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January 30, 2003

Mr. Leonard Bauer ;

Managing Director, Growth Management
Office of Community Development
Olympia, WA 98504

RE: Final Buildable Lands Report

In partnership together, we are pleased to submit three copies to your office of the
Final Buildable Lands Report (FBLR) for jurisdictions within Snohomish County,
consistent with GMA requirements.

This Final BLR was completed at the suggestion of the SCT Steering Committee and_
under the direction of an oversight committee of elected and appointed officials from
the County and cities.

On January 22, 2003, county and city elected officials on the Snohomish County
Tomorrow Steering Committee accepted this Final BLR on behalf of their jurisdictions.
On January 29, 2003, the County Council adopted Motion 03-080, which accepted this
Final BLR, consistent with requirements in county code.

This Final BLR updates and in effect combines the two preliminary reports that had
been prepared and submitted to your office in August 2002. As you recall, one report
had been developed through the SCT process and one through the Snohomish County
review process. The Final BLR includes two scenarios (A and B) reflecting the two
methodologies from the preliminary reports. Both scenarios use the same underlying
parcel information, but the calculations of remaining buildable capacity reflect the two
methodologies. The narrative and major conclusions are common to the two scenarios.
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The accuracy of the parcel information has been improved through the SCT county/city
consultation and County Council public hearing processes. We are pleased that a
variety of interested stakeholders took the time to carefully review the data and to
comment on methodological issues. As the narrative states, the Final BLR satisfies the
review and evaluation requirements to measure the actual densities achieved under
our GMA plans and regulations. The BLR is not a static document however, and as
new information becomes available the BLR should be updated as appropriate.

We also wish to express thanks for state funding for this project, and for your staff
efforts to work with all the buildable lands jurisdictions. We note that continued funding
for the required monitoring and improvement of the data is critical to our mutual goals
of effectively implementing the GMA.

If you have any questions, please contact Kamuron Gurol (425 388 3141) or Cliff
Strong (360 403 3481), the SCT Planning Advisory Committee Co-Chairs.

2@‘@ lg(l@oa,

Robert J. Drewel, County Executive
SCT Steering Committee Co-Chair

Nelsgn, County Council Chair
SCT Steering Committee Co-Vice Chair

WY

hn Kostér, Vice Chair Mark Olson, Everett City Council
nohomish County Council SCT Steering Committee Co-Chair

Bob Ksr{e}s( ayor Arlington
SCT Steering\Co ee Co-Vice Chair
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Executive Summary
Pur pose and Use of the Report

Thisfinal report responds to and satisfies the review and eval uation requirements of the
Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) in RCW 36.70A.215. Thisreport was
prepared through the Snohomish County Tomorrow (SCT) process, the County’ s adopted
multi-jurisdictional process for GMA issues.

Through the SCT process, Snohomish County and the cities conducted areview of future
land capacity and growth trends, in order to evaluate the factors cited in Section 215 of the
GMA. Thisreport isagood faith first step at characterizing the capacity in Urban Growth
Areas (UGAS), as of April 1, 2001, based on densities actually achieved between 1995 and
2000. Asdescribed later in the report, there is an on-going need to monitor and assess the
methodological factors and data, in order to ensure the accuracy of future land capacity
analyses for each urban growth area. Therefore, this report cannot be considered as the final
word on the subject until the next 5-year report.

Snohomish County and the cities have prepared this evaluation report to review future land,
housing and employment needs. Any jurisdiction may use this report, or may prepare and
use their own report, to satisfy the state law requirements or as a planning tool. As new
information becomes available, this report may be updated. Jurisdictions are encouraged to
review the information contained herein, prior to taking any legisative decisions or
performing environmental review relying upon the report, and to freely augment or revise
findings and conclusions contained herein at the time of land use decisions based on new
information presented at public hearings. Likewise, legidlative bodies should consider
updated information presented by docket applicants in support of their applications. Areas
areidentified in the report (see page 9) where additional research and evaluation will
Improve the accuracy and usefulness of the report as a planning tool.

Background and Process

The report has been produced using input and review from a variety of stakeholders, interest
groups, specia districts, property owners, the 20 cities, and Snohomish County. Early on, a
set of CPPs was developed and adopted by the County Council to guide the effort. Also, a
Procedures Report was devel oped through a consultant and approved through the SCT
process to establish general principles and an outline of methods.

A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was formed in early 2000 and met as needed
during the following two and a half years to review data collection and methodol ogy issues.
Public meetings were held through the SCT process in July 2002, to take comment on early
draft maps and calculations. A Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) of planners from
various jurisdictions received a draft report at its August 8, 2002 meeting.



SCT Steering Committee process

On August 28, 2002, the SCT Steering Committee approved, on behalf of the member
jurisdictions, the August 8, 2002 Buildable L ands Report as recommended by the PAC.
That report was submitted to the state as preliminary report on August 31, 2002. As of the
date of thiswriting, no further formal action has been taken by the Steering Committee,
except to form an ad hoc oversight committee to oversee the preparation of thisfinal report.

County Council Process

In August 2002, the County Council held public hearings to take testimony on the August 8,
2002 report recommended by the PAC. Subsequently, the County Council adopted, on
behalf of the County, aninitial preliminary Buildable lands Report on August 29, 2002. The
Council report contained several methodological assumptions that differed from the SCT
version. The narrative for that report was submitted to the state as a preliminary report, and
the County planning department was instructed to prepare an Updated Tabulation and
Computation document that utilized the factors found more appropriate by the County
Council. That document was prepared and submitted to the Council on October 14, 2002.

A second County Council public hearing was held on October 28-29, 2002 to take testimony
on the October 14™ County Council version of the report.

M ethodology |ssues

This report analyzes the buildable land and capacity in Snohomish County as of April 2001,
utilizing densities computed between January 1995 and December 2000. Using April 2001
as a base year allows for consistent data collection, analysis, and comparisons across all
jurisdictions as of that date. This report has been developed using available information and
reasonable methodological assumptions. All data contained and analyzed within this report
and methodological steps and assumptions should be reviewed and monitored. As new
information or experience is available, the report should be revised and updated at an
appropriate time.

The analysis of the data and the resulting capacity calculations for cities and UGAs depend
on certain methodological assumptions. If assumptions or factors other than those used in
this report were to be utilized, the resulting numbers and capacity figures would change.
Such changes may or may not significantly affect any conclusions. It isimportant however
that jurisdictions using the information in this report are aware of the methodol ogical
assumptionsif the report is considered in future policy analyses.

The TAC and PAC both recommended that monitoring of several data and methodol ogical
assumptions are needed over the next several years including additional analysis and data
collection in the short term.



Deter mining Actual Density

Since density is key to the projection of capacity, the computation of density is critical to the
report. Thisreport approximates actual density by computing average densitiesin the
several residential, commercial and industrial categories across the UGA over the 1995-2000
time period (See “ Step 1: Development History” below).

The Scenarios

The graphs attached to thisfinal report have been prepared with cal cul ations based on two
separate Scenarios, A and B. Including both scenarios alows for asingle, final Buildable
Lands report to be developed through the SCT process for review by individual jurisdictions.
Scenarios A and B use the same parcel information, but reflect different methodol ogical
assumptions, and therefore have different calculations of remaining residential and
employment capacity. Scenario A isthat which was developed through the SCT review
process. Scenario B was devel oped through the County Council review process.

Caveats

This report builds upon, improves, and revises the land capacity work done as a precursor to
theinitial comprehensive plans adopted in the mid-1990s by the cities and the county to
implement GMA. As such, the quality and accuracy of the assumptions and information has
been greatly improved. The authors and contributors to this report have endeavored to
remove errors and ensure that the information and analysis has been subject to quality
control and quality assurance processes. However, in any large-scale analysis such as this
report, there are bound to be some small number of errorsin data or calculation. Such errors
are not thought to significantly affect the major factual conclusions of the report.

The report is not intended to analyze whether any particular UGA is adequately sized.
While this review and evaluation fulfills the statutory requirements contained within RCW
36.70A 215, additional analysis may be needed to accurately reflect more current UGA
information during consideration of new policies or GMA legislation by any city or the
County. Theintent of thisreport isto meet the GMA statutory requirements for compiling
and analyzing buildable lands information across all jurisdictions.

Under the GMA, the County isthe level of government charged with establishing and
modifying UGAs and UGA boundaries. When the County makes a legislative decision to
consider a proposed UGA expansion, that decision must contemplate not only the capacity
information contained herein, but also the thirteen planning goals articulated in the GMA.
This buildable lands report serves as one source of information and analysis in reaching an
informed legidlative judgment on whether to expand a UGA boundary.



The report is not an attempt to fully analyze or depict the market feasibility or availability of
aparticular parcel or of ageographic area, the affordability of land, the availability or
capacity of infrastructure, or the pace at which individual parcels of land will develop in the
future. Rather, thisreport isintended to provide useful information and analysisfor usein
subsequent policy discussions and actions that implement the GMA in Snohomish County.

Again, thisreport is not a policy document and makes no policy recommendations or
conclusions as to the effectiveness of, or need to revise, any GMA plans, policies, or
regulations.

Major Findings

The following are the major findings of this Buildable Lands Report. The reader is
encouraged to review these findingsin light of the above sections of the report, including
Purpose and Use, the Background and Processes used to create the report, the
Methodological issues and assumptions, and the Caveats.

» For the period 1995 — 2000, the cities and county are achieving urban densities,
consistent with their comprehensive plans, within urban growth areas.

* The population and employment capacity estimates for UGAs computed in this report are
generally higher than those originally calculated in 1995 for the period 1992 — 2012 and
which were reported in “ Urban Growth Area Residential Land Capacity Analysis
(Summer 1995)”, and “Employment Land Capacity Analysis for Unincorporated
Snohomish County (revised June 1995).”

* The 50% threshold in countywide Planning Policy (CPP) UG-14 has been attained in
Gold Bar, Monroe and Arlington.

* Dueto methodological differences, under Scenario B thereisless residential and
employment capacity than under Scenario A.

* Under Scenario A, thereis sufficient individual and collective residential and
employment land capacity within the existing UGASs to accommodate the remaining
portion of the adopted 2012 population and employment growth targets. (RCW
36.70A.215 (3)(a) and (3)(c).

* Under Scenario B, using population and employment forecasts updated as of January
2002, there is sufficient collective population and employment capacity for 2012.
However, there are two individual UGA capacity exceptions: 1) insufficient population
capacity for 2012 in the Gold Bar UGA, and 2) insufficient employment capacity for
2012 in the Lake Stevens UGA.



Future Reports

The GMA and Countywide Planning Policy UG-14 have on-going annual monitoring
requirements and a requirement to complete analyses like this one at |east every five years.
The information and analyses in this report should be updated annually and a new report
submitted to the state periodically as new information warrants. Datawill continue to be
collected, and sections of the report can be produced for review processes undertaken by a

city or the county, as needed.






Introduction
Pur pose and Use of the Report

Thisreport is aproduct of the Snohomish County Tomorrow process. It was prepared by the
staff from the County and the cities, and responds to the review and evaluation requirements
of the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) in RCW 36.70A.215. The statute
requires the county and the cities to review whether the adopted land uses and devel opment
regulations in the Urban Growth Areas (UGAS) have sufficient buildable land to
accommodate the forecasted residential, commercial, and industrial needs through the year
2012.

The report updates the buildable land capacity information done in 1992 for cities and the
county by using afive-year period (1995-2000) to review and evaluate actual, observed
densities. Theinformation in the report, asit is updated, may assist in updating
jurisdictional comprehensive plans and development regul ations to accommodate the next
20-year planning period, out to the year 2025. The report isintended to be informational in
nature and not a policy document.

Background

In 1997, the Growth Management Act (GMA) was amended to include new requirements for
six western Washington counties (including Snohomish County) and the cities within those
counties to establish review and evaluation programs that monitor residential, commercial
and industrial development, and the densities at which this development has occurred, since
the adoption of ajurisdiction's GMA comprehensive plan. Using thisinformation, an
evaluation of the sufficiency of remaining suitable residential, commercial and industrial
land supply within urban growth areas (UGAS) to accommodate projected growth at
development densities observed since the adoption of GMA plansisrequired at least every
fiveyears. (See RCW 36.70A.215.)

If the results of the 5-year review and evaluation reveal deficienciesin buildable land supply
within UGAS, cities and counties are required to adopt and implement measures that are
reasonably likely to ensure sufficient buildable lands throughout the remaining portion of the
20-year GMA planning period. Before remedial actions are taken, however, the GMA
requires that counties and cities first identify reasonable measures, other than adjusting
urban growth areas, that may be taken by cities or the County to address any buildable land
supply shortfalls revealed by the review and evaluation program.

Countywide Planning Policies

The 1997 amendments to GMA also required that Snohomish County and its cities adopt
Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) that established the review and evaluation program



within the County. Thiswas accomplished in February 2000, with the adoption of
amendments to CPP UG-14 by the County Council.

Procedures Report

Policy UG-14 in the CPPs called for the development of a buildable lands * Procedures
Report.” In December 1999, Snohomish County hired ECONorthwest to devel op this report.
Titled “Recommended M ethodology and Work Program for a Buildable Lands Analysis for
Snohomish County and its Cities’, this report was reviewed by a Technical Advisory
Committee, by the Planning Advisory Committee and approved by the SCT Steering
Committee in October 2000 as the guiding document for subsequent interjurisdictional
technical work on the buildable lands program by city and county staff for the next two
years.

The ECONorthwest report provided guidance to Snohomish County jurisdictions on
buildable lands definitions, methodology, inter-jurisdictional work program responsibilities
and budget. The report, however, did not go so far as to recommend a single, step-by-step,
prescriptive approach to the review and evaluation program analysis. Instead, it provided a
general set of basic steps to follow when conducting the buildable lands analysis, with
various optional approaches described along the way. In short, the report acknowledged up
front that the data development in Snohomish County for the buildable lands analysis had
not proceeded far enough at that point in 2000 to articul ate a single, one-size-fits-all
approach to the review and eval uation program analysis for Snohomish County jurisdictions.
Instead, the report built in flexibility for the approach over time, as more data compilation
and familiarity with the data sources occurred. This report is consistent with the
recommended methodology. The preface states.

“This report is based on the best available information at this point in time. As buildable
lands data collection and analysis efforts proceed into this year and next, however, there may
be a need to refine this recommended methodology in order to respond to any unanticipated
problems associated with the buildable lands data sources or methodol ogical approaches
outlined in this report”.

Subsequent EvaluativeWork

The County, cities and participantsin the SCT process continued to meet and share
information, following the approval of the Procedures Report by SCT. Work on the
following major data compilation efforts for buildable lands was accomplished:

» Compilation, analysis and review of 1995-2000 single family and multi-family
residential, commercial/industrial and mixed-use development and density by
jurisdiction;



» Conversion of key countywide datasets into a GI S format, including city and county
comprehensive plan and zoning designations and critical areas information;

* Review of the methodological assumptions for estimating buildable land supply by
jurisdiction and UGA using the County’ s parcel-based GIS;

* Review of the accuracy of the GIS information using parcel attribute information
from the County Assessor; and

= Review and recommendation on various methodol ogical assumptions as applied to
the buildable land supply estimation and capacity calculations.

M ethodology | ssues

Thisreport isthe first product of the review and evaluation program in Snohomish
County using actual densities achieved over the period 1995-2000 and land parcel
information as of April 2001. It has been developed using available information and
methodological assumptions. All data contained and analyzed within this report and
methodol ogical assumptions should be reviewed and monitored. As new information or
experience is available, it should be factored into the future iterations of this report.

The analysis of the data and the resulting capacity numbers for cities and UGAs
necessarily depend on certain methodological assumptions. |f assumptions or factors
other than those used in this report were to be utilized, the resulting numbers and
capacity figures would change. Such changes may or may not be significant.

The methodol ogical assumptions used in this report should be monitored over time to
identify issues and potential revisions. Such issues include the following, but are not
limited to:

» Theeffect of future potential regulations, such as the new DOE stormwater manual or
different buffersfor critical areas dueto ESA.

» Potential densities of development under any revised regulationsin the cities or the
county.

» Land needed for future public purposes.

» Theeffect of roads at risk for concurrency problems.

» The effect of annexation law on the availability and density of new developments.

