CITY OF MERCER ISLAND REVISED

CITY COUNCIL REGULAR VIDEO MEETING
Tuesday, March 1, 2022 at 5:00 PM

MERCER ISLAND CITY COUNCIL: LOCATION & CONTACT:
Mayor Salim Nice, Deputy Mayor David Rosenbaum, Mercer Island City Hall and via Zoom
Councilmembers: Lisa Anderl, Jake Jacobson, 9611 SE 36th Street | Mercer Island, WA 98040
Craig Reynolds, Wendy Weiker, and Ted Weinberg 206.275.7793 | www.mercerisland.gov

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, those requiring accommodation for Council meetings should notify the City Clerk’s
Office at least 24 hours prior to the meeting at 206.275.7793.

Registering to Speak for Appearances: Individuals wishing to speak live during Appearances (public comment period) must
register with the City Clerk at 206.275.7793 or cityclerk@mercerisland.gov before 4 PM on the day of the Council meeting.

Please reference "Appearances" on your correspondence and state if you would like to speak on camera and staff will be
prepared to permit temporary video access when you enter the live Council meeting. Please remember to activate the
video option on your phone or computer, ensure your room is well lit, and kindly ensure that your background is
appropriate for all audience ages. Screen sharing will not be permitted, but documents may be emailed to
council@mercerisland.gov.

Each speaker will be allowed three (3) minutes to speak. A timer will be visible online to speakers, City Council, and
meeting participants. Please be advised that there is a time delay between the Zoom broadcast and the YouTube or
Channel 21 broadcast.

Join by Telephone at 5:00 PM (Appearances will start sometime after 5:00 PM): To listen to the meeting via telephone, please
call 253.215.8782 and enter Webinar ID 882 0697 6853 and Password 730224 if prompted.

Join by Internet at 5:00 PM (Appearances will start sometime after 5:00 PM): To watch the meeting over the internet via
your computer, follow these steps:
1) Click this link
2) |If the Zoom app is not installed on your computer, you will be prompted to download it.
3) If prompted for Webinar ID, enter 882 0697 6853; Enter Password 730224
4) The City Clerk will call on you by name or refer to your email address when it is your turn to speak.
Please confirm that your audio works prior to participating.

Submitting Written Comments: Written comments may be submitted at the Mercer Island Let’s Talk Council Connects page.
Written comments received by 3 PM on the day of the meeting will be forwarded to all Councilmembers and a brief
summary of the comments will be included in the minutes of the meeting.

MEETING AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
AGENDA APPROVAL
STUDY SESSION
1. AB6024:2022 Community Survey

Recommended Action: Provide direction on the supplemental questions for the 2022 Community Survey.

Page 1



mailto:cityclerk@mercerisland.gov
mailto:council@mercerisland.gov
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88206976853?pwd=d2dLSExKWFhlcFRKTkxjYjJyWUJYdz09
https://letstalk.mercergov.org/councilconnects

CITY MANAGER REPORT

APPEARANCES (This is the opportunity for anyone to speak to the City Council on any item.)

CONSENT AGENDA

2.

|o

City Council Meeting Minutes of February 15, 2022

Recommended Action: Adopt the City Council Special Video Meeting Minutes of February 1, 2022 as
presented.

Certification of Claims
A. Check Register 210765-210845 | 2/11/2022 | $795,861.53
B. Check Register 210846-210900 | 2/18/2022 | $295,149.03

Recommendation Action: Certify that the City Council has reviewed the documentation supporting claims
paid and approved all checks or warrants issued in payment of claims.

AB 6033: January 28, 2022 Payroll Certification

Recommended Action: Approve the January 28, 2022 Payroll Certification (Exhibit 1) in the amount of
$842,718.00 and authorize the Mayor to sign the certification on behalf of the entire City Council.

AB 6016: February 11, 2012 Payroll Certification

Recommended Action: Approve the February 11, 2022 Payroll Certification in the amount of $835,571.69
and authorize the Mayor to sign the certification on behalf of the entire City Council.

AB 6022: Open Space Conservancy Trust Annual Report
Recommended Action: Accept the 2021 Open Space Conservancy Annual Report and the 2022 Work Plan.
AB 6025: 2022 Street Related Utility Improvements

Recommended Action:

1. Award Schedules ‘A’, ‘B’, ‘C’ and ‘D’ of the 2022 Street Related Utility Improvements project to Blue
Mountain Construction Group, LLC.

2. Authorize the City Manager to execute a contract with Blue Mountain Construction Group, LLC in an
amount not to exceed $522,216.08.

3. Appropriate $212,504 from the Water Fund and $16,739 from the Storm Water Fund to fully fund the
2022 Street Related Utility Improvements project.

AB 6028: Roadside Shoulder Improvements, West Mercer Way Phase 2

Recommended Action: Accept the completed Roadside Shoulder Improvements West Mercer Way Phase
2 project and authorize staff to close out the project.

AB 6029: Ratifying King County Countywide Planning Policies

Recommended Action: Approve Resolution No. 1620 to ratify the King County Countywide Planning
Policies updates.

10. AB 6030: WRIA 8 Interlocal Agreement Addendum

11.

Recommended Action: Authorize the City Manager to sign the Addendum to the Interlocal Agreement for
the Watershed Basins within Water Resource Inventory Area 8.

AB 6031: Authorization of Enterprise Financial Management System Purchase

Recommended Action:

1. Award RFP #21-37 to Tyler Technologies, Inc., a Maine-based company, for a Financial Management
Software System to replace the City’s current financial software system.

2. Authorize the City Manager to negotiate and execute an agreement with Tyler Technologies, Inc., in an
amount not to exceed $587,000 which includes the first year of the software subscription,
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implementation services, and a $150,000 project contingency, with future funding contingent on
Council budget approval.

3. Authorize a new, full-time Systems Analyst position in the Finance Department at an estimated annual
cost of $127,000 (for 2022) to facilitate the financial management software implementation and
oversee the ongoing maintenance, staff training, and development of the software system’s overall
functionality.

4. Authorize one-time funding not to exceed $272,000 to facilitate the successful implementation the
new financial management software system.

5. Appropriate $736,000 and authorize staff to allocate the project funding to the Street, Capital
Improvement, Water, Sewer, Stormwater and General Funds in accordance with existing overhead
allocation budget policies.

12. AB 6023: Approval of the 2022 Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan and Initial Project
Appropriation

Recommended Action:

1. Approve Resolution No. 1618 adopting the 2022 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space (PROS) Plan.

2. Appropriate $750,000 from available balance in the Capital Improvement Fund for athletic field design,
joint master planning for Clarke and Groveland beaches, and the MICEC Annex facility assessment.

REGULAR BUSINESS
13. AB 6032: 2021 Board and Commission Vacancy Appointments

Recommended Action: Approve Resolution No. 1619, appointing members to fill the vacancies on the Arts
Council, Design Commission, Planning Commission, and Utility Board.

14. AB 6019: Development Code Amendment ZTR21-005 Noise and Residential Exterior Lighting Standards (Ord.
No. 22C-02 First Reading)

Recommended Action: Review and provide comments on draft Ordinance No. 22C-02, amending MICC
19.02.020 Development standards, and set the second reading for April 5, 2022.

15. AB 6021: Luther Burbank Docks and Waterfront Project 30% Design Recommendation

Recommended Action:

1. Accept the Luther Burbank Docks and Adjacent Waterfront 30% design recommendation from the
Parks & Recreation Commission.

2. Appropriate $321,000 of the available fund balance in the Capital Improvement Fund to complete
100% design of the Luther Docks and Adjacent Waterfront Project.

3. Accept and appropriate the $94,200 King County Flood Control District Sub-regional Opportunity Fund
grant for design of drainage and LID improvement portion of Phase 2.

4. Authorize the City Manager to execute professional services agreements for the remaining project
design work.

16. AB 6020: COVID-19 Utility Relief Grant Program Overview
Recommended Action: Receive presentation and provide feedback.

OTHER BUSINESS

17. Planning Schedule

18. Councilmember Absences & Reports

EXECUTIVE SESSION

19. Pending or Potential Litigation and Collective Bargaining REVISED

Executive Session to discuss with legal counsel pending or potential litigation pursuant to RCW
42.30.110(1)(i) and for planning or adopting the strategy or position to be taken by the City Council during
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the course of any collective bargaining, professional negotiations, or grievance or mediation proceedings,
or reviewing the proposals made in the negotiations or proceedings while in progress pursuant to RCW
42.30.140(4)(b). No action will be taken.

ADJOURNMENT
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BUSINESS OF THE CITY COUNCIL A8 3024

March 1, 2022
CITY OF MERCER ISLAND Study Session

AGENDA BILL INFORMATION

TITLE: AB 6024: 2022 Community Survey [J Discussion Only
Action Needed:
RECOMMENDED ACTION: | Approve the supplemental questions for the 2022 Motion
Community Survey. [J Ordinance
[] Resolution

DEPARTMENT: Administrative Services
STAFF: Ali Spietz, Chief of Administration
Mason Luvera, Communications Manager
COUNCIL LIAISON: n/a
EXHIBITS: 1. 2018 Community Survey Contents

CITY COUNCIL PRIORITY: | 2- Articulate, confirm, and communicate a vision for effective and efficient city
services. Stabilize the organization, optimize resources, and develop a long-
term plan for fiscal sustainability.

AMOUNT OF EXPENDITURE $ 25,000

AMOUNT BUDGETED $ 25,000

APPROPRIATION REQUIRED Sn/a

SUMMARY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this agenda bill is to review the variable questions for the 2022 Community Survey.

e Traditionally, the City of Mercer Island conducts a biennial Community Survey to identify areas of
focus and community sentiment.

o The last survey was completed in 2018 and the 2020 survey was canceled due to impacts of the
pandemic.

e (City staff are working with the ETC Institute, the consultant that conducted the 2018 survey, to
develop and execute a 2022 Community Survey this spring. The core survey questions will be the
same as those asked in 2018, allowing for benchmarking trends to be observed over time.

e Staff have proposed supplemental questions for the survey, subject to City Council approval. These
guestions are asked in addition to the standardized questions that remain unchanged from the 2018
survey. The City Council may use the proposed questions or develop their own.

e Staff are seeking direction from the City Council on the supplemental questions in preparation for the
survey launch in mid-March.
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BACKGROUND

Since 2004, the City has conducted a biennial community survey to track customer satisfaction with City
services, to identify resident priorities, and to gather input on significant community issues. The survey adds
value by creating a feedback loop that is helpful in identifying areas of concern with City services, in
determining information gaps with the public that need to be bridged, and in allocating resources during the
biennial budget process. Due to pandemic impacts, the 2020 survey was not conducted.

2022 COMMUNITY SURVEY

City staff are working with the ETC Institute (the same vendor that conducted the 2018 survey) to develop
and execute a Community Survey in spring 2022 to help inform the 2023-2024 biennium. The ETC Institute
was founded in 1982 by Dr. Elaine Tatham to help local governments gather data from residents to enhance
community planning. Since its founding, the ETC Institute has completed research projects for clients in 49
states. This includes thousands of surveys, focus groups, and stakeholder meetings. At Tuesday’s meeting, the
ETC Institute will talk about their process for administering the survey including details about print and online
versions of the survey.

The 2022 survey will include the core questions used in 2018, allowing the City to accurately track progress
and changes in community responses over the four-year period. See Exhibit 1 for the 2018 survey. The ETC
Institute’s sampling ensures the completion of enough surveys to provide at least +/- 5% at the 95% level of
confidence. In addition, the survey may include up to five supplemental questions, helping procure current
informational needs for City operations.

The ETC Institute will work with City staff to develop and execute the 2022 Community Survey by:
e Developing the survey questions, using the prior survey (2018) to ensure statistical comparability.
e Structuring the survey to ensure ease of use through a variety of mediums (web, print, phone).
e Building the sample for the survey, using industry standards to ensure accuracy.
e Administering the survey to the sample.
e Compiling and analyzing the results of the survey.
e Building and delivering a final report to the City.

The goal is to receive a minimum of 400 completed surveys to ensure a statistically valid sample size. In 2018,
the City received over 700 surveys and the ETC Institute conducted verification and data entry for every
survey received above and beyond the goal at no additional cost to the City.

ADMINISTERING THE SURVEY

The ETC Institute will initially select a random sample of 2,000 households to receive the survey. The survey is
expected to be approximately 12-15 minutes in length, which is about 5 printed pages. The sample will be
address-based, which means all households in the City will have an equal probability of being selected. The
ETC Institute will mail the survey and a cover letter (on official letterhead) to all households selected for the
random sample. Residents who receive the survey by mail will have the option of completing it in one of the
following three ways:

1. By mail using a postage-paid return envelope, which will be included with the survey

2. By going online to a website, which will be printed on the survey. Residents who respond online will
be required to provide their home address so the ETC Institute can verify that the respondent is part
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of the random sample. If someone responds online that is not part of the sample or does not provide
their address, the ETC Institute will process these surveys separately from the random sample.

By calling a toll-free number, which will be printed on the survey; the ETC Institute will have
interviewers to answer inbound calls from residents who prefer to complete the survey by phone in
English and Spanish.

The ETC Institute will follow-up with households that do not respond to the mail survey within 10 days to
maximize participation in the survey. These follow-ups will be conducted as follows:

By sending reminder e-mails and texts to households for whom email addresses and text numbers
can be obtained. These emails and texts will contain a link to the on-line version.

By calling households and leaving voice messages about the survey with households that do not
answer their phone. The ETC Institute will give those who do answer their phone an opportunity to
complete the survey by phone. Most phone surveys will be completed as inbound calls to ETC
Institute’s call center.

If needed, and after a discussion with the City, the ETC Institute may suggest a secondary mailer
(postcard) be sent to residents who have yet to respond to the survey. The City will have the
opportunity to review and approve the postcards before they are sent.

The ETC Institute will conduct analysis of the data and submit a final report to the City. At a minimum, the
analysis and report will include the following items:

Formal report that includes an executive summary of survey methodology, a description of major
findings, and charts that show the overall results of the survey as well as trends to prior surveys
Benchmarks that show how the City’s performance compares to the national average
Importance-Satisfaction Analysis that will identify the areas where the greatest opportunities exist to
enhance overall satisfaction with City services

GIS Maps that show geocoded results for select questions on the survey as maps of the City
Crosstabulations that show the results for different segments of the population (e.g., race, age,
gender, income, etc.)

A copy of the survey instrument

PROJECT SCHEDULE AND COST

Here is the proposed timeline for the community survey:

February — March | e Design survey instrument

e Finalize sampling plan
e City approves survey and ETC Institute begins QA/QC process (2 weeks)
e Surveys are printed (3 days)

March — April e Surveys are delivered to the post office for delivery to Mercer Island

residents (2 weeks: March 22 — April 8)
¢ Administer the survey (4 weeks: April 8 — May 6)

May e Draft Report Submitted for review

e Prepare and Deliver the Final Report

June e On-site/virtual presentation of results to City
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The ETC Institute has quoted a fee of $21,535 to administer the survey and provide comprehensive results,
which is within the 2021-2022 budget amount of $25,000.

POTENTIAL SUPPLEMENTAL SURVEY QUESTIONS

In addition to the core statistical survey questions, there is an opportunity to include supplemental questions
regarding current hot topics or emerging issues. Staff generated a list of three potential survey questions for
City Council consideration. The City Council may use these suggestions or recommend others. Staff is seeking
direction on the supplementation survey questions so that the survey may be finalized and launched by mid-
March.

1. The City and Police Department are considering the use of speed cameras in school zones and other
areas frequented by children to enforce speed limits. Do you support the use of this technology?

a. Yes

b. No

¢. I’'mundecided

d. I’m not familiar with this technology

2. Many City meetings went virtual due to the pandemic, including City Council, board and commission
meetings, and other public meetings? Would you like the City to continue providing virtual access to
public meetings?

a. Yes

b. No
¢. I’mundecided

3. Should the City dedicate financial resources to establish its own Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI)
programs and fund a City staff position to steward this work?
a. Yes
b. No
¢. I’mundecided

Other topics that staff identified for possible supplemental questions include economic development or the
upcoming housing needs survey.

NEXT STEPS

Staff is seeking the City Council’s direction on the supplemental questions to include the final survey. Once
the supplemental questions are determined, staff and the ETC Institute will begin working on the online and
printed versions of the survey.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Provide direction on the supplemental questions for the 2022 Community Survey.
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2018 City of Mercer Island Community Survey

Please take a few minutes to complete this survey. Your input is an important part of the city's on-
going effort to provide quality services that the residents of Mercer Island need and value. If you
have questions, please call Ross Freeman, Communications Manager, at 206-275-7662.

Iltem 1.

Perceptions of Mercer Island. Several items that may influence your perception of the City of
Mercer Island are listed below. Please rate each item on a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 means "Very

Satisfied" and 1 means "Very Dissatisfied."

How satisfied are you with...

Very
Satisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

Don't Know

Overall quality of services provided by the City of Mercer Island

ol

Satisfied Neutral ‘ Dissatisfied

4

w

N

[EEY

Overall quality of life in the city

Overall quality of shopping and retail options on Mercer Island

Overall quality of dining options on Mercer Island

Overall feeling of safety in the city

Mercer Island as a place to live

Mercer Island as a place to raise children

Mercer Island as a place to retire

©XP N G|~ W N =

Mercer Island as a place to operate a business

[N
o

.|Mercer Island as an inclusive community

ojorjorjorjorjor|or|or|ol
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Major Cateqgories of City Services. Please rate each of the following on a scale of 1 to 5, where 5
means "Very Satisfied"” and 1 means "Very Dissatisfied."

How satisfied are you with the overall quality of...

Very

Satisfied

Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very

Don't Know

Police services

(6]

Satisfied

IS

N

Dissatisfied

[N

Fire and emergency medical services

Emergency preparedness services

City parks, trails, and open-space

Maintenance of city streets and rights-of-way

Water, sewer, and stormwater utility services

Enforcement of city codes and ordinances

Youth and family services, which includes mental health
services in public schools

© © N gk iw -

Recreation programs and special events

[EEN
o

.|Customer service you receive from city employees

[EEY
[EN

. | Efforts to sustain environmental quality

[EEN
N

.|City communications

[ERN
w

. | Efforts by the city to regulate development on the Island

H
e

Permitting and inspection services (e.g. issuing building,
electrical, plumbing, and mechanical permits)

ol orjforjorjorjol|f o1 (orforfOor (o1 OO
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N IR NN NN
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N
8

Which THREE of the major categories of city services listed above do you think should receive

the MOST EMPHASIS from city leaders over the next TWO years? [Write in your answers below

using the numbers from the list in Question 2.]
1st: 2nd:

018 ETC Institute

3rd:

AB 6024 | Exhibit 1 | Page 5
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Public Safety. Please rate each of the following on a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 means "Very Sati

and 1 means "Very Dissatisfied."

very Satisfied Neutral  Dissatisfied Very

Satisfied Dissatisfied | 2O KM

How satisfied are you with...

.| The visibility of police in the community 5 4 3 2 1

.| The city's overall efforts to prevent crime

.|Enforcement of local traffic laws

.| Parking enforcement services

. |How quickly police respond to emergencies

.|How quickly fire and rescue personnel respond to emergencies

~Noo(o|R~WIN|F-

. | Quality of animal control

orforjorjorfor| ol
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3a.

Which TWO of the items listed above do you think should receive the MOST EMPHASIS from city
leaders over the next TWO years? [Write in your answers below using the numbers from the list in
Question 3.]

Ist: 2nd:
Communication. Please rate each of the following on a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 means "Very
Satisfied" and 1 means "Very Dissatisfied."

very Satisfied Neutral ~ Dissatisfied very

Satisfied Dissatisfied | 2"t K"V

How satisfied are you with...

.| The availability of information about city programs and services 5 4 3 2 1 9

. | City efforts to keep you informed about local issues

. |Overall quality of the content on the city's website

.|Ease of using the city's website

.| The level of public involvement in local decision making

.| Timeliness of information provided by the city

oo |o1|o1| o
E N
NNN NN

1
1
1
1
1

WWw w|w
O | O|W|ww| o

Which TWO of the items listed above do you think should receive the MOST EMPHASIS from city
leaders over the next TWO years? [Write in your answers below using the numbers from the list in
Question 4.]

Ist: 2nd:
Streets and Infrastructure. Please rate each of the following on a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 means
"Very Satisfied" and 1 means "Very Dissatisfied."

very Satisfied Neutral  Dissatisfied Very Don't Know

How satisfied are you with...

.|Maintenance of city streets 5 4 3 2 1

Satisfied Dissatisfied

.|Maintenance of streets in your neighborhood

.|Mowing and trimming along city streets and other public areas

.|Adequacy of city street lighting

.| Condition of sidewalks in the city

.|Condition of bicycle infrastructure in the city

.|Cleanliness of city streets and public areas

O|IN|OOBIWIN |-

.|Maintenance of trees in public areas along city streets

O OO V||| |

gjo|a|lojo|o|o
NN N N N NN
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5a.

Which TWO of the items listed above do you think should receive the MOST EMPHASIS from city
leaders over the next TWO years? [Write in your answers below using the numbers from the list in
Question 5.]

1st: 2nd:

10
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6. Parks and Recreation. Please rate each of the following on a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 means

Satisfied" and 1 means "Very Dissatisfied."

How satisfied are you with... Sa::ii,%/e q Satisfied  Neutral | Dissatisfied Dis;/aetir;/fie 4 Don'tKnow
1. |Availability of city parks 5 4 3 2 1 9
2. |Condition of city parks 5 4 3 2 1 9
3. |Condition of city beaches 5 4 3 2 1 9
4. |Condition city docks 5 4 3 2 1 9
5. | Availability of trails and open spaces 5 4 3 2 1 9
6. | Condition of trails and open spaces 5 4 3 2 1 9
7. |Condition of picnic shelters, playgrounds, restrooms in city parks 5 4 3 2 1 9
8. | Condition of the city's outdoor athletic fields (e.g. baseball, soccer) 5 4 3 2 1 9
9. |Community and Event Center hours of operation and programming 5 4 3 2 1 9
10. | City recreation programs for youth, adults, and seniors 5 4 3 2 1 9
11.|Special events sponsored by the city 5 4 3 2 1 9

6a. Which TWO of the items listed above do you think should receive the MOST EMPHASIS from city

leaders over the next TWO years? [Write in your answers below using the numbers from the list in

Question 6.]
Ist: 2nd:
7. Utility Services. Please rate each of the following on a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 means "Very

Satisfied" and 1 means "Very Dissatisfied."

How satisfied are you with... Sa::ii,rf?/e d Satisfied Neutral ‘ Dissatisfied ‘ Dis;/aetirgfie 4 DontKnow
1. |Water services 5 4 3 2 1 9
2.|Sewer services 5 4 3 2 1 9
3.|Stormwater (flood prevention) services 5 4 3 2 1 9
4.|Residential curbside trash services 5 4 3 2 1 9
5.|Residential curbside yard/food waste services 5 4 3 2 1 9
6. |Residential curbside recycling services 5 4 3 2 1 9
7.|Spring and fall recycling events 5 4 3 2 1 9

7a. Which TWO of the items listed above do you think should receive the MOST EMPHASIS from city
leaders over the next TWO years? [Write in your answers below using the numbers from the list in
Question 7.]
1st: 2nd:

8. Code Enforcement. Please rate each of the following on a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 means "Very

Satisfied" and 1 means "Very Dissatisfied."

How satisfied are you with... Sé:{li?le 4 Satisfied ‘ Neutral | Dissatisfied Dis;/aetgﬁe 4 DontKnow
1.|Enforcing construction codes and permit requirements 5 4 3 2 1 9
2.|Enforcing the clean-up of junk and debris on private property 5 4 3 2 1 9
3.|Enforcing the exterior maintenance of residential property 5 4 3 2 1 9
4.|Enforcing the exterior maintenance of commercial property 5 4 3 2 1 9

8a. Which TWO of the items listed above do you think should receive the MOST EMPHASIS from city
leaders over the next TWO years? [Write in your answers below using the numbers from the list in
Question 8.]
1st: 2nd:

11
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Other Services. Please rate each of the following on a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 means

Satisfied" and 1 means "Very Dissatisfied."

How satisfied are you with... Sa:{ii,rf?/e q Satisfied  Neutral Dissatisfied Dis;/aetir;/fie 4 Don't Know

1. |King County Library services 5 4 3 2 1 9

2. | Timeliness of the city's permit review and inspections 5 4 3 2 1 9
Shopping at the city's Thrift Store (proceeds benefit Youth and

3. : . 5 4 3 2 1 9
Family Services)

4. The process for dropping off donations at the city's Thrift Store 5 4 3 2 1 9

10.

Transportation. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 means "Very Satisfied" and 1 means "Very

Dissatisfied,"” please rate your satisfaction with following aspects of transportation in the City of
Mercer Island.

How satisfied are you with... Se\lii?srf?/e g  Satisfied Neutral  Dissatisfied Dis;/;ir;lﬁe 4 Don'tKnow
1. |Availability of safe biking facilities on Mercer Island 5 4 3 2 1 9
2.|Availability of safe walking facilities on Mercer Island 5 4 3 2 1 9
3.|Access to public transportation on Mercer Island 5 4 3 2 1 9
4.|Ease of travel between Mercer Island and Bellevue/Eastside 5 4 3 2 1 9
5. |Ease of travel between Mercer Island and Seattle 5 4 3 2 1 9
6. | Availability of commuter parking in Town Center 5 4 3 2 1 9
7. | Availability of retail parking in Town Center 5 4 3 2 1 9

10a. Which TWO of the items listed above do you think should receive the MOST EMPHASIS from city
leaders over the next TWO years? [Write in your answers below using the numbers from the list in
Question 10.]
1st: 2nd:
1. Where do you currently get news and information about city programs, services, and events?
[Check all that apply.]
(1) Mercer Island Weekly (city e-newsletter) (5) Cable TV or video streaming City Council meetings
(2) City e-mail update service (6) Mercer Island Reporter
(3) City website (7) Social Media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, NextDoor)
(4) Attending public meetings (8) Other:
12. Do you think Mercer Island is generally going in the right direction, or do you think it is generally
going in the wrong direction?
(1) Right direction (2) Wrong direction (9) Don't know
13. How would you rate the job Mercer Island city government does overall?
(1) Excellent (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor (9) Don't know
14. How would you rate the job the City of Mercer Island is doing using tax dollars responsibly?
(1) Excellent (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor (9) Don't know
15. Do you think the City of Mercer Island provides too many services, too few services, or about the
right amount of services?
(1) Too many services (3) Too few services
(2) About the right amount of services (9) Don't know
12
18 ETC Institute Page 4
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16. The City of Mercer Island currently forecasts a projected 6-year budget deficit because th¢

of providing services is increasing at a rate faster than the growth in property tax revenue. If the
city asked voters to approve a 6-year levy lid lift that would raise property taxes enough to avoid
reductions in service levels, what is the maximum increase in property taxes that you would be
willing to pay (based on a $1.2 million median assessed value home)? [Check only ONE.]

__ (1) Approximately $28 per month (or $331 annually) ___(3) Do not increase taxes [Skip to Q17.]
__(2) Approximately $21 per month (or $254 annually) ___(9) Don't know

16a. Would you be supportive of adding $36 more per year to the levy if it were used to remodel
and expand the city's Thrift Store? Improvements to the Thrift Store would generate
enough revenue to fund Youth and Family Services, which will eliminate the need to fund
these services from the city's general fund budget in the future.

_(D)Yes ___(2)No ____(9) Don't know
17. Approximately how many years have you lived on Mercer Island? ___years
18. What is your age? ___ years
19. Are you Hispanic or Latino? (D Yes ___(2No

20. Which of the following best describe your race/ethnicity? [Check all that apply.]

(1) African American (3) Native American (5) Other:
(2) Asian/Pacific Islander (4) White
21. How many children under age 18 live in your household? [Enter "0" if none.] children

22. What is your gender?
(1) Male (2) Female (3) Transgender (4) | don't identify as male, female, or transgender

23. Would you say your total annual household income is...

(1) Under $50,000 (3) $100,000 to $199.999 (5) $500,000 to $999,999
(2) $50,000 to $99,999 (4) $200,000 to $499,999 (6) $1,000,000 or more
24, If you have any other comments you would like to share, please provide them below.

This concludes the survey — Thank you for your time!
Please return your completed survey in the enclosed postage-paid envelope addressed to:
ETC Institute, 725 W. Frontier Circle, Olathe, KS 66061

The information printed to the right will only be
used to identify needs and priorities for
residents in different areas of the city. If your
address is incorrect, please provide the correct

ormation. Thank you.
13




CITY COUNCIL MINUTES

Item 2.

REGULAR VIDEO MEETING
FEBRUARY 15, 2022

14

CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL

Mayor Salim Nice called the meeting to order at 5:00 pm in the Council Chambers at City Hall, 9611 SE 36th
Street, Mercer Island, Washington.

Councilmembers Lisa Anderl, Jake Jacobson, Salim Nice, Craig Reynolds, David Rosenbaum, Wendy Weiker
(arrived at 5:30 pm), and Ted Weinberg participated remotely using Zoom.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Mayor Nice delivered the Pledge of Allegiance.

AGENDA APPROVAL

It was moved by Rosenbaum; seconded by Reynolds to:
Approve the agenda as presented.

It was moved by Rosenbaum; seconded by Jacobson to:

Amend the agenda to add discussion and potential City response to ESHB 1660
Motion to Amend Passed 6-0

FOR: 6 (Anderl, Jacobson, Nice, Reynolds, Rosenbaum, and Weinberg)

Amended Motion Passed 6-0
FOR: 6 (Anderl, Jacobson, Nice, Reynolds, Rosenbaum, and Weinberg)

STUDY SESSION

AB 6015: Presentation on Proposed Comprehensive Plan Periodic Update Scope of Work, Master
Schedule, and Public Participation Plan

Interim CPD Director Jeff Thomas gave a presentation on the Proposed Comprehensive Plan Periodic Update
Scope of Work, Master Schedule, and Public Participation Plan. Director Thomas provided background on the
Growth Management Act (GMA), GMA requirements, existing elements in the Comprehensive Plan, and the
addition of two new elements that are now required, Growth Targets and Urban Growth Capacity.. Director
Thomas covered the approach being taken for the period review and funding for the review, an overview of
the Master schedule and the components of the public participation plan. Council discussed the presentation
and asked questions of staff.

SPECIAL BUSINESS

King County Updates by Council Chair Claudia Balducci

King County Council Chair Claudia Balducci provided an updated to the City Council on what the King County
Council is doing. She spoke to the King County COVID response, relief and recovery, homelessness and
housing affordability in the region, regional planning updates, mobility, and transportation update and how

King County is supporting the Mercer Island Community.

Council asked questions of King County Council Chair Claudia Balducci and thanked her for the updates.

City of Mercer Island City Council Meeting Minutes February 15, 2022
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Item 2.

CITY MANAGER REPORT

City Manager Bon reported on the following items:

e Council, Boards & Commission meetings update: Planning Commission February 16, Parks &
Recreation Commission March 3, Design Commission March 24. Annual Planning Session March 26.

o City services updates: February 14 power outage, Damage to North End Fire Station, Object thrown
at MIFD Aid Car, MIFD Updates: Light Rail Emergency Response Training, Recreation Updates: Now
accepting rental reservations, prepping for spring sports, Reviewing and Updating Polices, Mercerdale
playground update,

e Upcoming events: Aubrey Davis Park Trail Safety Improvement Project Virtual Meeting, Spring
Recycling Event March 26

e Some good news: Successful restoration event at the Bike Skills Area, City Hall masonry project
finished, YFS receives Philanthropy Award.

APPEARANCES

Jay Greer (Mercer Island), spoke to the Council in support of the Bike Skills Area and how the closure of the
bike skills area has affected his family.

Ronan Holloway (Mercer Island), spoke in support of the Bike Skills Area and about the benefit of the Bikes
Skills Area to the community and to the kids on the Island.

Sue Stewart (Mercer Island), spoke on behalf of Friends of Luther Burbank Park and expressed that they are
against the Bike Skills area and the proposed changes to Upper Luther Burbank Park regarding the Bike
Skills area.

Daniel Thompson (Mercer Island), spoke regarding HB 1782 and SB 5670 to how these bills were not
designed to create affordable housing and would not benefit Mercer Island.

Tom Acker (Mercer Island), spoke about HB 1782 and the Bike Skills Area. He thanked the Council for their
engagement and advocacy with the state representatives on HB 1782. He spoke about the original intent
of the bike area in Upper Luther Burbank Park and about the loss of activities for kids between the age of
8-16 and his support for looking a place on the Island for a bike area.

Ira Appleman (Mercer Island), spoke about HB 1782 and how it would negatively affect Mercer Island and
thanked the Mayor for his engagement with the state representatives.

Dave Wisenteiner (Mercer Island), spoke about HB 1782 and thanked the Council for engagement with the
state representatives and how important that engagement is.

Kate Akyuz (Mercer Island), spoke about the PROS Plan. She thanked the staff and Council for their work on
the PROS Plan. She voiced her concerns that the PROS Plan is lacking on climate change and equity.
She spoke is supportive of the Bike Skills Area and how it can help climate change and equity by keeping
it on the Island.

Tim Punke (Mercer Island), spoke about zoning on the Island. He spoke to his support of keeping zoning laws
under local control and thanked the Council and City Leadership team for advocating for the Island.

CONSENT AGENDA

Certification of Claims
A. Check Register 210567-210685 | 1/28/2022 | $838,477.11
B. Check Register 210686-210764 | 2/04/2022 | $1,532,130.56
C. EFT Payments | January 2022 | $2,500,086.52

Recommendation Action: Certify that the City Council has reviewed the documentation supporting
claims paid and approved all checks or warrants issued in payment of claims.

City of Mercer Island City Council Meeting Minutes February 15, 2022
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Item 2.

City Council Meeting Minutes of February 1, 2022

Recommended Action: Adopt the City Council Special Video Meeting Minutes of February 1, 2022 as
presented.

AB 6014: ARPA Fund Utility Update & Appropriation Request

Recommended Action:

1. Appropriate $799,000 in ARPA funding to commence design work for the three utility infrastructure
projects.

2. Authorize the City Manager to enter into Professional Service Agreements for the design of the First
Hill Booster Pump Station Generator Replacement, Sewer Pipe Replacements and Upsizing, and
Pressure Reducing Valve Station Replacement projects.

It was moved by Jacobson; seconded by Anderl to:

Approve the Consent Agenda and the recommended actions contained therein.
PASSED: 6-0

FOR: 6 (Anderl, Jacobson, Nice, Rosenbaum, Weiker, and Weinberg)

REGULAR BUSINESS
ESHB 1660 Discussion and Potential City Response

City Manager Jessi Bon provided an overview of ESHB 1660 and a response letter that has been written on
behalf of the City Council. The Council directed staff to send the letter to Senator Wellman expressing the
City’s opposition to ESHB 1660.

AB 6017: Public Hearing and Discussion on the 2022 Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan
Final Draft

Mayor Nice opened the public hearing at 7:19 pm.

Brian Shiers (Mercer Island), as the head coach of the Mercer Island Mountain Bike team, spoke in support of
the Bike Skills Area and how it benefits Island youth and how to create a great bike park that is inclusive
for all ages and skill levels.

Ira Appleman (Mercer Island), he spoke about safety in the parks and about his opposition of the Bike Skills
Area, and his concerns about the safety and liability of a Bike Skills Area. He also spoke about coyotes
and how they are making parks less safe.

There being no further comments, Mayor Nice closed the public hearing at 7:26 pm.

City Manager Jessi Bon presented the final draft of the 2022 Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS). She
explained what a PROS Plan is and why it is necessary for Mercer Island to have one. She gave an overview
of the Public Engagement process and of the high-level goals in Chapter 4. City Manager Bon spoke about
the Bike Skills Area, the 2022 Capital Project appropriations, how the Parks CIP is a planning document, and
regarding the reasoning for revenue assumptions.

Deputy Mayor Rosenbaum asked the Council to consider including funding in the Six-Year Parks Capitol
Improvement Fund for an evaluation of a splash pad/park to the Mercer Island parks system. He asked that
staff identify 2-3 preferred locations for this amenity, embark on a public engagement process regarding the
potential project, and that the City Manager provide a design update including preferred concept, updated cost
estimates, construction timelines, and project scope of work before completing further design work. Following
discussion, the City Council agreed to include the evaluation of a spray park in the final draft of the PROS
Plan when it returns for approval.

City of Mercer Island City Council Meeting Minutes February 15, 2022 3
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Item 2.

AB 6018: 2021 Year End Police Report

Police Chief Ed Holmes presented the 2020 Year-End Police Report to the City Council on the. He spoke
about who the MIPD is, how the officers have adjusted to the new policing laws in the state, and how he has
provided feedback to elected leaders encouraging support of the currently proposed legislation.

Commander Jeff Magnan presented about Emergency Management, Crime Prevention, community outreach,
the reaccreditation process MIPD went through to ensure best practices, and the Independent Force
Investigation Team of King County.

Commander Mike Seifert presented on the number of incidents and calls MIPD responded to in 2021, the
launch of the ALRP program in late 2021, how the department balanced COVID restrictions with proactive
patrolling, how officers have used a compassionate approach to the new ordinance related to the use of public
property, and about the continued focus of integrating de-escalation techniques into Use of Force training.
Marine Patrol Sergeant Chad Shumacher presented on the Marine Patrol services provided in 2021 and the
extending of Marine Patrol Services with Hunts Point and Medina beginning in 2022.

Chief Holmes shared support the MIPD has received from the community and expressed the departments and

his appreciation of the community support.

OTHER BUSINESS

Planning Schedule

City Manager Bon updated on the change to publishing the Planning Schedule to a 3-month look-ahead. She

spoke about an agenda item change adding the exit interview with the state auditors.

Councilmember Absences and Reports

Councilmember Reynolds spoke about K4C remaining active. Drafts of sign on letters from K4C looking for
support are coming soon.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

At 8:35 pm, Mayor Nice convened an executive session via Microsoft Teams to discuss with legal counsel

planning or adopting the strategy or position to be taken by the City Council during the course of any collective

bargaining, professional negotiations, or grievance or mediation proceedings, or reviewing the proposals

made in the negotiations or proceedings while in progress pursuant to RCW 42.30.140(4)(b) for approximately

30 minutes.

Mayor Nice adjourned the executive session at 9:05 pm.

ADJOURNMENT

The Council Meeting adjourned at 9:05 pm.

Salim Nice, Mayor
Attest:

Andrea Larson, City Clerk
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CERTIFICATION OF CLAIMS

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the materials have been
furnished, the services rendered, or the labor performed as described herein, that any
advance payment is due and payable pursuant to a contract or is available as an option for
full or partial fulfillment of a contractual obligation, and that the claim is a just, due and
unpaid obligation against the City of Mercer Island, and that | am authorized to
authenticate and certify to said claim.

k> e

Finance Director

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that the City Council has reviewed the
documentation supporting claims paid and approved all checks or warrants issued in
payment of claims.

Mayor Date
Report Warrants Date Amount
Check Register 210765-210845 2/11/2022 $795,861.53

$795,861.53

\\CHFS1\share\FINANCE\JENNIFER\Q. INFO\F. Council Reports\COUNCIL.doc
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City of Mercer Iland

PO # Check #

Vendor:

Accounts Payable Report by GL Key

Transaction Description

Finance Departn
Item 3.

Check Amount

Org Key: 402000 - Water Fund-Admin Key

P0113456 00210843 WALTER E NELSON CO INVENTORY PURCHASES 1,810.00

P0113432 00210795 GRAINGER INVENTORY PURCHASES 1,242.37

P0113455 00210800 HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICE INVENTORY PURCHASES 462.36
00210801 JAYMARCHOMESACROSSTHEBRIDG REFUND OVERPAY 005229861 333.32

P0113475 00210795 GRAINGER INVENTORY PURCHASES 264.24

P0113474 00210795 GRAINGER INVENTORY PURCHASES 132.52

OrgKey: 814075 - Mercer Isand Emp Association
00210815 MI EMPLOYEESASSOC PAYROLL EARLY WARRANTS 222.50

Org Key: AS1100 - Administrative Services

P0113496 00210841 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON DEC 24-JAN 23 ANGIE AL 87.14

Org Key: CM1100 - Administration (CM)

P0113521 00210837 SOUND PUBLISHING INC Ntc. 2634654 Open Public 46.93

P0113512 00210786 DEPT OF ENTERPRISE SERVICES MONTHLY BUSINESS CARDS CLERK L 24.22

Org Key: CM1200 - City Clerk

P0113521 00210837 SOUND PUBLISHING INC Ntc. 2634375 Ord 21-26 1/12 57.30

P0113521 00210837 SOUND PUBLISHING INC Ntc. 2634608 Ord 22C-01 1/26 57.30

Org Key: CO6100 - City Council

P0113512 00210786 DEPT OF ENTERPRISE SERVICES MONTHLY BUSINESS CARDS 121.13

OrgKey. CT1100 - Municipal Court
00210780 COMPLETE OFFICE OFFICE SUPPLIES JAN 2022 405.99

P0113448 00210797 GREER, JSCOTT Pro Tem Judge 2/1/22 - 3.5 hrs 175.00
00210812 LUCERO, CHERYL AMAZON COURTRM CALENDAR 14.75

P0113468 00210807 LANGUAGE LINE SERVICES Language Line - Invoice #10441 14.31

Org Key: DS0000 - Development Services-Revenue
00210793 GEARHART, MARC REFUND OVERPAYMENT 17,936.20
00210782 CROWN CASTLEFIBERLLC OVERPAY WCF21-036 4,416.11
00210793 GEARHART, MARC REFUND OVERPAYMENT 3,557.92
00210811 LOWE, JONATHAN AND TESSA OVERPAYMENT 436.99
00210767 ALL CLIMATEHEATING & AIR CANCELED PERMIT # 2201-146 141.60
00210796 GREENWOOD HEATING & A/C CANCELED 141.60
00210796  GREENWOOD HEATING & A/C REFUND 141.60
00210796 GREENWOOD HEATING & A/C REFUND 141.60
00210796  GREENWOOD HEATING & A/C REFUND 141.60
00210823 NORTHWEST MECHANICAL DUPLICATE 141.60
00210824 PK ELECTRIC CANCELED 141.60
00210772  AXIOM CONSTRUCTION OVERPAY PRE21-061 131.89

OrgKey. DS1100 - Administration (DS)

P0113498 00210841 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON DEC 24-JAN 23 CPD 609.28

P0113497 00210841 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON DEC 24-JAN 23 CM 482.58

P0113497 00210841 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON DEC 24-JAN 23 CM 160.86

P0113515 00210802 JURASSIC PARLIAMENT Training for Laurie 47.00

OrgKey. DS1300 - Land Use Planning Svc

P0113516 00210792  Galt, John HEX Services Dec 2021 for APL 187.50

Date: 02/11/22 Report Name:  Accounts Payable Report by GL Key
11:55:58 CouncilAP5
= Set A - 2022-02-11 Certification of Claims | Page 2 Page: 1




City of Mercer Iland

Finance Departn

Accounts Payable Report by GL Key

PO # Check # Vendor:

Transaction Description

Item 3.

