active erosion was observed
downstream where the channel is expanding and eroding into outwash sediment. In 2014, as
part of the habitat survey, woody debris quantity was rated “poor,” and was in fact lowest
among all Little Bear Creek subbasin survey locations.
WDFW maps approximately 5 miles of streams in the subbasin in the BPS Area. Nearly half of
these (2.5 mile) are not categorized. The remaining streams are categorized as fish bearing (1.5
miles) and seasonal, non-fish bearing (1 mile). The lower reaches of Trout Creek, near its
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confluence with Little Bear Creek, are mapped by WDFW SalmonScape as supporting use by
cutthroat trout and coho salmon.
One water quality monitoring station is located within the Trout Creek Subbasin upstream of the
confluence with Little Bear Creek. (SWM, 2017) Long-term fecal coliform sampling at this site
reported an annual average of 9% of samples having concentrations greater than 100 colonies
per 100mL. However, all of these exceedances occurred in the dry season, which averaged 17%
of samples having concentrations greater than 100 colonies per 100mL. Water quality at this
station therefore does not meet the Part 2 Standard during the wet season. As noted for the Little
Bear Upper subbasin, potential mapped bacteria sources in the Little Trout Creek Subbasin may
include agriculture and septic sources. Other potential sources not mapped may include
beavers, birds, and other animals. In 2014 and 2015, water temperature exceeded the State
water quality standards for core summer habitat. Additionally, this reach of Trout Creek is on
Ecology’s 303(d) list for dissolved oxygen.
One B-IBI monitoring station is located along Trout Creek near West Interurban Boulevard. (SWM,
2017) B-IBI scores have been recorded at the site five times since 2008, with the last recording
occurring in 2015. Averaging of the scores results in a 35, or a “fair” B-IBI score, though annual
scores have ranged from “poor” to “excellent” during this time. According to Puget Sound
Stream Benthos, a “fair” B-IBI indicates that the total taxa richness has been reduced
(particularly intolerant, long-lived species), the relative abundance of predators (primarily fish)
has declined, and the proportion of tolerant taxa continues to increase.
Within the portion of the Trout Creek Subbasin in the BPS Area, 1.5 acres of frequently flooded
areas are mapped primarily near the confluence of Little Bear Creek and Trout Creek near the
southeast extent of the subbasin.

Little Bear Creek Middle Basin
Little Bear Middle Subbasin
The Little Bear Middle Subbasin is located in the western portion of the BPS Area, immediately
south of the Little Bear Upper Subbasin (see Exhibit 1). The Little Bear Middle Subbasin is part of
the larger Middle Little Bear Creek Basin, which drains south to the Sammamish River (WRIA 8). Of
the 2,205 acre subbasin, 2,024 acres (92%) are in the BPS Area. The subbasin generally slopes to
the south along the alignment of Little Bear Creek. Land use within the subbasin in the BPS Area
is a mix of residential densities in the south and north, with the central portion of the subbasin
largely forested.
There are approximately 11.7 miles of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the
subbasin in the BPS Area, of which 7.5 miles (64%) are open channel. Additionally, 19 stormwater
facilities are located in the BPS Area, including 3 media filters, 4 water quality features, 7 ponds,
and 5 closed detention facilities.
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According to the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan, the mainstem of Little Bear Creek within the Little
Bear Middle Subbasin has an upstream elevation of approximately 340 feet at its confluence
with Trout Creek and flows downstream to an elevation of approximately 180 feet at its
confluence with Great Dane Creek. Valley geology is a mixture of till and advance outwash
upstream and recessional outwash downstream. The Basin Report made observations at several
stream reaches throughout the subbasin. Pool-riffle is the dominant channel morphology of the
stream reaches observed, with reaches in the lower extent of the subbasin exhibiting more of a
step pool morphology. Bank vegetation is primarily coniferous species in the upstream reaches,
with shrubs and grasses dominating the lower reaches. Bed material is dominated by gravels,
sands, and fines throughout the sampled reached, with cobbles upstream before transitioning to
a sand-dominated substrate downstream. Woody debris was more abundant than upstream,
though still considered “poor,” although most pool habitat was formed by woody debris scour.
Active erosion was observed in the downstream, reaches.
WDFW maps 15 miles of streams in the subbasin in the BPS Area. Of these, approximately 6 miles
(40%) are fish bearing and 9 miles (60%) are not categorized. WDFW’s SalmonScape documents
Chinook, coho, and sockeye salmon using the mainstem of Little Bear Creek within the BPS Area
for spawning. Cutthroat trout are also documented in this reach of the stream. No salmonids are
documented using the various tributaries within the subbasin.
Two water quality monitoring stations are located along the mainstem of Little Bear Creek within
the Little Bear Middle Subbasin. (SWM, 2017) One station is located downstream of the Trout
Creek confluence at 51st Avenue SE and records temperature and fecal coliform level. The other
is located downstream of the confluence with the West Tributary at Little Bear Creek Road. Over
four years of monitoring, temperatures at the upstream station exceeded the seven-day moving
average of daily maximum temperature (7DADMax) 164 times during the core summer period
(June 15 through September 14), or an average of 41 times per year (or 45% of the time). Water
temperature was also monitored in 2014 and 2015 at a downstream location in this same
subbasin. Here, water temperature was cooler during these years, and only exceeded the
7DADMax an average of 8% of the time. Long-term fecal coliform sampling at the upstream site
reported an annual average of 33% of samples having concentrations greater than 100 colonies
per 100mL, and therefore does not meet the Part 2 Standard. Long-term fecal coliform sampling
at the downstream site reported an annual average of 36% of samples having concentrations
greater than 100 colonies per 100mL, and therefore also does not meet the Part 2 Standard. As
noted with the preceding subbasin discussions, potential mapped bacteria sources in the Little
Bear Upper Subbasin may include agriculture and septic sources. Other potential sources not
mapped may include beavers, birds, and other animals. Additionally, the mainstem of Little Bear
Creek throughout the subbasin is on Ecology’s 303(d) list for dissolved oxygen and temperature.
One long-term B-IBI monitoring station occurs along the mainstem of Little Bear Creek, within the
Little Bear Middle Subbasin, and is located downstream of the confluence with the West
Tributary. (SWM, 2017) Over the 2002-2013 monitoring period, this station ranged in score from 28
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to 40, with an average of 33.4, or a B-IBI score of “fair.” According to Puget Sound Stream
Benthos, a “fair” B-IBI indicates that the total taxa richness has been reduced (particularly
intolerant, long-lived species), the relative abundance of predators (primarily fish) has declined,
and the proportion of tolerant taxa continues to increase. Additional B-IBI monitoring sites within
the subbasin where measurements were recorded less frequently reported similar scores.
Within the portion of the Little Bear Middle Subbasin in the BPS Area, 65.7 acres of frequently
flooded areas are mapped along the extent of Little Bear Creek.
West Tributary Subbasin
The West Tributary Subbasin is located in the western portion of the BPS Area, adjacent to the
Little Bear Middle Subbasin, generally north of north of SR 524 and south of 188th Street SE (see
Exhibit 1). The West Tributary Subbasin is part of the larger Middle Little Bear Creek Basin, which
drains south to the Sammamish River (WRIA 8). Of the 457 acre subbasin, 322 acres (70%) are in
the BPS Area. The subbasin generally slopes to the southeast along an unnamed western
tributary to Little Bear Creek. Land use within the subbasin in the BPS Area is predominantly rural
residential .
There are approximately 2.6 miles of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the
subbasin in the BPS Area, of which 1.5 miles (57%) are open channel. Additionally, nine
stormwater facilities are located in the BPS Area, including five media filters and four closed
detention facilities.
The Little Bear Creek Basin Plan includes limited data on channel morphology within the West
Tributary Subbasin. Only one reach of stream was observed during the planning study and is
located upstream of West Tributary’s confluence with the mainstem of Little Bear Creek. Step
pool and pool-riffle is the dominant channel morphology within this reach. Riparian cover is
dominated by coniferous tree species, and stream substrate is primarily cobbles and gravel with
an abundant overlay of sand and fines.
WDFW maps 3 miles of stream in the subbasin in the BPS Area. Less than a mile (0.6 mile) is
designated as fish bearing. The remaining reaches are seasonal non-fish bearing (0.2 mile) or not
classified (2.2 miles). However, WDFW’s SalmonScape does not document the presence of
salmonids within the subbasin.
Water temperature was monitored in 2014 and 2015 at a downstream location in this subbasin.
Here, water temperature was warmer in 2015 and exceeded the 7DADMax an average of 17%
of the time, as compared to 2014 when the 7DADMax was rarely passed (0% of the time). One BIBI monitoring station occurs along the West Tributary near the confluence with the mainstem of
Little Bear Creek. (SWM, 2017) The B-IBI score at this site was only reported in 2014 and received a
36, or a “fair” B-IBI score. According to Puget Sound Stream Benthos, a “fair” B-IBI indicates that
the total taxa richness has been reduced (particularly intolerant, long-lived species), the relative
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abundance of predators (primarily fish) has declined, and the proportion of tolerant taxa
continues to increase.
No frequently flooded areas are mapped within the West Tributary Subbasin.
Great Dane Subbasin
The Great Dane Subbasin is located in the center of the BPS Area (see Exhibit 1). The Great Dane
Subbasin is part of the larger Middle Little Bear Creek Subbasin, which drains south to the
Sammamish River (WRIA 8). Of the 1,565 acre subbasin, 1,481 acres (95%) are in the BPS Area.
The subbasin generally slopes southwest along Great Dane Creek, an eastern tributary to Little
Bear Creek. Land use within the subbasin in the BPS Area is predominantly rural residential with
some smaller commercial operations such as plant nurseries. SR 9 bisects the center of the
subbasin from the northeast to the southwest.
There are approximately 10.7 miles of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the
subbasin in the BPS Area, of which 7.9 miles (73%) are open channel. Additionally, 19 stormwater
facilities are located in the BPS Area, including 5 water quality features, 9 ponds, 2 closed
detention facilities, and 3 WSDOT facilities along the SR 9 corridor.
According to the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan, the mainstem of Great Dane Creek within the
Great Dane Creek Subbasin has an upstream elevation of approximately 550 feet at its
headwaters and flows downstream to an elevation of 200 feet at its confluence with the
mainstem of Little Bear Creek. Valley geology is a mixture of till and recessional outwash. The
channel morphology of the stream reaches observed include a mixture of pool-riffle, plane bed,
and step pool. Bank vegetation is a combination of mixed forest and shrubs. Active channel
erosion was observed in most of the stream reaches studied, and has caused the deposition of
large volumes of cobble, gravel, and sand near the SR 9 crossing. Downstream from here (at
approximately RM 5.9), the creek valley downcuts through the till mantle, incises through an
outwash ravine, and it is here that a number of groundwater fed springs emerge to contribute
cold water that supports stream flow and water temperature downstream, which met State
temperature standards in 2014 and 2015. Near the confluence of Little Bear Creek, the channel
transitions to a sand-dominated substrate. Woody debris quantity is poor and pool habitat is very
infrequent.
WDFW maps 9 miles of streams in the subbasin in the BPS Area. Approximately 3 miles are
mapped as fish bearing, 3 miles are mapped as seasonal non-fish bearing, and 3 miles are not
categorized. Cutthroat trout, coho, and sockeye salmon are documented by WDFW’s
SalmonScape using the mainstem of Great Dane Creek within the BPS Area. Sockeye are also
mapped using this reach for spawning.
One water quality monitoring station is located within the Great Dane Creek Subbasin, located
at the confluence with Little Bear Creek, where temperature and fecal coliform concentrations
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are recorded. (SWM, 2017) Over four years of monitoring, temperatures exceeded the 7DADMax
31 times during the core summer period (June 15 through September 14), or an average of 7.8
times per year. Long-term fecal coliform sampling at this site reported an annual average of 19%
of the samples having concentrations greater than 100 colonies per 100mL, and therefore does
not meet the Part 2 Standard. Potential mapped bacteria sources in the Little Trout Creek
Subbasin may include agriculture and septic sources. Other potential sources not mapped may
include beavers, birds, and other animals.
One B-IBI monitoring station occurs along Great Dane Creek near the confluence with the
mainstem of Little Bear Creek. (SWM, 2017) B-IBI scores have been recorded at the site three
times since 2008, with the last recording occurring in 2015. Two scores were “good”, and one
was “fair.” Averaging of the scores results in a 37, which straddles the two score categories.
According to Puget Sound Stream Benthos, a “good” B-IBI indicates a divergence from least
disturbed conditions and an absence of some long-lived and intolerant taxa. A “fair” B-IBI
indicates that the total taxa richness has been reduced (particularly intolerant, long-lived
species), the relative abundance of predators (primarily fish) has declined, and the proportion of
tolerant taxa continues to increase.
No frequently flooded areas are mapped within the Great Dane Subbasin.

Little Bear Creek Lower Basin
Little Bear Lower 228th Subbasin
The Little Bear Lower 228th Subbasin is located in the southern and central portion of the BPS
Area, immediately south of the Great Dane Creek and Cutthroat Creek Subbasins (see Exhibit 1).
The Little Bear Lower 228th Subbasin is part of the larger Lower Little Bear Creek Subbasin, which
drains south to the Sammamish River (WRIA 8). Of the 619 acre subbasin, 406 acres (66%) are in
the BPS Area, generally north of 228th Street SE. SR 522 bisects the eastern portion of the subbasin.
The remaining 213 acres (33%) of the subbasin are on the east side of SR 522 and outside of the
BPS Area. The subbasin generally slopes south along the alignment of Little Bear Creek. SR 9
bisects the portion of the subbasin within the BPS Area. Land use within the subbasin in the BPS
Area is largely rural residential to the west, with large commercial and industrial uses in the east
of the subbasin, including the northern part of the King County Brightwater Treatment Plant. The
remainder of the subbasin outside of the BPS Area is rural residential.
There are approximately 1.1 miles of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the
subbasin in the BPS Area, of which 0.2 mile (20%) are open channel. Additionally, eight
stormwater facilities are located in the BPS Area, including one media filter, four ponds, one
closed detention facility, and two WSDOT facilities (one each along the SR 9 and SR 522
corridors).
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According to the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan, the mainstem of Little Bear Creek within the Little
Bear Lower 228th Subbasin has an upstream elevation of approximately 200 feet at its
confluence with Great Dane Creek and flows downstream to an elevation of approximately 130
feet at the 228th Street SE crossing. Valley geology is a mixture of recessional outwash and
alluvium. Pool-riffle is the dominant channel morphology of the stream reaches observed, and
bank vegetation is primarily coniferous species and shrubs in the upstream observed reaches,
with deciduous species, shrubs, and blackberry in the riparian areas in the downstream portions
of the reach. Bed material is dominated by gravel and cobbles upstream, before transitioning to
a sand-dominated substrate downstream. Several beaver dams are present in the downstream
extent which impound a large pond. Spillover from the pond has eroded new channels of the
gravel overlaid with silt and sand. Woody debris quantity is as high in this Subbasin as elsewhere
in Little Bear Creek, though still considered “poor.” Several portions of the creek within the Little
Bear Lower 228th Subbasin have bank revetments to protect homes and SR 9 adjacent to the
creek.
WDFW maps approximately 3 miles of stream in the subbasin, all of which occur within the BPS
Area. The majority of these streams (1.3 miles) are categorized as fish bearing. The remaining
reaches are either seasonal non-fish bearing (0.4 mile) or not categorized (1.1 miles). Sockeye,
kokanee, coho, Chinook salmon, and cutthroat trout are all documented by WDFW’s
SalmonScape using the lower reaches of Little Bear Creek within the BPS Area. Chinook, coho,
and sockeye salmon are also mapped to use this reach for spawning.
One water quality monitoring station is located within the Little Bear Lower 228th Subbasin at the
southern extent near the 228th Street SE crossing. (SWM, 2017) Over four years of monitoring,
temperatures at the upstream station exceeded the 7DADMax 183 times during the core
summer period (June 15 through September 14), or an average of 37 times per year. Long-term
fecal coliform sampling at this site reported an annual average of 34% of samples having
concentrations greater than 100 colonies per 100mL, and therefore does not meet the Part 2
Standard. Potential mapped bacteria sources in the Little Bear Upper Subbasin may include
agriculture and septic sources. Other potential sources not mapped may include beavers, birds,
and other animals. Additionally, this reach of Little Bear Creek is on Ecology’s 303(d) list for
temperature, bioassessment, and dissolved oxygen.
One long-term B-IBI monitoring station is located along the mainstem of Little Bear Creek, within
the Little Bear Upper Subbasin, at the 228th Street SE crossing. (SWM, 2017) Over the monitoring
period (2002-2013) this station reported an average B-IBI score of 31.9 or a “fair” score.
According to Puget Sound Stream Benthos, a “fair” B-IBI indicates that the total taxa richness has
been reduced (particularly intolerant, long-lived species), the relative abundance of predators
(primarily fish) has declined, and the proportion of tolerant taxa continues to increase.
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Within the portion of the Little Bear Lower 228th Subbasin in the BPS Area, 18.6 acres of frequently
flooded areas are mapped along the extent of Little Bear Creek, as well as near its confluence
with Cutthroat Creek.
Cutthroat Creek Subbasin
The Cutthroat Creek Subbasin is located in the southwest portion of the BPS Area, immediately
south of the Great Dane Creek Subbasin (see Exhibit 1). The Cutthroat Creek Subbasin is part of
the larger Lower Little Bear Creek Subbasin, which drains south to the Sammamish River (WRIA 8).
Of the 798 acre subbasin, 725 acres (91%) are in the BPS Area, generally north of SR 522. The
subbasin generally slopes west along the alignment of Cutthroat Creek. Land use within the
subbasin is a mix of rural residential and commercial/industrial use.
There are approximately 6 miles of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the subbasin
in the BPS Area, of which 3.4 miles (57%) are open channel. Additionally, 20 stormwater facilities
are located in the BPS Area, including 4 water quality features, 7 ponds, 9 closed detention
facilities, and 1 WSDOT facility along the SR 9 corridor.
According to the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan, the mainstem of Cutthroat Creek within the
Cutthroat Creek Subbasin has an upstream elevation of approximately 390 feet at its
headwaters and flows downstream to an elevation of approximately 175 feet at its confluence
with the mainstem of Little Bear Creek. Valley geology is a mixture of advance and recessional
outwash. Observations of stream conditions were only made at two reaches during the Little
Bear Creek Basin Plan study, both of which were close to the stream’s headwaters. The channel
morphology of the stream reaches observed include a mixture of riffle, glide, and pool, and
bank vegetation is dominated by shrubs. No erosion was observed in the studied stream reaches
and dominant bed material is gravel- and sand-dominated with some cobble. Pool habitat is
infrequent, as is woody debris.
WDFW maps approximately 5 miles of stream in the subbasin in the BPS Area. Of these, 2 miles
are mapped as fish bearing, 1 mile is mapped as seasonal, non-fish bearing, and 2 miles are not
categorized. WDFW’s SalmonScape maps cutthroat trout, sockeye salmon, and coho salmon,
using the mainstem of Cutthroat Creek as well as a tributary to the north. Sockeye and coho
salmon also use these reaches to spawn.
One water quality monitoring station is located within the Cutthroat Creek Subbasin upstream of
the confluence with Little Bear Creek, where temperature and fecal coliform concentrations are
recorded. (SWM, 2017) Over four years of monitoring, temperatures at the upstream station
exceeded the 7DADMax 64 times during the core summer period (June 15 through September
14), or an average of 13 times per year. Long-term fecal coliform sampling at this site reported
an annual average of 17% of samples having concentrations greater than 100 colonies per
100mL, and therefore does not meet the Part 2 Standard. Potential mapped bacteria sources in
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the Little Trout Creek Subbasin may include septic sources. Other potential sources not mapped
may include beavers, birds, and other animals.
One B-IBI monitoring station occurs along Cutthroat Creek near the confluence with the
mainstem of Little Bear Creek. (SWM, 2017) B-IBI scores have been recorded at the site six times
since 2005, with the last recording occurring in 2015. Averaging of the scores results in a 33.6, or a
“fair” B-IBI score. According to Puget Sound Stream Benthos, a “fair” B-IBI indicates that the total
taxa richness has been reduced (particularly intolerant, long-lived species), the relative
abundance of predators (primarily fish) has declined, and the proportion of tolerant taxa
continues to increase.
Within the portion of the Cutthroat Creek Subbasin in the BPS Area, 2.9 acres of frequently
flooded areas are mapped near the confluence of Cutthroat Creek and Little Bear Creek in the
southwest extent of the subbasin.
Rowlands Creek Subbasin
The Rowlands Creek Subbasin is located in the southwest portion of the BPS Area, immediately
south of the Little Bear Middle Subbasin (see Exhibit 1). The Rowlands Creek Subbasin is part of
the larger Lower Little Bear Creek Basin, which drains south to the Sammamish River (WRIA 8). Of
the 395 acre subbasin, 734 acres (94%) are in the BPS Area. The subbasin generally slopes south
along the alignment of the mainstem of Rowlands Creek. Land use within the subbasin in the BPS
Area is predominantly rural residential.
There are approximately 3.4 miles of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the
subbasin in the BPS Area, of which 0.9 miles (27%) are open channel. Additionally, 12 stormwater
facilities are located in the BPS Area, including 9 media filters, 1 water quality features, and 2
closed detention facilities.
According to the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan, the mainstem of Rowlands Creek within the
Rowlands Creek Subbasin has an upstream elevation of approximately 400 feet at its
headwaters and flows downstream to an elevation of approximately 110 feet at its confluence
with the mainstem of Little Bear Creek. Valley geology is primarily till with a mixture of advance
outwash, recessional outwash, and some alluvium in the lower reaches. The channel
morphology of the stream reaches observed include a mixture of plane bed and pool-riffle, and
bank vegetation is dominated by shrubs and Himalayan blackberry, with some mixed forest at
the downstream extents. Erosion was observed in all study stream reaches within the Rowlands
Creek Subbasin; the most concentrated area of erosion observed anywhere in the Little Bear
Creek study was observed on Rowlands Creek just below the transition from till to outwash
geology. Upstream of this transition zone, dominant bed material is sand and gravel before
transitioning to larger gravel and cobble downstream.
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WDFW maps approximately 3 miles of stream in the subbasin in the BPS Area. Of these, 1 mile is
mapped as fish bearing, 1 mile is mapped as seasonal, non-fish bearing, and 1 mile is not
categorized. WDFW’s SalmonScape documents the presence of sockeye salmon, coho salmon,
and cutthroat trout in the lower reaches of the Rowlands Creek.
No water quality monitoring data is provided for the Rowlands Creek Subbasin within the Little
Bear Creek Basin Plan. One B-IBI monitoring station occurs along Rowlands Creek near the
confluence with the mainstem of Little Bear Creek. (SWM, 2017) B-IBI scores have been recorded
at the site in 2014 and 2015, with an average score of 37, or a “fair” B-IBI score. According to
Puget Sound Stream Benthos, a “fair” B-IBI indicates that the total taxa richness has been
reduced (particularly intolerant, long-lived species), the relative abundance of predators
(primarily fish) has declined, and the proportion of tolerant taxa continues to increase. Fine
sediment, which was visually estimated in the BIBI samples, was highest in Rowland Creek,
potentially due to the higher rate of upstream erosion within confined ravines.
No frequently flooded areas are mapped within the Rowlands Creek Subbasin.
Little Bear Creek Lower County Line (CL) Subbasin
The Little Bear Lower CL Subbasin is located in the south and southeast portion of the BPS Area,
generally north of the Snohomish/King County line (see Exhibit 1). The Little Bear Creek Lower CL
Subbasin is part of the larger Lower Little Bear Creek Basin, which drains south to the Sammamish
River (WRIA 8). Of the 1,174 acre subbasin, 734 acres (62%) are in the BPS Area. The subbasin
generally slopes to the southwest along the mainstem of Little Bear Creek. Land use within the
subbasin in the BPS Area is a mix of rural residential, commercial, and industrial – commercial
businesses, including a Costco Wholesale retail store and a self-storage business, are located in
the southeast corner of the subbasin; industrial uses include the Cadman cement plant; and
rural residential structures are predominantly located in the north and west portions of the
subbasin.
There are approximately 12.9 miles of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the
subbasin in the BPS Area, of which 4.0 miles (30%) are open channel. Additionally, 70 stormwater
facilities are located in the BPS Area, including 26 media filters, 15 water quality features, 14
ponds, 15 closed detention facilities, and 2 WSDOT facilities near the SR 9 corridor.
According to the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan, the mainstem of Little Bear Creek within the Lower
Bear Creek Lower CL Subbasin has an upstream elevation of approximately 130 feet at the 228th
Street SE crossing and flows downstream to an elevation of approximately 100 feet at the
County line. Valley geology is primarily alluvium and channel morphology is dominated by poolriffle with some areas of plane bed. Bank vegetation is limited in the upstream reaches and
dominated by grass and Himalayan blackberry. The downstream reaches are dominated by
mature coniferous forest. There are several areas of erosions along the outside of the meander
bends and bed material is primarily small gravels.
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WDFW maps approximately 4 miles of stream in the subbasin in the BPS Area. Of these, 2 miles
are mapped as fish bearing, 2 miles are mapped as non-fish bearing, and the remaining 3 miles
are not categorized. Kokanee, cutthroat trout, sockeye, coho, and Chinook salmon are all
documented by WDFW’s SalmonScape using Little Bear Creek within the BPS Area. Chinook,
coho, and sockeye salmon are also mapped using this reach for spawning.
Stream temperature was monitored in 2015 near the County Line and temperature (7DADMax)
exceeded the State standard 30% of time.
Within the portion of the Little Bear Creek Lower CL Subbasin in the BPS Area, 35.2 acres of
frequently flooded areas are mapped primarily along the mainstem of Little Bear Creek.

Other WRIA 8 Basins
Tambark East Subbasin
The Tambark East Subbasin is located in the northwest portion of the BPS Area, immediately west
of the Little Bear Upper, Little Bear Middle, and West Tributary subbasins (see Exhibit 1). The
Tambark East Subbasin is part of the larger Tambark Creek Basin, which drains south to the
Sammamish River (WRIA 8). Of the 1,423 acre subbasin, 95 acres (7%) are in the BPS Area,
generally east of Sunset Road. The subbasin is relatively flat and slightly slopes to the west outside
of the BPS Area towards the Tambark Creek alignment. Land use within the subbasin in the BPS
Area is rural residential.
There is less than one mile of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the subbasin in the
BPS Area and three stormwater facilities, including one media filter and two closed detention
facilities.
No streams are mapped in the BPS Area; however, Tambark Creek is located outside of the BPS
Area to the west.
No frequently flooded areas are mapped within the Tambark East Subbasin.
Palm Creek Subbasin
The Palm Creek Subbasin is located in the western portion of the BPS Area, immediately
adjacent to the west side of the Little Bear Middle Subbasin (see Exhibit 1). The Palm Creek
Subbasin is part of the larger Lower North Creek Basin, which drains south to the Sammamish
River (WRIA 8). Of the 493 acre subbasin, 40 acres (8%) are in the BPS Area. The portion of the
subbasin within the BPS Area is relatively flat; overall, however, the Palm Creek Subbasin slopes
to the southwest along the alignment of Palm Creek. Land use in the subbasin within the BPS
Area is rural residential.
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There is less than one mile of built drainage conveyance and no stormwater facilities within the
portion of the subbasin in the BPS Area.
WDFW maps no streams in the BPS Area and limited streams throughout the subbasin as a whole
– approximately 2 miles of streams are mapped in the subbasin, the majority of which are
seasonal non-fish bearing or uncategorized. In 2002, Snohomish County monitored summer
stream temperature near 228th (downstream and outside the BPS Area). The 7DADMax
temperature was 12.2 degrees Celsius, which is very cold and did not exceed State standards.
No frequently flooded areas are mapped within the Palm Creek Subbasin.
Cole Creek Subbasin
The Cole Creek Subbasin is located in the western extent of the BPS Area, north and west of the
Rowlands Creek Subbasin (see Exhibit 1; Cole Creek is also known as Coal Creek in certain
maps). The Cole Creek Subbasin is part of the larger Lower North Creek Basin, which drains south
to the Sammamish River (WRIA 8). Of the 706 acre subbasin, 58 acres (8%) are in the BPS Area,
generally east of 45th Avenue SE. The portion of the subbasin within the BPS Area slopes gently to
the east and southeast. Outside of the BPS Area, the basin has a steeper gradient as it slopes to
the southwest towards Cole Creek. Land use within the subbasin in the BPS Area is rural
residential, with a larger concentration of homes occurring in the southern extent. Miner’s
Corner, a Snohomish County public park is located in the northern extent.
There is less than one mile of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the subbasin in the
BPS Area and seven stormwater facilities, including two media filters, two ponds, and three
closed detention facilities.
WDFW maps no streams in the BPS Area; however, Cole Creek and several tributaries are
located in the subbasin to the west of the BPS Area.
No frequently flooded areas are mapped within the Cole Creek Subbasin in the BPS Area; less
than one acre of frequently flooded areas are mapped outside the BPS Area.
Upper Daniels Subbasin
The Upper Daniels Subbasin is located within the southeast corner of the BPS Area, immediately
south of the Evans Creek Subbasin (see Exhibit 1). The Upper Daniels Subbasin is part of the larger
Daniels Creek Basin, which drains south to the Sammamish River (WRIA 8). Of the 2,171 acre
subbasin, 608 acres (28%) are in the BPS Area. SR 522 bisects the southeastern portion of the
basin within the BPS Area. The subbasin slopes to the south towards the alignment of Daniels
Creek located outside of the BPS Area. Land use within the subbasin in the BPS Area is a mix of
rural residential, industrial, and commercial. Rural residential use is concentrated in the
northwestern portion of the BPS Area. The Malty Community Park is also located in the northern
part of the BPS Area. Commercial and industrial uses are located in the central and southern
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portion of the BPS Area. Additionally, Hidden River Middle School is located in the southern
portion of the BPS Area, east of SR 522. Outside of the BPS Area, the remainder of the subbasin is
largely rural residential or undeveloped forest.
There are approximately 9.8 miles of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the
subbasin in the BPS Area, of which 5.7 miles (58%) are open channel. Additionally, 63 stormwater
facilities are located in the BPS Area, including 3 media filters, 19 water quality features, 14
ponds, and 27 closed detention facilities.
WDFW maps no streams in the BPS Area; Daniels Creek is the only stream within this subbasin,
located in a large forested area to the south of the BPS Area. Cutthroat trout, coho salmon, and
sockeye salmon are all documented by WDFW occurring within this reach of Daniels Creek.
No frequently flooded areas are mapped within the Upper Daniels Subbasin in the BPS Area;
however, 143.7 acres are mapped to the southeast of the BPS Area in a large wetland complex.

Conditions in Primary Study Area, WRIA 7
East Marshlands Subbasin
The East Marshlands Subbasin is located in the northeast portion of the BPS Area (see Exhibit 1).
The East Marshland Subbasin is part of the larger Marshland Basin, which drains east to the
Snohomish River (WRIA 7). Of the 2,415 acre subbasin, 924 acres (38%) are in the BPS Area,
generally including those areas to the south of Cathcart Way. The subbasin generally slopes to
the north. Land use within the subbasin in the BPS Area is predominantly rural residential, with
land use generally consistent with underlying County zoning. A large industrial area, which
includes the Cathcart Sanitary Landfill, is located in the northern portion of the subbasin outside
of the BPS Area.
There are approximately 8.1 miles of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the
subbasin in the BPS Area, of which 6.7 miles (82%) are open channel. Additionally, 10 stormwater
facilities are located in the BPS Area, including 1 media filter, 2 water quality features, 4 ponds,
and 3 closed detention facilities.
Snohomish County maps 10 miles of stream within the East Marshland Subbasin, of which 2.5
miles (20%) are in the BPS Area. Generally, streams flow north to south through the subbasin
before flowing east through steep ravines into the Snohomish River. WDFW maps the majority of
streams within the subbasin as seasonal and non-fish bearing (approximately 8 miles, or 80%)
and no streams are designated as fish bearing.
No frequently flooded areas are mapped within the East Marshlands Subbasin.
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Elliott Road Subbasin
The Elliott Road Subbasin is located in the eastern portion of the BPS Area, immediately south of
the East Marshlands Subbasin (see Exhibit 1). The Elliott Road Subbasin is part of the larger
Cathcart Drainages Basin, which drains east to the Snohomish River (WRIA 7). Of the 1,100 acre
subbasin, 845 acres (77%) are in the BPS Area, generally located west of Broadway Avenue. The
subbasin generally slopes to the northeast and east. Land use within the subbasin in the BPS Area
is predominantly rural residential.
There are approximately 11.0 miles of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the
subbasin in the BPS Area, of which 8.3 miles (76%) are open channel. Additionally, 16 stormwater
facilities are located in the BPS Area, including 2 media filters, 5 water quality features, 2 ponds,
and 7 closed detention facilities.
Snohomish County maps 2.5 miles of stream within the subbasin, with approximately half of the
reaches (1.2 miles) occurring within the BPS Area. Generally, streams flow west to east through
the subbasin within several steep ravines before flowing into Evans Creek, and eventually into
the Snohomish River. WDFW documents 0.3 miles of streams in the BPS Area as fish bearing, some
of which are used by coho salmon according to SalmonScape. The remainder of the streams in
the subbasin are mapped as seasonal, non-fish bearing streams or are not categorized. A
portion of the southernmost tributary to Evans Creek, east of Broadway and outside of the BPS
Area, is on Ecology’s 303(d) list for high mercury concentrations.
No frequently flooded areas are mapped within the Elliott Road Subbasin.

Evans Creek Subbasin
The Evans Creek Subbasin is located in the eastern portion of the BPS Area, immediately south of
the Elliott Road Subbasin. The Evans Creek Subbasin is part of the larger Cathcart Drainages
Basin, which drains east to the Snohomish River (WRIA 7). Of the 1,635 acre subbasin, 437 acres
(27%) are in the BPS Area, generally west of Broadway Avenue. The subbasin generally slopes to
the east. Land use within the subbasin in the BPS Area is predominantly rural residential with
some commercial use. Outside of the BPS Area, rural residential use is mixed with more industrial
uses, including the Fritch Lumber Mill and quarries for Builder’s Sand and Gravel.
There are approximately 3.7 miles of built drainage conveyance within the portion of the
subbasin in the BPS Area, of which 2.6 miles (70%) are open channel. Additionally, 10 stormwater
facilities are located in the BPS Area, including 3 water quality features, 6 ponds, and 1 closed
detention facility.
WDFW maps no streams in the BPS Area; however, the headwaters of Evans Creek are located
approximately one-third mile east of the BPS Area in the subbasin.
No frequently flooded areas are mapped within the Evans Creek Subbasin in the BPS Area.
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Findings
See Section 5.E Watershed Characterization for detailed synthesis of findings relevant to
subbasin and surface water conditions. The extent of constructed stormwater features is part of
the consideration of watershed degradation, and the amount of critical areas is considered in
the evaluation of watershed intactness.
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Wetlands and Geologic
Hazards
Topic Introduction
Critical areas include wetlands, geologically hazardous areas, fish and wildlife habitat
conservation areas, frequently flooded areas, and critical aquifer recharge areas used for
potable water (RCW 36.70A.030(5)). All are found in the Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area,
and all are regulated by Snohomish County.
This section details two types of critical areas – wetlands and geologically hazardous areas – in
the BPS Area.
Other critical areas are addressed in other sections, including:



Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas including streams: Stream conditions and buffers
are synthesized in Section 5.A Basins and Surface Waters.



Frequently Flooded Areas: Floodplains are synthesized in Section 5.A Basins and Surface
Waters.



Critical aquifer recharge areas are addressed in Section 5.C Groundwater.

This section is structured as follows:




Topic Introduction




Summary Conditions

Methods and Data
Findings

Summary conditions are presented by watershed resource inventory area (WRIA) and subbasins.
Findings are cross-referenced to Section 5.E Watershed Characterization.

Methods and Data
Wetlands and Geologic Hazards
Inventory extents within each subbasin are synthesized from County geodatabases and studies,
relying on County critical areas inventories for wetlands, streams, and geologically hazardous
areas as the primary input layers.
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Wetlands mapping relies on the County wetland inventory and National Wetland Inventory
(NWI) datasets, with these intersecting areas combined into one wetland layer and analyzed
together. Wetlands not incorporated into County wetland layers could not be analyzed.
Under the County’s critical areas regulations, geologic hazards include erosion, landslide, mine,
seismic, volcanic, and Tsunami hazards. The presences of these hazards in the study area and
the mapping considered is described below:



Landslide Hazard Areas Including Steep Slopes: This section focuses on potential landslide
areas including steep slopes. The County’s definition of landslide hazard areas includes areas
potentially subject to mass earth movement based on a combination of geologic,
topographic, and hydrologic factors including slopes steeper than 33% which intersect
geologic contacts with a relatively permeable sediment overlying a relatively impermeable
sediment or bedrock, and which contain springs or ground water seeps (SCC 30.91L.040).
The evaluation uses County GIS layers developed to map landslides and steep slopes. These
landslide and steep slope layers were considered in Section 5.E Watershed Characterization
as part of the finer-scale, subbasin analysis.



Erosion Hazard Areas: The County also maps erosion hazard areas based on erodible surficial
geology including lands along the Little Bear Creek corridor, also overlain by wetlands,
floodplains, and other critical areas. See the map included in the Folio.



Seismic Hazards: Other geologic hazards mapped in the BPS Area include seismic hazards; a
map of faults is provided.



Other: Reviewing Snohomish County critical area maps, there appear to be no volcanic
hazards or tsunami hazards. (Snohomish County, undated: Accessed June 21, 2019)

Critical Areas Map
Mapped wetlands, landslides, and steep slopes are presented in Exhibit 1 below. For context,
streams and floodplains are also represented. Stream conditions, stream buffers, and floodplains
are further analyzed in Section 5.A Basins and Surface Waters. A basin by basin folio is in the
attachments.
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Exhibit 1.

Wetlands, Landslides, Slopes >33%, and Floodplains in Boundary Planning Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County, 2018; NWI, 2018; ESA, 2018.
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Summary Conditions
Wetlands
As defined by Snohomish County and the State of Washington, wetlands are transitional areas
where water saturates the land and where vegetation suited to saturated soil conditions grows:
SCC 30.91W.060 Wetlands. "Wetlands" means those areas that are inundated or saturated
by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that
under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for
life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include, but are not limited to swamps,
marshes, bogs, and similar areas, as well as artificial wetlands intentionally created from
non-wetland areas to mitigate for conversion of wetlands, as permitted by the county….
Wetlands functions can include erosion control, flood control, groundwater recharge, water
filtration and purification, wildlife habitat, and others. Buffers are required adjacent to wetlands
based on the wetland type and quality to protect wetland functions. Development is restricted
within the buffers and there are effective impervious limits.
Per Exhibit 1, wetlands are mapped throughout the BPS Area and the overlapping basins in the
Secondary Study Area. Wetlands are found particularly along stream corridors.

Geologic Hazards
Per SCC 30.91L.040, landslide hazard areas “means areas potentially subject to mass earth
movement based on a combination of geologic, topographic, and hydrologic factors, with a
vertical height of 10 feet or more…” Development is generally restricted in landslide hazard
areas and studies are required where development is next to a landslide.
The County also regulates slopes more than 33% as landslide hazard areas where the slopes
overlay certain geologic material and where there are seeps or springs. Development on lands
15- 33% in slope can be limited in density per 30.41A.250, density for sloping land. In a more
conservative analysis described under Methods and Data above, and for the purposes of this
high-level study only, steep slopes greater than 20% and landslide hazard areas were mapped
and are found in most basins in the study area.
Other geologic hazards mapped in the BPS Area include:
 Erosion: The County has mapped erosion hazard areas based on erodible surficial geology
including lands along the Little Bear Creek corridor. These erosion hazard areas are also
overlain by wetlands, floodplains, and other critical areas. See Exhibit 2.




Seismic hazards: A map of active faults is included in Exhibit 3.
Reviewing Snohomish County critical area maps, there appear to be no volcanic hazards or
tsunami hazards. (Snohomish County, undated: Accessed June 21, 2019)
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Exhibit 2.

Critical Areas Including Erodible Surface Geology, Landslides, and Wetlands

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County, 2019.
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Exhibit 3.

Topography and Earthquake Faults

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County GIS, 2018; BERK, 2019.
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Primary Study Area, WRIA 8
Little Bear Creek Upper Basin
Little Bear Upper Subbasin
In the Little Bear Upper Subbasin, 75 acres in the BPS Area (11%) are mapped as wetland. These
are predominantly forested wetlands associated with Little Bear Creek. Fifty-one acres of
geologically hazardous areas are mapped within the BPS Area, primarily on hillslopes and
ravines along several tributaries to Little Bear Creek. An additional 30 acres of landslides/steep
slopes are mapped outside of the BPS Area, but are limited to the forested areas between
residential developments to the north.
Trout Creek Subbasin
In the Trout Creek Subbasin, 35 acres in the BPS Area (6%) are mapped as wetland. These are
predominantly forested and scrub-shrub wetlands associated with Trout Creek. Approximately 50
acres of landslides/steep slopes are mapped within the BPS Area. These are primarily located
along the upstream reaches of several tributaries predominantly located in the eastern portion
of the subbasin.

Little Bear Creek Middle Basin
Little Bear Middle Subbasin
In the Little Bear Middle Subbasin, 413 acres in the BPS Area (20%) are mapped as wetland.
These are predominantly part of a large forested and shrub wetland complex that follows the
length of Little Bear Creek. One-hundred and twenty-three acres of landslides/steep slopes are
mapped within the BPS Area, predominantly located in the upstream reaches of several
tributaries.
West Tributary Subbasin
In the West Tributary Subbasin, six acres in the BPS Area (2%) are mapped as wetland. These are
scattered throughout the subbasin and dominated by scrub-shrub wetlands. Eight acres of
landslide hazard area are mapped within the BPS Area. These are concentrated within a
forested area in the middle of the subbasin.
Great Dane Subbasin
In the Great Dane Subbasin, 47 acres in the BPS Area (3%) are mapped as wetland. Small
wetland areas are scattered throughout the subbasin, with larger areas having associations with
the mid and lower reaches of Great Dane Creek. Approximately 29 acres (2%) of the subbasin
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within the BPS Area are mapped as landslides/steep slopes. These are mainly small areas along
the hillside to the east.