* Theeffect of potential future groundwater management regulations.

» Storm water runoff facility limitations.

» Ultilities, such as water and sewer.

Future Reports

RCW 36.70A.215 and CPP UG-14 each require on going annual monitoring and an
evaluation report at least every five years.



Caveats

This report builds upon, improves, and revises the land capacity work done as a precursor to
theinitial comprehensive plans adopted in the mid-1990s by the cities and the county to
implement GMA. As such, the quality and accuracy of the assumptions and information has
been greatly improved

The report is not intended to analyze whether any particular UGA is adequately sized.
While this review and evaluation fulfills the statutory requirements contained within RCW
36.70A 215, additional analysis may be needed to accurately reflect more current UGA
information during consideration of new policies or GMA legislation by any city or the
County. Theintent of thisreport isto meet the minimum statutory requirements for
compiling and analyzing buildable lands information across all jurisdictions.

The report is not an attempt to fully analyze or depict the market feasibility or availability of
aparticular parcel or of ageographic area, the affordability of land, the availability or
capacity of infrastructure, or the pace at which individual parcels of land will develop in the
future. Rather, thisreport isintended to provide useful information and analysis for usein
subsequent policy discussions and actions that implement the GMA in Snohomish County.

Again, thisreport is not a policy document and makes no policy recommendations or
conclusions as to the effectiveness of, or need to revise, any GMA plans, policies, or
regulations.

Major Findings

The following are the major findings of this Buildable Lands Report. The reader is
encouraged to review these findingsin light of the above sections of the report, including
Purpose and Use, the Background and Processes used to create the report, the
Methodological issues and assumptions, and the Caveats.

» For the period 1995 — 2000, the cities and county are achieving urban densities,
consistent with their comprehensive plans, within urban growth areas.

* The population and employment capacity estimates for UGAs computed in this report
are generaly higher than those originally calculated in 1995 for the period 1992 —
2012 and which were reported in “Urban Growth Area Residential Land Capacity
Analysis (Summer 1995)”, and “Employment Land Capacity Analysis for
Unincorporated Snohomish County (revised June 1995).”

* The 50% threshold in countywide Planning Policy (CPP) UG-14 has been attained in
Gold Bar, Monroe and Arlington.
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Due to methodological differences, under Scenario B thereisless residential and
employment capacity than under Scenario A.

Under Scenario A, there is sufficient individual and collective residential and
employment land capacity within the existing UGAs to accommodate the remaining
portion of the adopted 2012 population and employment growth targets. (RCW
36.70A.215 (3)(a) and (3)(c).

Under Scenario B, using population and employment forecasts updated as of January
2002, there is sufficient collective population and employment capacity for 2012.
However, there are two individual UGA capacity exceptions: 1) insufficient

popul ation capacity for 2012 in the Gold Bar UGA, and 2) insufficient employment
capacity for 2012 in the Lake Stevens UGA.

11



M ethodol ogy
Summary of Major Review and Evaluation Program Analysis Steps

The review and evaluation program analysis is a combination of five basic stepsand a
variety of sub-stepsand iterations. Step 1 involves the establishment of the residential,
commercial, industrial and mixed-use development history for all urban areas in the county
(city and unincorporated UGAS) covering the period since the adoption of the GMA
comprehensive plans. The period selected in Snohomish County for this step was January
1995 through December 2000. Residential densities and commercial/industrial intensities
(FARs) were calculated by comprehensive plan and zoning designations for each
jurisdiction.

Step 2 involved the establishment of a parcel-based buildable lands inventory using GIS,
simultaneous with the development history analysis. Thisinvolved the conversion of city
and county comprehensive plan and zoning, and critical areas information into a GI S format
that could be used to establish the parcel-level buildable lands inventory.

In Step 3, parcels were analyzed for their capacity to accommodate additional residential
and employment growth as vacant, partially-used or redevel opable parcels. Based on the
observed densities established in the devel opment history database, future residential and
employment capacities were calculated by comprehensive plan/zoning designation for
vacant, partially-used and redevel opable parcels.

Step 4 isthe quality assurance/quality control and review process to ensure accuracy of the
data, analysis and conclusions.

Step 5 applies final reduction factors to the capacity results to account for uncertaintiesin
market and land availability.

Step 1: Development History — Residential, Commercial and Industrial

The history of residential, commercial, commercial and mixed-use development in cities and
the county was collected and evaluated for the buildable lands analysis. The period of time
covered by the detailed devel opment history database was from January 1995 to December
2000. The information collected was summarized by each jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan
designation and zone. The following sections on single family and multi-family land uses
are included so that the reader may see how the information was collected and calculations
performed.

12



The Difference Between Gross, Buildable and Net

Gross acres, gross residential densities, and commercial/industrial floor arearatios (FARS)
are calculated using the total site area of the subdivision or development. Buildable acres,
residential densities and commercial/industrial FARs are calculated after deducting for
critical areas and major utility easements. Net acres, residential densities and
commercial/industrial FARs are calculated after deducting for critical areas, major utility
easements, and all other non-residential uses (e.g., roads, parks, stormwater detention
facilities, etc.). Please seethe attached graphic for avisual example of the differencesin
these definitions and text below for more detailed definitions for different land use types.

Through various Growth Management Hearings Board decisions, a*“bright line” for
minimum urban residential densities of 4 units per net residential acre has been established.
In the development history summary tables which follow in alater section of this report, all
three density statistics (gross, buildable and net) are published in order to help the reader
evaluate the densities achieved at the jurisdictional level in relation to the Board' s bright line
for minimum urban density using the net density definition.

Single Family Residential Devel opment

This description focuses on single-family residential lot creation and construction trendsin
Snohomish County. The County Assessor maintains information on recorded subdivisions.

The cities and county annually provide information on pending subdivisions and short
subdivisions to Snohomish County Tomorrow for analysis and display. Information for the
SCT Growth Monitoring Reports was updated during a series of meetings between city and
county staff.

Data on formal plats and segregated-lot condominiums begins with plat maps. Developers
submit plat maps to the County Auditor for recording. Recordable plat maps show the
location and intended use of each parcel and easement. Boundaries for parcels and
easements must have survey-level accuracy.

After recording a map, the Auditor sends a copy to the County Assessor. The Assessor
maintains and updates a countywide base map by digitizing the plat using the survey points
from the recorded map.

Snohomish County Planning and Development Services (PDS) relies on the Assessor's
digital copies of the recorded maps. PDS codes each parcel and easement based on its
intended use. Geographic, jurisdictional, and other attributes apply to the entire plat. Once
coding is complete, PDS enters the information into a database for analysis. Thisanalysis
provides the basis for the development history tables and charts in this report.

13



Grossresidential density isthe number of units divided by total areain acres.

Buildable area isthe area of any use that alters the landscape, e.g. building lots, roads,
detention ponds, and tot lots. It does not include wetlands, critical area buffers, utility
easements, or any areathat isto remain unchanged. Another way of defining buildable area
Istotal area minus unusable areas. Buildable density isthe number of units/altered acreage.

Net residential areaisthe area used for residential building lotsonly. Typical land uses that
are excluded from residential include roads, wetlands, roads, Native Growth Protection
Areas, and detention ponds.

Information on short plats and current year subdivisions undergoes a similar process,
however, density attributes are not available for digital analysis. The one exception isfor
short plat densities provided by the City of Everett.

The definition of single-family development includes more than just traditional detached
homes. It also includes duplexes and segregated-lot condominiums. Townhouse
condominium projects fitting this definition must have a separate ot for each dwelling unit.
Some duplex-style condominium projects fitting this definition have two lots per building
while others have one lot per building.

Duplexes are accounted for in the density analysis. By definition, they have two dwelling
unitson asingle lot, and as aresult, this report distinguishes between the number of
dwelling units and the number of lots. Density analysisis provided from both the "number
of dwelling units' and "number of lots" perspectives.

Most plats have a uniform comprehensive plan designation as well as zoning category. The
few that do not are grouped in the designation and zoning that applies to the majority of the
site.

"Source of land supply" information is found by researching assessor records for the use of
each parent parcel that was subdivided. In most cases, data on land use and assessed values
was documented. Where there were buildings, the building use, value, year built, and square
footage was documented. If a building was demolished, then the land supply was
redevelopment. If the building was retained as part of the plat, then the land supply was
classified as partially-used.

Multi-Family, Non-Residential Development, and Mixed-Use Projects

Data on multi-family, non-residential, and mixed-use devel opment comes from a building
permit database maintained by PDS. Permits for individual buildings are grouped into
projects. Total unit counts and/or square footage was verified using assessment data for
apartments and non-residential buildings and recorded condominium maps for condos.

14



Information on proposed multi-family projects comes from a number of sources. Details on
projects in the unincorporated areas come from the county's permit tracking system.
Information on city projects was provided by the cities and supplemented with data made
available by New Home Trends, Inc.

Only major non-residential projects are listed in the lists for pending projects. Smaller
pending projects are too numerous and varied to be listed in a useful manner.

Gross site area for each project is based on the digital parcel coverage maintained by the
County Assessor. In some cases, the gross (original) site areais larger than the current site
area. Thisisdue to dedication of aportion of the site for road widening purposes. When
possible, the area of road dedications is calculated using geometry available on a site plan
(e.g. a5' wide dedication along alinear 100" section of right-of-way yields a 500 sq ft
dedication). In cases where the geometry was prohibitively complex, tools availablein
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) were used to approximate the area of dedication
with a high degree of accuracy.

Buildable site area is the gross site area minus protected critical areas and unbuildable
easements, such as power lines. Many critical areas and easements are shown on
condominium maps. In recent years, arecorded Critical Area Site Plan (CASP) has been a
requirement for new development. CASPs include a map and square footage calculation for
the protected areas. For projects permitted prior the CASP requirement, or with other
constraints, PDS uses information provided by cities, digital aerial photographs and the
Assessor's parcel base in GIS to locate and cal cul ate the square footage of unbuildable areas.

Net site area is the buildable site area minus road dedications.

Residential densities and commercial/industrial intensities were calculated asfollows. The
number of multi-family units was divided by the gross, buildable and net residential acreage
to obtain gross, buildable and net residential densities on a project-by-project basis. For
commercia and industrial uses, development intensity was calculated as afloor arearatio
(FAR) statistic. The FAR was derived on a project-by-project basis by dividing the square
footage of usable employment space by the gross, buildable and net employment acres
developed in order to obtain the gross, buildable and net FAR for each project. In mixed-use
proj ects (projects with both residential and commercial uses in the same structure), both the
residential density and commercial FARs are reported.

Several of the project sites are split by plan designation and/or zoning boundaries. The
designation and zoning as reported represents the majority of the site, or in afew cases, what
drove the unit yield even though it may have applied to a minority of the site.

"Source of land supply" information is found by researching assessor records for the use of
each parcel or parcelsthat were developed. In most cases, data on land use and assessed
values was documented. Where there were buildings, the building use, value, year built, and
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square footage was documented. If a building was demolished, then the land supply was
redevelopment. If the building was retained as part of then the land supply isinfill.

NOTE: In some instances, the observed densities may no longer accurately represent future
densities for a variety of reasons. There may be situations in some jurisdictions where recent
development regulation or plan changes may alter future development densities. Changesto
development regulations could result in higher densities than had been previously observed
In the same zone, or vice versa. In these circumstances, and after discussion with city
planning staff, the development history tables have been labeled with a column heading
marked “assumed.”

Step 2: Buildable L ands | nventory

The buildable lands inventory was developed using parcel-level geographic information
system (GIS) data created by Snohomish County for both incorporated and unincorporated
areas. Parcel boundaries and associated data on parcel characteristics were established for
the inventory by joining a January 2001 extract of Assessor parcel datawith an April 2001
version of the countywide GIS parcel map (containing nearly 250,000 parcel records).
Extensive checking and editing of the GIS parcel data throughout the remainder of 2001 was
necessary to allow for proper land use analysis. County and city staff attempted to establish
current land use as close as possible to the April 1, 2001 base year date for the buildable
lands 2001-2012 land needs and 2001 land supply comparison. Use of March 2001 digital
orthophotography to “ground-truth” the accuracy of the Assessor’s existing land use codes
greatly facilitated this effort.

Basdline Date

The concept of using April 2001 as the base year date for the buildable lands inventory isan
important one. The review and editing of the accuracy of the buildable lands inventory for
all jurisdictions necessarily has to center on one particular date in order to be consistent
across all jurisdictions. Since this parcel-level GIS clean-up work was conducted in 2001,
and since the most recent state Office of Financial Management (OFM) popul ation estimate
for Snohomish County (up until July 2002) was as of April 1, 2001, April 2001 was chosen
as the base date for representing what was built and occupied as of that date. Therefore, it
also represents the date at which additional holding capacity for population and jobs were
calculated. All housing and commer cial/industrial structuresoccupied as of that date
wer e consider ed developed, while everything proposed, built or occupied after that
date was counted as futur e capacity as of April 2001.

Since April 2001, development has taken place on many of the parcels shown as
representing additional capacity on the buildable lands inventory maps. Other parcels
currently have pending applications for new construction. A few had unoccupied new
construction in April 2001. In these situations (recent development and pending
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applications since April 2001, and new but still unoccupied buildings as of April 2001), this
report uses the actual development or pending application where this information is known
for the capacity on agiven parcel. Theoretical capacity estimates (based on historic
observed densities for devel opable parcels in the same plan/zone designation) were
developed for parcels without recent or pending future development. Total additional

popul ation and employment capacity for UGAs as of April 2001 is therefore estimated and
compared with total additional forecasted population and employment growth for UGAs for
the period 2001 — 2012 to determine whether additional capacity is available within UGAs
to accommodate forecasted growth to the year 2012.

Parcel Data

The buildable lands analysis focuses solely on parcels within the UGAs. The County’s GIS
was used to select Assessor parcelsthat fell within a UGA boundary. For parcelsthat are
split by the UGA boundary (due to UGA boundaries following natural features, roads, etc.),
only the portions of parcels that were within the UGA boundary were evaluated for
additional development potential.

Parcels within the UGA (in both incorporated and unincorporated portions) with potential capacity
for additional development were categorized under three categories. vacant, partially-used, and
redevel opable land.

Vacant. Parcelswith improvement assessed values of less than $10,000 were
included in the first-pass of the vacant land definition. Review of theinitial maps
resulted in elimination of many parcels with low improvement assessed val ues but
with uses unlikely to change (e.g., tax-exempt properties, cemeteries, etc.).

Partially-used. Parcelswith improvement assessed values > $10,000 (containing
existing structures) that were of sufficient size to allow additional subdivision or
development to occur, were considered partially-used parcels. Different criteriawere
applied to develop this classification:

For single family residential uses, parcels that were at least 2.5 times the lot
size of atypical urban single family residential zone were considered
potentially partially-used. In non-SW UGAS, a size threshold of at |east
21,000 sguare feet was used, while in the SW UGA, the size threshold was
lowered to at least 15,000 square feet to account for the more preval ent
observed short-platting of lots of this size (and smaller) in these locations. In
UGAs without sanitary sewer systems, the minimum size threshold, however,
was raised to 31,250 square feet to account for the Health District requirement
for larger sized lots when devel oped with septic systems. In all UGA
locations, parcels with greater than $250,000 improvement value per acre
(expensive structures) were not considered for the partially-used analysis.
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For multi-family, commercial, industrial and mixed-uses, an estimate of the
existing building footprint size was derived using Assessor information on
first floor square footage. Thisinformation was used to calculate the
percentage of the lot covered by the existing structure so that surplus land
could be considered for additional development. Parcels designated for multi-
family use that had lot coverage percentages less than 15% were considered
partially-used. Parcels designated for commercial, industrial or mixed-use
development that were less than 2 acres in size were considered partially-used
If the lot coverage percentage was less than 12%. Parcels designated for
commercial, industrial or mixed-use development that were 2 acresin size or
greater were considered partially-used if the lot coverage percentage was less
than 25%.