Check Amount

P0113521 00210837
P0113521 00210837

SOUND PUBLISHING INC
SOUND PUBLISHING INC

Org Key: FN1100 - Administration (FN)
P0113459 00210842 VERIZON WIRELESS
P0113459 00210842 VERIZON WIRELESS

Org Key: FN4501 - Utility Billing (Water)
P0113459 00210842 VERIZON WIRELESS
P0113459 00210842 VERIZON WIRELESS

Org Key: FROO00 - Fire-Revenue
00210785 DAY MANAGEMENT CORP
00210785 DAY MANAGEMENT CORP

OrgKey: FR1100 - Administration (FR)
P0113493 00210787 EASTSIDE FIRE & RESCUE
00210777  CENTURYLINK
00210777  CENTURYLINK
P0113483 00210770  ASPECT SOFTWARE INC
P0113488 00210819 M| REPORTER/JOURNAL AMERICAN

OrgKey: FR2100 - Fire Operations

P0113486 00210836  SEA WESTERN INC
P0113450 00210788 EPSCA

P0113538 00210841 VERIZON WIRELESS
P0113493 00210787 EASTSIDE FIRE & RESCUE

P0113482 00210779  COMCAST
P0113485 00210784 DAY MANAGEMENT CORP
P0113450 00210788  EPSCA

Org Key: FR2400 - Fire Suppression
P0113480 00210810 LN CURTIS & SONS

OrgKey: FR2500 - Fire Emergency Medical Svcs
P0113487 00210809 LIFE ASSIST INC
P0113487 00210809 LIFE ASSIST INC
P0113484 00210765 AIRGASUSALLC

OrgKey: FR4100 - Training
P0113481 00210773 BELLEVUE, CITY OF

OrgKey: GEO0101 - FireTraining Tools & Equipme
P0112807 00210789 FIRST RESPONSE EMERGENCY EQUPT

Org Key: GEO0107 - Fleet Replacements
P0110830 00210835 RWC GROUP

Org Key: GGMO001 - General Government-Misc

P0113507 00210799 HEARTLAND LLC

P0113507 00210799 HEARTLAND LLC

P0113522 00210840 USDA-APHIS-WILDLIFE SERVICES

Org Key: GGMO004 - Gen Gowt-Office Support
P0113531 00210845  Xerox Financial Services

Ntc. 2634360 Public Hearing TC
Ntc. 2634361 Public Hearing La

DEC 24, 21- JAN 23,22 CITY CEL
DEC 24, 21- JAN 23,22 CITY CEL

DEC 24, 21- JAN 23,22 CITY CEL
DEC 24, 21- JAN 23,22 CITY CEL

REFUND OVERPAYMENT
REFUND OVERPAYMENT

January/February 2022 Interim
FIRE STATION 92 T1

MAIN FIRE STATION FD#7
Telestaff Monthly Maintenance
2022 MIFD Subscription

Annual Compressor Service

44 RADIOS FOR FIRE 2022
VERIZON WIRELESS FIRE DEC 24-J
Parts/L abor - 8614

Internet Charges/Fire

Radio Repair

ACCESS FEE REBATE FIRE

1/4" Coupling

Stock Aid Supplies
Stock Aid Supplies
Oxygen/Fire

Firefighter 1| Pro Board Exam/

Wildland Gear (clothing and

2021 ISUZU (REPLACEMENT FOR FL

On-Call Real Estate Services (
On-Call Real Estate Services (
Wildlife Control Services

Copier Lease 001 Feb 2022 INV

91.00
78.04

47.13
42.13

47.13
42.13

259.00
259.00

59,400.00
2,021.14
194.88
165.15
70.00

2,146.95
1,111.00
887.38
468.38
123.87
88.08
-73.04

80.77

2,174.48
291.72
4.93

92.15

6,057.70

79,106.69

9,035.00
4,780.00
2,640.00

1,031.64

Date: 02/11/22

11:55:58
20

Report Name:  Accounts Payable Report by GL Key
CouncilAP5

Set A - 2022-02-11 Certification of Claims | Page 3
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City of Mercer Iland

Accounts Payable Report by GL Key

Finance Departn

Item 3.

PO # Check # Vendor: Transaction Description Check Amount
P0113524 00210845  Xerox Financial Services Copier Rental Fees Sept 2021 | 1,031.64
P0113526 00210845  Xerox Financial Services Copier Lease 003 Feb 2022 INV 857.69
P0113523 00210845  Xerox Financial Services Copier Rental Fee Dec 2021 INV 284.06
P0113525 00210845  Xerox Financial Services Copier Lease 002 Feb 2022 INV 284.06
P0113508 00210827 PITNEY BOWESINC Postage Machine Ink Cartridge 124.46
00210780 COMPLETE OFFICE OFFICE SUPPLIES JAN 2022 52.28
00210780 COMPLETE OFFICE OFFICE SUPPLIES JAN 2022 26.40
OrgKey: GT0106 - Enterprise Resource Planning S
P0113510 00210774 BERRYDUNN BIWEEKLY STATUS UPDATES (ONGOI 5,700.00
OrgKey: 1S2100 - 1GS Network Administration
P0113494 00210822 MUNICODE Municode Annual Renewal - Web 12,784.80
P0113281 00210776 CDW GOVERNMENT INC RSA Annual Licensing and Suppo 744.50
00210777 CENTURYLINK COMMUNITY CTRBACKUPPERT1 663.94
00210777 CENTURYLINK TRUNKS & BILLING (PRI) 578.18
P0113530 00210813 MAGNASLLC LONG DISTANCE CALLING 2/4/2022 204.86
P0113460 00210842 VERIZON WIRELESS DEC 24, 21 - JAN 23, 22 IGS 162.37
00210777 CENTURYLINK PUBLIC WORKS RADIO 96.05
00210777 CENTURYLINK OPX lines- 16 or 32? 71.97
P0113459 00210842 VERIZON WIRELESS DEC 24, 21- JAN 23,22 CITY CEL 40.01
OrgKey: MT2100 - Roadway Maintenance
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 78 AVE SE & SE 30 ST 711.28
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY SE28ST & 81 PL SE 575.52
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 77 AVE SE & SE 27 ST 485.05
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 76TH AVE SE & SE 24TH ST 298.17
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 81 AVE SE & N MERCER WAY 290.48
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY IRRIGATION - TREE LIGHT 235.91
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY W SIDE 80TH AVE SE & SSIDE 19 122.46
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 84TH AV SE/ SE 26 ST 107.82
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 7806 SE 27TH ST 80.95
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 7707 SE 27TH ST SIGNAL 79.74
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 4700 ISLAND CREST WAY 50.34
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 3853 ISLAND CREST WAY 58.59
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 4030 86TH AVE SE 55.03
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 80TH AV SE/ SE 28 ST 52.87
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 3200 81ST PL SE 51.62
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 4200 ISLAND CREST WAY 41.38
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY SE 36 ST & E MERCER WAY 28.32
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY SE 78TH & 84TH AVE SE 13.23
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 5700 ISLAND CREST WAY 11.21
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 78TH AVE/ SE 24 ST 7.70
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 8450 N MERCER WAY 7.68
Org Key: MT2300 - Planter Bed Maintenance
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 84TH AVE SE & 72ND ST 13.59
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 8450 N MERCER WAY 174
OrgKey: MT2500 - ROW Administration
00210780 COMPLETE OFFICE OFFICE SUPPLIES JAN 2022 11.64
Date: 02/11/22 Report Name:  Accounts Payable Report by GL Key
11:55:58 CouncilAP5
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City of Mercer Iland

PO # Check #

Finance Departn

Accounts Payable Report by GL Key

Vendor:

Transaction Description

Item 3.

Check Amount

Org Key: MT3100 - Water Distribution

P0113469 00210800 HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICE UTILITY PUMP & DRILL BITS 272.88

Org Key: MT3200 - Water Pumps
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 4320 88TH AVE SE 4,067.29
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 3204 74TH AVE SE 150.63

Org Key: MT3300 - Water Associated Costs
00210814 MARTIN, ERIC WATER BREAK CALL IN 16.80

OrgKey: MT3500 - Sewer Pumps
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 2239 60TH AVE SE 922.75
00210832  PUGET SOUND ENERGY 3309 97TH AVE SE 422.84
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY PUMP STATION #21 398.85
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY PUMP STATION #19 376.62
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 8440 BENOTHO PLACE 355.96
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 7207 W MERCER WAY 319.32
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 9855 SE 42ND ST 270.51
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 5495 W MERCER WAY 269.77
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 5406 96TH AVE SE 256.37
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 6234 E MERCER WAY 249.86
00210777 CENTURYLINK UTILITIES DEPARTMENT 212.40
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 4606 EAST MERCER WAY 21211
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY PUMP STATION #17 198.71
00210777 CENTURYLINK UTILITIES DEPARTMENT 168.64
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY PUMP STATION #10 163.53
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY PUMP STATION #1 158.51
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY PUMP STATION # 15 135.76
00210777 CENTURYLINK UTILITIES DEPARTMENT 124.45
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 4313 FOREST AVE SE 107.11
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 4009 WEST MERCER WAY 105.01

P0113471 00210818 MI HARDWARE - UTILITY MISC. HARDWARE FOR THE MONTH O 81.70
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 4008 EAST MERCER WAY 35.66

OrgKey: MT3600 - Sewer Associated Costs
00210780 COMPLETE OFFICE OFFICE SUPPLIES JAN 2022 100.00
00210775 BOROVINA, RAYMOND CDL APPLICATION 37.25
00210775 BOROVINA, RAYMOND EVERGREEN SAFETY FLAGGING 32.14

OrgKey: MT3800 - Storm Drainage

P0113471 00210818 M| HARDWARE - UTILITY MISC. HARDWARE FOR THE MONTH O 4,25

OrgKey: MT4101 - Support Services- General Fd
00210780 COMPLETE OFFICE OFFICE SUPPLIES JAN 2022 294.08

OrgKey: MT4150 - Support Services- Clearing

P0113492 00210841 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON WIRELESS DEC 24-JAN 24 4,582.59

P0113465 00210778 CINTAS CORPORATION #460 2022 PW COVERALL SERVICE 2,596.42

P0113450 00210788 EPSCA 1 RADIO FOR MAINTENANCE 25.25
00210780 COMPLETE OFFICE OFFICE SUPPLIES JAN 2022 21.93

P0113450 00210788  EPSCA ACCESS FEE REBATE MAINT -1.66

Org Key: MT4200 - Building Services

Date: 02/11/22 Report Name:  Accounts Payable Report by GL Key
11:55:58 CouncilAP5
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City of Mercer Iland

Finance Departn

Accounts Payable Report by GL Key

Item 3.

PO # Check # Vendor: Transaction Description Check Amount
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 9611 SE 36TH ST 7,620.08
00210833 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 9601 SE 36TH ST 5,050.32
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 9601 SE 36TH ST 3,484.41
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 3030 78TH AVE SE 2,828.05
00210833 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 9601 SE 36TH ST 1,838.47
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 8473 SE 68TH ST 1,743.73
00210833 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 9601 SE 36TH ST 1,663.31
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 9611 SE 36TH ST 175.11
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 9100 SE 42ND ST #CHAR 42.80
P0113457 00210795 GRAINGER SLOAN HANDLE ASSEMBLY 40.67
P0113472 00210816 MI HARDWARE - BLDG MISC. HARDWARE FOR THE MONTH O 13.85
OrgKey: MT4300 - Fleet Services
P0113476 00210820 MI SCHOOL DISTRICT #400 2022 M1SD SCHOOL DISTRICT FUEL 9,535.07
P0113418 00210794 GOODYEAR TIRE & RUBBER CO, THE 2022 TIRE INVENTORY 2,568.64
P0113464 00210768 AMERIGAS-1400 2022 PROPANE DELIVERY 1,544.82
P0113417 00210808 LESSCHWAB TIRE CENTER 7) QUALITY EASY SOX 1,164.77
P0113458 00210771 AUTONATION INC FLEET PARTS 716.98
P0113431 00210766 ALL BATTERY SALES & SERVICE BATTERIES 589.38
P0113519 00210804 KIA MOTORS FINANCE 2022 KIA LEASE - 2019 KIA NIRO 388.55
Org Key: MT4502 - Sewer Administration
P0113196 00210806 KING COUNTY TREASURY JAN-DEC 2022 MONTHLY SEWER CHA 424,904.48
OrgKey: MT4503 - Storm Water Administration
P0113490 00210805 KING COUNTY AR 2021- REGIONAL WATERSHED SALMO 8,678.67
OrgKey: MT6100 - Park Maintenance
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 5501 ISLAND CREST WAY 884.34
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 4101 82ND AVE SE 541.04
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 5960 60TH AVE SE 493.60
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 7677 SE 32ND ST 326.02
P0113465 00210778 CINTAS CORPORATION #460 PARKS 2022 COVERALL SERVICE 262.86
P0113470 00210817 MI HARDWARE - MAINT MISC. HARDWARE FOR THE MONTH O 95.08
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY GROVELAND PARK 37.09
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY CLARK BCH PK LOT & UTL 23.43
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 2835 60TH AVE SE 11.75
OrgKey: MT6200 - Athletic Field Maintenance
00210777 CENTURYLINK BATTING CAGE DSL 84.36
P0113470 00210817 MI HARDWARE - MAINT MISC. HARDWARE FOR THE MONTH O 65.34
OrgKey: MT6500 - Luther Burbank Park Maint
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY LUTHER BURBANK PARK 2,152.10
OrgKey: MT6600 - Park Maint School Fields
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 8225 SE 72ND ST 1,000.44
Org Key: MT6900 - Aubrey Davis Park Maint
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 3600 E MERCER WAY 184.36
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY SE 22 ST & 66TH AVE SE 72.60
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 3600 E MERCER WAY 23.93
P0113470 00210817 MI HARDWARE - MAINT MISC. HARDWARE FOR THE MONTH O 15.23
Date: 02/11/22 Report Name:  Accounts Payable Report by GL Key
11:55:58 CouncilAP5
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City of Mercer Iland Finance Departn
Accounts Payable Report by GL Key ltem 3.
PO # Check # Vendor: Transaction Description Check Amount
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY N MERCER WAY & E MER WAY 4.69
Org Key: PA0100 - Open Space Management
P0110594 00210821 MOUNTAINS TO SOUND LUTHER BURBANK PARK SOUTH 4,122.24
Org Key: PO1100 - Administration (PO)
P0113499 00210841 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON DEC 24-JAN 23 POLICE 724.62
P0113512 00210786 DEPT OF ENTERPRISE SERVICES MONTHLY BUSINESS CARDS NICK, 217.98
OrgKey: PO1350 - Police Emergency Management
P0113450 00210788 EPSCA 13 RADIOS FOR EMERGENCY DEPT 328.25
P0113450 00210788 EPSCA ACCESS FEE REBATE EMERGENCY -21.58
Org Key: PO1650 - Regional Radio Operations
P0113450 00210788 EPSCA 60 RADIOS FOR POLICE DEPARTMEN 1,515.00
P0113450 00210788 EPSCA ACCESS FEE REBATE POLICE -99.60
OrgKey: PO2201 - Dive Team
P0113489 00210839 UNDERWATER SPORTS INC. Titan Regulator/Cook 352.26
OrgKey: PO3100 - Investigation Division
00210844  WHITE, MAX INTERVIEW AND INT TRAINING 185.00
Org Key: PR1100 - Administration (PR)
P0113528 00210781 CONSERVATION TECHNIX INC January PROS Plan Services (in 3,340.00
P0113521 00210837 SOUND PUBLISHING INC Ntc. 2634376 Public Hearing PR 111.58
Org Key: PR4100 - Community Center
00210834 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 8236 SE 24TH ST 8,429.26
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 8236 SE 24TH ST 4,424.29
00210834 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 8236 SE 24TH ST 4,124.30
00210780 COMPLETE OFFICE OFFICE SUPPLIES JAN 2022 98.80
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 8236 SE 24TH ST 36.10
OrgKey: SP0118 - ADA Compliance Plan Implementa
P0111123 00210838 TRANSPO GROUP USA INC ADA COMPLIANCE PLAN 25,170.88
Org Key: SP0129 - Demo 4004 | CW Surplus Property
00210791 FREEMAN, ROSSE ELECTRICITY METER 262.88
OrgKey: ST0020 - ST Long Term Parking
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 7810 SE 27TH ST 637.22
Org Key: SU0100 - Emergency Sewer Repairs
P0113477 00210798 H D FOWLER 6" KENNEDY SPRING & LEVER CHEC 3,168.70
OrgKey: SU0113 - SCADA System Replacement-Sewer
P0112576 00210769  CHIP GEORGE INC Auxiliary Modems for Generator 2,353.94
P0112543 00210769 CHIP GEORGE INC Replacement Comms PS20 921.54
OrgKey: YF1100 - YFSGeneral Services
P0113479 00210825 PAYNE-EVANS, DIANE Policy Consulting 800.00
P0113478 00210803 KENT FINANCE, CITY OF M1 share of Human Services Fun 500.00
P0113296 00210783 DATAQUESTLLC Thrift shop volunteer backgrou 121.00
Org Key: YF1200 - Thrift Shop
Date: 02/11/22 Report Name:  Accounts Payable Report by GL Key
11:55:58 CouncilAP5
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City of Mercer Iland

Accounts Payable Report by GL Key

Finance Departn
Item 3.

PO # Check # Vendor: Transaction Description Check Amount
00210832 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 7710 SE 34TH ST 823.36
00210777 CENTURYLINK THRIFT SHOP ALARMS 207.75
00210826  PETTY CASH FUND THRIFT SHOP volunteer supplies 43.93
00210826  PETTY CASH FUND THRIFT SHOP donation bin repairs 11.50
00210826 PETTY CASH FUND THRIFT SHOP outdoor hot chocolate 6.69
OrgKey. YF2600 - Family Assistance
00210790  FRANKLIN, DEREK Food Pantry Purchases 25.00
Total 795,861.53
Date: 02/11/22 Report Name:  Accounts Payable Report by GL Key
11:55:58 CouncilAP5
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City of Mercer Idand

Accounts Payable Report by Check Number

Finance Dej

Item 3.

Check No Check Date Vendor Name/Description PO # Invoice # I nvoice Date Check Amount

00210765 02/11/2022 AIRGASUSA LLC P0113484 9122015897 01/25/2022 4.93
Oxygen/Fire

00210766 02/11/2022 ALL BATTERY SALES & SERVICE P0113431 61257916 01/31/2022 589.38
BATTERIES

00210767 02/11/2022 ALL CLIMATE HEATING & AIR 2201-146 01/21/2022 141.60
CANCELED PERMIT # 2201-146

00210768 02/11/2022 AMERIGAS-1400 P0113464 313896679 01/22/2022 1,544.82
2022 PROPANE DELIVERY

00210769 02/11/2022 CHIP GEORGE INC P0112576 4875-RE 11/04/2021 3,275.48
Replacement Comms PS20

00210770 02/11/2022 ASPECT SOFTWARE INC P0113483 ASI069671 01/15/2022 165.15
Telestaff Monthly Maintenance

00210771 02/11/2022 AUTONATION INC P0113458 173284/CM172220 01/05/2022 716.98
FLEET PARTS

00210772 02/11/2022 AXIOM CONSTRUCTION PRE21-061 02/07/2022 131.89
OVERPAY PRE21-061

00210773 02/11/2022 BELLEVUE, CITY OF P0113481 41285 01/20/2022 92.15
Firefighter 1| Pro Board Exam/

00210774 02/11/2022 BERRYDUNN P0113510 408163 10/19/2021 5,700.00
BIWEEKLY STATUS UPDATES (ONGOI

00210775 02/11/2022 BOROVINA, RAYMOND 011322 01/13/2022 69.39
EVERGREEN SAFETY FLAGGING

00210776 02/11/2022 CDW GOVERNMENT INC P0113281 R086451 01/20/2022 744.50
RSA Annual Licensing and Suppo

00210777 02/11/2022 CENTURYLINK 275-4207 FEB22 02/01/2022 4,423.76
MAIN FIRE STATION FD#7

00210778 02/11/2022 CINTAS CORPORATION #460 P0113465 12701643-013122 01/31/2022 2,859.28
2022 PW COVERALL SERVICE

00210779 02/11/2022 COMCAST P0113482 0460112-JAN22 01/18/2022 123.87
Internet Charges/Fire

00210780 02/11/2022 COMPLETE OFFICE FEB2022 02/01/2022 1,011.12
OFFICE SUPPLIES JAN 2022

00210781 02/11/2022 CONSERVATION TECHNIX INC P0113528 1024 02/01/2022 3,340.00
January PROS Plan Services (in

00210782 02/11/2022 CROWN CASTLE FIBERLLC WCF21-036 02/07/2022 4,416.11
OVERPAY WCF21-036

00210783 02/11/2022 DATAQUEST LLC P0113296 17324 01/31/2022 121.00
Thrift shop volunteer backgrou

00210784 02/11/2022 DAY MANAGEMENT CORP P0113485 INV710727 01/31/2022 88.08
Radio Repair

00210785 02/11/2022 DAY MANAGEMENT CORP 2111-156 12/03/2021 518.00
REFUND OVERPAYMENT

00210786 02/11/2022 DEPT OF ENTERPRISE SERVICES PO113512 731112029 01/31/2022 363.33
MONTHLY BUSINESS CARDS CLERK L

00210787 02/11/2022 EASTSIDE FIRE & RESCUE P0113493 4402/4416/4401 01/24/2022 59,868.38
January/February 2022 Interim

00210788 02/11/2022 EPSCA P0113450 10666 01/05/2022 2,783.62
44 RADIOS FOR FIRE 2022

00210789 02/11/2022 FIRST RESPONSE EMERGENCY EQUPT  P0112807 6570-RE 11/09/2021 6,057.70
Wildland Gear (clothing and

00210790 02/11/2022 FRANKLIN, DEREK 012822 01/25/2022 25.00
Food Pantry Purchases

Date: 02/11/22 Time 11:54:16 Report Name: AP Report by Check Number CouncilAP
ee Set A - 2022-02-11 Certification of Claims | Page 9 Page: 1




Accounts Payable Report by Check Number

City of Mercer Idand

Finance Dej

Item 3.

Check No Check Date Vendor Name/Description PO # Invoice # I nvoice Date Check Amount

00210791 02/11/2022 FREEMAN, ROSS E 012622 01/26/2022 262.88
ELECTRICITY METER

00210792 02/11/2022 Galt, John PO113516 3229 02/03/2022 187.50
HEX Services Dec 2021 for APL

00210793 02/11/2022 GEARHART, MARC DSR21-007 08/16/2021 21,494.12
REFUND OVERPAYMENT

00210794 02/11/2022 GOODYEAR TIRE & RUBBER CO, THE = P0113418 195-1160880 01/19/2022 2,568.64
2022 TIRE INVENTORY

00210795 02/11/2022 GRAINGER P0113457 9197151963 01/31/2022 1,679.80
INVENTORY PURCHASES

00210796 02/11/2022 GREENWOOD HEATING & A/C 2111-057 11/08/2021 566.40
CANCELED

00210797 02/11/2022 GREER, JSCOTT P0113448 02012022 02/01/2022 175.00
Pro Tem Judge 2/1/22 - 3.5 hrs

00210798 02/11/2022 H D FOWLER P0113477 16008896 02/03/2022 3,168.70
6" KENNEDY SPRING & LEVER CHEC

00210799 02/11/2022 HEARTLAND LLC P0113507 1293JUNE2021 06/30/2021 13,815.00
On-Call Real Estate Services (

00210800 02/11/2022 HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICE P0113469 3010427 02/03/2022 735.24
INVENTORY PURCHASES

00210801 02/11/2022 JAYMARC HOMES ACROSS THE BRIDG 020322 02/03/2022 333.32
REFUND OVERPAY 005229861

00210802 02/11/2022 JURASSIC PARLIAMENT PO113515 4674 02/04/2022 47.00
Training for Laurie

00210803 02/11/2022 KENT FINANCE, CITY OF P0113478 RI65621 02/01/2022 500.00
MI share of Human Services Fun

00210804 02/11/2022 KIA MOTORS FINANCE P0113519 1914423378-FEB22 02/04/2022 388.55
2022 KIA LEASE - 2019 KIA NIRO

00210805 02/11/2022 KING COUNTY AR P0113490 112259 12/31/2021 8,678.67
2021- REGIONAL WATERSHED SALMO

00210806 02/11/2022 KING COUNTY TREASURY P0113196 30033410 02/01/2022 424,904.48
JAN-DEC 2022 MONTHLY SEWER CHA

00210807 02/11/2022 LANGUAGE LINE SERVICES P0113468 10441134 01/31/2022 14.31
Language Line - Invoice #10441

00210808 02/11/2022 LES SCHWAB TIRE CENTER P0113417 39400654061 01/27/2022 1,164.77
7) QUALITY EASY SOX

00210809 02/11/2022 LIFE ASSIST INC P0113487 1174126 02/02/2022 2,466.20
Stock Aid Supplies

00210810 02/11/2022 LN CURTIS & SONS P0113480 INV561447 01/20/2022 80.77
1/4" Coupling

00210811 02/11/2022 LOWE, JONATHAN AND TESSA 2112-225 01/21/2022 436.99
OVERPAYMENT

00210812 02/11/2022 LUCERO, CHERYL 02032022 02/03/2022 14.75
AMAZON COURTRM CALENDAR

00210813 02/11/2022 MAGNASLLC P0113530 IN4661 02/04/2022 204.86
LONG DISTANCE CALLING 2/4/2022

00210814 02/11/2022 MARTIN, ERIC 012522 01/25/2022 16.80
WATER BREAK CALL IN

00210815 02/11/2022 MI EMPLOY EES ASSOC 021122 02/11/2022 222.50
PAYROLL EARLY WARRANTS

00210816 02/11/2022 M| HARDWARE - BLDG P0113472 555000-013122 01/31/2022 13.85
MISC. HARDWARE FOR THE MONTH O

Date: 02/11/22 Time 11:54:16 Report Name: AP Report by Check Number CouncilAP
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City of Mercer Idand

Accounts Payable Report by Check Number

Finance Dej

Item 3.

Check No Check Date Vendor Name/Description PO # Invoice # I nvoice Date Check Amount

00210817 02/11/2022 M| HARDWARE - MAINT P0113470 560400-01312022 01/31/2022 175.65
MISC. HARDWARE FOR THE MONTH O

00210818 02/11/2022 M| HARDWARE - UTILITY P0113471 560800-013122 01/31/2022 85.95
MISC. HARDWARE FOR THE MONTH O

00210819 02/11/2022 M| REPORTER/JOURNAL AMERICAN P0113488 MI-167089-2022 01/01/2022 70.00
2022 MIFD Subscription

00210820 02/11/2022 M| SCHOOL DISTRICT #400 P0113476 2022-01.31 FUEL 02/01/2022 9,535.07
2022 MISD SCHOOL DISTRICT FUEL

00210821 02/11/2022 MOUNTAINS TO SOUND P0110594 4004 12/31/2021 4,122.24
LUTHER BURBANK PARK SOUTH WETL

00210822 02/11/2022 MUNICODE P0113494 00369204 01/21/2022 12,784.80
Municode Annual Renewal - Web

00210823 02/11/2022 NORTHWEST MECHANICAL 2112-104 02/04/2022 141.60
DUPLICATE

00210824 02/11/2022 PK ELECTRIC 2110-281 02/04/2022 141.60
CANCELED

00210825 02/11/2022 PAYNE-EVANS, DIANE P0113479 012822 01/28/2022 800.00
Policy Consulting

00210826 02/11/2022 PETTY CASH FUND THRIFT SHOP NOV/DEC21 12/31/2021 62.12
outdoor hot chocolate

00210827 02/11/2022 PITNEY BOWESINC P0113508 15981075 02/07/2022 124.46
Postage Machine Ink Cartridge

00210832 02/11/2022 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 9297-FEB22 02/01/2022 40,137.39
78TH AVE/ SE 24 ST

00210833 02/11/2022 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 4110-0CT21 10/25/2021 8,552.10
9601 SE 36TH ST

00210834 02/11/2022 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 2325-NOv21 11/01/2021 12,553.56
8236 SE 24TH ST

00210835 02/11/2022 RWC GROUP P0110830 VA105000253RE 12/17/2021 79,106.69
2021 ISUZU (REPLACEMENT FOR FL

00210836 02/11/2022 SEA WESTERN INC P0113486 INV14489 01/31/2022 2,146.95
Annual Compressor Service

00210837 02/11/2022 SOUND PUBLISHING INC P0113521 8053004 01/31/2022 442.15
Ntc. 2634654 Open Public

00210838 02/11/2022 TRANSPO GROUP USA INC P0111123 27200 12/02/2021 25,170.88
ADA COMPLIANCE PLAN IMPLEMENTA

00210839 02/11/2022 UNDERWATER SPORTS INC. P0113489 20023767 01/20/2022 352.26
Titan Regulator/Cook

00210840 02/11/2022 USDA-APHIS-WILDLIFE SERVICES P0113522 CSFA-22-9037FEB 02/01/2022 2,640.00
Wildlife Control Services

00210841 02/11/2022 VERIZON WIRELESS P0113499 9897965672 01/23/2022 7,534.45
VERIZON DEC 24-JAN 23 ANGIE AL

00210842 02/11/2022 VERIZON WIRELESS P0113459 9897965679 01/23/2022 380.90
DEC 24, 21- JAN 23,22 CITY CEL

00210843 02/11/2022 WALTER E NELSON CO P0113456 850032 01/31/2022 1,810.00
INVENTORY PURCHASES

00210844 02/11/2022 WHITE, MAX 012522 01/25/2022 185.00
INTERVIEW AND INT TRAINING

00210845 02/11/2022 Xerox Financia Services P0113524 2820980 11/11/2021 3,489.09
Copier Lease 002 Feb 2022 INV

Tota 795,861.53
Date: 02/11/22 Time 11:54:16 Report Name: AP Report by Check Number CouncilAP
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CERTIFICATION OF CLAIMS

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the materials have been
furnished, the services rendered, or the labor performed as described herein, that any
advance payment is due and payable pursuant to a contract or is available as an option for
full or partial fulfillment of a contractual obligation, and that the claim is a just, due and
unpaid obligation against the City of Mercer Island, and that | am authorized to
authenticate and certify to said claim.

k> e

Finance Director

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that the City Council has reviewed the
documentation supporting claims paid and approved all checks or warrants issued in
payment of claims.

Mayor Date
Report Warrants Date Amount
Check Register 210846-210900 2/18/2022 $295,149.03

$295,149.03

\\CHFS1\share\FINANCE\JENNIFER\Q. INFO\F. Council Reports\COUNCIL.doc
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City of Mercer Iland

Finance Departn

Accounts Payable Report by GL Key

Item 3.

PO # Check # Vendor: Transaction Description Check Amount
Org Key: 402000 - Water Fund-Admin Key
00210852 BRUCE ZHANG WATER METER UPSIZE 3,826.00
00210847  APPLIED ECOLOGY LLC REFUND 003060005921 2,900.00
00210878 MIRABBASZADEH, LALEH REFUND 0030001017 2,900.00
00210890 SsiCC REFUND 00306005919 HYD 2,900.00
P0113506 00210859 GRAINGER INVENTORY PURCHASES 34.53
OrgKey: CA1100 - Administration (CA)
P0113545 00210873  MadronaLaw Group, PPLC Invoice # 11145 Professiona 17,175.62
P0113545 00210873  MadronaLaw Group, PPLC Invoice #11146 Professional 540.00
P0113547 00210886 RELX INC DBA LEXISNEXIS Invoice #1000RVY 57 Legal 349.02
Org Key: CA1150 - Attorney-Litigation
P0113544 00210874  McNaul Ebel Nawrot Invoice #102841 Professional 127,934.32
P0113545 00210873  MadronaLaw Group, PPLC Invoice #11147 Professiona 1,334.50
Org Key: CA1200 - Prosecution & Criminal Mngmnt
P0113546 00210879 MOBERLY AND ROBERTS Invoice #1015 Professional Ser 7,308.32
P0113548 00210864 HONEYWELL, MATTHEW V Invoice #1251 Professional Ser 1,400.00
P0113548 00210864 HONEYWELL, MATTHEW V Invoice #1250 Professional Ser 300.00
P0113548 00210864 HONEYWELL, MATTHEW V Invoice #1252 Professional Ser 300.00
Org Key: CM1100 - Administration (CM)
P0113539 00210897 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON WIRELESS DEC 24-JAN23 31.45
OrgKey. CT1100 - Municipal Court
P0113557 00210867 INTERCOM LANGUAGE SERVICESINC  Intercom -Invoice 22-055 420.00
00210872 LUCERO, CHERYL EBAY 2022 COURT RULES 190.16
P0113577 00210897 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON JAN 5-JAN 23, 2022 107.75
OrgKey: DS1200 - Bldg Plan Review & Inspection
00210870 LesBaron B1 EXAM 219.00
OrgKey: FN1100 - Administration (FN)
P0113541 00210862 HDL COMPANIES CONSULTING SERVICES FOR FINANC 450.00
P0113542 00210862 HDL COMPANIES CONSULTING SERVICES FOR FINANC 337.50
P0113575 00210894 USBANK 6209152 Fee for Debt Safekeepi 300.00
P0113575 00210894 USBANK 6209151 Fee for Debt Safekeepi 300.00
P0113575 00210894 USBANK 6209150 Fee for Debt Safekeepi 300.00
Org Key: FN2100 - Data Processing
P0113505 00210876 ~ METROPRESORT JAN 2022 E-SERVICE CHARGES POR 50.00
Org Key: FN4501 - Utility Billing (Water)
P0113466 00210876  METROPRESORT JAN 2022 PRINTING & MAILING OF 190.90
P0113466 00210876  METROPRESORT JAN 2022 PRINTING & MAILING OF 168.32
P0113505 00210876 ~ METROPRESORT JAN 2022 PRINTING & MAILING OF 92.58
P0113505 00210876 ~ METROPRESORT JAN 2022 PRINTING & MAILING OF 81.87
Org Key: FN4502 - Utility Billing (Sewer)
P0113466 00210876  METROPRESORT JAN 2022 PRINTING & MAILING OF 190.91
P0113466 00210876  METROPRESORT JAN 2022 PRINTING & MAILING OF 168.32
P0113505 00210876 = METROPRESORT JAN 2022 PRINTING & MAILING OF 92.58
P0113505 00210876 ~ METROPRESORT JAN 2022 PRINTING & MAILING OF 81.87
Date: 02/18/22 Report Name:  Accounts Payable Report by GL Key
13:34:38 CouncilAP5
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City of Mercer Iland

Finance Departn

Accounts Payable Report by GL Key

PO # Check # Vendor:

Transaction Description

Item 3.

Check Amount

Org Key: FN4503 - Utility Billing (Storm)

P0113466 00210876  METROPRESORT JAN 2022 PRINTING & MAILING OF 190.90
P0113466 00210876 =~ METROPRESORT JAN 2022 PRINTING & MAILING OF 168.32
P0113505 00210876 ~ METROPRESORT JAN 2022 PRINTING & MAILING OF 92.59
P0113505 00210876  METROPRESORT JAN 2022 PRINTING & MAILING OF 81.87
Org Key: FR2100 - Fire Operations
P0113450 00210858 EPSCA 44 RADIOS FOR FIRE 2022 1,111.00
P0113450 00210858 EPSCA ACCESS FEE REBATE FIRE -73.04
Org Key: GGMOQO01 - General Government-Misc
PO113537 00210851 BRINKSINGC JAN 2022 ARMORED TRUCK DEPOSIT 842.78
P0O113560 00210893  University of WA Community Conversations - 600.00
Org Key: GGMO004 - Gen Gowt-Office Support
P0113517 00210887 RESERVE ACCOUNT RESERVE FUND REFILL FOR POSTAG 2,500.00
OrgKey: 152100 - IGS Network Administration
P0113518 00210868 KING COUNTY FINANCE I-NET MONTHLY SERVICES FROM 1,492.00
00210854 CENTURYLINK FIRE STATION 91 BACKUP PRI TES 129.27
OrgKey: MT2100 - Roadway Maintenance
00210885 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 3505 88TH AVE SE 2,699.73
00210885 PUGET SOUND ENERGY SE 78TH & 85TH PL SE 1,520.12
Org Key: MT3000 - Water Service Upsizes and New
P0113504 00210853  CADMAN INC 5/8'-MINUS ROCK (33.8 TONS) 454.03
Org Key: MT3100 - Water Distribution
P0113513 00210866 INTEGRA CHEMICAL CO VITA-D-CHLOR SLO-TABS (140) 1,592.05
P0113504 00210853 CADMAN INC 5/8"-MINUS ROCK (33.8 TONS) 454.03
P0113543 00210860 H D FOWLER BRASSNIPPLES & TEE 148.86
OrgKey: MT3150 - Water Quality Event
P0113357 00210846 AM TEST INC 2022 WATER QUALITY SAMPLES 300.00
P0113554 00210848 AQUATIC INFORMATICSINC. 2022 CROSS CONNECTION WEB TEST 4.00
Org Key: MT3200 - Water Pumps
00210854 CENTURYLINK MAIN FIRE STATION 59.74
00210854 CENTURYLINK SOUTH END FIRE STATION 59.74
00210854 CENTURYLINK MAIN WATER RESERVOIR 59.74
00210854 CENTURYLINK BOOSTER PUMP STATION 59.74
Org Key: MT3500 - Sewer Pumps
00210854 CENTURYLINK SEWER TELEMETRY FEB 4 22 2,906.70
Org Key: MT3600 - Sewer Associated Costs
P0113495 00210882 NASSCO INC. PACP TRAINING FOR ERIC & DENNI 2,150.00
Org Key: MT3800 - Storm Drainage
P0113553 00210881 NARWHAL MET LLC MONTHLY WEATHER SERVICES FEB 2 800.00
P0113504 00210853 CADMAN INC 5/8"-MINUS ROCK (33.8 TONS) 37.83
OrgKey: MT4150 - Support Services - Clearing
Date: 02/18/22 Report Name:  Accounts Payable Report by GL Key
13:34:38 CouncilAP5
<L Set B - 2022-02-18 Certification of Claims | Page 3 Page: 2




City of Mercer Iland

Accounts Payable Report by GL Key

Finance Departn
Item 3.

PO # Check # Vendor: Transaction Description Check Amount
P0113514 00210896  UTILITIES UNDERGROUND LOCATION 2022 UTILITY LOCATES 205.11
P0O113550 00210898 WA AUDIOLOGY SERVICESINC OSHA/MSHA Occupational Hearing 114.50
P0113539 00210897 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON WIRELESS DEC 24-JAN23 87.14
P0113580 00210855 COMCAST 2022 PW WIFI SERVICE FEB 12, 2 86.41
P0113450 00210858 EPSCA 1 RADIO FOR MAINTENANCE 25.25
P0113450 00210858  EPSCA ACCESS FEE REBATE MAINT -1.66
Org Key: MT4200 - Building Services
P0113533 00210863 HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICE GARBAGE DISPOSAL FOR PD 252.13
OrgKey: MT4300 - Fleet Services
P0113534 00210880 NAPA AUTO PARTS REPAIR PARTS 1,107.24
P0113535 00210875 MERCER ISLAND CHEVRON FUEL 852.33
P0113501 00210883 NC MACHINERY CO GLASS FOR BACKHOE 845.17
P0113502 00210865 IBSINC MISC. HARDWARE (VEHICLE MAINT. 158.52
P0113555 00210871  LINDE GAS & EQUIP 2022 ACETYLEN & OXYGEN TANK RE 67.04
OrgKey: MT6100 - Park Maintenance
P0113527 00210877  MI UTILITY BILLS JAN 2022 PAYMENT OF UTILITY BI 1,630.55
P0113539 00210897 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON WIRELESS DEC 24-JAN23 42359
Org Key: MT6200 - Athletic Field Maintenance
P0113527 00210877  MI UTILITY BILLS JAN 2022 PAYMENT OF UTILITY BI 5,254.62
P0113539 00210897 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON WIRELESS DEC 24-JAN23 42.13
Org Key: MT6500 - Luther Burbank Park Maint
P0113527 00210877  MI UTILITY BILLS JAN 2022 PAYMENT OF UTILITY BI 1,982.06
P0113539 00210897 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON WIRELESS DEC 24-JAN23 82.20
OrgKey: MT6800 - Trails Maintenance
P0113539 00210897 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON WIRELESS DEC 24-JAN23 40.01
OrgKey: MT6900 - Aubrey Davis Park Maint
P0113527 00210877  MIUTILITY BILLS JAN 2022 PAYMENT OF UTILITY BI 458.42
P0113540 00210884 PAYBYPHONE TECHNOLOGIESINC TRANSACTION FEE MONTHLY 250.00
Org Key: PA0100 - Open Space Management
P0113539 00210897 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON WIRELESS DEC 24-JAN23 42.13
Org Key: PA0109 - Aubrey DavisPark Trail Safety
P0110899 00210899 WA ST DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION JZ AUBREY DAVIS PARK SAFETY 314.03
OrgKey: PA0123 - Luther Burbank Minor Capital L
P0113559 00210892 TRUE NORTH LAND SURVEYINGINC  Locate Buoys & Topographic Sur 122.88
Org Key: PO1350 - Police Emergency Management
P0113450 00210858 EPSCA 13 RADIOS FOR EMERGENCY DEPT 328.25
P0113450 00210858 EPSCA ACCESS FEE REBATE EMERGENCY -21.58
OrgKey: PO1650 - Regional Radio Operations
P0113450 00210858  EPSCA 60 RADIOS FOR POLICE DEPARTMEN 1,515.00
P0113450 00210858 EPSCA ACCESS FEE REBATE POLICE -99.60
OrgKey: PR1100 - Administration (PR)
P0113565 00210857  Emily Moon, Consultant Recreation Reset Services Janu 4,825.00
Date: 02/18/22 Report Name:  Accounts Payable Report by GL Key
13:34:38 CouncilAP5
< Set B - 2022-02-18 Certification of Claims | Page 4 Page: 3




City of Mercer Iland

Finance Departn

Accounts Payable Report by GL Key

Item 3.

PO # Check # Vendor: Transaction Description Check Amount
00210869 KNIGHT, ELEANOR Flight: Raleigh to Seattle 742.01
P0113579 00210900 WHEELHOUSE PROMOTIONS & EVENTS NOTEPADSWITH LOGO 601.15
P0113539 00210897 VERIZON WIRELESS VERIZON WIRELESS DEC 24-JAN23 134.27
OrgKey: PR4100 - Community Center
P0113537 00210851 BRINKSINC JAN 2022 ARMORED TRUCK DEPOSIT 99.74
OrgKey: PY4621 - Flex Spending Admin 2021
00210850 BEYOND GREENAWAY LLC FLEX SPENDING REIMBUR 270.80
OrgKey: SP0100 - Residential Street Resurfacing
P0113551 00210856  DAILY JOURNAL OF COMMERCE STREET RELATED UTILITY 1/27/22 372.60
Org Key: SU0100 - Emergency Sewer Repairs
P0113532 00210895  UTILITIES SERVICE COINC REPAIR PUMP AT STATION 20 3,402.09
P0113500 00210891 TACOMA SCREW PRODUCTSINC MISC. HARDWARE 192.91
Org Key: SU0113 - SCADA System Replacement-Sewer
P0113536 00210863 HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICE REDUCER & TITE FOAM 29.94
Org Key: WUO0101 - Booster Chlorination Station
P0113453 00210861 HARBOR PACIFIC CONT INC. Booster Chlorination System Pr 72,487.65
Org Key: YF1200 - Thrift Shop
P0112780 00210888 RETAIL POINT OF SALE INC Price tags 1,833.48
OrgKey. YF2600 - Family Assistance
P0113576 00210849 BELLTOWN LLC Rental assistance for EA clien 340.00
P0113288 00210889 SHOREWOOQOD #14885 Rental assistance for EA clien 236.00
Total 295,149.03
Date: 02/18/22 Report Name:  Accounts Payable Report by GL Key
13:34:38 CouncilAP5
<) Set B - 2022-02-18 Certification of Claims | Page 5 Page: 4




City of Mercer Idand

Accounts Payable Report by Check Number

Finance Dej

Item 3.

Check No Check Date Vendor Name/Description PO # Invoice # I nvoice Date Check Amount

00210846 02/18/2022 AM TEST INC P0113357 123359 01/31/2022 300.00
2022 WATER QUALITY SAMPLES

00210847 02/18/2022 APPLIED ECOLOGY LLC 020922 02/09/2022 2,900.00
REFUND 003060005921

00210848 02/18/2022 AQUATIC INFORMATICSINC. P0113554 9264 02/10/2022 4,00
2022 CROSS CONNECTION WEB TEST

00210849 02/18/2022 BELLTOWN LLC P0113576 021522 02/15/2022 340.00
Rental assistance for EA clien

00210850 02/18/2022 BEY OND GREENAWAY LLC 021622 02/16/2022 270.80
FLEX SPENDING REIMBUR

00210851 02/18/2022 BRINKSINC P0113537 4578367 01/31/2022 942.52
JAN 2022 ARMORED TRUCK DEPOSIT

00210852 02/18/2022 BRUCE ZHANG 2010-169RE 09/22/2021 3,826.00
WATER METER UPSIZE

00210853 02/18/2022 CADMAN INC P0113504 5814331 02/02/2022 945.89
5/8"-MINUS ROCK (33.8 TONS)

00210854 02/18/2022 CENTURYLINK 280754699 02/04/2022 3,274.93
FIRE STATION 91 BACKUP PRI TES

00210855 02/18/2022 COMCAST P0113580 0365550-FEB22 02/07/2022 86.41
2022 PW WIFI SERVICE FEB 12, 2

00210856 02/18/2022 DAILY JOURNAL OF COMMERCE P0113551 3375063 01/31/2022 372.60
STREET RELATED UTILITY 1/27/22

00210857 02/18/2022 Emily Moon, Consultant P0113565 JANUARY 2022 01/01/2022 4,825.00
Recreation Reset Services Janu

00210858 02/18/2022 EPSCA P0113450 10699 02/10/2022 2,783.62
44 RADIOS FOR FIRE 2022

00210859 02/18/2022 GRAINGER P0113506 9202161387 02/04/2022 34.53
INVENTORY PURCHASES

00210860 02/18/2022 H D FOWLER P0113543 16012930 02/09/2022 148.86
BRASSNIPPLES & TEE

00210861 02/18/2022 HARBOR PACIFIC CONT INC. P0113453 PP#1 01/31/2022 72,487.65
Booster Chlorination System Pr

00210862 02/18/2022 HDL COMPANIES P0113542 SIN01189%4 09/01/2021 787.50
CONSULTING SERVICES FOR FINANC

00210863 02/18/2022 HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICE P0113536 6105808 02/10/2022 282.07
GARBAGE DISPOSAL FOR PD

00210864 02/18/2022 HONEYWELL, MATTHEW V P0113548 1250 01/28/2022 2,000.00
Invoice #1252 Professional Ser

00210865 02/18/2022 IBSINC P0113502 776781-1 01/28/2022 158.52
MISC. HARDWARE (VEHICLE MAINT.