Little Bear Creek Lower Basin
Little Bear Lower 228th Subbasin
In the Little Bear Lower 228th Subbasin, 42 acres in the BPS Area (10%) are mapped as wetland.
These are predominantly located in the large forested area west of SR 9. Some smaller patches
are located along the riparian area of Little Bear Creek and an unnamed eastern tributary.
Forty-nine acres (12%) of the subbasin within the BPS Area are mapped as landslides/steep
slopes. A large portion of these areas occur immediately adjacent to SR 522. Other smaller
patches occur in the forested areas in the western portions of the subbasin.
Cutthroat Creek Subbasin
In the Cutthroat Creek Subbasin, 59 acres in the BPS Area (8%) are mapped as wetland. The
majority of these wetlands occur along the alignment of Cutthroat Creek. Additional wetland
area is mapped as occurring within a forested area in the northern part of the subbasin. Thirty
acres (4%) of the subbasin within the BPS Area are mapped as landslides/steep slopes. These are
predominantly located within the upper reaches of two right bank tributaries to Cutthroat Creek.
Rowlands Creek Subbasin
In the Rowlands Creek Subbasin, four acres in the BPS Area (1%) are mapped as wetland. These
are predominantly within the upper reaches of Rowlands Creek, as well as near the confluence
of Rowlands and Bear Creek. Twenty-three acres (6%) of the subbasin within the BPS Area are
mapped as landslides/steep slopes. These are predominantly located along the lower reaches
of the mainstem of Rowlands Creek.
Little Bear Creek Lower County Line (CL) Subbasin
In the Little Bear Creek Lower CL Subbasin, 64 acres in the BPS Area (9%) are mapped as
wetland. These include shrub and forested wetlands associated with Little Bear Creek, as well as
an unnamed right bank tributary located in the northern portion of the subbasin. Of the 138
acres of landslides/steep slopes within the subbasin, 75 acres (54%) are within the BPS Area.
These are predominantly located along hillslopes to the west as well as slopes on the southeast
side of SR 522.
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Other WRIA 8 Basins
Tambark East Subbasin
No wetlands are mapped in the BPS Area portion of the Tambark East Subbasin. However, a
large shrub and forested wetland complex is mapped along Tambark Creek to the west of the
BPS Area. Additionally, no landslides/steep slopes are mapped within the BPS Area.
Palm Creek Subbasin
No wetlands are mapped in the BPS Area portion of the Palm Creek Subbasin, and are limited
throughout the subbasin as a whole; less than one acre of wetland is mapped throughout the
Palm Creek Subbasin. Additionally, no landslides/steep slopes are mapped within the BPS Area,
though some are present outside of the BPS Area in a forested ravine containing Palm Creek.
Cole Creek Subbasin
No wetlands are mapped in the BPS Area portion of the Cole Creek Subbasin (Cole Creek is also
known as Coal Creek in some maps). However, several emergent and forested wetlands are
mapped along Cole Creek and its tributaries to the west of the BPS Area. Additionally, no
landslides/steep slopes are mapped within the BPS Area.
Upper Daniels Subbasin
In the Upper Daniels Subbasin, 35 acres in the BPS Area (6%) are mapped as wetland. These are
predominantly located in the northeast portion of the subbasin. However, according to aerial
imagery, some areas appear to have been filled and developed. The majority of wetlands
within the subbasin occur outside of the BPS Area near Daniels Creek. A total of 238 acres of
wetlands are mapped within the Daniels Creek corridor to the south of the BPS Area. Twelve
acres (2%) of the subbasin within the BPS Area are mapped as landslides/steep slopes. These are
limited to a small area of the western slope of SR 522. An additional 6 acres of landslides/steep
slopes are primarily within the forested areas of the subbasin to the south of the BPS Area.

Primary Study Area, WRIA 7
East Marshlands Subbasin
In the East Marshlands Subbasin, 31 acres in the BPS Area (3%) are mapped as wetland.
Wetlands are generally scattered throughout the East Marshlands Subbasin, the majority being
emergent wetlands along riparian corridors. One-hundred and five acres of landslides/steep
slopes occur across the subbasin, primarily along steep slopes edging the Snohomish River valley
outside of the BPS Area.
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Elliott Road Subbasin
In the Elliott Road Subbasin, 72 acres in the BPS Area (9%) are mapped as wetland. The majority
of these wetlands occur within a large forested wetland complex running north to south through
the center of the subbasin. Approximately 64 acres of landslides/steep slopes occur across the
subbasin, 64 acres of which (72%) are located outside of the BPS Area primarily along the narrow
ravines leading to Evans Creek.

Evans Creek Subbasin
In the Evans Creek Subbasin, 2 acres in the BPS Area (<1%) are mapped as wetland. Wetland
areas are located in the southern extent of the subbasin and are part of a larger wetland
complex that continues into the Upper Daniels Creek Subbasin to the south. Approximately 6
acres of landslide hazards areas are mapped within the Evans Creek Subbasin portion of the BPS
Area. These occur in small pockets generally located in the northeastern portion of the subbasin.
Additional landslide hazards areas (132 acres) are located within areas of the subbasin outside
of the BPS Area, generally along the alignment of Evans Creek.

Findings
The extent of wetlands, landslides, and steep slopes as evaluated in this high-level study are
synthesized in the evaluation of watershed conditions. See Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization for detailed synthesis of findings.
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Topic Introduction
Groundwater quality and quantity is important to protect for potable use as well as to ensure
groundwater continues to replenish streams.
This section addresses current conditions and County regulations of groundwater quality within
the Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area (the Primary Study Area). Within the BPS Area, the CrossValley aquifer is considered a sole-source aquifer and primary potable water source for most of
the Primary Study Area. There are numerous wellhead protection areas to avoid contamination.
This section also addresses groundwater recharge and discharge quantity and quality within the
BPS Area. The scenario evaluation considers the implications of changes to land use within the
BPS Area and the effect of changes to groundwater recharge and stream base flows of Little
Bear Creek within the Primary Study Area, south to King County, and the Snohomish River to the
east; this broader review of streams beyond the BPS Area is considered the Secondary Study
Area.
This section is structured as follows:



Topic Introduction



Methods and Data




Summary Conditions



Findings

Scenario Evaluation

Methods and Data
Referenced Reports include:



Golder, 2000. Cross Valley Water District Wellhead Protection Plan. Volume 1 – Report. Report
to the Cross Valley Water District, WA prepared by Golder Associates Inc., Redmond, WA, as
referenced in Golder, 2005. Little Bear Creek Hydrogeologic Overview. 29 November.



Golder, 2005. Little Bear Creek Hydrogeologic Overview. 29 November. Available:
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8674/Little-Bear-CreekHydrogeologic-Overview?bidId=.
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NHC, 2017. Watershed Modeling Report (Appendix B of the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan). July.
Available: https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/44559/Appendix-B-July2017?bidId=.



Snohomish County, 2006. Revised Draft Summary of Best Available Science for Critical Areas.
March. Available:
ftp://ftp.snoco.org/Planning_and_Development_Services/.../SnoCo_BAS_2006.pdf



Snohomish County, 2015. Summary of Amendments to Chapter 30.62C SCC - Critical Aquifer
Recharge Areas. September. Available:
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/28158/2015-CAR-Update--Summary-of-Amendments-to-Chapter-3062C-SCC?bidId=.



Thomas, B.E., Wilkinson, J.M., and Embrey, S.S., 1997. The Ground-water System and GroundWater Quality in Western Snohomish County, Washington. USGS Water-Resources
Investigations Report 96-4312. Available: https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/wri964312.

Sources of Spatial Data include:



Golder, 2000. Spatial data developed for the Cross Valley Water District Wellhead Protection
Plan (see reference above).



Washington State Department of Ecology, Well Logs within T26N R05E, T27N R05E, and T28N
R05E, 2018.




Snohomish County, Hydrography Basins ESA, 2017.



Washington State Department of Natural Resources, 100k Geology Surface Geology, 2018;
BERK, 2018.

Snohomish County, Septic Parcels, May 25, 2017; and

Summary Conditions
Primary Study Area
Conditions
The surficial geology of the Primary Study Area 1 consists predominantly of glacial till and glacial
outwash, with minor exposures of bedrock (see Exhibit 1). Glacial till is exposed throughout the
upland areas of the Primary Study Area. Glacial till is not considered an important aquifer

The Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Geologic Information Portal contains a 1:100,000 scale
geologic map that covers the Primary Study Area. Mapping at 1:24,000 scale is available for portions, but not all, of the
Primary Study Area. Therefore, the 1:100,000 geologic mapping was used as a base. See:
https://www.dnr.wa.gov/geologyportal.

1
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because it has a low permeability, but the till is saturated and transmits infiltration downward to
underlying strata. There may be isolated lenses of permeable material within the till that would
form discontinuous or “perched” aquifers. Glacial outwash is generally exposed along the
channel and side-slopes of Little Bear Creek and is primarily classified as advance outwash
(Qva) with some exposure of recessional outwash (Qvr). The advance outwash is regionally
extensive and underlies the upland areas. The outwash is saturated and forms a regionally
important aquifer that is used for groundwater supply by the Cross Valley Water District and
numerous domestic wells.
Groundwater recharge (infiltration into the groundwater) is an important component of the
water cycle and the characterization of recharge is an element of critical aquifer recharge
areas (CARA) designation required by the Growth Management Act (GMA; see Regulations
below). Recharge into the groundwater is a function of precipitation and the geologic
characteristics of the geologic units at the ground surface. The USGS developed a simple
relationship for recharge rates for glacial till and glacial outwash, as a function of precipitation
rate; 2 the USGS considered areas of impervious surface at the time of the study. Average
precipitation in the Primary Study Area is on the order of 40 inches per year, which corresponds
to a recharge rate of about 18 inches per year through glacial till and 24 inches per year
through glacial outwash, using this USGS relationship.
Additionally, the USGS relationship was combined with the geologic units from the 1:100,000
scale geologic mapping to create two recharge rate classifications as shown on Exhibit 1.
Additional analysis of recharge into the groundwater and associated water quality,
development of impervious surfaces, or other land-use modifications can be based on Exhibit 1.

Thomas, et al 1997, USGS Water Resources Investigation 96-4312. Available:
https://pubs.usgs.gov/wri/1996/4312/report.pdf. The analysis considered a 1992 satellite image.

2
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Exhibit 1.

Geology – Recharge Map

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Sources: Geology from Washington State Department of Natural Resources, 2018; BERK, 2018; recharge from Thomas et
al., 1997; groundwater elevation contours from Golder, 2000.
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Groundwater discharge to streams and groundwater flow patterns within an aquifer are also an
important component of the water cycle. Although not specifically called out as an element of
CARA designations under the GMA, changes in groundwater flow patterns, or groundwater
discharge to streams that result from land use changes is considered in this section. Most of the
groundwater within the Primary Study Area is present in the advance outwash (Qva) aquifer.
Because groundwater generally flows from higher elevation to lower elevation, the flow of
groundwater within an aquifer is depicted using contours of equal groundwater elevation. The
direction of flow is generally perpendicular to the contours of equal elevation. A map of
groundwater elevation and flow directions within the Primary Study Area was prepared in 2000 by
the Cross Valley Water District for their Wellhead Protection Plan (WHPP) (Golder, 2000). This map is
shown separately in Exhibit 2, and as an overlay in Exhibit 1. A similar map of groundwater
contours was prepared by King County for the Brightwater project. 3 The Golder map was chosen
as most representative because the locations of wells used to generate the contours is portrayed
in the figure and the groundwater divide more closely corresponds to the surface watershed
divide, which is a basic fundamental practice for groundwater analysis. Most of the advance
outwash groundwater in the Primary Study Area flows from the upland areas toward Little Bear
Creek. In the northeastern and eastern portion of the Primary Study Area, there is a groundwater
divide, which generally corresponds to the surface water divide that separates the Lake
Washington-Cedar-Sammamish watershed (WRIA 8) from the Snohomish watershed (WRIA 7).
The map shown on Exhibit 2 is based on data from 2000 and earlier and may not represent
current conditions. The water levels used to develop Exhibit 2 were, in many cases, based on
measurements collected when the well was drilled. Therefore, while the map depicts flow
patterns that are consistent with “first principles” of groundwater flow analysis, there are likely
more complex patterns at a more local scale, and it is possible that the overall pattern of flow
(including hydraulic gradients and flow volumes) has changed since this map was prepared.
The connection between groundwater recharge and groundwater discharge is complicated
and usually analyzed with a groundwater flow model. A groundwater flow model was prepared
for the Cross Valley Water District WHPP, but the model was not available and was not
considered necessary for this high-level planning study.

3

King County, 2003, Brightwater Treatment Plant FEIS, Appendix 6-B
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Exhibit 2.

Groundwater Flow

Notes: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Note: The wells shown on the map represent one or more wells in Department of Ecology’s on-line well database
downloaded on December 3, 2018. Well locations are approximated at a quarter quarter section scale. Not all of the
wells shown on the map were used to generate the elevation contours from Golder, 2000.
Source: Groundwater elevation contours from Golder, 2000.
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General Land Use Issues Impacting Groundwater consist of:



Impervious surfaces in urban areas – such as roads, parking lots, and buildings – can reduce
local infiltration and recharge;



Stormwater infiltration can offset the effects of impervious surfaces on groundwater
recharge, but also has the potential to transport heavy metals, petroleum hydrocarbons,
and nutrients into surface water and groundwater;



Water demand from water wells can change groundwater flow patterns, discharge to
streams, and the distribution and rate of groundwater recharge (i.e. if potable water comes
from wells but wastewater is exported via sewers);



Nutrient loading from septic discharges and fertilizers can impact groundwater quality; and



Point source contaminants and spills from industrial properties, highways, or pipelines can
release contaminants into groundwater.

The DNR 1:100,000 geologic map shows that the Primary Study Area consists of about 75% till
(7,711 acres), 23% outwash (2,345 acres), and 2% bedrock (239 acres). Applying the USGS
recharge relationship, the primary recharge area receives an average of 16,200 acre-feet per
year of recharge.
Exhibit 3.

Geology and Recharge – Acres and Share

Geology

Acres

Percent

Recharge Rate
(inches/year)

(acre-feet/year)

Recharge

Outwash

2,345.2

22.8%

24

4,690

Till

7,710.8

74.9%

18

11,566

239.1

2.3%

0

Bedrock
TOTAL

10,295.1

Sources: Geologic from Washington State Department of Natural Resources, BERK, 2018; recharge rate based on
precipitation recharge relationship presented in Thomas et al., 1997.

Current stream baseflow. The baseflow (August flow) of the typical hydrograph for Little Bear
Creek provides a rough estimate of the total groundwater discharge to Little Bear Creek. The
USGS station 12125500, located on Little Bear Creek in Woodinville, WA, collected data from
1945 to 1969. The estimated average base flow for this time period was 7 cubic feet per second
(cfs) (Golder, 2000). More recently, Snohomish County recorded flow data at two sites—LBLU at
51st Avenue SE and LBLD at 228th Street SE. The LBLD location is downstream, closer to the USGS
station 12125500, and NHC found the mean flow (2002-2015) for August to be 5.3 cfs (NHC,
2017). There is likely some climatic change and seasonal fluctuation in groundwater discharge,
but that cannot be determined without additional data and a groundwater flow model.
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Decreasing summer low flow trends have been noted for the Snohomish River from 1975 to 2016.
The Puget Sound Partnership has identified whether the long-term trends of annual summer low
flow levels are declining, increasing, or stable (no trend) for rivers across the region. Specific
targets were created for 13 rivers in the Puget Sound Partnership’s 2020 Action Agenda including
for the Snohomish River. The target for the Snohomish River is to “Restore low flows to bring the
Snohomish River from a weakly decreasing trend to no trend.” The Snohomish River did not meet
the 2020 target in 2011. In 2016, “the rate of flow decline grew worse as compared to 2015,
despite more favorable hydrologic conditions.” 4
Current nitrate sources. Related to groundwater quality, Snohomish County regulates land uses
in proximity to wells at SCC 30.62C, and the County Health Department regulates the installation
of septic systems. Chronic loading of nitrate from septic systems is one category of water quality
degradation that can be estimated with available data. The County’s GIS database indicates
there are an estimated 3,701 septic systems within the Primary Study Area. Washington
Department of Health guidance suggests design flow rates for septic systems of between 240
and 400 gallons per day, 5 with effluent nitrate concentrations up to 100 mg/L. 6 Based on these
values, the total current nitrate load within the Primary Study Area is estimated a maximum of
3,000 kg per year. This information can serve as a baseline for of information as the County plans
for this area in the future.

Regulations
Snohomish County designates critical aquifer recharge areas based upon susceptibility to
contamination and ability to affect potable water supplies at SCC 30.62C.220. The County
regulations address protection of the Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer and wellhead protection
areas as well as areas susceptible to groundwater contamination. These groundwater
protection areas are described below. They are also considered later in the evaluation of
scenarios.
Exhibit 4 shows the Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer and wellhead protection areas. The
wellhead protection areas are based on a mix of groundwater flow modeling and calculated
fixed radius method of delineating WHPAs. The non-circular WHPAs are for Cross Valley Water
District’s 2001 Wellhead Protection Plan. The methodology and pumping rates used for the 2009
delineation are based on distribution of wells and pumping rates in 2001 and do not include
single domestic wells or group B water systems. The current distribution of wells and pumping
rates may differ from what is shown on Exhibit 4.

Puget Sound Partnership. 2017. Vital Signs: Indicator Summer Low Flows. Available:
https://www.psp.wa.gov/vitalsigns/in-summer-low-flows.php.
5 Washington Department of Health, 2002, Rule Committee Research Review Report on Residential Flow Rates
6 Washington Department of Health, 2017, Level 1 Nitrate Balance Instructions for On-site Sewage Systems
4
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Exhibit 4.

Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer and Wellhead Protection Areas

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: (Snohomish County, 2007) – County sources: Aquifer USEPA, 1987; Wellhead Protection Areas, State Dept. of
Health, 2001/09; Snohomish Health District, 2001; BERK, 2018.
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The area is generally considered to have low sensitivity to groundwater contamination based on
the USGS evaluation cited in the County’s critical areas designation criteria (see Exhibit 5). Exhibit
5 is based on a combination of USGS mapping (Thomas, et al 1997), a vulnerability assessment
(Thomas, et al, 1997), and WHPA delineations prepared by Snohomish County in 2001. While the
geologic mapping has not likely changed since 1997, the vulnerability assessment prepared by
the USGS uses depth to groundwater as an input, and it is likely that groundwater levels have
changed since 1997. Similarly, the WHPA delineations from 2001 are based on the distribution of
wells and pumping rates, which may have changed since 2001.
Hydrogeologic studies and adherence to best management practices is required for uses
proposed in critical aquifer recharge areas. Certain uses are prohibited in sole source aquifers;
Group A wellhead protection areas; and critical aquifer recharge areas with high sensitivity,
such as landfills, underground injection wells, mining of metals and hard rock, wood treatment
facilities, and facilities handling radioactive substances. Other uses are allowed, with conditions,
if they meet state and federal guidelines, such as above or below ground storage tanks, animal
feedlots, car washing facilities, junk yards, on-site sewage systems of 3,500+ gallons per day,
pesticide/fertilizer storage and use, reclaimed water, solid waste handling, surface mining, and
similar uses. Most of the prohibited and allowed but conditioned uses are unlikely to occur in the
Primary Study Area, except in commercial or industrial zones (e.g. car washing, wood treatment,
etc.), or with residential clusters (on-site sewage) that are less common.
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Exhibit 5.

USGS Aquifer Sensitivity with Depth to Aquifer

Source: Snohomish County, 2016 – County sources: Aquifer USEPA, 1987; Wellhead Protection Areas, State Dept. of
Health, 2001/09; Snohomish Health District, 2001.
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Secondary Study Area
The implications of changes to land use within the BPS Area are considered with regard to two
major water bodies within and beyond the BPS Area: Little Bear Creek and its basin inside
Snohomish County and King County, and the Snohomish River to the east. The cumulative
effects of groundwater discharge to Little Bear Creek would be expressed in the streamflow of
Little Bear Creek and the Snohomish River, which are the ultimate discharge areas for recharge
originating in the Secondary Study Area.

Scenario Evaluation
Section 3.C provides a range of scenarios regarding how the Primary Study Area could develop:
Current Strategies with mostly rural development per adopted plans, Nodes offering focused
urban areas in two locations, and Urban with a more extensive urban development pattern.
Impervious surfaces would increase under each scenario, with Current Strategies the least and
Urban the most. See Exhibit 6 though Exhibit 13 on the following pages. The maps were
developed by calculating recharge volumes for current conditions based on the relationship
between geology (bedrock, till or outwash) and precipitation developed by the USGS. The total
recharge was reduced in proportion to the amount of total impervious surface. These
calculations were then repeated for each scenario (Nodes, Urban, and Current Strategies) using
the different proportions of impervious surface.
In terms of interpreting results, the following caveats and limitations are appropriate:



The current conditions rely on 2001 groundwater levels to define the flow paths and position
of the groundwater divide; more up to date analysis of current conditions would be
warranted to ensure appropriate context for future planning efforts. This is particularly
important for the Clearview Area because it is the probable location of the groundwater
divide between the Little Bear Creek and Snohomish River watersheds. There is also an
apparent groundwater divide in the southwest portion of the SWUGA between Little Bear
Creek and North Creek that should be evaluated further.



Impervious assumptions are approximations and it is appropriate to look at the relative
differences among various scenarios. Areas where there are greater relative reductions in
recharge compared to the Current Strategies Scenario could be considered for more
detailed characterization of current conditions and future impervious/infiltration effects.



With this preliminary high-level analysis, under the Urban Scenario there could be a
cumulative reduction of up to 2.2 cfs of recharge that would discharge to Little Bear Creek
and up to 1.9 cfs reduction of recharge that would discharge to the Snohomish River.



Offsets to loss of recharge could be developed once effects on recharge are more fully
characterized. Offsets to recharge reduction could be realized through stormwater
infiltration approaches at either a regional or local scale. Direct replacement of losses to
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streamflows could also be evaluated. For example, Cross Valley Water District’s groundwater
rights could provide a potential mitigation offset for streamflow loss by pumping directly to
Little Bear Creek or the Snohomish River. Cross Valley would replace that source of potable
water through purchase of water from Everett, which has ample supply (see Section 7.F
Water and Sewer).
This high-level analysis provides a comparative review of the scenarios from the groundwater
perspective. There are other planning and legal considerations relevant to groundwater and
land use, such as in-stream rules, water rights, water quality, habitat conservation, and serviceprovider obligations relevant to the BPS Area.
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Potential Changes in Impervious Area and Recharge with Hypothetical Scenarios

Totals

1,963 8,328

Recharge
Reduction
from Current

13,122

9,934 2,281 8,010
AF/Yr.

12,633
(489)

cfs (mean annual)
% change from
current conditions

16%

-4%

9,630 3,194 7,097

11,292

LBC Recharge
(AF/Yr.)

SWUGA BPS
Recharge (AF/Yr.)

Permeable Acres

Impervious Acres

Urban

LBC Recharge
(AF/Yr.)

SWUGA BPS
Recharge (AF/Yr.)

Permeable Acres

Impervious Acres

Nodes

LBC Recharge
(AF/Yr.)

SWUGA BPS
Recharge (AF/Yr.)

Impervious Acres

Current Strategies

LBC Recharge
(AF/Yr.)

SWUGA BPS
Recharge (AF/Yr.)

Permeable Acres

Impervious Acres

Current Conditions

Permeable Acres

Exhibit 6.

9,021 3,914 6,377

10,186

8,318

(304)

(1,831)1

(913)2

(2,936)

(1,616)

(0.7)

(0.4)

(2.5)1

(1.3)2

(4.1)

(2.2)

-4%

-3%

-14%

-9%

-22%

-16%

63%

-15%

99%

-23%

1 The recharge reduction is mostly due to the Northeast Node.
2 The recharge reduction is mostly due to the Southwest Node.
Source: BERK, 2019; Geosyntec, 2019.
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Exhibit 7.

Current Recharge

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Sources: Snohomish County Surface Water Management, 2019; BERK, 2019; Geosyntec, 2019.
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Exhibit 8.

Current Strategies Scenario – Recharge

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Sources: Snohomish County Surface Water Management, 2019; BERK, 2019; Geosyntec, 2019.
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Exhibit 9.

Current Strategies Scenario – Recharge Percent Change

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Sources: Snohomish County Surface Water Management, 2109; BERK, 2109; Geosyntec, 2019.
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Exhibit 10. Hypothetical Nodes Scenario – Recharge

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Sources: BERK, 2019; Geosyntec, 2019.
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Exhibit 11. Hypothetical Nodes Scenario – Recharge Percent Change

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Sources: BERK, 2019; Geosyntec, 2019.
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Exhibit 12. Hypothetical Urban Scenario – Recharge

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Sources: BERK, 2019; Geosyntec, 2019.
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Exhibit 13. Hypothetical Urban Scenario – Recharge Percent Change

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Sources: BERK, 2019; Geosyntec, 2019.
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Findings
Current Conditions
In general, the groundwater in areas along and adjacent to Little Bear Creek that have glacial
outwash sediments at the ground surface are more vulnerable to impacts from development.
Impacts to these areas are also more likely to impact groundwater baseflow discharging to Little
Bear Creek.
Groundwater in areas more distant from Little Bear Creek that have glacial till sediments
exposed at the ground surface are less vulnerable to impacts from development, but
cumulative impacts from extensive development could be significant. Although travel times are
longer, groundwater recharge from these till-covered areas does reach potable aquifers and
discharges to Little Bear Creek or the Snohomish River. A potential constraint to development
would be to maintain the current volume and quality of infiltration reaching groundwater in the
Primary Study Area in order to maintain baseflow to streams and rivers. This could be
accomplished through strategies that offset reductions to recharge through stormwater
infiltration or direct replacement of flows in streams or rivers.
There is sufficient information on groundwater to develop broad conceptual analysis of the
potential implications of future development within the Primary Study Area. However, there are
important data gaps related to current groundwater elevations within the Primary Study Area.
There is an opportunity in the future to develop a more current understanding of groundwater
flow patterns in the Primary Study Area, by developing a groundwater flow model that would
integrate with the hydrologic analysis and land-use planning indexes being considered for the
overall Boundary Planning Study Area suitability analysis.

Scenario Evaluation
Current Strategies results in cumulative reduction in recharge of up to 0.4 cfs that would
discharge to Little Bear Creek, and 0.3 cfs that would dischrage to the Snohomish River.
The Nodes Scenario could result in a cumulative reduction of recharge of up to 1.3 cfs that
would discharge to Little Bear Creek, and up to 1.2 cfs reduction of recharge that would
discharge to the Snohomish River. The SW Node represents the degree of reduction to discharge
to Little Bear Creek (up to 1.3 cfs reduction) whereas the NE Node is largely applied in the area
that would influence discharge to the Snohomish River (1.2 cfs reduction).
With this broad comparative analysis, reductions in groundwater recharge are highest for the
Urban Scenario, which could result in a cumulative reduction of up to 2.2 cfs to recharge that
would discharge to Little Bear Creek, and up to 1.9 cfs reduction in groundwater recharge that
would discharge to the Snohomish River. For Little Bear Creek, this change in base flow equates
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to a reduction of 31-41% of stream flow, assuming a baseflow discharge range of 5.3-7 cfs, as
mentioned above.
At this general level of analysis, if the Primary Study Area were to have extensive development of
urban patterns, the overall management of the area would change and include municipal
water systems instead of wells and new stormwater systems. With this new pattern and
infrastructure, there could be offsets to recharge reduction through stormwater infiltration
approaches at either a regional or local scale. Direct replacement of loss of groundwater
recharge/discharge to streamflows could also be evaluated. For example, Cross Valley Water
District’s groundwater rights could provide a potential offset for streamflow loss by pumping
directly to Little Bear Creek or the Snohomish River. Cross Valley would then need to replace that
source of potable water through purchase of water from other sources like the City of Everett
that has ample water supply. See Section 7.F Water and Sewer. The magnitude, cost, and longterm maintenance would be factors. The success or failure of other similar stream augmentation
efforts from wells would need to be considered.
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Natural Areas and Tree Canopy
Topic Introduction
This section describes tree canopy and impairments associated with impervious surfaces in the
Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area (the Primary Study Area). Forest canopy is a key indicator of
ecological condition for a variety of functions, including habitat, hydrology, and water quality.
Similarly, loss of forest canopy and land use activities resulting in impervious surface cover are a
key indicator of degradation to ecological conditions.
This section is structured as follows:



Topic Introduction



Methods and Data




Summary Conditions
Findings

Summary conditions are presented by watershed resource inventory area (WRIA) and subbasins.
Findings are cross-referenced to Section 5.E Watershed Characterization.

Methods and Data
This section synthesizes and summarizes detailed land cover mapping compiled for the Little
Bear Creek Basin Plan and 2015 NOAA land cover (CCAP), as provided by Snohomish County, to
assess existing forest canopy conditions and impairments associated with impervious surfaces
across the BPS Area. For each subbasin, the percent of forest cover and impervious surface in
the overall subbasin (including areas within and outside the BPS Area) and within the BPS Area
only are reported.

Summary Conditions
The amount of forest cover in each subbasin has been quantified. See Exhibit 1. Many
subbbasins have more than 50% forest cover. Critical areas 1 are also still heavily forested in most

As defined and mapped in Sections 5.A Basins and Surface Waters and 5.B Wetlands and Geologic Hazards for the
purposes of this high-level study.

1
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cases, though not to the extent typically supporting good-to-excellent biological conditions. The
amount of forest cover is considered in the watershed analysis in terms of relative intactness.
See subbasin mapping in the folio. Additional mapping of tree cover and impervious areas is
provided in Section 5.G Open Space Assessment.
Exhibit 1.

Basinwide Tree Canopy

Basin

Subbasin

% Forest

% Forest
Critical
Areas1

Upper Little Bear
Creek

Little Bear Upper

47%

69.7%

Trout Cr

57%

69.0%

Middle Little Bear
Creek

West Trib

46%

55.9%

Great Dane Cr

53%

60.2%

Little Bear Middle

61%

71.6%

Cutthroat Cr

51%

66.2%

Little Bear Lower 228th

55%

67.5%

Little Bear Lower CL

39%

50.9%

Rowlands Cr

57%

74.4%

Cole Cr

41%

59.9%

Palm Cr

25%

45.0%

Tambark Cr

32%

51.5%

Daniels

Upper Daniels Cr

49%

37.9%

Marshland /
Cathcart
Drainages

East Marshlands

44%

61.8%

Elliott Rd

44%

54.9%

Evans Cr

47%

55.7%

Lower Little Bear
Creek

North Creek

Source: NOAA, 2015.

Primary Study Area, WRIA 8
Little Bear Creek Upper Basin
Little Bear Upper Subbasin
Approximately 47% of the entire Little Bear Upper Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization). Of the 629 forested acres in the subbasin, 396 acres (63%) are in the BPS Area;
these forested areas are predominantly located around wetlands associated with Little Bear
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Creek and along the tributaries along the hillside to the east. About 60% of the subbasin within
the BPS Area is forested.
Approximately 22% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. Within the BPS Area,
impervious surfaces in the subbasin are primarily associated with roads, homes, and some
smaller commercial businesses. About 12% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is covered in
impervious surfaces.
Trout Creek Subbasin
Approximately 57% of the entire Trout Creek Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization). Of the 362 forested acres in the subbasin, 325 acres (90%) are in the BPS Area;
these forested areas are primarily located along stream channels that run west to east through
the middle of the subbasin. 58% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is forested.
Approximately 12% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. Within the BPS Area,
impervious surfaces in the subbasin primarily consist of roads and residential buildings. About 13%
of the subbasin within the BPS Area is covered in impervious surfaces.

Little Bear Creek Middle Basin
Little Bear Middle Subbasin
Approximately 61% of the entire Little Bear Middle Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E
Watershed Characterization). Of the 1,354 forested acres in the subbasin, about 1,261 acres
(93%) are in the BPS Area; these forested areas are primarily located along the mainstem of Little
Bear Creek. About 62% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is forested.
Approximately 11% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. Within the BPS Area,
impervious surfaces in the subbasin are primarily associated with roads, residences, and small
commercial businesses. About 13% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is covered in impervious
surfaces.
West Tributary Subbasin
Approximately 46% of the entire West Tributary Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization). Of the 211 forested acres in the subbasin, 161 acres (76%) are in the BPS Area;
these forested areas are scattered throughout the subbasin. About 51% of the subbasin within
the BPS Area is forested.
Approximately 15% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. Within the BPS Area,
impervious surfaces in the subbasin primarily consist of roads and residences. The majority of
impervious surface outside of the BPS Area is associated with roads and Fernwood Elementary
School. About 15% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is covered in impervious surfaces.
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Great Dane Subbasin
Approximately 53% of the entire Great Dane Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization). Of the 827 forested acres in the subbasin, 777 acres (94%) are in the BPS Area;
these forested patches are distributed throughout the subbasin and also include the western
extent of Lee Memorial Forest, a research facility owned by the University of Washington. About
53% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is forested.
Approximately 15% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. Within the BPS Area,
impervious surfaces in the subbasin primarily consist of roads and residences. About 19% of the
subbasin within the BPS Area is covered in impervious surfaces.

Little Bear Creek Lower Basin
Little Bear Lower 228th Subbasin
Approximately 55% of the entire Little Bear Lower 228th Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E
Watershed Characterization). Of the 338 forested acres in the subbasin, 219 (65%) are in the BPS
Area, the majority of these forested areas occur west of the industrial/commercial land uses,
located west of SR 9. Outside of the BPS Area, the remainder of the forested area within the
subbasin is interspersed between residences. About 53% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is
forested.
Approximately 18% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. Within the BPS Area,
impervious surfaces in the subbasin include major roads (SR 9), developed portion of Brightwater
Park, and the industrial and commercial developments to the east. The remaining impervious
surfaces in the subbasin outside of the BPS Area consist primarily of SR 522 and neighborhood
roads. About 25% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is covered in impervious surfaces.
Cutthroat Creek Subbasin
Approximately 51% of the entire Cutthroat Creek Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization). Of the 405 forested acres in the subbasin, 371 acres (92%) are in the BPS Area;
these forested areas are scattered throughout the subbasin and interspersed with residential
buildings. About 51% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is forested.
Approximately 18% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. Within the BPS Area,
impervious surfaces in the subbasin are concentrated within the commercial and industrial uses
in the eastern extent of the subbasin. About 23% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is covered
in impervious surfaces.
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Rowlands Creek Subbasin
Approximately 57% of the entire Rowlands Creek Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization). Of the 227 forested acres in the subbasin, 212 acres (93%) are in the BPS Area;
these forested areas are scattered throughout the subbasin as well as a large area along
Rowlands Creek in the southern portion of the subbasin. About 57% of the subbasin within the
BPS Area is forested.
Approximately 16% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. Within the BPS Area,
impervious surfaces in the subbasin consist primarily of residences and neighborhood roads.
About 18% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is covered in impervious surfaces.
Little Bear Creek Lower County Line (CL) Subbasin
Approximately 39% of the entire Little Bear Creek Lower CL Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E
Watershed Characterization). Of the 460 forested acres in the subbasin, 277 acres (60%) are in
the BPS Area; these forested areas are primarily located within the northern portion of the
subbasin and are interspersed with residences. An additional 183 forested acres occur outside of
the BPS Area in rural residential areas in the southwest portion of the subbasin. About 38% of the
subbasin within the BPS Area is forested.
Approximately 25% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. Within the BPS Area,
impervious surfaces in the subbasin are predominantly located in the commercial area to the
southeast, as well as large roads such as SR 522 and Woodinville-Snohomish Road. Impervious
surfaces in the subbasin located outside of the BPS Area consist primarily of residences and
neighborhood roads. About 40% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is covered in impervious
surfaces.

Other WRIA 8 Basins
Tambark East Subbasin
Approximately 32% of the entire Tambark Creek Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization). Of the 448 forested acres in the subbasin, 34 acres (8%) are in the BPS Area;
these forested areas are located throughout the subbasin and are interspersed with residential
buildings. About 37% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is forested.
Approximately 35% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. Within the BPS Area,
impervious surfaces in the subbasin consist only of residences and neighborhood roads. About
9% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is covered in impervious surfaces.
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Palm Creek Subbasin
Approximately 25% of the entire Palm Creek Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization). Of the 123 forested acres in the subbasin, 16 acres (13%) are in the BPS Area;
these forested areas are scattered throughout the subbasin and are interspersed with
residences. About 39% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is forested.
Approximately 39% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. Within the BPS Area,
impervious surfaces in the subbasin consist only of residential structures and neighborhood roads.
About 18% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is covered in impervious surfaces.
Cole Creek Subbasin
Approximately 41% of the entire Cole Creek Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization). Of the 292 forested acres in the subbasin, 23 acres (8%) are in the BPS Area;
these forested areas are primarily located in the central and northern portions of the BPS Area.
About 43% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is forested.
Approximately 27% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. Within the BPS Area,
impervious surfaces in the subbasin consist only of residential structures, neighborhood roads,
and the parking lot for Miner’s Corner. About 22% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is covered
in impervious surfaces.
Upper Daniels Subbasin
Approximately 49% of the entire Upper Daniels Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization). Of the 1,060 forested acres in the subbasin, 162 acres (15%) are in the BPS
Area; these forested areas are predominantly located within the rural residential areas in the
northwest of the subbasin. About 27% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is forested.
Approximately 16% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. Within the BPS Area,
impervious surfaces in the subbasin are predominantly located in the southern portion of the BPS
Area near the commercial and industrial uses. About 34% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is
covered in impervious surfaces.

Primary Study Area, WRIA 7
East Marshlands Subbasin
Approximately 44% of the East Marshlands Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization). Of the 1,059 forested acres in the subbasin, 399 acres (43%) are in the BPS
Area; these forested areas are located throughout the basin, primarily around the stream
channels, and provide an intact riparian corridor. About 43% of the subbasin within the BPS Area
is forested.
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Approximately 16% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. About 14% of the
subbasin within the BPS Area is covered in impervious surfaces.

Elliott Road Subbasin
Approximately 44% of the entire Elliott Road Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization). Of the 486 forested acres in the subbasin, 361 acres (74%) are in the BPS Area;
large, intact forested patches exist throughout the subbasin, with some larger concentrations
occurring along the BNSF Railroad alignment and the east side of the Woodinville Snohomish
Road. About 43% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is forested.
Approximately 16% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. About 17% of the
subbasin within the BPS Area is covered in impervious surfaces.

Evans Creek Subbasin
Approximately 47% of the entire Evans Creek Subbasin is forested (see Section 5.E Watershed
Characterization). Of the 765 forested acres in the subbasin, 213 acres (28%) are in the BPS Area;
the majority of the forested area is contained in Lee Memorial Forest, which is used for research
purposed by the University of Washington. About 49% of the subbasin within the BPS Area is
forested.
Approximately 16% of the entire subbasin is covered in impervious surface. About 17% of the
subbasin within the BPS Area is covered in impervious surfaces.

Findings
See Section 5.E Watershed Characterization for a detailed synthesis of findings relevant to
natural areas and tree canopy conditions.
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Watershed Characterization
Topic Introduction
The Watershed Characterization section integrates information regarding surface water basins
and stream conditions (Section 5.A Basins and Surface Waters), wetlands, steep slopes greater
than 33%, and landslides (Section 5.B Wetlands and Geologic Hazards), and tree canopy and
impervious areas (Section 5.D Natural Areas and Tree Canopy) to evaluate natural systems level
of intactness and degradation in the Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area. The integrated results
of intactness and degradation have led to a high-level summary of protection priorities.
Conditions and findings summarized in this section provide a consistent platform for evaluating
relative conditions from one subbasin to another within the BPS Area and surrounding
landscape. The overall results of watershed characterization are considered in the development
and evaluation of the scenarios, and are a factor in Section 6.A Vulnerability and Suitability.
This section is structured as follows:



Topic Introduction



Methods and Data




Summary Conditions



Findings

Scenario Evaluation

Implications of changes to the watersheds on Snohomish County’s stormwater system and
services is also found in Section 7.G Stormwater.

Methods and Data
The Puget Sound Watershed Characterization (PSWC) approach established by the Washington
Department of Ecology (Ecology) was used for analysis of landscape assessment patterns,
identifying areas of highest relative importance for natural systems functions, and priorities for
appropriate subbasin-wide management strategies (protection/conservation, restoration,
and/or additional development) based on watershed characterization results. Efforts included a
combination of coarse analysis (at a basin scale) relying on existing watershed-wide PSWC
assessment results; and finer-scale, subbasin analysis relying on data and study synthesis
integrating key land cover and wetland, and geologic hazard indicators of watershed
conditions as defined and mapped for the purpose of this study (see Sections 5.A Basins and
Surface Waters and 5.B Wetlands and Geologic Hazards).
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The watershed characterization in this section considers relative importance and conditions
within each basin and subbasin based on indicators of likely function as they occur in that area.
For both the coarse and finer-scale analyses, this assessment does not directly consider basin to
basin upstream   downstream relationships (or subbasin to subbasin relationships) within the
hydrologic continuums (e.g., surface and groundwater) in which they actually occur. It is
important to recognize that management decisions within an upstream portion of a watershed
will have direct consequences on ecological process that support downstream conditions. A
discussion of assessment results is provided under Findings to qualitatively consider implications
for downstream reaches and associated habitat. While this evaluation provides indications of
conditions and directions regarding protection that are useful at an early stage of a planning
study, users of the information should cautiously consider the results and associated
management implications, and could employ conservative adaptive management principles.
A large majority of the BPS Area (the Primary Study Area) overlaps the Little Bear Creek
watershed, which is divided into three basins: Lower, Middle, and Upper. The lowest subbasin of
Little Bear Creek, from the county line to the confluence with the Sammamish River, is also
established as a subbasin. Assessment for this subbasin includes a qualitative consideration of
downstream conditions and implications of land use changes considered as part of this study on
upstream conditions within Snohomish County. The Secondary Study Area includes the entirety
of these subbasins.
Coarse Analysis: Currently available assessment results from the Ecology PSWC Water Flow
Assessment were reviewed. 1 This assessment allows for understanding of the relative hydrologic
importance and degradation of all basins relative to each other across WRIAs 7 and 8.
Eight basins (referred to as assessment units by the Ecology Water Flow Assessment model) fully
or partially overlap the BPS Area; these basins total approximately 32 square miles, of which
approximately 17 square miles make up the Little Bear Creek (LBC) Watershed. The coarse
Ecology PSWC Water Flow Assessment results detailed for these eight basins are relative to basin
conditions across a much larger area (1,980 square miles across the WRIA 7 Snohomish
Watershed, and 692 square miles across the WRIA 8 Cedar/Sammamish Watershed). These
much larger areas also reflect a wider array of physical, ecological, and land use conditions
within the lowland domain for PSWC; uses range from highly urban areas along the I-5 corridor –
including downtown areas of Seattle, Everett, and Bellevue – to productive farmlands, rural
areas characteristic of the BPS Area, private and public timber lands, and protected wildlands
extending to the Cascade Range crest. Ecology PSWC Water Flow Assessment results must be

It is anticipated that there will be little application of Ecology’s Water Quality Assessment results because the County
has more resolved and detailed assessment completed through the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan. The Basin Plan uses
actual water quality and quantity data to provide estimates of impacts to water quality and aquatic biota parameters
based on detailed HSPF modeling for a series of future buildout/stormwater management scenarios.

1
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considered in this much larger context, and for this reason finer-scale subbasin analysis
assessment may provide more useful indication of existing BPS Area conditions.
Finer-scale, Subbasin Analysis: Ecology Water Flow Assessment results at the basin scale are
supplemented with analysis of key environmental data detailed in prior sections. The finer-scale,
subbasin analysis input data focuses on indicators of subbasin intactness (including forest cover,
extent of critical areas as defined and mapped for the purposes of this study in Sections 5.A and
5.B, and aquatic habitat for salmonids and other wildlife species) and degradation (including
impervious surface coverage and density of stormwater infrastructure).
The following exhibit defines finer-scale indicators of intactness and degradation, and provides,
finer-scale analysis as completed for the 15 subbasins overlapping the BPS Area. Based on
review of literature, the project team identified indicators of watershed function (focused on
extent and intactness of important areas, and level of degradation) for evaluation. In addition,
identified indicators for this analysis include those where finer resolution data was available
across the BPS Area. Exhibit 1 summarizes selected indicators along with the rationale and
scientific literature supporting each.
Exhibit 1.