Redevelopable. Included parcels with improvement assessed values > $10,000
(containing existing structures) in which the structures were located on land that had
the same or greater assessed value than that assigned to the structure. Inthese
Instances, the existing structures were assumed to be demolished, and a new, more
Intensive use based on the designation was calculated. Different improvement-to-
land assessed value ratio thresholds were used based upon the type of redeveloped
use and location in county:

For single family residential uses, existing structures that were valued at less
than 50% of the land assessed value for the parcel (and which met the same
size thresholds described above for partially-used single family residential
uses) were considered potentially redevelopable. It was assumed that for
parcels meeting this definition, the existing structure was demolished and the
entire land area was resubdivided. This same improvement-to-land value
threshold was applied countywide.

For multi-family residential uses, existing structures that were valued at less
than 75% of the land assessed value for parcelsin SW UGA locations, and less
than 50% in non-SW UGA locations, were considered potentially
redevelopable. It was assumed that for parcels meeting this definition, the
existing structure was demolished and the entire land area of the parcel was
redeveloped at higher densities.

For commercial, industrial and mixed-use designations, existing structures that
were valued at less than 100% of the land assessed value for parcelsin SW
UGA locations, and less than 75% in non-SW UGA locations, were
considered potentially redevelopable. It was assumed that for parcels meeting
this definition, the existing structure was demolished and the entire land area
of the parcel was redeveloped for higher intensity commercial, industrial or
mixed-use development.
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NOTE: The thresholds used to establish these categories were developed using information
from the development history database described above. Specifically, information on the
characteristics of previous uses prior to the residential, commercial and industrial
development observed from 1995 through 2000 (e.g., previous improvement-to-land
assessed value ratios, whether the development occurred on vacant, partially-used or
redevel oped land) was collected and evaluated for the development of these thresholds.

Use of Critical Areas to Establish the Buildable Lands I nventory

Information on critical areafeatures within UGAs that was in a Gl S-format was gathered for
the buildable lands analysis. Thisincluded the following features:

Slopes. 33% or greater, with 25 foot buffers at both the top and toe of slope. GIS
data obtained from State DNR 1998 digital elevation model was the source for these
data.

Wetlands. A merged version of the county’s wetland inventory and the NWI
inventory in GIS format was used. The combination of these two wetland datasets
resulted in an overall increase in estimated wetlands when compared to one based
solely on the county’ sinventory. Average buffer widths of 50 feet were calcul ated.
In the UGAs where the county’ s wetland inventory had not been conducted, the NWI
wetland data was supplemented by estimates of wetlands on hydric soils present in
the UGA.

Streams. The DNR stream inventory in GIS format was used to apply different
buffer widths to land associated with different DNR streamstypes. Type 1 and 2
streams received 100 foot buffers on both sides of the stream; type 3 streams received
50 foot buffers; type 4 received 25 foot buffers; and type 5 received 10 foot buffers.

Chinook salmon and bull trout habitat: In Scenario A, buffersfor these ESA
protected species of 150 feet on both sides of the streams/rivers were used. In
Scenario B, that number was increased to 300 feet on either side of the stream, in
recognition of the practical effect on development of the 150-foot habitat
management zone.

Frequently flooded areas. Information on 100-year floodplain and floodway
boundaries from FEMA mapsin GIS format was used.

In general, the geographic definition of these featuresis based on the application of the
county’s critical areas regulations to the land features as represented in a GI S format.
During the buildable lands inventory map review meetings with individual cities, city staff
reviewed the critical areas overlay information for relative accuracy in depicting the
application of the city’s critical areas regulations to existing parcels.
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In some cases, cities provided replacement critical areas data to better depict their
inventoried critical areafeatures. Specifically, two cities (Everett and Bothell) provided
their own wetland + buffer and stream + buffer information to county staff in GIS format to
instead use in the buildable lands analysis for their jurisdiction. Some cities provided
additional paper map documentation of critical areas features (Granite Falls). 1n some cases,
cities provided decision rules more tailored to their particular version of critical areas
regulations. Thiswas especially the case with cities having land within the 100-year
floodplain that allowed development in these areas provided that new structures were built at
a height that exceeded the 100-year flood elevation.

The critical area features described above were then merged into a composite GIS layer that
was then overlaid on parcels. This GIS overlay process was then used to deduct critical
areas and buffer areas from the total gross area of the parcel, to arrive at an estimate of gross
buildable acres within vacant, partially-used and redevel opable parcels. [Major utility
easement corridors, such as power transmission lines and oil/gas pipelines, etc., have been
identified on the first draft buildable lands inventory maps. The area associated with these
features where they intersect vacant, partially-used and redevel opable parcels will also be
deducted from the gross site area, in the same way that critical areas and buffers are
deducted.]

Please note that the depiction of these features on these GIS parcel mapsisfor general
analysis purposes only, specifically the development of the UGA-level buildable lands
capacity estimates. They are not intended, nor are they at a sufficient level of detaill and
positional accuracy, to be used for a parcel-level determination of a parcel’s actual
development potential that would be obtained following submittal of a site-specific
development application. In addition, the criteria used represent best approximations of
what may be unbuildable in atypical situation. However, there are specific instances where
these criteriawould not automatically result in unbuildable area (e.g., 33% or greater
slopes). These criteria should therefore be viewed as representing “average” situations. It
should also be noted that critical areas regulations (for example, wetland or stream buffer
sizes) vary by jurisdiction. The buffer widths used in this report are not meant to endorse
any particular regulatory standards.

Removal of Major Utility Easements from the Buildable Lands | nventory

Another GIS data source for unbuildable land within UGASs was the Assessor’ s records on
easements. Major utility easements (power transmission lines, oil and gas pipeline
easements, etc.) were overlaid on parcels and the land area within parcels associated with the
utility easement was deducted from the total acresto arrive at buildable acres. In order to
avoid double-counting areas that were both critical areas and utility easements, the critical
areas plus buffers were merged with utility easements first before overlaying on parcels.
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Removal of Land Needed for New Transportation Arterials and other Capital Facilities
Needs

Using GIS, land required for the rights-of-way for proposed new arterials, asidentified on
the County’ s current arterial circulation plan map (which includes both incorporated and
unincorporated areas), was removed from the buildable lands inventory. In addition, during
map review (see Step 4), parcels acquired or to be acquired for major public purposes
(where known) were identified and removed from the buildable lands inventory. This
included future school sites, parks and other municipal purposes uses.

Accounting for Unmapped Critical Areas

Thereis general consensus on the TAC that our existing GIS critical areas inventories are
satisfactory for broad, areawide planning analysis, but that for site-specific purposes, these
inventories are usually incompl ete, especially with regard to smaller critical areas. Thereis
acknowledgement that the information contained in these inventories best captures the larger
critical areafeatures, but that it is common during the more detailed site review at time of a
project-level development application to uncover additional smaller critical area features not
originally documented in the inventory. In order to account for unmapped critical areasin
the buildable lands analysis, a 5% upward adjustment to total unbuildable acres when this
calculation is performed at the parcel level was recommended. Thisisageneralized
adjustment factor since the methodology described above includes utility easements within
the total unbuildable acres stored at the parcel level.

Step 3: Capacity Calculations -- Assignment of Future Development Densitiesto the
Buildable L ands | nventory

The third step of the buildable lands inventory mapping process involved the use of the
observed densities by jurisdiction and designation as determined in the development history
analysis. These observed residential densities (housing units per buildable acre) and
commercial/industrial intensities (FARs per buildable acre) were applied to the buildable
acres of land (gross acres minus critical areas and their buffers) within either vacant,
partially-used or redevel opable parcels as determined above, to estimate additional housing
unit and employment capacity potentially remaining per parcel. (See attached graphic
comparing gross vs. buildable vs. net density calculations.) This information was mapped
by parcel and is currently being reviewed for accuracy. (See Step 4.)

In most cities, zoning designations were used to predict future densities since it was
determined to be the most reliable predictor of future residential densities and
commercial/industrial intensities. In unincorporated areas however, the county’ s future land
use (FLU) designations were used due to the frequent and continued likely rezoning of
property from lower zoning categories to higher zoning categories within a plan designation
prior to development of aproperty. Use of observed densities for County FLU designations
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would thus incorporate the likely continued practice of rezoning to higher densities within
the same FLU designation in the same way that was observed from 1995 through 2000.

In some unincorporated UGAS, an exception to the use of the County’ s future land use plan
designation was warranted. This occurred in unincorporated UGAs where extension of city
utilities (sewer, public water) is contingent on the proposed land use being consistent with
the city’ splan. Inthese cases, the city’ s future land use and the city’ s observed density for
the proposed zoning was used for calculating additional capacity for parcelsin the
surrounding unincorporated UGA. Thiswas the case in the unincorporated UGAS of
Stanwood, Arlington, Marysville, Granite Falls, Snohomish, Monroe, and Sultan.

If there was no development history experienced within a designation between 1995 — 2000,
city staff was consulted as to an appropriate and likely substitute future density assumption
to use. Theseinstances are labeled “assumed” in the devel opment history summary tables.
Similarly, if city or county staff indicated that conditions had changed sufficiently since the
observed development history was obtained (i.e., devel opment regulations had recently
changed), making it unlikely that past densities would be the best indicator of future
densities, the replacement densities by plan/zone designation were also labeled “assumed” in
the development history tables.

Also, in some isolated instances, densities and FARs associated with current County zoning
was determined to be more predictive than the more generalized future land use category.
These situations were isolated to parcels in unincorporated UGAs with multi-family
residential (MR), business park (BP), neighborhood business (NB), and rural conservation
(RC) zoning.

Calculation of Additional Housing Unit and Population Capacity

When calculating additional residential capacity, the formulathat applied observed densities
by plan/zone to vacant, partially-used or redevel opable parcels, was performed on a parcel-
by-parcel basis. Any fractional units that resulted from the parcel-level calculation of
additional housing unit capacity was truncated (dropped). In addition, additional residential
capacity was not assumed for parcels less than 3000 square feet in size. Thisresulted in the
removal of many “sliver” parcels from the buildable lands inventory maps — parcels that are
unlikely to develop due to their small size or irregular shape, and in which setback
requirements are unlikely to be met.

An example of how this formulawas performed at the parcel level is shown below. Assume
that a parcel (whether vacant, partially-used or redevelopable) has an estimate of buildable
areaof 3.5 acres. Also, assume that the parcel islocated in asingle family residential zone
in which there is an observed buildable density from 1995-2000 of 4.2 units per buildable
acre. Thiswould result in an estimate of 14 additional unitsfor the parcel:

3.5 buildable acres x 4.2 units per buildable acre = 14 units.
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Notice that the fractional amount of 0.7 unitsis dropped from the additional capacity
estimate for the parcel. Also, for redevel opable parcels, any existing housing units on
parcels that are assumed to be redevel oped (i.e., assumed to be demolished) are subtracted
from the estimate of additional housing unit capacity.

Housing unit to population capacity estimates are then cal culated based upon 96%
occupancy rate and 2.9 average household size assumptions for single family detached
zones, 96% occupancy rate and 2.5 average household size assumptions for single family
attached zones, and 90% and 2.0 average household size assumptions for multi-family
residential zones. These assumptions have been derived from review of 1990 Census data
for Snohomish County (unfortunately, 2000 Census data by housing type is not yet
available). Theformulafor thiscalculation isasfollows:

Additional population capacity = additional housing unit capacity x occupancy rate x
average household size

Continuing with the example above, 14 additiona single family housing units x .96
occupancy rate x 2.9 average household size = an additional population capacity of 39 (with
rounding).

When calculating additional residential capacity, vacant building lots were handled
separately from the theoretical capacity calculations using observed densities by plan/zone.
Instead, if a vacant residentially-designated parcel was at least 3000 square feet in size (a
cut-off established to eliminate parcels that would probably by unlikely to meet setback
requirements as described above), these parcels were counted as representing additional
housing unit capacity, even though they may not meet the minimum lot size requirements of
the current zone. It was assumed that these vacant building lots could obtain legal lot status
for aresidential building permit and thus should be counted. In addition, if these vacant
residential building lots were recently platted (i.e., sometime over the past 10 years), then the
additional capacity associated with these parcels (along with post-April 2001 devel opment
and pending development applications) were counted as a special subset of vacant capacity
that would not be reduced for market reasons (i.e., the market availability reduction factor).
These |ots have been platted and are ready or will soon be ready to be developed — the
question of whether the market will support their development has already been answered,
making the market availability reduction factor unnecessary.

Some questions have arisen regarding the depiction of additional residential capacity in
commercial zones. Generally, most commercial zones in the County and in most cities allow
residential development as a permitted use. Review of the development history summary
tables for most commercial zones will quickly reveal this. Consequently, to the extent that
commercial zones have been used for new residential development (almost always multi-
family development) since 1995, these observed residential densities have been applied to
commercial zones to predict future residential development potential in commercial zones.
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Calculation of Additional Employment Capacity

When calculating additional employment capacity, the formulathat applied observed
densities by plan/zone to vacant, partially-used or redevel opable parcels, was performed on a
parcel-by-parcel basis. Any fractional employees that resulted from the parcel-level
calculation of additional employment capacity was truncated (dropped). Specifically, the
formulaworks as follows:

Additional employment capacity = (buildable acres x employment sector FAR X
43560 / square feet per employee by sector)

Employment sector FARSs (floor arearatios) are the observed values calculated by plan and
zone designation in the development history summary reports. There are distinct FARs for
development observed in the following employment sectors:

* Manufacturing (MANU)

*  Wholesale, Transportation, Communications, Utilities (WTCU)
* Retail (RET)

* Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Services (FIRES)

» Government/Education (GOVED)

Buildable acres are converted to square feet in the formula by multiplying by 43560 (the
number of square feet in an acre). The result isthen divided by the assumed number of
square feet per employee by employment sector:

* MANU =500 sguare feet per employee
» WTCU = 833 square feet per employee
* RET =600 sguare feet per employee

* FIRES =395 square feet per employee

» GOVED = 300 sguare feet per employee

These estimates were derived from research previously conducted in Snohomish County, in
cooperation with the Snohomish County Economic Development Council (1985 Snohomish
County Business and Industrial Land Survey, updated in 1995 as the Employment Land
Capacity Analysis for Unincorporated Snohomish County). This information was also
compared with recent estimates published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers and
was found to compare favorably.

An example of how this formulawas performed at the parcel level is shown below. Assume

that a parcel (whether vacant, partially-used or redevel opable) has an estimate of buildable
areaof 3.5 acres. Also, assume that the parcel islocated in acommercial zone in which
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thereis an observed FAR of .20 (ratio of usable employment space built to land area built
upon) for retail uses during the 1995 — 2000 period.

Additional employment capacity = (buildable acres x employment sector FAR x
43560 / square feet per employee by sector)

Additional employment capacity = (3.5 acres x .20 FAR x 43560 / 600 square feet per
retail employee)

Additional employment capacity = 50 employees

Notice that the fractional amount of 0.82 employeesis dropped from the additional capacity
estimate for the parcel. Also, for redevel opable parcels, any existing employment estimated
based on the square footage of existing commercia and industrial structures on the parcel
that are assumed to be redevel oped (i.e., assumed to be demolished) are subtracted from the
estimate of additional employment capacity using a standard average of 500 square feet per
employee.

Capital Facilities Analysis

An assessment of sewer availability within UGAs was aso conducted. In some areas, the
lack of sanitary sewer planning or presumed availability over the remaining portion of the
GMA planning period resulted in the preclusion of further subdivision in some
unincorporated UGA locations. Thiswas due to the County’ s requirement to connect to
sanitary sewers for subdivision approval within unincorporated UGAs. These areas included
the northwest portion of the Monroe UGA, an area east of 35" Ave SE in the SW UGA not
within a sewer district area, and a portion of the Picnic Point areain the SW UGA. Inthese
areas, subdivision as ameans of creating additional residential capacity was not modeled.
Individual single family residential building permits on vacant building lots was model ed.
(It should be noted however, that some development in urban unincorporated areasis
possible using septic systems, though the circumstances allowing such systems are limited.)