00210866 02/18/2022 INTEGRA CHEMICAL CO P0113513 0138171-IN 01/28/2022 1,592.05
VITA-D-CHLOR SLO-TABS (140)

00210867 02/18/2022 INTERCOM LANGUAGE SERVICESINC P0113557 22-055 02/11/2022 420.00
Intercom -Invoice 22-055

00210868 02/18/2022 KING COUNTY FINANCE P0113518 11011170 01/31/2022 1,492.00
I-NET MONTHLY SERVICES FROM

00210869 02/18/2022 KNIGHT, ELEANOR 020722 02/07/2022 742.01
Flight: Raleigh to Seattle

00210870 02/18/2022 LesBaron 113021 11/30/2021 219.00
B1 EXAM

00210871 02/18/2022 LINDE GAS & EQUIP P0113555 68685994 01/31/2022 67.04
2022 ACETYLEN & OXYGEN TANK RE

Date: 02/18/22 Time: 13:34:00 Report Name: AP Report by Check Number CouncilAP
£ Set B - 2022-02-18 Certification of Claims | Page 6 Page: 1




Accounts Payable Report by Check Number

City of Mercer Idand

Finance Dej

Item 3.

Check No Check Date Vendor Name/Description PO # Invoice # I nvoice Date Check Amount

00210872 02/18/2022 LUCERO, CHERYL 020422 02/04/2022 190.16
EBAY 2022 COURT RULES

00210873 02/18/2022 Madrona Law Group, PPLC P0113545 11147 02/04/2022 19,050.12
Invoice # 11145 Professiona

00210874 02/18/2022 McNaul Ebel Nawrot P0113544 102841 01/31/2022 127,934.32
Invoice #102841 Professional

00210875 02/18/2022 MERCER ISLAND CHEVRON P0113535 JAN2022 01/01/2022 852.33
FUEL

00210876 02/18/2022 METROPRESORT P0113505 IN640894 02/04/2022 1,651.03
JAN 2022 E-SERVICE CHARGES POR

00210877 02/18/2022 MI UTILITY BILLS P0113527 013122 01/31/2022 9,325.65
JAN 2022 PAYMENT OF UTILITY BI

00210878 02/18/2022 MIRABBASZADEH, LALEH 020922 02/09/2022 2,900.00
REFUND 0030001017

00210879 02/18/2022 MOBERLY AND ROBERTS P0113546 1015 02/01/2022 7,308.32
Invoice #1015 Professional Ser

00210880 02/18/2022 NAPA AUTO PARTS P0113534 16715156-1/22 01/31/2022 1,107.24
REPAIR PARTS

00210881 02/18/2022 NARWHAL MET LLC P0113553 2022-19800 01/28/2022 800.00
MONTHLY WEATHER SERVICES FEB 2

00210882 02/18/2022 NASSCO INC. P0113495 20780 02/04/2022 2,150.00
PACP TRAINING FOR ERIC & DENNI

00210883 02/18/2022 NC MACHINERY CO PO113501 SECS0724119 01/24/2022 845.17
GLASS FOR BACKHOE

00210884 02/18/2022 PAYBYPHONE TECHNOLOGIESINC P0113540 INVPBP-HQ-2084 01/31/2022 250.00
TRANSACTION FEE MONTHLY MINIMU

00210885 02/18/2022 PUGET SOUND ENERGY 6878-FEB22 02/04/2022 4,219.85
SE 78TH & 85TH PL SE

00210886 02/18/2022 RELX INC DBA LEXISNEXIS P0113547 3093690791 01/31/2022 349.02
Invoice #1000RVY 57 Legal

00210887 02/18/2022 RESERVE ACCOUNT P0113517 2225-020722 02/07/2022 2,500.00
RESERVE FUND REFILL FOR POSTAG

00210888 02/18/2022 RETAIL POINT OF SALEINC P0112780 16552 02/02/2022 1,833.48
Price tags

00210889 02/18/2022 SHOREWOOD #14885 P0113288 021422 02/14/2022 236.00
Rental assistance for EA clien

00210890 02/18/2022 SiCC 020922 02/09/2022 2,900.00
REFUND 00306005919 HY D

00210891 02/18/2022 TACOMA SCREW PRODUCTSINC P0113500 160031860-00 02/04/2022 19291
MISC. HARDWARE

00210892 02/18/2022 TRUE NORTH LAND SURVEYING INC P0O113559 8082 02/08/2022 122.88
L ocate Buoys & Topographic Sur

00210893 02/18/2022 University of WA P0113560 00000001 02/09/2022 600.00
Community Conversations -

00210894 02/18/2022 USBANK P0113575 8209152 07/23/2021 900.00
6209152 Fee for Debt Safekeepi

00210895 02/18/2022 UTILITIES SERVICE CO INC P0113532 2975 02/08/2022 3,402.09
REPAIR PUMP AT STATION 20

00210896 02/18/2022 UTILITIES UNDERGROUND LOCATION P0113514 2010181 01/31/2022 205.11
2022 UTILITY LOCATES

00210897 02/18/2022 VERIZON WIRELESS P0113539 9897965671 01/23/2022 990.67
VERIZON WIRELESS DEC 24-JAN23

Date: 02/18/22 Time: 13:34:00 Report Name: AP Report by Check Number CouncilAP
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City of Mercer Island Accounts Payable Report by Check Number Finance Def 'em 3

Check No Check Date Vendor Name/Description PO # Invoice # I nvoice Date Check Amount

00210898 02/18/2022 WA AUDIOLOGY SERVICESINC P0113550 59997 01/31/2022 114.50
OSHA/MSHA Occupationa Hearing

00210899 02/18/2022 WA ST DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION P0110899 RE41J21035L004 12/13/2021 314.03
JZ AUBREY DAVISPARK SAFETY

00210900 02/18/2022 WHEELHOUSE PROMOTIONS & EVENTS P0113579 1083 02/16/2022 601.15

NOTEPADSWITH LOGO

Total 295,149.03

Date: 02/18/22 Time: 13:34:00 Report Name: AP Report by Check Number CouncilAP
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Iltem 4.

BUSINESS OF THE CITY COUNCIL 4B 5033
March 1, 2022
CITY OF MERCER ISLAND

Consent Agenda

AGENDA BILL INFORMATION

TITLE: AB 6033: January 28, 2022 Payroll Certification [1 Discussion Only
Action Needed:

RECOMMENDED Approve the January 28, 2022 Payroll Certification in the Motion
ACTION: amount of $842,718.00. [J Ordinance
1 Resolution

DEPARTMENT: Human Resources

STAFF: Ali Spietz, Chief of Administration
COUNCIL LIAISON: n/a

EXHIBITS: 1. January 28, 2022 Payroll Certification

CITY COUNCIL PRIORITY: | n/a

AMOUNT OF EXPENDITURE S n/a
AMOUNT BUDGETED S n/a

APPROPRIATION REQUIRED S n/a

SUMMARY

This is an approval of the payroll certification for the City of Mercer Island for the period from January 8, 2022
through January 21, 2022 in the amount of $842,718.00 (see Exhibit 1).

BACKGROUND

RCW 42.24.080 requires that all claims presented against the City by performing labor must be certified by
the appropriate official to ensure that the labor was performed as described, and that the claims are just,
due, and unpaid obligations against the City, before payment can be made. RCW 42.24.180 allows the
payment of claims to occur prior to City Council approval to expedite processing of the payment of claims,
provided, however, that review and approval of the claims’ documentation occurs at the next regularly
scheduled public meeting.

The Payroll Certification details the total payment to employees for labor performed and benefits payments
made for each payroll. The City is on a bi-weekly payroll schedule with payments on every other Friday.

PAYROLL INFORMATION

Each payroll varies depending on several factors (i.e., number of employees, pay changes, leave cash outs,
overtime, etc.) In addition to regular pay for employees, the January 28, 2022 payroll has variants that are
outlined at the top of page 2:

Page 1
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Additional payments: Overtime hours by department:

e $276.20in leave cash outs for terminated
employees.

e $3,607.56 in leave cash outs for current
employees.

e $1,760.81 in employee recognition awards for
current employees.

e $50,185.51 in overtime earnings (see chart for
overtime hours by department).

Department Hours
Administrative Services 29.00
City Attorney's Office

City Manager's Office

Community Planning & Development

Finance

Fire 447.50
Municipal Court

Police 159.25
Public Works 51.00

Youth & Family Services

Total Overtime Hours 686.75

Iltem 4.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve the January 28, 2022 Payroll Certification (Exhibit 1) in the amount of $842,718.00 and authorize the

Mayor to sign the certification on behalf of the entire City Council.

Page 2




1, the undersigned, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the materials have been furnished, the services rendered or
the labor performed as described herein, that any advance payment is due and payable pursuant to a contract or is available as
an option for full or partial fulfillment of a contractual obligation, and that the claim is a just, due and unpaid obligation against

CITY OF MERCER ISLAND PAYROLL CERTIFICATION

Iltem 4.

PAYROLL PERIOD ENDING 1.21.2022
PAYROLL DATED 1.28.2022
Net Cash S 556,241.22
Net Voids/Manuals

Net Total S 556,241.22
Federal Tax Deposit S 87,439.97
Social Security and Medicare Taxes S 49,686.24
Medicare Taxes Only (Fire Fighter Employees) S 2,472.09
State Tax (Oregon and Massachusetts) S 126.54
Family/Medical Leave Tax (Massachusetts) S 2.67
Public Employees' Retirement System (PERS Plan 2) S 24,730.96
Public Employees' Retirement System (PERS Plan 3) S 6,342.86
Public Employees' Retirement System (PERSJM) S 548.30
Public Safety Employees' Retirement System (PSERS) S 209.46
Law Enforcement Officers' & Fire Fighters' Retirement System (LEOFF Plan2) $ 28,524.58
Regence & LEOFF Trust Medical Insurance Deductions S 12,637.13
Domestic Partner Medical Insurance Deductions S 1,230.72
Kaiser Medical Insurance Deductions S 857.68
Health Care - Flexible Spending Account Contributions S 1,500.00
Dependent Care - Flexible Spending Account Contributions S 961.55
ICMA Roth IRA Contributions S 634.23
ICMA 457 Deferred Compensation Contributions S 32,732.50
Fire Nationwide 457 Deferred Compensation Contributions S 17,709.12
Fire Nationwide Roth IRA Contributions S 950.00
ICMA 401K Deferred Compensation Contributions S 788.46
Child Support Wage Garnishment S 706.03
Mercer Island Employee Association Dues S 222.50
AFSCME Union Dues S 2,588.60
Police Union Dues S 2,833.70
Fire Union Dues S 2,224.59
Fire Union Supplemental Dues S 160.00
Standard - Supplemental Life Insurance S 391.25
Unum - Long Term Care Insurance S 981.75
AFLAC - Supplemental Insurance Plans S 295.17
Coffee Club Dues S 124.00
Transportation - Flexible Spending Account Contributions S 62.50
Fire HRA-VEBA Contributions S 5,799.92
Oregon Transit Tax and Oregon Benefit Tax S 1.71
Tax & Benefit Obligations Total S 286,476.78

TOTAL GROSS PAYROLL

$ 842,718.00

the City of Mercer Island, and that | am authorized to authenticate and certify to said claim.

Ko

e

Finance Director

1, the undersigned, do hereby certify that the City Council has reviewed the documentation supporting claims paid and approved

all checks or warrants issued in payment of claims.

39

Mayor

Date

AB 6033 | Exhibit 1 | Page 3
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Item 5.

BUSINESS OF THE CITY COUNCIL A8 6016
March 1, 2022
CITY OF MERCER ISLAND

Consent Agenda

AGENDA BILL INFORMATION

TITLE: AB 6016: February 11, 2012 Payroll Certification [J Discussion Only
Action Needed:
RECOMMENDED ACTION: | Approve the February 11, 2012 Payroll Certification in Motion
the amount of $835,571.69. ] Ordinance
[J Resolution

DEPARTMENT: Administrative Services

STAFF: Ali Spietz, Chief of Administration
COUNCIL LIAISON: n/a

EXHIBITS: 1. February 11, 2012 Payroll Certification

CITY COUNCIL PRIORITY: n/a

AMOUNT OF EXPENDITURE Sn/a

AMOUNT BUDGETED Sn/a

APPROPRIATION REQUIRED Sn/a

SUMMARY

This is an approval of the payroll certification for the City of Mercer Island for the period from January 22,
2022 through February 4, 2022 in the amount of $5835,571.69 (see Exhibit 1).

BACKGROUND

RCW 42.24.080 requires that all claims presented against the City by performing labor must be certified by
the appropriate official to ensure that the labor was performed as described, and that the claims are just,
due, and unpaid obligations against the City, before payment can be made. RCW 42.24.180 allows the
payment of claims to occur prior to City Council approval to expedite processing of the payment of claims,
provided, however, that review and approval of the claims’ documentation occurs at the next regularly
scheduled public meeting.

The Payroll Certification details the total payment to employees for labor performed and benefits payments
made for each payroll. The City is on a bi-weekly payroll schedule with payments on every other Friday.
PAYROLL INFORMATION

Each payroll varies depending on several factors (i.e., number of employees, pay changes, leave cash outs,
overtime, etc.) In addition to regular pay for employees, the September 24, 2021, payroll has variants that
are outlined at the top of page 2:
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Additional payments: Overtime hours by department:
e $20,186.51 in leave cash outs for terminated
employees. Administrative Services 3.00

City Attorney's Office

e $4,131.40 in employee service and recognition ) )
City Manager's Office

awards . . . Community Planning & Development 1.00
e $26,367.63 in overtime earnings (see chart for Finance
overtime hours by department). Fire 220.75
Municipal Court
Police 72.00
Public Works 26.00
Youth & Family Services

Total Overtime Hours 322.75

FTE/LTE COUNTS

The table below shows the budgeted versus actual counts for Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) and Limited Term
Equivalents (LTEs) for the current payroll. Temporary and seasonal employees are not included.

2022 2022
Full Time Equivalents (FTE Footnotes:
ull Time Equivalents (FTEs) Budgeted Actual
Administrative Services 13.50% 12.50 ! 5/18/2021: City Council authorized hire
City Attorney's Office 2.00 2.00 ahead of two officers (AB 5874)
City Manager's Office 4.00° 4.00 21/5/2021: City Council authorized
Community Planning & Development 17.503 17.50 increase of 1.37 FTE in YFS (AB 5795)
Finance 8.00 7.00
Fire 32.00 30.00 39/21/2021: City Council authorized
- ’ ) increase of 2.0 FTE and 0.5 LTE in CPD
Municipal Court 3.30 3.10 (AB 5942)
Police 37.50! 34.50
Public Works 61.30 57.30 49/21/2021: City Council authorized
Recreation 10_256 7.25 increase of 1.0 LTE in Admin Services
Thrift Shop 1.0 1.0 —HR (AB 5942)
Youth & Family Services 11.432 11.43 510/19/2021: City Council authorized
Total FTEs 201.78 186.58 increase of 0.5 LTE in City Manager’s
022 022 Office (AB 5961)
Limited Term Equivalents (LTEs) Budgeted Actual 611/1/2021: City Council authorized
Administrative Services 1.00% 0.00 restoration of 9.5 FTE in Public Works
Community Planning & Development 1.503 1.50 ~ Recreation (AB 5954)
Thrift Shop 5.20 5.20
Youth & Family Services 1.60 0.50
Total LTEs 9.30 8.20
Total FTEs & LTEs 211.08 194.78

Item 5.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve the February 11, 2022 Payroll Certification (Exhibit 1) in the amount of $835,571.69 and authorize
the Mayor to sign the certification on behalf of the entire City Council.
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https://library.municode.com/wa/mercer_island/munidocs/munidocs?nodeId=382f0fea7875a
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CITY OF MERCER ISLAND PAYROLL CERTIFICATION

Item 5.

PAYROLL PERIOD ENDING 2.4.2022
PAYROLL DATED 2.11.2022
Net Cash S 554,454.88
Net Voids/Manuals

Net Total S 554,454.88
Federal Tax Deposit S 86,429.81
Social Security and Medicare Taxes S 50,265.07
Medicare Taxes Only (Fire Fighter Employees) S 2,235.12
State Tax (Oregon) S 116.34
Family/Medical Leave Tax (Massachusetts) S 0.95
Public Employees' Retirement System (PERS Plan 2) S 24,765.68
Public Employees' Retirement System (PERS Plan 3) S 6,352.58
Public Employees' Retirement System (PERSJM) S 548.30
Public Safety Employees' Retirement System (PSERS) S 209.46
Law Enforcement Officers' & Fire Fighters' Retirement System (LEOFF Plan2) $ 25,980.40
Regence & LEOFF Trust Medical Insurance Deductions S 14,639.02
Domestic Partner Medical Insurance Deductions S 1,567.34
Kaiser Medical Insurance Deductions S 611.31
Health Care - Flexible Spending Account Contributions S 1,500.00
Dependent Care - Flexible Spending Account Contributions S 1,107.38
ICMA Roth IRA Contributions S 634.23
ICMA 457 Deferred Compensation Contributions S 33,394.86
Fire Nationwide 457 Deferred Compensation Contributions S 17,709.12
Fire Nationwide Roth IRA Contributions S 1,075.00
ICMA 401K Deferred Compensation Contributions S 788.46
Child Support Wage Garnishment S 706.03
Mercer Island Employee Association Dues S 222.50
AFSCME Union Dues S -
Police Union Dues S -
Fire Union Dues S 2,224.59
Fire Union Supplemental Dues S 160.00
Standard - Supplemental Life Insurance S 4.10
Unum - Long Term Care Insurance S 1,173.15
AFLAC - Supplemental Insurance Plans S 295.17
Coffee Club Dues S 128.00
Transportation - Flexible Spending Account Contributions S 62.50
Fire HRA-VEBA Contributions S 6,208.37
Oregon Transit Tax and Oregon Benefit Tax S 1.97
Tax & Benefit Obligations Total S 281,116.81

TOTAL GROSS PAYROLL

$ 835,571.69

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the materials have been furnished, the services rendered or
the labor performed as described herein, that any advance payment is due and payable pursuant to a contract or is available as
an option for full or partial fulfillment of a contractual obligation, and that the claim is a just, due and unpaid obligation against

the City of Mercer Island, and that | am authorized to authenticate and certify to said claim.

ko e
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Finance Director

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that the City Council has reviewed the documentation supporting claims paid and

approved all checks or warrants issued in payment of claims.

Mayor

AB 6016 | Exhibit 1 | Page 3
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Item 6.

BUSINESS OF THE CITY COUNCIL AB 5022
March 1, 2022
CITY OF MERCER ISLAND

Consent Agenda

AGENDA BILL INFORMATION

TITLE: AB 6022: Open Space Conservancy Trust Annual Report [1 Discussion Only
Action Needed:

RECOMMENDED Accept the Open Space Conservancy Trust 2021 Annual Motion
ACTION: Report and the 2022 Work Plan. 1 Ordinance
[] Resolution

DEPARTMENT: Public Works

Jason Kintner, Chief of Operations

Alaine Sommargren, Public Works Deputy Director
Sam Harb, Parks Operations Manager

Lizzy Stone, Natural Resource Project Manager

COUNCIL LIAISON: Lisa Anderl

1. 2021 Annual Report
2. 2022 Work Plan

CITY COUNCIL PRIORITY: | n/a

STAFF:

EXHIBITS:

43

AMOUNT OF EXPENDITURE S n/a
AMOUNT BUDGETED S n/a

APPROPRIATION REQUIRED S n/a

SUMMARY

In 1992, the City Council established the Mercer Island Open Space Conservancy Trust (OSCT) in response to
the community’s strong desire to maintain, protect, and preserve open space on Mercer Island. The Open
Space Conservancy Trust holds Pioneer Park and Engstrom Open Space in trust as public open space. The
board overseeing the Trust is comprised of seven appointed citizens, including one liaison from the City
Council.

The ordinance that established the Open Space Conservancy Trust requires its Board of Trustees to report to
City Council annually on the status of its properties. The Trust worked with City staff during the January 20,
2022, OSCT meeting to review and finalize the 2021 Annual Report to City Council and the Trust’s 2022 Work
Plan.

The Trust is presenting its 2021 Annual Report (see Exhibit 1) and 2022 Work Plan (see Exhibit 2).

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Accept the 2021 Open Space Conservancy Annual Report and the 2022 Work Plan.

Page 1



44

Item 6.

City of Mercer Island

Open Space Conservancy Trust
2021 Annual Report to City Council

TRUSTEE APPOINTMENTS AND ELECTIONS

In 2021, the Open Space Conservancy Trust held meetings in January, March, July, September, and November.
Meetings were held online via Zoom in order to minimize risk of COVID-19 exposure. The annual election of
officers took place at the July meeting. Trustee Thomas Hildebrandt was elected as Chair, Trustee Carol Lynn
Berseth was elected Vice Chair, and Trustee Geraldine Poor was elected Secretary.

MERCER ISLAND PARKS AND RECREATION, NATURAL RESOURCES PROGRAM

The Natural Resources program is tasked with managing forest restoration, tree risk mitigation, and trail
construction and maintenance on Trust properties. The program is staffed by two three-quarter time employees
and supervised by the Parks Operations Manager. Additionally, the program hires a seasonal trails and restoration
crew, consisting of three-four staff for 6 months. In 2021, a staff transition led to a vacancy in the Natural
Resource Project Manager position from late March through June. During this time, other members of the team
fulfilled the urgent tasks associated with the role. At the end of 2021, program staff included:

Sam Harb, Parks Operations Manager
Lizzy Stone, Natural Resource Project Manager
Andrew Prince, Trails and Urban Forestry Specialist

FOREST HEALTH AND MANAGEMENT

Background

Forest management on Trust properties is directed by the Open Space Vegetation Management Plan 10-Year
Evaluation and Update, the Pioneer Park Forest Management Plan adopted in 2003, and recommendations
outlined in the 2008 Pioneer Park Forest Health Survey. These plans emphasize the importance of protecting
existing tree canopy and maintaining a resilient forest ecosystem by controlling invasive species and planting
native species. Activities outlined in the plans include invasive tree treatment, ivy ring creation, ground ivy and
herbaceous weed management, targeted maintenance around newly installed plants, and planting native trees
and shrubs.

2021 Accomplishments

In 2021, restoration tasks were performed on 31.5 acres of Trust properties. Work was performed by professional
contractors and seasonal field staff. Due to staff transitions, increased local demand for restoration contractors,
and contractor workforce limitations, bidding for many restoration contracts was delayed and/or postponed until
2022. Re-bidding this work in the second half of the biennium will allow for early season work to be completed
more effectively and program funds to be used more efficiently. The following is a summary of 2021
accomplishments:

Professional contractors

Restoration Task Pioneer Park Engstrom Open Space
Invasive removal maintenance 3.3 acres 3.2 acres
Invasive tree treatment maintenance 2.4 acres n/a
Ivy rings 2.3 acres 3.6 acres
Tree and shrub installation (335 trees/ 165 shrubs) n/a

AB 6022 | Exhibit 1 | Page 2
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Volunteers

Historically the City of Mercer Island has contracted with EarthCorps and Mountains to Sound Greenway Trust to
lead community engagement and volunteer stewardship events at Pioneer Park and other sites throughout the
City. In 2021, these partners significantly downsized their volunteer management services as a result of changing
COVID-19 safety protocols and budget challenges related to the pandemic. As a result, there were no volunteer
events on Trust properties in 2021. The City is working with partners and internal program staff to re-think the
volunteer program, with the goal of providing regular engagement, education, and volunteer opportunities for
the Mercer Island community in 2022 and beyond.

Seasonal Trails and Restoration Crew

In 2021, the seasonal Trails and Restoration Crew consisted of three crewmembers from April through
September. The crew conducted planting maintenance on 12.7 acres in Pioneer Park, managed invasive weeds
along trails, watered recent plantings, and conducted noxious weed monitoring, mapping and treatments
throughout Trust properties.

Forest Health Plan Progress

The Natural Resources program implements the management recommendations and benchmarks outlined in the
Forest Health Plan. The benchmarks serve as a guide to managing forest health on Trust Properties. Between
2009 and 2014, the Natural Resources program was able to get ahead of schedule due to a favorable bidding
climate and lower contracting costs. Beginning in 2015, the regional demand for qualified restoration contractors
increased and restoration costs increased significantly. Implementation of the Forest Health Plan has slowed
during the last two biennia, but Natural Resources staff continue to advance restoration priorities while
addressing challenges and making effective use of available resources. Forest Health Plan timelines propose
starting comprehensive ground ivy and invasive weed management in 2021. Challenges with bidding in 2021
delayed the start of this work until the second half of the biennium. In order to stay consistent with the Forest
Health Plan’s proposed timeline, bidding in 2022 will include comprehensive invasive species removal for both
2021 and 2022 projected areas.

The following outlines actual progress made to date versus proposed benchmarks outlined in the 2008 FHP:

Table 1. Forest Health Plan Cumulative Progress in Pioneer Park, 2009-2021

) Proposed Actual
Restoration Task
(acres) (acres)
Invasive tree treatment and maintenance* 200 217
lvy ring creation and maintenance* 205 119
Tree planting 93 75
Plant maintenance (1 year post-planting +
o . ) L 89 81
additional depending on site conditions)
Ground ivy and herbaceous invasive weed 155 0
management '

* Invasive tree treatment and ivy rings require a first round of treatment, followed by additional maintenance treatments as
weeds grow back. Acreage listed shows both first and second round treatments combined.

LETTERBOXING PROGRAM
The Letterboxing Program is a collaborative effort between Parks and Recreation staff, OSCT Board Members, and
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community volunteers. Due to COVID-19 related challenges, the Letterboxing Program was paused in 2020 and
2021.

LEASH POLICY EDUCATION EFFORTS

Leash policy education efforts were paused in 2021 due to Parks Maintenance staffing shortages and transitions.
The program will be picked up again in 2022 with the distribution of educational brochures and educational posts
on the City’s website and social media channels.

TRAILS

In 2021, the Natural Resources team was able to catch up on trail maintenance work on Trust properties that was
delayed by the loss of the seasonal crew in 2020. The ravine trail in the NE quadrant had some minor repairs to
the tread, as well replacement of some rotten wooden retaining wall. The Perimeter Trail in the SE quadrant,
adjacent to Island Crest Way, and several sections of interior trails in the NW quadrant were completely
resurfaced. The resurfacing work involved applying approximately 150 tons of gravel on 1,800 feet of trail. The
gravel was then graded and compacted, eliminating low, muddy areas in the trail.

Stair tread repairs and regular trail brushing continued as normal, with special attention paid to pruning fast-
growing hazelnut branches in the NW quadrant.

URBAN FORESTRY

Tree risk mitigation continues to be a primary focus of urban forestry efforts in Pioneer Park. Certified staff
arborists make recommendations each year to remove dead, dying, or structurally defective trees to reduce the
risk of trees failing and causing injury, property damage, or interference with utility lines or roadways. Trees are
retained through corrective pruning or as wildlife snags when possible, but tree removals are occasionally
necessary. In the case of whole tree removals, the wood from the tree is left to decompose on site as habitat and
to improve soil conditions. Dead and dying trees continue to make up the majority of tree removal work. In 2021,
eight trees were removed from Trust properties to reduce risk of failure. Staff continued to monitor park
boundaries regularly for trees in need of pruning or removal.

AB 6022 | Exhibit 1 | Page 4
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Mercer Island Open Space Conservancy Trust
2022 Work Plan

Meeting Date Agenda Item

Annual Report to Council: The Trust is required in its by-laws to report to City Council each year
on the status of Trust properties.

Work Plan: The Trust develops a list of topics that it intends to address during the year (this
document). This work plan is submitted to City Council with the Annual Report as a courtesy.

January 20
Trail network expansion: Gauge Trust’s interest in expansion of Pioneer Park/Engstrom OS trail
system
Quadrant Reports (ongoing item): Trustees will report on the condition of certain quadrants at
Trust board meetings.
Restoration Work Plan: City staff report to the Trust its planned restoration activities, and recap
work completed in the previous year.
Letterboxing program: The Trust will reach out to letterboxing volunteers about the potential to
launch the program.

April 21 Pros
Fire Management Plan amendments: The Trust will consider proposed revisions to the plan.
Trail Work Plan: City staff report to the Trust its intended maintenance activities in the spring of
each year, and recap work completed in the previous year. This report includes status of recently
decommissioned social trails on Trust properties.
Election of Officers: The Trust is required by its bylaws to elect officers at its July meeting each
year.
Engstrom title transfer: Staff will update Trust

July 21 Permanent restroom facility: The Trust will discuss potential options for the restroom facility at
Pioneer Park.
Off-leash dogs: The Trust will evaluate success of education measures over the past year and
discuss possible changes.
Herbicide application report: City staff will report on the use of herbicides on Trust properties
each year, in accordance with the Herbicide Use Protocol.

October 20 84th Ave pilot parking follow-up

Eagle Project recognition: The Trust will recognize Eagle projects that have benefitted Trust
Properties.

Note: The listing of an item under a particular month indicates that the item will be introduced at that meeting. There may be
follow-up discussions and decisions at subsequent meetings, as directed by the Chair.

47
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BUSINESS OF THE CITY COUNCIL A8 502>
March 1, 2022
CITY OF MERCER ISLAND

Consent Agenda

AGENDA BILL INFORMATION

TITLE: AB 6025: 2022 Street Related Utility Improvements [ Discussion Only
Action Needed:
RECOMMENDED Award the 2022 Street Related Utility Improvement Motion
ACTION: construction contract to Blue Mountain Construction ] Ordinance
Group, LLC. (] Resolution
DEPARTMENT: Public Works
Jason Kintner, Chief of Operations
STAFF: Clint Morris, Capital Division Manager
George Fletcher, CIP Project Manager
COUNCIL LIAISON: n/a

1. Project Location Map
2. Construction Bid Summary

CITY COUNCIL PRIORITY: | n/a

EXHIBITS:

AMOUNT OF EXPENDITURE $729,399
AMOUNT BUDGETED $ 500,156

APPROPRIATION REQUIRED $229,243

SUMMARY

The purpose of this agenda bill is to award a public works construction contract to build minor water and storm
drainage system improvements in spring of 2022.

This agenda bill provides an overview of the project development, design considerations, and key elements of
construction. It describes bid results, successful bidder’s qualifications, estimated project budget, and staff’s
recommendation for awarding the project.

BACKGROUND

The 2022 Street Related Utility Improvements Project is a combination of water and storm drainage
improvements to be completed in two different Island neighborhoods ahead of scheduled paving work later
this year (2022 Arterial and Residential Street Overlays). This project’s goal is to upgrade and repair known
water and storm drainage deficiencies before repaving the residential and arterial streets to minimize the
potential for future utility cuts into new pavements (see Exhibit 1).

Funding for the 2022 Street Related Utility Improvements was approved as part of the 2021-2022 CIP budget
and is funded from the water and storm water funds. Design work began in fall of 2021 and final plans,
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specifications, and cost estimates were completed in mid-January. The project was then advertised for public
bids. Eight bids were received, and staff is ready to award a construction contract.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The 2022 Street Related Utility Improvements project is divided into four schedules of work, as described
below.

e Schedule ‘A’ is the repair of storm drainage along the arterial roadways of SE 68" Street and SE 70t
Place, between Island Crest Way and East Mercer Way. Work includes several spot repairs to
damaged pipes and the replacement of two existing roadway pipe crossings. This schedule’s
estimated construction cost was $80,435.

e Schedule ‘B’ is minor water system improvements along the same roadways as Schedule A. Work
includes replacing several aging galvanized water service lines from the water main to the water
meter. Galvanized iron pipe is a material known for developing leaks, and the City strives to replace
these water service lines before investing in street resurfacing. The estimated construction cost for
this schedule was $34,802.

e Schedule ‘C’ repairs residential storm drainage in the plat of Parkwest (lying west of 84" Avenue in
the 6400 to 6800 blocks) and two other residential streets near SE 70" Place. Work consists of spot
repairs to damaged pipes, installation of several new catch basins to improve roadway drainage, and
connection of multiple private yard drains into the nearby City storm drain system to eliminate their
outfall onto the street surface. The estimated construction cost of this schedule was $78,630.

e Schedule ‘D’ is minor water system improvements along the same residential roadways as Schedule
‘C’. Work will involve the replacement of approximately 30 aging galvanized water service lines from
the water main to the water meter because of their known potential for leaks. In addition, two
undersized fire hydrants will be upgraded to current City standards and two new fire hydrants will be
added to the Parkwest area to improve fire protection. The estimated construction cost for this
schedule was $332,502.

At completion of design, the total construction costs for schedules ‘A’, ‘B, ‘C’ and ‘D’ were estimated to be
$526,369.

BID RESULTS AND AWARD RECOMMENDATION

Eight construction bids for the project were received and opened on February 10, 2020 (Exhibit 2). One bid
received was below the engineer’s estimate, while two other bids were less than 10% over the engineer’s
estimate. The lowest bid was received from Blue Mountain Construction Group, LLC for $522,216.08,
approximately 1% below the engineer’s construction cost estimate.

Blue Mountain Construction Group, LLC was the contractor on the City’s 2021 Street Related Utility
Improvements project last year which included similar work, and they completed the project on time and
within budget. They are currently performing storm drainage repair work for the City of Shoreline and are
also under contract with the City of Kirkland for storm drainage work. Staff’s review of the Labor and
Industries (L&I) website confirms Blue Mountain Construction Group is a contractor in good standing, with no
license violations, outstanding lawsuits, or L&I tax debt. Staff recommends awarding all schedules of the 2022
Street Related Utility Improvements contract to Blue Mountain Construction Group.
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Adding amounts for construction contingency, design, construction inspection, and project management,
brings the total estimated cost of the project to $729,399. Historically, staff applies a 20% contingency to
utility construction due to the unknowns associated with underground work. During design of the project,
existing storm drainage pipes were inspected and needed cleaning to remove extensive buildup of soils and
roots. The cost to clean and video inspect these lines totaled $22,740.

To construct this project as currently designed, additional funding is needed. The magnitude of residential
water service replacement work in Schedule D of the construction project (Parkwest) was larger than
anticipated.

Staff recommends that the additional cost of $229,243 be covered by an appropriation from within the Water
and Storm Water Fund balances. As of December 2021, the Water Funds estimated working capital balance
was $19.8 M and the Storm Water Funds estimated working capital balance was $5.0 M. In April 2022, staff
will provide the City Council with updated utility fund balances as part of the FY 2021 year-end financial status
update.

The table below summarizes the overall project costs, available budget amounts, and appropriations needed
for the 2022 Street Related Utility Improvements project.

2022 STREET RELATED UTILITY IMPROVEMENTS
PROJECT BUDGET
Description Schedule A Schedule B Schedule C Schedule D TOTAL
Arterial Storm | Arterial Water | Resid. Storm | Resid. Water
Award to Blue

Construction Contract Mountain Const

Schedule A - Arterial Storm $90,484 $90,484
Schedule B - Arterial Water + 10.1 %WSST $40,098 $40,098
Schedule C - Residential Storm $108,506 $108,506
Schedule D - Residential Water + 10.1% WSST $283,128 $283,128
Total Construction Contract $90,484 $40,098 $108,506 $283,128 $522,216
Construction Contingency @ 20% $18,097 $8,020 $21,701 $56,626 $104,443
Project Design - consultant $10,000 $6,000 $12,000 $10,000 $38,000
Construction Inspection $5,000 $2,000 $5,000 $12,000 $24,000
Other Design Costs - Storm Drain Inspections $11,544 $11,196 $22,740
Contract Admin/Project Management $3,000 $2,000 $3,000 $10,000 $18,000
Total Project Cost $138,125 $58,118 $161,403 $371,753 $729,399
2021-2022 Budget - Water Fund $50,000 $210,000 $260,000
2021-2022 Budget - Storm Water Fund $100,000 $220,000 $320,000
2021-2022 Budget - Spent on 2021 work SO SO -$37,211 -$42,633 -$79,844
Total Budget Available for Project $100,000 $50,000 $182,789 $167,367 $500,156
Budget Appropriation Needed - Water $8,118 $204,386 $212,504
Budget Appropriation Needed - Storm Water $38,125 -$21,386 $16,739

Construction activities on the project will likely begin in late March and are scheduled to be finished by July,
before the 2022 Arterial and Residential Street Overlay project starts.
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RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends authorizing the City Manager to execute a contract with Blue Mountain Construction
Group, LLC for the construction of the 2022 Street Related Utility Improvements project and appropriating
$212,504 from the Water Fund and $16,739 from the Storm Water Fund.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Award Schedules ‘A’, ‘B’, ‘C’ and ‘D’ of the 2022 Street Related Utility Improvements project to Blue
Mountain Construction Group, LLC.

2. Authorize the City Manager to execute a contract with Blue Mountain Construction Group, LLC in an
amount not to exceed $522,216.08.

3. Appropriate $212,504 from the Water Fund and $16,739 from the Storm Water Fund to fully fund the
2022 Street Related Utility Improvements project.

Page 4
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BUSINESS OF THE CITY COUNCIL 486028
March 1, 2022
CITY OF MERCER ISLAND

Consent Agenda

AGENDA BILL INFORMATION

TITLE: AB 6028: Roadside Shoulder Improvements, West ] Discussion Only
Mercer Way Phase 2 Action Needed:

RECOMMENDED Accept the completed project and authorize staff to close Motion
ACTION: out the contract. ] Ordinance
[] Resolution

DEPARTMENT: Public Works

Jason Kintner, Chief of Operations
Clint Morris, Capital Division Manager

COUNCIL LIAISON: n/a

1. Project Location Map
2. Current Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities (PBF) on the Mercer Ways

CITY COUNCIL PRIORITY: | n/a

STAFF:

EXHIBITS:

54

AMOUNT OF EXPENDITURE $363,999
AMOUNT BUDGETED $429,441

APPROPRIATION REQUIRED Sn/a

SUMMARY

The purpose of this agenda bill is to accept the completed Roadside Shoulder Improvements West Mercer
Way Phase 2 construction project, and authorize staff to close out the construction contract

BACKGROUND

The Roadside Shoulder Development Program was established in 2002 to create paved shoulders suitable for
pedestrian and bicycle use along the Mercer Ways. This Phase 2 project continued the City’s ongoing shoulder
development efforts along West Mercer Way by constructing a section of asphalt paved shoulder from SE
70th Street to the 7400 block (see Exhibit 1). Previous West Mercer Way shoulder projects constructed
asphalt shoulders from SE 65th Street north to the 5700 block (in 2003) and from the 7400 block south to the
8100 block (in 2017). Prior to the 1990’s, a paved shoulder was created along West Mercer Way from the
5700 block north to I-90.

The City received 14 construction bids for the Phase 2 project on December 12, 2019. In January 2020, a
construction contract was awarded to the lowest responsible bidder, Kamins Construction, Inc., in the
amount of $293,915.46 (AB 5649). Adding amounts for contingency, design, inspection services, and contract
administration brought the project’s total estimated cost to $429,441. Storm drainage improvements
associated with the project came from the Storm Water Fund.
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Construction activities commenced on February 3, 2020, and the contractor completed the project by mid-
March, just before the State’s work slowdown in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. The project built nearly
2,000 linear feet of new 5-foot-wide asphalt shoulder and installed over 620 linear feet of new storm
drainage pipes.

The total cost of the completed Phase 2 project was $363,999, which is $70,202 (16%) less than the approved
budget at time of contract award. No contingency funds were needed on the project. The following table
summarizes the actual expenditures compared to the budget. Unspent budget from this project remains in
the Street and Storm Water Funds.

ROADSIDE SHOULDER IMPROVEMENTS, WEST MERCER WAY PHASE 2

PROJECT COSTS
Description Approved Actual
Project Budget Expenditures

Construction Contract

Schedule A - New Shoulder S 209,116 | S 195,924

Schedule B - Storm Drainage S 84,800 | S 77,121
Total Construction Contract S 293,915 | S 273,045
Construction Contingency @ 10% for shoulders S 20,912 | $ -
Construction Contingency @ 15% for storm drainage S 12,720 | S -
Project Design - consultant S 54,563 | S 54,563
Inspection Services S 20,000 | S 10,985
Other Design and Inspection Costs S 10,000 | S 2,350
Contract Administration/Project Management S 20,000 | S 21,097
1% for the Arts S 2,001 | S 1,959
Total Project Budget and Cost $434,201 $363,999

Completion of the Phase 2 project has brought the total distance of paved shoulder along West Mercer Way
to 4.6 miles, or 77% of its 6.0-mile length. Another 0.6 miles (10%) of West Mercer Way has existing
separated walkway. The City’s Six Year Transportation Improvement Program identifies two future West
Mercer Way shoulder projects. The Council recently awarded a construction contract to construct the Phase 3
improvements in 2022 (AB 6008), and the final Phase 4 improvements are scheduled for construction in 2024
(see Exhibit 2).

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Accept the completed Roadside Shoulder Improvements West Mercer Way Phase 2 project and authorize
staff to close out the project.
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BUSINESS OF THE CITY COUNCIL A8 5029

CITY OF MERCER ISLAND

March 1, 2022

Consent Agenda

Item 9.

AGENDA BILL INFORMATION

Adam Zack, Senior Planner

TITLE: AB 6029: Ratifying King County Countywide Planning O Discussion Only
Policies Action Needed:
RECOMMENDED Approve Resolution No. 1620 ratifying King County ] Motion
ACTION: Countywide Planning Policies. ] Ordinance
Resolution
DEPARTMENT: Community Planning and Development
STAFE: Jeff Thomas, Interim Director

COUNCIL LIAISON:

n/a

EXHIBITS:

1. City of Mercer Island Resolution No. 1620

2. King County Ordinance No. 19384

3. Letter from King County Council

4. 2021 King County Urban Growth Capacity Report

CITY COUNCIL PRIORITY: | n/a
AMOUNT OF EXPENDITURE Sn/a
AMOUNT BUDGETED Sn/a

APPROPRIATION REQUIRED Sn/a

SUMMARY

The Metropolitan King County Council amended the King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) and
established 2044 growth targets for cities throughout the County on December 14, 2021. Notice from the
County was provided to cities on January 6, 2022 requesting ratification of the updated CPPs within 90 days.
The updates to the CPPs will be complete once a qualifying number of cities ratify. Mercer Island can ratify

the updated CPPs through approval of Resolution No. 1620 (Exhibit 1).

e The King County CPPs were amended by King County Ordinance 19384 (Exhibit 2);

e The King County Council updated the CPPs and set growth targets that are consistent with VISION

2050, the regional plan for growth developed by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC);

e The amended CPPs establish the planning framework for jurisdictions through the County;

e New housing and employment growth targets through 2044 are established in Table DP-1 (Exhibit 2,

page 23);

e Mercer Island’s housing growth target is 1,239 new housing units by the year 2044. The housing
growth target did not change from the previous target;
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e Mercer Island’s employment growth target is 1,300 new jobs added by the year 2044. This represents

an increase of 140 jobs over the previous target; and

e The Comprehensive Plan update will focus on incorporating the new housing and employment growth

targets into the Plan to maintain GMA compliance.

e The City Council proposed action is to review and approve Resolution No. 1620, ratifying the CPPs
updates. Should City Council approve Resolution No. 1620, the City Clerk will transmit the approved
resolution to the Clerk of King County Council, notifying the County that the City has ratified the

Countywide Planning Policies updates. This transmittal will conclude the ratification process.

BACKGROUND

The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) establishes a tiered planning process that

incorporates multi-county planning, county-wide planning, and local planning with the goal of creating
coordinated, consistent plans for growth across regions. The GMA also requires counties and incorporated

jurisdictions to maintain a valid Comprehensive Plan that is consistent with regional plans and guides
community building and future growth of a jurisdiction for a 20-year period.

Periodic review and updates to the Comprehensive

Plan are required and recent legislative amendments

now require these updates every 9-years. The last

periodic update to the Mercer Island Comprehensive sl LS
Plan was completed in 2015, planning to 2035.

GROWTH MANAGEMENT ACT

Mercer Island is now in the early phases of the next

periodic update, which is scheduled to be completed
J LocAL

by June 30, 2024 and will cover the planning period of d  COMPREHENSIVE

2024-2044. The King County CPPs and growth targets ) PLANS
provide the basis for many of the required updates to " )
the Comprehensive Plan.

Beginning in 2019, the Puget Sound Regional Council
(PSRC) and King County have led processes to update
the regional and countywide plans, in anticipation of
the June 2024 deadline for local Comprehensive Plan
updates. The following actions have now been
completed:

e QOctober 29, 2020 — The PSRC General Assembly adopted Vision 2050. Vision 2050 is a regional plan

that coordinates growth among King, Pierce, Snohomish, and Kitsap counties;

e Vision 2050 established multicounty planning policies that called for King County to update its

Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs), including new growth targets;

e With data inputs and technical support from local jurisdictions and consultants, King County staff

conducted data analysis and drafted the Urban Growth Capacity Report (UGC Report);

e King County jurisdictions caucused in groups established based upon the regional geographies
identified in VISION 2050. Within each caucus, jurisdictions allocated projected growth into housing

and employment targets for each jurisdiction through a consensus process;

Page 2
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e June 23, 2021 — The King County Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) recommended
amendments to the CPPs. The GMPC is a regional policy body comprise of elected officials from local
governments within King County charged with review and recommending amendments to the CPPs;

e December 14, 2021 — The King County Council adopted the UGC Report; and
e December 14, 2021 — The King County Council adopted Ordinance 19384, which amended the CPPs.