Indicators of Watershed Functions Selected for Use in the Finer-scale Subbasin Analysis

Indicators of…

Rational and Relevant Scientific Literature

Ecological Extent and Intactness
Indicator of intactness – Percent existing
forest cover for each subbasin (2015 CCAP
land cover data)

Hydrologic modeling directly links land cover to
maintenance of a wide array of ecological processes
necessary for maintaining stream, wetland, and other
critical areas1 conditions, with extent of remaining forest
cover a key indicator for hydrologic, water quality, and
habitat process intactness (Booth et al. 2002 and 2004;
Stanley et al. 2005 and 2012).

Indicator of intactness – Percent existing
forest cover within critical areas1 and buffers
for each subbasin (2015 CCAP land cover
data within stream 150’ riparian buffer,
wetlands + 150’ buffer, and landslide/erosion
hazard areas)

Studies by Van Sickle and Johnston (2008), Lucchetti et
al. (2014), and others highlight the greater hydrologic
and ecological importance of land use conditions within
aquatic areas and surrounding buffers.

Indicator of extent – Percent of each
subbasin comprised of critical areas1 &
buffers (stream 150’ riparian buffer, wetlands
+ 150’ buffer, and landslide/erosion hazard
areas)

The comparative extent of critical areas1 (wetlands,
streams, and landslide/erosion hazards) within the
landscape suggests watershed areas that present
opportunities for protection vs. development.

Indicator of extent – Density of aquatic
habitat, measured by stream miles per acre
(SWM stream network geodatabase, with
weighting to ‘double’ the miles of Type F
streams)

Freshwater aquatic habitat is vital for survival of fish
populations, including salmonid species spawning and
rearing within BPS Area streams. Weighting provides
higher emphasis on those stream reaches that have
known fish presence; while all streams (including
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Indicators of…

Rational and Relevant Scientific Literature
contributing upstream/headwater reaches) are
included in this indicator.

Degradation
Percent total impervious area (TIA) for each
subbasin (2015 CCAP land cover data)

Hydrologic modeling directly links land cover to
maintenance of a wide array of ecological processes
necessary for maintaining stream, wetland, and other
critical areas1 conditions, with extent of remaining forest
cover a key indicator for hydrologic, water quality, and
habitat process intactness (Booth et al. 2002 and 2004;
Stanley et al. 2005 and 2012; and others).

Percent TIA within critical areas1 and buffers
for each subbasin (2015 CCAP land cover
data within stream 150’ riparian buffer,
wetlands + 150’ buffer, and landslide/erosion
hazard areas)

Studies by Van Sickle and Johnston (2008), Lucchetti et
al. (2014), and others highlight the greater hydrologic
and ecological importance of land use conditions within
aquatic areas and surrounding buffers.

Density of storm drainage conveyance
infrastructure, measured by piped/open
channel conveyance feet per acre (SWM
storm drainage infrastructure geodatabase)

Indicator of the level of development within each BPS
Area subbasin, specifically tied to impacts on aquatic
habitat hydrology and water quality (Stanley et al.
2012).

As defined and mapped in Sections 5.A Basins and Surface Waters and 5.B Wetlands and Geologic Hazards for the
purposes of this high-level study.
Sources: See referenced studies in table. Compiled by ESA, 2019.
1

For all selected indicators, subbasin scores were normalized and weighted equally to determine
one value for intactness/extent, and one value for degradation. The four individual normalized
scores for intactness/extent were summed and divided by four for each subbasin, and the three
normalized scores of finer-scale degradation were summed and divided by three for each
subbasin. In reality, the selected indicators do give greater weight to land cover conditions
within wetlands, streams, landslides/slopes and their buffers, 2 as these areas are measured by
both “indicators of intactness” and both TIA-focused “indicators of degradation.”

Summary Conditions
Coarse Analysis
The primary coarse analysis is the evaluation of water flow (hydrologic) processes at the basin
scale relying on Ecology’s PSWC model for the eight basins that overlap the BPS Area, as

As defined and mapped in Sections 5.A Basins and Surface Waters and 5.B Wetlands and Geologic Hazards for the
purposes of this high-level study.

2
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detailed in Exhibit 2 below. Exhibit 2 includes the relative importance and degradation of water
flow processes and the PSWC ‘Overall Protection/Restoration’ categories.
Exhibit 2.

Coarse Analysis Results for Basins Overlapping the Boundary Planning Study Area
from Ecology PSWC
Overall Water Flow Results (PSWC)

Basin

Ecology
AU#

Crosses
County
Line?

Importance
Score

Protection/
Restoration
Category

Degradation
Score

Subbasins

WRIA 8 (drains to Sammamish River)
Upper LBC

Middle
LBC

8071

8072

N

N

Moderate

Moderate
High

Moderate

Moderate

Low
Protection

Little Bear Upper

High
Protection

Little Bear Middle

Trout Creek

West Tributary
Great Dane

Lower LBC

8073

Y

Moderate
High

Moderate
High

High
Restoration

Little Bear Lower 228th
Cutthroat Creek
Rowlands Creek
Little Bear Lower CL
LBC Lower
KC/Woodinville

Tambark
Creek

8067

N

Low

High

Development
(Lowest
Restoration)

Tambark East

Lower
North
Creek

8069

Y

High

High

Highest
Restoration

Palm Creek

Daniels
Creek

8074

Y

Cole Creek

Low

Moderate

Lowest
Protection

Upper Daniels

WRIA 7 (drains to Snohomish River)
Marshland

7221

N

Low

High

Development
(Lowest
Restoration)

East Marshland

Cathcart
Drainages

7198 &
7149

N

Low

High

Development
(Lowest
Restoration)

Elliott Road
Evans Creek

Notes: LBC = Little Bear Creek, AU = Assessment Unit.
Source: Stanley et al., 2014 (results available through Ecology PSWC website:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/coastalatlas/wc/landingpage.html).
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A chart of the water flow assessment method also appears in Exhibit 3. Per Ecology’s framework,
areas with relatively high importance and relatively low degradation are considered more
suitable for protection actions; areas with high importance and high degradation could be
considered for restoration actions; and areas with low importance and high degradation could
be more suitable for development, since land use changes will have relatively lower impacts on
water flow processes in these areas. However, in all areas, including lowest restoration, Ecology
identifies potential management recommendations that would seek to protect and restore
water flow processes.
Exhibit 3.

Water Flow Assessment Method

Source: Stanley et al., 2005; Stanley et al., 2012; Stanley et al., 2013.
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Results of the water flow process results from Ecology’s model by assessment unit (AU) are
presented below. As identified by Ecology, readers should consider some limitations of the
model results, including, but not limited to:



Care should be taken to use the PSWC as intended. It is a coarse-scale assessment and is not
intended for site scale decisions; finer-scale data will be needed for these decisions. Even at
larger scales, finer-scale and local information to supplement the watershed-level
characterization will improve decision-making.



The PSWC is for planning purposes only. This information does not affect or alter existing land
use/environmental regulations, although it can be used to help inform future land use and
regulatory decisions.



Results for water flow assessments are presented within landscape groups in each Water
Resources Inventory Area (WRIA); it is not appropriate to compare the AU ratings in one
WRIA to AU ratings in a different WRIA.

Users should always examine the overall integrity of a Watershed Management Unit (WMU)
relative to the actions within a single AU. Each AU will represent a combination of on-the-ground
challenges and opportunities. Just because an AU is rated as a low priority for restoration, does
not mean there are no suitable restoration sites/opportunities in the AU. Similarly, not every site in
an AU that is a high priority for restoration will be suitable for restoration.

Little Bear Creek Watershed
For the three basins within the LBC Watershed, the Middle LBC and Lower LBC are assessed as
being of higher relative importance than the Upper LBC basin. The Lower LBC basin shows higher
levels of degradation to water flow processes than the upper basins, suggesting that it may be
an appropriate place to ensure restoration actions within important natural areas are
implemented as future development occurs. For the Middle LBC Basin, lower levels of water flow
process degradation and the ‘Moderate High’ importance score suggest this area may be
appropriate to focus conservation efforts and/or implement higher standards for protection of
intact natural areas. Comparatively, the upper LBC watershed may be of less importance for
focusing environmental protection efforts.

North Creek Watershed (including Tambark)
PSWC results for the Tambark Creek Basin show relatively low levels of importance and high
levels of degradation. This suggests that the relatively small portion of the BPS Area in this basin
(95 acres) may be appropriate for more intensive development. However, underlying conditions
within the Lower North Creek Basin are of high importance and are highly degraded by past
development patterns. PSWC results for this basin – which includes the Palm Creek and Cole
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Creek subbasins that overlap the southwestern portion of the BPS Area – suggests prioritizing
restoration actions that restore hydrological and ecological functions.

Daniels Creek Basin (Major Tributary within Bear Creek Watershed)
PSWC results for the Daniels Creek Basin – which drains south from Snohomish County (including
the southeast portion of the BPS Area and areas around Crystal Lake) across the county line to
Cottage Lake – suggest the area may be a ‘lowest’ priority for protection efforts. However, the
area shows comparatively lower levels of existing degradation to water flow processes.

Marshlands Basin and Cathcart Drainages Basin
PSWC results for these basin areas are consistent, indicating low levels of water flow process
importance and high levels of existing degradation.

Finer-scale, Subbasin Analysis
Key indicator values for land cover, critical areas 3 extents, aquatic habitat extents, and
stormwater conveyance extents are provided in Exhibit 4 and Exhibit 5, along with normalized
score components and overall scores for watershed intactness/extent and watershed
degradation. Results of the finer-scale subbasin analysis are also presented in Exhibit 4 and
Exhibit 5.

As defined and mapped in Sections 5.A Surface Water and 5.B Wetlands and Geologic Hazards for the purposes of this
high-level study.

3
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Exhibit 4.

Finer-scale Subbasin Analysis Indicators for Watershed Intactness and Extent
Forest Cover
Across Subbasin

Forest Cover w/in
Critical Areas1

Critical Areas
Extent (Density)1

Aquatic Habitat
Extent (Density)

Basin

Subbasin Name

% Forest

Norm
Score

% Forest

Norm
Score

% Critical
Area

Norm
Score

Total
Miles

%
Type F

Weighted
Ft/acre

Norm
Score

Overall
Intactness
/Extent
Score

Upper LBC

Little Bear Upper

47%

0.76

69.7%

0.81

30%

0.65

7.8

8%

38.1

0.63

0.71

Trout Cr

57%

0.92

69.0%

0.98

41%

0.89

4.8

18%

52.6

0.87

0.91

West Trib

46%

0.75

55.9%

0.81

35%

0.75

3.3

23%

44.5

0.73

0.76

Great Dane Cr

53%

0.86

60.2%

0.92

29%

0.63

9.2

7%

40.8

0.67

0.77

Little Bear Middle

61%

1.00

71.6%

0.96

46%

1.00

15.4

7%

50.3

0.83

0.97

Cutthroat Cr

51%

0.83

66.2%

0.88

31%

0.67

4.6

15%

42.9

0.71

0.77

Little Bear Lower 228th

55%

0.89

67.5%

0.95

35%

0.75

2.7

27%

34.0

0.56

0.79

Little Bear Lower CL

39%

0.64

50.9%

0.68

34%

0.73

5.6

13%

33.2

0.55

0.65

Rowlands Cr

57%

0.94

74.4%

1.00

32%

0.70

3.3

21%

60.8

1.00

0.91

North Creek Cole Cr

41%

0.67

59.9%

0.72

25%

0.55

3.1

18%

30.2

0.50

0.61

Palm Cr

25%

0.41

45.0%

0.44

15%

0.32

1.7

18%

20.3

0.33

0.37

Tambark Cr

32%

0.51

51.5%

0.55

35%

0.76

9.1

8%

50.0

0.82

0.66

Daniels

Upper Daniels Cr

49%

0.80

37.9%

0.85

25%

0.53

1.2

44%

2.9

0.05

0.56

Marsh/
Cath

East Marshlands

44%

0.71

61.8%

0.76

28%

0.60

10.5

6%

22.9

0.38

0.61

Elliott Rd

44%

0.72

54.9%

0.77

28%

0.61

2.5

24%

17.1

0.28

0.59

Evans Cr

47%

0.76

55.7%

0.81

26%

0.57

1.9

30%

9.9

0.16

0.58

Middle LBC

Lower LBC

1As

defined and mapped in Sections 5.A Basins and Surface Waters and 5.B Wetlands and Geologic Hazards for the purposes of this high-level study.
Source: ESA, 2019.
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Exhibit 5.

Finer-scale Subbasin Analysis Indicators for Watershed Degradation and Watershed Prioritization Category
TIA Across
Subbasin

TIA w/in
Critical Areas1

Storm
Conveyance
(density)
Ft/Ac

Norm
Score

Overall
Degradation
Score

Overall
Intactness
/Extent Score

Subbasin Name

% TIA

Upper LBC

Little Bear Upper

21.6%

0.56

7.5%

0.26

84.8

0.57

0.46

0.71

Protection Priority 2

Trout Cr

12.2%

0.32

7.0%

0.24

44.2

0.30

0.29

0.91

Protection Priority 1

West Trib

15.0%

0.39

9.3%

0.32

69.3

0.47

0.39

0.76

Protection Priority 2

Great Dane Cr

14.8%

0.38

11.5%

0.40

36.2

0.25

0.34

0.77

Protection Priority 2

Little Bear Middle

10.8%

0.28

6.5%

0.22

30.8

0.21

0.24

0.97

Protection Priority 1

Cutthroat Cr

18.1%

0.47

6.2%

0.21

41.8

0.28

0.32

0.77

Protection Priority 2

17.9%

0.46

10.1%

0.35

41.9

0.28

0.36

0.79

Protection Priority 2

Little Bear Lower CL

24.6%

0.64

22.5%

0.77

61.9

0.42

0.61

0.65

Targeted Restoration

Rowlands Cr

15.8%

0.41

9.0%

0.31

48.1

0.33

0.35

0.91

Protection Priority 1

Cole Cr

26.7%

0.69

14.0%

0.48

94.8

0.64

0.60

0.61

Targeted Restoration

Palm Cr

38.6%

1.00

29.1%

1.00

133.0

0.90

0.97

0.37

Lower Priority

Tambark Cr

35.4%

0.92

22.1%

0.76

147.6

1.00

0.89

0.66

Targeted Restoration

Daniels

Upper Daniels Cr

16.4%

0.42

8.5%

0.29

42.8

0.29

0.33

0.56

Protection Priority 3

Marsh/Cath

East Marshlands

15.5%

0.40

8.1%

0.28

68.5

0.46

0.38

0.61

Protection Priority 3

Elliott Rd

16.4%

0.43

9.4%

0.32

60.6

0.41

0.39

0.59

Protection Priority 3

Evans Cr

16.3%

0.42

9.5%

0.33

45.3

0.31

0.35

0.58

Protection Priority 3

Middle LBC

Lower LBC

Little Bear Lower

North Crk

228th

% TIA

Norm
Score

Draft Watershed
Prioritization

Basin

Norm
Score

1As defined and mapped in Sections 5.A Basins and Surface Water and 5.B Wetlands and Geologic Hazards for the purposes of this high-level study.
Source: ESA, 2019.
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Plotted results of this analysis show a higher resolution indication of existing ecological process
intactness and degradation based on representative indicators, and reveal groupings of similarly
positioned subbasins (Exhibit 6).
Exhibit 6.

Plotted Finer-scale Analysis Results for All Subbasins Within the Boundary Planning
Study Area
Protection Priority 1

Protection Priority 2
Protection Priority 3

Source: ESA, 2019.

Results show four main groupings of subbasin conditions (labeled on Exhibit 6), as well as one
subbasin (Palm Creek) that shows a significantly lower level of ecological intactness. These
grouping categories are provided to inform consideration of protection or restoration
opportunities and potential sensitivities associated with future land use decisions in each
subbasin. For example, the County could use the prioritization levels to inform where additional
study would be beneficial to either assess land use effects, or conservation or protection tools
beyond application of County codes.
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Protection and Restoration Priorities to Consider in Relation to Future Land Use


Protection Priority 1: Subbasins where there are the highest extents of important critical areas
and aquatic habitats, which also show highest levels of intactness. 4



Protection Priority 2: Subbasins where there are high extents of important critical areas and
aquatic habitats, and that are still generally intact. 4



Protection Priority 3: Subbasin where the extent and existing condition of important critical
areas is moderate; however key indicators of degradation (impervious surface coverage
and storm drainage conveyance) are low.4



Targeted Restoration: Subbasins where key indicators of watershed process degradation are
moderate to high; however, indicators of extent and intactness focused on important critical
areas and aquatic habitats remain at moderate levels.4

See the Findings section below for additional detail.

Critical areas as defined and mapped in Sections 5.A Basins and Surface Waters and 5.B Wetlands and Geologic
Hazards for the purposes of this high-level study.

4
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Exhibit 7.

Map of Finer-scale Analysis Subbasin Results (Draft Watershed Management
Grounds) Results Within the Boundary Planning Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County GIS, 2018; ESA, 2019.
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Scenario Evaluation
Primary Study Area
Review of anticipated changes in land cover associated with
each future development scenario, alongside understanding of
relative intactness (and degradation) at the subbasin scale,
allows for evaluation of the degree of potential implications for
watershed conditions. See Exhibit 8.
For Current Strategies, the baseline impervious area and future
impervious areas considered planned changes (e.g., future
schools on school-owned property, additional growth in Maltby
UGA, etc.) similar to the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan assumptions.
Under the Nodes and Urban scenarios, a land use typology and
potential impervious assumption was associated with a grid cell
(see Section 6.A Vulnerability and Suitability). The resulting
impervious area was summed.
Generally, Current Strategies would result in the least change in
impervious area and lowest potential change in forest cover,
except in the Daniels Creek basin where results are similar to
Nodes. There would also be a noticeable increase in the Little
Bear Lower 228th basin under Current Strategies. The Urban
Scenario would result in higher levels of future impervious
coverage, and corresponding loss of forest cover and other
pervious areas. Except in the Cole Creek Subbasin and the West
Tributary Subbasin, the Nodes Scenario would have lower
impervious area changes than the Urban Scenario. Under both
the Nodes and Urban scenarios, areas of change to highest

Tree Protection
Chapter 30.25 of the Snohomish
County Code addresses
landscaping and tree
protection regulations. Rural
cluster subdivisions must
demonsrate dense screening
and there is a goal to retain 50%
of tree canopy.
In unincorporated urban areas,
required tree canopy coverage
on a gross site basis depends on
the number of lots or type of
residential units:
Subdivisions for Single Family
Residential 10 or more lots: 30%
Short Subdivisions for Single
Family Residential 4 to 9 lots: 25%
Short Subdivisions for Single
Family Residential Less than 4
lots: 20%
Single Family Detached Units,
Cottage Housing, Townhouse,
Multi-family 10 or more units:
20%
Single Family Detached Units,
Cottage Housing, Townhouse,
Multi-family Less than 10 units
15%
Urban Center (residential and
mixed use projects only): 15%
Additionally, significant tree
retention is required in critical
areas buffers.

intensity use are primarily focused in subbasins that already have
lower levels of ecological intactness (higher levels of degradation).
For Protection Priority 1 subbasins, the largest difference between the Urban Scenario and the
Nodes Scenario is seen in the Trout Creek Subbasin (6% increase in impervious coverage for
Nodes versus 12% for Urban). For both scenarios, the Protection Priority 1 Rowlands Creek
Subbasin has the largest anticipated increase in impervious cover.
Protection Priority 2 basins are most affected by the Urban Scenario except for the West Tributary.
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Exhibit 8.

Subbasin Existing Watershed Conditions and Anticipated Changes in Total Impervious Area (TIA) – All Scenarios

Basin

Subbasin Name

Storm
Conveyance
(Density)
Score

LBC Upper

Little Bear Upper

0.57

0.46

Protection Priority 2

Trout Cr

0.30

0.29

West Tributary

0.47

Great Dane Cr

Overall
Degradation
Score

Increase in TIA Within BPS Area (%)
Current
Strategies

Nodes

Urban

21.6%

3

4

14

Protection Priority 1

12.2%

3

6

12

0.39

Protection Priority 2

15.0%

2

10

9

0.25

0.34

Protection Priority 2

14.8%

2

8

19

Little Bear Middle

0.21

0.24

Protection Priority 1

10.8%

3

8

11

Cutthroat Cr

0.28

0.32

Protection Priority 2

18.1%

3

5

23

0.28

0.36

Protection Priority 2

17.9%

5

6

7

Little Bear Lower CL

0.42

0.61

Targeted Restoration

24.6%

1

7

7

Rowlands Cr

0.33

0.35

Protection Priority 1

15.8%

2

14

13

Cole Cr

0.64

0.60

Targeted Restoration

26.7%

1

37

27

Palm Cr

0.90

0.97

Lower Priority

38.6%

0

32

41

Tambark Cr

1.00

0.89

Targeted Restoration

35.4%

2

3

34

Daniels

Upper Daniels Cr

0.29

0.33

Protection Priority 3

16.4%

16

16

30

Marsh/Cath

East Marshlands

0.46

0.38

Protection Priority 3

15.5%

3

29

32

Elliott Rd

0.41

0.39

Protection Priority 3

16.4%

0

27

37

Evans Cr

0.31

0.35

Protection Priority 3

16.3%

2

14

28

LBC Middle

LBC Lower

Little Bear Lower

North Crk

228th

Watershed Prioritization
(Chapter 2)

Existing TIA
Across
Subbasin (%)

Source: ESA, 2019.
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Secondary Study Area
Land use decisions and protection of critical areas 5 in upstream reaches within the BPS Area will
have implications for downstream reaches of Little Bear Creek (in the City of Woodinville and
King County), as well as downstream reaches of Daniels Creek (draining to Bear Creek),
Tambark Creek, and North Creek. For the northeastern portions of the BPS Area, similar
downstream implications are applicable to the small tributaries of the Marshlands and Cathcart
drainage basins, which discharge to the Snohomish River. This study does not specifically
quantify or qualitatively describe these “implications.” Hence downstream cumulative effects
should be assumed.
All downstream reaches provide important habitat for numerous salmonid populations.
Downstream reaches are generally shown by the Ecology PSWC to be of moderate-high to high
importance; these same areas also generally have higher levels of degradation, and are
prioritized by overall PSWC Water Flow Assessment results for high restoration.
Downstream implications would be generally consistent with the extent of each subbasin that is
within the BPS Area. For example, more than 90% of Little Bear Middle Subbasin is within the BPS
Area. In contrast, less than 10% of the Tambark, Palm, and Cole subbasins are within the BPS
Area, which suggests future planning decisions studied in the scenarios would likely have less
weight of influence on downstream conditions than within subbasins like Little Bear Middle.

Findings
Current Conditions
Little Bear Creek Watershed
For the Little Bear Creek Watershed and elsewhere, finer-scale analysis of relative conditions
across subbasins in the BPS Area likely presents more useful information than PSWC coarse
analysis (which, as detailed previously, is based on relative conditions across all of WRIAs 7 and
8). Within this context, there is a potential for environmental resource protection opportunities
within each subbasin that could be fleshed out in future planning efforts. At the same time,
parallel consideration of the coarse PSWC results may help balance opportunities for both future
development and resource protection within a basin (and between basins).
Within the Upper LBC Basin scored overall ‘low protection’ according to the PSWC coarse
analysis (see Exhibit 2 for details on the subbasins included in this basin). Finer-scale results

As defined and mapped in Sections 5.A Surface Water and 5.B Wetlands and Geologic Hazards for the purposes of this
high-level study.

5
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suggest there is opportunity for protection of generally intact watershed processes within the
Trout Creek Subbasin (‘Protection Priority 1’ grouping). The Little Bear Upper Subbasin also has
opportunity for protection of important resources (‘Protection Priority 2’ grouping per finer-scale
analysis). Within this subbasin, protections are likely most important along centrally located
stream corridors and associated wetland and landslide hazard areas; opportunities for
increasing land use intensity occur primarily along the western edge of the subbasin. A higher
protection category may be warranted, however, as the Little Bear Upper Subbasin drains
downstream to Little Bear Middle Subbasin; this could be confirmed with future basin to basin
assessments and planning efforts as determined appropriate by the County.
The Middle LBC Basin scored overall ‘high protection’ according to the PSWC coarse analysis.
Within this basin, the Little Bear Middle Subbasin presents the highest opportunity for
environmental resource protection, and amongst the highest priority areas to focus protection of
intact conditions for the entire LBC Watershed. The success of higher protection priority,
however, may need to consider the degree of protection prioritization for the upstream Little
Bear Upper Subbasin. Opportunities to maximize protection of generally intact critical areas also
occur in the West Tributary and Great Dane subbasins, both in the ‘Protection Priority 2’
grouping. Within the Great Dane Subbasin, there may be opportunity to increase land use
intensity away from important environmental resources around and north of the SR 9 and 180th
Street SE intersection.
The Lower LBC Basin scored overall ‘high restoration’ according to the PSWC coarse analysis.
Within this basin, the Rowlands Creek Subbasin has the highest opportunity for protection of the
still intact (forested) stream network; opportunities within Rowlands Creek are amongst the
highest priority areas to focus protection of intact conditions for the entire LBC Watershed.
Restoration actions may be best focused around the mainstem and associated wetlands and
floodplains within the Little Bear Lower CL Subbasin, which shows higher existing levels of
degradation. The Cutthroat and Little Bear Lower 228th subbasins, both of which occur in the
‘Protection Priority 2’ grouping per the finer-scale analysis, have opportunity for preservation of
forested conditions surrounding streams and associated critical areas (west of SR 9 in the Little
Bear Lower 228th Subbasin and east of SR 9 in the Cutthroat Creek Subbasin).

North Creek Watershed (including Tambark)
Finer-scale analysis for the Tambark Creek East Subbasin suggests opportunity for targeted
restoration actions, which may provide the most benefit if focused on improving conditions
around important natural areas. These actions are likely most warranted along the Tambark
Creek riparian corridor, located to the west of the BPS Area. Future implementation of targeted
stream restoration actions along Tambark Creek would improve both subbasin conditions and
important downstream areas lower in the North Creek watershed. Any priority actions along the
Tambark Creek riparian corridor would not be particularly relevant to the BPS Area. Though small
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in its overlap with the BPS Area, mitigation for potential incremental impairment of more intense
development in this subbasin in the BPS Area could be prioritized along the Tambark Creek
corridor.
Palm Creek and Cole Creek drain neighboring subbasins in the lower southeast portion of North
Creek (extending into the southwest portion of the BPS Area). Finer-scale assessment highlights
highly degraded conditions in the Palm Creek Subbasin, which by far has the highest levels of
total impervious surface cover throughout the basin, including within mapped critical areas and
riparian corridors. There is likely higher opportunity for improving ecological processes, and
ultimately aquatic habitat for salmonids and other fish species, by targeting restoration within
the lower North Creek Watershed on Cole Creek as opposed to Palm Creek. The highest
opportunity, however, might be further downstream on the mainstem of North Creek which is
highly prioritized for restoration by the PSWC Water Flow assessment results.

Daniels Creek Basin (Major Tributary within Bear Creek Watershed)
Finer-scale assessment results correspond to PSWC Water Flow assessment results for the Upper
Daniels Subbasin, suggesting the area as a ‘lower’ priority for protection efforts.

Marshlands Basin and Cathcart Drainages Basin
For the three subbasins overlapping the BPS Area in these basins, and draining north and east to
the Snohomish River Valley (WRIA 7), finer-scale assessment results suggest conditions are not
overly degraded and subbasins warrant focused protection of important intact areas. Based on
extensive mapping of landslide hazard areas around ravines/steep stream channels draining
these subbasins, the highest opportunity for beneficial environmental protections should likely
focus on ensuring adequate surface and stormwater management within contributing areas as
they develop, and retention of forest canopy and soils within riparian corridors and landslide
hazard areas/steep slopes.

Scenario Evaluation
Current Strategies includes the least change to impervious areas of all scenarios. The Nodes
Scenario is more compact and limits future higher intensity uses to a smaller area as compared
to the Urban Scenario; the Urban Scenario would have a much higher level of future impervious
coverage, with impacts spread across a greater area. Under both the Nodes and Urban
scenarios, the highest intensity land use changes are primarily focused in subbasins that already
have lower levels of ecological intactness (higher levels of degradation). Focusing development
(and future increases in impervious coverage) in these ‘Protection Priority 3’, ‘Targeted
Restoration,’ and ‘Lower Priority’ subbasins is generally consistent with watershed assessment
completed for this study.
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Agriculture and Forestry
Topic Introduction
Resource-based activities contribute to the Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area’s character by
contributing open space and economic values. Resource lands typically include lands used for
agriculture, forestry, and mineral activities. Under the Growth Management Act (GMA), when
such lands are determined to be of long-term commercial significance they are to be
protected. In the Snohomish River valley to the east of the BPS Area, there is a large extent of
designated agricultural land. While there are no lands designated of long-term significance for
agriculture or forestry inside the BPS Area, there is land in active use for commercial and
noncommercial agriculture and forestry activities. There are no mineral resource extraction
operations in the BPS Area and this topic is not further addressed.
This section is structured as follows:



Topic Introduction



Methods and Data




Summary Conditions



Findings

Scenario Evaluation

Methods and Data
This section summarizes spatial data and studies, including:



Snohomish County, Assessor parcel-based current use taxation information, 2018




Snohomish County, Little Bear Creek Basin Plan, 2017



United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey Prime Farmland Mapping, 2018

Washington State Department of Agriculture, agricultural land use inventory, 2017

The BPS Area is the Primary Study Area. The Secondary Study Area includes lands within a mile of
the Primary Study Area.
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Summary Conditions
Agriculture
Primary Study Area
Most of the Primary Study Area has prime farmland soils, requiring irrigation or proper drainage;
prime farmland soils are considered by the Natural Resources Conservation Service to have the
best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing crops. (United States
Department of Agriculture, 2019) Smaller areas along streams are farmland of statewide
importance or not prime farmland with soils that nearly meet prime farmland soils.
While prime farmland soils are an indicator of agricultural lands of long-term commercial
significance according to the GMA rules, 1 other criteria are not present, and the County has not
designated agricultural lands of long-term commercial significance. See Exhibit 1.
Nearly all zoning classifications in the Primary Study Area allow Agriculture. (About 99% of zoned
acres including both rural areas and Maltby UGA). See Section 4.B regarding land use and
zoning allowances.

1

WAC 365-190-050 provides minimum guidelines to classify agricultural land of long-term significance.
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Exhibit 1.

Prime Farmland Soils

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: (United States Department of Agriculture, 2018)
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While most of the Boundary Planning Study Area has soil capability and flexible zoning to be
farmed, only small areas are cultivated or used for agriculture related activities. Exhibit 2 through
Exhibit 4 present tabular and mapped information about agriculture in the Primary Study Area.
Each type of agriculture presented on Exhibit 4 is described below.
Current Use RCW 84: Exhibit 4 includes lands taxed based on their current use of agriculture
consistent with state law at Chapter 84 Revised Code of Washington (RCW). Snohomish County
offers current use taxation for agriculture or open space, and nearly 250 acres are enrolled in the
program. One mapped site, the future Carousel Ranch Park, is excluded from acreage in the
table below.
Exhibit 2.

Current Use Taxation – Agriculture and Open Space

Current Use Type
Ag-Open Space Current Use

Count

Acres

32

249.2

Source: Snohomish County Assessor, BERK, 2018.

Ag or Ag Septic Parcels: Exhibit 4 shows properties in agricultural use as reviewed in the Little
Bear Creek Basin Plan. These are primarily animal-based hobby farms and equestrian centers.
Animal husbandry and septic system use can be potential sources of high levels of fecal coliform
bacteria. Beavers, birds, and other wild animals can also contribute significant fecal coliform
loads to stream systems. There are about 382 acres of agriculture-related parcels considered in
the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan.
WSDA Crops: This category refers to land inventoried by the Washington Department of
Agriculture (WSDA). About 20 acres are inventoried as agriculture. The inventoried lands include
berry, hay, nursery, pasture, and vegetable products.
Exhibit 3.

Washington State Department of Agriculture Crop Type Inventory

Crop Group

Crop Type

Count

Acres

Berry
Hay/Silage

Blueberry

1

6.7

Grass Hay

3

6.9

Vegetable

Market Crops

1

0.7

Nursery

Nursery, Lavender

2

3.0

Other

Pasture

2

2.7

9

20.1

TOTAL
Source: (WSDA, 2017)
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Exhibit 4.

Agricultural Lands – Boundary Planning Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Sources: (WSDA, 2017)
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Some properties are used as equestrian centers or kennels. Rural residential properties may keep
horses or care for other animals as an accessory activity. Other agriculture related businesses
include nurseries such as: Clearview Nursery and Stone and Clearview Perennials. These can
draw customers from the region.

Secondary Study Area
East of the Boundary Planning Study Area is a large contiguous agricultural area inventoried by
WSDA in the Snohomish River floodplain. See Exhibit 5. It is designated as Riverway Commercial
Farmland on Snohomish County’s Future Land Use Map (FLUM).
A number of area nurseries, as well as a produce market, contribute to the agricultural economy
and the regional draw of the area.
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Exhibit 5.

Agriculture – Secondary Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: (WSDA, 2017); (Snohomish County, 2017); Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Forestry
Primary Study Area
Most zones applied in the Boundary Planning Study Area
allow commercial forestry resource activities (about 96%
of zoned acres in the rural area and Maltby UGA).
However, no acres are enrolled in current use taxation
as Timber Current Use. Much of the Primary and
Secondary Study Area is treed and has seen changes in
tree cover. See Section 5.D.
While not a commercial operation, the University of
Washington manages an experimental forest named the
“Lee Memorial Forest”. The University notes that the
research must be passive due to the relatively
populated area nearby. Recent research involves
planting different tree types to consider yields,
evaluating tree stability and mortality, and firewood
cutting. The University conducts day trips to the site.
(University of Washington, Undated. Accessed 2018.)

Secondary Study Area
There is no designated forestry in the Secondary Study

PROTECTING RESOURCE LANDS
Snohomish County conserves
agricultural lands of long-term
significance and maintains the
economic value and cultural
heritage of farming through resource
land designation and zoning
protecting the primary use of the
land as agriculture and limiting
accessory land uses. Additionally, the
County allows agricultural activities in
almost every rural and urban zone.
The County supports its agricultural
economy and culture through
current use taxation for agricultural,
timber, and open space lands to
reduce the pressure to non-resource
uses. The County implements an
Agriculture Action Plan, hosts Focus
on Farming Conferences, designates
of Centennial Farms, supports farm to
market endeavors like Puget Sound
Fresh, and facilitates the purchase
and transfer of development rights.
Likewise, the County designates
forest land of long-term commercial
significance and applies protective
zoning to it. Forestry activity is also
allowed in most urban and rural
zones. The County has adopted “A
Right to Practice Forestry” ordinance.

Area. See Section 3.B regarding land use and Section
5.D regarding tree cover.

Scenario Evaluation
Section 3.C Charrette and Scenarios, describes Current Strategies, Nodes, and Urban scenarios
to identify potential environmental, social, land use, and capital facility implications of retaining
current rural use patterns or partially or fully extending urban patterns. Scenario-specific
evaluations are noted below.
As described in Chapter 6 Land Suitability and Tools and Opportunities, there are opportunities
to apply County policies and programs such as Transfer of Density Rights (TDR) to address
conservation of agriculture operations in the study area under the Nodes or Urban scenarios
where the urban typologies assume higher densities.
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Current Strategies
Regarding resource- based activities, there is limited resource activity in the study area though
the area provides a rural and open space aesthetic. The current mix of small-scale agriculture
and rural residential would continue.

Nodes
Most of the current agricultural activity is in the northwest and the Nodes Scenario would retain
the current Rural typology, allowing the small-scale agriculture activity to continue. However,
with greater growth and traffic, it may be more difficult to move and use farm equipment. New
residents may complain about nearby farm practices. Right-to-farm notices may assist with
education and understanding.

Urban
Agriculture
Current zoning allows agriculture in nearly any zone, and such uses could continue. However,
with greater densities allowed, there could be conversion under the Urban Scenario. The Urban
Scenario assumes a higher density Urban pattern in locations with small-scale agriculture such as
in the northwest southwest, northeast, and Maltby areas. Under the Urban Scenario, the central
north and Little Bear Creek portions of the Primary Study Area promote more clustering and
retention of open space and are places where existing agricultural activity is could be retained.
To a greater extent than the Nodes Scenario, there would be increased growth and traffic and
potential disruption of farm equipment movement. There would also be more residents with a
potential concern over farm practices.

Forestry
The experimental forest operated by the University of Washington is publicly owned and unlikely
to convert. Public agencies may surplus a site, offering it typically to other public agencies first. If
it were used for private purposes, clustering could be helpful in retaining open space and tree
cover.
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Findings
Current Conditions and Plans
Exclusive of the Maltby UGA, the Boundary Planning Study Area is rural residential in character,
with both commercially oriented value added agricultural producers, equestrian farms and
businesses, and hobby farms. There is no designated agricultural land of long-term significance
in the Primary Study Area, though it is extensive east of the Primary Study Area in the Snohomish
River valley.
There is no commercial forestry inventoried though tree cover is a feature of the Primary Study
Area.

Scenario Implications
Agricultural activity is limited but could be further reduced if Urban typologies were applied
more extensively as proposed in the Nodes and Urban scenarios. Potential loss of agriculture
could be reduced through typologies that promote clustering, which would allow continuation
of the agricultural activity. The Nodes Scenario would have less potential for change to nonagricultural uses such as in the northwest portion of the Primary Study Area. Under the Nodes
and Urban scenarios there could be a moderate to higher diminishment of agriculture in the
Primary Study Area due to growth, higher densities, and higher traffic. This could be offset to
some degree through right to farm and TDR programs.
The University of Washington experimental forest is likely to remain in public use under any
scenario. If it were used for private purposes, clustering could be helpful in retaining open space
and tree cover.
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Open Space Assessment
Topic Introduction
Preservation and enhancement of the benefits provided by open spaces is one of the goals of
the Growth Management Act and the Snohomish County GMA Comprehensive Plan (LU Goal
10). This section explores how open spaces in the Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area provide
benefits for the environment, local residents, and the region as a whole.
This section is structured as follows:



Topic Introduction



Methods and Data




Summary Conditions



Findings

Scenario Evaluation

Methods and Data
The Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC’s) Regional Open Space Conservation Plan (June
2018) considers the environmental, economic, health, and social benefits of open space to the
Puget Sound region. The benefits of open space defined in the plan include those listed below.
Exhibit 1.

Partial List of Services Provided by Open Spaces in the Central Puget Sound Region

Category

Description of Benefits

Aesthetic

Views, verdant communities, natural screening, well-being

Air Quality

Pollutant removal

Biodiversity

Wildlife habitat and corridors

Climate Regulation

Urban heat island mitigation, carbon sequestration and storage

Cultural

Identity, sense of place, tribal resources and uses

Economic

Tourism, recreation industry, seafood industry, timber industry, agriculture

Food

Prime soils, pollination, irrigation, drainage, pastures, seafood, hunting, gathering

Hazard Mitigation

Protection from and mitigation of ﬂoods, wildfires, landslides, tsunamis

Health

Improved physical and mental health, well-being, stress reduction

Hydrology

Water supply and storage, ﬂood protection, stormwater regulation

Recreation

Walking, playing, hiking, biking, boating, fishing, skiing, camping, hunting

Water Quality

Pollutant removal, filtration, cooling

Source: (Puget Sound Regional Council, 2018).
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For the purposes of developing the Regional Open Space Conservation Plan and to serve as a
tool for planning in the region, an Open Space Assessment Tool (OSAT) was created mapping a
large array of benefits. OSAT uses geospatial data provided by local, state, and federal entities
regarding land coverage, geology, development, and demographic data. The 12 OSAT topics
are listed below, and those addressed through other evaluations in this document are noted
with an asterisk:
 Air













Water* (Environmental))
Food* (Natural Resources)
Materials* (Natural Resources)
Play* (Parks, Transportation)
Work* (Natural Resources)
Energy
Habitat* (Natural Resources)
Transport* (Transportation)
Disaster Mitigation* (Environmental)
Health* (Parks, Transportation)
Social Vulnerability* (Socio-economics)

Open space benefits assessed specifically for the BPS Area and vicinity, either considering topics
not addressed in other sections or topics offering alternative data sources for comparison, are
listed below.
Exhibit 2.

Open Space Assessment Tool Data Considered

Benefit
Air: Carbon Storage
Air: Air Purification*
Water: Water Quality

Data Input

Data Source

2010 Total Ecosystem Carbon Stock

US Geological Survey

National Land Cover Dataset (NLCD)

US Geological Survey

Community Air Tool

Puget Sound Clear Air Agency

NLCD Canopy Cover

US Geological Survey

Puget Sound Characterization
Project

Washington Department of Ecology

NRCS Soil Survey Geographic
Database (SSURGO) Soils K-Factor
Rock Free

US Geological Survey

ESRI SSURGO 2014

NLCD
Water: Water Storage
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Water Bodies

USGS National Hydrography Dataset

Wetlands

US Fish and Wildlife Service National
Wetland Inventory
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Benefit
Water: Drinking Water
Water: Stormwater
Runoff Reduction

Data Input
Watershed Boundary Dataset

USGS National Hydrography Dataset

Forests to Faucets

USDA Forest Service

NLCD

US Geological Survey

NRCS SSURGO Soils Hydrologic
Group

ESRI SSURGO 2014

Purdue Runoff Curve Number Table
Habitat: Critical Habitat

USFWS Critical Habitat
NLCD

Habitat: Bird Habitat

Food/Work: Farmland

Food/Work: Timber land

Data Source

WA DFW Habitat Suitability

Purdue University
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS)
US Geological Survey

NLCD

Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife

2015 USDA CropScape

US Department of Agriculture

2010 Land Use

Washington State Department of
Ecology and Department of
Revenue

2010 Land Use

Washington State Department of
Ecology and Department of
Revenue

WA DNR Managed Lands
Baker Snoqualmie NF Land Resource
Management Plan

US Geological Survey

Washington State Department of
Natural Resources
Baker Snoqualmie National Forest

Social Vulnerability*

Environmental Justice Screening and
Mapping Tool (EJSCREEN)
American Community Survey

US Environmental Protection Agency
US Census Bureau

*Note: Air Purification scores in OSAT are weighted based on Social Vulnerability scores. Social Vulnerability was not
otherwise considered in this section of the analysis.
Source: (The Trust for Public Land, 2018).