Additional scenario testing and evaluation will be conducted with areas under transportation
concurrency requirements and in the “ development phasing overlay” (DPO) area of Lake
Stevens. The calculations based on Scenario A (the SCT methodology) includes a second
set of numbers that describe the effect of concurrency and the DPO on land availability in
certain UGAs. For the DPO, two sets of numbers, one showing the total capacity of the
Lake Stevens UGA, and one showing the reduced capacity if the DPO were never to be
lifted (i.e., aworst case scenario) are shown. For areas affected by concurrency problems
(roadsin "arrears’ under the County concurrency mechanism), Scenario A shows two sets of
numbers. Thefirst isthe total capacity of the UGA arearegardless of concurrency
problems. The second set of numbersisfor those UGAs where the concurrency problem
may exist for a portion of the UGA area, potentially for aslong as the remaining portion of
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the planning period (out to 2012). Neither set includes areduction for those concurrency
problem areas that are more likely to be resolved well within the planning period. Areas at
risk for concurrency problems (i.e., 172nd St in Arlington/SR 531) should be monitored and
the report updated as necessary. Scenario B (the County Council methodology) takes an
alternative approach by reducing 75% of capacity in all UGA areas affected by concurrency
problems (see below).

Step 4: Quality Assurance/Quality Control Process-- Map review

Following the calculation of additional residential and employment capacity by parcel, this
information was mapped and subject to city and county staff review (one-on-one meetings
with the cities), as well as public review (Master Builders, Association of Realtors,
Buildable Lands Open House comments). In many cases, the calculated capacity estimates
obtained by following the logic above were not likely to be realized for a variety of reasons
(recently acquired public purpose land, incorrect current land use information was used in
the GIS). Inthese situations, the calculated capacity estimates were overridden with more
accurate information following county and city staff review. In some cases, this updating
was accomplished though the exchange of electronic files with city staff (Everett, Mukilteo,
Marysville, Lynnwood). Information on known projects under review was a so obtained
during this process and was used to override the calcul ated estimates of additional capacity
for the associated properties.

The March 2001 digital orthophotography (aerial photography) overlaid on the GIS parcel
base was extensively used to “ground truth” the parcel map information as of April 2001.
The aerial imagery for al parcels within the UGA (city and unincorporated areas) that
showed additional residential or employment capacity was viewed to ensure accuracy.
Parcels that were visibly developed using this process were removed from the buildable
lands inventory.

Step 5: Reductionsfor Uncertainty
Miscellaneous Public Purpose Reduction

During map review, parcels acquired or to be acquired for magjor public purposes (where
known) were identified and removed from the buildable lands inventory. Thisincluded
future school sites, parks and other municipal purposes uses. This also included the removal
of land needed for future rights-of-way for proposed new transportation arterials during Step
2 (buildable lands inventory) portion of the analysis. However, this process did not result in
al future public purposes uses being accounted for. Other miscellaneous public purpose
uses that would have been missed in this review process include churches, day care
facilities, pre-schools, private schools, jails, skateboard parks, small-scale institutional and
municipal uses (water storage facilities, etc.).

26



Scenario A uses a 5% figure as endorsed by the TAC as a catch-all uncertainty reduction
necessary for land not available for development because of: potential new regulations
requiring larger detention ponds, potential need for regional or local stormwater facilities,
potential need for transmission line, utility, or road or rail rights-of-way, potential need of
land for public or institutional uses like police/fire stations, churches, water supply storage
facilities, wastewater treatment and pump stations, landfills and transfer stations, cemeteries,
libraries, daycares, small parks or open space, municipal offices, and other uses where we do
not today have a specific map coverage to use (consistent with Section 2.5.4 on page 5-37 of
the Procedures Report).

In Scenario B, this reduction factor has been adjusted to 10% based on testimony made
during the County Council review process. Thisreduction is made here at Step 5, just prior
to the market availability reduction factor. Where specific information on future land needs
In these categories was available, those parcels were removed from the parcel inventories
and calculations.

Market Availability Reduction Factor

After areasonable estimate has been made of parcels within a UGA that have remaining
development potential, one of the last stepsin calculating additional capacity isto apply the
market availability reduction factor. This step isintended to address the fact that not all
developable land will be available for development over the GMA planning timeframe since
not all landowners are willing to develop their property for avariety of reasons (investment,
future expansion, personal use). The state publications on “Providing Adequate Urban Area
Land Supply” (1992) and the “Buildable Lands Program Guidelines’ (2000) both
recommend that the methodologies “ assume that a certain percentage of vacant, under-
utilized, and partially-used lands will always be held out from devel opment.”

The 1992 state guidebook acknowledges that “information about land availability is difficult
to obtain and confirm.” However, some suggestions were provided that were used by
Snohomish County jurisdictions during 1993-95 when the original land capacity analyses
were developed for the first UGA sizing process under GMA. In the 1992 state publication,
survey research by the Real Estate Research Corporation was cited that indicated that in high
demand suburban areas, over half of the vacant landowners anticipated putting their land on
the market for development within 5 years. Within 10 years, the percentage rose to 77%.
For partialy-used and under-utilized land, the report cites an analysis of King County plats
in high demand suburban areas that concluded that up to 70% of partially-used and under-
utilized land could be considered likely to be made available for development at greater
densities within 20 years.

Based on this research, many Snohomish County jurisdictions (including Snohomish County
for unincorporated urban areas) in their 1993-95 land capacity analysis applied a 15%
market availability reduction factor for vacant land, and at least a 30% market availability
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reduction factor for partially-used and redevelopable land. An appeal of Snohomish
County’s UGA sizing criteriato the Growth Management Hearings Board in 1995 (Sky
Valley v. Shohomish County) that contended that these market reduction factors were too
high, resulted in a Board decision that upheld the use of these market reductions factors by
the County as reasonable and appropriate under the GMA. The Board's decision was aso
subsequently upheld on appeal to Superior Court. Scenario A uses the 15% and 30%
reduction factors.

The TAC believed these reduction factors were generally consistent with the results obtained
by the City of Marysville from a survey of Marysville area property ownersin 1993. Results
from the survey indicated that 28% of the owners of vacant and partially-used properties
“did not consider their land available for development now, or within the next twenty years.”
In addition, current buildable lands work underway among jurisdictions in King County has
resulted in the use of market availability reduction factors for cities that are generally in the
5-15% range for vacant land and 10-20% range for redevelopable land. The remaining
unincorporated portions of the King County UGA used generally higher percentages than
the cities, however, when the city and county results were combined, an overall market
reduction factor of 20% for both vacant and redevel opable parcelsin the UGA resulted for
residential parcels, and 13% overall for commercial and industrial parcelsin the UGA.

Consistent with testimony received by the County Council during its review process,
Scenario B uses a 30% reduction factor for vacant lands, and a 40% reduction factor for
partially-used lands and redevel opable lands, subject to subsequent revision should
affirmative UGA-specific data be forthcoming.

Concurrency Arrearage Reduction Factor for Scenario B

Scenario B uses a concurrency arrearage reduction factor. This factor is defined to be the
probability that lands subject to a concurrency arrearage not listed on a 6-year CIP or TIP
will not be developed by 2012. Consistent with testimony provided to the County Council,
this factor was set at 75%, subject to subsequent revision should UGA-specific affirmative
data become available. This reduction factor was processed arithmetically in a manner
analogous to the processing of the market availability reduction factor.

Updated 2012 UGA Population Allocationsfor Scenario B

The existing growth targets appear in Appendix B to the CPP. These were adopted in 1995
on the basis of the 1992 OFM county population forecast of 714,244 for 2012. That,
however, is no longer the OFM forecast for county population for 2012. The most recent
OFM county population forecast for 2012 was issued in January of 2002. The most recent
OFM forecast was used to generate the updated population and employment allocations in
Scenario B.
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The updated population and employment allocations in Scenario B do not represent aformal
change to the existing growth targets. Changing those targets would require amending the
CPPs.

The March 2002 OFM county population forecast for 2012 gives a county population range
running from alow of 692,254 to a high of 815,942. Each UGA's Estimated 2001
Population appears at column 3 of the table "Comparison of 2001 Population Estimates,
2012 Population Targets and Population Capacity." Applying each UGA's percentage
proportion of OFM's April 2002 total county population estimate for 2001 (618,000, per
OFM website) to thislow and high gives a 2002-based forecast range for 2012 for each
UGA.

Projecting each UGA's 2001 Estimated Population linearly forward to 2012 using the
growth rate determined by that UGA's population growth from 1992 to 2001 yields a UGA
population projection for 2012, which is, in the case of every UGA, either inside the
forecast range or entirely aboveit.

To remain compliant with the legal rule that county population projections are to adhere to
OFM forecasts, we obtain objectively rational updated 2012 UGA allocations by allocating
to each UGA its UGA population projection for 2012 if that projection falsinside the
UGA's forecast range, and by allocating to each UGA the top of the forecast range if the
UGA population projection for 2012 lies above the entire forecast range.

This methodology is shown in the table entitled "Computation of Updated 2012 UGA
Allocations’, and attached hereto as Appendix A.
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SAMPLE DENSITY CALCULATION AND APPLICATION

( Gross vs. Buildable vs. Net Density )

Development History: Buildable Land:
Observed Density Future Density
(1995 - 2000 ) (2001 -2012)
Single Family . Vacant 20 Acre Single Family
&%‘?&"seﬁn”s“iires) 20 Acre Site Residentially Zoned Parcel

GROSS DENSITY

Dwelling Units 40

= —— = 2Units 6 Acres
Gross Acres * 20 per Gross Acre L
* Total Site Area (20 acres) and Buffers

BUILDABLE DENSITY

3.33 Units
per

Buildable
Acre

Dwelling Units 40 40

Buildable Acres **  (20-8) ~ 12

** Total Site Area (20 acres)
minus Critical Areas and Buffers (8 acres)

14 Buildable Acres

at 3.33 Single Family Units
NET DENSITY per Buildable Acre = 46 SF Units *

Dwelling Units _ 40 _ 40 _ 5 Units
Net Residential ~ (20-8-4) 8 per Net
Acres *** Residential
*** Total Site Area (20 acres) Acre
minus Critical Areas and Buffers (8 acres),
Stormwater Critical Areas minus Non-Residential Uses (4 acres) * (.62 factional unit is truncated )

detention & and Buffers

roads, (4 acres) & Serony (e.g. roads, stormwater detention)



M ethodological Factors Used for Scenarios A and B

M ethodological |ssue

Scenario A

Scenario B

Market availability reduction factor

15% for vacant land
30% for partialy-used and
redevel opable land

30% for vacant land
40% for partialy-used and
redevel opable land

Miscellaneous public purpose
reduction

5% to account for land area needed
for public and institutional uses not
specifically addressed in separate

parcel review and removal process

10% to account for land area needed
for public and institutional uses not
specifically addressed in separate
parcel review and removal process

“Outer” 150 ft portion of the ESA
Habitat M anagement Zone (County)

Not considered; only first 150ft
buffer area considered unbuildable

Second 150 ft portion of HMZ
(prohibition on “effective

impervious surface”’) also considered
unbuildable

CC&Rs (Covenants, Conditions and
Restrictions)

Not considered

Removal required when they
prohibit future subdivision (as of
Jan. 2003, no parcelswith CC&R
restrictions have been identified)

Transportation concurrency

Areas within UGA potentially
affected by arteria unitsin arrears
over next 10 years were tabul ated for
reduced capacity scenario (excluding
known projects)

75% of the additional capacity in
areas within UGA currently affected
by arteria unitsin arrears was
removed (excluding known projects)

2012 Population

CPP/SCT revised 2012 population
targets

Updated 2012 population allocation,
using the Jan. 2002 OFM high/low
popul ation forecast range for
Snohomish County
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SCENARIO A

Comparison of 2002 Population Estimates, 2012 Population Targets and Population Capacity for UGAs

Percent of
1992-2012 projected

POPULATION CAPACITY

Revised Revised| Estimated  Projected growth attained Additional Additional Percent of]

1992 2001 2002 2012| 1992-2002 1992-2012 by 2002 Population Total 1992-2012 Additional

Estimated Estimated Estimated Population| Population Population (50% expected if linear Capacity Population Population 1992-2012 Capacity

Area Population Population Population Target Growth Growth growth assumed)| as of April 2001  Capacity * Capacity ** used as of 2002 ***
Non-S.W. County UGA 82,855 130,818 134,101 144,552 51,247 61,697 83.1% 77,060 207,878 125,023 41.0%
Arlington UGA 7,068 13,347 13,920 13,608 6,853 6,541 104.8% 5,775 19,122 12,054 56.8%
Darrington UGA 1,123 1,451 1,468 1,232 345 109 316.3% 1,394 2,845 1,722 20.0%
Gold Bar UGA 1,604 2,792 2,817 2,724 1,213 1,120 108.3% 725 3,517 1,913 63.4%
Granite Falls UGA 1,339 2,688 2,909 3,923 1,570 2,584 60.8% 2,492 5,180 3,841 40.9%
Index UGA (incorporated) 140 160 160 190 20 50 40.0% 54 214 74 27.0%
Lake Stevens UGA 15,583 26,120 26,828 30,882 11,245 15,299 73.5% 21,012 47,132 31,549 35.6%
Marysville UGA 33,654 49,847 50,828 55,318 17,174 21,664 79.3% 23,183 73,030 39,376 43.6%
Monroe UGA 8,675 15,741 16,240 13,712 7,565 5,037 150.2% 7,022 22,763 14,088 53.7%
Snohomish UGA 8,409 10,178 10,194 11,953 1,785 3,544 50.4% 3,511 13,689 5,280 33.8%
Stanwood UGA 2,577 4,369 4,479 5,861 1,902 3,284 57.9% 5,020 9,389 6,812 27.9%
Sultan UGA 2,683 4,124 4,258 5,148 1,575 2,465 63.9% 6,873 10,997 8,314 18.9%
S.W. County UGA**** 315,659 375,964 380,579 443,740 64,920 128,081 50.7% 117,951 493,915 178,256 36.4%
UGA Total 398,514 506,783 514,680 588,292 116,166 189,778 61.2% 195,010 701,793 303,279 38.3%

* Total Population Capacity = 2001 Estimated Population + Additional Population Capacity as of April 2001
** Additional 1992-2012 Population Capacity = Total Population Capacity - 1992 Estimated Population
*** Percent of Additional 1992-2012 Capacity used as of 2002 = Estimated 1992-2002 Population Growth / Additional 1992-2012 Population Capacity
**+* Population capacity total for SW UGA has been adjusted to remove double-counting of overlapping portions of the Bothell/Brier and Everett/Mukilteo MUGA analysis areas
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SCENARIO B

Comparison of 2002 Population Estimates, 2012 Population Targets and Population Capacity for UGAs

Percent of
1992-2012 projected

POPULATION CAPACITY

Revised Updated| Estimated Projected growth attained Additional Additional Percent of|

1992 2001 2002 2012 UGA| 1992-2002 1992-2012 by 2002 Population Total 1992-2012 Additional

Estimated Estimated Estimated Population| Population Population (50% expected if linear Capacity Population Population 1992-2012 Capacity

Area Population Population Population  Allocation Growth Growth growth assumed)| as of April 2001  Capacity * Capacity ** used as of 2002 ***
Non-S.W. County UGA 82,855 130,818 134,101 171,373 51,247 88,518 57.9% 63,001 193,819 110,964 46.2%
Arlington UGA 7,068 13,347 13,920 17,605 6,853 10,537 65.0% 5,233 18,580 11,512 59.5%
Darrington UGA 1,123 1,451 1,468 1,851 345 728 47.4% 1,102 2,553 1,430 24.1%
Gold Bar UGA 1,604 2,792 2,817 3,683 1,213 2,079 58.3% 613 3,405 1,801 67.4%
Granite Falls UGA 1,339 2,688 2,909 3,545 1,570 2,206 71.2% 2,037 4,725 3,386 46.4%
Index UGA (incorporated) 140 160 160 184 20 44 45.5% 42 202 62 32.3%
Lake Stevens UGA 15,583 26,120 26,828 34,452 11,245 18,869 59.6% 16,294 42,414 26,831 41.9%
Marysville UGA 33,654 49,847 50,828 65,748 17,174 32,094 53.5% 19,153 69,000 35,346 48.6%
Monroe UGA 8,675 15,741 16,240 20,762 7,565 12,087 62.6% 6,049 21,790 13,115 57.7%
Snohomish UGA 8,409 10,178 10,194 12,340 1,785 3,931 45.4% 2,750 12,928 4,519 39.5%
Stanwood UGA 2,577 4,369 4,479 5,763 1,902 3,186 59.7% 4,148 8,517 5,940 32.0%
Sultan UGA 2,683 4,124 4,258 5,440 1,575 2,757 57.1% 5,581 9,705 7,022 22.4%
S.W. County UGA**** 315,659 375,964 380,579 449,670 64,920 134,011 48.4% 99,257 475,221 159,562 40.7%
UGA Total 398,514 506,783 514,680 621,043 116,166 222,529 52.2% 162,257 669,040 270,526 42.9%