VISION 2050

VISION 2050 is the Puget Sound region’s plan
for future growth, covering Snohomish, King,
Pierce, and Kitsap Counties. It defines roles for
different type of places in accommodating the
region’s population and employment growth,
which inform regional plans, countywide
growth targets and local comprehensive plans.
VISION 2050 identifies six place types or
“regional geographies” including Metropolitan
Cities, Core Cities, High-Capacity Transit
Communities (HCT), Cities & Towns, Urban
Unincorporated and Rural.

Within each county, each of the regional ‘ --
geographies has a growth allocation for both o
housing and employment. VISION 2050 focuses
growth in the areas best able to accommodate,
directing 65% of the region’s population
growth and 75% of the region’s job growth into
urban centers and near high-capacity transit.

The City of Mercer Island is assigned to the HCT regional geography within King County, along with 6 other
cities — Des Moines, Kenmore, Lake Forest Park, Newcastle, Shoreline, and Woodinville, as well as 3 planned
annexation areas — Federal Way, North Highline, and Renton. The King County HCT regional geography is
allocated growth projections of 92,000 people and 40,000 jobs.

letropolitat High Cities & Urban
Area Cities Metropct Core Cities Core pct  Capacity .. HCT pct Towns CT pctUnincorpora Ul pct Rural  Rural pct
King 351,000 52,000 4,000 6,000
Kitsap 33,000 34,000
Pierce 137,000 000 #5,000
Snohomish B7,000 210,000

Region 637,000 413,000 57,000 43,000

Urban Growth Capacity Report

In its January 6, 2022 letter (Exhibit 3), the King County Council requested the City review the 2021 Urban
Growth Capacity Report (UGC Report) (Exhibit 4). The UGC Report analyzes development capacity in each
jurisdiction between 2019 and 2035. It considers factors like current levels of development, achieved density
and intensity, zoning regulations, and environmental constraints. City staff contributed to preparation of the
UGC through data collection and fulfilling technical information requests.

Page 3
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In the City of Mercer Island profile in Chapter 7 (Exhibit 4, page 165), the UGC Report finds that the City has
capacity for 1,607 additional dwelling units and 961 additional jobs. This is a key finding because it shows that
the City has sufficient development capacity to accommodate the 2035 growth projection, and the City will
not be required to adopt significant amendments to its Comprehensive Plan to increase development
capacity.

Countywide Planning Policies
The countywide planning policies are required for counties planning under the GMA. The purpose of CPPs is
stated in RCW 36.70A.210(1):

The legislature recognizes that counties are regional governments within their boundaries, and
cities are primary providers of urban governmental services within urban growth areas. For the
purposes of this section, a "countywide planning policy" is a written policy statement or
statements used solely for establishing a countywide framework from which county and city
comprehensive plans are developed and adopted pursuant to this chapter. This framework shall
ensure that city and county comprehensive plans are consistent as required in RCW 36.70A.100.
Nothing in this section shall be construed to alter the land-use powers of cities.

One of the principal functions of the CPPs is establishing growth targets for all cities within the County. Setting
growth targets at the county level ensures that comprehensive plans throughout the County are using
consistent assumptions about growth through the planning period. The growth targets are derived from
regional projections for population and employment growth included in VISION 2050. These projections are
allocated to regional geographies within each county via the Multicounty Planning Policies.

Within King County, jurisdictions within each of these regional geographies met in the first half of 2021 to
review draft data from the UGC Report and to allocate the growth projections for the HCT regional geography
to each jurisdiction. After caucusing with the HCT jurisdictions over the course of several meetings, the group
established growth targets for each jurisdiction via a consensus process. The resulting growth targets are
expressed in number of new housing units for housing growth and new jobs for employment growth. The
targets were later included in the GMPC’s recommended amendments to the CPPs and the CPPs were
subsequently adopted by the King County Council. The 2044 growth targets for Mercer Island are:

e 1,239 housing units, and
e 1,300 jobs (Exhibit 2, page 23, Table DP-1).

A core GMA requirement is that cities must provide enough development capacity to accommodate the
forecasted growth (RCW 36.70A.115). The Mercer Island housing growth target did not increase with the
amendment of the CPPs. The employment growth target increased from 1,160 jobs by 2035 to 1,300 jobs by
2044. Maintaining the existing growth targets unchanged was a point of emphasis for the City in negotiating
the growth targets in the HCT caucus. One implication of having a housing growth target that is unchanged
and an employment target that modestly increased since the last Comprehensive Plan periodic review is that
the upcoming periodic review will not require significant changes to land use designations, densities, or
zoning. This greatly simplifies the periodic update because the Plan already accounts for the projected
growth.

Page 4
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RESOLUTION NO. 1620

The Metropolitan King County Council amended the King County CPPs and established 2044 growth targets
for cities throughout the County on December 14, 2021 (King County Ordinance 19384, Exhibit 2). Notice that
the County had amended the CPPs was sent to cities on January 6, 2022 (Exhibit 3). The amendments to the
CPPs become effective once they are ratified by 70 percent of cities representing 30 percent of the population
in the County. Cities have 90 days to ratify or take action to disapprove of the amendments. The ratification
deadline is April 6, 2022. The Mercer Island City Council can ratify the amended CPPs by approving Resolution
No. 1620 as presented (Exhibit 1).

NEXT STEPS

At the March 1, 2021 meeting, the City Council will have the opportunity to review and approve Resolution
No. 1620, ratifying the CPPs updates. Should City Council approve Resolution No. 1620, the City Clerk will
transmit the approved resolution to the Clerk of King County Council, notifying the County that the City has
ratified the Countywide Planning Policies updates. This transmittal would conclude the ratification process.

RECOMMENDATION

Approve Resolution No. 1620 to ratify the King County Countywide Planning Policies updates.
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CITY OF MERCER ISLAND
RESOLUTION NO. 1620

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF MERCER ISLAND, WASHINGTON
RATIFYING PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE KING COUNTY
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES TO IMPLEMENT THE PUGET SOUND
REGIONAL COUNCIL VISION 2050 PLAN AND SETTING GROWTH TARGETS
FOR CITIES IN KING COUNTY.

WHEREAS, the Growth Management Act (GMA) was adopted by the WA State Legislature; and

WHEREAS, the GMA requires counties in Washington State to adopt and periodically review
countywide planning policies (CPPs); and

WHEREAS, cities planning under GMA must coordinate planning efforts with surrounding
jurisdictions; and

WHEREAS, on December 14, 2021, the Metropolitan King County Council adopted Ordinance
No. 19384 amending and ratifying the King County CPPs; and

WHEREAS, the CPPs adopted by King County Ordinance No. 19384 establish housing and
employment growth targets for cities within King County; and

WHEREAS, the CPPs establish a housing growth target for the City of Mercer Island at 1,239
new housing units by the year 2044; and

WHEREAS, the CPPs establish an employment growth target for the City of Mercer Island at
1,300 jobs by the year 2044; and

WHEREAS, CPP FW-1(e) requires that amendments to the CPPs be ratified within 90 days by
cities and towns representing at least 70 percent of the county population and 30 percent of
those jurisdictions; and

WHEREAS, ratification of the CPPs can be accomplished by an affirmative vote of the City
Council; and

WHEREAS, on January 6, 2022, the City was notified that the County had amended the CPPs
and that the deadline for ratification was April 6, 2022; and

WHEREAS, on March 1, 2022, the Mercer Island City Council was briefed on the proposed
amendments to the King County CPPs and the 2044 housing and employment growth targets;
and

WHEREAS, the Community Planning and Development Department recommends the
ratification of the CPPs established by King County Ordinance No. 19384;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MERCER
ISLAND, WASHINGTON, AS FOLLOWS:

AB 6029 | Exhibit 1 | Page 6
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Section 1. The Countywide Planning Policies adopted by King County Ordinance No. 19384
are hereby ratified by the City of Mercer Island.

Section 2. The Mercer Island City Council directs the City Clerk to transmit a copy of this
Resolution to the Clerk of the King County Council.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MERCER ISLAND, WASHINGTON, AT
ITS MEETING ON THE 1ST DAY OF MARCH 2022.

CITY OF MERCER ISLAND

Item 9.

Salim Nice, Mayor

ATTEST:

Andrea Larson, City Clerk

AB 6029 | Exhibit 1 | Page 7
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1200 King Count Courmﬂ ltem 9.
Lg KING COUNTY A
King County Signature Report
Ordinance 19384

Proposed No. 2021-0254.3 Sponsors Dembowski
1 AN ORDINANCE relating to adoption and ratification of
2 the 2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies.
3 BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:
4 SECTION 1. Findings:
5 A. On October 29, 2020, the Puget Sound Regional Council General Assembly
6 adopted VISION 2050 and the Multicounty Planning Policies.
7 B. The Multicounty Planning Policies call for the Countywide Planning Policies
8  to be updated, where necessary, before December 31, 2021.
9 C. OnJune 23, 2021, the Growth Management Planning Council approved

10  Motion 21-1 recommending the 2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies to the
11 King County council.

12 D. Technical changes made by the King County council streamline and

13  strengthen the 2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies.

14 E. Workplan items relating to the Affordable Housing Committee and Growth
15  Management Planning Council review of the four-to-one program implement VISION
16 2050 and the Countywide Planning Policies.

17 F. Changes to city of Sammamish growth targets reflect updated conditions that

18  impact capacity in the jurisdiction.

65
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EXHIBIT 2

Ordinance 19384

Item 9.

SECTION 2. The 2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies, Attachment
A to this ordinance, is hereby adopted by King County and ratified on behalf of the
population of unincorporated King County.

SECTION 3.

A. Growth Management Planning Council Motion 21-1 included a workplan item
for the Affordable Housing Committee of the Growth Management Planning Council.
The County shall submit to the Affordable Housing Committee the following workplan
items for review, consideration, and recommendation:

1. Monitor and report jurisdictional housing supply, housing affordability,
housing needs and income-restricted housing levels, including disparities between
subregions and comparisons to established subregional or jurisdictional affordable
housing needs, through the Regional Affordable Housing dashboard and reporting;

2. Establish subregional or jurisdictional affordable housing needs, informed by
local data and the data and methodology provided by the Washington state Department of
Commerce;

3. Recommend to the Growth Management Planning Council an accountability
and implementation framework for equitably meeting affordable housing needs across the
region. The Affordable Housing Committee will consider, at a minimum, the range of
development patterns chapter and housing chapter amendments proposed by Growth
Management Planning Council members in June 2021 regarding understanding and
accommodating housing need, holding jurisdictions accountable and allocating resources;

and

AB 6029 | Exhibit 2 | Page 9
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EXHIBIT 2
Ordinance 19384 Item 9.
41 4. Recommend to the Growth Management Planning Council any Countywide
42  Planning Policy amendments necessary to implement their recommendations.
43 B. Complete its housing needs work by the end of 2022 and submit a staff report

44 to the Growth Management Planning Council quarterly in 2022 to provide an update the
45 on its progress.

46 SECTION 4.

47 A. The county's four-to-one program has been effective in implementing Growth
48  Management Act goals to reduce sprawl and encourage retention of open space. There

49  have been previous efforts to update the four-to-one program as part of the 2020 King

50  County Comprehensive Plan update and 2021 Countywide Planning Policies update.

51  Thereis a need to comprehensively review the Countywide Planning Policies ("the

52  CPPs"), King County Comprehensive Plan ("KCCP") and King County Code ("KCC") to
53  ensure the three documents are consistent and reflect countywide growth management

54  goals, including collaboration with cities affected by the program.

55 B. The executive shall review the four-to-one program as follows:

56 1. Analyze all projects approved under the four-to-one program and evaluate the
57  performance of those projects against the program's goals of reducing sprawl and

58  preserving open space;

59 2. Consider the following potential amendments to the four-to-one program. The
60  review shall also include proposed procedural improvements to make it clearer how four-
61  to-one program projects are applied for, reviewed, approved and monitored after

62 approval. The potential amendments to be considered include, but are not limited to:

67
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EXHIBIT 2
Ordinance 19384 ltem 9.

63 a. whether the four-to-one program should require projects be contiguous with
64  the 1994 urban growth area boundary, later adopted boundaries through subsequent joint
65  planning processes between the county and cities, or some combination thereof;

66 b. whether the four-to-one program should allow reduced open space

67  dedication if a proposal contains lands with high ecological value, such as lands that

68  could provide for high-value floodplain restoration, riparian habitat or working resource
69 lands;

70 c. whether the four-to-one program should allow for noncontiguous open space
71  preservation;

72 d. whether the four-to-one program should allow facilities, such as roads or
73  stormwater, that serve the new urban area to be located in the Rural Area;

74 e. whether the four-to-one program should allow nonresidential and

75  multifamily residential projects; and

76 f. whether the four-to-one program should allow projects that are not likely to
77  be annexed in a timely manner;

78 3. Develop and recommend to the county council changes to the CPPs, KCCP
79  and KCC, in consultation with the IJT and based on Growth Management Planning

80  Council review identified in subsection B.4 of this section; and

81 4. Submit to the Growth Management Planning Council in 2022 the following

82 items for review, consideration and recommendation:

83 a. previously adopted goals and criteria of the four-to-one program;
84 b. findings of the analyses in subsection B.1. and 2. of this section; and
4

68
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EXHIBIT 2
Ordinance 19384 Item 9.
85 c. potential changes to the CPPs, KCCP and KCC necessary to implement
86  improvements to the four-to-one program.
87 C. Executive staff shall regularly update and consult with the offices of the

88  councilmembers representing the county on the GMPC, the chair and vice-chair of the

89 local services committee, or its successor, and the chair and vice-chair of the mobility and
90 environment committee, or its successor, throughout the process.

91 D. The executive recommended CPPs, KCCP and KCC changes and a GMPC

92  motion that makes recommendations on the four-to-one program shall be completed no

93 later than January 1, 2023, shall be included in the public review draft and State

94 Environmental Policy Act environmental impact statement for the 2024 Comprehensive

95  Plan Update, and shall be transmitted to the council as part of the 2024 Comprehensive

96  Plan update.

97 SECTION 5. Severability. If any provision of this ordinance or its application to

69
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EXHIBIT 2
Ordinance 19384 ltem 9.

98  any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the ordinance or the

99  application of the provision to persons or circumstances is not affected.

Ordinance 19384 was introduced on 7/27/2021 and passed as amended by the
Metropolitan King County Council on 12/14/2021, by the following vote:

Yes: 9 - Ms. Balducci, Mr. Dembowski, Mr. Dunn, Ms. Kohl-Welles,
Ms. Lambert, Mr. McDermott, Mr. Upthegrove, Mr. von Reichbauer
and Mr. Zahilay

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

DocuSigned by:

(landia Palduwcsi

L7E1C273CE99Q486...

Claudia Balducci, Chair

ATTEST:

DocuSigned by:
(—ﬂMbL Allesde
LC2€§/7B§J'I4088E4A0...

Melani Pedroza, Clerk of the Council

APPROVED this day of 12/27/2021

DocuSigned by:

L4FBCABB196AE4C€>...
Dow Constantine, County Executive

Attachments: A. 2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies, dated November 30, 2021, updated
12/14/2021

70
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Ordinance 19384 EXHIBIT 2

Item 9.

19384 Attachment A, updated 12/14/2021

2021 King County
Countywide Planning Policies

November 30, 2021

71
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2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies
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AB 6029 | Exhibit 2 | Page 15

EXHIBIT 2

Item 9.




DocuSign Envelope ID: D2C79C9F-33BC-48EC-93C8-E47E8FAD161E

73

EXHIBIT 2

2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies
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LAND ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The Countywide Planning Policies guide how King County jurisdictions work together and plan
for growth that will occur on the ancestral lands of the Coast Salish peoples. In respect for and
acknowledgment of their legacy, the Countywide Planning Policies seek to create a livable,
equitable, and sustainable home for current and future generations.
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INTRODUCTION

The King County Countywide Planning Policies

The Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) create a shared and consistent framework for growth
management planning for all jurisdictions in King County in accordance with RCW 36.70A.210,
which requires the legislative authority of a county to adopt a countywide planning policy in
cooperation with cities located in the county. The comprehensive plan for King County and the
comprehensive plans for cities and towns in King County are developed from the framework
that the CPPs establish. The 2021 Countywide Planning Policies were designed to provide
guidance in advance of the 2024 statutory update of comprehensive plans to incorporate
changes to the regional policy framework and to reflect new priorities addressing equity and
social justice within our communities

The CPPs implement VISION 2050, which is the region’s plan for growth. VISION 2050 is a
product of a regional planning process led by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC), an
association of cities, towns, four counties (King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish), ports, tribes,
and state agencies. By 2050, the region’s population is projected to reach 5.8 million people.
The region’s vision for 2050 is to provide exceptional quality of life, opportunity for all,
connected communities, a spectacular natural environment, and an innovative, thriving
economy.

King County is home to 39 cities, all of which have a role in accommodating the approximately
660,000 people and 490,000 jobs projected to come to King County by 2044.

The Growth Management Planning Council

The Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) brings together elected officials from King
County and the cities and develops and recommends the CPPs to the King County Council. The
GMPC is chaired by the King County Executive and includes members from the King County
Council, the Mayor of Seattle, members from the Seattle City Council, representatives from the
other 38 cities in King County through the Sound Cities Association, and ex-officio membership
from special purpose districts, school districts, and the Port of Seattle.

The GMPC is supported by the Interjurisdictional Staff Team (1JT), which reflects the
membership of the GMPC. The UUT is comprised of senior planning staff from King County and
the cities. The T operates on a consensus basis and prepares all documents for GMPC review
and consideration.

O Chapter: INTRODUCTION
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The Countywide Planning Policies and all amendments to the CPPs become effective following
approval by the GMPC, adoption by the King County Council, and ratification by King County
cities.

About the 2021 Update

With the update to VISION 2050 and the approaching 2024 statutory update of comprehensive
plans, King County jurisdictions updated the Countywide Planning Policies for the next decade.
Recognizing the existing Countywide Planning Policies as a starting place for the update, the
Growth Management Planning Council approved Guiding Principles to establish the context and
parameters for the update. The Guiding Principles call for a limited scope to the update based
on the following:

e 2012 Countywide Planning Policies

e Centering social equity and health

e Integrating regional policy and legislative changes

e Providing clear, concise, and actionable direction for comprehensive plans

e Implementing the Regional Growth Strategy with 2044 growth targets that form the

land use basis for periodic comprehensive plan updates

Equity and Social Justice

The GMPC approved the guiding principle of “centering social equity and health” in the
Countywide Planning Policies. As noted in VISION 2050, historical land use and housing policies
have played a role in creating and maintaining racial inequities. While some explicitly
discriminatory laws have been overturned, their legacy and effects have remained, preventing
Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color communities from sharing the recent prosperity of
the county. Centering equity and health in the CPPs will continue through improvements to
policies and resource allocation that explicitly counter and remedy disparities in determinants
of equity and are informed by those most affected by these disparities. The policies’ collective
vision for the county’s shared future will have a significant effect on local plans that shape how
jurisdictions allocate public resources and set policy to achieve a future where everyone enjoys
a safe and healthy place to live, work, and play.

King County Demographics and Geography

King County is the most populous county in Washington State and the 13" most populous
county in the nation. In 2021, King County is home to about 2.3 million people and 1.5 million
jobs. King County’s population continues to diversify each year. In 2019, People of Color
communities comprised 40 percent of the population, 23 percent of the population was born
outside the United States, and 28 percent of people over age five spoke a language other than

' Chapter: INTRODUCTION
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English at home. People under 18 comprise 20 percent of the population, while seniors over 65
comprise about 14 percent of the population.

King County’s land area is 2,130 square miles and is characterized by cities large and small, by
beautiful scenery and geographic variety, stretching from the Puget Sound in the west to the
crest of the Cascade Mountains in the east. King County has a variety of working farms and
forestlands, as well as a significant open space network.
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VISION AND FRAMEWORK

Vision for King County 2050

It is the year 2050 and our county has changed significantly in the roughly 60 years that have
elapsed since the first Countywide Planning Policies were adopted in 1992. In 2050,
e Communities across King County are welcoming places where every person can thrive.
e Allresidents have access to opportunity and displacement from development is
lessened.
e The cities are vibrant and inviting hubs for people with a safe, affordable, and efficient
transportation system that connects people to the places they want to go.
e Housing is characterized by a full range of options that are healthy, safe, affordable, and
open to all.
e The county’s critical areas are protected and have been restored.
e Open spaces are well distributed and inviting to all users.
e The Rural Area is viable and permanently protected with a clear boundary between
urban and rural areas.
e The county boasts of bountiful agricultural areas and productive forest lands.
e The economy provides opportunities to everyone and includes Black, Indigenous, and
other People of Color-owned businesses; immigrant- and women-owned businesses;
locally owned businesses; and global corporations.

Framework Policies

Unless otherwise noted, the Countywide Planning Policies apply to the Growth Management
Planning Council, King County, and all cities within King County.

Amendments

While much has been accomplished, the Countywide Planning Policies were never intended to
be static and will require amendment over time to reflect changed conditions. While the formal
policy development is done by the Growth Management Planning Council, ideas for new
policies begin in a variety of areas including individual jurisdictions. Policy FW-1 below describes
the process for amending the Countywide Planning Policies.

FW-1 Maintain the currency of the Countywide Planning Policies through periodic review and
amendment. Initiate and review all amendments at the Growth Management Planning Council
through the process described below:
a) Only the Growth Management Planning Council may propose amendments to the
Countywide Planning Policies except for amendments to the Urban Growth Area that
may also be proposed by King County in accordance with policies DP-16 through DP-18;
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b) Growth Management Planning Council recommends amendments to the King County
Council for consideration, possible revision, and approval; proposed revisions by the
King County Council that are of a substantive nature may be sent to the Growth
Management Planning Council for their consideration and revised recommendation
based on the proposed revision;

c) A majority vote of the King County Council both constitutes approval of the
amendments and ratification on behalf of the residents of Unincorporated King County;

d) After approval and ratification by the King County Council, amendments are forwarded
to each city and town for ratification. Amendments cannot be modified during the city
ratification process; and

e) Amendments must be ratified within 90 days of King County approval and require
affirmation by the county and cities and towns representing at least 70 percent of the
county population and 30 percent of those jurisdictions. Ratification is either by an
affirmative vote of the city’s or town’s council or by no action being taken within the
ratification period.

Monitoring

Periodically evaluating the effectiveness of the Countywide Planning Policies is key to
continuing their value to the region and local jurisdictions. In 1994 King County and cities
established the current Benchmarks program to monitor and evaluate key regional indicators.

FW-2 Monitor and benchmark the progress of the Countywide Planning Policies towards
achieving the Regional Growth Strategy inclusive of the environment, development patterns,
housing, the economy, transportation, and the provision of public services, as well as reducing
disparities in equity and health outcomes for King County residents. Identify corrective actions
to be taken if progress toward benchmarks is not being achieved.

Investment

Key to ensuring the success of the Countywide Planning Policies is investment in regional
infrastructure and programs. Balancing the use of limited available funds between regional,
countywide, and local needs is extremely complex.

FW-3 Work collaboratively to identify and seek regional, state, and federal funding sources to
invest in infrastructure, strategies, and programs to enable the full implementation of the
Countywide Planning Policies. Balance needed regional investments with countywide and local
needs when making funding determinations.

FW-4 Support fiscal sustainability of Rural Areas. Rural Areas provide an overall benefit for all

residents of King County and strategies to fund infrastructure and services in Rural Areas may
be needed to support a defined rural level of service.
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Consistency

The Countywide Planning Policies provide a common framework for local planning and each
jurisdiction is required to update its comprehensive plan to be consistent with the Countywide
Planning Policies. The full body of the Countywide Planning Policies is to be considered for
decision-making within the context of each city’s needs and situations.

FW-5 Adopt comprehensive plans that are consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies as
required by the Growth Management Act.

Equity

The Countywide Planning Policies coordinate planning for a more equitable future where all
King County residents have access to housing, transportation, education, employment choices,
and open space amenities regardless of their race, social, or economic status. Through their
comprehensive plans, jurisdictions will create targeted policies and strategies unique to their
local circumstances to achieve this goal.

FW-6 Enable culturally and linguistically appropriate equitable access to programs and services
and help connect residents to service options, particularly for those most disproportionately
cost-burdened or historically excluded.

FW-7 Develop and use an equity impact review tool when developing plans and policies to test
for outcomes that might adversely impact Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color
communities; immigrants and refugees; people with low incomes; people with disabilities; and
communities with language access needs. Regularly assess the impact of policies and programs
to identify actual outcomes and adapt as needed to achieve intended goals.

FW-8 Involve community groups especially immigrant, Black, Indigenous, and other People of

Color communities continuously in planning processes to promote civic engagement,
government accountability, transparency, and personal agency.
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ENVIRONMENT

Overarching Goal: The quality of the natural environment in King County is restored and
protected for future generations.

Environmental Sustainability

Local governments have a key role in shaping sustainable communities by integrating
sustainable development and business practices with ecological, social, and economic concerns.
Local governments also play a pivotal role in ensuring environmental justice by addressing
environmental impacts on frontline communities and by pursuing fairness in the application of
policies and regulations.

EN-1 Incorporate environmental protection and restoration efforts including climate action,
mitigation, and resilience into local comprehensive plans to ensure that the quality of the
natural environment and its contributions to human health and vitality is sustained now and for
future generations.

EN-2 Develop and implement environmental strategies using integrated and interdisciplinary
approaches to environmental assessment and planning, in coordination with local jurisdictions,
tribes, and other stakeholders.

EN-3 Ensure public and private projects incorporate locally appropriate, low-impact
development approaches developed using a watershed planning framework for managing
stormwater, protecting water quality, minimizing flooding and erosion, protecting habitat, and
reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

EN-4 Encourage the transition to a sustainable energy future by reducing demand through
efficiency and conservation, supporting the development of energy management technology,
and meeting reduced needs from sustainable sources.

EN-5 Ensure all residents of the region regardless of race, social, or economic status have a
clean and healthy environment. Identify, mitigate, and correct for unavoidable negative
impacts of public actions that disproportionately affect those frontline communities impacted
by existing and historical racial, social, environmental, and economic inequities, and who have
limited resources or capacity to adapt to a changing environment.

Earth and Habitat

Healthy ecosystems and environments are vital to the sustainability of all plant and animal life,
including humans. Protection of biodiversity in all its forms and across all landscapes is critical
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to continued prosperity and high quality of life in King County. The value of biodiversity to
sustaining long-term productivity and both economic and ecological benefits is evident in
fisheries, forestry, and agriculture. For ecosystems to be healthy and provide healthful benefits
to people, local governments must prevent negative human impacts and work to ensure that
this ecosystem remains diverse and productive over time. With the impending effects of
climate change, maintaining biodiversity becomes even more critical to the preservation and
resilience of resource-based activities and many social and ecological systems. Protection of
individual species, including Chinook salmon, also plays an important role in sustaining
biodiversity and quality of life within the county. Since 2000, local governments, citizens, tribes,
conservation districts, non-profit groups, and federal and state fisheries managers have
cooperated to develop and implement watershed-based salmon conservation plans, known as
Water Resource Inventory Area plans, to conserve and restore habitat for Chinook salmon
today and for future generations.

EN-6 Locate development and supportive infrastructure in a manner that minimizes impacts to
natural features. Promote the use of traditional and innovative environmentally sensitive
development practices, including design, materials, construction, and ongoing maintenance.

EN-7 Coordinate approaches and standards for defining and protecting critical areas, especially
where such areas and impacts to them cross jurisdictional boundaries.

EN-8 Use the best available science when establishing and implementing environmental
standards.

EN-9 Develop and implement an integrated and comprehensive approach to managing fish and
wildlife habitat to accelerate ecosystem recovery, focusing on enhancing the habitat of
salmonids, orca, and other threatened and endangered species and species of local importance.

EN-10 Ensure that new development, open space protection efforts, and mitigation projects
support the State’s streamflow restoration law. Promote robust, healthy, and sustainable
salmon populations and other ecosystem functions working closely within Water Resource
Inventory Areas and utilizing adopted watershed plans.

EN-11 Enhance the urban tree canopy to provide wildlife habitat, support community
resilience, mitigate urban heat, manage stormwater, conserve energy, protect and improve
mental and physical health, and strengthen economic prosperity. Prioritize places where Black,
Indigenous, and other People of Color communities; low-income populations; and other
frontline community members live, work, and play.
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Flood Hazards

Flooding is a natural process that affects human communities and natural environments in King
County. Managing floodplain development and conserving aquatic habitats are the main
challenges for areas affected by flooding. The King County Flood Control District exists to
protect public health and safety, regional economic centers, public and private property, and
transportation corridors. Local governments also have responsibility for flood control within
their boundaries.

EN-12 Coordinate and fund holistic flood hazard management efforts through the King County
Flood Control District.

EN-13 Work cooperatively to meet regulatory standards for floodplain development as these
standards are updated for consistency with relevant federal requirements including those
related to the Endangered Species Act.

EN-14 Cooperate with federal, state, and regional agencies and forums to develop and
implement regional levee maintenance standards that ensure public safety and protect habitat.

Water Resources

The flow and quality of water are impacted by water withdrawals, land development,
stormwater management, and climate change. Since surface and ground waters do not respect
political boundaries, cross-jurisdictional coordination of water is required to ensure its
functions and uses are protected and sustained. The Puget Sound Partnership was created by
the Washington State Legislature as the state agency responsible for assuring the preservation
and recovery of Puget Sound and the freshwater systems flowing into the Sound. King County
plays a key role in these efforts because of its large population and its location in Central Puget
Sound.

EN-15 Encourage basin-wide approaches to wetland protection, emphasizing preservation and
enhancement of the highest quality wetlands and wetland systems.

EN-16 Collaborate with the Puget Sound Partnership to implement the Puget Sound Action
Agenda and to coordinate land use and transportation plans and actions for the benefit of
Puget Sound and its watersheds.

EN-17 Manage natural drainage systems to improve water quality and habitat functions,

minimize erosion and sedimentation, protect public health, reduce flood risks, and moderate
peak stormwater runoff rates. Work cooperatively among local, regional, state, national, and
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tribal jurisdictions to establish, monitor, and enforce consistent standards for managing
streams and wetlands throughout drainage basins.

EN-18 Support and incentivize environmental stewardship on private and public lands to
protect and enhance habitat, water quality, and other ecosystem services, including the
protection of watersheds and wellhead areas that are sources of the region’s drinking water
supplies.

EN-19 Establish a multijurisdictional approach for funding and monitoring water quality,
guantity, biological conditions, and outcome measures and for improving the efficiency and
effectiveness of monitoring efforts.

Open Space

EN-20 Identify and preserve regionally significant open space networks in both Urban and
Rural Areas through implementation of the Regional Open Space Conservation Plan. Develop
strategies and funding to protect lands that provide the following valuable functions:
a) Ecosystem linkages and migratory corridors crossing jurisdictional boundaries;
b) Physical or visual separation delineating growth boundaries or providing buffers
between incompatible uses;
c) Active and passive outdoor recreation opportunities;
d) Wildlife habitat and migration corridors that preserve and enhance ecosystem resiliency
in the face of urbanization and climate change;
e) Preservation of ecologically sensitive, scenic, or cultural resources;
f) Urban green space, habitats, and ecosystems;
g) Forest resources; and
h) Food production potential.

EN-21 Preserve and restore native vegetation and tree canopy, especially where it protects
habitat and contributes to overall ecological function.

EN-22 Provide parks, trails, and open space within walking distance of urban residents.
Prioritize historically underserved communities for open space improvements and investments.

Restoration and Pollution

EN-23 Reduce the use of toxic pesticides, chemical fertilizers, and other products and promote
alternatives that minimize risks to human health and the environment.
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EN-24 Restore the region’s freshwater and marine shorelines, watersheds, estuaries, and other
waterbodies to a natural condition for ecological function and value, where appropriate and
feasible.

EN-25 Prevent, mitigate, and remediate harmful environmental pollutants and hazards,
including light, air, noise, soil, and structural hazards, where they have contributed to racialized
health or environmental disparities, and increase environmental resiliency in frontline
communities.

EN-26 Adopt policies, regulations, and processes, related to new or existing fossil fuel facilities,
which are designed to:
a) Protect public health, safety, and welfare from all impacts of fossil fuel facilities;
b) Mitigate and prepare for any impacts of fossil fuel facility disasters on all communities;
c) Protect and preserve natural ecosystems from the construction and operational impacts
of fossil fuel facilities;
d) Manage impacts on public services and infrastructure in emergency management,
resilience planning, and capital spending;
e} Ensure comprehensive environmental review, and extensive community engagement,
during initial siting, modifications, and on a periodic basis; and
f) Reduce climate change impacts from fossil fuel facility construction and operations.

Climate Change

Greenhouse gas emissions are resulting in a changing and increasingly variable climate. King
County’s snow-fed water supply is especially vulnerable to a changing climate. Additionally, the
patterns of storm events and river and stream flow patterns are changing and our shorelines
are susceptible to rising sea levels. Carbon dioxide reacts with seawater and reduces the
water’s pH, also threatening the food web in Puget Sound. While local governments can
individually work to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, more significant emission reductions can
only be accomplished through countywide coordination of land use patterns and promotion of
transportation systems that provide practical alternatives to single-occupancy vehicles. Efficient
energy consumption is both a mitigation and an adaptation strategy. Local governments can
improve energy efficiency through the development of new infrastructure as well as the
maintenance and updating of existing infrastructure.

EN-27 Adopt and implement policies and programs to achieve a target of reducing countywide
sources of greenhouse gas emissions, compared to a 2007 baseline, by 50% by 2030, 75% by
2040, and 95%, including net-zero emissions through carbon sequestration and other
strategies, by 2050. Evaluate and update these targets over time in consideration of the latest
international climate science and statewide targets aiming to limit the most severe impacts of
climate change and keep global warming under 1.5 degrees Celsius.
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EN-28 Plan for development patterns that minimize air pollution and greenhouse gas
emissions, including:

a) Directing growth to Urban Centers and other mixed-use or high-density locations that
support mass transit, encourage non-motorized modes of travel, and reduce trip
lengths;

b) Facilitating modes of travel other than single-occupancy vehicles including transit,
walking, bicycling, and carpooling;

c) Incorporating energy-saving strategies in infrastructure planning and design;

d) Encouraging interjurisdictional planning to ensure efficient use of transportation
infrastructure and modes of travel;

e) Encouraging new development to use low emission construction practices, low or zero
net lifetime energy requirements, and green building techniques; and

f) Reducing building energy use through green building methods in the retrofit of existing
buildings.

EN-29 King County shall assess and report countywide greenhouse gas emissions associated
with resident, business, and local government buildings, vehicles, and solid waste at least every
two years. King County shall update its comprehensive greenhouse gas emissions inventory that
guantifies all direct local sources of greenhouse gas emissions as well as emissions associated
with local consumption at least every five years. King County shall also develop city-specific
emissions inventories and data, in partnership with cities.

EN-30 Promote energy efficiency, conservation methods, sustainable energy sources,
electrifying the transportation system, and limiting vehicle miles traveled to reduce air
pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, and consumption of fossil fuels to support state, regional,

and local climate change goals.

EN-31 Address rising sea water by siting and planning for relocation of hazardous industries
and essential public services away from the 500-year floodplain.

EN-32 Protect and restore natural resources such as forests, farmland, wetlands, estuaries, and
the urban tree canopy, which sequester and store carbon.

EN-33 Support the production and storage of clean renewable energy.

AB 6029 | Exhibit 2 | Page 30

Item 9.

Chapter: ENVIRONMENT

N




DocuSign Envelope ID: D2C79C9F-33BC-48EC-93C8-E47E8FAD161E

88

EXHIBIT 2

2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies

DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS

The policies in this chapter address the location, type, design, and intensity of land uses that are
desired in King County and its cities. They guide implementation of the vision for physical
development within the county. The policies also provide a framework for how to focus
multimodal improvements to transportation, public services, the environment, and affordable
housing, as well as how to incorporate concerns about climate change, social equity, and public
health into planning for new growth. Development patterns policies are at the core of growth
management efforts in King County. They further the goals of VISION 2050 and recognize the
variety of local communities that will be taking action to achieve those goals.

Overarching Goal: Growth in King County occurs in a compact, centers-focused pattern that
uses land and infrastructure efficiently, connects people to opportunity, and protects Rural and
Natural Resource Lands.

The Countywide Planning Policies designate land as Urban, Rural, or Natural Resource. The
Generalized Land Use Categories Map in Appendix 1 shows the Urban Growth Area boundary
and Urban, Rural, and Natural Resource Lands within King County. Further sections of this
chapter provide more detailed descriptions and guidance for planning within each of the three
designations.

DP-1 Designate all lands within King County as one of the following. In each of these
designations, critical areas may exist and these are to be conserved through regulations,
incentives, and programs.
a) Urban land within the Urban Growth Area, where new growth is focused and
accommodated;
b) Rural land, where farming, forestry, and other resource uses are protected, and very
low-density residential uses and small-scale non-residential uses are allowed; or
c) Natural Resource land, where permanent regionally significant agricultural, forestry, and
mining lands are preserved.

Urban Growth Area

The Urban Growth Area encompasses all urban designated lands within King County. These
lands include all cities as well as a portion of unincorporated King County. Consistent with the
Growth Management Act and VISION 2050, urban lands are intended to be the focus of future
growth that is compact, includes a mix of uses, and is well-served by public infrastructure.

The pattern of growth within the Urban Growth Area implements the Regional Growth Strategy
through the allocation of targets to local jurisdictions. The targets create an obligation to plan
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and provide zoning for future potential growth, but do not obligate a jurisdiction to guarantee
that a given number of housing units will be built or jobs added during the planning period.

Several additional elements in the Development Patterns chapter reinforce the vision and
targeted growth pattern for the Urban Growth Area. Procedures and criteria for amending the
Urban Growth Area boundary address a range of objectives and ensure that changes balance
the needs for land to accommodate growth with the overarching goal of preventing sprawl
within the county. A review and evaluation program provides feedback for the county and cities
on the effectiveness of their efforts to accommodate and achieve the desired land use pattern.
Joint planning facilitates the transition of governance of the Urban Growth Area from the
county to cities, consistent with the Growth Management Act, and helps ensure equitable
governance and service provision.

Urban form and development within the Urban Growth Area are important settings to provide
people with access to jobs and housing, choices to engage in more physical activity, eat healthy
food, and minimize exposure to harmful environments and substances. Access to sidewalks and
pathways, healthy food, and open space is not shared equally across the urban area. Historical
underinvestment in neighborhoods where Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color
communities have been concentrated and exclusion of these communities from high-
opportunity areas persists today. The stability and sustainability of the Urban Growth Area
depend on fostering development patterns that provide access to opportunity for all.

Goal Statement: The Urban Growth Area boundary is stable and capacity within it shall increase
over time to accommodate growth consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy and growth
targets through land use patterns and practices that create vibrant, equitable, and sustainable
communities.

Urban Lands

DP-2 Prioritize housing and employment growth in cities and centers within the Urban Growth
Area, where residents and workers have higher access to opportunity and high-capacity transit.
Promote a pattern of compact development within the Urban Growth Area that includes
housing at a range of urban densities, commercial and industrial development, and other urban
facilities, including medical, governmental, institutional, and educational uses and schools, and
parks and open space. The Urban Growth Area will include a mix of uses that are convenient to
and support public transportation to reduce reliance on single-occupancy vehicle travel for
most daily activities.

DP-3 Develop and use residential, commercial, and manufacturing land efficiently in the Urban

Growth Area to create healthy, vibrant, and equitable urban communities with a full range of
urban services, and to protect the long-term viability of the Rural Area and Natural Resource
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Lands. Promote the efficient use of land within the Urban Growth Area by using methods such
as:

a) Directing concentrations of housing and employment growth to high opportunity areas
like designated centers and transit station areas, consistent with the numeric goals in
the Regional Growth Strategy;

b) Encouraging compact and infill development with a mix of compatible residential,
commercial, and community activities;

c) Providing opportunities for greater housing growth closer to areas of high employment
to reduce commute times;

d) Optimizing the use of existing capacity for housing and employment;

e) Redeveloping underutilized lands, in a manner that considers equity and mitigates
displacement; and

f) Coordinating plans for land use, transportation, schools, capital facilities and services.

DP-4 Focus housing growth in the Urban Growth Area within cities, designated regional
centers, countywide centers, locally designated local centers, areas of high employment, and
other transit supported areas to promote access to opportunity. Focus employment growth
within designated regional and countywide manufacturing/industrial centers and within locally
designated local centers.

DP-5 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions through land use strategies that promote a mix of
housing, employment, and services at densities sufficient to encourage walking, bicycling,
transit use, and other alternatives to auto travel, and by locating housing closer to areas of high
employment.

DP-6 Adopt land use and community investment strategies that promote public health and
address racially and environmentally disparate health outcomes and promote access to
opportunity. Focus on residents with the highest needs in providing and enhancing
opportunities for employment, safe and convenient daily physical activity, social connectivity,
protection from exposure to harmful substances and environments, and housing in high
opportunity areas.

DP-7 Plan for street networks that provide a high degree of connectivity to encourage walking,
bicycling, transit use, and safe and healthy routes to and from public schools.

DP-8 Increase access to healthy and culturally relevant food in communities throughout the
Urban Growth Area by encouraging the location of healthy food purveyors, such as grocery
stores, farmers markets, urban agriculture programs, and community food gardens in proximity
to residential uses and transit facilities, particularly in those areas with limited access to healthy
food.
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DP-9 Designate Urban Separators as permanent low-density incorporated and unincorporated
areas within the Urban Growth Area. Urban Separators are intended to protect Natural
Resource Lands, the Rural Area, and environmentally sensitive areas, and create open space
and wildlife corridors within and between communities while also providing public health,
environmental, visual, and recreational benefits. Changes to Urban Separators are made
pursuant to the Countywide Planning Policies amendment process described in policy FW-1.
Designated Urban Separators within cities and unincorporated areas are shown in the Urban
Separators Map in Appendix 3.

DP-10 No new Fully Contained Communities shall be approved in unincorporated King County.

DP-11 When large mixed-use developments are proposed adjacent to the Rural Area,
permitting cities shall collaborate with King County during the review process to avoid and
mitigate impacts on the surrounding Rural Area and Natural Resource Lands.

Growth Targets

Under the Growth Management Act, King County, in coordination with the cities in King County,
adopts growth targets for the ensuing 20-year planning period. Growth targets are policy
statements about the amount of housing and employment growth each jurisdiction is planning
to accommodate within its comprehensive plan. Growth targets are adopted for each
jurisdiction and unincorporated urban King County in the Countywide Planning Policies. Growth
targets for the cities in the rural area include the incorporated area and the associated Potential
Annexation Area, as shown in the map in Appendix 2.

DP-12 GMPC shall allocate residential and employment growth to each city and urban
unincorporated area in the county. This allocation is predicated on:

a) Accommodating the most recent 20-year population projection from the state Office of
Financial Management and the most recent 20-year regional employment forecast from
the Puget Sound Regional Council, informed by the 20-year projection of housing units
from the state Department of Commerce;

b) Planning for a pattern of growth that is consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy
including focused growth within cities and Potential Annexation Areas with designated
centers and within high-capacity transit station areas, limited development in the Rural
Area, and protection of designated Natural Resource Lands;

c) Efficiently using existing zoned and future planned development capacity as well as the
capacity of existing and planned infrastructure, including sewer, water, and stormwater
systems;

d) Promoting a land use pattern that can be served by a connected network of public
transportation services and facilities and pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure and
amenities;
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e)
f)

g)

DP-13

d)

f)
DP-14
a)

b)

d)

Improving jobs/housing balance consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy, both
between counties in the region and within subareas in the county;

Promoting opportunities for housing and employment throughout the Urban Growth
Area and within all jurisdictions in a manner that ensures racial and social equity;
Allocating growth to Potential Annexation Areas within the urban unincorporated area
proportionate to their share of unincorporated capacity for housing and employment
growth.

The Growth Management Planning Council shall:

Update housing and employment targets periodically to provide jurisdictions with up-to-
date growth allocations to be used as the land use assumption in state-mandated
comprehensive plan updates;

Adopt housing and employment growth targets in the Countywide Planning Policies
pursuant to the procedure described in policy FW-1;

Create a coordinated countywide process to reconcile and set growth targets that
implements the Regional Growth Strategy through countywide shares of regional
housing and jobs, allocations to Regional Geographies, and individual jurisdictional
growth targets;

Ensure that each jurisdiction’s growth targets are commensurate with their role in the
Regional Growth Strategy by establishing a set of objective criteria and principles to
guide how jurisdictional targets are determined;

Ensure that each jurisdiction’s growth targets allow it to meet the need for affordable
housing for households with low-, very low-, and extremely low-incomes; and

Adjust targets administratively upon annexation of unincorporated Potential Annexation
Areas by cities. Growth targets for the planning period are shown in Table DP-1.