To develop geospatial values for each benefit, OSAT applies several methods of weighting, based
on location in urban vs. rural areas, travel times, and the social vulnerability of the local population.
As a result, some benefits, such as Urban Heat Island Reduction, are not measured in the BPS Area,
because the area lies outside the Urban Growth Area (UGA) and is not considered urban. 1
OSAT is a valuable tool for indicating the general benefits of open spaces across a landscape,
but the results produced should be taken with caution. Any conclusions drawn based on OSAT

An urban heat island is a condition where urban regions become warmer than rural surroundings because of changes
from vegetated landscapes that are more permeable and moist, to buildings and roads that are more impermeable
and dry. (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2019)

1
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results that support policy level planning should be further investigated with other available
locally-prepared studies or with site specific studies at the time of permitting.
The Primary Study Area consists of the BPS Area. The Secondary Study Area was drawn to include
urbanized areas to the west of the BPS Area as well as the Snoqualmie River Valley and Cascade
foothills, providing a representative spectrum of urban, suburban, and rural developed/open
space patterns surrounding the Primary Study Area, with the area divided evenly between UGA
land and rural lands. The scale of the Secondary Study Area is roughly five times that of the Primary
Study Area. See Exhibit 3 for a map of the Primary and Secondary study areas.
Exhibit 3.

Boundary Planning Primary Study Area and Secondary Sub-regional Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Aerial Image of Study Area in the regional context, Makers 2018
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Summary Conditions
OSAT Evaluation
Primary Study Area
Most of the Primary Study Area, except for the Maltby industrial area, lies outside of the UGA. This
area is characterized by a more complete tree canopy and lower degree of impervious surface
coverage than areas to the north, west, and south that lie within the UGA in Snohomish and King
counties. See Exhibit 4. In addition, the Little Bear Creek watershed drains most of the western and
southern portions of the Primary Study Area; wetlands and forests surrounding the main stream of
this system are substantially intact, despite the presence of scattered houses and roads.
Exhibit 4.

Study Area Open Space

Aerial Image

Topography: Green 0-100’ and
Brown 400-700’

Tree Canopy (green) and Impervious
Surfaces (red)

Note: These maps were generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and are subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of
this report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no
representation or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: (The Trust for Public Land, 2018); Makers, 2018.

Tree canopy and watershed systems provide substantial air, water, and wildlife habitat benefits
within the Primary Study Area. See Exhibit 5. Most of these benefits derive from high level of tree
canopy coverage and lack of impervious surfaces throughout the Primary Study Area. Bird
Habitat, Carbon Storage capacity, Air Purification, Stormwater Runoff Reduction, and Water
Quality benefits typify this pattern.
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Exhibit 5.

Generalized Benefits

Bird Habitat

Water Quality Improvement

Carbon Storage

Note: These maps were generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and are subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of
this report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no
representation or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: (The Trust for Public Land, 2018).: Makers, 2018.

Other benefits derive from the ecosystem surrounding Little Bear Creek, which provides critical
wildlife habitat and aquifer recharge zones. See Exhibit 6.
Exhibit 6.

Watershed Benefits

Note: These maps were generated solely
for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning
Study and are subject to all limitations of
the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information
set forth herein are for illustrative purposes
only and are subject to change.
Snohomish County makes no
representation or warranty concerning the
content, accuracy, currency,
completeness, or quality of the information
contained herein.

Source: (The Trust for Public
Land, 2018); Makers, 2018.
Critical Habitat
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Secondary Study Area
Viewed at a regional scale, the BPS Area clearly stands out from nearby urbanized areas in
terms of tree canopy and impervious surfaces. See Exhibit 7.
Exhibit 7.

Secondary Study Area

Tree Canopy

Impervious Surfaces

Note: These maps were generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and are subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of
this report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no
representation or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: (The Trust for Public Land, 2018); Makers, 2018.

Likewise, the open space benefits provided by the Secondary Study Area become more
evident when viewed at a regional scale. Wildlife habitat, water quality, carbon storage, and air
purification benefits in the Secondary Study Area stand out in contrast to the adjacent
urbanized areas. See Exhibit 8 and Exhibit 9.
Exhibit 8.

Regional Benefits: Habitat and Water

Wildlife Habitat

Water Quality Improvement

Note: These maps were generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and are subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of
this report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no
representation or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: (The Trust for Public Land, 2018); Makers, 2018.

September 2019

5.G-7

Section 5.G ▪ Open Space Assessment

Exhibit 9.

Regional Benefits: Air Quality and Carbon Storage

Carbon Storage

Air Purification

Note: These maps were generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and are subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of
this report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no
representation or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: (The Trust for Public Land, 2018); Makers, 2018.

The BPS Area contains relatively little working timber or agricultural lands compared to the rural
lands to the east. See Exhibit 10.
Exhibit 10. Regional Benefits: Working Lands

Farmland (orange) and timber land (brown)
Note: These maps were generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and are subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of
this report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no
representation or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: (The Trust for Public Land, 2018); Makers, 2018.

The map below overlays multiple OSAT layers to create a composite image of open space
benefits in the region. See Exhibit 11.
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Exhibit 11. Open Space Benefits Composite

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: (The Trust for Public Land, 2018); Makers, 2018.

Regional Open Space Network and Conservation Plan
The PSRC Regional Open Space Conservation Plan identifies conservation needs throughout the
northern, central, and southern Puget Sound region. The Boundary Planning Study Area is
scarcely seen at the scale of the whole plan area, but the plan shows a conservation need
along Little Bear Creek. 2 See Exhibit 12. More visible is a conservation need is the Snohomish River
Valley north and east of the Boundary Planning Area.

The PSRC Regional Open Space Conservation Plan identifies a variety of conservation needs including protection of
open space benefits for aquatic systems, natural lands, farmland, working forests, and regional trails. Little Bear Creek is
identified as an Aquatic System.

2

September 2019

5.G-9

Section 5.G ▪ Open Space Assessment

Exhibit 12. Regional Open Space Conservation Needs

Note: Study Area is approximately circled in yellow.
Source: (Puget Sound Regional Council, 2018).
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The Little Bear Creek corridor, scattered farmland, and future Carousel Park are highlighted as part
of the Regional Open Space Network in a close up of the BPS Area and vicinity in Exhibit 13. 3
Exhibit 13. Regional Open Space Network: Northern Cedar-Sammamish Basin Boundary
Planning Area Vicinity

Note: Study Area is approximately circled in yellow.
Source: (Puget Sound Regional Council, 2018).

The Regional Open Space Conservation Plan maps a network of open space and identifies priority conservation
actions needed to sustain the region’s open spaces. It is described in the Plan as follows:
“For the first time, this plan envisions a complete regional open space network that weaves together
and enhances the region’s many open space resources (Figure E.1). With the guidance of
an advisory committee, the network was developed through a data-driven, collaborative process
that involved a diverse set of stakeholders representing counties, cities, tribes, resource agencies,
nonprofits, educational institutions, and businesses. In this way, the plan builds on the existing
conservation planning efforts in the central Puget Sound region.” (Puget Sound Regional Council, 2018)
3
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The Regional Open Space Conservation Plan “Action Plan” identifies the following strategies
throughout the Puget Sound region:
1. Incorporate open space conservation into all levels of planning. Regional
plans, as well as city and county plans, can integrate the regional open space
network and prioritize conservation.
2. Support growth in the right places. Maintaining a stable urban growth area
and focusing growth in the appropriate locations will continue to reduce
development pressure on the regional open space network.
3. Keep working lands working. Expand funding for purchase of developments
rights programs, enhance the regional transfer of development rights program,
provide support to farmers, and foster farm and forest economies. Maintain
agricultural and forestry zoning designations.
4. Protect remaining key habitat areas. Ensure that critical areas and shoreline
regulations are protecting the region’s remaining habitat areas. Land
acquisition and/or conservation easements are needed to provide the best
habitat protection but will require significant conservation funding.
5. Support urban open space and increase access to nearby nature for urban
residents. Ensure all population segments have access to parks and open
space. Invest in parks and green spaces in the neediest areas and in
designated growth centers. Build out the trail network and provide transit
options to regional parks and open space.
6. Build a regional trail network. Use the region’s Active Transportation Plan as
a guide to close missing links in existing trails, add trails to underserved
communities, and aim to complete three north/south trails and one to two
east/west trails in each county.
7. Enhance stewardship on open space lands. Implement Public Benefit
Ratings Systems. Work with conservation districts, agencies, and nonprofit
organizations to provide support to landowners. Strengthen tree retention
policies. Explore the use of ecosystem markets to preserve open space
services on private lands.
8. Restore habitat in high value areas. Restoration will be necessary to support
wildlife and recover salmon and orca populations. Watershed plans have
identified needed restoration projects.
9. Coordinate planning among and within agencies, jurisdictions, and
organizations. Many open spaces cross jurisdictional boundaries and many are
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important to multiple resource agencies and organizations. Maintaining these
open space services will require coordination among these diﬀerent groups.
10. Build multi-benefit green infrastructure. Green infrastructure provides typical
infrastructure functions while also providing open space functions. Green
infrastructure provides recreation and aesthetic opportunities, improves
stormwater ﬂows and quality, provides habitat, enhances aquatic systems,
and supports mental and physical health. Public lands and rights-of-way are
opportunities to build this infrastructure, and incentive programs can
encourage it on private land.

Scenario Evaluation
Section 3.C describes Current Strategies, Nodes, and Urban scenarios to identify potential
environmental, social, land use, and capital facility implications of retaining current rural use
patterns or partially or fully extending urban patterns. Current Strategies would retain rural
typologies and a treed character.
Both the Nodes and Urban scenarios assume the Little Bear Creek corridor, with its regional
habitat and regional open space values, would be retained with rural typologies, with greater
potential for conservation under the Nodes Scenario than the Urban Scenario. The potential for
completion of recreation facilities such as the Centennial Trail identified in the Reginal Open
Space Strategy is similar under both scenarios (see Section 7.C Parks and Trails).
Regarding carbon sequestration and air quality benefits, there is more potential to retain large
trees under the Nodes scenario given a more limited urban footprint and more extensive rural
typologies than the Urban Scenario. However, the Urban Scenario applies more clustering
options and open Space/conservation focus areas where tree retention could be priorities.
See Section 5.D Natural Areas & Tree Canopy and Section 5.E Watershed Characterization for
consideration of changes to impervious areas and tree canopy.

Findings
Current Conditions and Plans
The natural features of the Primary Study Area, including the substantial tree canopy, limited
impervious surface coverage, and relatively intact stream system provide numerous benefits in
the Primary Study Area and for the region as a whole.
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From a sub-regional perspective, the BPS Area is on the edge between urbanized areas and
rural areas that provide substantially more ecosystem service and provides those services as part
of a larger rural area surrounding the lower Snoqualmie valley.
Within the regional open space network, the Primary Study Area is less visible compared to other
river valleys and extended forest and farmland. However, OSAT results for the Primary Study Area
and the PSRC Regional Open Space Conservation Plan identify the Little Bear Creek corridor as
a conservation need, and the Centennial Trail extension as a specific conservation opportunity.

Scenario Evaluation
Regionally, the Primary Study Area’s more extensive tree canopy, limited impervious surface
coverage, and relatively intact stream system could be more altered under the Urban Scenario
than the Nodes Scenario, whereas there would be less incremental change under Current
Strategies. Both the Nodes and Urban scenarios retain lower densities along Little Bear Creek.
The Urban Scenario’s more extensive application of clustering and conservation priority areas
could limit effects to tree canopy and streams under the Urban Scenario than under traditional
patterns of urban development. Both the Nodes and Urban scenarios reinforce the concepts of
habitat protection along Litter Bear Creek with typologies that include more clustering and lower
densities that are in line with the intent to conserve the open space network included in the
Regional Open Space strategy.
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Vulnerability and Suitability
Topic Introduction
The Vulnerability and Suitability evaluation in this section synthesizes and weights a number of
social, environmental, land use, and capital facility characteristics presented individually in other
sections of this study. The Vulnerability and Suitability analysis is conducted at a grid-cell level. At
a grid-cell level, the Current Strategies, Nodes, and Urban scenarios are evaluated regarding
how well they avoid vulnerable areas and place growth in more suitable areas. The Vulnerability
and Suitability evaluation provides a method that the County can consider in its future planning
efforts, such as when developing its Comprehensive Plan proposals during periodic reviews.
This section is structured as follows:



Topic Introduction



Purpose and Process




Preliminary Vulnerability and Suitability Results
Scenarios and Evaluation

Purpose and Process
In the development and evaluation of future scenarios for the Boundary Planning Study (BPS)
Area, determining how different land use patterns will perform is complex. Certain types of
development may be appropriate or not appropriate in certain locations because of a range of
factors. For example, proximity to wetlands, difficulties in providing water and wastewater
services, potential losses of forest cover, difficulties with transportation access, and other
characteristics could be reasons to discourage development in certain locations.
Although there are descriptions of individual social, environmental, and capital facility/service
factors in other sections of this report that are important to determine appropriate land use, it is
also useful to show how all of these characteristics interact. A holistic approach to determine the
implications of a land use concept can allow assessment and comparison, and highlight major
tradeoffs as well as possible areas for improvement.
It is also essential to understand how the importance of these different factors are involved with
scenarios. Scenario evaluation is done through weighting the different factors used in the
analysis and comparing the outcomes. By varying these weightings of important locational
factors with development, different policy priorities can be represented and evaluated.

September 2019

6.A-1

Section 6.A ▪ Vulnerability and Suitability

As understanding constraints and opportunities in the BPS Area is an important goal of the BPS,
employing an integrated approach can help to organize and integrate the contextual
information and scenario development found in other chapters. This section details the process
for collecting and synthesizing existing data and information, and evaluating scenarios
(including Current Strategies) to determine the relative implications of scenario approaches
through a Land Suitability Analysis Tool framework.
The Land Suitability Analysis Tool includes the following steps as described further in this section:
Exhibit 1.

Boundary Planning Study Land Suitability Analysis Tool Steps

COLLECT DATA
AND
INFORMATION

SYNTHESIZE
CONDITIONS

DEVELOP RANGE
OF SCENARIOS

EVALUATE
SCENARIOS

PREPARE STUDY

While the Land Suitability Analysis Tool framework provides a quantitative method for coalescing
information and reviewing performance of the scenarios, results should be considered high-level
and for planning purposes only. The Tool uses existing spatial data and user weightings that
produce approximate results and it is not meant to provide a site-level analysis of a property’s
potential for development or potential impacts on the environment. The tool is flexible. If
different parameters were chosen for representation of landscape vulnerability and
development suitability and/or if different weightings for the parameters were applied, different
maps would be produced.

Preliminary Vulnerability and Suitability Results
In the context of this analysis, relevant characteristics to consider with respect to siting
development in appropriate locations can be divided into two categories:



Landscape vulnerability involves characteristics that would be impacted by new
development, which could be through the presence of new development (e.g., land cover)
or the ongoing effects of a development (e.g., proximity to wetlands).



Development suitability, on the other hand, determines the appropriateness of a certain use
in a location. This may include factors such as the ability to service the site with water and
wastewater services cost-effectively, or accessibility of the site to transportation systems.

September 2019

6.A-2

Section 6.A ▪ Vulnerability and Suitability

Input Data
To provide a holistic view of a broad range of development considerations, the environmental,
social, and capital facility development data included in other sections of this report were
compiled into a common format. For this analysis, each of the spatial data layers used was
normalized 1 based on the values of the characteristics in the BPS Area.
Three types of layers were reviewed and processed:
Excluded layers identify those locations where private development is unlikely, due to long-term
land uses, physical and natural features, and other characteristics. For the purposes of this
analysis, it is assumed that no development will occur in these areas. These layers include:



Easements for power lines/other linear infrastructure



Land uses that would preclude additional private-sector development
(mitigation/conservation areas, institutional uses)




Landslide hazard areas




Railroad rights-of-way




Road rights-of-way



Wetlands



Cemeteries

Pipelines (including a 50-foot setback)
Streams
Waterbodies

Landscape vulnerability layers define those resources in the BPS Area and beyond that may be
sensitive to development. This can include surface water systems, as well as groundwater
recharge, natural habitat, and natural land cover. These layers include:



Sensitive groundwater recharge areas




State Department of Natural Resources Trust Lands




Land use (mitigation/conservation properties)



Streams and required buffers



Waterbodies (buffer)

1

Natural land cover (non-impervious areas of vegetative cover)
Slopes (those considered to meet landslide hazards definition due to geologic/hydrologic
factors are excluded per above; slopes that were 33% or greater and not considered
landslides were considered vulnerable)

Normalized means that in order to be at the same scales, the values in each individual layer are changed to be 0 to 1.

September 2019

6.A-3

Section 6.A ▪ Vulnerability and Suitability



Watershed Protection Prioritization




Wellhead Protection Areas
Wetlands and required buffers

With respect to the appropriateness of development, these landscape vulnerability variables
may represent additional site preparation or compliance costs, external costs that may be
incurred to the County or local residents, or other costs to economic, social, or environmental
systems that should be avoided. Additionally, the development yields within these areas are
adjusted to account for development patterns that consider site limitations. For characteristics
such as slope or proximity to wetlands, these locations may be less suitable for efficient patterns
of development.
Development suitability layers identify those characteristics of the landscape that could impact
the feasibility of development beyond impacts to the landscape. This can include factors such
as access to arterial roads, costs of extending sewer and water infrastructure, and compatibility
with surrounding land uses. These layers include:




Proximity to classified open space under RCW 84




Proximity to compatible/incompatible land use (commercial/industrial)



Proximity to major arterials / highways, (including intersections with SR 9, but otherwise
excluding areas with SR 9 frontage which are limited in access)



Proximity to sewage treatment facilities




Servicing feasibility – water

Proximity to county parks/trails
Location within a FEMA flood plain

Servicing feasibility – wastewater

This score evaluates whether development is appropriate for a location by indicating whether
development that is within or near to these features in the landscape would be preferable to site
users in the real estate market. For example, new residential development would be desirable
right next to a park, but may not be as attractive within a flood plain or close to a sewage
treatment facility.

Weightings
As part of the Land Suitability Analysis Tool approach, the input layers are combined into index
scores according to a series of weights that present how development on a site would either
affect or be affected by the landscape.
The weighted layers are added together and normalized to provide overall index values. These
weights are defined in Exhibit 2, categorized by weights used for vulnerability and residential and
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commercial suitability. For this classification, the weights range from 1–4, as represented by the
dots in the table below, and the parameter is either positive (increasing the overall
appropriateness for development) or negative (decreasing development appropriateness).
Exhibit 2.

Demonstration of Parameter Weightings
Weighting

Parameter

Residential

Commercial

Landscape Vulnerability
DNR Trust Lands

 (–)

Natural land cover

 (–)

Land use

 (–)

Slopes (≥33%)

 (–)

Streams and required buffers

 (–)

Waterbodies

 (–)

Watershed Protection Prioritization

 (–)

Wellhead Protection Areas

 (–)

Wetlands and required buffers

 (–)

Development Suitability
Classified Open Space (RCW 84)

 (+)

 (–)

County parks/trails

 (+)

 (+)

Land use

 (–)

 (+)

 (–)

 (–)

 (–)

 (+)

Sewage treatment facilities

 (–)

 (–)

Servicing feasibility – water

 (+)

 (+)

Servicing feasibility – wastewater

 (+)

 (+)

FEMA Flood Plain
Major arterials/highways

Source: BERK, 2019.

Index Scores
The overall index values developed from the summation of the input layers are the basis for
assessment calculations. The following figures indicate how these scores are distributed across
the BPS Area:
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The Landscape Vulnerability Score map (Exhibit 3) shows the combination of characteristics
in the landscape that would be sensitive to disturbance from development. This can include
surface water systems, as well as groundwater recharge, natural habitat, and natural land
cover.



The Residential Development Suitability Score map (Exhibit 4) shows a compiled index value
that summarizes the characteristics in the landscape that would make residential
development more appealing and feasible in certain locations. This may include proximity to
park space, separation from incompatible land uses, and ease of servicing.



The Commercial Development Suitability Score map (Exhibit 5) highlights a similar index value
summarizing the characteristics that make commercial development more feasible in
certain locations. This includes characteristics of the surrounding landscape, including
access to transportation.



The Residential Development Index map (Exhibit 6) summarizes the combined characteristics
of the Landscape Vulnerability Score in Exhibit 3 and the Residential Development Suitability
Score from Exhibit 4. The resulting map highlights those areas where development would
tend to have lower landscape impacts but still be in highly suitable locations for residential
uses.



The Commercial Development Index map (Exhibit 7) summarizes the combined
characteristics of the Landscape Vulnerability Score in Exhibit 3 and the Commercial
Development Suitability Score from Exhibit 5. The resulting map highlights those areas where
new commercial development projects would tend to have lower landscape impacts but
still be sited in desirable locations.

It is extremely important to note here that the suitability or vulnerability maps alone do not
denote where development is best suited, as these maps individually only provide a perspective
on subsets of the characteristics described above. The Development Index maps provided
include both the suitability and vulnerability scores and highlight those areas that generally score
well according to both metrics.
It should also be highlighted that these combined layers are dependent on the weightings
provided as part of the analysis. Relative weights given to each layer provide the general policy
priorities for each of these features and will in turn affect how these factors impact the different
scoring layers. Adjusting these weights will create new layers that reflect these different priorities.
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Exhibit 3.

Demonstration of Landscape Vulnerability Score

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.
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Exhibit 4.

Demonstration of Residential Development Suitability Score

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.
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Exhibit 5.

Demonstration of Commercial Development Suitability Score

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.
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Exhibit 6.

Demonstration of Residential Development Index

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.
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Exhibit 7.

Demonstration of Commercial Development Index

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.
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Scenarios and Evaluation
Overall, the process of developing these vulnerability and suitability layers support comparisons
to understand tradeoffs between different scenarios.
For ease of evaluation, assignment of hypothetical land uses was conducted on a grid-cell
basis. These 2-acre grid cells were superimposed on the combined scores specified above.
Information about the current development conditions was also summarized for the grid cell,
including:




Buildable area outside excluded areas



Current housing



Current commercial square footage

Percent impervious surface

To evaluate a given scenario, the grid cells were assigned a typology (see Section 3.C). Growth
yields for each typology include the expected maximum yield of housing units and commercial
square footage per acre. This information is used in calculating the amount of growth that could
be accommodated under each possible scenario. See sections 3.C Charrette and Scenarios
and 4.B Land Use and Growth Patterns for more information on growth yields.
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Topic Introduction
The Southwest Urban Growth Area (SWUGA) Boundary Planning Study (BPS) examines an area
abutting a very fast-growing part of the County. The BPS considers existing conditions and two
scenarios of more urbanized growth in the BPS Area. Given interest and pressures on this part of
the county, the County wants to develop data and information under existing conditions and
under hypothetical changed growth scenarios that can be considered during future planning
initiatives, or if requests come before the County Council to bring currently rural areas into the
SWUGA or Maltby Urban Growth Area (UGA). The County’s current Comprehensive Plan
provides direction for land use and development in the area.
With high levels of growth in this part of the county, the BPS Area is feeling pressure from
increased traffic, and from the proximity of urban levels of housing density right next to rural
large lots. Across the county, the UGA boundary abuts urban land uses against rural land uses or
lands designated for agriculture or forestry. Impacts of abutting urban/rural designations are felt
acutely along the edge of the SWUGA given the rapid rate of development.
The BPS Area also experiences a land use transition that is unique in the county – the transition
between the Maltby UGA and the surrounding rural lands. The Maltby UGA is served with sewers,
and has for a long period – predating the Growth Management Act (GMA) – served as an
important employment center with industrial and commercial land uses. Large rural lots are
located immediately adjacent to the Maltby UGA. Residents on the rural lands are concerned
with the noise, light, and traffic of industrial activity, while industrial property and business owners
are concerned about their ability to conduct business without incurring the anger and frustration
of neighbors. This is a long-standing situation without obvious remedies to satisfy all affected
parties. Regulations, including performance standards, guide industrial and commercial land
uses in the Maltby UGA.
This section explores tools and approaches that may be considered for applicability in
addressing the issues associated with land uses along urban/rural edges, specifically focusing on
tools and approaches to ameliorate hard edges.
In addition, protection of much-valued natural resource features and attributes in the BPS Area is a
long-standing and continuing area or interest. Snohomish County has a range of regulations,
programs, and initiatives to protect natural resources. The County also participates in multijurisdictional, regional planning and conservation initiatives to protect natural resources and seek
recovery of Salmonid populations. This includes, for example, the WRIA 8 Chinook Salmon
Recovery Plan and the Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan.
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This section explores tools and approaches that may be considered for applicability in contributing
to protecting and conserving the environment. If applied, these tools and approaches would work
in concert with watershed protection and salmon recovery plans and priorities, regulatory
protections, and development practices. To be successful, these tools, and additional ones that
may emerge, should be integrated and work with future visions and outcomes desired for the BPS.
More detailed study would need to be conducted to determine the best strategy or strategies for
implementation. Approaches to support recreation activities are also explored.
This section also considers opportunities that may arise with changed land uses that could further
other policy goals germane to the BPS Area:
Housing choice and affordability





Economic development
Transit

The section is structured as follows:
Topic Introduction






Tools and Opportunities
 Tools for Growth Pattern and Ameliorating Hard Boundaries
 Tools for Environmental Protection and Conservation and Recreation
 Tools for Housing Choice and Affordability
 Tools for Economic Development
 Transit
Findings

Tools and Opportunities
Tools for Growth Pattern and Ameliorating Hard Boundaries
As described in the Topic Introduction, there are existing UGAs next to rural lands within the BPS
Area. This section describes tools to address the transition of urban to rural areas and tools to
consider the intensity of land uses (e.g., industrial near residential uses).

Transition Areas
This section describes tools or techniques used in other jurisdictions that may be applicable in
addressing urban/rural transitions, and which may also provide additional protections to
environmentally sensitive areas. Approaches considered include:
 Environmental conservation tools, some of which could result in a more permanent defined
UGA boundary.



Designating lower densities in environmentally sensitive areas within UGAs and higher
densities in the rest of the UGA.
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Defining a more stable UGA boundary by applying land classifications with fixed longevity.

Approaches and techniques are listed in Exhibit 1.
Exhibit 1.

Urban to Rural Growth Patterns and Transitions Approaches

Option/
Examples
4:1 Program
King County

Urban
Separators
King County
Cities (e.g.,
Kenmore, Kent,
etc.)

Description

Pros & Cons

Potential Application in
Study Area

For every acre
added to the
UGA, require 4
acres of open
space dedication
along the 1994
UGA boundary.

Pros: Promote long-term
environmental conservation and
focus locations of compact
urban growth.

Applicable along UGA
boundaries if there are
places of contiguous
conservation benefit.

Designate
permanent lowdensity
incorporated and
unincorporated
areas within the
UGA.

Pros: Supports GMA requirement
for identification of open space
corridors within and between
UGAs; allows for coordinated
protection and enhancement.
Allows for limited housing at 1 unit
per acre, clustered. May allow for
transitions from Urban to Rural
areas.

Cons: Dependent on applicant
proposal and may not result in
contiguous conservation benefit.

Cons: Requires interagency
coordination and definition of
corridors for lower density.

Lower Urban
Densities
King, Pierce,
and Kitsap
Counties

Allow lower urban
densities in UGAs
when there are
complex critical
areas.

Pros: Further protects
environmentally sensitive areas
that may be of regional
importance while allowing some
limited housing. May allow for
transitions from Urban to Rural
areas.

RCW 36.70A.130 indicates
some criteria for open space
corridors: lands useful for
recreation, wildlife habitat,
trails, and connection of
critical areas.
Implementing rules at WAC
365-196-335 list similar
features and suggests an
integrated system. Also
suggested are vegetated
green spaces as part of an
integrated system to absorb
and treat stormwater. In BPS
Area, there are parks,
conservation/mitigation
sites, pipeline easements
where trails may be possible
(see Section 7.H).
With critical areas
crisscrossing the study area,
this technique may have
applicability if in the future
increased densities were to
be under consideration.

Cons: May be more appropriate
areas already within or abutting
UGA rather than for UGA
expansion application since UGA
expansion should be primarily for
meeting new growth allocations
and due to lack of UGA
capacity.

September 2019

6.B-3

Section 6.B ▪ Tools and Opportunities

Option/
Examples
Rural Reserve
Portland
metropolitan
region
Pierce County
– Rural
Separator (a
time limit is not
established)

Description

Pros & Cons

Rural: Areas will be
protected from
urbanization for 50
years after their
designation.

Pros: Provides longer-term stability
for rural and working lands.

In Portland area,
criteria includes
lands that are high
value working
farms and forests
or have important
natural features
like rivers,
wetlands, buttes,
and floodplains.

Cons: Basis for designation as
rural reserve may change sooner
than 50 years.

Potential Application in
Study Area
Given the features of the
BPS Area, this approach
may be applicable if UGA
boundaries are under review
in future planning initiatives,
and there is interest in
providing greater stability to
the UGA boundary by
setting a time before which
land cannot come out of
rural designation.

Source: Forterra, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Intensity of Uses
There are several tools the County could further define in policies and regulations to address the
transition of industrial uses to residential uses, such as along the Maltby UGA border. See Exhibit 2.
These include:




Scale Transitions




Buffers/Landscaping

Zoning Transitions
Separation of Uses

Some strategies are qualitatively included in scenarios as described in Section 3.C Charette and
Scenarios, and some are new ideas that could be integrated with any scenario.
Exhibit 2.

Transitional Standards for Ameliorating Differences in Use Intensity

Option/
Examples
Scale
Transitions
Portland,
Oregon
Seattle,
Washington
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Description

Considerations

Step-downs within
higher-density
zones

There are existing homes abutting
existing industrial areas. It would
be difficult to change existing
structures.

Potential Application in
Study Area
Where industrial uses abut
residential areas.

Ensuring step downs of building
heights is achievable with new
development.
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Option/
Examples

Description

Considerations

Potential Application in
Study Area

This could limit industrial space
that has few location
opportunities in the county.
Zoning
Transitions
Seattle
American
Planning Assoc.
Planning
Advisory
Service
Landscaped
Buffer
Portland,
Oregon

Allow lesser
intensity uses to
buffer from
industrial to
residential (e.g.,
office,
commercial)

If the transitional uses were in the
UGA, there would be less
disruption to existing residential
areas outside the UGA.

Undeveloped or
redevelopable properties
between industrial and
residential uses.

Use of trees and
landscaping to
soften use or scale
differences

The width and location of the
landscaped buffer could be
accounted for in new industrial
uses. Otherwise, over time there
could be incentives for existing
residential areas to add
landscaping and fencing to
residential uses.

Setbacks on industrial
properties as first priority;
incentives to enlarge
setbacks on residential
properties.

Separation of uses
– greater distance
of sensitive uses
from heavy
industrial uses.

The area has existing land use
patterns. Requiring greater
separation of uses would only
apply to new uses.

Low likelihood of application
given current development
pattern.

Collier County,
Florida
Separation of
Uses
Australia

Source: (City of Portland, 2013); (City of Portland, 2018) (City of Seattle, 2015); (American Planning Association, 1960);
(Collier County, Florida, Undated); (Warrnambool City Council, 2014); BERK, 2019.

Tools for Environmental Protection and Conservation and Recreation
The following are a few tools and approaches that may promote environmental protection and
conservation and recreation. See Exhibit 3.
Exhibit 3.

Environmental Protection, Conservation, and Recreation Tools

Option/ Examples

Description

Pros & Cons

Potential Application in
Study Area

Public Benefit Rating
System

A locally
developed
point-based
system for
Open Space
current use
taxation.

Pros: incentivizes retention
of high conservation value
land

The County processes
applications for classifications
of lands as open space under
Chapter 84.34 RCW.

17 of 39 Counties in
Washington, including
King, Kitsap, and
Pierce Counties
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Cons: not permanent,
may not be enough value
for landowners
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Option/ Examples

Description

Pros & Cons

Potential Application in
Study Area

Carbon Mitigation

Funding for
restoration by
planting native
evergreen
trees per
carbon
mitigation
goals
developed by
private sector.

Pros: private sector
funding

Tree canopy is a feature of the
BPS Area (see Section 5.D
Natural Areas and Tree
Canopy and Section 5.G.
Open Space Assessment).
Likely BPS Area would be one
area among others in the
county that could be location
for carbon mitigation.

Permanent
conservation
of individual
properties by
transferring the
development
right from one
property to
another

Pros: Property permanently
conserved for resource
purposes or for
environmental
conservation.

King County and
Forterra

Transfer of
Development Rights
(TDR)
Snohomish, King and
Pierce counties,
among a number of
jurisdictions

Cons: value proposition
may not be enough for
conservation, might need
to stack incentives.
Certification process may
expand demand.

There may be high value areas
to conserve, and also potential
for use of TDR if approaches for
creating urban separators
under consideration.

Increased efficiency of
land utilizations to
accommodate more
growth using less land.
Cons: There may be
limited markets for
development rights to
transfer.

Land Trust Partnership
Forterra, multiple
projects in Snohomish
County
Trails and Pipelines
Local: Tolt Pipeline
Other: Pipelines and
Informed Planning
Alliance

Permanent
conservation
of individual
properties

Pros: Voluntary, supports
long-term protection

As part of a
Pipeline Safety
Planning Area
Overlay District,
collaboratively
plan to allow
trails and other
recreation
features

Pros: Reinforces
boundaries of pipeline
area. Makes use of
pipeline space for low
intensity recreation and
trails that can improve
connectivity of recreation
system.

Cons: Fragmented
ownership can be
challenging

Properties that are at risk of
development that have high
value for conservation.

See Section 7. H. Power, Gas,
and Telecommunications.

Cons: Activities that may
not be acceptable to
some operators.

Sources; Forterra, January 2019; (Pipelines and Informed Planning Alliance (PIPA) , 2015); BERK, 2019.

Tools for Housing Choice and Affordability
Snohomish County has adopted a Housing Element in its General Policy Plan. A wide range of
goals, objectives and policies are presented in the County’s Housing Element. The County has
made efforts to expand housing types in the current UGA (e.g., townhomes, cottages, and
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duplexes – the “Missing Middle”). There is an opportunity to focus these housing types in the BPS
Area if urban designations were considered for application in the BPS Area under future
planning initiatives.
Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) provide a deliberative process to allocate growth targets,
determine buildable land capacity, and size UGAs for needed housing. Conditions in the CPPs
that must be met to expand UGAs are described in Section 3.A Governing Frameworks. There
are a number of “characteristics” identified in the process for determining whether a UGA
expansion is allowed under the CPPs. The characteristics only apply if other conditions for UGA
expansions are first met. One of seven characteristics then additionally have to apply.
One “characteristic” is that the expansion is a response to a declaration by the County
Executive, or the County Council by resolution, of a critical shortage of affordable housing which
is uncurable in a timely manner by the implementation of reasonable measures or other
instrumentality reasonably available to the jurisdiction, and the UGA expansion is reasonably
calculated to provide affordable housing.
If future planning initiatives consider expansions of the UGA into the BPS Area, one tool that
could be considered for increasing the supply of affordable housing is the requirement that
urban development include a portion of housing as affordable housing. This is termed
“Inclusionary Housing.” Inclusionary housing and the concept of the “Missing Middle” are
discussed below:

Missing Middle Housing
Single family homes represent a majority of the housing stock available in Snohomish County,
including the unincorporated county (73%), and make up about 61% of the SWUGA. See Section
3.A Governing Frameworks. Other housing types, such as duplexes, townhomes, and low-rise
multifamily developments, can be compatible housing types between single-family housing and
more intense multifamily and commercial areas, and are often more affordable. (Puget Sound
Regional Council, 2018)
Snohomish County has adopted zoning in the SWUGA to the west of the BPS Area to promote
missing middle housing types. The County cottage housing, duplex, and townhouse regulations,
for example, help fill this need in part. If future planning initiatives consider expansions of the
UGA into the BPS Area, the urban zoning applied could emphasize missing middle housing types.

Inclusionary Housing Requirements
Inclusionary housing requirements are regulations that all new residential or mixed-use
development should provide a percentage of units as affordable to those earning low to
moderate income levels. Typically, density increases are provided to offset lost revenue to
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developers. Notwithstanding other considerations, the County could further advance affordable
housing goals by bringing additional land into the UGA; lands added could require a
percentage of newly developed units to be affordable to low- and moderate-income
households.

Tools for Economic Development
Within Clearview, there are limited areas for commercial development due to the limitations on
LAMIRDs (Type I) that focuses on areas already in commercial and mixed-use in 1990.
There may be two opportunities to address rural businesses:



If the BPS Area were retained in a mostly Rural designation, opportunities for larger Rural
businesses could be identified for additional animal husbandry, value added products,
tourism, or other types.



Consider other types of LAMIRDs in other BPS Area locations, including Type II LAMIRD – Smallscale recreational or tourism uses, or Type III LAMIRD – Cottage Industries. These other
LAMIRDs must be “small-scale” and, in the case of Type III, isolated. There may be limited
locations that meet these criteria in the BPS Area, and potentially not along SR 9 which
would not appear isolated. See further discussion in Section 3.A Governing Frameworks.

Notwithstanding other considerations, bringing additional land into the UGA could provide new
employment options. While it is not presupposed that Clearview would or should become a
‘stand-alone’ urban area, there is at least one known circumstance where a LAMIRD has
converted to a UGA. (See textbox below).
LAMIRD Conversion to UGA
An example of a LAMIRD converting to a UGA includes the Port Hadlock / Irondale UGA in Jefferson
County. It is an unincorporated unassigned UGA. At one time portions of the commercial areas were
called Rural Village Centers (RVCs). Later the County designated a UGA. After preparing more specific
sewer and infrastructure plans, the UGA was upheld by the Growth Management Hearings Board.

Transit
Current policies link land use and transportation systems, with an emphasis on focusing growth in
centers in order to promote efficient transportation investments, reduce driving, and promote
physical activity. Transit emphasis corridors are also highlighted in policies.
Community Transit was formed as a public benefit transit agency in 1976 after voters in Brier,
Edmonds, Lynnwood, Marysville, Mountlake Terrace, Snohomish, and Woodway agreed to form
their own local transit agency and gradually expanded in 1980s and 1990s to include all cities
and towns in Snohomish County (except Everett, which operates its own transit system), Tulalip
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Indian Reservation, and many unincorporated areas. Community Transit does not serve the BPS
Area as indicated in Section 5.A and Exhibit 4 below. County policies support expanding the
Community Transit Public Transportation Benefit Area. Inclusion within a UGA is not a requirement
for expanding the area for transit service.
Exhibit 4.

Community Transit Public Transportation Benefit Area (BPS Area Generally in Yellow)

Source: (Community Transit, 2019).

Community Transit’s Long-Range Transit Plan anticipates future service along SR 9:
 Coordinate with local communities to assess the appropriate time to include the SR 9
Corridor in Community Transit’s taxing area.



When demand warrants, provide commute hour express services linking Arlington and
Bothell, with intermediate stops at nodes of development along the corridor.



Work with Snohomish County and local jurisdictions to secure future park-and-ride capacity
at key locations along the corridor (Community Transit, 2011).

Community Transit staff were interviewed as part of socio-economic interviews; see the
Appendix. Regardless of whether the area is rural or urban, expanding the Community Transit
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boundary to encompass the BPS could allow for better routing. There is potential to have express
busses with several park and rides within the BPS Area, including the future Cathcart Park and
Ride and a park and ride in Maltby.
Service to the BPS Area is limited by its exclusion from the district. If density were like Silver Firs,
which is a largely single-family area to the north of the BPS Area, Community Transit could
potentially provide local service; buses would probably keep to main routes. SR 9, SR 524, and
35th Ave SE have been identified as possible transit corridors.
As has occurred in the past, the Community Transit special district boundary could be expanded
through annexation by cities such as Mill Creek or Bothell, or a ballot measure and vote by
registered voters in proposed Community Transit service expansion areas.

Findings
Tools that address environmental conservation or a more permanent defined UGA boundary
include open space conservation incentives that happen incrementally, or designated corridors
through GMA Comprehensive Plans together with lower densities and protection standards.
Components of the BPS Area could meet various definitions or criteria for conservation after
evaluation.
Tools addressing scale, landscaping, separation of uses, and zoning could ameliorate conflicts in
use intensity. Some could be implemented more easily than others at the time of new
development or redevelopment (e.g., scale and landscaping). There may be incentives to
achieve greater distance and landscaping between uses though that could require a longer
period of implementation.
Other tools could advance other policy objectives to advance environmental protection and
recreation, such as a public benefit rating system, carbon mitigation program, land trust
partnerships, or trails on pipelines.
Other policy objectives that could be advanced in the BPS Area regard:
 Housing choice and affordability, where requirements for affordable housing or needed
ownership housing types could be required by urban zoning if urban designations were
considered for application in the BPS Area under future planning initiatives.



Economic development of rural businesses inside or outside of LAMIRDs, though these
options are more likely to be limited and “small scale” given the GMA direction for
development in rural areas.



The BPS Area is not included in the Community Transit district which would require annexation
by cities or a vote to extend boundaries. Regional express service is possible whether rural or
urban. Local transit service would depend on density of development, with the ability to
serve areas if densities are similar to Silver Firs to the north.
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Capital Facility Demand and
Cost
Topic Introduction
This section presents a summary of level of service demands and relative costs for public capital
facilities in the Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area (the Primary Study Area) for each scenario.
Major categories of County-provided facilities are addressed, including:





Transportation/Traffic/Transit 1
Parks
Stormwater/Surface Water (pending)

Additional publicly provided facilities by special district are addressed either quantitatively or
qualitatively, including:







Fire Protection
Schools
Water
Sewer
Power

Other regional services, such as the Snohomish Health District or the Sno-Isle Library District, are
not addressed. They are important services but less directly affected by local development
patterns in the BPS Area.

Methods and Data
The scenarios evaluated are detailed in Section 3.C, and the individual county and special
district services in Sections 7.B through 7.H. Each section should be referenced for details of the
level of service policies and demand analysis.
The BPS does not present tradeoffs about growth in other parts of the county. If the growth were
not proposed in the BPS Area and was instead going to other parts of the county, capital costs
would be incurred in other parts of the county.

1

Transportation capital costs are both County and State costs.
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Summary
Major County Capital Costs
Snohomish County would likely see an increase in transportation and parks costs to serve the
Primary Study Area. Under Current Strategies, there are some County and State investments in
transportation that would be needed to address volumes exceeding road capacity. Investments
would otherwise be largely based on the current six-year capital facility plan. The Nodes
Scenario has less growth and less demand on County transportation and parks systems, and the
Urban Scenario has greater growth that is more extensive and costly.
Exhibit 1.