* Total Population Capacity = 2001 Estimated Population + Additional Population Capacity as of April 2001
** Additional 1992-2012 Population Capacity = Total Population Capacity - 1992 Estimated Population
*** Percent of Additional 1992-2012 Capacity used as of 2002 = Estimated 1992-2002 Population Growth / Additional 1992-2012 Population Capacity
***+* Population capacity total for SW UGA has been adjusted to remove double-counting of overlapping portions of the Bothell/Brier and Everett/Mukilteo MUGA analysis areas
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SCENARIO A
Comparison of 2000 Employment Estimates, 2012 Reconciled Employment Targets and Employment Capacity for UGAs

Percent of

1990-2012 projected EMPLOYMENT CAPACITY
growth attained Additional

1990 1999 2000 1990-00 2012 by 2000| Employment Total Additional  Percent of Addtnl
Estimated Estimated Estimated Numeric | Employment (45% expected if linear Capacity Employment 1990-2012 1990-2012 Capacity|
Area Employment Employment Employment  Change Target growth rate assumed)jas of April 2001  Capacity *Employ Capacity** used as of 2000 ***
Non-S.W. County UGA 26,860 39,052 41,593 14,733 46,563 74.8% 41,660 83,253 56,393 26.1%|
Arlington UGA 5,450 9,621 9,428 3,978 8,932 114.3% 13,123 22,551 17,101 23.3%)
Darrington UGA 219 445 609 390 297 500.0% 3,699 4,308 4,089 9.5%
Gold Bar UGA 286 140 149 (137) 512 -60.7% 458 607 321 -42.7%
Granite Falls UGA 631 718 805 174 1,002 47.0% 1,852 2,657 2,026 8.6%
Index UGA (incorporated) 37 49 49 12 48 113.1% - 49 12 100.0%
Lake Stevens UGA 2,850 3,179 3,625 775 6,444 21.6% 3,606 7,231 4,381 17.7%
Marysville UGA 7,523 9,794 10,539 3,016 14,380 44.0% 9,732 20,271 12,748 23.7%
Monroe UGA 4,289 6,912 7,630 3,341 7,078 119.8% 3,839 11,469 7,180 46.5%
Snohomish UGA 3,354 4,648 4,873 1,519 4,725 110.8% 2,294 7,167 3,813 39.8%)
Stanwood UGA 1,551 2,833 2,973 1,422 2,228 210.0% 1,606 4,579 3,028 47.0%
Sultan UGA 670 813 912 242 917 97.9% 1,451 2,363 1,693 14.3%
S.W. County UGA**** 128,187 172,254 167,013 38,826 211,155 46.8% 71,792 238,805 110,618 35.1%)
UGA Total 155,047 211,306 208,605 53,558 257,718 52.2% 113,452 322,057 167,010 32.1%

NOTE: Includes all full- and part-time wage and salary workers and self-employed persons, excluding jobs within the resource (agriculture, forestry, fishing and mining) and construction sectors.
The Maltby UGA is not included in this summary table since a 2012 employment target specific to the Maltby UGA was not developed for the Countywide Planning Policies.
* Total Employment Capacity = 2000 Estimated Employment + Additional Employment Capacity as of April 2001

** Additional 1990-2012 Employment Capacity = Total Employment Capacity - 1990 Estimated Employment

*** Percent of Additional 1990-2012 Capacity used as of 2000 = Estimated 1990-2000 Employment Growth / Additional 1990-2012 Employment Capacity
*% Employment capacity total for SW UGA has been adjusted to remove double-counting of overlapping portions of the Bothell/Brier and Everett/Mukilteo MUGA analysis area
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SCENARIO B

Comparison of 2000 Employment Estimates, 2012 Reconciled Employment Targets and Employment Capacity for UGAs

Percent of
1990-2012 projected EMPLOYMENT CAPACITY
growth attained Additional
1990 1999 2000 1990-00 2012 by 2000 Employment Total Additional  Percent of Addtnl
Estimated Estimated Estimated Numeric | Employment (45% expected if linear Capacity Employment 1990-2012 1990-2012 Capacity|
Area Employment Employment Employment  Change Target growth rate assumed)as of April 2001  Capacity * Employ Capacity** used as of 2000 ***
Non-S.W. County UGA 26,860 39,052 41,593 14,733 46,563 74.8% 32,777 74,370 47,510 31.0%
Arlington UGA 5,450 9,521 9,428 3,978 8,932 114.3% 10,360 19,788 14,338 27.7%
Darrington UGA 219 445 609 390 297 500.0% 2,900 3,509 3,290 11.9%
Gold Bar UGA 286 140 149 (137) 512 -60.7% 362 511 225 -61.0%
Granite Falls UGA 631 718 805 174 1,002 47.0% 1,458 2,263 1,632 10.7%
Index UGA (incorporated) 37 49 49 12 48 113.1% - 49 12 100.0%
Lake Stevens UGA 2,850 3,179 3,625 775 6,444 21.6% 2,748 6,373 3,523 22.0%
Marysville UGA 7,523 9,794 10,539 3,016 14,380 44.0% 7,680 18,219 10,696 28.2%
Monroe UGA 4,289 6,912 7,630 3,341 7,078 119.8% 3,022 10,652 6,363 52.5%
Snohomish UGA 3,354 4,648 4,873 1,519 4,725 110.8% 1,838 6,711 3,357 45.3%
Stanwood UGA 1,551 2,833 2,973 1,422 2,228 210.0% 1,263 4,236 2,685 53.0%
Sultan UGA 670 813 912 242 917 97.9% 1,146 2,058 1,388 17.4%
S.W. County UGA**+* 128,187 172,254 167,013 38,826 211,155 46.8% 56,891 223,904 95,717 40.6%
UGA Total 155,047 211,306 208,605 53,558 257,718 52.2% 89,668 298,273 143,226 37.4%

NOTE: Includes all full- and part-time wage and salary workers and self-employed persons, excluding jobs within the resource (agriculture, forestry, fishing and mining) and construction sectors.
The Maltby UGA is not included in this summary table since a 2012 employment target specific to the Maltby UGA was not developed for the Countywide Planning Policies.
* Total Employment Capacity = 2000 Estimated Employment + Additional Employment Capacity as of April 2001

** Additional 1990-2012 Employment Capacity = Total Employment Capacity - 1990 Estimated Employment

*** Percent of Additional 1990-2012 Capacity used as of 2000 = Estimated 1990-2000 Employment Growth / Additional 1990-2012 Employment Capacity
*++* Employment capacity total for SW UGA has been adjusted to remove double-counting of overlapping portions of the Bothell/Brier and Everett/Mukilteo MUGA analysis area
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UGA Profiles
UGA Population and Employment Growth Benchmarks

The population and employment growth trend graphs for each UGA included in the UGA
Profiles section that follows contain information relevant to the evaluation of potential UGA
boundary expansions to include additional residential, commercial and industrial land,
pursuant to Snohomish County Countywide Planning Policy UG-14(d). This policy states
that expansion of the boundary of an individual UGA to include additional residential,
commercial and industrial land shall not be permitted unless it complies with the Growth
Management Act, and, for periods between five-year and ten-year UGA review and updating
efforts:

All of the following conditions are met for expansion of the boundary of an individual
UGA to include additional residential land:

a. Population growth within the UGA (city plus unincor porated UGA combined)
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, as documented in the annual Shohomish County
Tomorrow Growth Monitoring Report;

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

c. The county and the city or cities within the UGA consider reasonable
measur es adopted as an appendix to the Countywide Planning Policies
pursuant to UG-14(b) that could be taken to increase residential capacity
inside the UGA without expanding the boundaries of the UGA.

Both of the following conditions are met for expansion of the boundary of an
individual UGA to include additional commercial and industrial land:

(a) The county and the city or cities within that UGA document that commercial
or industrial land consumption within the UGA (city plus unincor porated UGA
combined) since the start of the twenty-year planning period, equals or
exceeds fifty percent of the developable commercial or industrial land supply
within the UGA at the start of the planning period. In UGAs where this
threshold has not yet been reached, the boundary of an individual UGA may
be expanded to include additional commercial or industrial land if the
expansion is based on an assessment that concludes there is a deficiency of
larger parcels within that UGA to accommodate the remaining commercial or
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industrial growth projected for that UGA. Other parcel characteristics
determined to be relevant to the assessment of the adequacy of the remaining
commercial or industrial land base, as documented in the Procedures Report
required by UG-14(a), may also be considered as a basis for expansion of the
boundary of an individual UGA to include additional commercial or industrial
land; and

(b) The county and the city or cities within the UGA consider reasonable
measur es adopted as an appendix to the Countywide Planning Policies
pursuant to UG-14(b) that could be taken to increase commercial or industrial
land capacity inside the UGA without expanding the boundaries of the UGA.

Therationale for this Countywide Planning Policy, as recommended to the Snohomish
County Council by Snohomish County Tomorrow, was based on the Growth Management
Act requirement (at RCW 36.70A.130(3)) for a UGA review at least every ten years, at
which time the UGA boundaries“...shall be revised to accommodate the urban growth
projected to occur in the county for the succeeding twenty-year period.” 1f UGA growth and
land consumption is assumed to be linear over the 20-year planning horizon, this
requirement ensures that a minimum UGA additional land capacity of at least 50 percent or
more of the additional land capacity estimated at the start of the 20-year planning horizon
should be maintained at all times within UGASs.

The population and employment growth trend graphs that follow show for each UGA the
most recent population and employment estimate for the UGA (city plus unincorporated
portions combined) compared with the Countywide Planning Policy population and
employment growth benchmark of 50% of the additional population and employment
capacity estimated for the UGA as of 1992 (the dashed horizonta linesin the middle). The
current UGA population and employment estimates can also be compared with the UGA’s
20-year population and employment projections, assumed to be linear (the solid diagonal
line).

Please note that the pre-Census 2000 and post-Census 2000 population estimates in the line
graphs do not connect. In order to connect these two series of estimates, a revised
jurisdiction-level and UGA-level intercensal (i.e., 1991 to 1999) annual population estimate
series, which takes into account the Census 2000 results, would need to be devel oped.
Unfortunately, there is insufficient data at this time to develop such arevised series.

Also note that the “Total Population Capacity” and “Total Employment Capacity”
information depicted on the line graphs and tables in the UGA profilesis based upon the
updated residential and employment land capacity analysis work done as part of this
buildable lands analysis.
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Arlington UGA Population
25,000 -
20,000 -
15,000 -
c
2
T — ‘/—/‘ —_—
=]
Q
o
a
10,000 -
Y
5,000 -
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
e Total Population Capacity - Scenario A Total Population Capacity - Scenario B
= =50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario B
20-year Growth Projection - Scenario A 20-year Growth Projection - Scenario B
—&— Population Estimates (pre-Census 2000)* —&— Population Estimates (post-Census 2000)
Original 1992 Population Est.
Arlington UGA Population Statistics
2002 % of 1992-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1992-2002 Change Population 2002 Pop Est Revised  attained by 2002 1992-2012
1992 Population Estimates Census 2000 2001 2002 Average (based on Compared to 2012 (50% expected Total Capacity
Pop Diff. (Census-Est.) Pop Pop| Absolute Percent Annual 1992-2012 Interpolated Pop if linear growth Pop used
Estimate| 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Pop No. Pct.| Estimate| Estimate| Change Change % Chng growth) Pop (% Diff) Target assumed)| Capacity as of 2002
Arlington UGA
Scenario A 7,068 NA NA 9,702 10,474 10,841 12,552 1,711 15.8%| 13,347| 13,920 6,853 97.0% 7.0% 10,338 34.7% 13,608 104.8%| 19,122 56.8%
Scenario B " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 12,336 12.8% 17,605 65.0%| 18,580 59.5%
* - Black dots indicate annual population estimates, line represents interpolated population
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Arlington UGA

Scenario A

Scenario B
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Arlington UGA Employment
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+~ 15,000 -
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1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Total Employment Capacity - Scenario A Total Employment Capacity - Scenario B
== =50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario B
22-year Growth Projection —— Annual Employment Estimates
Original 1990 Employment Est.
Arlington UGA Employment Statistics
2000 % of 1990-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth! Addntl
Revised 1990-2000 Change Employment 2000 Employ Est attained by 2000 1990-2012
1990 1994 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 Average (based on Compared to: 2012 (45% expected Total Capacity|
Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ| Employ| Absolute Percent Annual 1990-2012 Interpolated| Employ if linear growth Employ used
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Employ (% Diff) Target assumed) Capacity as of 2000
5,450 6,247 7,341 8,194 9,048 9,521 9,428 3,978 73.0% 5.6% 7,033 34.1%| 8,932 114.3% 22,551 23.3%
" " " " " " " " " " " " " " 19,788 27.7%

* -- Black dots indicate employment estimates, line represents interpolated employment

UGA Profiles - Arlington UGA
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Darrington UGA Population
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1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
== Total Population Capacity - Scenario A Total Population Capacity - Scenario B
= =50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario B
20-year Growth Projection - Scenario A 20-year Growth Projection - Scenario B
—&— Population Estimates (pre-Census 2000)* —&— Population Estimates (post-Census 2000)
Original 1992 Population Est.
Darrington UGA Population Statistics
2002 % of 1992-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1992-2002 Change Population 2002 Pop Est Revised  attained by 2002 1992-2012
1992 Population Estimates Census 2000 2001 2002 Average (based on Compared to 2012 (50% expected Total Capacity
Pop Diff. (Census-Est.) Pop Pop| Absolute  Percent Annual 1992-2012 Interpolated Pop if linear growth Pop used
Estimate| 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Pop No. Pct.| Estimate| Estimate| Change Change % Chng growth) Pop (% Diff) Target assumed) Capacity as of 2002
Darrington UGA
Scenario A 1,123 { 1,218 1,233 1,283 1,293 1,310 1,315 5 0.4% 1,451 1,468 345  30.7% 2.7% 1,178 24.7% 1,232 316.3% 2,845 20.0%
Scenario B " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 1,487 -1.3% 1,851 47.4% 2,553 24.1%
* - Black dots indicate population estimates, line represents interpolated population
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Darrington UGA Employment
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== =50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario B
22-year Growth Projection —— Annual Employment Estimates
Original 1990 Employment Est.
Darrington UGA Employment Statistics
2000 % of 1990-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth! Addntl
Revised 1990-2000 Change Employment 2000 Employ Est| attained by 2000 1990-2012
1990 1994 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 Average (based on Compared to: 2012 (45% expected Total Capacity|
Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ| Employ| Absolute Percent Annual 1990-2012 Interpolated| Employ if linear growth Employ used
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Employ (% Diff) Target assumed) Capacity as of 2000
Darrington UGA
Scenario A 219 480 551 454 508 445 609 390 178.1% 10.8% 254 139.3% 297 500.0% 4,308 9.5%
Scenario B u u " " " " " " u " u u u " 3,509 11.9%

* -- Black dots indicate employment estimates, line represents interpolated employment

UGA Profiles - Darrington UGA
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Gold Bar UGA Population
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= Total Population Capacity - Scenario A Total Population Capacity - Scenario B
= =50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario B
20-year Growth Projection - Scenario A 20-year Growth Projection - Scenario B
—@— Population Estimates (pre-Census 2000)* —&—Population Estimates (post-Census 2000)
Original 1992 Population Est.
Gold Bar UGA Population Statistics
2002 % of 1992-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1992-2002 Change Population 2002 Pop Est| Revised attained by 2002 1992-2012
1992 Population Estimates Census 2000 2001 2002 Average (based on  Compared to 2012 (50% expected Total Capacity
Pop Diff. (Census-Est.) Pop Pop| Absolute Percent Annual 1992-2012 Interpolated Pop if linear growth Pop used
Estimate| 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Pop No. Pct.| Estimate| Estimate| Change Change % Chng growth) Pop (% Diff) Target assumed)| Capacity as of 2002
Gold Bar UGA
Scenario A 1,604 NA NA 2,289 2,441 2,566 2,782 216 8.4% 2,792 2,817 1,213  75.6% 5.8% 2,164 30.2%| 2,724 108.3% 3,517 63.4%
Scenario B " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 2,644 6.6%| 3,683 58.3% 3,405 67.4%
* -- Black dots indicate population estimates, line represents interpolated population
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Gold Bar UGA