All jurisdictions shall accommodate housing and employment by:

Using the adopted growth targets as the land use assumption for their comprehensive
plan;

Establishing local growth targets for regional growth centers and regional
manufacturing/industrial centers, where applicable;

Ensuring adopted comprehensive plans and zoning regulations provide capacity for
residential, commercial, and industrial uses that is sufficient to meet 20-year growth
targets and is consistent with the desired growth pattern described in VISION 2050;
Ensuring adopted local water, sewer, transportation, utility, and other infrastructure
plans and investments, including special purpose district plans, are consistent in location
and timing with adopted targets as well as regional and countywide plans; and
Transferring an accommodating unincorporated area housing and employment targets
as annexations occur
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Table DP-1: King County Jurisdiction Growth Targets 2019-2044
Net New Units and Jobs
2019-2044 2019-2044
Jurisdiction Housing Target Job Target

< Bellevue 35,000 70,000
g £ | Seattle 112,000 169,500
Metropolitan Cities Subtotal 147,000 239,500
Auburn 12,000 19,520

Bothell 5,800 9,500

Burien 7,500 4,770

Federal Way 11,260 20,460

g Issaquah 3,500 7,950
o Kent 10,200 32,000
S Kirkland 13,200 26,490
Redmond 20,000 24,000

Renton 17,000 31,780

SeaTac 5,900 14,810

Tukwila 6,500 15,890

Core Cities Subtotal 112,860 207,170

" Des Moines 3,800 2,380
= Federal Way PAA 1,020 720
S Kenmore 3,070 3,200
E Lake Forest Park 870 550
S Mercer Island 1,239 1,300
'«Z’ Newcastle 1,480 500
2 North Highline PAA 1,420 1,220
= Renton PAA - East Renton 170 0
S Renton PAA - Fairwood 840 100
S Renton PAA - Skyway/West Hill 670 600
.‘;fo Shoreline 13,330 10,000
Woodinville 2,033 5,000

High Capacity Transit 29,942 25,570

Communities Subtotal

Table DP-1: King County Jurisdiction Growth Targets 2019-2044
Net New Units and Jobs
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2019-2044 2019-2044
Jurisdiction Housing Target Job Target
Algona 170 325
Beaux Arts 1 0
Black Diamond 2,900 680
Carnation 799 450
Clyde Hill 10 10
Covington 4,310 4,496
Duvall 890 990
§ Enumclaw 1,057 989
2 Hunts Point 1 0
2 Maple Valley 1,720 1,570
g Medina 19 0
5 Milton 50 900
Normandy Park 153 35
North Bend 1,748 2,218
Pacific 135 75
Sammamish * *
Skykomish 10 0
Snoqualmie 1,500 4,425
Yarrow Point 10 0
Cities and Towns Subtotal 15,483 17,163
Auburn PAA 12 0
- Bellevue PAA 17 0
= Black Diamond PAA 328 0
g Issaquah PAA 35 0
o Kent PAA 3 300
E Newcastle PAA 1 0
2 Pacific PAA 134 0
-rgc Redmond PAA 120 0
- Sammamish PAA 194 0
Unaffiliated Urban Unincorporated 448 400
Urban Unincorporated Subtotal 1,292 700
Urban Growth Area Total 306,577 490,103

* Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) Motion 21-4 established a process to revise
the 2019-2044 growth targets for the City of Sammamish to reflect updated sewer capacity.
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Sammamish shall submit final growth targets to the GMPC by June 1, 2021 for action by the
GMPC and recommendation to the King County Council.
Amendments to the Urban Growth Area

The following policies guide the decision-making process by both the GMPC and King County
regarding proposals to amend the Urban Growth Area.

DP-15 Review the Urban Growth Area at least every ten years. In this review consider
monitoring reports and other available data. As a result of this review and based on the criteria
established in policies DP-16 through DP-19, King County may propose and then the Growth
Management Planning Council may recommend amendments to the Countywide Planning
Policies and King County Comprehensive Plan that make changes to the Urban Growth Area
boundary.

DP-16 Allow amendment of the Urban Growth Area only when the following steps have been
satisfied:

a) The proposed amendment is under review by the County as part of an amendment
process of the King County Comprehensive Plan;

b) King County submits the proposal to the Growth Management Planning Council for the
purposes of review and recommendation to the King County Council on the proposed
amendment to the Urban Growth Area;

¢) The King County Council approves or denies the proposed amendment; and

d) If approved by the King County Council, the proposed amendment is ratified by the
cities following the procedures set forth in policy FW-1.

DP-17 Allow expansion of the Urban Growth Area only if at least one of the following criteria is
met:

a) A countywide analysis determines that the current Urban Growth Area is insufficient in
size and additional land is needed to accommodate the housing and employment
growth targets, including institutional and other non-residential uses, and there are no
other reasonable measures, such as increasing density or rezoning existing urban land,
that would avoid the need to expand the Urban Growth Area; or

b) A proposed expansion of the Urban Growth Area is accompanied by dedication of
permanent open space to the King County Open Space System, where the acreage of
the proposed open space:

1) Is at least four times the acreage of the land added to the Urban Growth Area;

2) Is contiguous with the Urban Growth Area with at least a portion of the dedicated
open space surrounding the proposed Urban Growth Area expansion; and

3) Preserves high quality habitat, critical areas, or unique features that contribute to
the band of permanent open space along the edge of the Urban Growth Area; or
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c)

The area is currently a King County park being transferred to a city to be maintained as a
park in perpetuity or is park land that has been owned by a city since 1994 and is less
than thirty acres in size.

DP-18 Add land to the Urban Growth Area only if expansion of the Urban Growth Area is
warranted based on the criteria in DP-17(a) or DP-17(b), and it meets all of the following
criteria:

a)
b)

c)

d)

e)
f)

Is adjacent to the existing Urban Growth Area;

For expansions based on DP-17(a) only, is no larger than necessary to promote compact
development that accommodates anticipated growth needs;

Can be efficiently provided with urban services and does not require supportive facilities
located in the Rural Area;

Follows topographical features that form natural boundaries, such as rivers and ridge
lines and does not extend beyond natural boundaries, such as watersheds, that impede
the provision of urban services;

Is not currently designated as Resource Land;

Is sufficiently free of environmental constraints to be able to support urban
development without significant adverse environmental impacts, unless the area is
designated as an Urban Separator by interlocal agreement between King County and the
annexing city; and

Is subject to an agreement between King County and the city or town adjacent to the
area that the area will be added to the city’s Potential Annexation Area. Upon
ratification of the amendment, the Countywide Planning Policies will reflect both the
Urban Growth Area change and Potential Annexation Area change.

DP-19 Allow redesignation of Urban land currently within the Urban Growth Area to Rural land
outside of the Urban Growth Area if the land is not needed to accommodate projected urban
growth, is not served by public sewers, is contiguous with the Rural Area, and:

a)
b)

c)

Is not characterized by urban development;

Is currently developed with a low-density lot pattern that cannot be realistically
redeveloped at an urban density; or

Is characterized by environmentally sensitive areas making it inappropriate for higher
density development.

Review and Evaluation Program

The following policies guide the buildable lands program conducted by the GMPC and King
County.
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DP-20 Conduct a buildable lands program that meets or exceeds the review and evaluation
requirements of the Growth Management Act. The purposes of the buildable lands program
are:

a) To collect and analyze data on development activity, including land supply, zoning,
development standards, land uses, critical areas, and capacity for residential,
commercial, and industrial land uses in urban areas;

b) To determine whether jurisdictions are achieving urban densities and planned growth
consistent with comprehensive plans, countywide planning policies, and multicounty
planning policies; and

c) To evaluate the sufficiency of land capacity to accommodate growth for the remainder
of the planning period.

DP-21 The County and the cities, through the Growth Management Planning Council, will
collaboratively determine whether reasonable measures other than amending the Urban
Growth Area are necessary to ensure sufficient additional capacity if a countywide urban
growth capacity report, informed by local data and analysis where appropriate, determines
that:
a) The current Urban Growth Area is insufficient in capacity to accommodate the housing
and employment growth targets; or
b) Any jurisdiction:
1) Contains insufficient capacity to accommodate the housing and employment growth
targets;
2) Has significant differences between development assumptions and growth targets
and actual housing and employment growth; or
3) Has not achieved urban densities consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan.

DP-22 Jurisdictions shall adopt any necessary reasonable measures into their comprehensive
plans to promote growth consistent with planned urban densities and adopted housing and
employment targets. Reasonable measures should help implement local targets in a manner
consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy. Jurisdictions shall report adopted reasonable
measures to the GMPC and shall collaborate to provide data periodically on the effectiveness of
those measures.

Joint Planning and Annexation

DP-23 Coordinate the preparation of comprehensive plans with adjacent and other affected
jurisdictions, military facilities, tribal governments, ports, airports, and other related entities to
avoid or mitigate the potential cross-border impacts of urban development and encroachment
of incompatible uses.
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DP-24 Designate Potential Annexation Areas in city comprehensive plans and adopt them in
the Countywide Planning Policies. Affiliate all Potential Annexation Areas with adjacent cities to
ensure they do not overlap or leave urban unincorporated islands between cities. Except for
parcel or block-level annexations that facilitate service provision, commercial areas and
residential areas shall be annexed holistically rather than in a manner that leaves residential
urban unincorporated islands. Annexation is preferred over incorporation.

DP-25 Cities and the County shall work to establish timeframes for annexation of roadways and
shared streets within or between cities, but still under King County jurisdiction.

DP-26 Facilitate the annexation of unincorporated areas that are already urbanized and are
within a city’s Potential Annexation Area to increase the provision of urban services to those
areas. Utilize tools and strategies such as service and infrastructure financing, transferring
permitting authority, or identifying appropriate funding sources to address infrastructure and
service provision issues in Potential Annexation Areas.

DP-27 Cities with Potential Annexation Areas and the County shall work to establish pre-
annexation agreements that identify mutual interests and ensure coordinated planning and
compatible development until annexation is feasible.

DP-28 Allow cities to annex territory only within their designated Potential Annexation Area as
shown in the Potential Annexation Areas Map in Appendix 2. Phase annexations to coincide
with the ability of cities or existing special purpose districts to coordinate the provision of a full
range of urban services to areas to be annexed.

a) For areas that have received approval for annexation from the King County Boundary
Review Board, the City shall include a process that includes collaboration with King
County for annexation in the next statutory update of their comprehensive plan.

b) Jurisdictions may negotiate with one another regarding changing boundaries or
affiliations of Potential Annexation Areas and may propose such changes to GMPC as an
amendment to Appendix 2. In proposing any new or revised PAA boundaries or city
affiliation, jurisdictions should consider the criteria in DP-30. In order to ensure that any
changes can be included in local comprehensive plans, any proposals resulting from
such negotiation shall be brought to GMPC for action no later than two years prior to
the statutory deadline for the major plan update.

DP-29 Strive to establish alternative non-overlapping Potential Annexation Area boundaries
within the North Highline unincorporated area, where Potential Annexation Areas overlapped
prior to January 1, 2009, through a process of negotiation. Absent a negotiated resolution, a
city may file a Notice of Intent to Annex with the Boundary Review Board for King County for
territory within its designated portion of a Potential Annexation Area overlap as shown in the
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Potential Annexation Areas Map in Appendix 2 and detailed in the city’s comprehensive plan
after the following steps have been taken:

a) The city proposing annexation has, at least 30 days prior to filing a Notice of Intent to
annex with the Boundary Review Board, contacted in writing the cities with the PAA
overlap and the county to provide notification of the city’s intent to annex and to
request a meeting or formal mediation to discuss boundary alternatives, and;

b) The cities with the Potential Annexation Area overlap and the county have either:

1) Agreed to meet but failed to develop a negotiated settlement to the overlap within
60 days of receipt of the notice, or

2) Declined to meet or failed to respond in writing within 30 days of receipt of the
notice.

DP-30 Evaluate proposals to annex or incorporate urban unincorporated land based on the
following criteria, as applicable:
a) Conformance with Countywide Planning Policies including the Urban Growth Area
boundary;
b) The ability of the annexing or incorporating jurisdiction to efficiently provide urban
services at standards equal to or better than the current service providers;
c) The effect of the annexation or incorporation in avoiding or creating unincorporated
islands of development;
d) The ability of the annexing or incorporating jurisdiction to serve the area in a manner
that addresses racial and social equity and promotes access to opportunity; and
e) Outreach to community, the interest of the community in moving forward with a timely
annexation or incorporation of the area.

Centers and Station Areas

A centers strategy is the foundation for King County to achieve the Regional Growth Strategy as
well as a range of other objectives, including providing a land use framework for an efficient
and effective regional transit system, and guiding growth to locations planned for greater
access to opportunity. Regionally designated centers, countywide centers, local centers, and
the areas surrounding high-capacity transit stations provide areas of mixed-use zoning,
infrastructure, and concentrations of services and amenities to accommodate both housing and
employment growth.

Regionally designated centers include regional growth centers and regional
manufacturing/industrial centers. There are two types of regional growth centers - metro
growth centers and urban growth centers - and two types of regional manufacturing/industrial
centers - industrial employment and industrial growth centers. Regional growth centers are
focal points for investment and development. Manufacturing/industrial centers preserve lands
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for middle-wage jobs in basic industries and trade and provide areas where that employment
may grow in the future.

Countywide growth centers serve important roles as places for concentrating jobs, housing,
shopping, and recreational opportunities. These are often smaller downtowns, high-capacity
transit station areas, or neighborhood centers that are linked by transit, provide a mix of
housing and services, and serve as focal points for local and county investment. Countywide
industrial centers serve as important local industrial areas. These areas support living wage jobs
and serve a key role in King County's manufacturing/industrial economy.

The King County Centers Designation Framework in Appendix 6 provides designation processes
and timelines, minimum existing and planned density thresholds, and subarea planning
expectations for regional and countywide centers. Regionally designated centers are shown on
the Generalized Land Use Categories Map in Appendix 1.

Goal Statement: King County grows in a manner that reinforces and expands upon a system of
existing and planned high-capacity transit in central places within which concentrated
residential communities and economic activities can flourish.

Regional Growth Centers

DP-31 Focus housing and employment growth into designated regional growth centers, at
levels consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy, and at densities that maximize high-
capacity transit.

DP-32 Designate regional growth centers in the Countywide Planning Policies where city-
nominated locations meet the criteria in the King County Centers Designation Framework, as
adopted in Appendix 6. Regional growth centers should be limited in number and located on
existing or planned high-capacity transit corridors to provide a framework for targeted private
and public investments that support regional land use and transportation goals.

DP-33 Establish subarea plans for designated regional and countywide centers that meet the
criteria in the King County Centers Designation Framework, as adopted in Appendix 6.

DP-34 Evaluate the potential physical, economic, and cultural displacement of residents and
businesses in regional growth centers and high-capacity transit station areas, particularly for
Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color communities; immigrants and refugees, low-
income populations; disabled communities; and other communities at greatest risk of
displacement. Use a range of strategies to mitigate identified displacement impacts.
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Manufacturing/ Industrial Centers

DP-35 Designate and accommodate industrial employment growth in a network of regional
and countywide industrial centers to support economic development and middle-wage jobs in
King County. Designate these centers based on nominations from cities and after determining
that:

a) The nominated locations meet the criteria set forth in the King County Centers
Designation Framework and the criteria established by the Puget Sound Regional
Council for regional manufacturing/industrial centers;

b) The proposed center’s location will promote a countywide system of manufacturing/
industrial centers with the total number of centers representing a realistic growth
strategy for the county; and

c) The city’s commitments will help ensure the success of the center.

DP-36 Minimize or mitigate potential health impacts of the activities in
manufacturing/industrial centers on residential communities, schools, open space, and other
public facilities.

Countywide and Local Centers

DP-37 Designate countywide centers in the Countywide Planning Policies where locations meet
the criteria in the King County Centers Designation Framework, as adopted in Appendix 6.
Countywide centers shall have zoned densities that support high-capacity transit and be located
on existing or planned transit corridors.

DP-38 Support the designation of local centers, such as city or neighborhood centers, transit
station areas, or other activity nodes, where housing, employment, and services are
accommodated in a compact form and at sufficient densities to support transit service and to
make efficient use of urban land.

DP-39 Evaluate the potential physical, economic, and cultural displacement of residents and
businesses in countywide and local centers, particularly for Black, Indigenous, and other People
of Color communities; immigrants and refugees, low-income populations; disabled
communities; and other communities at greatest risk of displacement. Use a range of strategies
to mitigate identified displacement impacts.

Urban Design and Historic Preservation

The countywide vision includes elements of urban design and form intended to integrate urban
development into existing built and natural environments in ways that enhance urban and
natural settings to create vibrant places. These elements promote public health, include high
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quality design, context sensitive infill and redevelopment, historic preservation, and cultural
awareness, as well as the interdependence of urban and rural and agricultural lands and uses.

Goal statement: The built environment in both urban and rural settings achieves high quality
design that recognizes and enhances, where appropriate, existing natural and urban settings
and human health and dignity.

DP-40 Plan for neighborhoods or subareas to encourage infill and redevelopment, reuse of
existing buildings and underutilized lands, and provision of adequate public spaces, in a manner
that enhances public health, existing community character, and mix of uses. Neighborhood and
subarea planning should include equitable engagement with Black, Indigenous, and other
People of Color communities; immigrants and refugees; people with low-incomes; people with
disabilities; and communities with language access needs.

DP-41 Promote a high quality of design and site planning throughout the Urban Growth Area.
Provide for connectivity in the street network to accommodate walking, bicycling, and transit
use to promote health and well-being.

DP-42 Preserve significant historic, visual, archeological, cultural, architectural, artistic, and
environmental features, especially where growth could place these resources at risk. Support
cultural resources and institutions that reflect the diversity of the community. Where
appropriate, designate individual features or areas for protection or restoration. Encourage
land use patterns and adopt regulations that protect historic resources and sustain historic
community character while allowing for equitable growth and development.

DP-43 Create and protect systems of green infrastructure, such as urban forests, parks, green
roofs, and natural drainage systems, in order to reduce climate-altering pollution and increase
resilience of communities to climate change impacts. Prioritize neighborhoods with historical
underinvestment in green infrastructure.

DP-44 Design communities, neighborhoods, and individual developments using techniques that
reduce heat absorption, particularly in regional and countywide centers and residential
neighborhoods with less tree canopy and open spaces.

DP-45 Adopt flexible design standards, parking requirements, incentives, or guidelines that
foster green building, multimodal transportation, and infill development that enhances the

existing or desired urban character of a neighborhood/community. Ensure adequate code
enforcement so that flexible regulations are appropriately implemented.

Rural Area and Natural Resource Lands
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The Rural Area and Natural Resource Lands encompass all areas outside of the Urban Growth
Area and include Vashon Island in Puget Sound and the area just east of the Urban Growth Area
all the way to the crest of the Cascade Mountains.

Rural Area

The Rural Area is characterized by low density development with a focus on activities that are
dependent on the land such as small-scale farming and forestry. The Rural Area also provides
important environmental and habitat functions and is critical for salmon recovery. The location
of the Rural Area, between the Urban Growth Area and designated Natural Resource Lands,
helps to protect commercial agriculture and timber from incompatible uses. The Rural Area,
outside of the Cities in the Rural Area, is to remain in unincorporated King County and is to be
provided with a rural level of service.

Goal Statement: The Rural Area geography is stable and the level and pattern of growth within
it provide for a variety of landscapes and open space lands, maintains diverse low-density
communities, and supports rural economic activities based on sustainable stewardship of the
land.

DP-46 Provide opportunities for residential and employment growth within Cities in the Rural
Area at levels consistent with adopted growth targets. Growth levels should not create pressure
for conversion of nearby Rural or Natural Resource lands, nor pressure for extending or
expanding urban services, infrastructure, and facilities such as roads or sewer across or into the
Rural Area. Transit service may cross non-urban lands to serve Cities in the Rural Area.

DP-47 Limit growth in the Rural Area to prevent sprawl and the overburdening of rural
services, minimize the need for new rural infrastructure, maintain rural character, and protect
open spaces and the natural environment.

DP-48 Limit residential development in the Rural Area to housing at low densities that are
compatible with rural character and comply with the following density guidelines:
a) One home per 20 acres where a pattern of large lots exists and to buffer Forest
Protection Districts and Agricultural Districts;
b) One home per 10 acres where the predominant lot size is less than 20 acres; or
c) One home per five acres where the predominant lot size is less than 10 acres.

Allow limited clustering within development sites to prevent development on environmentally
critical lands or on productive forest or agricultural lands, but not to exceed the density
guidelines cited in (a) through (c).

DP-49 Limit the extension of urban infrastructure improvements through the Rural Area to
only cases where it is necessary to serve the Urban Growth Area and where there are no other
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feasible alignments. Such limited extensions may be considered only if land use controls are in
place to restrict uses appropriate for the Rural Area and only if access management controls are
in place to prohibit tie-ins to the extended facilities.

DP-50 Establish rural development standards and strategies to ensure all development
protects the natural environment, including farmlands and forest lands, by using seasonal and
maximum clearing limits for vegetation, limits on the amount of impervious surface, surface
water management standards that preserve natural drainage systems, water quality and
groundwater recharge, and best management practices for resource-based activities.

DP-51 Mitigate negative impacts of industrial-scale development that occurs within the Rural
Area.

DP-52 Except as provided in Appendix 5 (March 31, 2012 School Siting Task Force Report), limit
new nonresidential uses located in the Rural Area to those that are demonstrated to serve the
Rural Area, unless the use is dependent upon a rural location. Such uses shall be of a size, scale,
and nature that is consistent with rural character.

DP-53 Allow cities that own property in the Rural Area to enter into interlocal agreements with
King County to allow the cities to provide services to the properties they own as long as the
cities agree to not annex the property or serve it with sewers or any infrastructure at an urban
level of service. The use of the property must be consistent with the Rural Area policies in the
Countywide Planning Policies and the King County Comprehensive Plan.

Natural Resource Lands

Natural Resource Lands are designated areas with long-term commercial significance for
agriculture, forestry, and mining. The use and designation of these lands are to be permanent,
in accordance with the Growth Management Act. King County has maintained this base of
agriculture and forest lands despite the rapid growth of the previous decades. The Natural
Resource Lands are to remain in unincorporated King County but their benefit and significance
is felt throughout the county into the cities. Within cities, farmers markets are becoming
important and sought-after neighborhood amenities.

The forests of the Pacific Northwest are some of the most productive in the world and King
County has retained two-thirds of the county in forest cover. Large scale forestry is a traditional
land use in the eastern half of King County and remains a significant contributor to the rural
economy. In addition, forests provide exceptional recreational opportunities, including downhill
and cross-country skiing, mountain biking, hiking, and backpacking.

Goal Statement: Natural Resource Lands are valuable long-term assets of King County and are
renowned for their productivity and sustainable management.
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DP-54 Promote and support forestry, agriculture, mineral extraction, and other resource-based
industries outside of the Urban Growth Area as part of a diverse and sustainable regional
economy. Avoid redesignating Natural Resource Lands to Rural.

DP-55 Conserve commercial agricultural and forestry resource lands primarily for their long-
term productive resource value and for the open space, scenic views, wildlife habitat, and
critical area protection they provide. Limit the subdivision of land so that parcels remain large
enough for commercial resource production.

DP-56 Encourage best practices in agriculture and forestry operations for long-term protection
of the natural resources and habitat.

DP-57 Prohibit annexation of lands within designated Agricultural Production Districts or within
Forest Production Districts by cities.

DP-58 Retain the Lower Green River Agricultural Production District as a regionally designated
resource that is to remain in unincorporated King County.

DP-59 Prevent incompatible land uses adjacent to designated Natural Resource Lands to avoid
interference with their continued use for the production of agricultural, mining, or forest
products.

DP-60 Support agricultural, farmland, and aquatic uses that enhance the food system, and
promote local production and processing of food to reduce the need for long distance transport
and to increase the reliability and security of local food. Promote activities and infrastructure,
such as farmers markets, farm worker housing and agricultural processing facilities, that benefit
both cities and farms by improving access to locally grown agricultural products.

DP-61 Support institutional procurement policies that encourage purchases of locally grown
food products.

DP-62 Ensure that extractive industries and industrial-scale operations on resource lands
maintain environmental quality, minimize negative impacts on adjacent lands, and that an
appropriate level of reclamation occurs prior to redesignation.

DP-63 Use a range of tools, including land use designations, development regulations, level-of-

service standards, and transfer or purchase of development rights to preserve Rural and
Natural Resource Lands and focus urban development within the Urban Growth Area.
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DP-64 Use transfer of development rights to shift potential development from the Rural Area
and Natural Resource Lands into the Urban Growth Area, consistent with the Regional Growth
Strategy. Implement transfer of development rights within King County through a partnership
between the County and cities that is designed to:
a) Identify rural and resource sending sites that satisfy countywide conservation goals and
are consistent with regionally coordinated transfer of development rights efforts;
b) Preserve rural and resource lands of compelling interest countywide and to participating
cities;
c) ldentify appropriate transfer of development rights receiving areas within cities;
d) ldentify incentives for city participation in regional transfer of development rights (i.e.
county-to-city transfer of development rights);
e) Develop interlocal agreements that allow rural and resource land development rights to
be used in city receiving areas;
f) Identify and secure opportunities to fund or finance infrastructure within city transfer of
development rights receiving areas; and
g) Be compatible with existing within-city transfer of development rights programs.

HOUSING

The Countywide Planning Policies in the Housing Chapter support a range of affordable,
accessible, and healthy housing choices for current and future residents. Further, they respond
to the legacy of discriminatory housing and land use policies and practices (e.g. redlining,
racially restrictive covenants, exclusionary zoning, etc.) that have led to significant racial and
economic disparities in access to housing and neighborhoods of choice. These disparities affect
equitable access to well-funded schools, healthy environments, open space, and employment.

The policies reflect the region’s commitment to addressing the 2018 findings of the Regional
Affordable Housing Task Force (Task Force). Key findings include:

e Dramatic housing price increases between 2012 and 2017 resulted in an estimated
156,000 extremely low-, very low-, and low-income households spending more than 30
percent of their income on housing (housing cost burdened); and

e Black, Hispanic, Indigenous, and extremely low-income households are among those
most disproportionately impacted by housing cost burden.

While significant housing market activity is needed to reach overall King County housing growth
targets, the ability of the region’s housing market to address the housing needs of low-income
households is limited. A large majority of the need will need to be addressed with units
restricted to income-eligible households — both rent-restricted units and resale restricted
homes (“income-restricted units”).
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Building on the Task Force’s work, this chapter establishes a countywide need for affordable
housing defined as the additional housing units needed in King County by 2044 so that no
household at or below 80 percent of Area Median Income (AMI) is housing cost burdened.
While the need is expressed in countywide terms, housing affordability varies significantly
across jurisdictions. In addressing housing needs, less affordable jurisdictions will need to take
significant action to increase affordability across all income levels while more affordable
jurisdictions will need to take significant action to preserve affordability. To succeed, all
communities must address housing need where it is greatest - housing affordable to extremely
low-income households.

When taken together, all the comprehensive plans of King County jurisdictions must “plan for
and accommodate” the existing and projected housing needs of the county (RCW 36.70A.020
and 36.70A.070). The policies below set a framework for individual and collective action and
accountability to meet the countywide need and eliminate disparities in access to housing and
neighborhoods of choice. These policies guide jurisdictions through a four-step process:

1. Conduct a housing inventory and analysis;

2. Implement policies and strategies to meet housing needs equitably;

3. Measure results and provide accountability; and

4. Adjust strategies to meet housing needs.

Overarching Goal: Provide a full range of affordable, accessible, healthy, and safe housing
choices to every resident in King County. All jurisdictions work to:

e preserve, improve, and expand their housing stock;

e promote fair and equitable access to housing for all people; and

e take actions that eliminate race-, place-, ability-, and income-based housing disparities.

H-1 All comprehensive plans in King County combine to address the countywide need for
housing affordable to households with low-, very low-, and extremely low-incomes, including
those with special needs, at a level that calibrates with the jurisdiction’s identified affordability
gap for those households and results in the combined comprehensive plans in King County
meeting countywide need. The countywide need for housing in 2044 by percentage of AMI is:
30 percent and below AMI (extremely low) 15 percent of total housing supply
31-50 percent of AMI (very low) 15 percent of total housing supply
51-80 percent of AMI (low) 19 percent of total housing supply

Table H-1 provides additional context on the countywide need for housing.!

1Table H-1 includes both homeownership and rental units.

Chapter: HOUSING

w
N

AB 6029 | Exhibit 2 | Page 50



DocuSign Envelope ID: D2C79C9F-33BC-48EC-93C8-E47E8FAD161E

Item 9.

EXHIBIT 2
2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies
Table H-1: King County Affordable Housing Need
30% AMI 31% - 50% AMI 51% - 80% AMI 80% AMI
Housing Units by Affordability
(2019)
Number of Units 44,000 122,000 180,000 346,000
As Share of Total Units 5% 13% 19% 36%
Additional Affordable Housing Units Needed (2019-2044)
Additional Housing Units Needed
' vsing ~nits Teed 105,000 31,000 23,000 159,000
to Address Existing Conditions
Housing Units Needed to
39,000 32,000 33,000 104,000
Address Growth Through 20443
Total Additional Affordabl
ota’ Acdcitiona Alforaable 144,000 63,000 56,000 263,000
Housing Units Needed
Total Affordable Housing Units Needed by 2044 (Includes Current Housing Units)
Number of Units 188,000 185,000 236,000 609,000
As Share of Total Units 15% 15% 19% 49%

108

Refer to Appendix 4 for the methodology used to calculate countywide need and 2019
jurisdictional affordability levels as compared to countywide need.

H-2 Prioritize the need for housing affordable to households at or below 30 percent AMI
(extremely low-income) by implementing tools such as:
a) Increasing capital, operations, and maintenance funding;
b) Adopting complementary land use regulations;
c) Fostering welcoming communities, including people with behavioral health needs;
d) Adopting supportive policies; and
e) Supporting collaborative actions by all jurisdictions.

H-3 Update existing and projected countywide and jurisdictional housing needs using data and
methodology provided by the Washington State Department of Commerce, in compliance with
state law.

2 Estimates of additional affordable units needed to address existing cost burden and provide housing for persons experiencing
homelessness. The estimates are based on a model in which adding units for households within a given low-income category
(e.g., < 30% AMI) allows those households to vacate units affordable within the next income category (e.g., greater than 30%
AMI and less than or equal to 50% of AMI), in turn addressing needs of cost-burdened households in that income level.
(Estimates shown assume that housing units equal to 1/25t of cost burdened households in each category are added annually
in each income category until cost burden is eliminated; a range of estimates is possible depending on inputs to this model.)

3 Estimates of housing units needed to address growth assume income distribution of households added through growth is the
same as existing income distribution.
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Conduct a Housing Inventory and Analysis
The Growth Management Act requires an inventory and analysis of existing and projected
housing needs as part of each jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan housing element. The
inventory and needs analysis, together with an evaluation of recent progress to address
housing needs, helps cities identify the greatest needs and prioritize strategies to address them.
Understanding the impact of discriminatory housing and land use practices and current
disparities in access to housing and neighborhoods of choice helps focus policies and programs
to achieve equitable housing outcomes. For example, understanding disparities in access to
opportunity areas (i.e. areas with high quality schools, jobs, transit and access to parks, open
space, and clean air, water, and soil) can identify a need for increased affordability in those
areas. Appendix 4 provides further guidance on conducting a housing inventory and analysis.
H-4 Conduct an inventory and analysis in each jurisdiction of existing and projected housing
needs of all segments of the population and summarize the findings in the housing element.
The inventory and analysis shall include:
a) Affordability gap of the jurisdiction’s housing supply as compared to countywide need
percentages from Policy H-1 (see table H-3 in Appendix 4) and needs for housing
affordable to moderate income households;
b) Number of existing housing units by housing type, age, number of bedrooms, condition,
tenure, and AMI limit (for income-restricted units);
c) Number of existing emergency housing, emergency shelters, and permanent supportive
housing facilities and units or beds, as applicable;
d) Percentage of residential land zoned for and geographic distribution of moderate- and
high-density housing in the jurisdiction;
e} Number of income-restricted units and, where feasible, total number of units, within a
half-mile walkshed of high-capacity or frequent transit service where applicable and
regional and countywide centers;
f) Household characteristics, by race/ethnicity:
1) Income (median and by AMI bracket)
2) Tenure (renter or homeowner)
3) Size
4) Housing cost burden and severe housing cost burden;
g) Current population characteristics:
1) Age by race/ethnicity;
2) Disability
h) Projected population growth;
i) Housing development capacity within a half-mile walkshed of high-capacity or frequent 2
transit service, if applicable; é
j} Ratio of housing to jobs in the jurisdiction; T
o
g
)
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k) Summary of existing and proposed partnerships and strategies, including dedicated
resources, for meeting countywide housing need, particularly for populations
disparately impacted;

[) The housing needs of people who need supportive services or accessible units, including
but not limited to people experiencing homelessness, persons with disabilities, people
with medical conditions, and older adults;

m) The housing needs of communities experiencing disproportionate harm of housing
inequities including Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC); and

n) Areas in the jurisdiction that may be at higher risk of displacement from market forces
that occur with changes to zoning development regulations and public capital
investments.

H-5 Evaluate the effectiveness of existing housing policies and strategies to meet a significant
share of countywide need. Identify gaps in existing partnerships, policies, and dedicated
resources for meeting the countywide need and eliminating racial and other disparities in
access to housing and neighborhoods of choice.

H-6 Document the local history of racially exclusive and discriminatory land use and housing
practices, consistent with local and regional fair housing reports and other resources. Explain
the extent to which that history is still reflected in current development patterns, housing
conditions, tenure, and access to opportunity. Identify local policies and regulations that result
in racially disparate impacts, displacement, and exclusion in housing, including zoning that may
have a discriminatory effect, disinvestment, and infrastructure availability. Demonstrate how
current strategies are addressing impacts of those racially exclusive and discriminatory policies
and practices. The County will support jurisdictions in identifying and compiling resources to
support this analysis.

Collaborate Regionally

Housing affordability is important to regional economic vitality and sustainability. Housing
markets do not respect jurisdictional boundaries. For these reasons, this section promotes
cross-sectoral and interjurisdictional coordination and collaboration to identify and meet the
housing needs of households with extremely low-, very low-, and low-incomes. Collaborative
efforts, supported by the work of the Affordable Housing Committee, the Puget Sound Regional
Council and other bodies, contribute to producing and preserving affordable housing and
coordinating equitable, sustainable development in the county and region. Where individual
jurisdictions lack sufficient resources, collective efforts to fund or provide technical assistance
for affordable housing development and preservation, and for the creation of strategies and
programs, can help to meet the housing needs identified in comprehensive plans. Jurisdictions
with similar housing characteristics tend to be clustered geographically. Therefore, there are
opportunities for efficiencies and greater impact through interjurisdictional cooperation. Such
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efforts are encouraged and can be a way to meet a jurisdiction’s share of the countywide
affordable housing need.

H-7 Collaborate with diverse partners (e.g., employers, financial institutions, philanthropic,
faith, and community-based organizations) on provision of resources (e.g., funding, surplus
property) and programs to meet countywide housing need.

H-8 Work cooperatively with the Puget Sound Regional Council, subregional collaborations and
other entities that provide technical assistance to local jurisdictions to support the
development, implementation, and monitoring of strategies that achieve the goals of this
chapter.

Implement Policies and Strategies to Meet Housing Needs Equitably

VISION 2050 encourages local jurisdictions to implement strategies to preserve, improve, and
expand their housing stock to provide a range of affordable, accessible, healthy, sustainable,
and safe housing choices to every resident. This section supports equitably meeting housing
needs through strategies and actions that promote:

e Distributional equity: An individual’s income race, ethnicity, immigration status, sexual
orientation, ability, or income doesn’t impact their ability to access housing in the
neighborhood of their choice;

e (Cross-generational equity: The impact of the housing policies we create result in fair and
just distribution of benefits and burdens to future generations;

e Process equity: The housing policy development, decision-making, and implementation
process is inclusive, open, fair, and accessible to all stakeholders; and

e Reparative policies: The policies implemented will actively seek to repair harms caused
by racially biased policies.

The strategies are grouped by theme:
e Equitable processes and outcomes;
e Increased housing supply, particularly for households with the greatest needs;
e Expanded housing options and increased affordability accessible to transit and
employment;
e Expanded housing and neighborhood choice for all residents; and
e Housing stability, healthy homes, and healthy communities

Further detail on the range of strategies for equitably meeting housing needs is contained in
Table H-4 in Appendix 4.
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Equitable Processes and Outcomes

Working together with households most impacted by the affordable housing crisis helps to
tailor solutions to best meet their needs. Taking intentional action to overcome past and
current discriminatory policies and practices helps to reduce disparities in access to housing and
neighborhoods of choice.

H-9 Collaborate with populations most disproportionately impacted by housing cost burden in
developing, implementing, and monitoring strategies that achieve the goals of this chapter.
Prioritize the needs and solutions articulated by these disproportionately impacted
populations.

H-10 Adopt intentional, targeted actions that repair harms to Black, Indigenous, and other
People of Color households from past and current racially exclusive and discriminatory land use
and housing practices (generally identified through Policy H-6). Promote equitable outcomes in
partnership with communities most impacted.

Increased Housing Supply, Particularly for Households with the Greatest Needs

VISION 2050 encourages local cities to adopt best practices and innovative techniques to meet
housing needs. Meeting the countywide affordable housing need will require actions, including
commitment of substantial financial resources, by a wide range of private for profit, non-profit,
and government entities. Multiple tools will be needed to meet the full range of needs in any
given jurisdiction.

H-11 Adopt policies, incentives, strategies, actions, and regulations that increase the supply of
long-term income-restricted housing for extremely low-, very low-, and low-income households
and households with special needs.

H-12 Identify sufficient capacity of land for housing including, but not limited to income-
restricted housing; housing for moderate-, low-, very low-, and extremely low-income
households; manufactured housing; multifamily housing; group homes; foster care facilities;
emergency housing; emergency shelters; permanent supportive housing; and within an urban
growth area boundary, duplexes, triplexes, and townhomes.

H-13 Implement strategies to overcome cost barriers to housing affordability. Strategies to do
this vary but can include updating development standards and regulations, shortening permit
timelines, implementing online permitting, optimizing residential densities, reducing parking
requirements, and developing programs, policies, partnerships, and incentives to decrease
costs to build and preserve affordable housing.
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H-14 Prioritize the use of local and regional resources (e.g., funding, surplus property) for
income-restricted housing, particularly for extremely low-income households, populations with
special needs, and others with disproportionately greater housing needs. Consider projects that
promote access to opportunity, anti-displacement, and wealth building for Black, Indigenous,
and People of Color communities to support implementation of policy H-10.

Expanded Housing Options and Increased Affordability Accessible to Transit and Employment

The Regional Growth Strategy accommodates growth in urban areas, focused in designated
centers and near transit stations, to create healthy, equitable, vibrant communities well-served
by infrastructure and services. As the region invests in transit infrastructure, it must also
support affordability in transit areas.

Lack of housing affordability negatively impacts the region’s resilience to climate change as
people are forced to live far from work, school, and transit, which contributes to climate change
through increased transportation emissions and sprawl.

H-15 Increase housing choices for everyone, particularly those earning lower wages, that is
co-located with, accessible to, or within a reasonable commute to major employment centers
and affordable to all income levels. Ensure there are zoning ordinances and development
regulations in place that allow and encourage housing production at levels that improve jobs-
housing balance throughout the county across all income levels.

H-16 Expand the supply and range of housing types, including affordable units, at densities
sufficient to maximize the benefits of transit investments throughout the county.

H-17 Support the development and preservation of income-restricted affordable housing that
is within walking distance to planned or existing high-capacity and frequent transit.

Expanded Housing and Neighborhood Choice for All Residents

Extremely low-, very low-, and low-income residents often have limited choices when seeking
an affordable home and neighborhood. The King County Consortium’s Analysis of Impediments
to Fair Housing Choice found that many Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color
communities and immigrant groups face disparities in access to opportunity areas with high
quality schools, jobs, transit and access to parks, open space, and clean air, water, and soil.
Some of the same groups are significantly less likely to own their home as compared to the
countywide average, cutting them off from an important tool for housing stability and wealth
building. Further, inequities in housing and land use practices as well as cycles of public and
private disinvestment and investment have also resulted in communities vulnerable to
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displacement. Intentional actions to expand housing choices throughout the community will
help address these challenges.

H-18 Adopt inclusive planning tools and policies whose purpose is to increase the ability of all
residents in jurisdictions throughout the county to live in the neighborhood of their choice,
reduce disparities in access to opportunity areas, and meet the needs of the region’s current
and future residents by:

a) Providing access to affordable housing to rent and own throughout the jurisdiction, with
a focus on areas of high opportunity;

b) Expanding capacity for moderate-density housing throughout the jurisdiction, especially
in areas currently zoned for lower density single-family detached housing in the Urban
Growth Area, and capacity for high-density housing, where appropriate, consistent with
the Regional Growth Strategy;

¢) Evaluating the feasibility of, and implementing, where appropriate, inclusionary and
incentive zoning to provide affordable housing; and

d) Providing access to housing types that serve a range of household sizes, types, and
incomes, including 2+ bedroom homes for families with children and/or adult
roommates and accessory dwelling units, efficiency studios, and/or congregate
residences for single adults.

H-19 Lower barriers to and promote access to affordable homeownership for extremely low-,
very low-, and low--income, households. Emphasize:

a) Supporting long-term affordable homeownership opportunities for households at or
below 80 percent AMI (which may require up-front initial public subsidy and policies
that support diverse housing types); and

b) Remedying historical inequities in and expanding access to homeownership
opportunities for Black, Indigenous and People of Color communities.

H-20 Adopt policies and strategies that promote equitable development and mitigate
displacement risk, with consideration given to the preservation of historical and cultural
communities as well as investments in low-, very low-, extremely low-, and moderate-income
housing production and preservation; dedicated funds for land acquisition; manufactured
housing community preservation, inclusionary zoning; community planning requirements;
tenant protections; public land disposition policies; and land that may be used for affordable
housing. Mitigate displacement that may result from planning efforts, large-scale private
investments, and market pressure. Implement anti-displacement measures prior to or
concurrent with development capacity increases and public capital investments.

H-21 Implement, promote, and enforce fair housing policies and practices so that every person

in the county has equitable access and opportunity to thrive in their communities of choice,
regardless of their race, gender identity, sexual identity, ability, use of a service animal, age,
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immigration status, national origin, familial status, religion, source of income, military status, or
membership in any other relevant category of protected people.

Housing Stability, Healthy Homes, and Healthy Communities

H-22 Adopt and implement policies that protect housing stability for renter households;
expand protections and supports for low-income renters and renters with disabilities.

H-23 Adopt and implement programs and policies that ensure healthy and safe homes.

H-24 Plan for residential neighborhoods that protect and promote the health and well-being of
residents by supporting equitable access to parks and open space, safe pedestrian and bicycle
routes, clean air, soil and water, fresh and healthy foods, high-quality education from early
learning through K-12, affordable and high-quality transit options and living wage jobs and by
avoiding or mitigating exposure to environmental hazards and pollutants.

Measure Results and Provide Accountability

Each jurisdiction has a responsibility to address its share of the countywide housing need. The
county and cities will collect and report housing data to help evaluate progress in meeting this
shared responsibility. The county will help coordinate a transparent data collection and sharing
process with cities. Further detail on monitoring procedures is contained in Appendix 4.

H-25 Monitor progress toward meeting countywide housing growth targets, countywide need,
and eliminating disparities in access to housing and neighborhood choices. Where feasible, use
existing regional and jurisdictional reports and monitoring tools and collaborate to reduce
duplicative reporting.
a) Jurisdictions, including the county for unincorporated areas, will report annually to the
county using guidance developed by the County on housing AMI levels:

1) Inthe first reporting year, total income-restricted units, by tenure, AMI limit,
address, and term of rent and income restrictions, for which the city is a party to
affordable housing covenants on the property title created during the reporting
period. In future years, report new units created and units with affordability terms
that expired during the reporting period.

2) Description and magnitude of land use or regulatory changes to increase zoned
residential capacity including, but not limited to, single-family, moderate-density,
and high-density.

3) New strategies (e.g. land use code changes, dedicated fund sources, conveyance of
surplus property) implemented during the reporting period to increase housing
diversity or increase the supply of income-restricted units in the jurisdiction; and
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b) The county where feasible consolidate housing data across jurisdictions to provide
clarity and assist jurisdictions with housing data inventory will report annually:
1) Countywide housing inventory of:
i.  Total housing units, by affordability to AMI bands;
ii.  Total income-restricted units, by AMI limit;
iii.  Number of units lost to demolition, redevelopment, or conversion to non-
residential use during the reporting period;

iv.  Of total housing units, net new housing units created during the reporting period

and what type of housing was constructed, broken down by at least single-
family, moderate-density housing types, and high-density housing types; and

v.  Total income-restricted units by tenure, AMI limit, location, created during the

reporting period, starting in 2021.
vi.  Total net new income-restricted units and the term of rent and income
restrictions created during the reporting period, starting in December 2022;
vii.  Share of households by housing tenure by jurisdiction; and

viii.  Zoned residential capacity percentages broken down by housing type/number of

units allowed per lot;

2) The county’s new strategies (e.g., dedicated fund sources, conveyance of surplus
property) implemented during the reporting period to increase the supply of
restricted units in the county, including geographic allocation of resources;

3) The county’s new strategies implemented during the reporting period to reduce

disparate housing outcomes and expand housing and neighborhood choice for Black,

Indigenous, and other People of Color households and other population groups
identified through policy H-6.