County Capital Facilities Demand and Planning Level Costs: Transportation and Parks
Current Strategies

Nodes Scenario

Urban Scenario4

55-87

102-181

162-201

$600 M - $1.3 B

$1.1 - $2.6 B

$1.7 - $2.9 B

Facilities Demand/Cost

$0M5

$16.64 M

$25.35 M

Acres Demand/Cost

$0M5

$26.79 M

$42.83 M

Cost (February 2019 dollars)

$0M5

$43.43 M

$68.18 M

$600 M - $1.3 B

$1.14 – $2.64 B

$1.77 – $2.97 B

Transportation1
Arterial Lane-Miles Needed:
County and State Roads
Estimated Cost (2018 dollars)2
Parks3

TOTAL COST

Includes costs for both State and County facilities.
County staff estimate construction and right-of-way cost per lane-mile of roadway in the BPS Area would
range from $11M to $14M (in 2018 dollars), including pedestrian facilities and bikeways alongside the arterial.
3 For parks, the NE Node is about 70% of the population and housing, and generally the resulting cost, and the SW Node
is about 30% of the demand and cost.
4 Assumes the Large Lot Single Family typology is at 2.5 dwelling units per net acre. If at 4 dwelling units per net acre,
there would be another 415 dwellings and about a 2% greater demand and associated cost.
5 As of 2018, requirements for park facilities to meet growth targets in the area were already achieved. The area has
already been planned for parks assuming low growth. The County has planned for a countywide unincorporated
demand and its Parks Element identifies the location for park improvements including some in the BPS Area.
1

2 Snohomish

Nodes – Independent Costs: As illustrated in Section 7.B, the Northeast Node is a driver for most
of the land miles under Nodes and would need 47 – 70 added road miles above Current
Strategies, at a cost of $500M - 1.3B. The Southwest Node would need 7-10 miles of roads above
Current Strategies with a cost of $100M.
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For parks, the Southwest Node would add about 4,490 of the 15,585 added dwelling units, and
as a result about 30% of the added population of the Nodes Scenario. Thus, the share of
demand and cost would be about 30% (or $13.3M); the remaining demand would be in the
northeast and east and result in 70% of the demand and cost (about $30.2M).
Private development would pay park and transportation impact fees. Development would also
provide local roads and onsite recreation per County requirements. However, the County
cannot charge 100% of county road and park system costs to development and must use some
public funds from other non-impact fee sources to address needed facilities. Further some of the
road investments would need to be made by the State for state routes.
There would be other likely capital costs associated with regional stormwater facilities, and
contributions of development demand to other county needs (e.g., sheriff and criminal justice).
See Section 7.I Fiscal Analysis/Costs to County Government, where capital expenditures are
projected on a per capita basis to apply the County’s historic growth trends to the populations
projected per scenario.

Special Districts
The scenarios would also affect the delivery of services by special districts. The Urban Scenario
typically has greater effects on services due to greater and more extensive growth than the
Nodes Scenario; an exception is schools. Given growth under the Nodes Scenario is more
concentrated in two school districts, this scenario would require greater investment in those
areas, whereas the Urban Scenario distributes growth across the four districts.
Costs would be borne primarily by private development (e.g., water or sewer facility extension)
or fees would be paid for fair share of facilities needed due to growth (e.g., school impact fees,
water and sewer general facility charges). For other services, such as fire protection, costs would
be covered by taxpayers; to some degree added urban development would increase assessed
value of land and pay taxes for services but a fiscal analysis would need to be conducted to
ascertain effects. Through environmental review, some development may provide mitigation to
the district.
Because service provider system plans are broad in nature, it is difficult to isolate costs just due to
Current Strategies. Where providers have identified current projects in the BPS Area, these are
noted in individual topic sections in Chapter 7. However, the contribution of growth by Current
Strategies on the system is low; under the current Comprehensive Plan, the 2015-2035 allocated
targets equaled about 122 new units. It appears the target has been reached as of 2018 in the
BPS Area. Due to Rural zoning, the capacity of the area is low, and few dwellings are
anticipated. Current Strategies would not create a demand by itself for expansions or new
facilities (e.g., schools, fire stations, etc.) and expected costs would likewise be low.
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Exhibit 2.

Special District Facilities Demand and Conceptual Costs
Current
Strategies

Nodes
Scenario1

Urban
Scenario

0.02 – 0.1

0.05 – 0.2

2.1 – 4.9

3.2 – 7.2

$10.2 – $23.3 M

$15.2 – $34.6 M

0

413

0

83%

0

1

New Elementary Costs

0

$80 M

Monroe Elementary Student Demand

0

1,056

0

211%

0

2

0

$160M

786

584

157%

117%

1-2

1

$80 M – $160 M

$80M

1,907

1,897

381%

379%

4

4

$320 M

$320 M

145,000

200,000

8

13

$96 – $320 M

$132 – $440 M

Fire Protection
New Fire Stations Potential FD4
New Fire Stations Potential

FD72

Relative Cost (2018 dollars)

Per current
district plans

Schools
Everett Elementary Student Demand
% of Standard School Population
Potential Elementary Schools

% of Standard School Population
Potential New Elementary Schools

Per current
district plans

Per current
district plans

New Elementary Costs
Northshore Elementary Student
Demand
% of Standard School Population
Potential Elementary Schools

Per current
district plans

New Elementary Costs
Snohomish Elementary Demand Total
% of Standard School Population
Potential Elementary Schools

Per current
district plans

New Elementary Costs
Sewer
Sewer Mains (LF)
Pump Station
Cost Range

Per current
district plans

NE Node: $72 – 240 M
SW Node: $24 – 80 M

Water
Storage
Supply
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Storage deficits in Cross Valley would be
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Current
Strategies

Nodes
Scenario1

Urban
Scenario

Total and Net Energy Consumption (All
Sources): Million Btu

Total: 2,171,700

Total 8,599,600
Net: 6,450,700

Total: 11,962,600
Net: 9,813,700

Net Increase in Electric Consumption:
kWh per year

1,683,600

166,981,800

208,904,900

Power

NE Node: 118,141,100
SW Node: 48,774,300

1Costs

are fairly proportional to expected growth, particularly for services that are driven by population and household
changes. The NE Node is about 70% of the population and housing, and generally the resulting cost, and the SW Node is
about 30% of the demand and cost.
2Fire Districts measure their standards of service by response time. This evaluation is based applying observed housing
units per stations today to the scenarios for comparison.
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Transportation/Traffic/Transit
Topic Introduction
This section summarizes the level of transportation infrastructure currently provided in Snohomish
County, distinguishing between urban growth areas (UGAs) and non-UGA areas. Comparing the
provision of infrastructure between the two area types, and specifically within the Southwest
UGA Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area, gives an indication of the order of magnitude of
investment required to serve the travel demand of the BPS Area as it continues to develop.
Three types of transportation infrastructure are discussed: roadways, pedestrian and bicycle
facilities, and transit. Methods and data, summary conditions, and findings are summarized for
each element of the transportation network.
This section is structured as follows:



Topic Introduction



Roadway Spacing




Pedestrian and Bicycle Facility Spacing



Potential Capacity Constraints

Transit Service Feasibility

Roadway Spacing
Methods and Data
Fehr & Peers used Geographic Information Systems (GIS) software to evaluate data provided by
Snohomish County. The data is compared between UGA and non-UGA areas of the county as
well as compared to local and national guidelines for roadway spacing.
GIS was used to quantify the number of lane-miles of roadway in Snohomish County by area
type. Snohomish County provided the following GIS data layers:



Roadway network of existing county roads including County functional classification
(principal arterial, minor arterial, major collector, and minor collector) and number of lanes;
and



Boundaries for the county, incorporated cities, UGAs, and the BPS Area.

These sources were supplemented by data from the Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT), including all state routes and interstates within and through the county.
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The number of lanes on state highways and interstates in Snohomish County were verified using
Google Maps. Given data limitations, roadways within incorporated cities were not included in
the analysis.
Data was summarized for three areas, as shown in Exhibit 2:



Southwest UGA BPS Area – this includes the Maltby UGA;




UGAs – this excludes incorporated cities and the Maltby UGA; and
Non-UGAs – this includes all county lands with the exception of the BPS Area, incorporated
cities, UGAs, and National Forests.

Interstates, state highways, and county roadways were attributed to each of the three areas
using Spatial Analyst in ArcMap. All county roadways not identified as principal arterials, minor
arterials, major collectors, or minor collectors were assumed to be local roads with two lanes
(one lane in each direction). Therefore, the roadway network was divided into seven
classifications: interstate, state highway, principal arterial, minor arterial, major collector, minor
collector, and local road. The length of each roadway in miles was measured using the
Geometry Feature in ArcMap, and the length was multiplied by the number of lanes to
calculate the number of lane-miles for each roadway segment. The total number of lane-miles
by area type was calculated by summing the total lane-miles of all roadways in each of the
three areas.

Summary Conditions
Exhibit 3 displays the roadway network by functional classification and Exhibit 1 summarizes the
average lane-miles per square mile of each facility type. Three state facilities run through the BPS
Area: State Route (SR) 9 which runs north-south through the BPS Area, SR 524 which runs eastwest through the BPS Area, and SR 522 which runs along the southeastern edge through the
Maltby UGA. The BPS Area has approximately the same density of state facility (interstate and
state highway) lane-miles per square mile as that of Snohomish County’s unincorporated UGA.
The BPS Area’s current density of County-owned roadway lane-miles per square mile is less than
half that of the county’s unincorporated UGA and has no facilities classified as principal arterials.
Given that much of the county’s non-UGA land is very rural and remote from cities and UGAs,
the average provision of roadways within the BPS Area is well above the average of all non-UGA
areas. While there is relatively uniform coverage of local roads across the BPS Area, comparing it
to the adjacent Southwest UGA makes clear that the local roads are spaced farther apart than
more urbanized areas to the west and north.
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Exhibit 1.

Lane-Miles of Roadway Facility by Area Type
Urban Growth
Areas (55.0 sq mi)

BPS Area
(16.1 sq mi)

Non-Urban Growth
Areas (847.3 sq mi)

Total
LaneMiles

Lane-Miles
per Square
Mile

Total
LaneMiles

Lane-Miles
per Square
Mile

Total
LaneMiles

Lane-Miles
per Square
Mile

Interstate

53.3

1.0

0.0

0.0

128.0

0.2

State Highway

75.8

1.4

40.9

2.5

290.1

0.3

129.1

2.4

40.9

2.5

418.1

0.5

40.6

0.7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Minor Arterial

100.5

1.8

11.8

0.7

158.7

0.2

County Arterial Subtotal

141.1

2.5

11.8

0.7

158.7

0.2

Major Collector

199.0

3.6

14.2

0.9

333.9

0.4

Minor Collector

12.0

0.2

1.2

0.1

248.7

0.3

211.0

3.8

15.4

1.0

582.6

0.7

Local

1,070.8

19.5

132.0

8.2

2,947.3

3.5

County Local Road Subtotal

1,070.8

19.5

132.0

8.2

2,947.3

3.5

Total Roadway Lane-Miles

1,552.0

28.2

200.1

12.4

4,106.7

4.9

Type of Roadway Facility

State Facility Subtotal
Principal Arterial

County Collector Subtotal

Note: The BPS Area includes the Maltby UGA. The UGA category excludes the Maltby UGA and incorporated cities. The
Non-UGA category includes all county lands with the exception of the BPS Area, incorporated cities, UGAs, and National
Forests.
Source: Snohomish County GIS data, 2018; Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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Exhibit 2.

Urban Growth Area, Non-Urban Growth Areas, and Boundary Planning Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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Exhibit 3.

Snohomish County Roadway Network by Classification

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.

September 2019

7.B-5

Section 7.B ▪ Transportation/Traffic/Transit

Findings
To provide additional context for the roadway infrastructure findings described above, Fehr &
Peers reviewed several national sources for guidance. These included:



Planning Urban Roadway Systems, an ITE Recommended Practice, Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE), 2014.



National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP), Report 365, Travel Estimation
Techniques for Urban Planning, Transportation Research Board, 1998.



Highway Functional Classification Concepts Criteria and Procedures, Federal Highway
Administration (FHA), 2013.

After review of these documents, ITE’s Planning Urban Roadway Systems was selected as having
the most applicable guidance for this study’s level of detail and available data. ITE has set
arterial spacing recommendations based on residential densities. The following arterial spacing
recommendations reflect a range of development patterns:



For densities up to three units per acre, arterial spacing should be at one-mile intervals or
shorter.



For densities between three and six units per acre, arterial spacing should be at one-half mile
intervals or shorter.



For densities between six and twelve units per acre, arterial spacing should be at one-quarter
mile intervals or shorter.

Exhibit 4 displays what these guidelines would look like for a “typical” square mile. The ITE
guidelines suggest spacing for arterials, but a finer-grained network of local roads would also be
required. However, because the local street network would generally be completed by new
development, this evaluation focuses on State and County constructed arterials that would form
the backbone of the network. To develop an estimated number of roadway lane-miles required
for a typical square mile, several key assumptions were made to reflect typical County
practices:



Arterial spacing is assumed to refer to any state highway (not interstate), arterial, or collector
as classified by Snohomish County;



State highways, arterials, and collectors are assumed to be on average four lanes wide 1 in
areas with residential densities of six to twelve units per acre; and



State highways, arterials, and collectors are assumed to be on average three lanes wide in
areas with residential densities up to six units per acre.

1

This assumes a mix of 3-lane and 5-lane roadways; the County does not typically build 4-lane roadways.
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Exhibit 4.

ITE Roadway Spacing Guidance

Example of ½ mile arterial spacing with 3 units per acre (City of Lynnwood)
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Exhibit 5 translates these concepts into lane-miles per square mile to allow comparison to the GIS
evaluation. Using the ITE guidance, the number of arterial lane-miles required per square mile
would range from six lane-miles per square mile in areas with up to three units per acre to 32
lane-miles per square mile in denser residential areas with up to 12 units per acre.
Exhibit 5.

Planning Urban Roadway Systems Guidelines
Roadway
Spacing Interval

Arterial
Length per
Square Mile

Arterial Average
Number of Lanes

Arterial LaneMiles per
Square Mile

Residential Development
Up to 3 Units per Acre

1 mile

2

3

6

Residential Development
Up To 6 Units per Acre

1/2 mile

4

3

12

Residential Development
Up To 12 Units per Acre

1/4 mile

8

4

32

Type of
Roadway Facility

Source: ITE, 2014; Fehr & Peers, 2019.

If some portion of the BPS Area is designated Urban, additional roadway infrastructure would
need to be constructed to meet the needs of new developments and land uses. Exhibit 6
summarizes the county’s unincorporated UGA’s current provision of arterials—roughly eight lanemiles per square mile. Comparing Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6 indicates that Snohomish County’s
current provision of roadway infrastructure within its UGAs falls between the ITE guidance for
areas with residential development between three and six units per acre.
As shown in Exhibit 6, the BPS Area currently contains less than half the arterial lane-miles of the
unincorporated UGA. 2 Therefore, if the BPS Area were to become urban, bringing it up to the
current infrastructure level consistent with the county’s other UGAs would require constructing
approximately 3.5 arterial lane-miles per square mile. The BPS Area is roughly 16 square miles
which equates to 56 lane-miles of arterial roadways over the entire BPS Area.

As described in the introduction of this section, the Maltby UGA is categorized as part of the BPS Area rather than the
unincorporated urban growth area for this analysis.

2
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Exhibit 6.

Lane-Miles of County Roadway Facility per Square Mile by Area Type

Type of Roadway Facility

BPS Area

Urban Growth Areas

State Highways

2.5

1.4

County Arterials

0.7

2.5

County Collectors

1.0

3.8

Total Arterial Roadway Lane-Miles

4.2

7.7

Note: The BPS Area includes the Maltby UGA. The UGA category excludes the Maltby UGA and incorporated cities. The
Non-UGA category includes all county lands with the exception of the BPS Area, incorporated cities, UGAs, and National
Forests.
Source: Snohomish County GIS data, 2018; Fehr & Peers, 2019.

This evaluation focuses on state highway, arterials, and collectors; local roads would generally
be constructed by developers. There is no specific ITE guidance for the spacing of local
roadways, but based on Exhibit 1, the number of local road lane-miles is roughly two to three
times the number of arterial lane-miles (as defined above).
Based on recent roadway construction projects, Snohomish County staff estimate that the cost
of construction and right-of-way in the BPS Area would range from $11M to $14M per lane-mile
of roadway, which includes pedestrian facilities and bikeways. The cost per lane-mile of
roadway is based on projects constructed in environments similar to the BPS Area, such as
critical areas with wetlands and slopes. Therefore, if the BPS Area were to become urban, the
cost to bring a square mile of the BPS Area up to current UGA levels of roadway infrastructure
would be approximately $39M to $49M.
If the County pursues denser residential development or chooses to build arterials at a shorter
spacing than has been done in existing UGAs, then the roadway infrastructure needed to
support that growth could increase considerably. Using the estimate based on ITE arterial
spacing, up to 32 lane-miles per square mile could be required for gross residential densities up
to 12 dwelling units per acre. Based on the recent Snohomish County construction and right-ofway costs, this would cost in the range of $306M to $389M per square mile.
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Facility Spacing
Methods and Data
Similar to roadway spacing, GIS was used to quantify the number of miles of pedestrian and
bicycle facilities in Snohomish County by area type. Snohomish County provided the following
GIS data layers:




Existing and proposed bikeways within the county;



Existing sidewalks within the BPS Area; and



Boundaries for the county, incorporated cities, UGAs, and the BPS Area.

Existing and proposed trails within the county;

Data was summarized for three areas, as shown in Exhibit 7:



Southwest UGA BPS Area – this includes the Maltby UGA;




UGAs – this excludes incorporated cities and the Maltby UGA; and
Non-UGAs – this includes all county lands with the exception of the BPS Area, incorporated
cities, UGAs, and National Forests.

Bikeways and trails were attributed to each of the three areas using Spatial Analyst in ArcMap.
The length of each facility in miles was measured using the Geometry Feature in ArcMap.

Summary Conditions
Exhibit 7 summarizes the average miles of facility per square mile, and Exhibit 8 displays the
existing and proposed bikeways and trails within the county. There is currently one bikeway
within the BPS Area running east-west along 228th Street SE. The county has two non-motorized
trails: the Centennial Trail and the Interurban Trail, neither of which run through the BPS Area.
Sidewalk data was provided for the BPS Area only; there are currently 5.6 miles of roadways with
sidewalks on at least one side of the road. The longest sections of sidewalks are present on 228th
Street SE, 49th Avenue SE, and 57th Avenue SE, with shorter sections elsewhere, particularly on
the periphery of the BPS Area. This equates to 0.35 miles of sidewalk per square mile of the BPS
Area.
The density of bikeways currently provided in the BPS Area is about one-third that of the average
for the unincorporated UGA in the county. On average, the County’s UGAs have about one-half
mile of non-motorized trail per square mile. Taking proposed bikeways and trails into
consideration, the BPS Area is slated to have half the density of bikeways and trails as the
unincorporated UGA.
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Exhibit 7.

Miles of Bicycle Facility per Square Mile by Area Type

Type of Facility

Urban Growth
Areas

BPS Area

Non-Urban Growth
Areas

Existing Bikeway

0.4

0.1

<0.1

Existing + Proposed Bikeway

1.8

0.9

0.3

Existing Trail

0.5

0.0

<0.1

Existing + Proposed Trail

0.6

0.3

0.1

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.

Findings
As shown in Exhibit 8, the BPS Area has low bikeway density compared to the unincorporated
UGA and does not have any non-motorized trails. The costs described in the Roadway Spacing
evaluation include bikeways built as part of new arterial construction. Snohomish County
estimates stand-alone trail construction to be approximately $1M to $2M per mile excluding
right-of-way. The County’s current plans translate to approximately 0.6 miles of trail per square
mile. If that standard were applied to the BPS Area, construction would cost approximately
$1.2M per square mile (excluding right-of-way).

September 2019

7.B-11

Section 7.B ▪ Transportation/Traffic/Transit

Exhibit 8.

Snohomish County Existing and Proposed Bicycle Facilities and Trails

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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Transit Service Feasibility
Methods and Data
To evaluate transit service feasibility, GIS was used to geographically display the gross residential
density of the county. Snohomish County provided the number of dwelling units by Sub-MAZ
(micro analysis zone) throughout the county. This included the number of actual dwelling units
for 2010 and forecasted numbers for 2035. To calculate the number of gross dwelling units per
acre in each Sub-MAZ, the field calculator tool in ArcMap was used to normalize the number of
dwelling units over the area of each Sub-MAZ.

Summary Conditions
As shown in Exhibit 9, the county’s residential density is generally highest along the SR 99 and I-5
corridors, which includes many of the county’s incorporated cities. Within the BPS Area, 2010
gross residential density was less than three dwelling units per acre.
Exhibit 10 summarizes the planned 2035 gross residential density based on the County’s adopted
Comprehensive Plan. The Plan assumes increased density along the SR 99 and I-5 corridors as
well as in the Southwest UGA adjacent to the BPS Area. Because the BPS Area is designated rural
(except for Maltby) in the current Comprehensive Plan, minimal growth is allocated to it and
gross residential density would remain at less than three dwelling units per acre by 2035.
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Exhibit 9.

Snohomish County Gross Dwelling Units per Acre, 2010

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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Exhibit 10. Snohomish County Forecasted Gross Dwelling Units per Acre, 2035

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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Findings
Fehr & Peers reviewed several national and local sources for guidance on the residential density
required to make transit service feasible; this is typically considered within the walkshed
surrounding a potential transit corridor. These included:



Long Range Transit Plan, Community Transit, 2011.



Transit Oriented Development Design Guidelines, Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT).



A Toolbox for Alleviating Traffic Congestion, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1989.

Community Transit’s 2011 Long Range Transit Plan set minimum transit supportive density
thresholds for each transit service type, as summarized in Exhibit 11.
Exhibit 11. Community Transit, Transit Supportive Density Guidelines
Design Headway in
Minutes

Buses per Day

Dwelling Units per
Acre

Swift Bus Rapid Transit

10

200

15

Arterial

15

150

15

Local

30

75

7

Suburban/Rural

60

25

4

Service Type

Source: Community Transit, 2011.

Community Transit’s guidelines are generally consistent with the national literature reviewed.
FDOT’s Transit Oriented Development Design Guidelines suggest at least five dwelling units per
acre to make express bus service cost-effective and at least 10 dwelling units per acre for a
local bus hub (station serving multiple bus routes). ITE suggests that a minimum level of local bus
service (20 buses per day or one bus per hour) could be cost-effective in residential areas with
four to five dwelling units per acre. ITE also states that an intermediate level of bus service (40
buses per day or two buses per hour) could be cost-effective in residential areas with seven
dwelling units per acre. 3
According to the GIS analysis, the BPS Area currently has an average of 0.41 gross dwelling units
per acre with the current Comprehensive Plan forecasts indicating a very small increase to 0.43
dwelling units per acre by 2035. This is well below the thresholds set by ITE and Community Transit
for a transit-supportive area. Areas in Snohomish County that have densities high enough to

3

A Toolbox for Alleviating Traffic Congestion. Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1989.
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support transit service are generally located along the I-5 and SR 99 corridors. While there are
some locations within the BPS Area that could support transit, most areas would need to densify
considerably to support cost-effective transit service.

Potential Capacity Constraints
2035 Comprehensive Plan Findings
The GIS analysis provides an indication of the amount of infrastructure required to support
increased land use density in the BPS Area, but not the specific locations of highest need. The
Snohomish County 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update Environmental Impact Statement provides
context regarding heavily used facilities that may be particularly affected by increased density
in the BPS Area. According to the EIS, two County facilities within the BPS Area or providing direct
access to the BPS Area are currently experiencing capacity constraints/level of service
deficiencies :




180th Street SE from SR 527 to 35th Avenue SE; and
York Road/35th Avenue SE from SR 524 to 188th Street SE.

By 2035, 228th Street SE from 39th Avenue SE to SR 9 is also expected to experience capacity
constraints/level of service deficiencies given planned growth under existing plans.
The EIS also considered state facilities and found that the following corridors providing access to
the BPS Area have existing capacity constraints/level of service deficiencies: I-5, SR 9, SR 522, SR
524, and SR 527. Most of these state facilities are expected to continue to be constrained in the
future under existing growth and transportation investment plans.
The EIS includes the County’s recommended Arterial Circulation map. The 2035 Transportation
Element (TE) of the Comprehensive Plan contain projects that are needed in the BPS Area.
Although the TE includes a shortfall in funding for county capacity projects, it also contains a
strategy for addressing this shortfall. The projects include:



Widening 180th Street SE between SR 527 and 51st Avenue SE from three to four lanes;



Adding a turn lane to 35th Avenue SE between 152nd Street SE (Seattle Hill Road) and 198th
Place SE;



Adding a turn lane to 39th Avenue SE between 228th Street SE and 207th Street SE and
between SR 524 and 198th Place SE, and constructing a new connection along the 39th
Avenue SE corridor between 240th Street SE and 228th Street SE; and



Extending 43rd Avenue SE as a two-lane roadway between 180th Street SE and 188th Street
SE and between 196th Street SE and 200th Street SE.

The following state facility projects relevant to the BPS Area are planned by 2035, assumed in the
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County’s Comprehensive Plan, and reflected in the County’s model:
 Widening SR 9 between Marsh Road and 2nd Street from two to four lanes;




Widening SR 9 between 176th Street SE and SR 96 from th ree to four lanes;



Reconstructing the SR 522/Paradise Lake Road/SR 524 interchange.

Widening SR 522 between Paradise Lake Road and Snohomish River Bridge from two to four
lanes; and

These planned County and State projects are assumed to be in place for the 2035 evaluation.

Methods and Data
This section describes the travel demand modeling completed for the five land use scenarios
considered within the BPS Area. These scenarios are:
 Current Strategies Scenario – This scenario is consistent with the County’s currently adopted
comprehensive plan. See Section 3.C, Exhibit 4.





Nodes Scenario – This scenario assumes growth is concentrated within two nodes: one along
the southwest edge of the BPS Area and one in the northeast corner of the BPS Area. See
Section 3.C, Exhibit 7.


Northeast Node Scenario – This scenario is a subset of the Nodes Scenario assuming
growth is concentrated in the northeast corner of the BPS Area.



Southwest Node Scenario – This scenario is a subset of the Nodes Scenario assuming
growth is concentrated in the southwest corner of the BPS Area.

Urban Scenario – This scenario assumes more widespread growth, particularly along the
western and eastern edges of the BPS Area. See Section 3.C, Exhibit 8.

Exhibit 12 summarizes the net change in land use assumed in the travel demand model under
each scenario. The Current Strategies assumes a 130 increase in households and 4,720 increase
in jobs over the 2010 condition. Both the Nodes and Urban scenarios assume large increases in
households within the BPS Area compared to the Current Strategies target. The Nodes Scenario
tests an increase of nearly 15,000 households over the Current Strategies and the Urban Scenario
tests an increase of more than 22,000 households over the Current Strategies.
The Northeast Node and Southwest Node scenarios test smaller increases of roughly 10,000 and
4,000 households, respectively. Variation in employment among the test scenarios is more
modest, with the Nodes Scenario including roughly 2,800 more jobs than the Current Strategies
and the Urban Scenario including roughly 3,200 more jobs than the Current Strategies. The
Northeast Node Scenario tests a smaller increase of roughly 2,500 jobs and the Southwest Node
Scenario has approximately 500 more jobs as the Current Strategies. Note that the Northeast
Node and Southwest Node scenarios assume that all land use outside of the nodes remains the
same; therefore, the land use of the Nodes Scenario is not the sum of the Northeast Node and
Southwest Node scenarios.

September 2019

7.B-18

Section 7.B ▪ Transportation/Traffic/Transit

Exhibit 12. Scenario Growth Summary, Net Change, Rounded
Scenario

Households1

Employment2

130

4,720

Nodes Scenario Estimate – Current Strategies

14,720

2,840

NE Node Scenario Estimate – Current Strategies

10,450

2,520

SW Node Scenario Estimate – Current Strategies

4,180

510

Urban Scenario Estimate – Current Strategies

22,040

3,210

Current Strategies – 2010

Notes: 1 The travel demand model uses households as an input rather than housing units. Households are estimated by
applying a vacancy factor to housing units. This number is based on 2010 MAZ model results.
2 Employment is estimated by applying the following to gross square feet of added commercial space: for every 10,000
additional square feet, add 16 new FIRE/Services jobs and 7 new Retail jobs to the 2035 Current Strategies job sector
totals by SMAZ.
Source: BERK, 2019.

Travel Demand Model
The County uses a regional travel demand model to forecast changing travel patterns and
volumes. The model includes a representation of the transportation network, including roadways
and transit service, combined with land uses by type aggregated at a geography called Micro
Analysis Zones (MAZs). The model includes all of Snohomish County as well as surrounding areas
to capture both local and regional travel patterns. The County maintains a 2019 base year
model reflecting current conditions and a year 2035 model, which aligns with the planning
horizon for the Comprehensive Plan.
County staff ran a version of the 2035 travel demand model for each scenario using the land use
assumptions shown in Exhibit 12. The consultant team and County staff selected 19 study
segments for analysis based on an initial review of the model results. These study segments are
shown in Exhibit 13.
To evaluate the effect of each land use scenario on the roadway network, this study used an
evaluation framework based on the County’s arterial roadway screening methodology. The
County methodology compares an arterial roadway’s forecasted vehicle volume to its
capacity 4, to evaluate level of service (LOS) using a LOS A through F grading system. LOS A
represents free-flow conditions and LOS F represents over-capacity conditions. For each study
location, the maximum capacity to meet the LOS standard is calculated based on the
characteristics of the roadway, including functional classification, number of signalized

4

Note that the County’s formal terminology is Maximum Service Volume.
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intersections per mile, and number of lanes. 5 The County’s screening approach considers
bidirectional volumes and capacities as an initial screening step before doing more detailed
study of a particular corridor. Because the scenarios evaluated include predominantly
residential growth, the peak period traffic patterns are likely to be more directional in nature.
Therefore, this study uses the County’s established methodology to calculate a roadway’s
capacity, but focuses on the peak direction results to produce a more conservative assessment
of infrastructure needs.
A similar volume-to-capacity approach was used for the state facilities included in the analysis.
For the purposes of this study, a set of tables developed by the Florida Department of
Transportation (FDOT) were used to assign capacities to the state route units. 6 Capacity is
determined by factors such as area type, number of lanes, presence of median, speed, and
presence of turn lanes.
The growth in traffic between the 2019 and 2035 travel demand models was extracted and
added to observed counts at study locations. These forecasted volumes were then compared
to the capacity of each location to estimate the 2035 LOS under each scenario.

The methodology is outlined in Section 4224 of the Department of Public Works Rules for the Concurrency and Road
Impact Mitigation Requirements of Chapter 30.66B SCC.
6 State of Florida Department of Transportation, 2013 Quality/Level of Service Handbook.
5
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Exhibit 13. Study Segments

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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Findings
Two sets of results were produced: bidirectional as shown in Exhibit 14 and peak directional as
shown in Exhibit 15. Segments that are expected to have demand exceeding their capacity are
shown in bold. Although the bidirectional results are more consistent with the County’s screening
approach, this evaluation focuses on the peak direction results to produce a more conservative
assessment of infrastructure needs.
AM and PM peak hour volume forecasts were reviewed for each 2035 scenario. Generally, the
PM peak hour forecasts are higher than for the AM peak hour. The highest peak hour forecast
was selected for each location and scenario. Exhibit 14 and Exhibit 15 note which segments
used AM rather than PM peak hour forecasts.
Snohomish County categorizes its arterials as either urban, rural, or rural arterials with urban
traffic. All but two of the county study segments selected for this evaluation are classified as
either urban arterials or rural arterials with urban traffic. Snohomish County sets the LOS standard
for both types of arterials at LOS E. Snohomish Avenue and 156th Street SE (segments 18 and 19)
are local access roads in rural areas. If these two local access roads were to become rural
collectors, they would have a LOS standard of C. Several of the study segments are state
facilities. LOS standards for those facilities are consistent with the standards set by WSDOT and
PSRC. The standard for SR 9 and SR 522 is LOS D and the standard for SR 524 and SR 527 is LOS E.
As expected, given the land use intensity assumptions, the Urban Scenario generally has higher
volumes than the Nodes Scenario, which in turn has higher volumes than the Current Strategies.
The Northeast Node and Southwest Node scenarios reflect increased volumes in the vicinities of
the more developed node. For instance, the Northeast Node Scenario shows substantially higher
volumes on arterials including Cathcart Way, SR 9, and 180th Street SE, as well as local access
roadways such as Snohomish Avenue and 156th Street SE. The Southwest Node Scenario shows
higher volumes on SR 524, SR 527, 228th Street SE, 39th Avenue SE, and Woodinville-Snohomish
Road.
Based on the peak direction results, 12 segments are expected to operate below their LOS
standard under the Current Strategies and the Southwest Node Scenario. Sixteen segments are
expected to operate below their LOS standard under the Nodes and Northeast Node scenarios.
The Urban Scenario is expected to have 15 segments below their LOS standards, but the volumeto-capacity ratios are generally higher than those for all other scenarios. However, the
Snohomish Avenue segment is expected to operate at an acceptable LOS because land use
would not be as concentrated in that area compared to the Nodes and Northeast Node
scenarios.
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Exhibit 14. 2035 Roadway Segment Level of Service, Bidirectional
Nodes Scenario
NE & SW Nodes

Current Strategies

ID Segment Location

LOS
Standard

Capacity to
Meet LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Volume

Volume to
Capacity
Ratio

LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Volume

Volume to
Capacity
Ratio

NE Node Scenario

LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Volume

Volume to
Capacity
Ratio

SW Node Scenario

LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Volume

Volume to
Capacity
Ratio

Urban Scenario

LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Volume

Volume to
Capacity
Ratio

LOS

1

Airport Way south of Lowell Snohomish River Rd

E

1,400

1,355

0.97

E

1,365

0.98

E

1,365

0.97

E

1,255

0.89

D

1,340

0.96

E

2

Marsh Rd north of Lowell Larimer Rd

E

1,400

865

0.62

C

935

0.67

C

915

0.66

C

815

0.58

B

985

0.70

C

3

Cathcart Way west of SR 9

E

2,960

2,100

0.71

D

3,770

1.27

F

3,610

1.22

F

2,765

0.93

D

4,060

1.37

F

1.04

F

5,515

1.81

F

5,450

1.79

F

4,155

1.37

F

5,345

1.76

F

4

SR 9 south of Cathcart Way

D

3,040

3,1601

5

164th St SE west of SR 527

E

3,410

3,860

1.13

F

4,175

1.22

F

4,115

1.21

F

3,905

1.15

F

4,210

1.23

F

6

35th Ave SE north of Grannis Rd

E

1,750

1,805

1.03

F

1,935

1.10

F

1,900

1.09

F

1,845

1.05

F

2,105

1.20

F

7

180th St SE east of 59th Ave SE

E

1,470

1,890

1.29

F

3,195

2.17

F

3,075

2.09

F

2,120

1.44

F

3,485

2.37

F

8

Broadway Ave south of 196th St SE

E

1,460

840

0.58

B

1,220

0.84

B

1,200

0.82

B

900

0.62

B

1,175

0.81

B

9

SR 527 north of SR 524

E

3,401

4,335

1.28

F

4,425

1.30

F

4,395

1.29

F

4,355

1.28

F

4,680

1.38

F

10

SR 524 east of SR 527

E

1,280

2,055

1.60

F

2,390

1.87

F

2,225

1.74

F

2,260

1.77

F

2,495

1.95

F

11

SR 522 east of Paradise Lake Rd

D

5,660

3,0151

0.53

B

3,430

0.61

C

3,3851

0.60

C

3,295

0.58

C

3,895

0.69

C

0.59

D

12

228th St SE east of 39th Ave SE

E

3,320

1,245

0.37

D

1,770

0.53

D

1,410

0.42

D

1,660

0.50

D

1,9751

13

SR 9 north of 228th St SE

D

3,580

3,760

1.05

F

4,445

1.24

F

4,405

1.23

F

3,740

1.04

F

4,755

1.33

F

14

Woodinville-Snohomish Rd south of SR 522

E

2,740

2,490

0.91

D

2,775

1.01

F

2,530

0.92

D

2,620

0.96

E

2,845

1.04

F

15

39th Ave SE south of SR 524

E

1,750

1,840

1.05

F

2,225

1.27

F

2,050

1.17

F

2,165

1.24

F

2,380

1.36

F

16

35th Ave SE north of 169th St SE

E

1,750

1,805

1.03

F

1,935

1.10

F

1,900

1.09

F

1,845

1.05

F

2,105

1.20

F

17

Sunset Rd north of 169th St SE

E

1,460

1,000

0.69

B

1,400

0.96

D

1,365

0.94

C

1,095

0.75

B

1,705

1.17

F

1,390

295

0.21

B

1,255

0.90

B

1,245

0.90

B

305

0.22

B

1,025

0.74

B

1,390

65

0.05

B

795

0.57

B

790

0.57

B

501

0.04

B

535

0.38

B

18

Snohomish Ave north of 164th St SE

C2

19

156th St SE west of SR 9

C2

Notes:

1 – Denotes AM peak hour forecast. All other forecasts are for PM peak hour.
2 – Snohomish County does not set LOS standards for local roads. If this local access road were to become a rural collector, it would have a LOS standard of C.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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Exhibit 15. 2035 Roadway Segment Level of Service, Peak Direction
Nodes Scenario
NE & SW Nodes

Current Strategies

ID

Segment Location

1

Airport Way south of Lowell Snohomish River Rd

LOS
Standard

Capacity to
Meet LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Volume

Volume to
Capacity
Ratio

E

700

995

1.42

LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Volume

Volume to
Capacity
Ratio

F

1,040

1.49

NE Node Scenario

LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Volume

Volume to
Capacity
Ratio

F

1,030

1.47

SW Node Scenario

LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Volume

Volume to
Capacity
Ratio

F

940

1.34

Urban Scenario

LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Volume

Volume to
Capacity
Ratio

LOS

F

1,085

1.55

F

0.76

C

2

Marsh Rd north of Lowell Larimer Rd

E

700

535

0.77

C

505

0.72

C

500

0.72

C

490

0.70

C

5351

3

Cathcart Way west of SR 9

E

1,480

1,2851

0.87

D

2,290

1.55

F

2,195

1.48

F

1,500

1.01

F

2,555

1.72

F

1.58

F

3,830

2.52

F

3,770

2.48

F

2,805

1.84

F

4,090

2.69

F

4

SR 9 south of Cathcart Way

D

1,520

2,4001

5

164th St SE west of SR 527

E

1,705

2,090

1.23

F

2,3451

1.38

F

2,2801

1.34

F

2,070

1.21

F

2,5351

1.49

F

6

35th Ave SE north of Grannis Rd

E

875

1,230

1.40

F

1,240

1.42

F

1,205

1.38

F

1,240

1.42

F

1,245

1.42

F

7

180th St SE east of 59th Ave SE

E

735

1,135

1.54

F

2,155

2.93

F

2,085

2.84

F

1,130

1.53

F

2,410

3.28

F

1.27

F

9301

1.28

F

715

0.98

D

9451

1.29

F

1.55

F

2,590

1.52

F

2,715

1.60

F

2,8401

1.67

F

2.02

F

1,345

2.10

F

1,4551

2.28

F

1.06

E

2,575

0.91

D

3,3601

1.19

F

0.58

D

1,165

0.70

D

1.54

F

3,4851

1.95

F

1.34

F

8

Broadway Ave south of 196th St SE

E

730

685

0.94

C

9251

9

SR 527 north of SR 524

E

1,700

2,710

1.59

F

2,630

2.13

F

1,2901

1.05

E

3,0051

10

SR 524 east of SR 527

E

640

1,280

2.00

F

1,3651

11

SR 522 east of Paradise Lake Rd

D

2,830

2,5151

0.89

D

2,9801

12

228th St SE east of 39th Ave SE

E

1,660

635

0.38

D

1,070

0.64

D

760

0.46

D

9551

13

SR 9 north of 228th St SE

D

1,790

2,750

1.54

F

3,0151

1.68

F

3,0651

1.71

F

2,755

1.17

F

1,410

1.03

F

1,605

1.17

F

1,8401

14

Woodinville-Snohomish Rd south of SR 522

E

1,370

1,585

1.16

F

1,6001

15

39th Ave SE south of SR 524

E

875

1,385

1.58

F

1,515

1.73

F

1,4651

1.67

F

1,585

1.81

F

1,6651

1.90

F

16

35th Ave SE north of 169th St SE

E

875

1,230

1.40

F

1,240

1.42

F

1,205

1.38

F

1,240

1.42

F

1,245

1.42

F

17

Sunset Rd north of 169th St SE

E

730

740

1.01

F

925

1.26

F

895

1.23

F

730

1.00

E

1,045

1.43

F

0.78

B

0.57

B

18

Snohomish Ave north of 164th St SE

C2

19

156th St SE west of SR 9

C2

695

245

0.35

B

700

1.01

D

700

1.01

D

255

0.37

B

5451

695

35

0.05

B

575

0.82

B

570

0.82

B

35

0.05

B

400

Notes:

1 – Denotes AM peak hour forecast. All other forecasts are for PM peak hour.
2 – Snohomish County does not set LOS standards for local roads. If this local access road were to become a rural collector, it would have a LOS standard of C.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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Based on these findings, the approximate number of lane-miles needed to serve the forecasted
demand was estimated. Exhibit 16 summarizes this evaluation, which considered only those
corridors with 2035 demand in excess of capacity for at least one scenario. Parallel arterials that
serve the same general area were grouped together, because travelers could reasonably
choose among them for their travel. The remaining arterials were considered individually. These
groupings are shown in Exhibit 17.
Based on the County capacity tables, capacity per lane can range from approximately 600 to
900 vehicles per hour depending on the type of facility. This range was used to calculate the
number of lanes per direction that would be needed to serve the excess demand. The new lane
capacity could be achieved through widening of existing roadways or construction of new
parallel roadways. For example, a “frontage road” providing commercial access could be
constructed parallel to SR 9 to provide access to adjacent land uses, while the main lanes of SR
9 would continue to provide north-south mobility through the BPS Area.
As shown in Exhibit 16, the amount of lane capacity needed is highest under the Urban Scenario
and lowest under the Current Strategies. As discussed earlier, the evaluation used for this study
uses the County’s methodology for determining a roadway’s capacity, but focuses on the peak
direction rather than the bidirectional results as was done for the 2035 comprehensive plan. Due
to this difference in methodology, and the availability of more recent traffic counts and
modeling results, this evaluation finds that even assuming the capacity improvements included
in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update, the Current Strategies would require additional
infrastructure to support its planned growth. North-south capacity requirements are considerably
higher than east-west needs, which matches the predominant existing travel patterns and the
future growth.
The most variation in demand among the scenarios occurs in the vicinity of the nodes slated for
more development. For example, the excess demand along the north/south and east/west
arterials within the BPS Area under the Nodes and Urban scenarios would increase substantially
compared to the Current Strategies. In contrast, while the Nodes and Urban scenarios would
add demand to the 35th Avenue SE and SR 527 corridors, the increment of change compared
to the Current Strategies is less pronounced. The infrastructure need with development focused
on the Southwest Node is more modest than with development focused on the Northeast Node,
which in turn is nearly the same as developing both nodes (i.e., the Nodes Scenario).
In some cases, the excess demand is minimal; for example, the Current Strategies is only
expected to result in 15 vehicles beyond the east-west arterial group’s peak hour capacity. This
evaluation assumes any excess demand could trigger a need for an additional lane, but in
practice the County could seek to mitigate that excess demand in other ways, such as spot
improvements that address a particular bottleneck.
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Exhibit 16. 2035 Traffic Demand in Excess of Capacity, Peak Hour and Peak Direction

Arterial Segments
North/south arterials west of
BPS Area (35th Ave SE/39th
Ave SE and SR 527)

2035 Traffic Demand in Excess of Capacity
Total 2035
(Peak Hour and Peak Direction)
Capacity to
Meet LOS
Current
Nodes
NE Node SW Node
Urban
Standard
Strategies Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario
2,575

Number of Peak Direction Lanes Needed
North/south arterials within
BPS Area (SR 9 and
Broadway Ave)

2,250

Number of Peak Direction Lanes Needed
East/west arterials within
BPS Area (180th St SE, SR
524, and 228th St SE)

3,035

Number of Peak Direction Lanes Needed
Airport Way

700

Number of Peak Direction Lanes Needed
Cathcart Way

1,480

Number of Peak Direction Lanes Needed
164th St SE

1,705

Number of Peak Direction Lanes Needed
SR 522

2,830

Number of Peak Direction Lanes Needed
Woodinville-Snohomish Rd

1,370

Number of Peak Direction Lanes Needed
Sunset Road

730

Number of Peak Direction Lanes Needed
Snohomish Ave

695

Number of Peak Direction Lanes Needed

1,520

1,570

1,480

1,725

1,930

2-3

2-3

2-3

2-3

3-4

915

2,505

2,450

1,270

2,785

2

3-5

3-4

2

4-5

15

1,555

1,100

395

1,995

0-1

2-3

2

1

3-4

295

340

330

240

385

0-1

1

1

0-1

1

—

810

715

20

1,075

—

1-2

1-2

0-1

2

385

640

575

365

830

1

1

1

1

1-2

—

150

175

—

530

—

0-1

0-1

—

1

215

230

40

235

470

0-1

0-1

0-1

0-1

1

10

195

165

—

315

0-1

0-1

0-1

—

1

—

5

5

—

—

—

0-1

0-1

—

—

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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Exhibit 17. Study Segment Groupings

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.