Scenario A

Scenario B
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Gold Bar UGA Employment
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Total Employment Capacity - Scenario A Total Employment Capacity - Scenario B
= =50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario B
22-year Growth Projection —&— Annual Employment Estimates
Original 1990 Employment Est.
Gold Bar UGA Employment Statistics
2000 % of 1990-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth! Addntl
Revised 1990-2000 Change Employment 2000 Employ Est| attained by 2000 1990-2012
1990 1994 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 Average (based on Compared to: 2012 (45% expected Total Capacity|
Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ| Employ| Absolute Percent Annual 1990-2012 Interpolated| Employ if linear growth Employ used
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Employ (% Diff) Target assumed) Capacity as of 2000
286 195 327 141 164 140 149 -137 -48.0% -6.3% 389 -61.7% 512 -60.7% 607 -42.7%
" " " " " " " " " " " " " " 511 -61.0%

* -- Black dots indicate employment estimates, line represents interpolated employment

UGA Profiles - Gold Bar UGA




Granite Falls UGA

Scenario A

Scenario B
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Granite Falls UGA Population
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= Total Population Capacity - Scenario A Total Population Capacity - Scenario B
= =50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario B
20-year Growth Projection - Scenario A 20-year Growth Projection - Scenario B
—@— Population Estimates (pre-Census 2000)* —&— Population Estimates (post-Census 2000)
Original 1992 Population Est.
Granite Falls UGA Population Statistics
2002 % of 1992-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1992-2002 Change Population 2002 Pop Est| Revised attained by 2002 1992-2012
1992 Population Estimates Census 2000 2001 2002 Average (based on  Compared to 2012 (50% expected Total Capacity
Pop Diff. (Census-Est.) Pop Pop| Absolute Percent Annual 1992-2012 Interpolated Pop if linear growth Pop used
Estimate| 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Pop No. Pct.| Estimate| Estimate Change  Change % Chng growth) Pop (% Diff) Target assumed)| Capacity as of 2002
1,339 | 1,652 1,827 1,937 1,961 2,125 2,497 372 17.5% 2,688 2,909 1,570 117.3% 8.1% 2,631 10.6%| 3,923 60.8% 5,180 40.9%
" " " " " " " " " " " " " " 2,442 19.1%| 3,545 71.2% 4,725 46.4%
* -- Black dots indicate population estimates, line represents interpolated population
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Granite Falls UGA

Scenario A

Scenario B
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3,000

Granite Falls UGA Employment
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Total Employment Capacity - Scenario A Total Employment Capacity - Scenario B
= =50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario B
22-year Growth Projection —— Annual Employment Estimates
Original 1990 Employment Est.
Granite Falls UGA Employment Statistics
2000 % of 1990-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1990-2000 Change Employment 2000 Employ Est| attained by 2000 1990-2012
1990 1994 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 Average (based on Compared to 2012 (45% expected Total Capacity|
Employ]| Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ| Employ| Absolute Percent Annual 1990-2012 Interpolated| Employ if linear growth Employ used
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Employ (% Diff) Target assumed) Capacity as of 2000
631 513 723 762 884 718 805 174  27.6% 2.5% 800 0.7%| 1,002 47.0% 2,657 8.6%
" " " " " " " " " " " " " " 2,263 10.7%

* -- Black dots indicate employment estimates, line represents interpolated employment

UGA Profiles - Granite Falls UGA
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Index UGA Population
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= Total Population Capacity - Scenario A Total Population Capacity - Scenario B
= =50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario B
20-year Growth Projection - Scenario A 20-year Growth Projection - Scenario B
—@— Population Estimates (pre-Census 2000)* —&—Population Estimates (post-Census 2000)
Original 1992 Population Est.
Index UGA Population Statistics
2002 % of 1992-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1992-2002 Change Population 2002 Pop Est| Revised attained by 2002 1992-2012
1992 Population Estimates Census 2000 2001 2002 Average (based on  Compared to 2012 (50% expected Total Capacity
Pop Diff. (Census-Est.) Pop Pop| Absolute Percent Annual|  1992-2012 Interpolated Pop if linear growth Pop used
Estimate| 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Pop No. Pct. Estimate| Estimate| Change Change % Chng growth) Pop (% Diff) Target assumed)| Capacity as of 2002
Index UGA
Scenario A 140 141 141 140 140 140 157 17 12.1% 160 160 20 14.3% 1.3% 165 -3.0% 190 40.0% 214 27.0%
Scenario B " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 162 -1.2% 184 45.5% 202 32.3%
* -- Black dots indicate population estimates, line represents interpolated population
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Index UGA Employment

Index UGA

Scenario A

Scenario B

80
70 A
60 -
50 -
<
()
£
o 40 +
[=%
£
]
30 -
20
10 4
0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Total Employment Capacity - Scenario A& B === =50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario A & B
22-year Growth Projection —— Annual Employment Estimates
Original 1990 Employment Est.
Index UGA Employment Statistics
2000 % of 1990-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth! Addntl
Revised 1990-2000 Change Employment 2000 Employ Est| attained by 2000 1990-2012
1990 1994 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 Average (based on Compared to: 2012 (45% expected Total Capacity|
Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ| Employ| Absolute Percent Annual 1990-2012 Interpolated| Employ if linear growth Employ used
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Employ (% Diff) Target assumed) Capacity as of 2000
37 64 49 48 35 49 49 12 33.6% 2.9% 42 17.7% 48 113.1% 49 100.0%

* -- Black dots indicate employment estimates, line represents interpolated employment

UGA Profiles - Index UGA
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Lake Stevens UGA Population
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e Total Population Capacity - Scenario A Total Population Capacity - Scenario B
== v50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario B
= 20-year Growth Projection - Scenario A 20-year Growth Projection - Scenario B
~—@— Population Estimates (pre-Census 2000)* —&— Population Estimates (post-Census 2000)
Original 1992 Population Est.
Lake Stevens UGA Population Statistics
2002 % of 1992-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth| Addntl
Revised 1992-2002 Change Population 2002 Pop Est| Revised  attained by 2002 1992-2012|
1992 Population Estimates Census 2000 2001 2002 Average (based on  Compared to 2012 (50% expected Total Capacity
Pop Diff. (Census-Est.) Pop Pop| Absolute  Percent Annual|  1992-2012 Interpolated Pop if linear growth Pop used
Estimate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Pop No. Pct.| Estimate| Estimate| Change Change % Chng growth) Pop (% Diff) Target assumed)| Capacity as of 2002
Lake Stevens UGA
Scenario A| 15,583 | 19,974 21,006 22,189 23,240 24,064| 25,096 1,032 4.3%| 26,120( 26,828 11,245 72.2% 5.6% 23,233 15.5%| 30,882 73.5%| 47,132 35.6%
Scenario B " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 25,018 7.2%| 34,452 59.6%| 42,414 41.9%

* -- Black dots indicate population estimates, line represents interpolated population

NOTE: On November 7, 2001, the Snohomish County Council adopted the Lake Stevens UGA Plan

which contained a revised 2012 population target of 30,882 for the entire UGA. The previous 2012 population target was 27,389.

NOTE: Additional population capacity within areas currently subject to the Development Phasing Overlay (DPO)
is 10,873. This number is included in the total population capacity estimate above for the Lake Stevens UGA.

UGA Profiles - Lake Stevens UGA
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Lake Stevens UGA

Scenario A

Scenario B
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Lake Stevens UGA Employment
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== =50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario B
22-year Growth Projection —&— Annual Employment Estimates
Original 1990 Employment Est.
Lake Stevens UGA Employment Statistics
2000 % of 1990-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1990-2000 Change Employment 2000 Employ Est attained by 2000 1990-2012
1990 1994 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 Average (based on Compared to 2012 (45% expected Total Capacity
Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ| Employ| Absolute Percent Annual 1990-2012 Interpolated| Employ if linear growth Employ used
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Employ (% Diff) Target assumed) Capacity as of 2000
2,850 2,701 2,920 3,222 3,563 3,179 3,625 775 27.2% 2.4% 4,484 -19.2%| 6,444 21.6% 7,231 17.7%
" " " " " " " " " " " " " " 6,373 22.0%

* -- Black dots indicate employment estimates, line represents interpolated employment

NOTE: Additional employment capacity within areas currently subject to the Development Phasing Overlay (DPO)
is 1,369. This number is included in the total employment capacity estimate above for the Lake Stevens UGA.
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Marysville UGA Population
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e Total Population Capacity - Scenario A Total Population Capacity - Scenario B
= =50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario B
20-year Growth Projection - Scenario A 20-year Growth Projection - Scenario B
—@— Population Estimates (pre-Census 2000)* —— Population Estimates (post-Census 2000)
Original 1992 Population Est.
Marysville UGA Population Statistics
2002 % of 1992-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1992-2002 Change Population 2002 Pop Est| Revised attained by 2002 1992-2012
1992 Population Estimates Census 2000 2001 2002 Average (based on  Compared to; 2012 (50% expected Total Capacity
Pop Diff. (Census-Est.) Pop Pop| Absolute Percent Annual 1992-2012 Interpolated Pop if linear growth Pop used
Estimate| 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Pop No. Pct. Estimate| Estimate| Change Change % Chng growth) Pop (% Diff) Target assumed)| Capacity as of 2002
Marysville UGA
Scenario A| 33,654 NA  NA 41577 43,279 44,303 47,424 3,121 7.0%| 49,847 50,828| 17,174 51.0% 4.2% 44,486 14.3%| 55,318 79.3%| 73,030 43.6%
Scenario B " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 49,701 2.3%| 65,748 53.5%| 69,000 48.6%
* -- Black dots indicate population estimates, line represents interpolated population
UGA Profiles - Marysville UGA 51
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Marysville UGA Employment
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Total Employment Capacity - Scenario A Total Employment Capacity - Scenario B
== =50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario B
22-year Growth Projection —— Annual Employment Estimates
Original 1990 Employment Est.
Marysville UGA Employment Statistics
2000 % of 1990-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth! Addntl
Revised 1990-2000 Change Employment 2000 Employ Est| attained by 2000 1990-2012
1990 1994 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 Average (based on Compared to: 2012 (45% expected Total Capacity|
Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ Empl0y| Employ| Absolute Percent Annual 1990-2012 Interpolated| Employ if linear growth Employ used
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Employ (% Diff) Target assumed) Capacity as of 2000
Marysville UGA
Scenario A 7,523 7,690 7,910 8,657 9,453 9,794 10,539 3,016 40.1% 3.4% 10,640 -1.0%| 14,380 44.0% 20,271 23.7%
Scenario B u u " " " " " " u " u u u " 18,219 28.2%

* -- Black dots indicate employment estimates, line represents interpolated employment

UGA Profiles - Marysville UGA
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Monroe UGA Population
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== Total Population Capacity - Scenario A Total Population Capacity - Scenario B
== =50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario B
20-year Growth Projection - Scenario A 20-year Growth Projection - Scenario B
—@— Population Estimates (pre-Census 2000)* —&— Population Estimates (post-Census 2000)
Original 1992 Population Est.
Monroe UGA Population Statistics
2002 % of 1992-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1992-2002 Change Population 2002 Pop Est| Revised attained by 2002 1992-2012
1992 Population Estimates Census 2000 2001 2002 Average (basedon  Compared to 2012 (50% expected Total Capacity
Pop Diff. (Census-Est.) Pop Pop| Absolute Percent Annual 1992-2012 Interpolated Pop if linear growth Pop used
Estimate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Pop No. Pct.| Estimate| Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Pop (% Diff) Target assumed)| Capacity as of 2002
Monroe UGA
Scenario A 8,675 | 10,139 10,722 12,739 13,497 13,797| 15,364 1,567 11.4%| 15,741| 16,240 7,565 87.2% 6.5% 11,194 45.1%| 13,712 150.2%| 22,763 53.7%
Scenario B " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 14,719 10.3%| 20,762 62.6%| 21,790 57.7%

* -- Black dots indicate population estimates, line represents interpolated population
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Monroe UGA Employment
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22-year Growth Projection —&— Annual Employment Estimates
Original 1990 Employment Est.
Monroe UGA Employment Statistics
2000 % of 1990-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth! Addntl
Revised 1990-2000 Change Employment 2000 Employ Est| attained by 2000 1990-2012
1990 1994 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 Average (based on Compared to: 2012 (45% expected Total Capacity|
Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ| Employ| Absolute Percent Annual 1990-2012 Interpolated| Employ if linear growth Employ used
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Employ (% Diff) Target assumed) Capacity as of 2000
Monroe UGA
Scenario A 4,289 4,754 4,980 5,459 7,051 6,912 7,630 3,341 77.9% 5.9% 5,557 37.3%| 7,078 119.8% 11,469 46.5%
Scenario B " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 10,652 52.5%

* -- Black dots indicate employment estimates, line represents interpolated employment
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Snohomish UGA Population
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= =50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario B
20-year Growth Projection - Scenario A 20-year Growth Projection - Scenario B
—@— Population Estimates (pre-Census 2000)* —&— Population Estimates (post-Census 2000)
Original 1992 Population Est.
Snohomish UGA Population Statistics
2002 % of 1992-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1992-2002 Change Population 2002 Pop Est| Revised attained by 2002 1992-2012
1992 Population Estimates Census 2000 2001 2002 Average (based on  Compared to 2012 (50% expected Total Capacity
Pop Diff. (Census-Est.) Pop Pop| Absolute Percent Annual 1992-2012 Interpolated Pop if linear growth Pop used
Estimate| 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Pop No. Pct.| Estimate| Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Pop (% Diff) Target assumed)| Capacity as of 2002
Snohomish UGA
Scenario A 8,409 | 9,399 9,489 9,820 9,915 9,988 10,118 130 1.3%| 10,178 10,194 1,785 21.2% 1.9% 10,181 0.1%| 11,953 50.4%| 13,689 33.8%
Scenario B " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 10,375 -1.7%| 12,340 45.4%| 12,928 39.5%
* - Black dots indicate population estimates, line represents interpolated population
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Snohomish UGA

Scenario A

Scenario B
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Snohomish UGA Employment
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22-year Growth Projection —&— Annual Employment Estimates
Original 1990 Employment Est.
Snohomish UGA Employment Statistics
2000 % of 1990-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth! Addntl
Revised 1990-2000 Change Employment 2000 Employ Est| attained by 2000 1990-2012
1990 1994 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 Average (based on Compared to: 2012 (45% expected Total Capacity|
Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ| Employ| Absolute Percent Annual 1990-2012 Interpolated| Employ if linear growth Employ used
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Employ (% Diff) Target assumed) Capacity as of 2000
3,354 4,424 4,280 4,489 4,837 4,648 4,873 1,519 45.3% 3.8% 3,977 22.5%| 4,725 110.8% 7,167 39.8%
" " " " " " " " " " " " " " 6,711 45.3%

* -- Black dots indicate employment estimates, line represents interpolated employment

UGA Profiles - Snohomish UGA
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Stanwood UGA

Scenario A

Scenario B

Stanwood UGA Population
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= =50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario B
20-year Growth Projection - Scenario A 20-year Growth Projection - Scenario B
—&— Population Estimates (pre-Census 2000)* —&— Population Estimates (post-Census 2000)
Original 1992 Population Est.
Stanwood UGA Population Statistics
2002 % of 1992-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1992-2002 Change Population 2002 Pop Est| Revised attained by 2002 1992-2012
1992 Population Estimates Census 2000 2001 2002 Average (based on  Compared to 2012 (50% expected Total Capacity
Pop Diff. (Census-Est.) Pop Pop| Absolute Percent Annual[  1992-2012 Interpolated Pop if linear growth Pop used
Estimate| 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Pop No. Pct.| Estimate] Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Pop (% Diff) Target assumed)| Capacity as of 2002
2,577 | 3,360 3,470 3,557 3,782 3,896 4,318 422 10.8% 4,369 4,479 1,902 73.8% 5.7% 4,219 6.2% 5,861 57.9% 9,389 27.9%
" " " " " " " " " " " " " " 4,170 7.4% 5,763 59.7% 8,517 32.0%
* -- Black dots indicate population estimates, line represents interpolated population
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Stanwood UGA Employment
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22-year Growth Projection —&— Annual Employment Estimates
Original 1990 Employment Est.
Stanwood UGA Employment Statistics
2000 % of 1990-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth! Addntl
Revised 1990-2000 Change Employment 2000 Employ Est| attained by 2000 1990-2012
1990 1994 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 Average (based on Compared to: 2012 (45% expected Total Capacity|
Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ| Employ| Absolute Percent Annual 1990-2012 Interpolated| Employ if linear growth Employ used
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Employ (% Diff) Target assumed) Capacity as of 2000
Stanwood UGA
Scenario A 1,551 2,109 2,602 2,737 2,943 2,833 2,973 1,422 91.7% 6.7% 1,859 59.9%| 2,228 210.0% 4,579 47.0%
Scenario B " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 4,236 53.0%