4) Number of income-restricted units within a half mile walkshed of a high-capacity or

frequent transit stations in the county;

5) Share of households with housing cost burden, by income band, race, and ethnicity;

6) Tenant protection policies adopted by jurisdiction; and
7) Number of individuals and households experiencing homelessness, by race and
ethnicity.
c) Where feasible, jurisdictions will also collaborate to report:
1) Net new units accessible to persons with disabilities.

H-26 The county will provide guidance to jurisdictions on goals for housing AMI levels annually

provide transparent, ongoing information measuring jurisdictions’ progress toward meeting
countywide affordable housing need, according to H-25, using public-facing tools such as the
King County’s Affordable Housing Dashboard.
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Adjust Strategies to Meet Housing Needs

H-27 Review and amend countywide and local housing strategies and actions when monitoring

in Policy H-25 and H-26 indicates that adopted strategies are not resulting in adequate

affordable housing to meet the countywide need. Consider amendments to land use policies

and the land use map where they present a significant barrier to the equitable distribution of

affordable housing.
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ECONOMY

Overarching Goal: All people throughout King County have opportunities to prosper and enjoy a
high quality of life through economic growth and job creation.

The Countywide Planning Policies in the Economy Chapter support the economic growth and
sustainability of King County’s economy. A strong and healthy economy results in business
development, job creation, and investment in our communities. The Economy Chapter reflects
and supports the Regional Economic Strategy and VISION 2050’s economic policies, which
emphasize the economic value of business, people, and place.

The Regional Economic Strategy is the region’s comprehensive economic development strategy
and serves as the VISION 2050 economic functional plan. VISION 2050 integrates the Regional
Economic Strategy with growth management, transportation, and environmental objectives to:
e Support critical economic foundations, such as education, infrastructure, technology,
and quality of life; and
e Promote the region’s specific industry clusters: aerospace, advanced manufacturing,
clean technology, information technology, life sciences, logistics and international trade,
military, and tourism.

Each local community will have an individual focus on economic development, while the
region’s prosperity will benefit from coordination between local plans and the regional vision
that take into account the county’s and the region’s overall plan for growth.

EC-1 Coordinate local and countywide economic policies and strategies with VISION 2050 and
the Regional Economic Strategy.

EC-2 Support economic growth that accommodates employment growth targets (see Table DP-
1) through local land use plans, infrastructure development, and implementation of economic
development strategies. Prioritize growth of a diversity of middle-wage jobs and prevent the
loss of such jobs from the region.

EC-3 Support industry clusters and their related subclusters that are integral components of
the Regional Economic Strategy and King County’s economy. Emphasize support for clusters
that are vulnerable or threatened by market forces, provide middle-wage jobs, play an outsized
role in the local economy, or have significant growth potential.

EC-4 Evaluate the performance of economic development policies and strategies in business
development and middle-wage job creation. Identify and track key economic metrics to help
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jurisdictions and the county as a whole evaluate the effectiveness of local and regional
economic strategies.

Business Development

Business creation, retention, expansion, and recruitment are the foundations of a strong
economy. The success of the economy in the county depends on opportunities for business
formation and growth. Our communities play a significant role through local government
actions, such as by making regulations more predictable, by engaging in public-private
partnerships, and by nurturing a business-supportive culture, particularly for Black, Indigenous,
and other People of Color; immigrant and refugee; LGBTQIA+; disabled; and women-owned
businesses.

These policies seek to integrate the concept of healthy communities as part of the county’s
economic objectives by calling for support of the regional food economy, including production,
processing, wholesaling, and distribution of the region’s agricultural food and food products.

EC-5 Help businesses thrive through:
e Transparency, efficiency, and predictability of local regulations and policies;
e Communication and partnerships between business, government, schools, civic and
community organizations, and research institutions; and
e Government contracts with local businesses.

EC-6 Foster the retention and development of businesses and industries that manufacture
goods and provide services for export.

EC-7 Promote an economic climate that is supportive of business formation, expansion, and
retention, and that emphasizes the importance of small businesses, locally owned businesses,
women-owned businesses, and businesses with Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color;
immigrant and refugee; LGBTQIA+; disabled; and women-owned or -led businesses, in creating
jobs.

EC-8 Foster a broad range of public-private partnerships to implement economic development
policies, programs, and projects, including partnerships with community groups. Ensure such
partnerships share decision-making power with and spread benefits to community groups.

EC-9 Use partnerships to foster connections between employers, local vocational and
educational programs, and community needs.

EC-10 Identify, support, and leverage key regional and local assets to the economy, including
assets that are unique to our region's position as an international gateway, such as major
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airports, seaports, educational facilities, research institutions, health care facilities, long-haul
trucking facilities, and manufacturing facilities.

EC-11 Support the regional food economy including the production, processing, wholesaling,
and distribution of the region’s agricultural food and food products to all King County
communities. Emphasize improving access for communities with limited healthy, affordable,
and culturally relevant food options.

People

People, through their training, knowledge, skills, and cultural background, add value to the
region’s economy. Creating an economy that provides opportunities for all, particularly with a
focus on those communities historically most disadvantaged, can help to alleviate problems of
poverty and income disparity.

A diversity of jobs at a variety of wages, skill levels, and educational requirements ensure a
robust economy that provides access to opportunity for everyone. Jobs that can support a
household or family without significant educational requirements often referred to as “middle-
wage” jobs, play a unique role in advancing equity. Given the barriers in access throughout the
educational, banking, and other institutional systems, these middle-wage jobs provide key
avenues for financial self-sufficiency and wealth building. Jobs in this range predominate in
more locally held, smaller- and medium-sized businesses and manufacturers, such as
accountants, machinists, or technicians. King County seeks to encourage new small business
formation whenever possible and prevent displacement of industries and businesses that have
a diversity of occupations or concentrations in those middle skills most associated with middle
wage.

To support middle-wage jobs and career training for residents of economically distressed areas,
priority hire policies require developers to hire local workers and businesses when
development projects are above a certain budget threshold and receive public funding.

EC-12 Work with schools and other institutions to increase graduation rates and sustain a
highly educated and skilled local workforce. This includes aligning job training and education
offerings that are consistent with the skill needs of the region’s industry clusters. Identify
partnership and funding opportunities where appropriate. Align and prioritize workforce
development efforts with Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color communities; immigrant
and refugees; and other marginalized communities.

EC-13 Promote the local workforce through priority hire programs that create middle-wage
employment opportunities in historically disadvantaged communities.
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EC-14 Celebrate the cultural diversity of local communities as a means to enhance social
capital, neighborhood cohesion, the county’s global relationships, and support for cultural and
arts institutions.

EC-15 Eliminate and correct for historical and ongoing disparities in income, employment, and
wealth building opportunities for Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color; women; and
other intersecting marginalized identities.

EC-16 Direct investments to community and economic development initiatives that elevate
equitable economic opportunity for those communities most marginalized and impacted by
disinvestment and economic disruptions.

Places

Economic activity in the county predominantly occurs within the Urban Growth Area, including
regional growth centers and manufacturing/industrial centers, which tend to be where middle-
wage jobs predominate. Continuing to guide local investments to these centers will help
provide the support needed to sustain the economy and provide greater predictability to
businesses about where capital improvements will be located, as well as meet other goals
related to supporting equitable growth. In addition to making productive use of urban land,
economic activity adds to the culture and vitality of our local communities.

While King County moves towards an economy dominated by high-tech and medical services,
subregions within the County are hosts to concentrations in other sectors and have
experienced job growth in the construction, warehousing, and transportation sectors as real
estate pricing recalibrates the geography of jobs. Even as Seattle’s share of manufacturing
sector jobs has fallen since 2008, South King County’s cities such as Kent, Auburn, and Renton
have seen commensurate increases in manufacturing—and are competing with neighboring
Snohomish and Pierce County to retain this critical industry. The policies below take a proactive
approach to maintaining King County’s role as the home to internationally significant
manufacturing and industrial centers and the industries and businesses that make them what
they are.

The Rural Area and Natural Resource Lands are important for their contribution to the regional
food network, mining, timber, and craft industries, while Cities in the Rural Area are important

for providing services to and being the economic centers for the surrounding Rural Area.

EC-17 Concentrate economic and employment growth in designated regional, countywide, and
local centers through local investments, planning, and financial policies.
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EC-18 Make local investments to maintain and expand infrastructure and services that support
local and regional economic development strategies. Focus investment where it encourages
growth in designated centers and helps achieve employment targets.

EC-19 Add to the vibrancy and sustainability of our communities and the health and well-being
of all people through safe and convenient access to local services, neighborhood-oriented
retail, purveyors of healthy food (e.g., grocery stores and farmers markets), and transportation
choices.

EC-20 Promote the natural environment as a key economic asset and work to improve access
to it as an economic driver. Work cooperatively with local businesses to protect and restore the
natural environment in a manner that is equitable, efficient, predictable, and complements
economic prosperity.

EC-21 Encourage private, public, and non-profit sectors to incorporate environmental
stewardship and social responsibility into their practices. Encourage development of
established and emerging industries, technologies and services that promote environmental
sustainability, especially those addressing climate change and resilience.

EC-22 Maintain an adequate supply of land within the Urban Growth Area to support economic
development. Inventory, plan for, and monitor the land supply and development capacity for,
manufacturing/industrial, commercial, and other employment uses that can accommodate the
amount and types of economic activity anticipated during the planning period.

EC-23 Support manufacturing/industrial centers with land use policies that protect industrial
land, retain and expand industrial employment, support a diverse regional economy, and
provide for the evolution of these Centers to reflect industrial business trends, including in
technology and automation. Prohibit or limit non-supporting or incompatible activities that may
interfere with the retention and operation of industrial businesses while recognizing that a
wider mix of uses, in targeted areas and circumstances, may be appropriate when designed to
be supportive of and compatible with industrial employment.

EC-24 Facilitate redevelopment of contaminated sites through local, county, and state
financing and other strategies that assist with planning, site design, and funding for
environmental remediation.

EC-25 Encourage economic activity within Cities in the Rural Area, at an appropriate size, scale,
and type compatible with these communities and that does not create adverse impacts to the
surrounding Rural Area and Natural Resource Lands.
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EC-26 Encourage commercial and mixed-use development that provides a range of job
opportunities throughout the county to create a closer balance between the location of jobs
and housing.

EC-27 Develop and implement systems that provide a financial safety net during economic
downturns and recovery. Direct resources in ways that reduce inequities and build economic
resiliency for those communities most negatively impacted by asset poverty.

EC-28 Ensure public investment decisions protect culturally significant economic assets and
advance the business interests of Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color communities;
immigrant and refugees; and other marginalized communities.

EC-29 Stabilize and prevent the economic displacement of small, culturally relevant businesses
and business clusters during periods of growth, contraction, and redevelopment. Mitigate
displacement risks through monitoring and adaptive responses.
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TRANSPORTATION

The Regional Growth Strategy identifies a network of walkable, compact, and transit-oriented
communities that are the focus of urban development, as well as industrial areas with major
employment concentrations. In the Countywide Planning Policies, these communities include
countywide designated Urban Centers and Manufacturing/ Industrial Centers, and locally
designated local centers. An essential component of the Regional Growth Strategy is an
efficient transportation system that provides multiple options for moving people and goods
into and among the various centers. Transportation system, in the context of this chapter, is
defined as a comprehensive, integrated network of travel modes (e.g., airplanes, automobiles,
bicycles, buses, feet, ferries, freighters, trains, trucks) and infrastructure (e.g. sidewalks, trails,
streets, arterials, highways, waterways, railways, airports) for the movement of people and
goods on a local, regional, national and global scale.

Goals and policies in this chapter build on the 1992 King County Countywide Planning Policies
and the Multicounty Planning Policies in VISION 2050. Policies are organized into three sections:
e Supporting Growth — focusing on serving the region with a transportation system that
furthers the Regional Growth Strategy;

e Mobility — addressing the full range of travel modes necessary to move people and
goods efficiently within the region and beyond; and

e System Operations — encompassing the design, maintenance, and operation of the
transportation system to provide for safety, efficiency, and sustainability.

Overarching Goal: The region is well served by an integrated, multimodal transportation system
that supports the regional vision for growth, efficiently moves people and goods, and is
environmentally and functionally sustainable over the long term.

Supporting Growth

An effective transportation system is critical to equitably achieving the Regional Growth
Strategy and ensuring that centers are functional and appealing to the residents and businesses
they are designed to attract. The policies in this section reinforce the critical relationship
between development patterns and transportation and they are intended to guide
transportation investments from all levels of government to effectively support local, county,
and regional plans to accommodate growth. Policies in this section take a multimodal approach
to serving growth, with additional emphasis on transit and non-motorized modes to support
planned development in centers.

Goal Statement: Local and regional development of the transportation system is consistent with
and furthers realization of the Regional Growth Strategy.
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T-1 Work cooperatively with the Puget Sound Regional Council, the state, and other relevant
agencies to finance and develop an equitable and sustainable multimodal transportation
system that enhances regional mobility and reinforces the countywide vision for managing
growth. Use VISION 2050, including the Regional Growth Strategy, and the Regional
Transportation Plan as the policy and funding framework for creating a system of regional,
countywide, local centers connected by a multimodal network including high-capacity transit,
bus service, and an interconnected system of roadways, freeways and high-occupancy vehicle
lanes.

T-2 Avoid construction of major roads and capacity expansion on existing roads in the Rural
Area and Natural Resource Lands. Where increased roadway capacity is warranted to support
safe and efficient travel through the Rural Area, appropriate rural development regulations and
effective access management should be in place prior to authorizing such capacity expansion in
order to make more efficient use of existing roadway capacity and prevent unplanned growth
in the Rural Area.

T-3 Increase the share of trips made countywide by modes other than driving alone through
coordinated land use planning, public and private investment, and programs focused on centers
and connecting corridors, consistent with locally adopted mode split goals.

T-4 Reduce the need for new roadway capacity improvements through investments in
transportation system management and operations, pricing programs, and transportation
demand management strategies that improve the efficiency of and access to the current
system.

T-5 Prioritize transportation investments that provide and encourage alternatives to single-
occupancy vehicle travel and increase travel options, particularly to and within centers and
along corridors connecting centers.

T-6 Develop station area plans for high-capacity transit stations and mobility hubs based on
community engagement. Plans should reflect the unique characteristics, local vision for each
station area including transit-supportive land uses, transit rights-of-way, stations and related
facilities, multimodal linkages, safety improvements, place-making elements and minimize
displacement.

T-7 Support countywide growth management and climate objectives by prioritizing transit
service and pedestrian safety in areas where existing housing and employment densities
support transit ridership and to designated regional and countywide centers and other areas
planned for housing and employment densities that will support transit ridership.
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T-8 Implement transportation programs and projects that address the needs of and promote
access to opportunity for Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color, people with low and no-
incomes, and people with special transportation needs.

T-9 Implement transportation programs and projects that prevent and mitigate the
displacement of Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color, people with low and no- incomes,
and people with special transportation needs.

T-10 Integrate transit facilities, services, and active transportation infrastructure with public
spaces and private developments to create safe and inviting waiting and transfer environments
to encourage transit ridership countywide.

T-11 Advocate for state policies, actions, and capital improvement programs that promote
equity and sustainability, and that are consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy, VISION
2050, and the Countywide Planning Policies.

T-12 Prioritize funding transportation investments that support countywide growth targets and
centers framework, and that enhance multimodal mobility and safety, equity, and climate
change goals.

Mobility

Mobility is necessary to sustain personal quality of life and the regional economy. For
individuals, mobility requires an effective transportation system that provides safe, reliable,
and affordable travel options for people of all ages, incomes, and abilities. While the majority of
people continue to travel by personal automobile, there are growing segments of the
population (e.g., urban, elderly, teens, low-income, no-income, minorities, and persons with
disabilities) that rely on other modes of travel such as walking, bicycling, and public
transportation to access employment, education and training, goods and services.

The movement of goods is also of vital importance to the local and regional economy.
International trade is a significant source of employment and economic activity in terms of
transporting freight, local consumption, and exporting goods. The policies in this section are
intended to address use and integration of the multiple modes necessary to move people and
goods within and beyond the region. The importance of the roadway network, implicit in the
policies of this section, is addressed more specifically in the System Operations section of this
chapter.

Goal Statement: A well-integrated, multimodal transportation system moves people and goods
effectively and efficiently to destinations within the region and beyond.
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T-13 Advocate for and pursue new, innovative, and sustainable, funding methods including
user fees, tolls, and other progressive pricing mechanisms that reduce the volatility of transit
funding and fund the maintenance, improvement, preservation, and operation of the
transportation system.

T-14 Promote the mobility of people and goods through a multimodal transportation system
based on regional priorities consistent with VISION 2050 and local comprehensive plans.

T-15 Determine if capacity needs can be met from investments in transportation system
operations and management, pricing programs, transportation demand management, public
transportation, and system management activities that improve the efficiency of the current
transportation system, prior to implementing major roadway capacity expansion projects.
Focus on investments that are consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy and produce the
greatest net benefits to people, especially communities and individuals where needs are
greatest, and goods movement that minimize the environmental impacts of transportation.

T-16 Support effective management, maintenance, and preservation of existing air, marine
and rail transportation capacity and infrastructure to address current and future capacity needs
in cooperation with responsible agencies, affected communities, and users.

T-17 Promote coordinated planning and effective management to optimize the movement of
people and goods in the region’s aviation system in a manner that minimizes health, air quality,
and noise impact to the community, especially frontline communities. Consider demand
management alternatives as future aviation growth needs are analyzed, recognizing capacity
constraints at existing facilities and the time and resources necessary to build new ones.
Support the ongoing process of development of a new commercial aviation facility in
Washington State.

T-18 Develop and implement freight mobility strategies that strengthen, preserve, and protect
King County’s role as a major regional freight distribution hub, an international trade gateway,
and a manufacturing area while minimizing negative impacts on the community.

T-19 Address the needs of people who do not drive, either by choice or circumstances (e.g.,
elderly, teens, low-income, and persons with disabilities), in the development and
management of local and regional transportation systems.

T-20 Consider mobility options, connectivity, active transportation access, and safety in the
siting and design of transit stations and mobility hubs, especially those that are serviced by

high-capacity transit.

T-21 Make transportation investments that improve economic and living conditions so that
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industries and workers are retained and attracted to the region and the county.

T-22 Respond to changes in mobility patterns and needs for both people and goods,
encouraging partnerships with nonprofit providers and the private sector where applicable.

System Operations

The design, management, and operation of the transportation system influence the region’s
growth and mobility and they have significant impacts on equity, addressing historical
inequities, and our environment. Policies in this section stress the need to make efficient use of
existing infrastructure, serve the broad needs of the users, address safety and public health
issues, and design facilities that are a good fit for the surroundings. Implementation of the
policies will require the use of a wide range of tools including, but not limited to:
e Technologies such as intelligent transportation systems and alternative fuels;
e Demand management programs for parking, commute trip reduction and congestion;
and
* Incentives, pricing systems, and other strategies to encourage choices that increase
mobility while improving public health and environmental sustainability.

Goal Statement: A transportation system that is well-designed and managed to protect public
investments, promote equitable access, provide mobility, promote public health and safety, and
achieve optimum efficiency.

T-23 Prioritize essential maintenance, preservation, and safety improvements of the existing
transportation system to protect mobility, extend useful life of assets, and avoid costly
replacement projects.

T-24 Design and operate transportation facilities in a manner that is compatible with and
integrated into the natural and built environments in which they are located. Incorporate
features such as natural drainage, native plantings, and local design themes that facilitate
integration and compatibility.

T-25 Reduce stormwater pollution from transportation facilities and improve fish passage
through retrofits and updated design standards. When feasible, integrate with other
improvements to achieve multiple benefits and cost efficiencies.

T-26 Develop a resilient transportation system (e.g., roadway, rail, transit, sidewalks, trails, air,
and marine) and protect against major disruptions and climate change impacts. Develop
prevention, adaptation, mitigation, and recovery strategies and coordinate disaster response
plans.
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T-27 Promote the use of pricing strategies and transportation system management and
operations tools to effectively manage the transportation system and provide an equitable,
stable, and sustainable transportation funding source to improve mobility.

T-28 Promote road and transit facility design that includes well-defined, safe, and appealing
spaces for pedestrians and bicyclists.

T-29 Design roads, including retrofit projects, to accommodate a range of travel modes within
the travel corridor in order to reduce injuries and fatalities, contribute to achieving the state
goal of zero deaths and serious injuries, and encourage physical activity.

T-30 Develop a transportation system that minimizes negative health and environmental
impacts to all communities, especially Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color
communities and low-income communities, that have been disproportionately affected by
transportation decisions.

T-31 Provide equitable opportunities for an active, healthy lifestyle by integrating the needs of
pedestrians and bicyclists in local transit, countywide, and regional transportation plans and
systems.

T-32 Plan and develop a countywide transportation system that supports the connection
between land use and transportation, and essential travel that reduces greenhouse gas
emissions by advancing strategies that shorten trip length or replace vehicle trips to reduce
vehicle miles traveled.

T-33 Apply technologies, programs, and other strategies (e.g., intelligent transportation
systems (ITS), first and last mile connections) to optimize the use of existing infrastructure and
support equity; improve mobility; and reduce congestion, vehicle miles traveled, and
greenhouse gas emissions.

T-34 Promote the expanded use of alternative fuel and zero emission vehicles by the general
public with measures such as converting transit, public, and private fleets; applying incentive
programs; and providing for electric vehicle charging stations.
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PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES

Overarching Goal: County residents in both Urban and Rural Areas have timely and equitable
access to the public services needed to advance public health and safety, protect the
environment, and carry out the Regional Growth Strategy.

Urban and Rural Levels of Service

The Growth Management Act directs jurisdictions and special purpose districts to provide
public facilities and services to support development. The Growth Management Act
distinguishes between urban and rural services and states that land within the Urban Growth
Area should be provided with a full range of services necessary to sustain urban communities
while land within the Rural Area should receive services to support a rural lifestyle. Certain
services, such as sanitary sewers, are allowed only in the Urban Growth Area, except as
otherwise authorized. The Growth Management Act also requires jurisdictions to determine
which facilities are necessary to serve the desired growth pattern and how they will be
financed, to ensure timely provision of adequate services and facilities.

PF-1 Provide a full range of urban services in the Urban Growth Area to support the Regional
Growth Strategy and adopted growth targets and limit the availability of urban services in the
Rural Area consistent with VISION 2050. Avoid locating urban serving facilities in the Rural Area.

Collaboration Among Jurisdictions

More than 100 special purpose districts, including water, sewer, flood control, stormwater, fire,
school, and other districts, provide essential services to the residents of King County. While
cities are the primary providers of services in the Urban Growth Area, in many parts of the
county special purpose districts also provide essential services. Coordination and collaboration
among all of these districts, the cities, King County, the tribes, and neighboring counties is key
to providing efficient, high-quality, and reliable services to support the Regional Growth
Strategy.

PF-2 Provide affordable and equitable access to public services to all communities, especially
the historically underserved. Prioritize investments to address disparities.

PF-3 Provide reliable and cost-effective services to the public through coordination among
jurisdictions and special purpose districts.

PF-4 Recognize cities as the appropriate providers of services to the Urban Growth Area, either

directly or by contract. Extend urban services through the use of special districts only where
there are agreements with the city in whose Potential Annexation Area the extension is
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proposed. Within the Urban Growth Area, as time and conditions warrant, cities will assume
local urban services provided by special service districts.

Utilities
Utilities include infrastructure and services that provide water, sewage treatment and disposal,
solid waste disposal, energy, telecommunications, and human and community services.

Providing these utilities in a cost-effective way is essential to maintaining the health and safety
of King County residents and to implementing the Regional Growth Strategy.

Water Supply

Conservation and efficient use of water resources are vital to ensuring the reliability of the
region’s water supply, the availability of sufficient water supplies for future generations, and
the environmental sustainability of the water supply system.

PF-5 Develop plans for long-term water provision to support growth and to address the
potential impacts of climate change and fisheries protection on regional water resources.

PF-6 Ensure that all residents have access to a safe, reliably maintained, and sustainable
drinking water source that meets present and future needs.

PF-7 Coordinate water supply among local jurisdictions, tribal governments, and water
purveyors to ensure reliable, sustainable, and cost-effective sources of water for all users and
needs, including residents, businesses, fire districts, and aquatic species.

PF-8 Plan and locate water systems in the Rural Area that are appropriately sized for rural uses
and densities and that do not increase development potential in the Rural Area.

PF-9 Recognize and support agreements with water purveyors in adjacent cities and counties
to promote effective conveyance of water supplies and to secure adequate supplies for
emergencies.

PF-10 Implement water conservation and efficiency efforts to protect natural resources,
reduce environmental impacts, and support a sustainable long-term water supply to serve the

growing population.

PF-11 Require water reuse and reclamation, where feasible, especially for high-volume non-
potable water users such as parks, schools, and golf courses.
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Sewage Treatment and Disposal

Within the Urban Growth Area, connection to sanitary sewers is necessary to support the

Regional Growth Strategy and to accommodate urban densities. Alternatives to the sanitary
sewer system and the typical septic system are becoming more cost effective and therefore,

more available. Alternative technology may be appropriate when it can perform as well or
better than sewers in the Urban Growth Area. Septic systems are not considered to be
alternative technology within the Urban Growth Area.

In the Rural Area and Natural Resource Lands, which are characterized by low-density
development, sewer service is not typically provided. In cases where public health is
threatened, sewers can be provided in the Rural Area but only if connections are strictly

Item 9.
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limited. Alternative technology may be necessary to substitute for septic systems in the Rural

Area.

PF-12

Require all development in the Urban Growth Area to be served by a public sewer

system except:

a) Single-family residences on existing individual lots that have no feasible access to sewers
may utilize individual septic systems on an interim basis; or

b) Development served by alternative technology that:
1) Provide equivalent performance to sewers;
2) Provide the capacity to achieve planned densities; and
3) Will not create a barrier to the extension of sewer service within the Urban Growth

Area.
PF-13 Prohibit sewer service in the Rural Area and on Natural Resource Lands except:

a) Where needed to address specific health and safety problems threatening existing
structures; or

b) As allowed by Countywide Planning Policy DP-49; or

c) As provided in Appendix 5 (March 31, 2012 School Siting Task Force Report).

Sewer service authorized consistent with this policy shall be provided in a manner that does not
increase development potential in the Rural Area.

Solid Waste

King County and the entire Puget Sound region are recognized for successful efforts to collect
recyclable waste. Continuing to reduce and reuse waste will require concerted and coordinated
efforts well into the future. It is important to reduce the waste stream going into area landfills
to extend the usable life of existing facilities and reduce the need for additional capacity.

PF-14

Reduce the solid waste stream and encourage reuse and recycling.
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Energy

While King County consumers have access to electrical energy derived from hydropower, there
are challenges for securing long-term reliable energy and for becoming more energy efficient.

PF-15 Reduce the rate of energy consumption through efficiency and conservation as a means
to lower energy costs and mitigate environmental impacts associated with traditional energy
supplies.

PF-16 Invest in and promote the use of low-carbon, renewable, and alternative energy
resources to help meet the county’s long-term energy needs, reduce environmental impacts
associated with traditional energy supplies, and increase community sustainability.

Telecommunications

A telecommunications network throughout King County is essential to fostering broad
economic vitality and equitable access to information, goods and services, and opportunities
for social connection.

PF-17 Plan for the equitable provision of telecommunication infrastructure and affordable,
convenient, and reliable broadband internet access to businesses, and to households of all
income levels, with a focus on underserved areas.

Human and Community Services

Public services beyond physical infrastructure are also necessary to sustain the health and
quality of life of all King County residents. In addition, these services play a role in distinguishing
urban communities from rural communities and supporting the Regional Growth Strategy.

PF-18 Provide human and community services to meet the needs of current and future
residents in King County communities through coordinated, equitable planning, funding, and
delivery of services by the county, cities, and other agencies.

Locating Facilities and Services

VISION 2050 calls for a full range of urban services in the Urban Growth Area to support the
Regional Growth Strategy, and for limiting the availability of services in the Rural Area. In the
long term, there is increased efficiency and cost-effectiveness in siting and operating facilities
and services that serve a primarily urban population within the Urban Growth Area. At the
same time, those facilities and services that primarily benefit rural populations provide a
greater benefit when they are located within neighboring cities and rural towns.
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PF-19 Locate schools, institutions, and other community facilities and services that primarily
serve urban populations within the Urban Growth Area, where they are accessible to the
communities they serve, except as provided in Appendix 5 (March 31, 2012 School Siting Task
Force Report). If possible, locate these facilities in places that are well served by transit and
pedestrian and bicycle networks.

PF-20 Jurisdictions shall work collaboratively with school districts to ensure the availability of
sufficient land and the provision of necessary educational facilities within the Urban Growth
Area through compliance with PF-22 and PF-23 and through the land use element and capital
facilities element of local comprehensive plans.

PF-21 Locate new schools and institutions primarily serving rural residents in neighboring cities
and rural towns, except as provided in Appendix 5 (March 31, 2012 School Siting Task Force
Report). Locate new community facilities and services that primarily serve rural residents in
neighboring cities and rural towns, with the limited exceptions when their use is dependent
upon a rural location and their size and scale supports rural character.

Public school facilities to meet the needs of growing communities are an essential part of the
public infrastructure. Coordination between each jurisdiction’s land use plan and regulations
and their respective school district[s] facility needs are essential for public school capacity
needs to be met. The following policy applies countywide and requires engagement between
each school district and each city that is served by the school district. The policy also applies to
King County as a jurisdiction for areas of unincorporated King County that are within a school
district’s service boundary. The policy initiates a periodic procedure to identify if there are
individual school district siting issues and if so, a process for the school district and jurisdiction
to cooperatively prepare strategies for resolving the issue.

PF-22 Plan, through a cooperative process between jurisdictions and school districts, that
public school facilities are available, to meet the needs of existing and projected residential
development consistent with adopted comprehensive plan policies and growth forecasts.
Cooperatively work with each school district located within the jurisdiction’s boundaries to
evaluate the school district’s ability to site school facilities necessary to meet the school
district’s identified student capacity needs. Use school district capacity and enrollment data and
the growth forecasts and development data of each jurisdiction located within the school
district’s service boundaries.

Commencing in January 2016 and continuing every two years thereafter, each jurisdiction and
the school district(s) serving the jurisdiction shall confer to share information and determine if
there is development capacity and the supporting infrastructure to site the needed school
facilities.
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If not, cooperatively prepare a strategy to address the capacity shortfall. Potential strategies

may include:
a) Shared public facilities such as play fields, parking areas and access drives;
b) School acquisition or lease of appropriate public lands;
c) Regulatory changes such as allowing schools to locate in additional zones or revised
development standards; and
d) School design standards that reduce land requirements (such as multi-story structures

or reduced footprint) while still meeting programmatic needs.

In 2017, and every two years thereafter, King County shall report to the GMPC on whether the
goals of this policy are being met. The GMPC shall identify corrective actions as necessary to
implement this policy.

PF-23 Coordinate and collaborate with school districts to build new and expand existing school
facilities within the Urban Growth Area. Jurisdictions and school districts should work together
to employ strategies such as:

a)

f)

g)

Identifying surplus properties and private properties that could be available for new
school sites;

Creating opportunities for shared use of buildings, fields, and other facilities;

Reviewing development regulations to increase the areas where schools can be located
and to enable challenging sites to be used for new, expanded, and renovated schools;
Prioritizing and simplifying permitting of schools;

Considering the feasibility of locating playfields on land in the rural area directly
adjacent to school sites located within the urban area and with direct access from the
urban area;

Partnering with school districts in planning and financing walking and biking routes for
schools; and

Encouraging more walking, biking, and transit ridership for students, teachers, and staff.

Strategies should recognize the school district’s adopted educational program requirements,
established and planned school service areas, limited availability of developable sites, and
established and planned growth patterns and enrollment projections.

Siting Public Capital Facilities

While essential to growth and development, regional capital facilities can disproportionately
affect the communities in which they are located. It is important that all jurisdictions work
collaboratively and consider environmental justice principles when siting these facilities to
foster the development of healthy communities for all.
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PF-24 Site or expand essential public facilities or facilities of regional importance within the
county using a process that incorporates broad public involvement, especially from historically
marginalized and disproportionately burdened communities, and that equitably disperses
impacts and benefits while supporting the Countywide Planning Policies.

PF-25 Consider climate change, economic, equity, and health impacts when siting and building
essential public services and facilities.

Public Facility and Disaster Preparedness

Community resilience is the ability to prepare for anticipated hazards, adapt to changing
conditions, and withstand and recover rapidly from disruptions. The King County Regional
Hazard Mitigation Plan, which was approved in 2020, assesses natural and human-caused
hazards that can impact the county. Coordinated planning across all jurisdictions and agencies
in King County is the best way to establish broad community resilience. Lack of planning for
resilience leads to disproportionate impacts on vulnerable populations.

PF-26 Support coordinated planning for public safety services and programs, including
emergency management, in partnership with frontline communities.

PF-27 Establish new or expanded sites for public facilities, utilities, and infrastructure in a
manner that ensures disaster resiliency and public service recovery.
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Appendix 1: Generalized Land Use Categories Map
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Appendix 4: Housing Technical Appendix

Policy H-1: Countywide Need
Each jurisdiction, as part of its Comprehensive Plan housing analysis, will need to address
affordability and the condition of existing housing supply as well as its responsibility to
accommodate its share of the countywide need for affordable housing as defined in policy H-1.
In order for each jurisdiction to address its share of the countywide housing need for extremely
low-, very low-, and low-income housing, a four-step approach should be followed:

1. Conduct a housing inventory and analysis;

2. Implement policies and strategies to equitably meet housing needs;

3. Measure results and provide accountability; and

4. Adjust strategies to meet housing needs.

Countywide need, also called the countywide affordable housing need, is the number of
additional, affordable homes needed by 2044 so that no household at or below 80 percent AMI
spends more than 30 percent of their income on housing. The countywide need for housing is
estimated at 263,000 affordable homes affordable at or below 80 percent AMI that need to be
built or preserved by 2044 as shown in Table H-1. The countywide need estimate includes both
homeownership and rental units and accounts for people experiencing homelessness. The
estimates are based on a model in which adding units for households within a given low-income
category (e.g., < 30 percent AMI) allows those households to vacate units affordable within the
next highest income category (e.g., greater than 30 percent AMI and less than or equal to 50
percent of AMI) each year, in turn addressing needs of cost-burdened households in that
income level. The estimates in Table H-1 assume that housing units equal to 1/25™ of the cost
burdened households in each category in 2019 are added annually in each income category
until cost burden is eliminated, which occurs in different years for different income categories
due to the vacating unit process described earlier. The estimates of housing units needed to
address growth also assume income distribution of households added through growth is the
same as existing income distribution.

Estimating Local Housing Need
While the CPPs do not prescribe a jurisdictional share of countywide affordable housing need,
per RCW 36.70A.070 jurisdictions must include in the housing element of their comprehensive
plan:

an inventory and analysis of existing and projected housing needs that identifies

the number of housing units necessary to manage projected growth, as provided

by the department of commerce, including:

(i) Units for moderate, low, very low, and extremely low-income households;

AB 6029 | Exhibit 2 | Page 83

Item 9.

8‘ ’ Chapter: Appendix 4: Housing Technical Appendix




DocuSign Envelope ID: D2C79C9F-33BC-48EC-93C8-E47E8FAD161E

141

2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies

EXHIBIT 2

Countywide housing need, housing affordability, and income-restricted housing unit data
provided in Tables H-1 and H-2 and through the King County Regional Affordable Housing
Dashboard can assist jurisdictions in estimating their local affordable housing needs. Sample
calculations using a simplified methodology and potential policy responses for three
jurisdictions of varying size and affordability are provided below. As a reminder, Policy H-1 and
Table H-1 provides that the countywide need for housing in 2044 by percentage of AMl is:

30 percent and below AMI (extremely low)

31-50 percent of AMI (very low)
51-80 percent of AMI (low)

15 percent of total housing supply

15 percent of total housing supply
19 percent of total housing supply

The sample jurisdictional calculations use fictional data from Table H-3.

Table H-2: Fictional Jurisdictional Data

Item 9.

Current Housing Units (HU) (2013-2017)

Jurisdiction 0-30% AMI 31-50% AMI 51-80% AMI Over 80% AMI | All Incomes

# of G # of HU i # of HU G0 # of HU L0 Total HU

HU Total HU Total HU Total HU Total HU
Jurisdiction A | 2,000 3%| 3,000 4%| 7,000 10%| 58,000 83% 70,000
Jurisdiction B | 2,500 4% | 20,000 33%| 18,000 30%| 20,000 33% 60,500
JurisdictionC| 300 3% 600 6%| 1,600 17%| 7,000 74% 9,500
Source: 2013 - 2017 CHAS

Income-Restricted Housing Units (HU) (2019)
Jurisdiction 0-30% AMI 31-50% AMI 51-80% AMI
# of HU % of Total HU # of HU % of Total HU # of HU % of Total HU

Jurisdiction A 300 0.4% 500 0.7% 2,100 3.0%
Jurisdiction B 300 0.5% 1,200 2.0% 1,800 3.0%
Jurisdiction C 0 0.0% 70 0.7% 80 0.8%

Source: King County Income-restricted Housing Database

Future Affordable Housing Need (2044 total units * Countywide Housing Need)

0-30% AMI 31-50% AMI 51-80% AMI C 2044 Total
Jurisdiction % of urre.nt Housing | Housing
# of % of #of % of Total | Housing ..
#of HU Total Uniits Growth Units in
HU Total HU HU HU HU Target 2044
Jurisdiction A |15,750 15%| 15,750 15%| 19,95( 19%| 70,000 35,000 105,000
Jurisdiction B 10,875 15%| 10,875 15%| 13,77¢ 19%| 60,500 12,000 72,500
Jurisdiction C 1,710 15%| 1,710 15%| 2,16¢ 19% 9,500 1900 11,400

Note: This applies the countywide need for affordable housing to each jurisdiction’s projected total
housing units in 2044
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Difference from Current Housing Units to 2044 Need
Jurisdiction 0-30% AMI 31-50% AMI 51-80% AMI
# of HU # of HU # of HU
Jurisdiction A 13,750 12,750 12,950
Jurisdiction B 8,375 -9,125 -4,225
Jurisdiction C 1,410 1,110 566

Note: This table shows the gap or overage between the 2044 Housing Unit Need and Current Housing

Units
Difference from Current Income-Restricted Housing Units to 2044 Need
Jurisdiction 0-30% AMI 31-50% AMI 51-80% AMI
# of HU # of HU # of HU
Jurisdiction A 15,450 15,250 17,850
Jurisdiction B 10,575 9,675 11,975
Jurisdiction C 1,710 1,640 2,086
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Note: This shows the gap or overage between the 2044 Housing Unit Need and Current Income-
Restricted Housing Units

Jurisdiction A: Large, generally unaffordable

Analysis: Jurisdiction A is a larger jurisdiction with a relatively limited supply of housing
affordable to households at or below 80 percent AMI (3 percent, 4 percent, and 10 percent of
housing units for 0-30 percent, 31-50 percent, and 51-80 percent AMI respectively). Based on
its housing growth target, to meet a proportional share of countywide housing need by 2044,
the jurisdiction will need 15,750 units affordable to 0-30 percent AMI, 15,750 units affordable
to 31-50 percent AMI and 19,950 units affordable to 51-80 percent AMI. This is a sizeable need
compared to current levels of affordability.

Potential Policy Response: Given the low levels of currently affordable and income-restricted
housing in the community, the jurisdiction will need to employ a diversity of tools — from public
subsidy to policy tools like increasing the amount of land zoned for multifamily housing to meet
affordability needs. For example, currently, only 3 percent, or 2,000 units, in the jurisdiction are
affordable to households at or below 30 percent AMI. Of these units, only 300 are income-
restricted. This means the jurisdiction will need to focus significant attention on creating new
deeply affordable units as well as preserving any currently affordable units that are not income-
restricted. Given the scale of the affordability gap, however, the jurisdiction’s primary focus
should be on income-restricted housing production strategies. This could also include
purchasing currently unaffordable housing units and holding rents relatively steady until they
are affordable, a strategy recently employed by the King County Housing Authority. As the
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impact of overall housing supply increases on prices are uncertain, the jurisdiction should
monitor affordability levels as overall supply of unrestricted housing units increases.

Jurisdiction B: Medium, currently affordable to all but the lowest incomes

Analysis: Jurisdiction B is a medium-sized jurisdiction with a large supply of housing affordable
to households at 31-80 percent of AMI. If that housing was preserved at current affordability
levels, it would more than provide a proportional share of housing to meet countywide
affordable housing need. However, the jurisdiction lacks housing affordable to households at
the lowest income level (0-30 percent AMI) and only a small portion of its housing is income-
restricted, leaving prices vulnerable to market forces and residents vulnerable to displacement.

Potential Policy Response: Given the current levels of affordability in the community,
Jurisdiction B should focus on rehabilitation and preservation of both income-restricted housing
at or below 80 percent AMI and unrestricted housing affordable at all income levels, and
production of housing affordable to households at or below 30 percent AMI. Preservation may
entail supporting affordable housing providers in the purchase of housing units that are
currently affordable to households at or below 80 percent AMI, as well as investing in programs
that improve the quality and safety of existing housing stock.

Jurisdiction C: Small, moderately affordable, low growth target, limited transit, large lot sizes

Analysis: Jurisdiction C is a smaller jurisdiction with some existing housing affordable to
households at or below 80 percent AMI, but very little income-restricted housing. Compared to
jurisdictions A and B, it has a low growth target, meaning that its future need for affordable
housing is much larger than its projected growth. In addition, the jurisdiction lacks significant
plans for transit investment and most of the current housing is on very large-sized lots, as
prescribed by current zoning.

Potential Policy Response: Jurisdiction C will need to explore preservation and production tools
appropriate to its context to increase its supply of affordable housing, particularly income-
restricted housing. Likely, it will need to use land use policies to increase the diversity of
housing types in the jurisdiction, as well as use public resources to support affordable housing
production. The jurisdiction may also wish to engage with neighboring jurisdictions with better
transit and employment access to determine if it makes sense to contribute to affordable
housing production elsewhere in its sub-region in order to support job and service access for
residents of affordable housing. However, this approach should be balanced with attention to
providing equitable access to high opportunity areas, such as areas with quality schools and
open space, to low-income residents and residents of color.
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Policy H-2: Extremely Low-Income Households

The countywide need is the greatest for households at or below 30 percent AMI (extremely
low-income). It will take significant cross-sector and cross-jurisdictional collaboration and
resources to effectively and equitably meet the needs of these households. Jurisdictions are
encouraged to explore emerging best practices to effectively meet the needs of extremely low-
income households, including but not limited to:

e mitigating environmental concerns for compromised properties with proposed
permanent supportive housing (PSH) projects;

e prioritizing vacant lands for PSH over other uses;

e making surplus publicly-owned lands suitable for 0-30 percent AMI housing
development available for long-term lease or purchase at a reduced cost for extremely
low-income housing;

e creating a unique dwelling type for PSH coupled with cost reduction strategies for this
housing type;

e reducing fees, taxes, permit and hookup fees for PSH projects;

e streamlining design and permit review for PSH projects;

e increasing buildable height and/or floor area ratio for PSH; and

e reducing or removing cost requirements such as vehicular parking requirements for
PSH.

Policy H-3: Housing Supply and Needs Analysis

As set forth in policy H-4, each jurisdiction must include in its comprehensive plan an inventory
of the existing housing stock and an analysis of both existing housing needs and housing
needed to accommodate projected population growth over the planning period. This policy
reinforces requirements of the Growth Management Act for local Housing Elements. The
housing supply and needs analysis is referred to in this appendix as the housing analysis. As is
noted in policy H-1, H-2, and H-4, the housing analysis must consider local as well as
countywide housing needs because each jurisdiction has a responsibility to address its share of
the countywide affordable housing need.

The purpose of this section is to provide further guidance to local jurisdictions on the subjects
to be addressed in their housing analysis. Additional guidance on carrying out the housing
analysis is found in the Puget Sound Regional Council’s report, “Housing Element Guide: A PSRC
Guidance Paper (July 2014),” Washington State Department of Commerce’s report, “Guidance
for Developing a Housing Needs Assessment” (March 2020); and the Washington
Administrative Code, particularly 365-196-410 (2)(b) and (c). The Washington State Department
of Commerce also provides useful information about housing requirements under the Growth
Management Act in the “Growth Management Planning for Housing - Washington State
Department of Commerce” portion of their website
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Housing Supply
Understanding the mix and affordability of existing housing is the first step toward identifying
gaps in meeting future housing needs.