September 2019

7.B-27

Section 7.B ▪ Transportation/Traffic/Transit

The next step in the analysis was to consider the extents of the additional lane capacity needs.
The lane capacity needs shown in Exhibit 16 were for specific roadway locations within the BPS
Area. These needs were assumed to extend along a corridor based on the extents of the BPS
Area and logical connections to adjacent facilities. Those assumptions are documented in
Exhibit 18.
Exhibit 18. Arterial Corridor Lengths
Corridor Length
(miles)

Arterial Segments

Corridor Extent

North/south arterials west of BPS
Area (35th Ave SE and SR 527)

228th St SE to SR 96

6.1

North/south arterials within BPS Area
(SR 9 and Broadway Ave)

SR 522 to Broadway Ave/SR 9

7.0

East/west arterials within BPS Area
(180th St SE, SR 524, and 228th St SE)

SR 522 to SR 527

5.0

Airport Way

2nd St to SR 9

1.4

Cathcart Way

SR 527 to SR 9

5.0

164th St SE

Larch Way to SR 527

1.4

SR 522

Paradise Lake Rd to Snohomish River Bridge

3.7

Woodinville-Snohomish Rd

SR 522 to 140th Ave NE

1.6

Sunset Rd

156th St SE to 180th St SE

1.6

Snohomish Ave

73rd Ave SE and SR 9

0.9

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.

Using the approximate corridor lengths and number of lanes needed, a total arterial lane-mile
need was calculated for each scenario, as summarized in Exhibit 19. These calculations include
lanes needed in both directions (i.e., doubling the need for the peak direction) of each corridor
and include costs for both State and County facilities. As mentioned earlier, Snohomish County
staff estimate that the construction and right-of-way cost per lane-mile of roadway in the BPS Area
would range from $11M to $14M (in 2018 dollars), including pedestrian facilities and bikeways.
Using this assumption, it is estimated that the cost to construct the roadway infrastructure to
support the Current Strategies would be $600M to $1.3B. The Nodes Scenario could range from
roughly $1.1B to $2.6B and the cost for the Urban Scenario could range from $1.7B to $2.9B. The
Northeast Node Scenario cost would be similar to the Nodes Scenario (i.e., developing both
nodes) at $1.2B to $2.2B, while the Southwest Node scenario would be lower at $700M to $1.4B.
Exhibit 19 summarizes the difference among scenarios, with the Southwest Node Scenario having
the smallest increase in need compared to the Current Strategies ($100M) and the Urban Scenario
having the largest increase in need ($1.1B - $1.6B).
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These ranges could be substantially affected by right-of-way needs, which could be higher for
the corridors where whole new arterials or multiple lane capacity additions are needed, likely
requiring extensive displacements of existing land uses. It should be emphasized that the lanemile estimates relate to arterial capacity only – the local street network would generally be
completed by new development.
Exhibit 19. 2035* Total Arterial Lane-Miles Needed and Cost by Scenario
Scenario
2035 Current Strategies
Nodes Scenario
Difference Between Nodes
Scenario and Current Strategies
NE Node Scenario
Difference Between NE Node
Scenario and Current Strategies
SW Node Scenario
Difference Between SW Node
Scenario and Current Strategies
Urban Scenario
Difference Between Urban
Scenario and Current Strategies

Total Arterial Lane-Miles
Needed

Estimated State and County
Cost (2018 Dollars)**

55 - 87

$600M - 1.3B

102 - 181

$1.1B - 2.6B

47 - 94

$500M - 1.3B

102 - 157

$1.1B - 2.2B

47 - 70

$500M - 900M

65 - 94

$700M - 1.4B

7 – 10

$100M

162 - 201

$1.7B - 2.9B

107 - 114

$1.1B - 1.6B

Notes: *The County maintains a 2019 base year model reflecting current conditions and a year 2035 model, which aligns
with the planning horizon for the Comprehensive Plan. Though the model is designed for the year 2035, the land use
estimates for Nodes and Urban scenarios represent a moderate buildout that could extend beyond 2035.
**Includes costs for both State and County facilities.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.

The Nodes and Urban scenarios would result in gross residential densities of roughly 11 to 12
dwelling units per acre. Based on the ITE guidance summarized earlier in this report, this density
of development would require roughly 32 lane-miles per square mile. Given the size of the areas
to be developed (2.1 square miles for Nodes and 3.4 square miles for Urban) and the arterial
mileage already in place, this would equate to adding roughly 57 lane-miles for Nodes and 94
lane-miles for Urban. This additional capacity would be a combination of new arterial
connections and widening of existing arterials. Because the travel demand modeling approach
also considered capacity needs connecting to the BPS Area, rather than strictly within the BPS
Area, the capacity needs shown in Exhibit 19 are somewhat higher than the ITE guidance.

September 2019

7.B-29

Section 7.B ▪ Transportation/Traffic/Transit

Relationship to Air Quality Considerations (VMT)
Air quality is closely tied to vehicle greenhouse gas emissions. To speak to the air quality effects
of increased vehicle travel, the system-wide vehicle miles traveled (VMT) were extracted from
the travel demand model, as summarized in Exhibit 20. VMT is expected to increase by 13-16%
from the existing condition to 2035 under the Current Strategies. The Southwest Node Scenario
would result in the smallest increase over the Current Strategies, while the Urban Scenario would
result in the largest increase, approximately 1-2% higher than the Current Strategies.
Exhibit 20. 2035 System-wide Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) by Scenario
Scenario

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Existing

6,040,000

7,810,000

2035 Current Strategies

6,810,000

9,080,000

Nodes Scenario

6,900,000

9,140,000

90,000

60,000

6,870,000

9,110,000

60,000

30,000

6,820,000

9,080,000

10,000

0

6,960,000

9,190,000

150,000

110,000

Difference Between Nodes
Scenario and Current Strategies
NE Node Scenario
Difference Between NE Node
Scenario and Current Strategies
SW Node Scenario
Difference Between SW Node
Scenario and Current Strategies
Urban Scenario
Difference Between Urban
Scenario and Current Strategies
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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Topic Introduction
Parks and trail facilities are essential components of a

PARKS’ MISSION STATEMENT:

community’s quality of life and key to a healthy and active

“Provide safe, enjoyable,
attractive parks and diverse
programs with responsive
services which enhance our
quality of life and preserve the
natural and recreational
resources of Snohomish County.”
(Snohomish County, 2015)

lifestyle. This section describes existing and planned parks and
recreation facilities in the Boundary Planning Study Area and
beyond.
This section is organized as follows:



Topic Introduction



Methods and Data




Summary Conditions



Findings

Scenario Evaluation

Methods and Data
The Snohomish County Department of Parks Recreation and Tourism develops and maintains a
Parks and Recreation Element (PRE), as a component of the Snohomish County Comprehensive
Plan. Policies related to provision of parks are contained within the Snohomish County General
Policy Plan and funding priorities are identified annually in the Capital Improvement Program to
implement priorities identified in the PRE. Inventories, policies, and priorities in these documents
are considered in this section. Additionally, this section presents geospatial data provided by
Snohomish County Enterprise GIS Collaboration Team and Snohomish County Assessor.
The Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area is the Primary Study Area. The Secondary Study Area
includes lands within 1 mile of the Primary Study Area and extends into King County on the south.
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Summary Conditions
Inventory
Primary Study Area
Snohomish County owns and manages about 156 acres of parkland and regional trail corridor in
the Primary Study Area. A map of facilities in the Primary Study Area is presented in Exhibit 1.
Most acreage in the Primary Study Area is currently undeveloped except for Miners Corner Park.
Miners Corner Park is the County’s first fully universally accessible facility designed for all abilities
with a large playground and nature-play area. While not yet planned or fully developed, Hole in
the Sky Park is used for nature play, picnicking, and includes trails for wildlife viewing; it is used by
prearrangement with the County by groups such as the YMCA. Carousel Ranch is planned for
active recreation including multi-use fields and is scheduled for construction starting in 2020. The
Centennial Trail southern extension also runs through the study area and is planned as a future
connection between King County and the currently developed portion of the trail, starting in the
City of Snohomish.
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Exhibit 1.

Snohomish County Parks and Recreation – Primary Study Area and Vicinity

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County GIS, 2018.
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Within the Primary Study Area, there are:



One developed park – Miners Corner




One master planned park – Carousel Ranch



Trail right-of-way for future trails with rail development – Centennial Trail Future Extension

An undeveloped park used by reservation – Hole in the Sky

See Exhibit 2 for a description of the facilities in the Primary Study Area.
Exhibit 2.

Snohomish County Park and Trail Inventory and Classification – Primary Planning Area

Name

Location

Status

Classification

BPS Area, SR 9, Adjacent to
Maltby and Centennial Trail
Extension

Undeveloped,
Master Planned

Community

65.23

Hole in the Sky

BPS Area, SR 9

Undeveloped,
Passive Use

Community

10.80

Miners Corner

BPS Area, 2248th Street SE

Developed

Community

12.71

Centennial Trail
Future Extension

BPS Area, King Co. through
Maltby UGA

Undeveloped

Regional Trail

67.03

Carousel

Ranch1

Acres

TOTAL ACRES

155.77

1Formerly called Maltby Area Community Park.
Source: (Snohomish County Parks & Recreation, 2014); (Snohomish County, 2018).

An additional park is provided by the East County Park District, in the Maltby Area and is
discussed further below.
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Secondary Study Area
Parks within the Secondary Study Area in Snohomish County are a mix of developed and
undeveloped properties. Totaling 1,427 acres, these properties provide active and passive
recreation opportunities. There are:




Two developed Community Parks to the north and west – Willis D. Tucker and Tambark Creek
Regional or Open Space/Preserves of larger acreage

Exhibit 3.

Snohomish County Park and Trail Inventory and Classification – Secondary Study Area

Name

Location

Status

Classification

Willis D. Tucker

North of BPS Area

Developed

Community

77.72

Cathcart

North of BPS Area

Undeveloped

Open Space /
Preserve

59.40

Thomas Eddy (Bob
Heirman Wildlife Park)

East of BPS Area

Developed

Regional

Hooven Bog
Conservation Area1

East of BPS Area

Undeveloped

Open Space /
Preserve

29.01

Paradise Valley
Conservation Area
(PVCA)1

East of BPS Area

Developed

Open Space /
Preserve

793.47

Tambark Creek

West of BPS Area

Developed

Community

37.82

Transmission Line
Properties

West of BPS Area
(partially outside)

Undeveloped

Neighborhood

18.64

TOTAL ACRES

Acres

429.80

1,445.86

1Partially

obscured by legend on Exhibit 1.
Source: (Snohomish County Parks & Recreation, 2014); (Snohomish County, 2018).

Snohomish County parks in the Secondary Study Area, within a mile of the BPS Area, are shown
in Exhibit 4.
In addition to the Snohomish County parks, there are city parks in northern Woodinville and
eastern Bothell and Mill Creek within about a mile of the BPS Area, including:



Bothell: Bloomberg Hill Park, Madrazo, and North Creek Sportsfields (City of Bothell, 2014)




Mill Creek: Cougar Park, Highlands Park, and Pine Meadow Park (City of Mill Creek, 2019)
Woodinville: Rotary Community Park, Woodin Glen Park, Greenbrier Neighborhood Park (City
of Woodinville, 2015)
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Exhibit 4.

Snohomish County Parks and Recreation – Secondary Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County GIS, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Snohomish County Park Classification
Snohomish County Parks uses a classification scheme, which is based on several factors, including park
location, size, access, and service area.
Neighborhood Parks are generally smaller facilities that are located within residential areas and/or UGAs
and are typically accessible by foot… Neighborhood Parks are typically of smaller size… are located in
residential areas... A generally defined service area for Neighborhood Parks is ¼ mile.
Community Parks provide the setting for community activities and provide recreational opportunities for
both children and adults... Community Parks are typically located in incorporated areas, UGAs, or in areas
expected to become UGAs at some point, although exceptions to this guideline exist. The average size of
a Community Park is 32 acres, but in some instances, a Community Park may be smaller … Community
Parks are generally considered to serve residents residing within a 5-mile radius.
Regional Parks are typically identified by unique features or amenities that attract users from a wide area…
These parks may be located anywhere in the county and typically include a feature such as a boat
launch, water access, camping, or equestrian facilities. These parks offer destination recreation and the
amenities provided are sometimes fee-based (e.g. camping and boat launches)… Regional Parks are
considered to serve residents from all over the county.
Open Space/Preserve Parks focus on preserving wilderness, special natural areas, or wildlife habitat,
and/or unique qualities of open space… Open Space/Preserve properties may be located anywhere in
the county (incorporated or unincorporated) and amenities, if any, typically affect a small portion of the
property… A service area for Open Space/Preserve Parks is not commonly defined, but benefits of these
properties typically include provision of habitat functions, open space preservation, air quality
improvement, stormwater infiltration, flood attenuation in some cases, as well as other benefits.
Special Use Parks typically have one dominant, specialized amenity that users are willing to travel for…
The Regional Trails classification applies to ‘linear parks’ that provide regional connections for walkers,
bicyclists, equestrians, and hikers… Regional Trails often provide staging areas, rest/picnic areas, trailheads,
and interpretive stations… these facilities should extend at least one mile and have a preferable minimum
width of 12 feet… The service area for Regional Trail facilities is considered to be countywide as users often
travel within the county to use them. (Snohomish County, 2015)

Park Districts
Park and Recreation Districts are special taxing bodies that provide parks or recreation facilities
for a defined geographic area. There are two Park and Recreation special districts that in part
include the Boundary Planning Study Area. See Exhibit 5 for a map of special park district
boundaries.



East County Park and Recreation District – serving the area with an active park in Maltby.
Under state law (Ch 36.69 RCW), this type of district is authorized to “Provide leisure time
activities, facilities, and recreational facilities.” (MRSC, 2018)



Northshore Parks and Recreation Service Area (NPRSA) – serving the area broadly with a
senior center located within Bothell city limits. Other regional facilities such as aquatic
facilities have been studied but not yet developed; see discussion further below. A Parks and
Recreation Service Area (PRSA) is authorized under RCW 36.68.400 - .620, and is allowed to
“Finance, acquire, construct, improve, maintain, or operate any park, senior citizen activities
center, zoo, aquarium, or recreational facility.”
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Exhibit 5.

Park Districts – Primary Study Area and Vicinity

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County GIS, 2018.
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East County Park and Recreation District owns and operates Maltby Community Park at 20322
Broadway Avenue in Maltby (see Exhibit 6). The facility is 15.55 acres in size and contains three
baseball fields, a soccer field, walking trail, wetland, playground, basketball court, and covered
picnic area with barbecues. The park facilities are funded primarily through user group fees.
Exhibit 6.

Maltby Community Park – East County Park and Recreation District

Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2018; (East County Park and Recreation District , Undated).

NPRSA is a special taxing district with boundaries that are approximately the same as the
Northshore School District. The district includes the cities of Bothell (part), Kenmore (part), and
Woodinville (all). The district was formed in 1988 when the voters within the Northshore School
District voted to form the NPRSA and authorize bonds for the Northshore Senior Center located in
Bothell. In 2008, the NPRSA explored developing a new aquatics program but it has not been
developed. (City of Bothell, 2014) (ORB Architects, Inc. et al., 2008) (Northshore Senior Center,
2018) This Park Service Area is not currently providing public park facilities but could in the future
choose to develop parks within the Primary Study Area.
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Level of Service and Current Need
Snohomish County has a level of service (LOS) standard for Neighborhood, Community, and
Regional Parks and Regional Trails to serve 2035 population growth (see Exhibit 7). The LOS
identifies the amount and type of facilities the County would provide for new population growth.
Exhibit 7.

Snohomish County: Minimum Level of Service Standards Facilities Needed by 2035

Summary Capacity Measures

Unit Measure

Min. LOS Std.
(Population per Facility)

Needed Units

Net Unincorporated Growth 2013 - 2035

63,338

Active Recreation Facilities

Number

3,250

15

Passive Recreation Facilities

Number

3,650

11

Regional Trail

Open Miles

8,750

6

Waterfront

Mile

11,500

1

Campsites

Number

1,050

43

Parking Spaces

Number

120

393

Source: (Snohomish County, 2015).

The LOS is based on population served per facility. Based on a countywide unincorporated
population increase of 63,338 from 2013 to 2035, there is a need for active (muscle-powered
recreation, promoting an elevated heart rate; e.g. ballfields, sport courts) and passive (generally
do no promote an elevated heart rate; e.g. picnic areas, amphitheaters) recreation facilities,
regional trail miles, waterfront facilities, and campsites, plus parking spaces. Active and passive
parks are typically evaluated for number of amenities per population in a service area, whereas
regional facilities can be provided anywhere across the county.
In addition to considering the quantity of facilities, the County plans for the appropriate
distribution of facilities, in particular considering the distance of communities within UGAs that
are more than one mile from a park facility. The County’s developed and undeveloped facilities
(when available to the public) would currently provide sufficient coverage for most areas of the
Primary Study Area, although there appears to be a gap in the Clearview area as shown in
Exhibit 8. The Maltby Community Park helps meet the local need. Additionally a school could
partially fill gaps.
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Exhibit 8.

Coverage of Park Facilities within 1-Mile – Primary and Secondary Study Area

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: (Snohomish County, 2015); BERK, 2019.
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Considering quantity and distribution, as well as public input over time, the County has identified
the need for parks in Northeast Bothell and the Maltby UGA. To serve the Maltby UGA and other
portions of the Boundary Planning Study Area, the County has developed a master plan for
Carousel Park. The park concept includes multi-use fields, off-leash dog park, pickleball courts,
walking/jogging trails, and other facilities. In addition to these areas identified for park
acquisition and development, it has also been identified as a priority to extend the Centennial
Trail from the City of Snohomish south into King County. (Snohomish County, 2015) See Exhibit 9.
Exhibit 9.

Carousel Park Master Plan Concept (Formerly Maltby Area Community Park)

Source: (Snohomish County Parks, Recreation & Tourism, 2016).

Scenario Evaluation
Applying the County’s parks level of service standards to the scenarios illustrates the increased
demand and investment that would be needed to serve the potential scenario populations (see
Section 3.C). Since this high-level study assumes growth occurs in the BPS Area as opposed to
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elsewhere in the county, the evaluation below assumes all of the local-serving amenities would
be included in the BPS Area or Secondary Study Area, or beyond for regional facilities.



Current Strategies is accounted for in Snohomish County’s 2015 Parks and Recreation
Element and associated demand and facility plans. Since the 2018 population has
exceeded the 2035 rural growth estimate for the area, the status quo is assumed and no
demand beyond the County’s 2015 Parks and Recreation Element is anticipated in the BPS
Area. The County has planned for a countywide unincorporated demand and its Parks
Element identifies the location for park improvements including some in the BPS Area.



The Nodes Scenario would add 53% of population above countywide unincorporated
population estimates. The number of expected facilities needed would include over 10
active recreation facilities, about 9 passive recreation facilities, 4 miles of regional trails, 3
miles of waterfront lands, and 32 campsites. There would also be an increased need for
parking of 283 spaces. The County does not apply an acres-based LOS standard. With higher
levels of growth and facility needs, if focused in this area, there may be a need to acquire
land to place facilities within them. If assuming the same rate of acres per 1,000 of the park
types hosting the facilities, there would be a demand for approximately 705 additional acres
of parkland.



The Urban Scenario would add 81% of population above countywide unincorporated
population estimates. The number of expected facilities needed would include about 16
active recreation facilities, about 14 passive recreation facilities, 6 miles of regional trails, 4.5
miles of waterfront lands, and about 49 campsites. There would be an increased need for
approximately 429 parking spaces. If applying the land per 1,000 ratio of parks to host the
facilities, there would be a demand for about 1,073 additional acres of parkland.

Exhibit 10. Increased Facility Demand by Hypothetical Scenario
Facility
Total Population
Study Area Net Population Growth
Yield (Base Year 2018: 11,430)

Countywide 2035
Uninc. Demand*

2035 Current
Strategies

Nodes

Urban

63,338

11,430

45,261

62,961

—

0

33,831

51,531

53%

81%

Increase in Population above 2035
Parks Element Assumption
Active Recreation Facilities

15

0

10.4

15.9

Passive Recreation Facilities

11

0

9.3

14.1

Regional Trail

6

0

3.9

5.9

Waterfront

1

0

2.9

4.5

Campsites

43

0

32.2

49.1

393

0

281.9

429.4

Parking Spaces
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Note: * Column presents values from Parks and Recreation Element, Table 6, 2015 Comprehensive Plan. The Countywide
Population is noted in that plan as for the period 2013-2035.
Source: (Snohomish County, 2015); BERK, 2019.

In 2015 as part of the Comprehensive Plan Update, a parks level of service analysis addressed
the value of the current system. Using the cost estimates from that effort (inflated to 2019), the
cost of facilities would equal $0 under Current Strategies due to the status quo population. If the
Nodes Scenario were implemented, the added cost would equal about $43.4M. Under the
Urban Scenario, the total investment to meet the level of service would be about $68.2M. The
development would potentially provide partial funding of costs at current impact fees, which
would need adjustment to address facilities needed for new growth. See Exhibit 11.
Exhibit 11. Potential Parks Facilities Costs by Hypothetical Scenario (Rounded)
Cost / Unit,
2015 LOS
Analysis

Year

Cost / Unit
Feb. 2019
(rounded)

2035
Current
Strategies

Nodes

Urban

Active Recreation Facilities

$307,151

2014

$331,900

$0

$3,197,300

$4,870,100

Passive Recreation Facilities

$382,319

2014

$413,100

$0

$3,543,600

$5,397,600

Regional Trail

$1,147,087

2012

$1,279,200

$0

$4,435,100

$6,755,500

Waterfront

$1,365,109

2013

$1,498,500

$0

$4,015,900

$6,117,000

Campsites

$430

2014

$465

$0

$13,900

$21,100

$5,087

2011

$5,800

$0

$1,434,200

$2,184,600

Total Cost by Scenario: Facilities

$0

$16,640,100

$25,345,800

Acres: 20.8 acres per 1,000
(Community, Neighborhood,
Regional)1

—

705

1,073

Acres net above 88.74 existing
inventory

—

616

985

—

$26,794,300

$42,831,900

Total Cost for Facilities and Land

$0

$43,434,400

$68,177,800

Potential Impact Fees at current
rates (SCC 30.66A.040)

$0

$21,080,900

$29,041,200

Facility

Parking Spaces

Cost for Land @$43,500/acre2

1The

County’s level of service per facility is based on the three referenced park types: Community, Neighborhood, and
Regional. The adopted level of service is based on an analysis of population and facilities as of a 2013 base year. In 2013,
the total acreage of these park types, 6,509, divided by the 2013 unincorporated county population, 312,500, is about
20.8 acres per 1,000 population.
2The County’s park system acreage replacement value for neighborhood, community, regional, and trails as of 2013 was
calculated for the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update at $257.7M; the average value per acre of the County’s inventory
countywide was calculated and inflated to 2019 values.
Source: (Snohomish County, 2015); BERK, 2019.
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The level of demand under the Nodes Scenario is greater in the northeast in the Clearview area
due to the greater area of potential urban residential uses and the relatively smaller area on the
southwest.
The Southwest Node would add about 4,490 of the 15,585 added dwelling units, and as a result
about 30% of the added population of the Nodes Scenario. Thus, the share of demand and cost
would be about 30% (or $13.3M); the remaining demand would be in the northeast and east,
and result in 70% of the demand and cost (about $30.2M).
If the Urban Scenario were to have a greater density assumed in the Large Lot Open Space
typology in the central north portion of the Primary Study Area, about 415 more dwellings would
be possible adding another 954 persons. This would mean a 2% increase in park facility demand
and costs (additional $1.2M of facilities and land), bringing the total cost of the Urban Scenario
to $69.5M.
Opportunities and Challenges associated with the scenarios relative to parks and recreation
include:



Challenges: Acquisition of more parkland in the Primary Study Area would be needed to
place the facilities needed to serve new growth; the Primary Study Area is large, though
there are a number of areas with critical areas that would make active parks more difficult
to locate. Alternatively, additions of facilities to existing parkland in the Secondary Study
Area may be needed in order to meet level-of-service needs for the new population.



Opportunities: The critical areas complexes associated with Little Bear Creek and other major
tributaries offer potential for open space appreciation and conservation, as well as passive
recreation and waterfront facilities if sensitively designed and placed. The Hole in the Sky
and Carousel Ranch parks offer opportunities for additional passive and active recreation
facilities. The Centennial Trail is already identified for expansion in and near the study area
along the rail line. There is an opportunity to work with the four school districts in the area as
well as park districts to manage facilities in a coordinated manner. The University of
Washington forest is an opportunity for passive recreation; a partnership could be possible to
allow trails or access while continuing educational purposes of the site. Trails on pipelines
may also be possible.

Findings
Current Conditions and Plans
Parks and recreation facilities are chiefly provided by Snohomish County, which holds 156 acres
in the Primary Study Area. The area is also served by other special districts and facilities that
manage about 16 acres of active recreation in the Primary Study Area. Most facilities are not yet
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developed. In the Secondary Study Area, there are nearly 1,446 acres of mostly developed
parks.
The County has established a Parks and Recreation Element that provides guidance on park
and trail facility quantity, distribution, and type to meet community needs. Advancing its plans,
the County intends to develop Carousel Park and extend the Centennial Trail. Further
development in the Primary Study Area could increase demand for parks and recreation
facilities, in terms of adding active and passive facilities and other amenities to existing parks
and acquiring parkland to fill gaps.

Scenario Evaluation
With the range of potential growth yields, the Current Strategies would have the least demand
since very little growth was anticipated by 2035.
If considering growth yields by scenario, the Nodes Scenario is more compact and limited in
area. However, the Nodes Scenario produces an increase in demand of 53% over the
countywide unincorporated growth and would produce a cost of about $42.8M in facilities and
land. The Southwest Node would result in 30% of the demand and the Northeast Node about
70% of the cost.
The Urban Scenario would have the greatest demand at 81-83% over the countywide
unincorporated growth. This would produce a cost of about $68.2M.
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Topic Introduction
Fire protection services are provided by two special districts to the Boundary Planning Study
(BPS) Area. This section describes the district facilities and current level of service standards. This
section describes the existing fire protection strategies and services offered by each district, how
services are benchmarked and measured to evaluate performance management, what other
organizations the districts work with for service delivery, and the projected impacts of growth
scenarios.
This section is structured as follows:



Topic Introduction



Methods and Data




Summary Conditions



Findings

Scenario Evaluation

Methods and Data
Sources of information include:



The County Capital Facilities Plan, which guides development and planning priorities
covered under the 2015-2035 planning period and other publicly available planning
documents.




Provider system plans and capital improvement programs.



Interviews or contacts with Fire District 7, the primary service provider, regarding service
delivery and growth.

Provider level of service (LOS) standards.

The Boundary Planning Study Area is the Primary Study Area. The Secondary Study Area consists
of the Fire District boundaries.
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Summary Conditions
Existing Services
The Primary Study Area is served by Snohomish County Fire Districts 4 and 7. Fire District 4 serves a
small portion of the NE Study Area, while District 7 serves most of the area. See Exhibit 2. Both
districts maintain an interlocal agreement with Snohomish County 911 to provide dispatch
emergency services as well as interlocal agreements with neighboring fire districts to provide
mutual aid when necessary.
The Districts serve larger populations and geographies beyond the Primary Study Area; see
Exhibit 1. Fire District 4 is funded in part through a Fire Levy and a separate EMS Levy and
according to the 2017 budget total levy revenues were over $8 million. Fire District 7 also is
funded in part with separate Fire/EMS levies, and for the 2018 budget received about $31 Million
in levy revenues. The population of fire districts are estimated at the district level and are
presented below as such. The Maltby Unincorporated UGA is a subarea of District 7, and as a
UGA its population is also estimated separately.
Exhibit 1.

Population within Fire Districts (Unincorporated Portion Only)

District

2018

FD 4

19,094

FD 7

80,200
Maltby Unincorporated UGA

128

Source: WA Office of Financial Management, 2018; BERK, 2019.
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Exhibit 2.

Fire District Boundaries

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Sources: Snohomish County Fire District 4, 2018; Snohomish County Fire District 7, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Inventory
Fire District 4 facilities include four stations, including one unstaffed station plus one training
facility. The nearest station to the study area is Station 41, which is about a 5-mile drive from the
study area via highway WA-9 (at the intersection of Cathcart Way). District 7 Station 77 is closer
to the study area served by District 4, which is about 2 miles away from the intersection of WA-9
and Cathcart Way.
Exhibit 3.

Fire District 4 Facilities District Wide

Facility

Address

Station 41

427 Maple Avenue

Station 42

6724 171st Avenue S.E.

Headquarters Fire Station 43

1525 Avenue D

Station 40 (unstaffed as of 2017)

6301 Foster Slough Road

Ray Lee Brown Fire Training Facility

6425 South Machias Road

Source: Snohomish County Fire District 4 Annual Report, 2017; BERK, 2019.

Exhibit 4.

Fire District 4 Vehicle Inventory Serving Primary Study Area

Apparatus

Year Built & Make

Station 41
Fire Engine

2010 Spartan

Medic/Aid Unit

2017 Ford

Source: Personal Communication with Snohomish Fire District 4 Battalion Chief Craig Heinke, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Fire District 7 operates nine stations. One is located in the Clearview area and another is located
in the Maltby area. 1
Exhibit 5.

Fire District 7 Facilities

Facility

Address

Station 31 - (Monroe)

163 Village Court
Monroe, WA 98272

Station 32 – (Monroe)

22122 132nd Street
Monroe, WA 98272

In 2016, Fire Protection District 7 absorbed District 3 including buildings, firefighters, staff, and budget. King, Rikki. “Fire
District 3 and Fire District 7 Finish Merger.” HeraldNet.com, 30 Sept. 2016, www.heraldnet.com/news/fire-district-3-and-firedistrict-7-finish-merger/.
1
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Facility

Address

Station 33 - (Fales Road)
Opened April 1, 2019

19424 Fales Road
Snohomish, WA 98296

Station 71 - (Clearview)

8010 180th Street SE
Snohomish, WA 98296

Station 72 - (Fernwood)

3431 180th Street SE
Bothell, WA 98012

Station 73 - (Bear Creek)

22225 45th Avenue SE
Bothell, WA 98021

Station 74 - (Maltby)

21709 99th Ave SE
Snohomish, WA 98296

Station 76 - (Mill Creek)

1020 153rd Street SE
Mill Creek, WA 98012

Station 77 - (Gold Creek)

6610 Snohomish-Cascade Dr
Snohomish, WA 98296

Source: Snohomish County Fire District 7, 2018; BERK, 2019.

Exhibit 6.

Fire District 7 Selected Stations Vehicle Inventory

Apparatus
Station 33 - (Fales Road)
1 Structure Engine
1 Ladder Truck
1 Brush Truck
1 Aid Unit
Station 71 (Clearview)
1 Battalion Chief
1 Medic Unit
1 Aid Unit
1 Structure Engine
1 Structure Reserve Engine
1 Hazardous Materials Truck
1 Tender
1 Brush Truck
Station 72 - (Fernwood)
1 Ladder Truck
1 Aid Unit
1 Medical Services Officer
Station 73 (Bear Creek)
1 Structure Fire Engine
1 Aid Unit
Station 74 (Maltby)
*Logistics Station
Station 77 (Gold Creek)
1 Structural Fire Engine
1 Aid Unit
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Note: *The crew previously assigned
to Station 74, Maltby Station, were
reassigned to the new Station 33 and
drove the apparatus over to the new
station. The old facility is now used as
a logistics station for the district. See:
http://www.newsofmillcreek.com/co
ntent/new-fire-station-33-opens-serveresidents. The 2018 FD7 Budget
indicates that in 2015 the District
issued for $4.8 million in bonds to fund
the construction of a fire station on
Fales Road, and other capital
improvements, which matures in 2035.
Source: Snohomish County Fire District
7, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Level of Service
Snohomish County’s Comprehensive plan adopts level of service standards (LOS) for fire
protection services, shown in Exhibit 7.
Exhibit 7.

Adopted Level of Service Standards

The minimum fire service LOS is the provision of sufficient fire flow in order to provide protection
commensurate with planned intensities of future development adopted in the comprehensive plan. Fire
flow standards shall be established by county development regulations. (GPP-Goal CF 11)
Source: Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan, 2015.

Scenario Evaluation
Scenarios described in Section 3.C Charrette and Scenarios are evaluated below in terms of the
County’s fire flow LOS as well as special district standards of service for response times. For
evaluation purposes in this high-level study also evaluates scenarios for increased
population/housing demand for service in order to relate potential capital costs.

Fire Flow – County LOS
Considering the County’s adopted LOS on fire flow, some areas served by water districts may still
be on well water. Additionally, there are areas with undersized water distribution pipes. See
Section 7.F Water and Sewer.

Response Times – Fire District Standards of Service
The Revised Code of Washington (RCW) Chapter 52.33 requires fire departments to establish
and annually report on performance measures. Reported performance measures are shown in
Exhibit 8 and Exhibit 9. This state law does not limit or modify the authority of local governments
to set levels of service, but does require fire service providers to establish performance objectives
to meet established turnout and response time objectives at least 90 percent of the time (RCW
52.33.030(3) and (4)).
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Exhibit 8.

Fire District 4 Performance Measures (Average
Response Times by Station Area in Minutes)

Station Area

Fire

EMS

Other

All Calls

40 (unstaffed)

8.8

8.8

11.5

11

41

9.2

8.4

9.4

8.6

42

9.1

9.0

11.8

11

43

7.3

8.2

8.2

8.2

Source: Snohomish County Fire District 4 Annual Report, 2017; BERK, 2019.

Exhibit 9.

Fire District 7 Performance Measures (Response Times
by Incident Type in Minutes)

Incident Type

Benchmark

% of Times Met

Average Times

7:30

76

6:08

7:30

73

6:08

10:00

90

5:58

7:30

73

6:53

7:30

50

8:12

7:30

62

7:08

7:30

51

8:01

11:30

74

10:51

7:30

62

7:08

EMS
Response Time
BLS
Response Time
ALS
Response Time
HazMat
Response Time
Wildland Fires
Response Time
Structural Fires
Response Time
Other Fires
Response Time
Full Assignment
Response Time
Other
Response Time

Source: Snohomish County Fire District 7 Annual Report, 2017; BERK, 2019.

Fire District 7 uses spatial analysis to evaluate response times, such as the ways in which new
road connections can assist in responding to calls for service in relation to current and future
populations. (Silva, 2019)
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Fire Stations – BPS Evaluation
A summary of expected housing unit growth in each fire district by scenario can be seen in
Exhibit 10. Under the Urban Scenario, 23,284 housing units are expected; under the Nodes
Scenario 15,585 housing units are expected. 2 The total amount of single family (SF) housing units
is about the same, while the total amount of multifamily (MF) housing units is expected to be
nearly half under the Nodes Scenario.
Exhibit 10. Net Housing Units by Fire District
District

Net SF Housing
Units

Net MF Housing
Units

122

0

Fire District 4

139

207

Fire District 7

4,745

18,193

Fire District 4

11

116

Fire District 7

4,844

10,613

Current Strategies
BPS Area 2010-2035
Urban Scenario

Nodes Scenario

Source: BERK, 2019.

An effective service benchmark for fire protection is the number of housing units per station. While
not an adopted standard, this benchmark can be useful for analyzing fire protection services
across larger urban geographies. Both fire districts have a comparable number of housing units per
station as seen in Exhibit 11. An additional 2,280 housing units in District 4 and 3,178 in District 7
would mean another station would be necessary to have the same ratio of housing units per
station. Fire District 7 has a larger population served overall and covers the majority of the BPS
area. Both districts appear to serve fewer housing units per station than the South Snohomish
County Regional Fire Authority. The South Snohomish County Regional Fire Authority serves much of
the SWUGA including unincorporated communities and the cities of Lynnwood, Brier, Edmonds,
and Mountlake Terrace. Each of these rates are applied in the table below.

There is a small difference in housing units in the 2010 base year due to changes in average household size over time,
however this does not impact the net housing units expected by 2035.

2
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Exhibit 11. Snohomish County Fire District 4 and 7 Service Benchmark Evaluation – Potential
Capital Costs
District

Housing
Units
2018

Existing
Fire
Stations

Effective
Service
Benchmark
(HUs/Station)

Nodes
Scenario
2035 Net
HU

Nodes
Scenario
Net
Capacity

Urban
Scenario
2035 Net
HU

Urban
Scenario
Net
Capacity

FD 4

6,840

3

2,280-7,259*

128

0.02-0.1*

346

0.05-0.2*

FD 7

28,604

9

3,178-7,259*

15,457

2.1-4.9*

22,938

3.2-7.2*

*Notes: The lower number reflects the results of using housing units per station associated with the South Snohomish
County Regional Fire Authority which serves much of the SWUGA including unincorporated communities and the cities of
Lynnwood, Brier, Edmonds and Mountlake Terrace with 2017 Housing Units at 101,619 served by 14 stations = 7,259
housing units per station. The higher number reflects use of FD 4 and FD7 current relationship of housing units to stations.
Sources: Snohomish County Fire District 4 Annual Report, 2017; Snohomish County Fire District 7 Annual Report, 2017; BERK,
2019.

If new stations were to cost a similar amount as the recent Station 33 in Fire District 7, and the
rate of homes to stations is as studied, the costs for the Nodes Scenario would equal about $10
to $23 million and the Urban Scenario would equal about $15 to $35 million.
The Nodes Scenario includes most growth in the Northeast, about 70% of the expected
population and housing and resulting cost. The Northeast Node would affect Fire District 4 and
Fire District 7. Most of the growth potential is in Fire District 7. The Southwest Node would
generate about 30% of the share of population and housing and the equivalent cost or about
$3-$7M of the total $10-23M Nodes Scenario cost.
In addition to new stations the increase in growth under either the Urban or Nodes Scenario
would require staffing at new stations. That is an ongoing cost likely borne by taxpayers in the
special district boundary.
Under Current Strategies, based on the 2035 growth allocation, very little housing and
population is planned in the BPS Area. It appears that as of 2017 the population estimates for the
area were slightly below target and as of 2018 the target has been reached. More homes may
be built since there is more capacity for homes though added population would exceed the
target. Thus, Current Strategies would not create a demand by itself for expansions or new
facilities and expected costs would likewise be low.
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Findings
Current Conditions and Plans
The BPS Area is primarily served by Fire District 7 which has two stations in the BPS Area. A small
corner of the northeast BPS Area is served by Fire District 4.
Water systems would need upgrade to provide sufficient fire flow for additional development.

Scenario Evaluation
The number of housing units under the Nodes and Urban scenarios create a need of 0.1 to 0.2
stations in Fire District 4, while the number of housing units added to District 7 could need
between 4.3 to 6.4 stations. District 7 opened a new station earlier this year (Station 33), as shown
in the district inventory. If the service ratio of housing units to stations was like South Snohomish
Regional Fire Authority, the number of stations needed would be less, with 2.1 to 3.2 under the
Urban Scenario. This may show that the current district housing units to stations ratio is needed as
the district’s grow, because there are other means of provided services rather than creating
new stations. Under the hypothetical Urban and Nodes growth scenarios, impacts to Fire District
4 will be minimal while Fire District 7 may receive a large increase in growth.
The effective level of service standard is not formally adopted; it is a guiding benchmark of
possible impacts to services. Fire District 7 maintains a strategic plan and currently budgets for a
6-year period, which will help it assess what resources and policies are realistic to achieve
adopted performance measures as the area grows. Currently however, Fire District 7 is not
meeting its adopted performance benchmarks in most incident response types, meeting ALS
response benchmarks as of information available at the time of this BPS.
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Topic Introduction
Educational institutions are responsible for the instruction of children in order to prepare them to
become effective citizens and community members. The Washington State public education
system is managed by the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) and serves
children through kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12). School districts are responsible for the
administration of educational programs and facilities. Four school districts serve the Boundary
Planning Area and would be affected by growth in the study area. This section describes existing
educational facilities, organizational plans and policies, the population being served, and
analyzes the potential impacts of growth scenarios.
This section is structured as follows:



Topic Introduction



Methods and Data




Summary Conditions



Findings

Scenario Evaluation

Methods and Data
Sources of information include:



The County Capital Facilities Plan, which guides development and planning priorities
covered under the 2015-2035 planning period.



Provider system plans and capital improvement programs.




Provider level of service (LOS) standards.
Contacts with special districts to introduce project and receive responses on existing service
delivery and anticipated impacts of the Study’s scenarios under consideration.

The Boundary Planning Study Area is the Primary Study Area. The Secondary Study Area consists
of four school district boundaries: Everett School District, Monroe School District, Northshore
School District, and the Snohomish School District.
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Summary Conditions
Existing Services
The Primary Study Area is served by four public school districts: Everett School District 2,
Snohomish School District 201, Northshore School District 471, and Monroe School District 103.
Exhibit 1.

Total Population and Enrollment for Public School Districts

District

District Population

Enrollment

Everett Public Schools

148,340

20,460

Northshore School District

141,998

22,701

Monroe School District

41,235

7,048

Snohomish School District

57,551

10,099

Source: WA Office of Financial Management, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Exhibit 2.

Public School District Boundaries

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: BERK, 2018.
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Inventory
Schools serving the Primary Study Area are listed in the table below.
Exhibit 3.

Public Schools Serving the Primary Study Area

District

School

Relative
Location to
Study Area

Student
Capacity

Enrollment
(Oct.
2018)*

Everett

Cedar Wood Elementary School

West

523

765

Everett

Forest View Elementary School

North

554

814

Everett

Gateway Middle School

North

970

923

Monroe

Hidden River Middle School**

In Study Area
(Maltby UGA)

442

448

Monroe

Maltby Elementary School

East

505

437

Northshore

Canyon Creek Elementary School

West

467

707

Northshore

Fernwood Elementary School

West

468

815

Northshore

Kokanee Elementary School**

In Study Area

TBD

785

Northshore

North Creek High School**

Athletic fields
and some
parking in Study
Area

TBD

1,642

Northshore

Skyview Middle School

West

TBD

977

Snohomish

Cathcart Elementary School**

In Study Area

420

417

Snohomish

Glacier Peak High School

North

1,500

1,800

Snohomish

Little Cedars Elementary School

North

621

687

Snohomish

Totem Falls Elementary School

North

376

426

Snohomish

Valley View Middle School

North

950

681

Notes: *OSPI released 2018-19 data in February 2019.
** Within or partially within primary study area.
Source: WA Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, 2018; BERK, 2018.