* -- Black dots indicate employment estimates, line represents interpolated employment
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Sultan UGA Population

Sultan UGA
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—@— Population Estimates (pre-Census 2000)* —&— Population Estimates (post-Census 2000)
Original 1992 Population Est.
Sultan UGA Population Statistics
2002 % of 1992-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1992-2002 Change Population 2002 Pop Est| Revised attained by 2002 1992-2012
1992 Population Estimates Census 2000 2001 2002 Average (based on  Compared to; 2012 (50% expected Total Capacity
Pop Diff. (Census-Est.) Pop Pop| Absolute Percent Annual| 1992-2012 Interpolated Pop if linear growth Pop used
Estimate| 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Pop No. Pct. Estimate| Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Pop (% Diff) Target assumed)|[ Capacity as of 2002
2,683 | 2,895 3,070 3,249 3,318 3,532 3,695 163 4.6% 4,124 4,258 1,575 58.7% 4.7% 3,916 8.7%| 5,148 63.9%| 10,997 18.9%
" " " " " " " " " " " " " " 4,062 4.8%| 5,440 57.1% 9,705 22.4%
* -- Black dots indicate population estimates, line represents interpolated population
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Sultan UGA

Scenario A

Scenario B

Snohomish County Tomorrow 2002 Growth Monitoring/Buildable Lands Report

Sultan UGA Employment
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== =50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario B
22-year Growth Projection —&— Annual Employment Estimates
Original 1990 Employment Est.
Sultan UGA Employment Statistics
2000 % of 1990-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1990-2000 Change Employment 2000 Employ Est attained by 2000 % of Addntl 1990-2012
1990 1994 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 Average (based on Compared to 2012 (45% expected Total Capacity as Total Capacity!
Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ Empl0y| Employ| Absolute Percent Annual 1990-2012 Interpolated|  Employ if linear growth Employ of 1990 used Employ used
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Employ (% Diff) Target assumed) Capacity as of 2000/ Capacity** as of 2000
670 577 344 590 585 813 912 242 36.1% 3.1% 782 16.6% 917 97.9% 2,363 14.3% 2,363 14.3%
" " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 2,058 17.4%

* -- Black dots indicate employment estimates, line represents interpolated employment

UGA Profiles - Sultan UGA
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Snohomish County Tomorrow 2002 Growth Monitoring/Buildable Lands Report

Southwest County UGA Population
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1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
T otal Population Capacity - Scenario A Total Population Capacity - Scenario B
== =50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity @ 1992 - Scenario B
20-year Growth Projection - Scenario A 20-year Growth Projection - Scenario B
—@—Population Estimates (pre-Census 2000)* —&— Population Estimates (post-Census 2000)
Original 1992 Population Est.
Southwest UGA Population Statistics
2002 % of 1992-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1992-2002 Change Population 2002 Pop Est Revised  attained by 2002 1992-2012
1992 Population Estimates Census 2000 2001 2002 Average (based on  Compared to 2012 (50% expected Total Capacity’
Pop Diff. (Census-Est.) Pop Pop| Absolute Percent Annual[ 1992-2012 Interpolated Pop if linear growth Pop used
Estimate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Pop No. Pct.| Estimate| Estimate Change  Change % Chng growth) Pop (% Diff) Target assumed)| Capacity as of 2002
Southwest UGA
Scenario A| 315,659 | 337,016 343,575 350,110 358,980 365,462| 369,869 4,407 1.2%| 375,964 380,579| 64,920 20.6% 1.9%| 379,700 0.2%| 443,740 50.7%| 493,915 36.4%
Scenario B " " " " " " " " " " " " " 382,665 -0.5%| 449,670 48.4%| 475,221 40.7%
* -- Black dots indicate population estimates, line represents interpolated population
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Southwest County UGA Employment
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= =50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario A 50% of Addtnl Capacity - Scenario B
22-year Growth Projection —— Annual Employment Estimates
Original 1990 Employment Est.
Southwest County UGA Employment Statistics
2000 % of 1990-2012 Percent of
Interpolated projected growth Addntl
Revised 1990-2000 Change Employment 2000 Employ Est| attained by 2000 1990-2012
1990 1994 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 Average (based on Compared to 2012 (45% expected Total Capacity|
Employ]| Employ Employ Employ Employ Employ| Employ| Absolute Percent Annual 1990-2012 Interpolated Employ if linear growth Employ used
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Change Change % Chng growth) Employ (% Diff) Target assumed) Capacity as of 2000
Southwest UGA
Scenario A| 128,187 | 142,285 145,264 161,692 171,380 172,254 167,013 38,826 30.3% 2.7% 165,900 0.7%| 211,155 46.8%| 238,805 35.1%
Scenario B " " " " " " " " " " " " " 223,904 40.6%

* -- Black dots indicate employment estimates, line represents interpolated employment

UGA Profiles - Southwest UGA
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Appendix A:

Computation of Updated 2012 UGA Allocations

UGA Forecast Range Forecast Range UGA Pop. Updated 2012
Bottom Top Projection for UGA
Col3 54 Col3 43 2012 Population
(618,600} ’ (618,600] ’ Col3 +(Col 5j(1 1) Allocation
9
Arlington 14936 17605 21,022 17,605
Darrington 1624 1914 1851 1851
Gold Bar 3124 3683 4244 3683
Granite 3008 3545 4336 3545
Index 179 211 184 184
Lk. 29228 34452 38,998 34,452
Stevens
Marysville 55779 65748 69,638 65,748
Monroe 17614 20762 24,377 20,762
Snohomish 11389 13425 12,340 12,340
Stanwood 4889 5763 6559 5763
Sultan 4615 5440 5885 5440
SWUGA 420704 495897 449,670 449,670

Column numbers refer to columns in tables contained in County Council staff report, "Analysis of

the Legal Setting and Structure of the August 7, 2000 Draft Buildable Lands Report,” dated August

19, 2002.

UGASs in boldface are those seeking expansions in 2002.
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Appendix B: Additional Methodological Approaches Used for the Buildable Lands
Analysis

This section describes the methodology used to develop the April 2002 UGA population
estimates and the March 2000 UGA employment estimates.

2002 UGA Population Estimation Methodology

The annual UGA population estimation methodology relies upon Census 2000 total
population counts, and subsequent OFM estimates and annexation information for city
population estimates. For unincorporated UGASs and rural areas, population growth was
estimated using the housing unit method. This method uses the annual OFM countywide
population estimates for Snohomish County as “control totals’” for disaggregating current
population to unincorporated subareas of the county.

Census 2000 total population counts were compiled from block datafor each UGA. City
population growth since April 2000 (after removing city population gains attributable to
annexation during this time period), as estimated by OFM, was then added to the UGA total
2000 population count. Unincorporated UGA population growth since April 2000 was then
estimated using the approach described below.

For unincorporated areas, Census 2000 population, housing units, households and group
guarters population information was compiled for each unincorporated UGA and the
rural/resource area. [Note that this type of information from the Census 2000 broken down
by housing type will not be available until Summer 2002. Consequently, this year’s housing
unit method uses the Census 2000 demographic information derived from all housing units.]
Building permits issued for new housing units in these areas during 2000 and 2001 were
then compiled and added to the year 2000 housing base to establish an April 1, 2002 housing
unit estimate. Identical assumptions used by OFM in estimating completed housing units
from permitted housing unit information were used. Average household sizes by location
from the Census 2000 were held constant during the 2000-2002 period. Vacancy rates were
adjusted so that the resulting April 1, 2002 population estimates by area when summed
equaled OFM’s 2002 population “control total” for the County.

Revised 1992 Population Estimates

The development of the 1996 popul ation estimates for unincorporated UGAS using the
housing unit method for the first Growth Monitoring Report (January 1997) revealed several
discrepancies with the 1992 estimates. It was concluded that these discrepancies were the
result of: (1) the lack of arevision to the 1992 population estimates following the adoption
of the Final UGA by the County Council in June 1995 to account for areas added to or
removed from the UGA when compared with the Interim UGA, and (2) the use of aless
accurate POPUL model approach to estimating 1990-92 popul ation growth by
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unincorporated UGA rather than by using the housing unit method. Since the housing unit
method was established for estimating 1996 population for unincorporated UGAS, the model
was also used to re-estimate 1992 population. These 1992 results are viewed as more
accurate and consequently they provide a more valid base upon which to monitor population
growth since 1992. It isimportant to note that these revisions do not affect 1992 city
populations (which were obtained from OFM) and 2012 city population targets. The 20-year
popul ation increases which have been allocated to UGAs and rural areas are also not
affected by these suggested revisions.

Please note that the UGA geography in the popul ation and employment summary tables
differs from that contained in the Countywide Planning Policies in two ways. These
summary tables reflect the separation of the former Arlington/Smokey Point/Marysville
UGA into two separate UGAS (one for Arlington and another for Marysville), consistent
with the county’ s General Policy Plan (GPP) amendment in 1997. The population table also
contains arevised Gold Bar UGA 2012 population target that reflects the growth
assumptions contained in the Gold Bar UGA subarea plan adopted in 1997. It also contains
arevised Lake Stevens UGA 2012 population target that reflects the growth assumptions
contained in the Lake Stevens UGA subarea plan adopted in 2001.

2000 UGA Employment Estimation Methodology

In order to compare estimated Snohomish County employment growth to the countywide
employment forecasts developed by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) in the early
1990's, an estimate of total employment in Snohomish County, excluding resource and
construction jobs (since these jobs are not forecasted by PSRC), was prepared at the UGA-
level. Using the PSRC’ s “covered” employment data for Snohomish County as of March
2000 (obtained from ESD, containing information on jobs covered by the Washington
Employment Security Act), covered employment estimates were factored up to estimate total
employment at the UGA-level.
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Appendix C
Scenario A and B Population Capacity Comparisons
for Cities and UGAs

15-Jan-03
POPULATION
Scenario A Scenario B Scenario A and B
Additional
Additional Additional Capacity Difference:
2001 2002 Capacity Total Capacity Total
Estimate Estimate as of 2001 Capacity| as of 2001 Capacity| Amt. Pct.
Non-S.W. County UGA 130,818 134,101 77,061 207,879 63,002 193,820 (14,059) -18.2%
Arlington UGA 13,347 13,920 5,775 19,122 5,233 18,580 (542) -9.4%
Arlington City 12,770 13,280 4,590 17,360 4,218 16,988 (372) -8.1%
Unincorporated 577 640 1,185 1,762 1,015 1,592 (170) -14.3%
Darrington UGA 1,451 1,468 1,394 2,845 1,102 2,553 (292) -20.9%
Darrington Town 1,307 1,335 900 2,207 713 2,020 (187) -20.8%
Unincorporated 144 133 494 638 389 533 (105) -21.3%
Gold Bar UGA 2,792 2,817 725 3,517 613 3,405 (112) -15.4%
Gold Bar Town 2,035 2,055 529 2,564 456 2,491 (73) -13.8%
Unincorporated 757 762 196 953 157 914 (39) -19.9%
Granite Falls UGA 2,688 2,909 2,492 5,180 2,037 4,725 (455) -18.3%
Granite Falls Town 2,540 2,760 1,412 3,952 1,210 3,750 (202) -14.3%
Unincorporated 148 149 1,080 1,228 827 975 (253) -23.4%
Index UGA (incorporated) 160 160 54 214 42 202 (12) -22.2%
Lake Stevens UGA 26,120 26,828 21,012 47,132 16,294 42,414 (4,718) -22.5%
Lake Stevens City 6,590 6,640 1,859 8,449 1,598 8,188 (261) -14.0%
Unincorporated 19,530 20,188 19,153 38,683 14,696 34,226 (4,457) -23.3%
Marysville UGA 49,847 50,828 23,183 73,030 19,153 69,000 (4,030) -17.4%
Marysville City 26,770 27,580 9,971 36,741 8,588 35,358 (1,383) -13.9%
Unincorporated 23,077 23,248 13,212 36,289 10,565 33,642 (2,647) -20.0%
Monroe UGA 15,741 16,240 7,022 22,763 6,049 21,790 (973) -13.9%
Monroe City 14,210 14,670 4,878 19,088 4,339 18,549 (539) -11.0%
Unincorporated 1,531 1,570 2,144 3,675 1,710 3,241 (434) -20.2%
Snohomish UGA 10,178 10,194 3,511 13,689 2,750 12,928 (761) -21.7%
Snohomish City 8,565 8,575 1,416 9,981 1,127 9,692 (289) -20.4%
Unincorporated 1,613 1,619 2,095 3,708 1,623 3,236 (472) -22.5%
Stanwood UGA 4,369 4,479 5,020 9,389 4,148 8,517 (872) -17.4%
Stanwood City 3,975 4,085 1,747 5,722 1,503 5,478 (244) -14.0%
Unincorporated 394 394 3,273 3,667 2,645 3,039 (628) -19.2%
Sultan UGA 4,124 4,258 6,873 10,997 5,581 9,705 (1,292) -18.8%
Sultan Town 3,775 3,910 4,632 8,407 3,806 7,581 (826) -17.8%
Unincorporated 349 348 2,241 2,590 1,775 2,124 (466) -20.8%
S.W. County UGA 375,964 380,579 117,951 493,915 99,257 475,221 (18,694) -15.8%
Incorporated S.W. 241,815 242,490 41,259 283,074 35,572 277,387 (5,687) -13.8%
Bothell City (part) 14,160 14,490 5,317 19,477 4,402 18,562 (915) -17.2%
Brier City 6,440 6,445 1,148 7,588 977 7,417 (171) -14.9%
Edmonds City 39,590 39,460 5,747 45,337 5,019 44,609 (728) -12.7%
Everett City 95,990 96,070 15,883 111,873 13,236 109,226 (2,647) -16.7%
Lynnwood City 34,010 33,990 4,487 38,497 3,819 37,829 (668) -14.9%
Mill Creek City 11,970 12,055 4,119 16,089 4,008 15,978 (111) -2.7%
Mtlake Terrace City 20,370 20,470 1,037 21,407 917 21,287 (120) -11.6%
Mukilteo City 18,340 18,520 3,123 21,463 2,828 21,168 (295) -9.4%
Woodway Town 945 990 398 1,343 366 1,311 (32) -8.0%
Unincorporated S.W. 134,149 138,089 76,692 210,841 63,685 197,834 (13,007) -17.0%
UGA Total 506,783 514,680 195,012 701,795 162,259 669,042 (32,753) -16.8%
City Total 324,512 327,540 73,247 397,759 63,172 387,684 (10,075) -13.8%
Unincorporated UGA Total 182,271 187,140 121,765 304,036 99,087 281,358 (22,678) -18.6%

67



Appendix C
Scenario A and B Employment Capacity Comparisons
for Cities and UGAs

15-Jan-03
EMPLOYMENT
Scenario A Scenario B Scenario A and B
Additional
Additional Additional Capacity Difference:
2000 Capacity Total Capacity Total
Estimate as of 2001 Capacity * as of 2001 Capacity * Amt. Pct.