Table H-3 shows the current housing supply by jurisdiction and affordability levels, using data
from 2013-2017 CHAS broken out by different income segments and 2019 housing unit data
estimated by the Washington State Office Financial Management (OFM) which OFM does not
break out by income segments. The 2019 OFM data serves as the base year for each
jurisdiction’s 2044 housing growth targets and appears in Table H-1. The OFM housing units
were allocated to different AMI bands by applying the percent share of total housing supply in
each income segment as reported in the 2013-2017 CHAS data to the total housing units
reported by OFM for 2019. These 2019 current housing units in each income segment are
added to the countywide need (the total additional affordable housing units needed between
2019-2044) by AMI reported in Table H-1 to determine the Total Affordable Housing Units
Needed by 2044.

Figures in Table H-3 include both rental and ownership units. Note that while some jurisdictions
have an adequate supply of housing affordable to low-income households (51 to 80 percent of
AMI) and very low-income households (31-50 percent of AMI), no jurisdiction in the county has
sufficient housing affordable to extremely low-income households (0 to 30 percent of AMI) to
meet a proportional share of existing needs as shown in Table H-1. This is where the greatest
need exists and should be a focus for all jurisdictions.

Table H-3 will be updated annually and will be made publicly available on the Regional
Affordable Housing Dashboard. While Table H-3 provides a starting point for understanding
current housing supply by jurisdiction, other metrics are required to fully measure housing
need. Jurisdictions may choose to supplement the data in Table H-3 with other data sources,
such as PUMS, ACS, or their own housing inventories that may be more current or use different
underlying assumptions. Because data sources vary in the time period they measure, the
assumptions required to analyze the data, and the sampling techniques they use, they may
produce results that do not perfectly align with Table H-3. Jurisdictions should use the
methodology documented here to explain the causes and implications of differences between
alternative methodologies and the information presented in Table H-3.

The methodology used to calculate current housing units in Table H-3 is summarized as follows:
1. CHAS data is downloaded from the HUD website. Select the most recent vintage of data

(in this instance it was 2013-2017 ACS 5-year average data”) for the data year, select the
“Counties split by Place” Geographic Summary Level, which provides data at a
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jurisdictional level, select “csv” for the file type, and then download the data. This will
download all the CHAS tables, as well as a data dictionary.

. Tables 17A, 17B, 18A, 18B, and 18C have data on housing units and what AMI brackets

they are affordable at. Tables 17A and 17B include data on vacant units for ownership
and rental units respectively. These vacant units are included in the totals, because
while vacant units are not currently being rented, they are still a part of a jurisdiction’s
housing supply, and many vacant units are available to rent or buy. Tables 18A, 18B, and
18C include data on occupied ownership units with a mortgage, occupied ownership
units without a mortgage, and occupied rental units respectively. All these units are also
included in the totals in Table H-3.

. To calculate how many units are in each jurisdiction at each AMI band, calculate those

totals for tables 17A, 17B, 18A, 18B, and 18C and then sum them all together. To
calculate total numbers of units by AMI, use the subtotal columns of the CHAS data. The
data dictionary that comes with the CHAS tables shows which columns are subtotal
columns. Multiple subtotal columns must be added together to get the total number of
units affordable at a certain AMI. For example, in Table 18A, to get the total number of
units affordable at 0-50 percent AMI, the columns T18B_est3, T18B_est28, T18B_est53,
T18B_est78 must be summed, as each column represents a different number of units in
the structure. The columns that must be summed together differ slightly based on the
table. Refer to the data dictionary to ensure that the correct columns are chosen, as
these may change slightly year to year.

CHAS uses RHUD for rental units and VHUD for ownership units as measures of
affordability that correspond to AMI. For example, units that have a value of “less than
or equal to RHUD30” are marked as being affordable at 0-30 percent AMI. Unlike with
rental units, for the home ownership units found in tables 17A, 18A, and 18B, CHAS
does not differentiate between VHUDO to VHUD30 units and VHUD 30 to VHUDS5O0 units.
It instead combines them all into a “Value less than or equal to VHUD50” category. Since
affordability is measured at 0-30 percent AMI and 30-50 percent AMI separately in Table
H-3, assume that all units in the "Value less than or equal to VHUD50” are actually only
affordable at 30-50 percent AMI, and are included in that column. Thus, all 0-30 percent
AMI units in Table H-3 are rental units. This assumption is made because of the
distribution of home prices in King County, where almost no homes are affordable to
households making 0-30 percent AMI.

Once each of Tables 17A, 17B, 18A, 18B, and 18C have been totaled to get the number
of units available at each AMI band, and the home ownership units in the “Value less
than or equal to VHUD50” category have been recoded to be equal to 30-50 percent
AMI, combine the totals of each table to get countywide totals. RHUD and VHUD
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categories should now line up for all categories up to 80 percent AMI and can thus be
combined and re-labeled with the AMI categories seen in Table H-3. While categories
above 80 percent don’t align between renter and ownership tables, they can all be
combined into one over 80 percent AMI category.

. Then take the sum of each AMI band to get the value in the “All Incomes” column.

These values may differ slightly from the total units calculated using the CHAS “Total”
columns, as individual “Subtotal” columns round units in the “Subtotal” columns (see
here for more information on CHAS'’s rounding methodology). This has only a minimal
impact on overall totals. Then, calculate what percentage of each jurisdiction’s housing
supply is in each AMI band by dividing the number of units in each AMI band by the
total number of units. Note that the totals included in the “% of Total HU” columns in
table H-3 are rounded. The actual, unrounded percentages are used in the following
steps. To calculate the unrounded percentages, in the “Housing Units (HU) 2017”
section of the table divide the “# of HU” column amounts by the “Total HU” column

amount for each jurisdiction.

. To find the “All Housing” units data in the “2019 HU” column refer to the King County

rows in the "2019 Postcensal Estimate of Total Housing Units” column in the
Washington State Office of Financial Management’s (OFM) April 1 postcensal estimates
of housing: 1980, 1990-present. Sum these values to get the total estimated housing
units for 2019 countywide.

. To break out OFM’s reported total countywide housing unit number, apply the percent

share of housing units by AMI found in the “% of Total HU” columns to the total housing
units reported by OFM for each jurisdiction in the “Total HU” column in the “HU 2019”
section of the table for each jurisdiction and each AMI band. Then sum all jurisdictions
totals together for each AMI band, then round the total to the nearest thousandth. This
will give you the total units reported in “Countywide Total HU, 2019” row.

Add the current “Countywide Total HU, 2019” totals by AMI with the “Total Additional
Affordable Housing Units Needed” (2019-2044) by AMI reported in Table H-1 to
determine the Total Affordable Housing Units Needed by 2044 in Table H-1, which
includes current housing units.
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4Source: CHAS 2013-2017 (released August 25, 2020)

Housing Units (HU) 20174 HU 2019°
Regional Geography and 0-30% AMI 31-50% AMI 51-80% AMI Over 80% AMI 0-30% AMI | 31-50% AMI
isdicti o, o, o,
Jurisdiction #of HU AoLLotal #of HU TOt/.;Io;U #of HU Toi{;;:'f‘lu #of HU Ao:l'[lotal Total HU Total HU

Metropolitan Cities
Bellevue 1,750 3% 2,814 5% 6,363 11% | 46,400 81% 57,327 62,372
Seattle 19,330 6% 32,655 10% 55,910 17% | 212,875 66% 320,770 367,806
Core Cities
Auburn 1,335 5% 9,400 38% 6,590 26% 7,660 31% 24,985 27,391
Bothell 390 4% 1,200 11% 2,075 19% 7,215 66% 10,880 12,208
Burien 985 5% 4,879 26% 5,155 27% 8,003 42% 19,022 20,793
Federal Way 1,430 4% 9,170 26% 12,450 35% 12,695 36% 35,745 37,257
Issaquah 715 5% 845 6% 1,770 12% 11,750 78% 15,080 16,801
Kent 1,970 4% 11,195 25% 14,769 33% 16,720 37% 44,654 48,228
Kirkland 1,125 3% 2,325 6% 4,775 13% 28,405 78% 36,630 39,312
Redmond 640 3% 1,325 5% 2,705 11% 20,365 81% 25,035 28,619
Renton 1,720 4% 7,285 19% 10,160 26% 20,133 51% 39,298 42,855
SeaTac 350 3% 3,400 34% 3,460 35% 2,799 28% 10,009 10,855
Tukwila 385 5% 2,150 30% 2,680 38% 1,909 27% 7,124 8,445
High Capacity Transit Communities
Des Moines 585 5% 3,015 25% 2,999 25% 5,244 44% 11,843 12,898
Kenmore 255 3% 1,070 12% 1,190 14% 6,135 71% 8,650 9,485
Lake Forest Park 105 2% 344 7% 419 8% 4,325 83% 5,193 5,494
Mercer Island 270 3% 380 4% 400 4% 9,015 90% 10,065 10,506
Newcastle 60 1% 115 3% 480 11% 3,699 85% 4,354 5,214
Shoreline 1,180 5% 2,090 9% 4,440 20% 14,425 65% 22,135 24,127
Woodinville 150 3% 280 6% 495 10% 3,825 81% 4,750 5,450
Cities & Towns
Algona 8 1% 404 43% 350 38% 169 18% 931 1,053
Beaux Arts - 0% 8 6% 4 3% 114 90% 126 119
Black Diamond 40 2% 350 21% 230 14% 1,070 63% 1,690 1,808
Carnation 34 5% 119 19% 134 21% 354 55% 641 817
Clyde Hill 10 1% 39 3% 15 1% 1,055 94% 1,119 1,100
Covington 160 2% 790 11% 2,280 33% 3,770 54% 7,000 7,102
Duvall 50 2% 200 8% 250 10% 2,085 81% 2,585 2,684
Enumclaw 265 6% 1,469 31% 1,495 32% 1,515 32% 4,744 5,228
Hunts Point 4 3% 12 8% 4 3% 139 87% 159 186
Maple Valley 220 2% 530 6% 1,450 16% 6,650 75% 8,850 9,280
Medina 15 1% 19 2% 10 1% 1,125 96% 1,169 1,233
Milton 20 6% 99 28% 59 17% 175 50% 353 608
Normandy Park 150 5% 235 8% 220 8% 2,200 78% 2,805 2,876
North Bend 95 4% 340 14% 390 16% 1,565 65% 2,390 2,783
Pacific 40 2% 934 39% 840 35% 600 25% 2,414 2,460
Sammamish 180 1% 365 2% 853 4% 19,615 93% 21,013 22,159
Skykomish 4 6% 23 34% 8 12% 33 49% 68 173
Snoqualmie 45 1% 169 4% 293 7% 3,664 88% 4,171 4,748
Yarrow Point 4 1% 4 1% 8 2% 419 96% 435 416
Urban Unincorporated & Rural
Unincorporated King County 2,465 3% 7,287 10% 12,223 17% 48,920 69% 70,895 93,179
Countywide Total HU, 2017° 38,539 5% 109,333 13% 160,401 19% | 538,834 64% 847,107 956,128
Countywide Total HU, 2019¢ 44,000 5% 122,000 13% 180,000 19% | 610,000 64% 956,000
Countywide Total HU Needed
by 2044 188,000 15% 185,000 15% 236,000 19% | 644,000 51% | 1,253,000

5 Source: 2019 data from Office of Financial Management’s April 1 postcensal estimates of housing: 1980, 1990-present.

Percentages are rounded.

6 Extrapolated using the percent share of total housing units from CHAS 2013-2017 and 2019 total housing unit data from
Washington State Office of Financial Management’s April 1 postcensal estimates of housing: 1980, 1990-present. Figures are
rounded, see methodology above for how to recreate unrounded totals.
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Housing Needs

The housing needs part of the housing analysis should include demographic data related to
existing population, household and community trends that could impact future housing
demand (e.g. aging of population). This data will be derived from a mixture of jurisdictional
records, county datasets, state datasets, and federal datasets. The identified need for future
housing should be consistent with the jurisdiction’s population growth and housing targets.
Combined with the results of the needs analysis, these data can provide direction on
appropriate goals and policies for both the housing and land use elements of a jurisdiction’s
comprehensive plan.

The following guidance is offered to ensure the housing inventory and analysis data is
consistently utilized and reported by all jurisdictions in King County:

Affordability gap means the comparison of a jurisdiction’s housing supply as compared
to the countywide need percentages expressed in policy H-1. 2013-2017 housing supply
is included in table H-3 in this appendix. The County will update this table annually and
make it available online.

Age means built in 2014 or later, built 2010 to 2013, built 2000 to 2009, built 1990-1999,
built 1980 to 1989, built 1970 to 1979, built 1960 to 1969, built 1950 to 1959, built 1940
to 1949, built 1939 or earlier.

Number of bedrooms means no bedroom, 1 bedroom, 2 or 3 bedrooms, and 4 or more
bedroomes.

Condition means lacking complete plumbing facilities, lacking complete kitchen facilities,
and/or no telephone service available.

Tenure means renter-occupied and owner-occupied.

Income-restricted units should be reported by AMI limit (i.e. < 30 percent AMI, <50
percent AMI, and < 80 percent AMI).

Moderate-density housing means the following housing types: 1-unit attached; 2 units; 3
or 4 units; 5 to 9 units; 10 to 19 units. High-density housing means the following housing
types: 20 or more units.

Household income by AMI means equal to or less than 30 percent AMI, above 30
percent to 50 percent AMI; above 50 percent to 80 percent AMI, above 80 percent to
100 percent AMI, above 100 percent to 120 percent AMI, and above 120 percent AMI.
Housing cost burden means a household spends more than 30 percent of its household
income on housing costs.

Severe housing cost burden means a household spends more than 50 percent of its
household income on housing costs.
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e Displacement risk means where residents and businesses are at greater risk of
displacement based on PSRC’s index or equivalent composite set of risk indicators such
as: socio-demographics, transportation qualities, neighborhood characteristics, housing,
and civic engagement.

Policy H-5: Evaluate Effectiveness

Prior to updating their comprehensive plan, a jurisdiction must evaluate the effectiveness of
existing housing policies and strategies to meet a significant share of countywide need. This will
help a jurisdiction identify the need to adjust current policies and strategies or implement new
ones. Where possible, jurisdictions are encouraged to identify actual housing units created, by
affordability level, since their last comprehensive plan update.

This evaluation must also identify gaps in existing partnerships, policies, and dedicated
resources for meeting the countywide need and eliminating racial and other disparities in
access to housing and neighborhoods of choice. This exercise helps a jurisdiction understand
what other strategies it should pursue beyond updating the comprehensive plan to meet the
goals of this chapter. Some strategies, like inclusionary housing or new dedicated resources, will
be easier to evaluate a quantitative impact and for others, it may be more qualitative.
Jurisdictions without the ability to identify the impact of each policy may wish to describe the
policies and programs that contributed to creating or preserving a given number of income-
restricted units, special needs housing units, etc.

Policy H-6: Racial Exclusion and Discrimination

To inform a comprehensive plan strategy, a jurisdiction must also document the local history of
racially exclusive and discriminatory land use and housing practices, consistent with local and
regional fair housing reports and other resources.

A jurisdiction must also explain the extent to which that history is still reflected in current
development patterns, housing conditions, tenure, and access to opportunity. Examples of
suitable data include, but are not limited to:
e homeownership rates by race/ethnicity and age;
e concentration or dispersion of affordable housing or housing choice voucher usage
within the jurisdiction;
e affordability of housing in the jurisdiction to the median income household of different
races and ethnicities;

e racial demographics by neighborhood, e.g. degrees of integration and segregation;

AB 6029 | Exhibit 2 | Page 93

Item 9.

Chapter: Appendix 4: Housing Technical Appendix

(00]
o




DocuSign Envelope ID: D2C79C9F-33BC-48EC-93C8-E47E8FAD161E

151

EXHIBIT 2

2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies

e access to areas of opportunity by race and ethnicity;

e demographics of residents in areas of high displacement risk; and

e results of fair housing testing performed or fair housing complaint data within a
jurisdiction.

Jurisdictions must also identify local policies and regulations that result in racially disparate
impacts, displacement, and exclusion in housing, including but not limited to:

e zoning that may have a discriminatory effect;

e disinvestment; and

e infrastructure availability.

Racially restrictive housing covenants, unrecognized treaties with tribes, current exclusionary
zoning, and lack of investment in affordable housing are examples of discriminatory practices or
policies a jurisdiction could include in an assessment. Jurisdictions should not limit their review
to local policies and regulations. The region should share resources and work together to
develop a shared understanding of how racist or discriminatory housing practices and
disparities were perpetuated by all levels of government as well as the private sector. While
each jurisdiction’s assessment will be unique, King County jurisdictions are encouraged to
identify federal, state, and regional practices as well as local.

Finally, a jurisdiction must demonstrate how current strategies are addressing impacts of those
racially exclusive and discriminatory policies and practices. Using this information jurisdictions
should identify and implement policies and regulations to address and begin to undo racially
disparate impacts, displacement, and exclusion in housing caused by local policies, plans, and
actions consistent with the policies in the “Implement Policies and Strategies to Equitably Meet
Housing Needs” section.

Jurisdictions are encouraged to refer to the 2019 King County Analysis of Impediments to Fair
Housing Choice (Analysis of Impediments) to understand current barriers to fair housing choice.
In addition to the guidance offered in this technical appendix, the County will support
jurisdictions in identifying and compiling resources, such as University of Washington reports

and databases, to support this analysis.

Policy H-7: Collaborate Regionally
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The lack of homes affordable to low-income households is a regional problem that requires
regional solutions. Jurisdictional collaboration with diverse partners is key to an effective
regional response. Jurisdictions in their collaboration are encouraged to:
e address the countywide housing need;
e engage and collaborate with other entities in efforts to fund, site, and build affordable
housing;
e join resources;
e raise public and private resources together to provide the additional subsidies required
to develop housing at deeper levels of affordability;
e support affordable housing development or preservation in each other’s jurisdictions;
and

e take other collaborative action to address the countywide housing need.

Partners collaborating with jurisdictions are encouraged to support the following needs:
e technical assistance;

e organizational capacity building;

¢ |and donations;

e financial contributions for operating and capital needs to support affordable housing
development, maintenance and operations needs;

e funding for other needs such as data and monitoring infrastructure; and

e advocate for efforts to fund, site, and build affordable housing.

Policies H-9 through H-24: Implement Policies and Strategies to Meet Housing Needs
Equitably

Jurisdictions need to employ a range of policies, incentives, strategies, actions, and regulations
tailored to equitably meet their housing need. The Puget Sound Regional Council’s Housing
Innovations Program’ presents a range of strategies. The strategies can be filtered by objective,
project type, and affordability level. Strategies marked with an asterisk include more detail and
are proven to be particularly effective at meeting regional housing goals. The Municipal
Research and Services Center (MSRC) and Washington State Department of Commerce also
offers affordable housing-related resources on their websites, including information about
techniques and incentives for encouraging and planning for housing affordability.

Local jurisdictions may also refer to this table for suitable strategies, largely derived from
recommendations from the December 2018 Regional Affordable Housing Task Force Final
Report and Recommendations. King County’s Department of Community and Human Services

7 PSRC Housing Innovations Program https://www.psrc.org/hip
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2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies

will work to periodically update these suggestions on the King County website if new strategies

and best practices emerge.

EXHIBIT 2

Item 9.

Table H-4 Suggested Strategies for Achieving Policy Goals

Policy

Suggested Strategies

H-9 Collaborate with populations most
disproportionately impacted by housing cost
burden in developing, implementing and
monitoring strategies that achieve the goals of
this chapter. Prioritize the needs and solutions
articulated by these disproportionately impacted
populations.

Suggested strategies to ensure the process to
plan for meeting countywide housing need is
equitable include:

e Providing capacity grants to
organizations representing target
communities to support engagement

e Providing other support to ensure those
most disproportionately impacted have
equitable access to participate in
planning discussions (e.g. evening
meetings, translation services, food, and
childcare or travel stipends)

e Establishing clear decision-making
structures that ensures
disproportionately impacted
populations’ needs and solutions are
prioritized and community members and
leaders, organizations, and institutions
share power, voice, and resources

H-10 Adopt intentional, targeted actions that
repair harms to Black, Indigenous, and People of
Color (BIPOC) households from past and current
racially exclusive and discriminatory land use and
housing practices (generally identified through
Policy H-6). Promote equitable outcomes in
partnership with communities most impacted.

A suggested approach to identifying reparative
strategies includes:

e Looking at how current policies are
working to undo past racially exclusive
and discriminatory land use and housing
practices or where they might be
perpetuating that history

e When current policies are perpetuating
the harm, implementing equitable
countermeasures to remove those
policies and their impacts and mitigate
disparate impacts on housing choice,
access, and affordability

e Using PSRC’s Regional Equity Strategy
and associated tools and resources to
center equity in comprehensive planning
processes and intended outcomes

Specific policies and strategies include:
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EXHIBIT 2

Item 9.

Table H-4 Suggested Strategies for Achieving Policy Goals

Policy

Suggested Strategies

e Reduce or eliminate exclusionary zoning

o Implement anti-displacement strategies,
which include addressing housing
stability for low-income renters and
owners as well as preserving cultural
diversity of the community

e Implement policies that increase
affordable homeownership opportunities
for Black, Indigenous, and People of Color
communities

e Distribute affordable housing throughout
a jurisdiction, with a focus on areas of
opportunity

e Consider environmental health of
neighborhoods where affordable housing
exists or is planned and plan for
environmentally healthy neighborhoods

e Support and prioritize projects that
promote access to opportunity, anti-
displacement, and wealth-building
opportunities for Black, Indigenous, and
People of Color communities

Strategies for promoting equitable outcomes in
partnership with communities most impacted
include:

e Utilize an equity impact review tool when
developing or implementing policies or
strategies

e Create and utilize a community
engagement toolkit

e Intentionally include and solicit
engagement from members of
communities of color or low-income
households in policy decision-making and
committees

H-11 Adopt policies, incentives, strategies,
actions, and regulations that increase the supply
of long-term income-restricted housing for
extremely low-, very low-, and low-income
households and households with special needs.

154

Suggested strategies to help meet the need at
these affordability levels include:
e Increase financial contributions to build,
preserve, and operate long-term income-
restricted housing
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Table H-4 Suggested Strategies for Achieving Policy Goals

Policy Suggested Strategies

e Increase the overall supply and diversity
of housing throughout a jurisdiction,
including both rental and ownership

e Provide housing suitable for a range of
household types and sizes, including
housing suitable and affordable for
households with special needs, low-, very
low-, and extremely low-incomes
Implement policies that incentivize the
creation of affordable units, such as
Multifamily Tax Exemption, inclusionary
zoning, and incentive zoning, and density
bonus

e Coordinate with local housing authorities
to use project-based rental subsidies with
incentive/ inclusionary housing units to
achieve deeper affordability

e Implement policies that reduce the cost
to develop affordable housing

e Implement universal design principles to
ensure that buildings and public spaces
are accessible to people with or without
disabilities

e Support sustainable housing
development

e Promote units that accommodate large
households and/or multiple bedrooms

e Prioritize strategies for implementation

that will result in the highest impact '-;é

towards addressing the affordable s

housing gap at the lowest income levels <

H-12 |dentify sufficient capacity of land for An approach to identifying sufficient capacity for _TS
housing including, but not limited to: income- housing types is: %
restricted housing; housing for moderate-, low-, e Consider the local and regional housing =
very low-, and extremely low-income households; needs and available land capacity .g
manufactured housing; multifamily housing; identified in H-4. For example, a :IC::)
group homes; foster care facilities; emergency jurisdiction that doesn’t have any <
housing; emergency shelters; permanent unhoused people may still need to '->8<
supportive housing; and within an urban growth provide sufficient capacity for this o
area boundary, duplexes, triplexes, and population if unmet need exists within <&
townhomes. the county or subregion &
o

2

O

(0 0]
O
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EXHIBIT 2

Item 9.

Table H-4 Suggested Strategies for Achieving Policy Goals

Policy

Suggested Strategies

e Determine if current capacity is sufficient
to meet future needs. For example, most
permanent supportive housing will
require multifamily zoning
Collaborate with other jurisdictions to
identify the subregional or countywide
capacity needed for these housing types
if current need within a jurisdiction is
substantially less than the countywide
need for that housing type

H-13 Implement strategies to overcome cost
barriers to housing affordability. Strategies to do
this vary but can include updating development
standards and regulations, shortening permit
timelines, implementing online permitting,
optimizing residential densities, reducing parking
requirements, and developing programs, policies,
partnerships, and incentives to decrease costs to
build and preserve affordable housing.

Suggested strategies to overcome cost barriers to
housing affordability to consider addressing
include:
e Reduce vehicular parking requirements
e Reduce permitting timelines
e Increase the predictability of the
permitting process
e Reduce sewer fees for affordable housing
e Reduce utility, impact and other fees for
affordable housing and Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADUs)
e Streamline permitting process for
affordable housing development and
ADUs
e Update building codes to promote more
housing growth and innovative, low-cost
development
e Explore incentives similar to the
Multifamily Tax Exemption for the
development of ADUs for low-income
households
e Maximize and expand use of the
Multifamily Tax Exemption
e Offer suitable public land at reduced or
no cost for affordable housing
development
e Before implementing a policy, consider
how it will impact the cost to build
affordable homes

H-14 Prioritize the use of local and/ regional
resources (e.g. funding, surplus property) for

156

income-restricted housing, particularly for

Suggested strategies to effectively prioritize the
use of resources include:
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EXHIBIT 2

Item 9.

Table H-4 Suggested Strategies for Achieving Policy Goals

Policy

Suggested Strategies

extremely low-income households, populations
with special needs, and others with
disproportionately greater housing needs.
Consider projects that promote access to
opportunity, anti-displacement, and wealth-
building for Black, Indigenous, and People of
Color communities to support implementation of
policy H-10.

e Partner with communities most
disproportionately impacted by the
housing crisis, including extremely low-
income households and Black,
Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC)
communities to inform resource design
and allocation decisions. These decisions
should prioritize strategies that reduce
and undo disproportionate harm to these
communities consistent, recognizing that
specific needs of these communities may
vary based on location

e Identify and prioritize underutilized
publicly owned land and nonprofit/ faith
communities for the creation of income-
restricted housing, both rental and
homeownership

e Prioritize sites near transit, quality
schools, parks and other neighborhood
amenities

e Fund acquisition and development of
prioritized sites

e Prioritize public funding resources in a
manner consistent with policy H-9

e Consider the countywide median income
levels of BIPOC households when
designing affordable homeownership
programs and set the affordability levels
such that they are accessible to the
median BIPOC households considered

H-15 Increase housing choices for everyone—
particularly those earning lower wages—that is
co-located with, accessible to, or within a
reasonable commute to major employment
centers and affordable to all income levels.
Ensure there are zoning ordinances and building
policies in place that allow and encourage

157

housing production at levels that improve jobs-

Strategies to increase housing choice near
employment and affordable to all include but are
not limited to®:

e Update zoning and land use regulations
(including in single-family low-rise zones) to
increase density and diversify housing
choices, including but not limited to:

8 PSRC’s Housing Innovations Program (HIP) website provides a searchable database of dozens of suggested strategies. Please
refer to their database for a more comprehensive list of strategies.
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EXHIBIT 2

Item 9.

Table H-4 Suggested Strategies for Achieving Policy Goals

Policy

Suggested Strategies

housing balance throughout the county across all
income levels.

o Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) and
Detached Accessory Dwelling Units
(DADUSs)

Duplex, Triplex, Four-plex

Zero lot line townhomes, row houses,
and stacked flats

Micro/efficiency units

Manufactured housing preservation

o O

Group homes

Foster care facilities

Emergency housing

Emergency shelters

Permanent supportive housing
Low-rise and high-density multifamily
development

o Housing development that
accommodates large households and/or
multiple bedrooms

e Implement strategies that provide for
affordable housing near employment centers,
such as:

o Project-level tools like affordability
covenants when funding income-
restricted units or development
agreements

o Incentives such as density bonuses,
incentive zoning, or Multifamily Tax
Exemption

o Other regulatory tools such as

commercial linkage fees, inclusionary

O O 0 O 0 O O ©O

zoning, or TOD overlays
o Other financial tools such as public land
for affordable housing

H-16 Expand the supply and range of housing
types—including affordable units—at densities
sufficient to maximize the benefits of transit
investments throughout the county.

Suggested zoning, regulation, and incentive
strategies to be applied near transit station areas
and transit corridors served by high-capacity or
frequent transit include:
e Requiring minimum densities in these
areas
e Providing enough multifamily zoning to

accommodate a significant amount of

158
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EXHIBIT 2

Item 9.

Table H-4 Suggested Strategies for Achieving Policy Goals

Policy

Suggested Strategies

the jurisdictional share of affordable
housing in these areas

e Implementing comprehensive
inclusionary/ incentive housing policies
in existing and planned frequent transit
service areas to achieve the deepest
affordability possible through land use
incentives, which may include increased
density; reduced parking requirements,
reduced permit fees, exempted impact
fees, Multifamily Tax Exemption, and
programmatic Environmental Impact
Statements

e Evaluate and update zoning in transit
areas in advance of transit infrastructure
investments

e Evaluate the impact of development fee
reductions in transit areas and
implement reductions if positive impact

e Implement comprehensive
inclusionary/incentive housing policies in
all existing and planned frequent transit
service to achieve the deepest
affordability possible through land use
incentives

e Coordinate with local housing authorities
to use project-based rental subsidies
with incentive/ inclusionary housing
units to achieve deeper affordability
near transit

H-17 Support the development and preservation
of income-restricted affordable housing that is
within walking distance to planned or existing
high-capacity and frequent transit.

159

Preservation strategies to consider include:

e Identify areas that may be at higher risk
of displacement from market forces that
occur with changes to zoning
development regulations and public
capital investments and establish anti-
displacement policies, with consideration
given to the preservation of historical and
cultural communities as well as:

o investments in low-, very low-, and
extremely low-income housing

equitable development initiatives
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Item 9.

Table H-4 Suggested Strategies for Achieving Policy Goals

Policy

Suggested Strategies

160

o inclusionary zoning

o community planning requirements;
tenant protections

o public land disposition policies

o consideration of land that may be
used for affordable housing

e Collect data to better understand the
impacts of growth, and the risks of
residential, economic, and cultural
displacement. Verify this data with
residents at the greatest risk of
displacement, particularly those most
disproportionately impacted by housing
cost burden and neighborhood-based
small business owners. Supplement this
information with regional data about
displacement risk and ongoing
displacement trends that can inform and
drive policy and programs.

e Prioritize affordable housing
investments, incentives, and
preservation tools in areas where
increases in development capacity and
new public capital investments are
anticipated to allow current low-income
residents to stay

e Support the acquisition, rehabilitation,
and preservation of income-restricted
and naturally occurring affordable
housing in areas with a high
displacement risk, for long-term
affordability serving households at or
below 80 percent AMI

e Leverage new development to fund
affordable housing in the same
geography using zoning tools such as
incentive/ inclusionary zoning

e Implement anti-displacement policies
(e.g. community preference, tenant
opportunity to purchase, no net loss of
affordable units, right-to-return,

community benefits agreements)
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Item 9.

Table H-4 Suggested Strategies for Achieving Policy Goals

Policy

Suggested Strategies

e  Prioritize publicly owned land for
affordable housing in areas at high risk of
displacement

e Support community land trust and other
permanent affordability models

e Identify, preserve, and improve cultural
assets

e Increase education to maximize use of
property tax relief programs to help
sustain homeownership for low-income
individuals

e Expand targeted foreclosure prevention

e Preserve manufactured housing
communities and improve the quality of
the housing and associated
infrastructure to improve housing
stability and health for the residents
while also expanding housing choices
affordable to these residents, including
opportunities to cooperatively own their
communities

e Encourage programs to help
homeowners access support needed to
participate in and benefit from infill
development

H-18 Adopt inclusive planning tools and policies
whose purpose is to increase the ability of all
residents in jurisdictions throughout the county
to live in the neighborhood of their choice,
reduce disparities in access to opportunity areas,
and meet the needs of the region’s current and
future residents by:

a. providing access to affordable housing to
rent and own throughout the jurisdiction,
with a focus on areas of high opportunity;

b. expanding capacity for moderate-density
housing throughout the jurisdiction,
especially in areas currently zoned for
lower density single-family detached
housing in the Urban Growth Area, and
capacity for high-density housing, where

161

Other inclusive planning tools and policies that
increase neighborhood choice include:

e Plan for moderate or high-density
housing and complete neighborhoods
within a half-mile walkshed of high-
capacity or frequent transit service in
areas already zoned for residential
housing and where exposure to air
pollution and particulate matter is low to
moderate.

e Plan for complete neighborhoods around
existing and planned essential services
throughout a jurisdiction

e Establish a designation that allows more
housing types within single-family zoned
areas near parks, schools, and other
services
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Item 9.

Table H-4 Suggested Strategies for Achieving Policy Goals

Policy

Suggested Strategies

appropriate, consistent with the Regional
Growth Strategy;

evaluating the feasibility of, and
implementing, where appropriate,
inclusionary and incentive zoning to
provide affordable housing; and
providing access to housing types that
serve a range of household sizes, types,
and incomes, including 2+ bedroom
homes for families with children and/or
adult roommates and accessory dwelling
units, efficiency studios, and/or
congregate residences for single adults.

Housing types to allow development that
is compatible in scale with existing
housing

Revise parking regulations to prioritize
housing and public space for people over
space to park cars

Allow the conversion of existing houses
into multiple units

Allow additional units on corner lots, lots
along alleys and arterials, and lots on
zone edges

Incentivize the retention of existing
houses by making development
standards more flexible when additional
units are added

Provide technical and design resources
for landowners and communities to
redevelop and maintain ownership.
Reduce or remove minimum lot size
requirements

Create incentives for building more than
one unit on larger than average lots
Limit the size of new single-unit
structures, especially on larger than
average lots

Retain and increase family-sized and
family-friendly housing

Remove the occupancy limit for
unrelated persons in single-family zones,
if applicable

H-19 Lower barriers to and promote access to
affordable homeownership for extremely low-,
very low-, and low--income, households.

Suggested strategies to increase access to
affordable homeownership for lower-income
households include:

a.

162

Emphasize:

supporting long-term affordable
homeownership opportunities for
households at or below 80 percent AMI
(which may require up-front initial public
subsidy and policies that support diverse
housing types); and

remedying historical inequities in and
expanding access to homeownership

Support alternative homeownership
models that lower barriers to ownership
and provide long-term affordability, such
as community land trusts, and limited or
shared equity co-ops

Encourage programs to help
homeowners, particularly low-income
homeowners, access financing, technical

support or other tools needed to
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Table H-4 Suggested Strategies for Achieving Policy Goals

Policy

Suggested Strategies

opportunities for Black, Indigenous and
People of Color communities.

participate in and benefit from infill
development opportunities

e Increase educational efforts to ensure
maximum use of property tax relief
programs to help sustain homeownership
for low-income individuals

e Expand targeted foreclosure prevention

e Preserve existing manufactured housing
communities through use-specific zoning
or transfer of development rights

H-20 Adopt policies and strategies that promote
equitable development and mitigate
displacement, with consideration given to the
preservation of historical and cultural
communities as well as investments in low-, very
low-, extremely low-, and moderate-income
housing production and preservation; dedicated
funds for land acquisition; manufactured housing
community preservation, inclusionary zoning;
community planning requirements; tenant
protections; public land disposition policies; and
land that may be used for affordable housing.
Mitigate displacement that may result from
planning efforts, large-scale private investments,
and market pressure. Implement anti-
displacement measures prior to or concurrent
with development capacity increases and public
capital investments.

Suggested equitable development and anti-
displacement strategies include:

e Consider and plan for socioeconomic
diversity and cultural stability

e Encourage homeownership opportunities
for low-income households

e Acquire and preserve manufactured
housing communities to prevent
displacement

e Acquire land for affordable housing
ahead of planned infrastructure
investments or other investments that
may increase land and housing costs

e Implement a community preference
policy that allows housing developments
to prioritize certain applicants when
leasing or selling units in communities at
high risk of displacement.

e Implement tenant protections that
increase stability such as:
o Notice of rent increase
o Right to live with family
o Just cause eviction for tenants on

termed leases

o Tenant relocation assistance

e Establish programs to invest in
underrepresented communities to
promote community-driven development
and/ or prevent displacement

H-21 Implement, promote and enforce fair
housing policies and practices so that every
person in the county has equitable access and

163

Suggested fair housing policies and practices
include:
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Table H-4 Suggested Strategies for Achieving Policy Goals

Policy

Suggested Strategies

opportunity to thrive in their communities of
choice, regardless of their race, gender identity,
sexual identity, ability, use of a service animal,
age, immigration status, national origin, familial
status, religion, source of income, military status,
or membership in any other relevant category of
protected people.

Invest in programs that provide fair
housing education for both renters and
landlords, enforcement, and testing
Engage underrepresented communities
on an ongoing basis to better understand
Remove barriers to housing and increase
access to opportunity

Provide more housing for vulnerable
populations

Provide more housing choices for people
with large families

Support efforts to increase housing
stability.

Preserve and increase affordable housing
in communities at high risk of
displacement

Review and update zoning to increase
housing options and supply in urban
areas

Work with communities to guide
investments in historically underserved
communities.

Report annually on fair housing goals and
progress

H-22 Adopt and implement policies that protect
housing stability for renter households; expand
protections and supports for low-income renters
and renters with disabilities.

164

Tenant protection policies to consider include:

Just cause eviction for tenants with
termed leases

Increase time periods for notice of rent
increases

Prohibit discrimination in housing against
tenants and potential tenants with arrest
records, conviction records, and criminal
history

Tenant relocation assistance

Increase access to legal services

Rental inspection programs

Supports for landlords that promote tenant
stability include:
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Table H-4 Suggested Strategies for Achieving Policy Goals

Policy

Suggested Strategies

e Establish a fund that landlords can access
to make repairs so costs are not passed
on to low-income renters

e Increase education for tenants and
property owners regarding their
respective rights and responsibilities

Supports for low-income renters and people with
disabilities to consider include:
e Shallow and deep rent subsidies
e Emergency rental assistance
e Services to address barriers to housing,
including tenant screening reports and
civic legal aid
e Increased funding for services that help
people with disabilities stay in their
homes and/or age in place

H-23 Adopt and implement programs and policies
that ensure healthy and safe homes.

165

Strategies to improve the quality and safety of
housing include:
e Establish and promote healthy housing
standards
e Provide home repair assistance for
households earning at or below 80
percent AMI
e Implement proactive rental inspection
programs
e Implement just cause eviction to protect
tenants from landlords retaliating if they
request basic maintenance and repairs
to maintain a healthy and safe living
environment
e Partner with Aging & Disability
organizations to integrate accessibility
services
See the King County Board of Health Guideline
and Recommendation on Healthy Housing for

additional guidance.®

9 See link: https://kingcounty.gov/depts/health/board-of-health/~/media/depts/health/board-of-
health/documents/guidelines/guideline-recommendation-18-01-attachment-A.ashx
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Policy Suggested Strategies
H-24 Plan for residential neighborhoods that When planning for residential neighborhoods

protect and promote the health and well-being of | that protect and promote health and well-being
residents by supporting equitable access to parks | of residents, suggested strategies include:

and open space, safe pedestrian and bicycle e Plan for housing in conjunction with
routes, clean air, soil and water, fresh and other infrastructure investments to
healthy foods, high-quality education from early support equitable access to opportunity
learning through K-12, affordable and high- for households with a range of incomes
quality transit options and living wage jobs and and ensure the siting of homes is not in
by avoiding or mitigating exposure to close to environmental hazards and
environmental hazards and pollutants. pollutants

e Analyze disparities in access to amenities
and invest in affordable housing in areas
with high access to these amenities while
providing services and investment in

areas where low-income people live

166

Policies H-25 and H-26: Measure Results and Provide Accountability

Success at meeting a community’s need for housing can only be determined by measuring
results and evaluating changes to housing supply and need. Cities and the County will
collaborate to monitor basic information annually, as they may already do for permits and
development activity. Annual tracking of information such as new policies, new units, and
zoning changes will make periodic assessments easier and more efficient. A limited amount of
annual monitoring will also aid in providing timely information to decision makers

The purpose of “measuring results and providing accountability” is to motivate and enhance
learning, collaboration, and progress. While some CPPs clearly lend themselves to quantitative
measures and straightforward evaluation, some do not. This is often true when factors like the
result of engagement with disproportionately impacted community members significantly
shape implementation or where quantitative data is lacking. In these cases, jurisdictions have
the liberty to make any reasonable interpretation of the policy and report as completely and
honestly as possible how well the policy has been met.

Policy H-25 requires cities and the County to collaborate in this monitoring to ensure continual
review of the effectiveness of local strategies at meeting the countywide need. The information
will be collected by King County and reported annually in a public-facing, interactive regional
affordable housing dashboard.

Policy H-27: Adjust Strategies to Meet Housing Needs

The data collected annually provides an opportunity for cities and the County to adapt to
changing conditions and new information when monitoring finds that the adopted strategies
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are insufficient for meeting the countywide need or result in the perpetuation of the
inequitable distribution of affordable housing. Adaptation strategies can occur before the next
comprehensive planning cycle during annual comprehensive plan updates, updates to the land
use map, and/or a jurisdiction’s urban growth strategy (buildable lands) reporting process. The
King County Affordable Housing Committee can serve as a venue for discussing regional
progress and challenges jurisdictions face. The results of these conversations and
recommended actions to meet countywide need more effectively can be shared with the
Growth Management Planning Council.
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Appendix 5: King County School Siting Task Force Report

On March 31, 2012 the School Siting Task Force issued the following report and
recommendations related to 18 undeveloped school sites in King County, and future school
siting. Countywide Planning Policies DP-52, PF-13, PF-19, and PF-21 contain references to this
report, and in particular the Site Specific Solutions table found on pages 15-19 of the School
Siting Task Force Report.

The complete report and associated documents can be found on the Countywide Planning
Policies website at:

e https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-
budget/regional-planning/CPPs.aspx
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2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies

1. Purpose of Center

Metro Growth Centers

Regional Metro Growth Centers
have a primary regional role.
They have dense existing jobs
and housing, high-quality transit
service, and are planning for
significant, equitable growth
and opportunity. They serve as
major transit hubs for the
region and provide regional
services and serve as major civic
and cultural centers.

Appendix 6: King County Centers Designation Framework

‘ Urban Growth Centers

Regional Urban Growth Centers
play an important regional role,
with dense existing jobs and
housing, high-quality transit
service, and planning for
significant, equitable growth
and opportunity. These centers
may represent areas where
major investments — such as
high-capacity transit —offer new
opportunities for growth.

‘ Countywide Growth Centers

Countywide growth centers!?
serve important roles as places
for equitably concentrating
jobs, housing, shopping, and
recreational opportunities.
These are often smaller
downtowns, high-capacity
transit station areas, or
neighborhood centers that are
linked by transit, provide a mix
of housing and services, and
serve as focal points for local
and county investment.

‘Industrial Employment Centers

Regional Industrial Employment
Centers are highly active
industrial areas with significant
existing jobs, core industrial
activity, evidence of long-term
demand, and regional role. They
have a legacy of industrial
employment and represent
important long-term industrial
areas, such as deep-water ports
and major manufacturing and
can be accessed by transit.
Designation is to, at a minimum,
preserve existing industrial jobs
and land use and to continue to
equitably grow industrial
employment and opportunity in

Industrial Growth Centers

Regional Industrial Growth
Centers are clusters of industrial
lands that have significant value
to the region and potential for
future equitable job growth.
These large areas of industrial
land serve the region with
international employers,
industrial infrastructure,
concentrations of industrial
jobs, evidence of long- term
potential, and can be accessed
by transit. Designation will
continue growth of industrial
employment and preserve the
region’s industrial land base for
long-term growth and

EXHIBIT 2

Countywide Industrial Centers

Countywide industrial centers
serve as important local
industrial areas. These areas
support equitable access to
living wage jobs and serve a key
role in the county’s
manufacturing/industrial
economy.

Item 9.

these centers where possible. retention.
2. Distribution of Centers Centers are designated to Same Same Same Same Same
achieve the countywide land
use vision and are based on
meeting the expectations of the
framework. No arbitrary limit
on the number of centers will
be established.
PART 1. DESIGNATION
PROCESS AND SCHEDULE
A. Designation Process
1. jurisdiction ordinance, Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
motion, or resolution
authorizing submittal of
application
2. Fill out Form Yes Yes KC to have an application form }Yes Yes KC to have an application form
and process. and process.
3. Submit for eligibility review. |Yes Yes IJT staff to review and present |} Yes Yes IJT staff to review and present

Staff review and report

to GMPC.

to GMPC.

169

12 King County does not yet have designated countywide centers, although many jurisdictions have local centers that may be equivalent. Local centers are eligible for regional and countywide funding, and this funding is distributed based on criteria and formula.
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2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies

Metro Growth Centers

Urban Growth Centers

Countywide Growth Centers

Industrial Employment Centers

Industrial Growth Centers

EXHIBIT 2

Countywide Industrial Centers

Item 9.