Planned Capital Projects
The school districts have planned new facilities in the next six years within or adjacent to the
Boundary Planning Study Area, which could alter the service within the study area for the
Everett, Monroe, and Northshore School Districts. See Exhibit 4.
The Snohomish School District does not have specific plans to construct new permanent
capacity during the 2018-23 planning period. (Snohomish School District, 2018) However, the
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District is considering its future needs at Cathcart Elementary in the study area as well as other
needs in the District and anticipates a bond measure in February 2020.
Exhibit 4.

Planned School Facility Capital Improvements

District

Project

Location

Year Planned

Cost

Everett

New elementary school
no. 18 (619 students)

180th Street SE, SE part of
district

2018-2020

$45,400,000

Everett

New comprehensive high
school no. 4 (1,500
students)

180th Street SE, SE part of
district

2020-2023

$218,000,000

Monroe

Hidden River Middle
School Expansion (139
students)

9224 Paradise Lake Rd
within Boundary Planning
Area (Maltby UGA)

2018-2019

$20,000,000

Northshore

Maltby Site New
Elementary Capacity (500
students)

4709 Maltby Rd (east of
Boundary Planning Area)

2020

$80,000,0001

Northshore

Skyview Jr High/MS/ (200
students) Canyon Creek
Elementary (200 students)
expansion

21404 35th Ave SE, Bothell
(west of Boundary
Planning Area)

2020

$36,933,490

1 A draft CFP shows a slightly lower cost at $71 million.
Source: (Everett School DIstrict No. 2, 2018) (Monroe School District, April 2018) (Northshore School District No. 417, 2018)

Capital Improvements for Supporting Walkability
The Snohomish Health District and ‘5210 Let’s Go!’ (a public health campaign 1) developed
walking audits of elementary schools in and near the study area. Results are identified below for
the primary study area. These recommendations are included in anticipation that some of these
proposed capital improvements may be incorporated into capital improvement plans, which
while intended to support public health may also help accommodate increased growth.

The ‘5210’ campaign focuses on promoting the health benefits of a diet of 5 fruits/vegetables daily, 2 or less hours of
recreational screen time, 1 or more hour of physical activity, and 0 sugary drinks.

1
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Exhibit 5.

Walkability Audits – Elementary Schools in Primary Study Area

School

Top Observations

Top Recommendations

Kokanee
Elementary

1. This school is a relatively rural setting with
low traffic and average sidewalk access to
the school.

1. Explore adding a crosswalk at the
irregular crossing at 57th Avenue SE and
238th Street SE.

2. There are very nice off-road trails
available for walkers approaching from
areas to the west and south of the school.

2. Explore ways to encourage parents to
use bus and walk routes available in order
to reduce traffic congestion around
school.

3. Though there was some parent traffic
congestion, this school has much better
than average space for buses (large pull
through east not used by other traffic) and
a very long driveway and parent parking
lot pull thru.
Cathcart
Elementary

1. This is an all busing school. The district has
waived the 1-mile bus radius to provide
busing to all students. Walking and biking
conditions are extremely unsafe.

3. Extend missing piece of sidewalk south of
school property.

1. Continue waiving bus restrictions within
the one-mile zone and providing safe bus
routes for all students.

Source: Snohomish Health District, 5210 Let’s Go!, 2016

Level of Service
Level of service standards are set at the district level and are based on the ratio of students to
teaching station. Standards are set per grade level with exceptions for specialized classrooms
which have higher standards (such as special needs education classrooms). Adopted standards
for districts service the study area are shown in Exhibit 6.
Exhibit 6.

School District Adopted Level of Service Standards by Grade
Program or Facility Standards

Minimum LOS

District

Kindergarten

Grades
1-3

Grades
4-5

Grades
6-8

Grades
9-12

Elementary (E), Middle (M),
High (H)

Everett

18

21

24

24

24

KG=24
G1-3=25 | G4=26 | G5=27
M 29 | H 30

Monroe

20

20

26

28

28

E=27 | M=30 | H=30

Northshore

24

24

24

27

27

E=24 | M=27 | H=27

Snohomish

17

17

27

28

30

E=35 | M=35 | H=40

Sources: Everett School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2018-23; Monroe School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2018-23;
Northshore School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2018-24; Snohomish School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2018-23; BERK,
2019.
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Snohomish County adopts a level of service that refers to every district in the study area who
maintain Capital Facilities Plans and collect impact fees. The Comprehensive Plan’s adopted
level of service standard can be seen in Exhibit 7.
Exhibit 7.

Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan Adopted Level of Service Standard

Each school district establishes minimum LOS standards for public schools in its CFP. These standards
typically address such issues as maximum average class size. Each school CFP includes a description of
the district’s program education standards that relate to school capacity. Minimum LOS plus education
and facility standards are published in each school district’s CFP.
Source: Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan, 2015.

Scenario Evaluation
A summary of expected housing unit growth in each school district by scenario can be seen in
Exhibit 8. Under the Urban Scenario, 23,284 housing units are expected; under the Nodes
Scenario 15,585 housing units are expected 2. The total amount of single family (SF) housing units
is about the same, while the total amount of multifamily (MF) housing units is expected to be
nearly half under the Nodes Scenario compared to the Urban Scenario. The Nodes Scenario
focuses growth in two of the four districts: Northshore in the southwest and Snohomish in the
northeast whereas the Urban Scenario would assume growth in all four districts.
Under Current Strategies, based on the 2035 growth allocation, very little housing and
population is planned in the BPS Area. It appears that as of 2017 the population estimates for the
area were slightly below target and as of 2018 the target has been reached. More homes may
be built since there is more capacity for homes though added population would exceed the
target. Due to the minimum growth planned and the Rural zoning, little added housing is
expected, the few units could happen in any of the four districts limiting any effects, and further
evaluation is not provided in this section.

Note: There is a small difference in housing units in the 2010 base year due to changes in average household size over
time, however this does not impact the net housing units expected by 2035.

2
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Exhibit 8.

Net Housing Units by School District
Net SF Housing
Units 2035

Net MF Housing
Units 2035

122

0

1,333

0

Monroe

573

2,689

Northshore

926

4,064

Snohomish

2,052

11,647

Everett

1

0

Monroe

1

0

Northshore

1,707

2,785

Snohomish

3,147

7,944

District
Current Strategies
BPS Area 2010-2035
Urban Scenario
Everett

Nodes Scenario

Source: BERK 2019.

Effective level of service standard for schools is teachers to student ratio can be seen in Exhibit 9.
While effective LOS figures are not officially adopted by school districts, it can help analyze the
“minimum” standard with the assumption that at minimum there is rough one teacher per
teaching station. Because school districts set their own LOS standards, using an effective level of
service standard helps establish a baseline that is more easily compared across jurisdictions. This
level of analysis does not account for classroom size by square footage to determine if spaces
are appropriately sized by grade level. This effective level of service analysis suggests current
space for level of service standards have capacity to meet future need. The effective level of
service for schools is determined by taking the number of students and dividing it by the number
of teachers to determine how many students an average teacher will instruct. These figures can
be seen in Exhibit 9.
Exhibit 9.

Select Schools Effective Level of Service
Enrollment
(October 2016)

Teachers

S-T Ratio

Gateway Middle School

892

45

19.8

Everett

Forest View Elementary School

773

36

21.5

Monroe

Maltby Elementary School

455

30

15.2

Monroe

Hidden River Middle School

442

24

18.4

District

School

Everett
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Enrollment
(October 2016)

Teachers

S-T Ratio

Canyon Creek Elementary School

697

50

13.9

Northshore

Fernwood Elementary School

781

51

15.3

Northshore

Kokanee Elementary School

696

45

15.5

Northshore

North Creek High School

n/a

n/a

n/a

Northshore

Skyview Middle School

945

55

17.2

Snohomish

Glacier Peak High School

1794

75

23.9

Snohomish

Little Cedars Elementary School

708

39

18.2

Snohomish

Cathcart Elementary School

403

21

19.2

District

School

Northshore

Sources: Everett School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2018-23; Monroe School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2018-23,
Northshore School District Capital Facilities Plan 2018-24; Snohomish School District Capital Facilities Plan 2018-23; BERK,
2019.

Each of the four school districts maintains a Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) and has enacted impact
fees to accommodate growth, which will help the districts absorb new students while
maintaining adopted level of service standards.
In general, the Nodes Scenario there is a small footprint of development but a more efficient
dwelling pattern and a greater amount of single-family homes which have higher student
generation rates. In the Nodes Scenario the Snohomish and Northshore districts would have the
greatest increase in students, more than with the Urban Scenario. The total number of students
across all grades is about 6,000 spread across the two districts.
In the Urban Scenario all four districts have a share of single-family and multifamily homes,
though there is less effect upon Northshore and Snohomish districts. There is a total of about
9,000 students spread among the four districts.



Each district has an adopted level of service standard with a range of targeted student to
teacher ratios, with the range being noted as LOS Low and LOS High. These two figures are
used to find the Classrooms Low and Classrooms High projections.



Each district has a calculated a student generation rate that measures the expected
number of students added by single and multifamily units created.



Net new housing units (projected figures) are then multiplied by the student generation rate
to find the expected number of new students in each grade level.



The number of new students divided by the adopted LOS shows the need for permanent
classrooms created under growth. Reviewing the number of new students in relation to
school capacities (typically 500 students per elementary school, 1,000 per middle school,
and 1,500 per high school), some estimate of new schools could be made.
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Exhibit 10. Adopted Level of Service and Hypothetical Scenario Projections

Grade
Level

LOS Low

K-5

18

LOS High

SF
Gen
Rate

MF
Gen
Rate

Net
SF
HU

24

0.31

0.157

1,333

Net
MF HU

New
Students

% of
Standard
School
Population

Everett Urban Scenario
413
0

6-8

24

24

0.086

0.072

1,333

0

115

9-12

24

24

0.074

0.064

1,333

0

99

Classrooms
Low
Students
Per
Classroom

Classrooms
High
Students
per
Classroom

83%
11%

17

15

4

4

7%

3

3

Everett Nodes Scenario
K-5

18

24

0.31

0.157

1

0

0

0

0

0

6-8

24

24

0.086

0.072

1

0

0

0

0

0

9-12

24

24

0.074

0.064

1

0

0

0

0

0

K-5

20

26

0.253

0.339

Monroe Urban Scenario
1,056
573
2,689

211%

39

39

51%

17

17

35%

18

18

6-8

28

28

0.09

0.169

573

2,689

506

9-12

28

28

0.133

0.169

573

2,689

531

K-5

20

26

0.253

0.339

1

0

0

0

0

0

6-8

28

28

0.09

0.169

1

0

0

0

0

0

9-12

28

28

0.133

0.169

1

0

0

0

0

0

117%

24

24

Monroe Nodes Scenario

Northshore Urban Scenario
584
926
4,064

K-5

24

24

0.359

0.062

6-8

27

27

0.12

0.031

926

4,064

237

24%

9

9

9-12

27

27

0.094

0.042

926

4,064

258

17%

10

10

K-5

24

24

0.359

0.062

1,707

Northshore Nodes Scenario
786
2,785

6-8

27

27

0.12

0.031

1,707

2,785

291

9-12

27

27

0.094

0.042

1,707

2,785

277

K-5

17

17

0.351

0.101

Snohomish Urban Scenario
1,897
2,052 11,647

6-8

27

28

0.076

0.045

2,052

9-12
K-5

30
17

30
17

0.14
0.351

157%

33

33

29%

11

11

18%

10

10

379%

54

54

11,647

680

68%

19

19

11,647

2,908

194%

73

73

0.225

2,052

0.101

Snohomish Nodes Scenario
1,907
3,147 7,944

6-8

27

28

0.076

0.045

3,147

7,944

597

9-12

30

30

0.14

0.225

3,147

7,944

2,228

381%

54

54

60%

17

17

149%

56

56

Sources: Everett School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2018-23; Monroe School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2018-23,
Northshore School District Capital Facilities Plan 2018-24; Snohomish School District Capital Facilities Plan 2018-23; WA
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Elementary schools appear to have the greatest share of future students. The highest cost for a
new elementary school per recent capital plans is $80M. The Northshore school district appears
to need one to two new elementary schools under the Nodes Scenario and one new school
under the Urban Scenario. Snohomish would need four schools under both the Urban Scenario
and Nodes Scenarios. Everett would need one new elementary under the Urban Scenario.
Monroe would need two schools under the Urban Scenario and none under the Nodes scenario.
Thus, the Nodes Scenario is more focused on two districts. The Urban Scenario would be spread
to more districts with similar costs to Northshore and Snohomish districts and greater costs for
Everett and Monroe districts. For all districts there could be a need for existing school expansions,
which are not presented below.
Exhibit 11. Potential Numbers of New Elementary Schools
District

Nodes

Urban

Everett

0

1, $80M

Monroe

0

2, $160M

Northshore

1-2, $80M-$160M

1, $80M

Snohomish

4, $320M

4, $320M

Source: BERK, 2019.

All of the school districts have fees in place, as follows:




Everett: Single Family – $14,250 | Multi-family – $9,125 | Urban result $19.0M | Nodes result N/A



Northshore: 3 Single Family – $ 16,038| Multi-family – $ 1,818 | Urban result $22.2M | Nodes
result $32.4M



Snohomish: $0

Monroe: Single Family – $2,749 | Multi-family – $6,276| Urban result $1.6 M | Nodes result N/A

School impact fees would be designed to add capacity to existing schools or build new schools
as growth occurs; the projects funded would drive the fee levels and the above fees may not
be the ones in place if such scenarios and school needs occurred. If the fees above were in
place, none would produce $80M.

Findings
Four school districts serve the study area: Everett, Monroe, Northshore, and Snohomish. Though
the area is mostly rural, a number of school sites have been purchased in the study area for

3

A draft CFP shows a single-family fee that is higher at about $20, 092 single family and $3,540 for multifamily.
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future development. Areas of possible future schools includes (but may not be limited to): the
Northshore district’s 2010 property purchase of 33 acres on Maltby Road; the Everett district’s
180th St SE property which is 44 acres intended to be the future site of elementary school #18 and
comprehensive high school #4; the Snohomish’s districts Three Lakes area property which is 15
acres; and the Monroe district’s 2007 property purchase of the Old Owen corridor property that
is 13 acres and intended to be used for an elementary school.
The Everett School District is anticipated to only have impacts under the Urban Scenario.
Likewise, the Monroe School District is anticipated to have impacts under only the Urban
Scenario.
The Northshore School District is anticipated to have a higher number of expected students
under the Nodes Scenario.
The Snohomish School District (which serves the NE quadrant of the study area) is expected to
receive the largest impacts and student growth under both scenarios.
All School Districts serving the area plan for new growth and have enacted impact fees, which
are intended to increase the capacity of schools in order to accommodate growth.
Until new schools are built, districts can provide temporary classroom space and adjust school
service boundaries in order to assist with accommodating growth before permanent capacity is
expanded.
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Water and Sewer
Topic Introduction
This section addresses existing water and sewer service in the Boundary Planning Study (BPS)
Area (the Primary Study Area), including areas that are already served, examines the feasibility
of expanding service into unserviced areas, and addresses the potential effect of added growth
on water supply and wastewater treatment.
This section is structured as follows:



Topic Introduction



Methods and Data




Summary Conditions



Findings

Scenario Evaluation

Methods and Data
This evaluation is based on a geospatial analysis considering features that could impact the
feasibility of water and sewer installation, including environmental constraints such as critical
areas, topography, and existing sewer and water infrastructure.
This evaluation considers prior studies and system plans developed by the three major special
purpose districts serving the area:



Alderwood Water & Wastewater District




Cross Valley Water District
Silver Lake Water & Sewer District

This section has benefited from meetings and coordination with the three districts to integrate
institutional knowledge and finalize the approach. Initially, feasibility was assigned at three levels:
Service can likely be provided; Service may be challenging to provide; and Service may be
unlikely to be able to be provided. After discussions with the special purpose districts, the
strategy was revised. For water service, areas were delineated based on future service
requirements determined by the presence of under-capacity infrastructure, lack of water
service, or proximity to existing systems outside the study area. For sewer service, areas were
delineated based on the ease of service; since there is no existing infrastructure within the study
area, this is primarily determined by topography and distance to the nearest treatment plant.

September 2019

7.F-1

Section 7.F ▪ Water and Sewer

Aqua Copia is a smaller service provider within the study area and was not contacted for the
analysis. The Aqua Copia service area was assessed in the same manner as the other districts.
The Primary Study Area is the BPS Area. A Secondary Study Area includes the effect of changes
in the BPS Area to the special purpose district service areas adjacent to the limits of the Primary
Study Area. The Secondary Study Area is bounded by the county boundary to the south;
Cathcart Way, 132nd Street SE and 134th Pl SE to the north; 35th and 39th Avenue SE to the west;
and the Maltby UGA and Broadway Avenue to the east.

Summary Conditions
Water Service
Municipal water service GIS data in the primary and secondary study areas is provided by the
three special purpose districts noted above but principally by Cross Valley (Exhibit 1). Cross
Valley relies on the City of Everett and groundwater from a sole source aquifer as addressed in
Section 5.C regarding groundwater. The smaller Aqua Copia district, unserviced areas, and
areas serviced by the City of Monroe are also included in the Exhibit.
Exhibit 1 shows service area boundaries, which are the agreed upon boundaries in which the
District has an obligation to provide service at some point in time. Not all property owners within
a service area boundary are connected to the public water system; some property owners may
have private wells, or the District may not have infrastructure in all locations within the service
area boundary. Based on discussion with the districts, unserviced areas are annotated to
indicate the likely future service provider.
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Exhibit 1.

Water Service Areas

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County GIS, 2018; BHC, 2018.
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Exhibit 2 illustrates areas serviced (based on the GIS data received from the special purpose
districts) and areas requiring new or updated infrastructure to accommodate future expansion
(based on existing pipe diameter). Exhibit 3 shows the same information overlain on existing
topography and critical areas.
Areas without existing service are shown in beige, and those with under-capacity infrastructure
limited by pipe diameter of 6-inches or less are shown in teal. Areas shown in red abutting the
western boundary of the Primary Study Area may be easier to serve due to their proximity to
existing infrastructure in the Alderwood and Silver Lake districts.
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Exhibit 2.

Water System Feasibility Review

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County GIS, Alderwood, Cross Valley, and Silver Lake, 2018; BHC, 2018.
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Exhibit 3.

Water System Feasibility – Critical Areas and Topography

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County GIS, Alderwood, Cross Valley, and Silver Lake Special Purpose Districts, 2018; BHC, 2018.
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Sewer Service
Sewer service is provided by the same three special purpose districts discussed earlier and
shown in Exhibit 4. Currently, only the Maltby UGA is sewered since it is designated urban and
state law prohibits extension of sewer lines into rural areas, except under emergency
circumstances. Cross Valley has studied how the rural portion of the BPS Area could be served in
the future if there was a health and safety need (e.g. water quality). In 2014, King County
studied the effects and costs of routing wastewater from the Silver Lake District to the
Brightwater treatment plant. After the study was completed, the District reached an agreement
with the City of Everett to route wastewater to the City’s treatment plant. This study, however,
provides useful information for conditions in the BPS Area.
Based on discussions with the special purpose districts in November 2018 and review of their
comprehensive plans, it is likely the area to the northeast would ultimately be serviced by Cross
Valley for sewer services if there was a health and safety need or if the area were designated
urban. This area is shown with a green hatch on Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6. The area to the north has
been accounted for by Silver Lake in their comprehensive planning and is shown with an orange
hatch on Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6.
Most of the Primary Study Area is feasible for sewer service, with limiting factors including
development costs associated with topography and distance to the nearest treatment plant.
Based on topography, the Primary Study Area was split into four regions, which were annotated
based on pumping requirements and distance to the nearest treatment plant. Areas adjacent
to the northern and western boundaries of the Primary Study Area are likely easier to serve due
to their proximity to existing Alderwood and Silver Lake sewer infrastructure and are shown in
yellow. See Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6.
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Exhibit 4.

Special Purpose Districts and Sewer Service

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County GIS, 2018; BHC, 2018.
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Exhibit 5.

Sewer Feasibility

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County GIS, Alderwood, Cross Valley, and Silver Lake Special Purpose Districts, 2018; BHC, 2018.
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Exhibit 6.

Sewer Feasibility – Critical Areas and Topography

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County GIS, Alderwood, Cross Valley, and Silver Lake Special Purpose Districts, 2018; BHC, 2018.
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Scenario Evaluation
Section 3.C presents scenarios including Current Strategies with rural land use and little growth in
residential, and two scenarios assuming some level of Urban growth to test implications for
services and costs: a Nodes Scenario with focused areas of urban growth in the southwest and
northeast and a more extensive Urban Scenario.

Effects of Growth on Water Service
Current Strategies
Current Strategies is based on the current County Comprehensive Plan with a horizon year to
2035 continuing a rural growth pattern and little development. According to their Water System
Plans, the Silver Lake and Cross Valley districts have identified storage capacity deficits in their
systems that are expected to occur before 2030. The Alderwood district Water System Plan
anticipates adequate storage to meet growth projections through 2035. All three districts
anticipate adequate water source capacity to meet the growth projections shown in their
respective water system plans for approximately the next 15 years.

Nodes and Urban Growth Scenarios
In the Nodes and Urban scenarios, development is primarily planned within the boundaries of
the Cross Valley and Alderwood water districts. The Urban Scenario includes a small pocket of
development in the northwest corner of the Primary Study Area within the Silver Lake district
boundaries.
Under the study’s Nodes and Urban scenarios have a growth yield of about 16,000 and 23,000
additional residences, respectively, within the Primary Study Area, without a horizon year. Cross
Valley, which comprises over 70% of the Primary Study Area, projected an additional 1,600
equivalent residential units (ERUs) by 2030 within the Primary Study Area and surrounding areas in
their 2010 Water System Plan. If the Nodes and Urban scenarios were implemented at some time in
the future, their growth is an order of magnitude greater than what was anticipated in the Cross
Valley 2010 Water System Plan. The existing storage deficits in Cross Valley would be increased
unless storage volume has been expanded by the time the scenarios are implemented, and
source capacity would need to be evaluated in greater detail. Although less growth is calculated
for each scenario within the Alderwood and Silver Lake districts compared to the Cross Valley
district, much of the districts’ water source and storage is shared through the Clearview Water
Supply Agency (CWSA) tank. If the scenarios are implemented, additional demands placed on
this facility by Cross Valley to meet the demand of the hypothetical scenarios could impact the
other districts and require a closer look at water sources and storage. From a regional level, it is
possible that the districts could meet the theoretical demand increases because they purchase
water from the City of Everett, which has large source capacity. The impacts of water right
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allocations and other legislative actions regarding water withdrawal are other important factors in
determining water source availability; these factors are discussed further in Section 5.C
Groundwater.

Effects of Growth on Sewer Service
There is no existing sewer infrastructure within the Primary Study Area outside of the Maltby UGA.
From approximately 180th Street to the south, gravity conveyance could be used to route
sewage to the Brightwater Treatment Plant. Along the northwestern edge of the Primary Study
Area, sewage could be pumped into the existing Silver Lake conveyance system which directs
flow south through the Alderwood district and then east to the Brightwater Treatment Plant.
Compared to other areas included in the study, expansion in the northwest corner could require
the least amount of new conveyance infrastructure, as it ties into an established existing system.
Otherwise, areas north of 180th Street would require pumping to convey sewage over a
topographic divide and route it either north to the Everett Treatment Plant or south to the
Brightwater Treatment Plant. Capacity at the Brightwater Treatment Plant is not expected to be
exceeded until 2060. The City of Everett 2014 Sewer Comprehensive Plan indicated that the
Everett Treatment Plant was exceeding its capacity; however, improvements to increase
capacity and meet demand are currently underway.

Costs of Sewer Service
Sewer service is not planned under Current Strategies except in the Maltby UGA which is largely
already served. Costs were developed for sewer service based on the Nodes and Urban
scenarios. To estimate the required length of new sewer main, conveyance pipes were extended
from the Brightwater Treatment Plant to the west and north, through areas of substantial
development identified in the growth scenarios. In general, it was assumed that all sewage would
be conveyed to the Brightwater Treatment Plant. Where possible, new sewer mains were tied into
existing infrastructure located adjacent to the Primary Study Area boundary. Sewer main costs
were sourced from Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) cost estimates completed by the special
purpose districts. For pump stations, costs from a range of projects were averaged together to
determine a unit cost. Contingencies were sourced from the 2015 WSDOT Cost Estimating Manual
for Projects. Cost estimates for each growth scenario are provided below.
Exhibit 7.

Hypothetical Nodes Scenario (Southwest Corner)

Item
Sewer Main
Pump Station
Subtotal

September 2019

Quantity

Unit

Unit Price

Price

28,000

LF

$900

$25,000,000

5

EA

$3,000,000

$15,000,000
$40,000,000
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Item

Quantity

Unit

Unit Price

Contingency

Price
-40%
100%

Price Range

$24,000,000
$80,000,000

Source: BHC, 2019.

Exhibit 8.

Hypothetical Nodes Scenario (Northeast Corner)

Item
Sewer Main
Pump Station

Quantity

Unit

Unit Price

Price

123,000

LF

$900

$111,000,000

3

EA

$3,000,000

$9,000,000

Subtotal

$120,000,000

Contingency

-40%
100%

Price Range

$72,000,000
$240,000,000

Source: BHC, 2019.

Exhibit 9.

Hypothetical Urban Scenario

Item
Sewer Main
Pump Station
Subtotal
Contingency
Price Range

Quantity

Unit

Unit Price

Price

200,000

LF

$900

$180,000,000

13

EA

$3,000,000

$39,000,000
$220,000,000
-40%
100%
$132,000,000
$440,000,000

Source: BHC, 2019.

In general, estimates ranged between approximately 100 million to 320 million dollars for the
Nodes Scenario, and between 130 million and 440 million dollars for the Urban Scenario.
Each special district identifies in its capital plans the expected growth, proposed system needs,
and costs. Rates and general facility charges can address system improvements. As well, the
special districts may also employ Local Improvement Districts (LIDs), grants, loans, bonds, existing
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funds on hand, late-comer fees, etc. It is likely that the Districts would require sewer system
extensions to be paid for by new development based on meetings with the Districts for the
purposes of this study.

Areas of Lower Densities
In the Urban Scenario, areas of density that are less than typical urban densities (e.g. less than 4
units per net acre) are identified along Little Bear Creek and in the complex of streams in the
central north area. If densities are at less than 4 units per acre and sewer service were available
there would be a greater cost per unit of extending service. Unless the County required hookup,
there may be a delay in extending sewer service as property owners weigh costs of septic versus
sewer, unless for other reasons they would request sewer due to failing septic systems, high
groundwater, etc.

Findings
A majority of the BPS Area is served by municipal water service, principally Cross Valley Water
District. The special districts have plans that address Current Strategies that considers most of the
area Rural with minimal future growth.
Due to growth yields of the Nodes and Urban scenarios exceeding values planned by the
districts at this time and existing storage capacity deficits in the water systems, additional
storage will be required, and source supply should be reviewed. Source supply could be
significantly impacted by the allocation of water rights. Much of the areas identified for growth
in both scenarios, specifically along SR 9, currently have undersized conveyance infrastructure
(6-inches or less) that will require replacement. Other targeted areas, especially in the northwest
corner of the Primary Study Area, are currently unserviced and will require new conveyance
infrastructure.
Outside of the Maltby UGA, most of the BPS Area is not sewered since most of it is designated
rural. Areas south of the topographic dividing line near 180th Street can gravity flow to the
Brightwater Treatment Plant, whereas other areas to the north and east will require pumping to
either the Everett Treatment Plant or Brightwater Treatment Plant. Depending on the status of
capacity expansion projects at the Everett Treatment Plant, sewage may be routed to the
Brightwater Treatment Plant. It is physically feasible to serve most of the study area, with some
locations along Little Bear Creek being most challenging. The evaluation in this study identifies
locations that are more or less costly to extend water or sewer service. The responsibilities for the
costs would be determined by the special districts, which have mechanisms to require
development to pay for service extensions.
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Stormwater
Topic Introduction
This section describes Snohomish County’s stormwater system, County Surface Water
Management services, and how the scenarios described in Section 3.C Charette and Scenarios
may alter basin conditions and service delivery in the Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area.
This section is structured as follows:



Topic Introduction



Methods and Data




Summary Conditions



Findings

Scenario Evaluation

Methods and Data
Snohomish County Department of Public Works,
Surface Water Management (SWM) Division serves
commercial and residential ratepayers within the BPS
Area. SWM is a stormwater utility with four major
mission branches: water quality, drainage and road
flooding, salmon and marine habitat, and river
flooding. This section is informed by information
produced by SWM and includes the 2017 Little Bear
Creek Basin Plan (Basin Plan), SWM’s 2015-2020 and
2019-2024 6-Year Capital Improvement Programs

Little Bear Creek Basin Plan
Snohomish County completed the Little
Bear Creek Basin Plan in 2017, which
included detailed modeling and analysis
of stormwater infrastructure and surface
water condtions. The Basin Plan identifies
a comprehensive retrofit approach for
addressing impairments within Little Bear
Creek and tributary streams – including
impairments for water temperature,
fecal coliform, and other pathogens.

(CIP), and detailed land cover mapping of tree canopy and impervious surfaces.
Stormwater infrastructure in the BPS Area is detailed in Section 5.A Basins and Surface Water, and
tree canopy and impervious surface coverage are detailed in Section 5.D Tree Canopy.
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Summary Conditions
Stormwater Infrastructure
County-owned and managed infrastructure is comprised primarily of open and closed
conveyance along roadways, directing water towards detention and treatment ponds and/or
outfalls to wetlands and streams. The majority of conveyance is open, grass-lined ditches.
(Exhibit 1) Because most county road infrastructure was constructed prior to current regulations,
there are portions of the established county road network that does not include stormwater
treatment and flow control facilities.
According to modeling and analysis information produced for the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan,
there are opportunities for stormwater infrastructure improvements to the existing stormwater
system. Installing more stormwater treatment and flow control BMPs reduces the chance of
further degrading water quality and reduces erosion, which protects surface water resources. A
series of stormwater retrofit actions and conservation measures were identified in the Little Bear
Creek Basin Plan as options for enhancing the existing system. It should be noted that
impairment within the Little Bear Creek watershed is not solely due to established stormwater
facilities on both public and private lands, and that previous development and ongoing land
use activities on privately owned property contributes to the existing condition.
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Exhibit 1.

Subbasins with Selected Elements of Stormwater Infrastructure Inventory

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: ESA, 2019.
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Watershed Conditions
The quantity and quality of stormwater runoff is highly dependent on land use, traffic, and
particularly on the amount of effective impervious surface. Effective impervious surfaces are
defined in this document as hard surfaces (typically pavement or buildings) that allow no
infiltration into the soil and contribute directly to the stormwater conveyance system. High
amounts of impervious surfaces lead to more stormwater runoff and higher stormwater peak
flows. Streets, parking lots, and other transportation structures comprise the bulk of impervious
surface area in most watersheds, and collect pollution such as heavy metals, grease, and oils.
Stormwater runoff from these surfaces can transport these pollutants to streams, lakes, and other
waterbodies.
Impervious surface coverage, with current coverage at almost 20% of the BPS Area, is at levels
consistent with rural and urban-fringe residential development patterns seen across the Puget
Sound. Increases in impervious surface coverage anticipated with future development under
any scenario will correspond with generally increased runoff, and result in alteration of
watershed hydrologic processes that support streams and other critical habitats.
Stormwater conditions are also impacted by the presence of
trees. Trees can reduce stormwater runoff by capturing and
storing rainfall in their root zones and canopy, slowing runoff
and providing filtration that improves water quality. Tree
canopy currently covers approximately 19% of the BPS Area.

What is Tree Canopy?
Tree canopy is the extent of the
outer layer of leaves of an
individual tree or group of trees.

Additional pervious areas are associated with hydrologically important wetlands, including large
wetland complexes along the Little Bear Creek mainstem, as well as cleared private lands used
as pasture, yards, and other rural residential uses. Total current forest coverage is 51%, with
another 30% considered pervious area.

Surface Water Management Division
Snohomish County Surface Water Management is a division
of the County Public Works department. SWM is a
stormwater utility with four major mission branches: water
quality, drainage and road flooding, salmon and marine
habitat, and river flooding. Program and project
expenditures are funded with dedicated revenues derived
from service charges and revenues from other sources,

SWM’S MISSION STATEMENT:
Work in partnership with the
community to protect and
enhance water quality and
aquatic habitat, to minimize
danger from flooding and
erosion, and to preserve water
resources for future generations.

including grants. The total SWM budget for 2019 is $36.2
million, of which about $20.2 million are from service charge revenues, and $16.0 million from
grants, interfund transfers, and other sources. Program and project expenditures are budgeted
to match revenues. SWM service charges are based on property type; for commercial
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properties, these fees are based on proportion of impervious area grouped into several rate
classifications and residential is a flat rate of $90, with an additional surcharge of $32 for lots
within the UGA. The combined $122 dollars per year per UGA residence is a rate that has
remained unchanged since 2009 and continues to be one of the lowest rates in the Puget
Sound region, according to information provided by SWM.

Level of Service and Current Need
Snohomish County’s adopted level of service (LOS) standard for surface water management
consists of two standards:
1) The county’s stormwater regulations for new development; and
2) A minimum level of investment over six years in surface water capital
facilities - $8.35 million (established in 2005 and carried forward in 2015).
SWM’s 2015-2020 6-year CIP projects total $106.6 million, more than the minimum LOS for level of
investment. The 2019-2024 CIP totals $471.3 million, which is still above the minimum level of
investment. Several drainage and infrastructure improvement and habitat improvement projects
are included within the BPS Area. See Exhibit 2.
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Exhibit 2.

Surface Water Management Capital Improvement Program Projects 2019-2024

Source: (Snohomish County (Executive Recommended), 2018).
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Scenario Evaluation
Development and Land Cover Change
There would be an increase in impervious areas if development occurs consistent with any of the
scenarios described in Section 3.C Charette and Scenarios. Exhibit 3 lists the anticipated amount
of impervious surface under each scenario for the full BPS Area, and compares the anticipated
change to current conditions. See Exhibit 8 in Section 5.E Watershed Characterization for a more
detailed analysis of total impervious surface area by subbasin under each scenario. A detailed
discussion of existing percent forested by subbasin is also provided in Section 5.D Natural Areas
and Tree Canopy.
Exhibit 3.

Impervious Surface Additions within BPS Area by Hypothetical Scenario

Scenario
BPS Area Total Acres

Total

Impervious Acres

10,291

Current Condition (2015)
Permeable Acres
Forest Acres
Impervious Acres

8,328
5,209
1,963

Current Strategies
Impervious Acres

above current conditions
2,281

Nodes
Impervious Acres

above current conditions
3,194

Urban
Impervious Acres

+16%
+63%
above current conditions

3,914

+99%

Source: Snohomish County SWM (Current Strategies), 2019; BERK (Nodes and Urban), 2019.

As future growth occurs under any of the scenarios, new development and redevelopment would
be required to install stormwater BMPs consistent with the adopted Engineering Design and
Development Standards (EDDS) and the Snohomish County Drainage Manual. Likewise, many
improvements to public transportation infrastructure will be funded by the surrounding private
development activities through concurrency requirements. As surface water utility revenues grow,
the Surface Water Management capital program would grow commensurately. Identified or
projected impacts would be factors in prioritization of capital projects and programs.
While future development will result in more impervious surface in the BPS Area, new and
redeveloped pollution generating impervious surfaces would be required to meet stormwater
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quality requirements per County adopted standards and requirements. In existing developed
areas subject to redevelopment, newer stormwater quality requirements on such
redevelopment can be expected to improve stormwater management over time.
Future development under any scenario will result in land cover change – both through
increases in impervious surfaces and loss of forest cover. Landscape-level changes in land cover
could result in alteration of watershed processes, with reduced infiltration and
evapotranspiration. Stormwater management practices that follow County adopted standards
and guidelines are designed to mitigate impacts within any drainage basin where development
occurs. As noted, the County’s Surface Water Management capital program would grow in
proportion to growth in the surface water utility revenue base, and Identified or projected
impacts would be factors in prioritization of capital projects and programs. Watershed-scale
stormwater plans such as the Little Bear Creek Basin Plan can help inform and guide future
capital and operational programs.
However, while stormwater BMPs can help mitigate stormwater impacts, they may not
necessarily fully replicate the watershed processes and functions of a forest landscape. The
amount of impervious area change by subbasin and relationship to watershed characterization
is included in Section 5.E Watershed Characterization.
Minimal development or change is anticipated under Current Strategies, and current County
plans and regulations address current and anticipated growth. With changes to development
levels in the BPS Area under Nodes or Urban scenarios, the County may need to
comprehensively address water quality and water processes not addressed through site specific
requirements as standards advance in future decades.

Surface Water Management Division Operations Level of Effort
Since SWM budgets expenditures to match revenues, SWM’s level of effort to serve the BPS Area
are anticipated to be equal to the revenue collected.
SWM service charges are based on property type; for commercial properties, these fees are
based on proportion of impervious area grouped into several rate classifications. County-wide,
of the $20.2 million in service charges for 2019, about 57% were from residential properties, and
about 43% were from non-residential properties. In 2020 and beyond, annual non-residential
service charge revenues are projected to decrease by $0.5 million because of a change in
state law on WSDOT payments. In 2021, a surcharge for properties in the Urban Growth Area will
sunset, further reducing service charge revenues by about $3.5 million annually.
The BPS Area service charge revenues for 2019 totaled approximately $1.2 million, with about $0.3
million from residential properties, and $0.9 million from non-residential properties, a roughly 2:5
proportion possibly reflecting the largely rural nature of the area. Net service charges from roads
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totaled about $0.09 million, or about 10% of non-residential revenues. Assuming annexations do
not occur in the BPS Area, the Nodes and Urban Scenarios could result in substantial increases in
residential and commercial development, with residential revenues and non-residential revenues
split roughly equally. Based on the growth yield estimates for the two scenarios, and certain
assumptions, total SWM service charge revenue from the BPS Area is estimated at $2.4 million
under the Nodes Scenario and $2.9 million under the Urban Scenario. SWM programs and projects
for the BPS Area would adjust commensurately to the respective services and improvements
needed for the respective levels of household and commercial growth.

Little Bear Creek Basin Planning
In 1987, the US Congress changed the Clean Water Act to include stormwater discharges in the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program. The Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) developed rules to implement the new stormwater requirements and
the Washington Department of Ecology implements these stormwater rules through municipal
stormwater permits. The Phase I Municipal Stormwater Permit regulates discharges from
municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) owned or operated by Phase I jurisdictions like
Snohomish County. The County must manage and control stormwater runoff as set forth in its
Phase I Municipal Stormwater Permit.
One of the required actions under the County’s 2013 Permit was the development of a
watershed-scale stormwater plan for the Little Bear Creek watershed, the objective of which was
to identify a stormwater management strategy or strategies that would result in hydrologic and
water quality conditions that fully achieve water quality standards and targets under the current
Comprehensive Plan.
There is a large overlap between the Little Bear Creek watershed and SWUGA BPS boundaries
(over 80% of the Little Bear Creek watershed within Snohomish County is within the BPS Area, and
over 70% of the SWUGA BPS Area is within the Little Bear Creek watershed). Knowledge and data
from the Little Bear Creek Basin Planning project were provided and helpful to the SWUGA BPS.
Such knowledge and data included but were not limited to the following:
Background digital data on current conditions, including watershed conditions, stormwater
infrastructure, and general environment;




Modeling data on basin boundaries, pervious and impervious areas, including future buildout pervious and impervious conditions;




Field knowledge of stream conditions, habitat, built conditions, sensitive areas; and
Published reports and references.

However, due to the specific focus and methods of the Little Bear Creek Basin Planning project,
data sharing was limited to the area of overlap with the BPS Area boundaries. The Little Bear
Creek project was focused on mitigation of stormwater impacts within the Little Bear Creek
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watershed under the current Comprehensive Plan. Conditions in areas of the BPS Area outside
the Little Bear Creek watershed were not modeled, nor was there modeling of urban area
expansion beyond the Comprehensive Plan but within the Little Bear Creek watershed. The BPS
was not scoped nor intended to conduct water quality modeling. Specific water quality impacts
of any of the BPS growth scenarios or any urban growth concepts will require further study.
Due to the large overlap between the two study areas, insights and conclusions from the Little
Bear Creek Basin Plan can, however, inform considerations for the BPS. A notable consideration
is the potential cost of stormwater retrofit to achieve water quality standards in a build-out
scenario. Costs were estimated at about $308 million over a 30-year timeframe for the portion of
the Little Bear Creek watershed within Snohomish County, and these costs were comparable to
those of other watershed-scale stormwater studies by other Phase I counties, according to
information provided by SWM. Another consideration is the relative resiliency of the Little Bear
Creek watershed and habitat conditions to urban growth so far. The ability to maintain that
resiliency with increasing urbanization is untested.

Findings
Scenario Evaluations
If development were to occur consistent with scenarios, impervious areas would increase over
current conditions (2015) by 16% under the Current Strategies Scenario, 63% under the Nodes
Scenario, and 99% under the Urban Scenario.
As future growth occurs under any of the scenarios, new development and redevelopment
would be required to install stormwater BMPs consistent with adopted standards. Future
development under any scenario will result in land cover change – both through increases in
impervious surfaces and loss of forest cover. Landscape-level changes in land cover could result
in alteration of watershed processes, with reduced infiltration and evapotranspiration.
As surface water utility revenues grow, the County’s Surface Water Management capital
program would grow in proportion to growth in the surface water utility revenue base. Identified
or projected impacts would be factors in prioritization of capital projects and programs.
The BPS Area service charge revenues for 2019 totaled approximately $1.2 million. Growth under
the Nodes and Urban scenarios could result in substantial increases in residential and
commercial development. Total SWM service charge revenues from the BPS Area under the
Nodes Scenario were estimated at about $2.4 million, and under the Urban Scenario, service
charge revenues were estimated at about $2.9 million.
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Power, Gas, and
Telecommunications
Topic Introduction
Electricity and natural gas provide a source of heating, cooking, and power generation.
Telecommunication connects people and businesses with information and involves wired and
wireless telephone service and broadband, cable, and internet service. This section describes
existing power, gas, and telecommunications facilities and level of service standards, and
analyzes the potential impact of growth scenarios on those services.
This section is structured as follows:




Topic Introduction



Summary Conditions




Scenario Evaluation

Methods and Data

Findings

Methods and Data
Power (electric and natural gas) and telecommunication facilities are described for the
Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area (Primary Study Area), as well as a Secondary Study Area
consisting of the service provider boundaries in Snohomish County to address cumulative effects.
Snohomish County PUD 1 serves the entire Snohomish County with electric power. Puget Sound
Energy (PSE) serves the Central and South Puget Sound including western Snohomish County
with natural gas. Frontier Communications serves much of the North Puget Sound including all of
Snohomish County. This section is informed by Integrated Resource Plans prepared by PUD 1 and
PSE. The Washington State Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC) provides maps and
service information for private power and telecommunication providers.
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Summary Conditions
Power
Existing Services
The Primary Study Area is served by Snohomish County PUD 1. The PUD meets its demand for
power by producing electricity with its own resources and purchasing electricity from the
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) and other long-term power supply contracts. About 20%
of its power is produced by the PUD, while about 80% is provided by the BPA. Exhibit 1 shows the
primary sources of power that are generated for the PUD service area. While the PUD only
produces energy from renewable sources (hydro, wind, and other renewables), a small portion
of its power purchased come from non-renewable sources.
Exhibit 1.