Non-S.W. County UGA 43,269 46,378 89,647 36,529 79,798 (9,849) -21.2%
Arlington UGA 9,428 13,123 22,551 10,360 19,788 (2,763) -21.1%
Arlington City 9,208 10,737 19,945 8,452 17,660 (2,285) -21.3%
Unincorporated 220 2,386 2,606 1,908 2,128 (478) -20.0%
Darrington UGA 609 3,699 4,308 2,900 3,509 (799) -21.6%
Darrington Town 475 2,719 3,194 2,133 2,608 (586) -21.6%
Unincorporated 135 980 1,115 767 902 (213) -21.7%
Gold Bar UGA 149 458 607 362 511 (96) -21.0%
Gold Bar Town 149 458 607 362 511 (96) -21.0%

Unincorporated - - - - - - -
Granite Falls UGA 805 1,852 2,657 1,458 2,263 (394) -21.3%
Granite Falls Town 771 1,687 2,458 1,329 2,100 (358) -21.2%
Unincorporated 34 165 199 129 163 (36) -21.8%

Index UGA (incorporated) 49 - 49 - 49 - -
Lake Stevens UGA 3,625 3,606 7,231 2,748 6,373 (858) -23.8%
Lake Stevens City 999 1,601 2,600 1,266 2,265 (335) -20.9%
Unincorporated 2,626 2,005 4,631 1,482 4,108 (523) -26.1%
Maltby UGA (unincorporated) ** 1,677 4,718 6,395 3,752 5,429 (966) -20.5%
Marysville UGA 10,539 9,732 20,271 7,680 18,219 (2,052) -21.1%
Marysville City 8,583 8,381 16,964 6,606 15,189 (1,775) -21.2%
Unincorporated 1,956 1,351 3,307 1,074 3,030 277) -20.5%
Monroe UGA 7,630 3,839 11,469 3,022 10,652 (817) -21.3%
Monroe City 7,225 3,548 10,773 2,795 10,020 (753) -21.2%
Unincorporated 405 291 696 227 632 (64) -22.0%
Snohomish UGA 4,873 2,294 7,167 1,838 6,711 (456) -19.9%
Snohomish City 4,132 517 4,649 410 4,542 (107) -20.7%
Unincorporated 741 1,777 2,518 1,428 2,169 (349) -19.6%
Stanwood UGA 2,973 1,606 4,579 1,263 4,236 (343) -21.4%
Stanwood City 2,567 855 3,422 675 3,242 (180) -21.1%
Unincorporated 406 751 1,157 588 994 (163) -21.7%
Sultan UGA 912 1,451 2,363 1,146 2,058 (305) -21.0%
Sultan Town 799 1,451 2,250 1,146 1,945 (305) -21.0%

Unincorporated 113 - 113 - 113 - -
S.W. County UGA 167,013 71,792 238,805 56,891 223,904 (14,901) -20.8%
Incorporated S.W. 143,191 59,542 202,733 47,227 190,418 (12,315) -20.7%
Bothell City (part) 10,150 4,185 14,335 3,292 13,442 (893) -21.3%
Brier City 326 10 336 8 334 ) -20.0%
Edmonds City 10,322 1,719 12,041 1,371 11,693 (348) -20.2%
Everett City 81,117 39,582 120,699 31,466 112,583 (8,116) -20.5%
Lynnwood City 24,493 6,857 31,350 5,424 29,917 (1,433) -20.9%
Mill Creek City 2,808 2,192 5,000 1,736 4,544 (456) -20.8%
Mtlake Terrace City 7,127 861 7,988 682 7,809 (179) -20.8%
Mukilteo City 6,779 4,136 10,915 3,248 10,027 (888) -21.5%

Woodway Town 69 - 69 - 69 - -
Unincorporated S.W. 23,822 12,250 36,072 9,664 33,486 (2,586) -21.1%
UGA Total 210,282 118,170 328,452 93,420 303,702 (24,750) -20.9%
City Total 178,148 91,496 269,644 72,401 250,549 (19,095) -20.9%
Unincorporated UGA Total 32,135 26,674 58,809 21,019 53,154 (5,655) -21.2%

* - Total employment capacity estimates equal 2000 employment estimates plus additional employment capacity.
** - New information (Maltby UGA) developed since the Sept 19/02 and Oct 14/02 draft Buildable Lands reports.



Appendix D
List of Interim Reasonable M easur es

The Buildable Lands Report contains information on the buildable land capacity of our cities
and urban areas to accommodate future growth out to 2012. If acapacity problemisfound (i.e.,
alack of available capacity), the GMA and Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) direct cities
and the county to consider “reasonable measures,” other than expanding UGAS, to increase
population and employment capacity. As directed by the CPPs, a list of reasonable measures
will be prepared for review and recommendation by SCT, and review and adoption by the
County.

A consulting firm has been hired to create a list of reasonable measures to increase UGA
capacities. They will aso develop a methodology to review the effectiveness of reasonable
measures for small, medium, and larger cities. However, thiswork will not be complete in time
for the County’ s review of its 2002 Docket, which contains 6 proposals to expand UGAs. Since
the final list of reasonable measures will not be available in advance of the review of the docket
requests, an interim list of reasonable measures is proposed as an appendix to the Buildable
Lands Report.

The following interim list of reasonable measures consists of the reasonable measures provided
in Appendix A, of the Buildable Lands Program Guidelines (Washington State Community,
Trade and Economic Development, June 2000). The PAC developed the accompanying text
describing how the measures will be used. The state list and paragraph language were reviewed
by the PAC on June 20, 2002, and accepted on July 18, 2002.

Until such time as formal consideration and adoption of afinal, more precise list of reasonable
measures has been recommended through the SCT process and adopted by the county council as
outlined in CPP UG-14 (b), the county council may use the list of interim measures as part of
the evaluation for proposed UGA boundary expansions included in an annual docket. Affected
cities and the county should first consider and adopt those measures from the list that they find
effective and appropriate for their jurisdiction to achieve urban infill. Not all reasonable
measures on the interim list may be included on the adopted reasonable measures list and other
reasonable measures not on the list may also be considered.

Accessory Dwelling Units

Recommendation: Encourage accessory dwelling unitsin UGAS.

Potential Benefits. Accessory dwelling units ("granny flats," etc.) provide another housing
option for changing demo- graphics. They preserve neighborhoods as loca residents age and
give them a smaller place to live while allowing them to stay in their neighborhood. Densities
are increased within existing devel oped areas with minimal visual disruption.
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Capital Facilities | nvestments

Recommendations. Give priority to capital facility projects that most support urban growth at
urban densities. Provide urban services to help reduce sprawl development and maintain the
edge of the Urban growth boundary.

Potential Benefits: Phased, infill development is more cost effective than sprawl and helps
retain rura and natural resource lands. Adeguate infrastructure to support compact urban
growth will help UGASs be livable, attractive places. Outside UGAS, rura lifestyles can be
maintained better when infrastructure investments provide for rural needs without encouraging
urban encroachment.

Clustering

Recommendations. Encourage clustering techniques in UGAs where appropriate to ensure that
infill development and future urban services can be provided cost effectively. Outside UGAS,
use clustering techniques where appropriate to help retain open space, critical areas, and natural
resources, provided that the cluster does not provide for more growth than the underlying zone
allows and that retained open areas are not redeveloped in the future.

Potential Benefits. Clustering may allow more efficient use of land in addition to providing
open space. The technique also encourages a neighborhood feeling. It allows critical areas to be
protected while still permitting both urban and rural development.

Co-housing

Recommendation: Allow co-housing as an innovative form of housing to encourage more
housing choicesin UGAS.

Potential Benefits: It provides another choice in avariety of housing options.

Density Bonuses

Recommendation: Allow higher density or intensity of development in UGAs than normally
permitted as an incentive for achieving other community values such as affordable housing,
mixed-use developments, infill, rehabilitating existing structures, etc.

Potential Benefits: Bonuses can increase densities in urban areas and create an incentive for
providing neighborhood amenities. They can also be used as receiving zones to preserve
resource lands by buying or transferring development rights from rural to urban areas.

Design Standards

Recommendation: Adopt design standards in targeted areas to encourage attractive compact
development.

Potential Benefits. They help ensure development is attractive, safe, and consistent with
neighborhood character, historic preservation, or other desired features.
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Downtown Revitalization

Recommendations. Develop a strategy to encourage downtown vitality. Include techniques
such as promoting mixed residential and commercial uses, reuse of existing buildings/inventory
rather than tearing down and rebuilding, and alternative urban landscaping and infrastructure
that encourage pedestrian use.

Potential Benefits. It provides housing and employment options, reduces sprawl development
by reusing land within developed areas and where services are aready provided, increases
economic opportunities, and contributes to more efficient use of land.

Duplexes, Townhomes, and Condominiums
Recommendations. Permit duplexes, townhomes, and condominiums in both mixed-use and
residential districts of UGAS.

Potential Benefits: They provide additional affordable housing options and alow more
residential units than would be achieved by detached homes alone.

Economic Development Strategy

Recommendation: Include a strategy for sustainable economic development in the local
comprehensive plan. This strategy could include: a downtown revitalization program; incentives
for development that meet local goals; transit and transportation system upgrades; enhancement
of the natural resources base; an industrial needs assessment; and provisions for timely
infrastructure. Intergovernmental, private sector, and regional collaboration is important in this
effort.

Potential Benefits. The strategy can encourage a healthy economy over the long term. A good
strategy will help implement the community vision, consistent with resource considerations.

Environmental Review and Mitigation Built into the Subarea Planning Process

Recommendation: Use this technique for targeted devel opment areas.

Potential Benefits: This approach expedites a project's permitting decisions while ensuring that
infrastructure and environmental considerations are addressed during the planning phase.

Higher Allowable Densities

Recommendation: Change the comprehensive plan and development regulations, as necessary,
to encourage higher densities where they can be accommodated within UGAS.

Potential Benefits. Higher densities, where appropriate, provide more housing, a greater variety
of housing options, and a more efficient use of scarce land resources. Higher densities also
reduce sprawl development and make the provision of services more cost effective.

Industrial Zones

Recommendation: Limit non-industrial uses in industrial zones. For example, require that any
commercia use be sized to primarily serve the industrial needs in the zone. Preclude residential
use unlessit is accessory to the industrial use.
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Potential Benefits: These limits help ensure that industrial land can be saved for future
industrial needs.

Low Densitiesin Rural and Resource L ands

Recommendations. Make sure that allowable densities in rura lands are low enough to
discourage sprawl development. Generaly, this means one unit to five, 10, 20, or more acresin
rural areas, except for established areas of more intense development [as identified in RCW
36.70A.070(5)(d)]. Ensure that allowable densities in natural resource lands are even lower to
discourage sprawl devel opment.

Potential Benefits. Lower densities outside UGAS protect resource lands, promote devel opment
within UGAs where services will be available and are cost effective to provide, reduce sprawl
development, and reduce reliance on cars for transportation.

Maximum Lot Sizes

Recommendation: Establish maximum lot sizes, consistent with urban densities, for UGAS.
This approach may be chosen instead of the "minimum density" approach.

Potential Benefits. Maximum lot sizes can promote appropriate urban densities, efficiently use
limited land resources, and reduce sprawl development.

Minimum Density Requirements

Recommendation: Require in UGASs that residential development on a site must be built or
located in a way that will allow the future achievement of specific minimum urban densities
(e.g., five dwelling units per acre).

Potential Benefits. Minimum densities promote developments consistent with local
comprehensive plans and growth assumptions. They reduce sprawl development, eliminate
underbuilding in residential areas, and make provision of services more cost effective. They
aso promote a more consistent neighborhood fabric, reduce street costs, create areas with a
more pedestrian scale, and are more transit- friendly.

Mixed Uses

Recommendation: Allow residential and commercial development to occur in many of the
same buildings and areas within UGAs.

Potential Benefits: This technique can provide a broader variety of housing options, allowing
people to live, work, and shop in nearby areas. Mixed uses in the same area encourage more
pedestrian and transit-friendly access, reduce the demand on transportation services and
facilities, make goods and services accessible to non-drivers, and reduce peoples dependence
on vehicles for mobility.
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Multifamily Housing and Tax Credits

Recommendation: Provide tax incentives ( e.g., property tax exemption program) for multiple-
unit housing for targeted areas in certain urban centers as enabled by RCW 84.14.

Potential Benefits: This encourages increased and improved residential opportunities within
urban centers where there is insufficient housing. It is intended to stimulate new multifamily
housing construction as well as rehabilitation of existing vacant and under-utilized buildings for
multi-family housing targeting both renters and owners.

Narrow Streets

Recommendations. Encourage or require street widths that are the minimum necessary to
ensure that transportation and affordable housing goals can be achieved. Meet public safety
needs through design standards that keep traffic at a safe speed.

Potential Benefits. Narrower streets slow neighborhood traffic and increase livability. They are
more pedestrian friendly, enhance the sense of neighborhood, lower capital and maintenance
costs, and make more land available to housing and economic-based devel opment.

Phasing Urban Growth

Recommendation: Incorporate strategies in comprehensive plans and capital facilities plans to
phase urban growth as a way to provide for orderly development and encourage infill ahead of
"urban fringe" development.

Potential Benefits. This promotes development near existing urban services, reduces sprawl
development, and reduces "hop-scotch” development. It also reduces capital spending, increases
efficiency in providing capital facilities, promotes more orderly and cost-effective growth, and
promotes more efficient use of scarce land resources.

Small Lots

Recommendation: Allow or require small lots (5,000 square feet or less) for single-family
neighborhoods within UGAS.

Potential Benefits. Small lots limit sprawl, contribute to the more efficient use of land, and
promote densities that can support transit. Small lots also provide expanded housing ownership
opportunities to broader income ranges and provide additional variety to available housing

types.

Transfer/Purchase of Development Rights

Recommendation: Develop a program to encourage the purchase or transfer of development
authority in order to increase urban densities and decrease non-urban densities within UGAS.

Potential Benefits. These techniques can protect rural resource lands and reduce sprawl outside
UGAs. They also may be used to protect critical areas while still allowing development on lots
that contain unbuildable areas. They encourage the more efficient use of land and promote
densities where they can be provided most cost effectively.
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Transit

Recommendations. Encourage livable urban communities and neighborhoods by providing
public transit systems that are convenient and safe. Also, encourage attractive transit-oriented
development.

Potential Benefits. Transit allows denser development with less traffic congestion, reduces
dependence on single occupancy vehicles (SOV), and provides transportation options for
broader segments of the population who cannot drive (elderly, disabled, children, low- income
without vehicles, etc.). Transit-oriented development allows people to more easily use transit
systems and helps businesses near transit stations be more accessible. When done well, the
result will be desirable urban neighborhoods:

Urban Amenitiesfor Increased Densities

Recommendations. Identify and provide amenities that will attract urban development in UGAS
and enhance the quality of life for urban residents and businesses. Include them as part of the
local small lots, increased density, and affordable devel opment package.

Potential Benefits: Amenities, such as parks, trails, waterfront access, and cultural centers,
enhance livability in denser areas. Amenities contribute to the overall design vision of the
community and promote livability in UGAS.

Urban Centersand Urban Villages

Recommendations. Use urban centers and urban villages to encourage mixed uses, higher
densities, inter-connected neighborhoods, and a variety of housing types that can serve different
income levels.

Potential Benefits: These centers and villages provide locally focused shopping opportunities
and urban anlenities (parks, schools, civic buildings, etc.) together with increased densities,
which increase livability and reduce the dependence on single-occupant vehicles. They are a
more efficient use of land, encourage more transportation or mobility options (due to connected
streets), and provide for urban services more cost-effectively. Centers and villages create
integrated, more complete, and inter-related neighborhoods. These are in stark contrast to stand-
alone tracts of single-use developments that are not related to nor connected to the rest of the
community or adjacent neighborhoods. They also reduce the need to drive across town for basic
services and shopping.

Urban Holding Zones

Recommendations. Use very low zoning in certain areas adjacent to or within the UGA where
municipal services will not be available within the near future. This will help to phase future
urban development in an orderly and cost-effective manner. If this zone is for planned
residential use, shadow platting and clustering techniques may be used so that a person may still
build a house while configuring the lot(s) so that future rights-of-way and sites for future
densification are preserved. The remaining lot(s) or site(s) may be further developed to urban
densities when urban services are available. If this zoneis for planned industrial use, other kinds
of land uses that would discourage future industrial devel opment should not be allowed.

Potential Benefits: Land in sizes suitable for future urban scale development is protected from
sprawl development until municipal services are available to the site.
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