2017 PUD Fuel Mix

Source of Energy

Percent of Fuel Mix

Hydroelectric Generation

90%

Nuclear Generation

9%

Natural Gas Generation

<1%

Coal Generation

<1%

Other Generation

<1%

Source: Snohomish County PUD 1 Quick Facts Brochure, 2017; BERK, 2018.

The PUD recently completed construction of the York Substation providing additional capacity
to the rapidly growing central area of the SWUGA. At present, there is sufficient distribution
capacity within the Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area. In the periphery of the BPS Area,
however, there are other substations with circuits that are currently heavily loaded, or at
capacity, during summer peak contingency conditions. (Peterson, 2019)

Inventory
The electricity produced or purchased is transmitted across the BPA transmission system. PUD 1
has a long-term point-to-point agreement with BPA. In 2008, the PUD was granted additional
transmission capacity from the BPA to meet its expected long-term peak demand. The BPA also
owns powerline easements through the Primary Study Area; see Exhibit 2. PUD 1 also owns
hydroelectric generating facilities that serve the Primary Study Area.
PUD 1 plans for growth over the long-term. The adopted 2017-2037 Integrated Resource Plan
(IRP) considered five growth scenarios to model load demands and energy resources available.
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The scenarios include: low growth, business as usual with no carbon fee pricing, business as usual
with carbon fee pricing, high growth, and a climate change impacts scenario. The PUD
forecasts no energy deficits within the next five years and that four out of five scenarios will
maintain an energy surplus. All scenarios rely on conservation efforts as the PUD’s preferred
approach to manage energy resources, which is forecasted to be the largest impact to
resource availability. No scenario projects a surplus without conservation.
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Exhibit 2.

Pipelines and Easements

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Snohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Note: The map illustrates easement information provided by the Assessor and pipelines information mapped by the
WUTC. Easements illustrated vary in terms of their purpose, but include: utility easements, gas easements, walking
easements, and others. The BPA power line is mostly within an easement in the study area. The Olympic Pipeline has an
easement under it. The majority of the NW and PSE pipelines do not have easements under them.
Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018.

September 2019

7.H-4

Section 7.H ▪ Power, Gas, and Telecommunications

In the 2017 plan, under the high growth scenario, PUD 1 projected an energy deficit during the
planning horizon. As conditions change and show a high growth scenario occurring, or
conditions change that results in a forecast of a long-term energy need, the PUD would conduct
an economic and environmental assessment for a specific resource option. (Snohomish County
Public Utility District No. 1, 2017)
As of spring 2019, PUD 1 has drafted an IRP Update. Needs and actions are similar to the 2017
plan, but the update forecasts a reduced resource need overall compared to the 2017 IRP
based on a reduced load growth expectation in the 2019 base case. The draft IRP Update
indicates that PUD 1 can adequately meet its customers’ annual electricity demand – with its
forecasted existing and committed resources and conservation acquisitions – for the 2020
through 2039 planning horizon. The plan notes that: “The PUD 1 is not expected to reach its
contract high water mark or maximum amount of power it is eligible to purchase from the
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), at cost.” (Snohomish County PUD NO. 1, 2019)

Level of Service
The County has adopted a LOS related to Electric Power that is based on the service providers
projected minimum level of investment based on population projections reviewed annually.

Minimum LOS for Electric Power is expressed in terms of an annual “minimum level of
investment” in infrastructure based on current population projections and is evaluated on an
annual basis.
Source: Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan, 2015.

Gas Services
Natural Gas
Puget Sound Energy (PSE) provides natural gas service to parts of Snohomish, Kittitas, King,
Pierce, Thurston, and Lewis Counties. Snohomish County’s service population in the western
extent of the county represents 19% of the company’s serviced population. (Puget Sound
Energy, 2017) (Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, 2017)
A major high-pressure natural gas pipeline owned by PSE is located south of 180th Street SE and
east of 43rd Avenue SE; see Exhibit 2. Another high-pressure line of lesser length is west of SR 9 and
south of 180th Street SE at Great Dane Creek; see Exhibit 2. Additionally, the Northwest Pipeline,
owned by Williams conveys natural gas. See Exhibit 2. The map does not display gathering or
distribution pipelines.
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Northwest Pipeline LLC, a Williams Company, requested permits for the North Seattle Lateral
Upgrade, which would remove and replace up to 5.85 miles of the existing 8-inch diameter
North Seattle mainline lateral and replace it with 20-inch diameter pipe largely within its current
pipeline property. This replacement would affect the Northwest Pipeline parallel and south of
180th Street SE. The project will provide greater natural gas delivery capacity as requested by
Puget Sound Energy (PSE).
Natural gas service is extended based on customer or developer requests or by PSE market
expansion efforts. PSE decides whether to extend service to an area based on these requests, as
well as the result of market analysis to determine if revenue from an extension would offset
construction costs. (Snohomish County, 2018) PSE identifies its future demand and projects in an
Integrated Resource Plan updated every two years. The 2017 Integrated Resource Plan
indicates that across its system it plans to replace 200-300 miles of gas main reaching the end of
its useful life over a 10-year period. It also plans to update other meter infrastructure. The Primary
Study Area is scheduled for a meter update in 2019-2020 and other parts of the county are
scheduled for upgrade in 2022. (Puget Sound Energy, 2017) (Puget Sound Energy, 2018) A 2019
Integrated Resource Plan is underway.
Exhibit 3.

North Seattle Lateral Upgrade Proposal 2019

Source: Northwest Pipeline LLC, (Snohmish County Planning and Development Services, 2019)
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Hazardous Liquid Pipelines
The Olympic Pipeline, owned by British Petroleum, transports gasoline, diesel, and jet fuel and
traverses the Primary Study Area and beyond as shown in Exhibit 2.

Land Uses and Development Near Gas Pipelines
The WUTC enforces safety standards for natural gas and hazardous liquid pipelines located
within the state. WUTC also inspects the portions of interstate natural gas and hazardous liquid
pipelines located within the state, with standards and enforcement the responsibility of federal
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA).
Rural residential uses lie in proximity to the PSE, Olympic, and Northwest Pipelines. The Northwest
Pipeline also crosses along the southern boundary of the Clearview Limited Area of More
Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRD), a more Intensive commercial node. Developments that
are required or propose to construct driveways, access roads or other improvements across the
pipeline area must coordinate directly with the owners of the pipelines to obtain the appropriate
franchise agreement.
The Pipelines and Informed Planning Alliance has developed best practices for future uses near
transmission pipelines that includes:



Consider ways to decrease the population density near pipeline.



Consider measures to prevent excavation damage to pipelines during construction and in
the future.



Review potentials for other types of damages to pipelines from developments (e.g., water
run-off, interference with cathodic protection systems).



Review plans to ensure adequate access to the pipeline facilities and ROW, access for
emergency response vehicles, access to and capacity of water and other resources
needed for emergency response.



Review abilities for safe and timely evacuations, especially for difficult-to-evacuate
populations.



Review plans for enhanced fire protection and/or building fire endurance if needed.



Review pathways for potential gas or hazardous liquid migration in the event of a pipeline
release.



Review plans to minimize the consequences of a pipeline incident (e.g. separation,
clustering, open space).




Review selection and design of vegetation.



Consider escalation of risks due to cascading effects.

Consider the effects of noise and odor from pipeline operations.
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Consider proposed use of pipeline ROW for alternative use such as green spaces, parks, golf
courses, hike and bike trails, horse trails, and other recreational spaces. (Pipelines and
Informed Planning Alliance (PIPA) , 2015)

The Williams Developers’ Handbook supporting PIPA safety initiatives does provide specifications
and procedures for easements and crossings on a pipeline such as for recreation. (Williams
Companies, Inc., 2018) Williams representatives have indicated that there are areas where the
pipeline easement could be used for walking trails. (Pers com, email Randy Tarter, April 15, 2019,
to Ben Silver, BERK Consulting, Inc.)

Telecommunications
Frontier Communications Northwest, Inc. provides basic landline telephone service to Snohomish
County and the BPS Area. The Bothell and Snohomish exchanges serve the southern and
northern portions of the Primary Study Area respectively. (WUTC, 2016)
Broadband, cable, and internet service is regulated by the Federal Communications
Commission. Frontier, Wave, and Xfinity and others provide such services to the Maltby area.
In 2012, based on Snohomish County Planning and Development Services permit records, the
Cross Valley Water District co-located three telecommunication antennae on a water tower
west of SR 9 at about 172nd Street SE.
Other cellular facilities are found along SR 9, for example, at a commercial/professional center
at the 18100 block of SR-9.
In February 2016, a report by the President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology
found that broadband was important to economic development and to meeting the needs of
a changing population, e.g. less mobile elderly. (Executive Office of the President, 2016)

Scenario Evaluation
Energy Infrastructure and Demand
Section 3.C presents scenarios including Current Strategies with rural land use and little growth in
residential, and two scenarios assuming some level of Urban growth to test implications for
services and costs: a Nodes Scenario with focused areas of urban growth in the southwest and
northeast and more extensive Urban growth patterns. The housing and employment estimates
are listed in the table below.
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Exhibit 4.

Hypothetical Scenario Growth Yields Boundary Planning Study Area

Scenario

Total Housing Units

Total Households

Total Employment

Existing (2010)

4,102

3,853

4,478

Adopted Plan 2035 Target

4,224

3,982

9,200

Nodes Scenario Estimate

19,687

18,703

12,040

Urban Scenario Estimate

27,386- 27,801*

26,017- 26,411*

12,409

*Note: The lower range assumes the Large Lot Open Space Typology has a 2.5 units per acre density and the upper
range 4.0 units per acre. See Chapter 3, Framework and Scenarios, Section 3.C Charette and Scenarios.
Source: BERK, 2019.

Based on information provided by PUD 1, new homes of all types consume an average of 9,100
kWh per year, significantly less than the existing housing stock which consumes 11,400 kWh per
year. (Peterson, 2019)
Exhibit 5 provides consumption rates for different unit types that PUD expects newly-constructed
homes to consume. Data is based on three-year average for the 2016 through 2018 period.
(Peterson, 2019)
Exhibit 5.

Electric Consumption Rates

Home Type

Electric:
kWh per year

Single Family

13,800

Apartment

6,800

Condo

8,000

Townhome

9,000

Mobile Home

14,900

2-4 Plex

10,000

Weighted Average

11,950

Source: (Peterson, 2019)

Based on consumption rates, the net new units would produce a wide range of added
consumption. The Urban Scenario results in the greatest dwelling units and the highest
consumption. Current Strategies is based on a 2035 horizon relying on the adopted
Comprehensive Plan and produces the least. Nodes would significantly increase consumption
though less than the Urban Scenario. The Northeast Node produces more than the Southwest
Node. See Exhibit 6.
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Exhibit 6.

Electric Consumption by Hypothetical Scenario – Net Increase

Scenario

Net Increase in
Dwelling Units

Net Increase in Electric
Consumption:
kWh per year

122

1,683,600

15,585

166,981,800

NE Node

11,091

118,141,100

SW Node

4,490

48,774,300

23,284

208,904,900

Current Strategies (2010-2035)
Nodes*

Urban

Note: *There are only 5 net new units in the rural area between the two nodes of urban growth.
Source: BERK 2019

Given current conditions described earlier, promoting more growth in the BPS Area will require
infrastructure improvements and/or system configuration changes. The PUD should be consulted
during the development planning process at an early stage. (Peterson, 2019)
In 2017, the Washington Department of Commerce published the “Biennial Energy Report and
State Energy Strategy Update.” The report identifies a trend of decreasing per capita energy use
accounting for all types of uses including residential, commercial, and industrial.
Washington’s annual per capita energy consumption averaged about 250
million Btu from 1970 to 1999, the energy equivalent of about 2,300 gallons of
gasoline per person per year. … More recently our per capita energy
consumption appears to have moved to a lower level of around 190 million
Btu per capita, or about 20 percent below the historical trend. This was likely
due to the decline in industrial energy use … particularly in the energyintensive aluminum industry, and because of generally higher energy prices
during the last decade. In 2014, Washington’s per capita energy consumption
was about 17.5 percent less than the national average.
This annual per capita rate of 190 million Btu (British thermal unit) is applied to the population of
each alternative and would indirectly include non-residential uses. The Urban Scenario would
have the greatest population and resulting energy use. The Nodes Scenario would produce
relatively less annual energy use than the Urban Scenario with 30% of households in the
southwest, and 70% in the northeast.
The least use would be under Current Strategies, which has little growth above the current 2010
population of 10,976 or the approximately estimated 2018 population of 11,430.
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Exhibit 7.

Annual Energy Use by Hypothetical Scenario
Total
Population

Consumption,
Million Btu: Low

Current Strategies 2035

11,430

2,171,700

Nodes Scenario Estimate

45,261

8,599,600

Urban Scenario Estimate

62,961-63,914

11,962,600-12,143,700

Scenario

Source: (State of Washington Department of Commerce, 2016); BERK, 2019.

Pipeline and Land Use Compatibility
Current Strategies would have the lowest densities of residential use and the least extent of
commercial use along pipelines in the Primary Study Area with most of the area staying in Rural
Residential use. The Nodes Scenario would increase residential densities in the southwest along
the Olympia Pipeline and increase mixed use and residential development east of SR9 along the
Northwest Pipeline LLC, currently under permitting for upsizing. The Urban Scenario has the most
increase in density along both pipelines, including in the northwest as well as the other locations
referenced under the Nodes Scenario.
As described above, some of the guidance development along pipeline is to reduce densities
next to pipelines such as through added setbacks, and to consider alternative uses along
pipelines like green spaces, parks, golf courses, hike and bike trails, horse trails, and other
recreational space.

Findings
Current Conditions and Plans
PUD 1 provides power to the Primary Study Area and entire county.
PSE provides local natural gas service and serves the western county. Hazardous liquid pipelines
also extend through the Primary Study Area; land use guidelines can help ensure compatible
development in rural or urban settings.
Telecommunication services include landline and cellular service. Broadband, cable, and
internet service is also available. Telecommunication infrastructure can support the needs of a
community for information and services and support economic development.
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Scenario Evaluation
The scenarios vary in energy usage with Current Strategies the least and Urban Scenario the
most, and the Nodes much higher than Current Strategies but less than the Urban Scenario.
The Nodes Scenario would produce a moderate demand for electricity and Urban a higher
demand. Current Strategies would produce a demand more like today’s conditions. Based on
current infrastructure conditions and input from the PUD 1, promoting more growth in the BPS
Area will require infrastructure improvements and/or system configuration changes.
The Nodes and Urban scenarios place more density next to pipelines, with the Urban Scenario
placing more in the northwest than either of the other scenarios. There would be opportunities to
apply best practices in land use along pipelines with greater setbacks and use of the pipelines
for open space and recreation.
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Topic Introduction
This section presents fiscal impacts for Snohomish County considering revenues and expenditures
associated with growth in the Boundary Planning Study (BPS) Area for the Current Strategies,
Nodes, and Urban scenarios. New residents anticipated under the Nodes and Urban scenarios
will bring revenues to the County, contributing taxes and fees; these residents will also fall under
the County’s service umbrella and use City infrastructure and services, increasing the County’s
expenditures. The mix of additional revenues and expenditures expected under each scenario
yields the County’s net fiscal impact. This analysis of revenues and expenditures for each
scenario was done to highlight order-of-magnitude differences in fiscal impacts among
scenarios.
This section is organized as follows:




Topic Introduction



Summary Conditions (including scenario evaluations)



Fiscal Findings

Methods and Data

Methods and Data
To reach the County’s net fiscal impact under each scenario, revenues, departmental
operating expenditures, and most departmental capital expenditures were projected on a per
capita basis. Because of the nature of the scenarios under analysis, two County departments or
divisions were identified as particularly affected by the scenarios: Transportation and Parks and
Recreation. Due to the level of development considered in each scenario, these two entities
were identified as having significant additional capital expenditures to extend the County’s
existing levels of service to the BPS Area under increased growth scenarios. For these
departments, capital cost estimates were generated independently in Section 7.B
Transportation/Traffic/Transit and Section 7.C Parks and Trails, and annualized to the 2035
planning timeframe.
For all other departments or entities, operating and capital expenditures were projected on a
per capita basis to apply the County’s historic growth trends to the populations projected per
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scenario. To generate per capita assumptions for departmental growth, Washington’s Office of
Financial Management (OFM) population estimates were used to establish 2010 and 2018
conditions. The County’s Comprehensive Plan was used for 2035 targets. Projections are based
on a review of 2010-2018 average annual growth carried forward.
Exhibit 1.

Population Estimates

Area

2010

2018

318,707

375,375

2035

Unincorporated
OFM Estimates
Growth Target

376,263

Incorporated
OFM Estimates

394,628

429,745

Growth Target

578,994

Total County
OFM Estimates

713,335

805,120

Growth Target

955,257

Sources: OFM, 2019; Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

The BPS Area is part of the cumulative unincorporated population figures in Exhibit 1 above. Per
distribution of the County’s growth target for traffic modeling purposes and other planning
purposes, population in the BPS Area was assumed to grow very little by 2035 given its rural
status. However, as of 2018, population has already exceeded the 2035 assumption based on
ESRI Business Analyst, which approximates population using US Census and American
Community Survey information for census tracts and blocks in the area. 1 A trend-based analysis
is included for reference, though targets are used for the Current Strategies Scenario.
Exhibit 2.

Boundary Planning Study Area Population Estimates and Assumptions
2010

2018

2035

Target-based

10,968

11,430

11,310

Trend-based

10,968

11,430

12,759

Sources: OFM, 2019; Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

In other sections of the report, 2017 is used as a base year reference. Using 2010 census-based information and 2018
ESRI Business Analyst information and annualizing the growth, the BPS Area would be just below the 2035 target at 11,248
in the year 2017, whereas by 2018 the information showed a population of 11,430, just above the 2035 target.

1
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The County’s growth target is one of many planning components that together make up the
Current Strategies Scenario. For the purpose of assessing the fiscal impacts of scenarios, the
Current Strategies growth targets are used to project County revenues and expenditures in the
planning timeframe. Because these growth targets differ from the identifiable trend, the
countywide fiscal projections presented here assess only the fiscal impact of scenarios relative to
Current Strategies, and are not meant to identify other trends in future County finances.
Fiscal projections use per capita growth factors to project future revenues and expenditures. The
per capita growth factor is based on historic actual revenues and expenditures identified by the
County and population estimates from OFM. To determine future revenues and expenditures,
historic per capita growth factors were applied to population assumptions for the Current
Strategies, Nodes, and Urban scenarios. Population assumptions for each scenario were
smoothed over the planning timeframe. Exhibit 3 shows the population targets, estimates, and
annual growth assumptions used in each scenario.
Exhibit 3.

Current Strategies and Scenario Population Assumptions
2018

2035

Annual Growth

Current Strategies

11,430

11,310

(7)

Nodes Scenario

11,430

45,261

1,990

Urban Scenario

11,430

62,961

3,031

Sources: OFM, 2019; Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Population growth applied annually to reach assumed 2035 population growth for each scenario
is assumed to be net new to the county, meaning not a transfer from another city within the
county or its other unincorporated areas. Because these annual population increases are
assumed to be new, the revenues stemming from the economic activity and participation of the
population are assumed to be additive. In reality, growth is likely to happen irregularly and include
some transfer of populations within the county. Importantly, this analysis assumes that under the
Nodes and Urban scenarios, the urbanized area is not annexed during the planning period.
BERK worked with County staff to affirm trends in historic revenues and expenditures, and
incorporated data from the County’s 2010-2017 Consolidated Annual Financial Statements
(CAFRs), 2013-2019 budget documents, 2010-2017 staffing breakdowns, and 2013-2018 and
2019-2024 Capital Improvement Plans (CIPs). As referenced above, independent transportation
and parks and recreation capital cost estimates were generated for each scenario and added
to the County’s planned and projected capital expenditures.
To show the current fiscal impact of each scenario, all revenues and expenditures are presented
in dollars normalized to 2018.
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Summary Conditions
Revenues
Historic Summary
The County reports governmental and proprietary revenues by revenue type and fund in its
annual CAFR. To ensure revenues were correctly attributed, internal service revenues (revenues
transferred from one department to another within the County for the provision of internal
services, including finance, IT, etc.) were not included. Exhibit 4 shows historic governmental and
proprietary (or enterprise – the County’s CAFRs refer to them as propriety revenue sources)
revenues in 2018$ summarized by fund. From 2010-2017, Snohomish County received $5.5 billion
in inflation-adjusted revenues.
Exhibit 4.

Historic Revenues, 2010-2017, 2018$

Fund
General Fund

2010-2017
$2,248,000,000

Special Revenue Fund

$243,000,000

County Road Fund

$923,000,000

Human Services Fund

$622,000,000

Other Governmental
Funds

$638,000,000

Solid Waste

$440,000,000

Airport

$184,000,000

Surface Water

$163,000,000

TOTAL

$5,461,000,000

Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Projected Revenues
To project revenues, historic revenue data by type and fund was adjusted to 2018$ and
projected on a per capita basis. County staff confirmed the population bases (total county
population or unincorporated population only) for each revenue type and fund. For example,
property tax revenue recorded in the County Road Fund is projected on the basis of the
unincorporated population only.
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The historic per capita trend for each revenue source and fund was then reviewed for
reasonableness. Some events in the historic timeframe may have an outsized effect on revenues
that should not be projected forward, including the Great Recession earlier this decade, as well
as recent steep increases in some revenue types associated with recent rapid increases in
economic activity. Per capita amounts were generated for each revenue source by fund using
this principle of reasonableness. For example, per capita REET revenues were averaged over the
most recent five years of available actual revenues (2013-2017), purposefully excluding actual
revenues for 2010-2012 when REET receipts were very low during the Great Recession’s full effect
on the housing market; including those years in the per capita average distorted REET receipts
unreasonably.
For confirmation, County staff reviewed and suggested adjustments to initial projections, and
when necessary, incorporated internal assumptions to match with the County’s best
understanding of its future finances. For example, Surface Water Management incorporated a
detailed near-term future revenue plan, after which per capita assumptions were resumed to
project revenue growth.
The projection method for proprietary (or enterprise) funds follows the same strategy as for
governmental fund types, with the exception of Surface Water Management as described
above. Because the per capita method relies on carrying forward historic trends, any planned
rate changes in proprietary funds are not reflected in this analysis.
Except when internal County assumptions were incorporated, revenues for each scenario are a
result of the underlying per capita revenue receipts and population.
Current Strategies
For Current Strategies, revenues are projected to reach $6.18 billion from 2019-2026 and $7.59
billion from 2027-2035, for a total of $13.77 billion in the planning timeframe, reflecting growth in
revenue stemming from population growth. Revenues under the Current Strategies Scenario are
summarized in Exhibit 5 below. For this and all future financial summaries, amounts are presented
in three timeframes: 2019-2026, 2027-2035, and the full 2019-2035 planning timeframe. These
summaries include year over year projections but are summarized this way to better capture the
likely effect of each scenario over time.
Exhibit 5.

Projected Current Strategies Revenues, 2019-2035, 2018$

Fund

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

$2,610,100,000

$3,225,400,000

$5,835,500,000

Special Revenue Fund

$268,000,000

$376,900,000

$644,900,000

County Road Fund

$931,300,000

$986,600,000

$1,917,900,000

Human Services Fund

$746,800,000

$979,600,000

$1,726,400,000

General Fund
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Fund

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

Other Governmental Funds

$693,300,000

$851,600,000

$1,544,900,000

Solid Waste

$523,400,000

$646,200,000

$1,169,600,000

Airport

$255,900,000

$362,600,000

$618,500,000

Surface Water

$150,100,000

$163,800,000

$313,900,000

$6,178,900,000

$7,592,600,000

$13,771,500,000

TOTAL

Note: Revenues were projected for 2018-2035 but are summarized for the years 2019-2035 to allow comparison to the
planning timeframe used in each scenario’s expenditures.
Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Nodes Scenario
The Nodes Scenario increases growth in the BPS Area from the Current Strategies 2035 target of
11,310 to 45,261 (Exhibit 3). This growth adds to the countywide target population growth, and
results in sizable increases in projected revenues. As shown below, under the Nodes Scenario the
County is projected to receive $6.27 billion in revenues from 2019-2026 and $7.91 billion from
2027-2035, for a total of $14.18 billion over the planning timeframe. See Exhibit 6.
Exhibit 6.

Projected Nodes Scenario Revenues, 2019-2035, 2018$

Fund

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

$2,646,900,000

$3,350,500,000

$5,997,400,000

Special Revenue Fund

$271,000,000

$387,900,000

$658,900,000

County Road Fund

$953,100,000

$1,053,500,000

$2,006,600,000

Human Services Fund

$754,800,000

$1,007,400,000

$1,762,200,000

Other Governmental Funds

$707,800,000

$900,100,000

$1,607,900,000

Solid Waste

$529,000,000

$664,400,000

$1,193,400,000

Airport

$258,700,000

$372,900,000

$631,600,000

Surface Water

$153,400,000

$174,100,000

$327,500,000

$6,274,700,000

$7,910,600,000

$14,185,300,000

General Fund

TOTAL

Note: Revenues were projected for 2018-2035 but are summarized for the years 2019-2035 to allow comparison to the
planning timeframe used in each scenario’s expenditures.
Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Urban Scenario
The same factors increasing revenues for the Nodes Scenario apply to the Urban Scenario
projections. The Urban Scenario growth assumption for 2035 is 62,961. Under the Urban Scenario,
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the County is projected to receive $6.32 billion from 2019-2026 and $8.08 billion from 2027-2035,
for a total of $13.40 billion over the planning timeframe. See Exhibit 7.
Exhibit 7.

Projected Urban Scenario Revenues, 2019-2035, 2018$

Fund

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

$2,666,100,000

$3,415,700,000

$6,081,800,000

Special Revenue Fund

$272,500,000

$393,600,000

$666,100,000

County Road Fund

$964,400,000

$1,087,800,000

$2,052,200,000

Human Services Fund

$759,000,000

$1,021,800,000

$1,780,800,000

Other Governmental Funds

$715,400,000

$925,400,000

$1,640,800,000

Solid Waste

$531,900,000

$674,000,000

$1,205,900,000

Airport

$260,100,000

$378,300,000

$638,400,000

Surface Water

$155,000,000

$178,900,000

$333,900,000

$6,324,500,000

$8,075,400,000

$14,399,900,000

General Fund

TOTAL

Note: Revenues were projected for 2018-2035 but are summarized for the years 2019-2035 to allow comparison to the
planning timeframe used in each scenario’s expenditures.
Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Scenario Evaluation
Because these projections are made at the planning level, they are not meant to accurately
describe the County’s future revenues in a particular year or period, but are intended to show
the degree of difference in revenues that can be expected under the Nodes or Urban scenario.
Exhibit 8 below shows expected revenues for each scenario, and compares each to Current
Strategies.
Exhibit 8.

Scenario Comparison, Projected Summary Revenues, 2019-2035, 2018$
Difference from
Current Strategies

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

Current Strategies

$6,178,900,000

$7,592,600,000

$13,771,500,000

Nodes Scenario

$6,274,700,000

$7,910,600,000

$14,185,300,000

$413,800,000

Urban Scenario

$6,324,500,000

$8,075,400,000

$14,399,900,000

$628,400,000

Note: Revenues were projected 2018-2035 but are summarized for the years 2019-2035 to allow comparison to the
planning timeframe used in each scenario’s expenditures.
Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Because the Urban Scenario assumes the most population growth, its projection yields the most
additional revenue for the County, at $628 million. The Nodes Scenario projection yields an
additional $413 million to the County.

Expenditures
Historic Summary
Because the County (like most governmental entities in Washington) uses the statewide BARS
reporting system in its CAFRs, its annual financial reporting documents do not include a
breakdown by the County’s unique departmental structure. Because certain County
departments were of particular interest in this study, prior year actual expenditures by
department were gathered from County 2014-2018 Annual Budgets and cross-referenced by
County finance staff to exclude internal service transfers (keeping with the revenue projection
method). Because of the County’s changing reporting structure, prior year actual data by
department, excluding internal service funds, was available for the years 2013-2017.
Below, the County’s actual expenditures by department are summarized in 2018 dollars for the
years 2013-2017 at $3.04 billion. Because of the more extraordinary potential capital costs, the
two departments of interest are presented separately (Transportation and Parks and
Recreation), with the remaining County departments grouped.
Exhibit 9.

Historic Expenditures, 2013-2017, 2018$

Fund
Grouped Departments

2013-2017
$2,351,000,000

Transportation

$513,000,000

Parks and Recreation

$179,000,000

TOTAL

$3,043,000,000

Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Projected Expenditures
To project expenditures, historic data on staffing levels (in full-time equivalents, or FTE) for each
grouped department was related to the population served by the department in the year of the
expenditure. The County provides a mix of regional and local/municipal services. As with
determining the relevant population bases for projections, County staff confirmed the
expenditure population basis for each department or division as appropriate.
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Relating staffing levels to population served provided per capita staffing levels for each
department, which was then multiplied by the average historic cost per FTE for that department.
As with per capita factors used in revenue projections, the historic period for average cost per
FTE was evaluated for reasonableness. For most departments, the full five-year historic period
was used to determine the average cost per FTE. Exceptions include the Airport, in which high
expenditures occurred in 2013, inflating that year’s per FTE cost, which was not representative of
the per FTE cost in subsequent years. For that reason, the period used to determine the Airport’s
average per FTE cost was 2014-2017. Other exceptions include funds classified by County
finance staff as non-departmental and multiple departments. Because these identified
expenditures were not associated with a specific department and therefore lacked associated
staffing levels, these expenditures were averaged over the historic period and carried forward.
Summary projections for each scenario are presented in the following exhibits.
Current Strategies
For Current Strategies, expenditures are projected to reach $5.59 billion from 2019-2026 and $6.54
billion from 2027-2035, for a total of $12.14 billion over the planning timeframe. See Exhibit 10.
Exhibit 10. Projected Current Strategies Summary Expenditures, 2019-2035, 2018$
Fund

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

Grouped Departments

$3,939,000,000

$4,707,000,000

$8,646,000,000

Transportation

$1,336,000,000

$1,498,000,000

$2,834,000,000

$321,000,000

$339,000,000

$660,000,000

$5,596,000,000

$6,544,000,000

$12,140,000,000

Parks and Recreation
TOTAL
Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

The above summary expenditures are broken down below by operating and capital
expenditures. For the two departments of interest, expenditures were projected separately for
operating and capital. For grouped departments, total expenditures were projected as
described above, and the County’s planned capital costs for those departments as stated in
the 2013-2018 CIP were used to estimate the share of total expenditures that were capital and
operating expenditures.
For Current Strategies, operating expenditures are 77% of total projected expenditures at $9.31
billion over the entire planning timeframe. See Exhibit 11.
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Exhibit 11. Projected Current Strategies Operating Expenditures by Department, 2019-2035, 2018$
Fund

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

$3,526,000,000

$4,226,000,000

$7,752,000,000

Transportation

$548,000,000

$617,000,000

$1,165,000,000

Parks and Recreation

$174,000,000

$214,000,000

$388,000,000

$4,248,000,000

$5,057,000,000

$9,305,000,000

Grouped Departments

TOTAL
Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Current Strategies capital costs for Transportation and Parks and Recreation include capital costs
presented in the 2019-2024 CIP, a per capita projection based on those figures, and additional
costs for the BPS Area identified independently (see Section 7.B Transportation/Traffic/Transit and
Section 7.C Parks and Trails for the cost estimates generated and included in the fiscal models for
each scenario. Transportation costs are based on estimated transportation needs on both state
and county roads, and the share of costs in each are yet to be determined). The lump-sum
transportation and parks and recreation costs were annualized and smoothed over the planning
timeframe. Outside of the 2019-2024 CIP, significant Transportation capital costs above the levels
set in the CIP were identified for Current Strategies, as well as the Nodes and Urban scenarios. For
Parks and Recreation, the vast majority of additional capital costs for were identified for the Nodes
and Urban scenarios, with negligible additional costs identified for Current Strategies. Total Current
Strategies capital costs are 23% of total projected expenditures, at $2.83 billion over the entire
planning timeframe. See Exhibit 12.
Exhibit 12. Projected Current Strategies Capital Expenditures by Department, 2019-2035, 2018$
Fund

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

Grouped Departments

$413,000,000

$481,000,000

$894,000,000

Transportation1

$788,000,000

$880,000,000

$1,668,000,000

Parks and Recreation

$146,000,000

$125,000,000

$271,000,000

$1,347,000,000

$1,486,000,000

$2,833,000,000

TOTAL
1Transportation

capital costs are based on estimated transportation needs on both state and county roads, but the
share in each is yet to be determined.
Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Nodes Scenario
The same methods used to project Current Strategies expenditures apply to the Nodes Scenario,
with costs differing on the bases of additional growth (Exhibit 3) and the independent capital
cost estimated generated for Transportation and Parks and Recreation. Exhibit 13, Exhibit 14, and
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Exhibit 15 show summary expenditures for the Nodes Scenario at $13.38 billion over the entire
planning timeframe, with operating costs comprising 72% of expenditures at $9.59 billion, and
capital costs comprising 28% of expenditures at $3.79 billion over the planning timeframe.
Exhibit 13. Projected Nodes Summary Expenditures by Department, 2019-2035, 2018$
Fund

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

Grouped Departments

$3,992,000,000

$4,877,000,000

$8,869,000,000

Transportation

$1,778,000,000

$2,023,000,000

$3,801,000,000

$344,000,000

$369,000,000

$713,000,000

$6,114,000,000

$7,269,000,000

$13,383,000,000

Parks and Recreation
TOTAL
Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

The overall effect obscures the way operating and capital expenditures influence the overall
projection. Below, operating and capital expenditures are broken down and compared to the
Current Strategies projections to show how capital costs affect total scenario expenditures.
Exhibit 14. Projected Nodes Operating Expenditures by Department, 2019-2035, 2018$
Fund

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

$3,575,000,000

$4,382,000,000

$7,957,000,000

Transportation

$566,000,000

$666,000,000

$1,232,000,000

Parks and Recreation

$177,000,000

$221,000,000

$398,000,000

$4,318,000,000

$5,269,000,000

$9,587,000,000

Grouped Departments

TOTAL
Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Under the Nodes Scenario:



Grouped department operating expenditures are 2.6% higher than the same category’s
operating expenditures in the Current Strategies projection.



Transportation operating expenditures are 5.8% higher than the same category’s operating
expenditures in the Current Strategies projection.



Parks and Recreation operating expenditures are 2.6% higher than the same category’s
operating expenditures in the Current Strategies projection.
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Exhibit 15. Projected Nodes Capital Expenditures by Department, 2019-2035, 2018$
Fund
Grouped Departments
Transportation1
Parks and Recreation
TOTAL

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

$417,000,000

$495,000,000

$912,000,000

$1,211,000,000

$1,357,000,000

$2,568,000,000

$166,000,000

$148,000,000

$314,000,000

$1,794,000,000

$2,000,000,000

$3,794,000,000

1Transportation

capital costs are based on estimated transportation needs on both state and county roads, but the
share in each is yet to be determined.
Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Under the Nodes Scenario:



Grouped department capital expenditures are 2.0% higher than the same category’s
capital expenditures in the Current Strategies projection.



Transportation capital expenditures are 54% higher than the same category’s capital
expenditures in the Current Strategies projection.



Parks and Recreation capital expenditures are 18% higher than the same category’s capital
expenditures in the Current Strategies projection.

Urban Scenario
The same methods used to project Current Strategies and Nodes Scenario expenditures apply to
the Urban Scenario, with costs differing on the bases of additional growth (Exhibit 3) and
additional capital costs for Transportation and Parks and Recreation. Exhibit 16, Exhibit 17, and
Exhibit 18 show summary expenditures for the Urban Scenario at $14.01 billion over the entire
planning timeframe, with operating costs comprising 69% of expenditures at $9.74 billion, and
capital costs comprising 31% of expenditures at $4.27 billion over the planning timeframe.
Exhibit 16. Projected Urban Summary Expenditures by Department, 2019-2035, 2018$
Fund

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

Grouped Departments

$4,020,000,000

$4,966,000,000

$8,986,000,000

Transportation

$1,999,000,000

$2,287,000,000

$4,286,000,000

$357,000,000

$386,000,000

$743,000,000

$6,376,000,000

$7,639,000,000

$14,015,000,000

Parks and Recreation
TOTAL
Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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The overall effect obscures the way operating and capital expenditures influence the overall
projection. Below, operating and capital expenditures are broken down and compared to the
Current Strategies projections to show how capital costs affect total scenario expenditures.
Exhibit 17. Projected Urban Operating Expenditures by Department, 2019-2035, 2018$
Fund

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

$3,601,000,000

$4,464,000,000

$8,065,000,000

Transportation

$576,000,000

$691,000,000

$1,267,000,000

Parks and Recreation

$179,000,000

$225,000,000

$404,000,000

$4,356,000,000

$5,380,000,000

$9,736,000,000

Grouped Departments

TOTAL
Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Under the Urban Scenario:



Grouped department operating expenditures are 4.0% higher than the same category’s
operating expenditures in the Current Strategies projection.



Transportation operating expenditures are 8.8% higher than the same category’s operating
expenditures in the Current Strategies projection.



Parks and Recreation operating expenditures are 4.1% higher than the same category’s
operating expenditures in the Current Strategies projection.

Exhibit 18. Projected Urban Capital Expenditures by Department, 2019-2035, 2018$
Fund
Grouped Departments
Transportation1
Parks and Recreation
TOTAL

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

$419,000,000

$502,000,000

$921,000,000

$1,423,000,000

$1,595,000,000

$3,018,000,000

$178,000,000

$161,000,000

$339,000,000

$2,020,000,000

$2,258,000,000

$4,278,000,000

1Transportation

capital costs are based on estimated transportation needs on both state and county roads, but the
share in each is yet to be determined.
Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Under the Urban Scenario:



Grouped department capital expenditures are 3.0% higher than the same category’s
capital expenditures in the Current Strategies projection.



Transportation capital expenditures are 81% higher than the same category’s capital
expenditures in the Current Strategies projection.



Parks and Recreation capital expenditures are 25% higher than the same category’s capital
expenditures in the Current Strategies projection.
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Scenario Evaluation
The below exhibits show operating, capital, and summary expenditures for each scenario in
comparison to each other. The difference from Current Strategies is highlighted to show the
expenditure impact of the Nodes and Urban scenarios.
Operating and capital expenditure comparisons, shown in Exhibit 19 and Exhibit 20 below,
highlight how the additional capital costs to Transportation and Parks and Recreation influence
the total project expenditures for each scenario. The additional projected regular revenues
summarized in Exhibit 8 show that for each scenario, additional revenues cover operating cost
increases incurred as the County adds capacity to meet service demands. Under the Nodes
Scenario, the additional $413 million in revenues expected more than covers the $282 million in
expected additional operating expenditures. Under the Urban Scenario, the additional $628
million in revenues expected similarly more than covers the $431 million in expected additional
operating expenditures.
Exhibit 19. Scenario Comparison, Projected Operating Expenditures, 2019-2035, 2018$
Difference from
Current Strategies

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

Current Strategies

$4,248,000,000

$5,057,000,000

$9,305,000,000

Nodes Scenario

$4,318,000,000

$5,269,000,000

$9,587,000,000

$282,000,000

Urban Scenario

$4,356,000,000

$5,380,000,000

$9,736,000,000

$431,000,000

Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

However, each scenario includes significant Transportation and Parks and Recreation capital
costs. These costs were estimated to maintain the County’s service levels and meet additional
demand as the BPS Area sees increased development. 2 The increased regular revenues, after
covering operating expenditures, do not fully cover the expected capital costs.
Exhibit 20. Scenario Comparison, Projected Capital Expenditures, 2019-2035, 2018$
Difference from
Current Strategies

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

Current Strategies

$1,347,000,000

$1,486,000,000

$2,833,000,000

Nodes Scenario

$1,794,000,000

$2,000,000,000

$3,794,000,000

$961,000,000

Urban Scenario

$2,020,000,000

$2,258,000,000

$4,278,000,000

$1,445,000,000

Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Transportation capital costs are based on estimated transportation needs on both state and county roads, but the
share in each is yet to be determined.

2
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Under the Nodes Scenario, projected additional revenues (see Exhibit 8) cover 11% of the total
expenditures projected for the scenario. Under the Urban Scenario, projected additional
revenues cover 4.5% of the total expenditures projected for the scenario. See Exhibit 21.
Exhibit 21. Scenario Comparison, Projected Summary Expenditures, 2019-2035, 2018$
Difference from
Current Strategies

2019-2026

2027-2035

Total

Current Strategies

$5,596,000,000

$6,544,000,000

$12,140,000,000

Nodes Scenario

$6,114,000,000

$7,269,000,000

$13,383,000,000

$1,243,000,000

Urban Scenario

$6,376,000,000

$7,639,000,000

$14,015,000,000

$1,875,000,000

Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

Fiscal Findings
The fiscal modeling allows comparison of scenario revenues and expenditures to Current
Strategies, yielding the net fiscal impact of each. As shown below and discussed in the previous
section, the net fiscal impact (scenario revenues over Current Strategies minus scenario
expenditures over Current Strategies) for both the Nodes and Urban scenarios are negative,
meaning that projected revenues do not cover the full estimated cost of providing appropriate
service and infrastructure to new residents. The Nodes Scenario shows a net fiscal impact of $829 million. The Urban Scenario shows a net fiscal impact of -$1.25 billion.
Exhibit 22. Scenario Comparison, Net Fiscal Impact, 2019-2035, 2018$
Revenue Over
Current Strategies

Expenditures Over
Current Strategies

Net Fiscal Impact

$0

$0

$0

Nodes Scenario

$413,800,000

$1,243,000,000

($829,200,000)

Urban Scenario

$628,400,000

$1,875,000,000

($1,246,600,000)

Current Strategies

Sources: Snohomish County, 2019; BERK, 2019.

This means that over time, the County’s regular revenues are not sufficient to cover the
expected expenditures which, as discussed, are heavily impacted by the additional
Transportation and Parks and Recreation capital costs. For Transportation, the determination of
where the road mile improvements need to be located (e.g., SR 9 or new County roads) has yet
to be determined. If the improvements occurred on state facilities, that would shift some of the
Transportation capital costs identified here to the State.
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Additionally, this analysis covers a set period; the County regularly uses debt financing and other
financing techniques to implement large capital costs that are not covered in any one period
by that period’s regular revenues. Both the Nodes and Urban scenarios pose high capital costs
because they change the current land use of the BPS Area. Residents would benefit from
capital projects, and can contribute to these costs beyond the 2035 timeframe of the County’s
Comprehensive Plan.
These contextual factors should be considered when weighing the net fiscal impact of each
scenario.
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