13 The PSRC Center Plan Checklist defines key concepts and provisions jurisdictions should use in planning for the designated centers. This includes the following: establishing a vision, considering natural and built environment topics, establishing geographic boundaries and growth targets,

planning for a mix of land uses, addressing design standards, planning for a variety of housing types including affordable housing in growth centers, addressing economic development, and providing for public services and facilities, including multimodal transportation, all as appropriate and
tailored to the center type and function.

14 For Countywide Centers the topics in the Center Plan Checklist should be addressed, except that growth targets are not required, and they can be met through inclusion of a dedicated chapter in the Comprehensive Plan that specifies how each required topic is addressed for each countywide
center, rather than in stand-alone subarea plans.

4. GMPC recommendation to Yes Yes KC to have an application form JYes Yes KC to have an application form
PSRC and process. and process.
B. Schedule
1. Applications limited to major | Yes Yes Yes. KC to have a 5-year cycle or | Yes Yes Yes. KC to have a 5 year cycle or
updates. Call for new consider following PSRC major consider following PSRC major
application approx. every 5 plan updates. plan updates.
years.
C. Redesignation
1. Follows PSRC re-designation | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
process
PART 2: CENTER ELIGIBILITY
A. Local and Countywide
Commitment
1. center identified in Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Comprehensive Plan
2. demonstrate center is local |Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes. And, commitment to Yes. And area has important
priority for growth and protecting and preserving county role and concentration
investments industrial uses, strategies, and | of industrial land or jobs with
incentives to encourage evidence of long-term demand.
industrial uses in the center,
and established partnerships
with relevant parties to ensure
success of o
manufacturing/industrial g
center. 2
B. Planning 2
1. completed center plan Yes Yes Yes! Yes Yes. And, in consultation with Yes 10 5
meeting Plan Review Manual public ports and other affected §
specifications 3 government entities. 2
2. environmental review shows | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes d:
area appropriate for density o
3. assessment of housing need | Yes Yes Yes, as part of subarea planor | Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable Q'C’
and cultural assets, including in dedicated Comprehensive >
displacement of residents and Plan chapter §
businesses é
v
No)
X
|-
o
<
o
2
O

o

O_l
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2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies

Metro Growth Centers

Urban Growth Centers

Countywide Growth Centers

Industrial Employment Centers

Industrial Growth Centers

EXHIBIT 2

Countywide Industrial Centers

Item 9.

4. documentation of tools to Yes Yes Yes, as part of subarea plan or | Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable

provide range of affordable and in dedicated Comprehensive

fair housing Plan chapter

5. documentation of Yes Yes Yes, as part of subarea planor JYes Yes Yes

community engagement, in dedicated Comprehensive

including with priority Plan chapter

populations ¥

C. Jurisdiction and Location

1. new Centers should be in Yes Yes Cities or Unincorporated Yes Yes Cities or Unincorporated

cities

Urban?®

Urban?®?

2. if unincorporated area: Not allowed in unincorporated | Not allowed in unincorporated | Encouraged Not allowed in unincorporated | Not allowed in unincorporated | Encouraged
a. it has link light rail and is urban area urban area urban area urban area
affiliated for annexation
b. joint planning is occurring Not allowed in unincorporated | Not allowed in unincorporated |Encouraged Not allowed in unincorporated | Not allowed in unincorporated |Encouraged
urban area urban area urban area urban area
c. plans for annexation or Not applicable (center type Not applicable (center type Encouraged Not allowed in unincorporated | Not allowed in unincorporated | Encouraged
incorporation are required does not exist in does not exist in urban area urban area
unincorporated area). unincorporated area).
D. Existing Conditions
1. infrastructure and utilities Yes Yes Yes Yes. Must include presence of | Yes. Access to relevant Yes
can support growth irreplaceable industrial transportation infrastructure
infrastructure such as working | including freight.
maritime port facilities, air and
rail freight facilities.
2. center has mix of housing Yes Yes Yes Not applicable The center has an economic Not applicable.
and employment impact.
E. Boundaries
1. justification for center Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
boundaries
2. boundary generally round or | Yes Yes Compact, walkable size Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable
square
F. Transportation
1. center has bicycle and Yes Yes Yes. Supports multimodal Defined transportation demand | Defined transportation demand | Defined transportation demand

pedestrian infrastructure and
amenities

transportation, including
pedestrian infrastructure and
amenities, and bicycle
infrastructure and amenities.

management strategies in
place.

management strategies in
place.

management strategies in place

171

15 King County's "Fair and Just" Ordinance 16948, as amended, identifies four demographic groups, including: low-income, limited English proficiency, people of color, and immigrant populations.

16 For multi-jurisdiction centers, please describe the manner and structure (e.g. interlocal agreement, memorandum of understanding) with which the jurisdictions will plan together over the long-term.
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2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies

Metro Growth Centers

Urban Growth Centers

Countywide Growth Centers

Industrial Employment Centers

Industrial Growth Centers

EXHIBIT 2

Countywide Industrial Centers

Item 9.

2. center has street pattern Yes Yes Yes. Supports multimodal Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable
supporting walkability transportation, including street
pattern that supports
walkability.
3. freight access Yes To be addressed in subarea plan | To be addressed in subarea plan | Access to relevant Same To be addressed in subarea plan
transportation infrastructure
including freight.

PART 3: CENTER CRITERIA

A. Purpose

1. Compatibility with VISION Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

centers concept, Regional

Growth Strategy and

Multicounty Planning Policies

B. Activity level/Zoning ¥’

1. existing activity 8 60 activity unit density 30 activity unit density (AUs 18 activity unit density 10,000 jobs 4,000 jobs 1,000 existing jobs and/or 500
refer to combined jobs and acres of industrial land
population)

2. planned activity Above 120 activity unit density | 60 activity unit density 30 activity unit density 20,000 jobs 10,000 jobs 4,000 jobs

3. sufficient zoned capacity

Yes. Should be higher than
target and supports a compact,
complete, and mature urban
form.

Yes. Should be higher than
target.

Should have capacity and be
planning for additional growth

Yes. Should be higher than
target.

Yes. Should be higher than
target.

Should have capacity and be
planning for additional growth.

4. planning mix of housing
types and employment types

Planning for at least 15%
residential and 15%
employment activity

Planning for at least 15%
residential and 15%
employment activity

Planning for at least 20%
residential and 20%
employment, unless unique
circumstances make these
percentages not possible to
achieve.

At least 50% of the employment
must be industrial employment.
Strategies to retain industrial
uses are in place.

At least 50% of the employment
must be industrial employment.
Strategies to retain industrial
uses are in place.

At least 50% of the employment
must be industrial employment.
Strategies to retain industrial
uses are in place.

C. Geographic Size

1. minimum size 320 acres 200 acres 160 No set threshold; size based on | 2000 acres 1,000 existing jobs and/or 500
justification for the boundary. acres of industrial land
2. maximum size 640 acres (larger if internal HCT) | 640 acres (larger if internal HCT) | 500 acres No set threshold; size based on | No set threshold; size based on | No set threshold; size based on

justification for the boundary.

justification for the boundary.

justification for the boundary.

D. Transit

172

17 pPSRC’s 2015 guidance on Transit Supportive Densities and Land Uses cites an optimal level of 56-116 activity units per acre to support light rail, dependent on transit costs per mile. The guidance indicates an optimal threshold of at least 17 activity units per acre to support bus rapid transit.

Note: the existing threshold in the CPPs is roughly equivalent to 85 AUs existing activity for King County Urban Centers.

18 For existing centers, not meeting existing activity unit thresholds is not grounds for de-designation or re-designation by the Growth Management Planning Council.

AB 6029 | Exhibit 2 | Page 115

Chapter: Appendix 6: King County Centers Designation Framework

N —
(@



https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/tsdluguidancepaper.pdf

DocuSign Envelope ID: D2C79C9F-33BC-48EC-93C8-E47E8FAD161E

2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies

1. existing or planned transit
service levels

Metro Growth Centers

Major transit hub, has high
quality/high-capacity existing or
planned service including
existing or planned light rail,
commuter rail, ferry, or other
high-capacity transit with
similar frequent service as light
rail. (18 hours, 15-minute
headways)

Urban Growth Centers

Fixed route bus, regional bus,
Bus Rapid Transit or frequent
all-day bus service (16 hours, 15
minute headways). High-
capacity transit may substitute
for fixed-route bus.

Countywide Growth Centers

Yes, has frequent, all-day, fixed-
route bus service (16 hours, 15-
minute headways).

Industrial Employment Centers

Must have existing or planned
frequent, local, express, or
flexible transit service.

Should have documented
strategies to reduce commute
impacts through transportation
demand management that are
consistent with the Regional
TDM Action Plan.

Industrial Growth Centers

Same.

EXHIBIT 2

Countywide Industrial Centers

Should have local fixed-route or
flexible transit service.

Item 9.

2. transit-supportive
infrastructure

Provides transit priority (bus
lanes, queue jumps, signal
priority, etc.) within the right-
of-way to maintain speed and
reliability of transit service.
Provides infrastructure (i.e.
pedestrian and bicycle) that
improves rider access to transit
service and increases amenities
to make transit an inviting
option.

Provides transit priority (bus
lanes, queue jumps, signal
priority, etc.) within the right-
of-way to maintain speed and
reliability of transit service.
Provides infrastructure (i.e.
pedestrian and bicycle) that
improves rider access to transit
service and increases amenities
to make transit an inviting
option.

Supports connection/transfers
between routes and other
modes. Provides infrastructure
(i.e. pedestrian and bicycle) that
improves rider access to transit
service and increases amenities
to make transit an inviting
option.

Provides transit priority (bus
lanes, queue jumps, signal
priority, etc.) within the right-
of-way to maintain speed and
reliability of transit service.
Provides infrastructure (i.e.
pedestrian and bicycle) that
improves rider access to transit
service and increases amenities
to make transit an inviting
option.

Supports connection/transfers
between routes and other
modes, and increases amenities
to make transit an inviting
option.

Supports connection/transfers
between routes and other
modes, and increases amenities
to make transit an inviting
option.

E. Market Potential

1. Evidence of future market
potential to support target and
planned densities

Yes, with Market Study required

Yes, with Market Study required

Market Study encouraged

Yes, with Market Study required

Yes, with Market Study required

Market Study encouraged

2. Market data will inform
adoption of land use, housing,
economic development, and
investment strategies,
including equitable
development strategies.®

Required within Market Study

Required within Market Study

Encouraged within Market
Study

Required within Market Study,
tailored for industrial
employment.

Required within Market Study,
tailored for industrial
employment.

Encouraged within Market
Study, tailored for industrial
employment.

F. Role

significant, and equitable
growth

1. Evidence of regional or Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
countywide role by serving as

important destination

2. Planning for long-term, Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

173

G. Zoning

19 For residential development, strategies and tools could include mandatory inclusionary housing, multifamily tax exemption, or others. For commercial and industrial development, strategies and tools could include priority hire policies, incentives for affordable commercial space, or others.
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2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies

Metro Growth Centers

Urban Growth Centers

Countywide Growth Centers

Industrial Employment Centers

Industrial Growth Centers

EXHIBIT 2

Countywide Industrial Centers

1. specific zones required No No No At least 75% land area zoned for | Same At least 75% of land area zoned
core industrial uses. This for core industrial uses.
includes manufacturing,
transportation, warehousing
and freight terminals.

2. specific zones prohibited No No No Commercial uses within core Same Same

industrial zones shall be strictly
limited.

174
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2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies

GLOSSARY

Affordable Housing: Housing that is affordable at 30 percent or less of a household’s monthly
income. This is a general term that may include housing affordable to a wide range of income
levels and includes income-restricted and non-income units.

Affordable Housing Committee: A committee of the King County Growth Management
Planning Council chartered to recommend actions and assess regional progress to advance
affordable housing solutions and function as a point of coordination and accountability for
affordable housing efforts across King County.

Agricultural Production District: A requirement of the Growth Management Act for cities and
counties to designate, where appropriate, agricultural lands that are not characterized by urban
growth, have soils suitable for agriculture, and that have long-term significance for commercial
farming. The King County Comprehensive Plan designates Agricultural Production Districts
where the principal land use should be agriculture.

Area Median Income: The annual household income for the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development calculates median income for each metropolitan region. These are used to
determine income limits for government affordable housing programs.

Buildable Lands Program: A requirement of the Growth Management Act for certain counties
in western Washington to report on a regular basis the amount of residential and commercial
development that has occurred, the densities of that development, and an estimate of each
jurisdiction’s ability to accommodate its growth target based on the amount of development
that existing zoning would allow.

Clean Renewable Energy: Includes the production of electricity from wind, solar and
geothermal and does not include production of energy created by combustion of fuel that
causes greenhouse gas emissions or produces hazardous waste.

Climate Change: The variation in the earth’s global climate over time. It describes changes in
the variability or average state of the atmosphere. Climate change may result from natural
factors or processes (such as change in ocean circulation) or from human activities that change
the atmosphere’s composition (such as burning fossil fuels or deforestation.)

Climate Change Adaptation refers to actions taken to adapt to unavoidable impacts as a result
of climate change. Climate Change Mitigation refers to actions taken to reduce the future
effects of climate change.

bt = ‘ Chapter: GLOSSARY
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Comprehensive Plan: A plan prepared by a local government following the requirements of the
Washington Growth Management Act, containing policies to guide local actions regarding land

use, transportation, housing, utilities, capital facilities, and economic development in ways that
will accommodate at least the adopted 20-year targets for housing and employment growth.

Cost Burden: When a household spends more than 30 percent of their gross monthly income
on housing costs.

Countywide Need: Also called the countywide affordable housing need, this is the number of
additional, affordable homes needed in King County by 2044 so that no household earning at or
below 80 percent of area median income is housing cost burdened. The countywide need for
housing is estimated at 263,000 affordable homes affordable at or below 80 percent area
median income built or preserved by 2044 as shown in Table H-1.

Displacement: The involuntary relocation of current residents or businesses from their current
residence. This is a different phenomenon than when property owners voluntarily sell their
interests to capture an increase in value. Physical displacement is the result of eviction,
acquisition, rehabilitation, or demolition of property, or the expiration of covenants on rent- or
income-restricted housing. Economic displacement occurs when residents and businesses can
no longer afford escalating housing costs. Cultural displacement occurs when people choose to
move because their neighbors and culturally related businesses have left the area.

Environmental Justice: The fair distribution of costs and benefits, based on a consideration for
social equity. Environmental justice is concerned with the right of all people to enjoy a safe,
clean, and healthy environment, and with fairness across racial, social, and economic groups in
the siting and operation of infrastructure, facilities, or other large land uses.

Equitable Development: Public and private investments, programs, and policies in
neighborhoods, characterized by high levels of chronic and recent displacement; a history of
racially driven disinvestment; and significant populations of marginalized communities. This
work is conducted in partnership with community stakeholders to meet the needs of
marginalized people and reduce disparities, taking into account history and current conditions,
so that quality of life outcomes such as access to quality education, living wage employment,
healthy environment, affordable housing, and transportation, are equitably distributed for the
people currently living and working there, as well as for new people moving in.

Extremely Low-Income Households: Households earning 30 percent of the area median income
or less for their household size.
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Fossil Fuels: Petroleum and petroleum products, coal, and natural gas such as methane,
propane, and butane, derived from prehistoric organic matter and used to generate energy.
Fossil fuels do not include:
a) Petrochemicals that are used primarily for non-fuel products, such as asphalt, plastics,
lubricants, fertilizer, roofing, and paints;
b) Fuel additives, such as denatured ethanol and similar fuel additives, or renewable fuels,
such as biodiesel or renewable diesel with less than five percent fossil fuel content; or
c) Methane generated from the waste management process, such as wastewater
treatment, anaerobic digesters, landfill waste management, livestock manure and
composting processes.

Fossil Fuel Facility: A commercial facility used primarily to receive, store, refine, process,
transfer, wholesale trade or transport fossil fuels, such as, but not limited to, bulk terminals,
bulk storage facilities, bulk refining and bulk handling facilities. Fossil fuel facilities do not
include individual storage facilities of up to thirty thousand gallons and total cumulative
facilities per site of sixty thousand gallons for the purposes of retail or direct-to-consumer sales,
facilities or activities for local consumption; noncommercial facilities, such as storage for
educational, scientific or governmental use; or uses preempted by federal rule or law.

Forest Production District: A requirement of the Growth Management Act for cities and
counties to designate, where appropriate, forest lands that are not characterized by urban
growth and that have long-term significance for the commercial production of timber. The King
County Comprehensive Plan designates Forest Production Districts where the primary use
should be commercial forestry.

Frequent Transit: Transit service that is “show-up and go,” that comes frequently enough that
passengers do not require a schedule.

Frontline Communities: Those communities that are disproportionately impacted by climate
change due to existing and historical racial, social, environmental, and economic inequities, and
who have limited resources and/or capacity to adapt. These populations often experience the
earliest and most acute impacts of climate change, but whose experiences afford unique
strengths and insights into climate resilience strategies and practices. Frontline communities
include Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC) communities, immigrants and refugees,
people living with low incomes, communities experiencing disproportionate pollution exposure,
women and gender non-conforming people, LGBTQIA+ (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender,
queer, intersex, asexual, + other) people, people who live and/or work outside, those with
existing health issues, people with limited English skills, and other climate-vulnerable groups.

Chapter: GLOSSARY
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Growth Management Act: State law (RCW 36.70A) that requires local governments to prepare
comprehensive plans (including land use, transportation, housing, capital facilities and utilities)
to accommodate 20 years of expected growth. Other provisions of the Growth Management
Act require developing and adopting countywide planning policies to guide local comprehensive
planning in a coordinated and consistent manner.

Growth Targets: The number of residents, housing, or jobs that a jurisdiction is expected to use
as the land use assumption in its comprehensive plan. Growth targets are set by countywide
planning groups for counties and cities to meet the Growth Management Act requirement to
allocate urban growth that is projected for the succeeding twenty-year period (RCW
36.70A.110). Countywide growth targets are articulated in the Development Patterns chapter.

Greenhouse Gas: Components of the atmosphere that contribute to global warming, including
carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and fluorinated gases. Human activities have added to
the levels of most of these naturally occurring gases.

Health Disparity: A gap or difference in health status between different groups of people,
including race, income, education, and geographic location. This health difference is closely
linked with social, economic, and/or environmental disadvantage.

Healthy Housing: Housing that protects all residents from exposure to harmful substances and
environments, reduces the risk of injury, provides opportunities for safe and convenient daily
physical activity, and assures access to healthy food and social connectivity.

High-Capacity Transit: Transit modes that operate principally on exclusive rights-of-way which
provides a substantially higher level of passenger capacity, speed, and service frequency than
traditional public transportation systems operating principally in general purpose roadways,
including light rail, streetcar, commuter rail, ferry terminals, and bus rapid transit stations.

High-Density Housing: Multifamily housing of a certain density that is considered to be more
intensive than moderate-density housing. This designation includes housing types of 20 or more
units.

Historically Underserved Communities: Groups of people living in places that have experienced
a long-term pattern of lacking investment in public services and amenities relative to
neighboring communities or an expected standard.

Housing Affordability: Refers to the balance (or imbalance) between incomes and housing
costs within a community or region. A common measurement compares the number of
households in certain income categories to the number of units in the market that are

Chapter: GLOSSARY
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Industry Clusters: Specific economic segments and industry clusters that are the focus of the
Puget Sound Regional Council's Regional Economic Strategy.

Incentive Zoning: Incentive zoning is a broad regulatory framework for encouraging and
stimulating development that provides a desired public benefit as established in adopted
planning goals. An incentive zoning system is implemented on top of an existing base of
development regulations and works by offering developers regulatory allowances in exchange
for public benefits.

Income-Restricted Affordable Housing Units: Housing units that provide lower-income people
with an affordable place to live. To be eligible to live in one of these units, a prospective
tenant’s gross monthly income must be below a certain income threshold. The unit is also
limited in price so as to be affordable to households at certain income levels.

Inclusionary Zoning: Inclusionary zoning stipulates that new residential development in certain
zones includes some proportion or number of affordable housing units or meets some type of
alternative compliance. Inclusionary zoning taps into economic gains from rising real estate
values to create affordable housing for lower-income households. This mandatory approach
can create more affordable housing in neighborhoods with access to transportation and quality
jobs.

Jobs-Housing Balance: A planning concept which advocates that housing and employment be
located closer together, with an emphasis on matching housing options with nearby jobs, so
workers have shorter commutes or can eliminate vehicle trips. Improving balance means
adding more housing to job-rich areas and more jobs to housing-rich areas. It also means
ensuring a variety of housing choices available to a people earning variety of incomes in
proximity to job centers to provide opportunities for residents to live close to where they work
regardless of their income.

King County Open Space System: A regional system of county-owned parks, trails, natural
areas, working agricultural and forest resource lands, and flood hazard management lands.

Low-Income Households: Households earning between 51 percent and 80 percent of the Area
Median Income for their household size.

Manufacturing/Industrial Centers: Designated locations within King County cities meeting
criteria detailed in the King County Centers Designation Framework.

Mixed-Use Development: A building or buildings constructed as a single project which contains
more than one use, typically including housing plus retail and/or office uses.

AB 6029 | Exhibit 2 | Page 122

Item 9.

Chapter: GLOSSARY

\O_l
(@




DocuSign Envelope ID: D2C79C9F-33BC-48EC-93C8-E47E8FAD161E

180

EXHIBIT 2
2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies

Moderate-Density Housing: Housing of a certain density that bridges a gap between single-
family housing and more intense multifamily and commercial areas and provides opportunities
for housing types that are inclusive to people of different ages, life stages, and incomes.
Moderate-density housing includes but is not limited to duplexes, townhomes, and low-rise
apartments and range in unit count from 1-unit attached up to 19 units.

Moderate-Income Households: Households earning between 81 percent and 120 percent of
the Area Median Income for their household size.

Monitoring: An organized process for gathering and assessing information related to achieving
established goals and policies. The process uses performance indicators to show progress
toward, movement away from, or static state in policy implementation or policy achievement.
Implementation monitoring tracks whether agreed-upon actions are taking place. Performance
monitoring assesses whether desired results are achieved.

Natural Resource Lands: Designated areas within King County that have long-term significance
for agricultural, forestry, or mining. See Appendix 1: Generalized Land Use Categories Map.

Open Space: A range of green places, including natural and resource areas (such as forests),
recreational areas (such as parks and trails), and other areas set aside from development (such
as plazas).

Opportunity Areas: Areas with high quality schools, jobs, transit; access to parks, open space,
and clean air, water, and soil; and other key determinants of social, economic, and physical
well-being.

Populations Disproportionately Impacted by Housing Cost Burden: When a household spends
more than 30 percent of their income on their housing, they are considered cost burdened.
Black, Indigenous, and Latinx households, as well as many immigrant and refugee households,
are disproportionately represented both among households earning less than 80 percent of
AMI as well as among cost burdened households, in part due to the legacy of structural racism
and discrimination in housing and land use policies and practices. Households earning at or
below 30 percent are also more disproportionately impacted by housing cost burden than
higher income households.

Potential Annexation Area: A portion of the urban unincorporated area in King County that a

city has identified it will annex at some future date. See Appendix 2: Potential Annexation Areas
Map.
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Purchase of Development Rights: Programs that buy and then extinguish development rights
on a property to restrict development and limit uses exclusively for open space or resource-
based activities such as farming and forestry. Covenants run with the land in perpetuity so that
the property is protected from development regardless of ownership.

Regional Growth Strategy: The strategy defined in VISION 2050 that was developed by the
Puget Sound Regional Council to help guide growth in the four-county region that includes King,
Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. VISION 2050 directs most of the region’s forecasted
growth into designated Urban Areas, and concentrates growth within those areas in designated
centers planned for a mix of uses and connection by high-capacity transit

Regional Transportation Plan: A 30-year action plan, adopted by the Puget Sound Regional
Council, for transportation investments in the central Puget Sound region intended to support
implementation of VISION 2050.

Renewable Energy: Energy created from sources that can be replenished in a short period of
time. The five renewable sources used most often are biomass (such as wood and biogas), the
movement of water, geothermal (heat from within the earth), wind, and solar.

Rural Area: Designated area outside the Urban Growth Area that is characterized by small-scale
farming and forestry and low-density residential development. See Appendix 1: Generalized
Land Use Categories Map.

Cities in the Rural Area: Cities that are surrounded by Rural Area or Natural Resource Lands.
Cities in the Rural Area are part of the Urban Growth Area.

Special Needs Housing: Housing arrangements for populations with special physical or other
needs. These populations include the elderly, disabled persons, people with medical conditions,
homeless individuals and families, and displaced people.

Stormwater Management: An infrastructure system that collects runoff from storms and
redirects it from streets and other surfaces into facilities that store and release it — usually back
into natural waterways.

Sustainable Development: Methods of accommodating new population and employment that
protect the natural environment while preserving the ability to accommodate future
generations.

Tenure: The legal status by which people have the right to occupy their accommodation.
Common housing tenure are renting (which includes public and private rented housing) and
homeownership (which includes owned outright and mortgaged).
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Transfer of Development Rights: Ability to transfer allowable density, in the form of permitted
building lots or structures, from one property (the “sending site”) to another (the “receiving
site”) in conjunction with conservation of all or part of the sending site as open space or
working farm or forest.

Transportation Demand Management: Various strategies and policies (e.g., incentives,
regulations) designed to reduce or redistribute travel by single occupancy vehicles in order to
make more efficient use of existing facility capacity.

Transportation System: A comprehensive, integrated network of travel modes (e.g., airplanes,
automobiles, bicycles, buses, feet, ferries, freighters, trains, trucks) and infrastructure (e.g.,
sidewalks, trails, streets, arterials, highways, waterways, railways, airports) for the movement
of people and goods on a local, regional, national and global scale.

Universal Design: A system of design that helps ensure that buildings and public spaces are
accessible to people with or without disabilities.

Urban Growth Area: The designated portion of King County that encompasses all cities as well
as other urban land where the large majority of the county’s future residential and employment
growth is intended to occur. See Appendix 1: Generalized Land Use Categories Map.

Very Low-Income Households: Households earning between 30 to 50 percent of the Area
Median Income for their household size.

VISION 2050: The integrated, long-range vision for managing growth and maintaining a healthy
region—including the counties of King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish. It contains an
environmental framework a numeric Regional Growth Strategy, the Multicounty Policies, and
implementation actions and measures to monitor progress.

Walkshed: The area around a transit center typically measured as one half-mile radius used to
measure the area in which walking or biking can serve as viable way to access a transit facility.

Water Resource Inventory Area: Major watershed basins in Washington identified for water-
related planning purposes.

Workforce Housing: Housing that is affordable to households with one or more workers.
Creating workforce housing in a jurisdiction implies consideration of the wide range of income
levels that characterize working households, from one person working at minimum wage to
two or more workers earning the average county wage or above. There is a particular need for
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workforce housing that is reasonably close to regional and sub-regional job centers and/or
easily accessible by public transportation.
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From time to time, Carahsoft OBO King County ITD (we, us or Company) may be required by
law to provide to you certain written notices or disclosures. Described below are the terms and
conditions for providing to you such notices and disclosures electronically through the
DocusSign, Inc. (DocuSign) electronic signing system. Please read the information below
carefully and thoroughly, and if you can access this information electronically to your
satisfaction and agree to these terms and conditions, please confirm your agreement by clicking
the ‘I agree’ button at the bottom of this document.

Getting paper copies

At any time, you may request from us a paper copy of any record provided or made available
electronically to you by us. You will have the ability to download and print documents we send
to you through the DocuSign system during and immediately after signing session and, if you
elect to create a DocuSign signer account, you may access them for a limited period of time
(usually 30 days) after such documents are first sent to you. After such time, if you wish for us to
send you paper copies of any such documents from our office to you, you will be charged a
$0.00 per-page fee. You may request delivery of such paper copies from us by following the
procedure described below.

Withdrawing your consent

If you decide to receive notices and disclosures from us electronically, you may at any time
change your mind and tell us that thereafter you want to receive required notices and disclosures
only in paper format. How you must inform us of your decision to receive future notices and
disclosure in paper format and withdraw your consent to receive notices and disclosures
electronically is described below.

Consequences of changing your mind

If you elect to receive required notices and disclosures only in paper format, it will slow the
speed at which we can complete certain steps in transactions with you and delivering services to
you because we will need first to send the required notices or disclosures to you in paper format,
and then wait until we receive back from you your acknowledgment of your receipt of such
paper notices or disclosures. To indicate to us that you are changing your mind, you must
withdraw your consent using the DocuSign ‘Withdraw Consent’ form on the signing page of a
DocuSign envelope instead of signing it. This will indicate to us that you have withdrawn your
consent to receive required notices and disclosures electronically from us and you will no longer
be able to use the DocuSign system to receive required notices and consents electronically from
us or to sign electronically documents from us.

All notices and disclosures will be sent to you electronically

Unless you tell us otherwise in accordance with the procedures described herein, we will provide
electronically to you through the DocuSign system all required notices, disclosures,
authorizations, acknowledgements, and other documents that are required to be provided or made
available to you during the course of our relationship with you. To reduce the chance of you
inadvertently not receiving any notice or disclosure, we prefer to provide all of the required
notices and disclosures to you by the same method and to the same address that you have given
us. Thus, you can receive all the disclosures and notices electronically or in paper format through
the paper mail delivery system. If you do not agree with this process, please let us know as
described below. Please also see the paragraph immediately above that describes the
consequences of your electing not to receive delivery of the notices and disclosures
electronically from us.
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How to contact Carahsoft OBO King County ITD:

You may contact us to let us know of your changes as to how we may contact you electronically,
to request paper copies of certain information from us, and to withdraw your prior consent to
receive notices and disclosures electronically as follows:

To contact us by email send messages to: bob.johnson@kingcounty.gov

To advise Carahsoft OBO King County ITD of your new e-mail address

To let us know of a change in your e-mail address where we should send notices and disclosures
electronically to you, you must send an email message to us at bob.johnson@kingcounty.gov and
in the body of such request you must state: your previous e-mail address, your new e-mail
address. We do not require any other information from you to change your email address..

In addition, you must notify DocuSign, Inc. to arrange for your new email address to be reflected
in your DocuSign account by following the process for changing e-mail in the DocuSign system.

To request paper copies from Carahsoft OBO King County ITD

To request delivery from us of paper copies of the notices and disclosures previously provided
by us to you electronically, you must send us an e-mail to bob.johnson@kingcounty.gov and in
the body of such request you must state your e-mail address, full name, US Postal address, and
telephone number. We will bill you for any fees at that time, if any.

To withdraw your consent with Carahsoft OBO King County ITD

To inform us that you no longer want to receive future notices and disclosures in electronic
format you may:

i. decline to sign a document from within your DocuSign session, and on the subsequent
page, select the check-box indicating you wish to withdraw your consent, or you may;

ii. send us an e-mail to bob.johnson@kingcounty.gov and in the body of such request you
must state your e-mail, full name, US Postal Address, and telephone number. We do not
need any other information from you to withdraw consent.. The consequences of your
withdrawing consent for online documents will be that transactions may take a longer
time to process..

Required hardware and software

Operating Windows® 2000, Windows® XP, Windows Vista®; Mac OS® X
Systems:
Final release versions of Internet Explorer® 6.0 or above (Windows only);
Browsers: Mozilla Firefox 2.0 or above (Windows and Mac); Safari™ 3.0 or above
(Mac only)
PDF Reader: Acrobat® or similar software may be required to view and print PDF files
Screen 1800 x 600 minimum
Resolution:
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Enabled Security
Settings:

** These minimum requirements are subject to change. If these requirements change, you will be
asked to re-accept the disclosure. Pre-release (e.g. beta) versions of operating systems and
browsers are not supported.

Acknowledging your access and consent to receive materials electronically

To confirm to us that you can access this information electronically, which will be similar to
other electronic notices and disclosures that we will provide to you, please verify that you were
able to read this electronic disclosure and that you also were able to print on paper or
electronically save this page for your future reference and access or that you were able to e-mail
this disclosure and consent to an address where you will be able to print on paper or save it for
your future reference and access. Further, if you consent to receiving notices and disclosures
exclusively in electronic format on the terms and conditions described above, please let us know
by clicking the ‘I agree’ button below.

By checking the ‘I agree’ box, I confirm that:

Allow per session cookies

« | can access and read this Electronic CONSENT TO ELECTRONIC RECEIPT OF
ELECTRONIC RECORD AND SIGNATURE DISCLOSURES document; and

« | can print on paper the disclosure or save or send the disclosure to a place where I can
print it, for future reference and access; and

e Until or unless I notify Carahsoft OBO King County ITD as described above, | consent to
receive from exclusively through electronic means all notices, disclosures, authorizations,
acknowledgements, and other documents that are required to be provided or made
available to me by Carahsoft OBO King County ITD during the course of my
relationship with you.
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k4
King County
Dow Constantine

King County Executive

401 Fifth Avenue, Suite 800
Seattle, WA 98104-1818

206-263-9600 Fax 206-296-0194
TTY Relay: 711
www.kingcounty.gov

June 30, 2021

The Honorable Claudia Balducci
Chair, King County Council
Room 1200
COURTHOUSE

Dear Councilmember Balducci:

This letter transmits a proposed Ordinance that, if enacted, would adopt the 2021 King County
Urban Growth Capacity Report (UGC Report) as approved by the Growth Management
Planning Council on June 23, 2021. This proposed legislation also serves as King County’s
buildable lands report as required by RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315.

The UGC Report includes findings from three key components as required by state law:
1. Analysis of countywide and jurisdictional growth trends between 2006 and 2018
compared to the 2035 growth targets;
2. Analysis of achieved densities by jurisdiction based on growth that occurred between
2012 and 2018; and
3. Capacity for housing and job growth over the next 20 years.

The UGC Report documents that King County continues to have sufficient urban capacity for
housing and employment growth to 2035 and beyond. Looking ahead, the UGC Report will
provide important information to city and county planners and policymakers who will be
engaged in comprehensive plan updates that are due to the Washington State Department of
Commerce in 2024.

The UCG Report was developed consistent with new program requirements adopted by the
Washington State Legislature in 2017 that requires counties to assess whether planned urban
densities and growth targets are being achieved, in addition to assessing whether there is
sufficient capacity to accommodate adopted growth targets exists. These requirements also
compel counties to more thoroughly research and document the “market factor” applied to
developable capacity, which accounts for property owner preference not to develop over the
20-year planning horizon; to evaluate the effects of development regulation changes on
developable capacity; and to document how significant infrastructure gaps affect developable
capacity.
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King County convened a stakeholder group of technical experts from cities across the county at
the beginning of the process to provide input on the report methodology in response to the new
requirements. Research was conducted to develop a novel approach to address the
infrastructure gaps and market factor requirements, in accordance with Department of
Commerce guidelines. Additionally, King County staff conducted an analysis of parcel-level
assessment data, streamlining data collection on residential development for cities and King
County.

The UGC Report was developed with full participation from each of the 39 cities in King
County. Since 2019, King County has engaged staft from King County cities to solicit local
development data, information on development regulations and infrastructure availability, and
analysis on city growth trends. King County staff also worked closely with cities on the review
and development of countywide standards and guidance for data collection and analysis, to
ensure a consistent and data-driven approach, inclusive of the variety of land uses across
jurisdictions. The public review and comment period for the draft UGC Report was open from
April 5, 2021 through May 5, 2021 and concurrent with outreach for the 2021 King County
Countywide Planning Policies. Most comments received were specific to jurisdictional data or
analysis or related to the report’s methodology. King County staff worked with city staff to
resolve technical issues raised in the comments and revised the report to provide additional
documentation and information on the report’s methodology and assumptions.

The proposed legislation furthers the King County Strategic Plan goal of efficient, accountable
regional and local governments.

Thank you for your consideration of this proposed Ordinance.

If your staff have any questions, please contact Lauren Smith, Director, Regional Planning,
Office of Performance, Strategy, and Budget, at 206-263-9306.

Sincerely,

Dow Constantine
King County Executive

Enclosure

cc: King County Councilmembers
ATTN: Carolyn Busch, Chief of Staff
Melani Pedroza, Clerk of the Council
Shannon Braddock, Deputy Chief of Staff, Office of the Executive
Karan Gill, Council Relations Director, Office of the Executive
Dwight Dively, Director, Office of performance, Strategy and Budget
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Lauren Smith, Director, Regional Planning, Office of Performance, Strategy, and

Budget
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Date Created: | May 25, 2021

Drafted by: Rebeccah Maskin

Sponsors:
Attachments: | A. GMPC Motion No. 21-2
.Title
AN ORDINANCE adopting and ratifying Growth
Management Planning Council Motion 21-2.
..Body

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

SECTION 1. Findings:

A. Growth Management Planning Council Motion 21-2 recommends the 2021
Urban Growth Capacity Report to the King County council.

B. The Urban Growth Capacity Report is King County’s buildable lands report as
required by RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315.

C. On June 23, 2021, the Growth Management Planning Council approved
Motion 21-2.

SECTION 2. The 2021 King County Urban Growth Capacity Report, attached to
this ordinance via Growth Management Planning Council Motion 21-2 as Attachment A
to this ordinance, is hereby adopted by King County and ratified on behalf of the

population of unincorporated King County.
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6/23/21 Attachment A

Sponsored By: Executive Committee

GMPC MOTION NO. 21-2
A MOTION recommending approval of the 2021 King County
Urban Growth Capacity Report to the King County Council
WHEREAS; the Urban Growth Capacity Report is King County’s buildable lands
report as required by RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315; and
WHEREAS, this the fourth report King County has prepared; and
WHEREAS, the Urban Growth Capacity Report includes findings from three key
components as required by RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315: analysis of
countywide and jurisdictional growth trends between 2006 and 2018 compared to the 2035
growth targets, analysis of achieved densities by jurisdiction based on growth that occurred
between 2012 and 2018, and capacity for housing and job growth over the next 20 years;
and
WHEREAS, staff from King County and the cities in King County have worked
cooperatively to analyze and prepare the data for consideration by the Growth
Management Planning Council; and
WHEREAS, a Public Review Draft of the 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report

was shared with the public and comments were received from stakeholders; and
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WHEREAS, the 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report documents that King County
continues to have sufficient urban capacity for both housing and employment growth to
2044 and beyond:

THEREFORE, the King County Growth Management Planning Council
recommends the 2021 King County Urban Growth Capacity Report, included with this
motion as Attachment A, to the King County Council. The Interjurisdictional Staff Team
is authorized to make technical changes to the policies, text, maps, and tables such as
fixing grammatical errors, correcting spelling, or aligning policy references without

changing the meaning prior to transmittal to the King County Council.

Dow Constantine, Chair, Growth Management Planning Council

Appendix A: 2021 King County Urban Growth Capacity Report
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2021 KING COUNTY URBAN
GROWTH CAPACITY REPORT

June 2021 = APPROVED BY THE KING COUNTY GROWTH MANAGEMENT
PLANNING COUNCIL JUNE 23, 2021

tg King County

AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 140



196

Item 9.

Acknowledgements

This 2021 Urban Growth Capacity (UGC) Report was prepared by King County and its cities under
RCW 36.70A.215 amendment to the Washington State Growth Management Act. Every jurisdiction in
King County has participated in collecting and evaluating development information to prepare this
Report. Thanks to the following cities and towns for participation:

City of Algona

City of Auburn

Town of Beaux Arts Village
City of Bellevue

City of Black Diamond
City of Bothell

City of Burien

City of Carnation

City of Clyde Hill

City of Covington

City of Des Moines
City of Duvall

City of Enumclaw

City of Federal Way City of North Bend
Town of Hunts Point City of Pacific

City of Issaquah City of Redmond
City of Kenmore City of Renton

City of Kent City of Sammamish
City of Kirkland City of SeaTac

City of Lake Forest Park City of Seattle

City of Maple Valley City of Shoreline
City of Medina Town of Skykomish
City of Mercer Island City of Snoqualmie
City of Milton City of Tukwila

City of Newcastle City of Woodinville
City of Normandy Park Town of Yarrow Point

This Report was compiled by the King County Office of Performance, Strategy, and Budget in
collaboration with BERK Consulting and Heartland LLC. Thanks to the following individuals and
groups who contributed greatly to this effort.

King County:

Interjurisdictional Team:

UGC Technical Committee:

BERK Consulting:

Heartland LLC:

Rebeccah Maskin, Ben Larson, Karen Wolf, Ivan Miller, Lauren Smith,
Jeffrey Linn, Paul McCombs, Jacqueline Reid, Kevin LeClair, David
Goodman

Hayley Bonsteel, Michael Hubner, Angie Mathias, Nicholas Matz,
Beverly Mesa-Zendt, Brian Parry, Jesse Reynolds, Liz Underwood-
Bultmann, Adam Weinstein

Jeff Dixon, David Johanson, Miryam Laytner, Andrew Leon, Katherine
Nesse, Kaelene Nobis, Chris Pasinetti, Jennifer Pettyjohn, Robin
Proebsting, David Pyle, Aaron Raymond, Jaimie Reavis, Jesse Reynolds

Kevin Ramsey, Lisa Grueter, Ben Silver, Josh Linden, Andrew Bjorn,
Jessie Hartmann, Lisa Johnson, Dawn Couch

Mark Goodman, Chris Fiori, Tyson Heriot

The development of this report and the data and assumptions throughout it was generously supported
by a grant from the Washington State Department of Commerce.

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 ii

AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 141




Table of Contents

Item 9.

197

Executive Summary 1
About the Urban Growth Capacity Report 1
Regional Planning Context 1
Summary of Findings 5
Implementing Urban Growth Capacity Findings 8

Ch. 1 Introduction 10
Regulatory and Policy Framework 10
Department of Commerce Guidelines 12
Countywide Coordination 12
Changes from the 2014 Buildable Lands Report 13
Report Components and Organization 14

Ch. 2 Methodology and Guidance Overview 16
Overview 16
Phase 1 - Achieved Densities 17
Phase 2 - Land Supply 18
Phases 3 and 4 - Capacity 22
Data Review, Land Supply, and Capacity Calculations 27

Ch. 3 Development Trends 28
Residential Growth Trends 30
Employment Growth Trends 38
Rural Development Trends 45

Ch. 4 Growth Capacity 49
General Findings 49
Findings by Regional Geography 52

Ch. 5 Reasonable Measures 64
Criteria for Evaluating Consistency 64
Summary of Potential Inconsistencies 65
Jurisdictional Review of Potential Inconsistencies 70

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021
AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 142




Item 9.

198

Reasonable Measures Recommendations 76
Ch. 6 Applying Urban Growth Capacity Findings 77
Regional Planning and Growth Targets 77
County and City Plans 81
Ch. 7 Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areas 85
Metropolitan Cities 86
Core Cities 95
High Capacity Transit Communities 140
Cities and Towns 169
Urban Unincorporated Areas 246
Technical Appendices 251
Appendix A: Phase 1 Guidance - Achieved Density 252
Appendix B: Phase 2 Guidance - Land Supply 253
Appendix C: Phase 3 Guidance - Initial Capacity 254
Appendix D: Phase 4 Guidance - Final Capacity 255
Appendix E: Market Factor Guidance 256
Appendix F: Employment Density Guidance 257
Appendix G: Approach for Identifying Infrastructure Gaps 258
Appendix H: Documentation of Market Factor and Infrastructure Assumptions 259

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021
AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 143

ii




199

Exhibits

Exhibit 1. PSRC VISION 2040 Regional Geographies Used for Summarizing Development Trends
Exhibit 2. PSRC VISION 2050 Regional Geographies Used for Summarizing Growth Capacity
Exhibit 3. Permitted Housing Units by Achieved Density, 2012-2018

Exhibit 4. Permitted Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density, 2012-2018

Exhibit 5. Dwelling Unit Capacity by Density Level

Exhibit 6. Employment Capacity by Density Level
Exhibit 7. Roles and Responsibilities
Exhibit 8. Urban Growth Capacity Analysis Overview

Exhibit 9. Capacity Calculation Steps

Exhibit 10.
Exhibit 11.
Exhibit 12.
Exhibit 13.
Exhibit 14.
Exhibit 15.
Exhibit 16.
Exhibit 17
Exhibit 18.
Exhibit 19.

Exhibit 20:

Exhibit 21.
Exhibit 22.
Exhibit 23.
Exhibit 24.
Exhibit 25.
Exhibit 26.
Exhibit 27.

Map of VISION 2040 Regional Geographies Used for 2035 Growth Targets
Net New Housing Units by Regional Geography, 2006-2018

Progress Towards 2035 Housing Targets, 2006-2018

Residential Growth Compared to Targets, 2006-2018

Average Achieved Density of Permitted Housing Units, 2012-2018
Categories for Summarizing Achieved Residential Density

Countywide Permitted Housing Units by Achieved Density, 2012-2018

. Permitted Housing Units by Regional Geography and Achieved Density, 2012-2018

Permitted Housing Units by Achieved Density and Regional Geography, 2012-2018
Permitted Housing Units by Regional Geography, 2006-2018

Annual Net Change in Jobs by Regional Geography, 2007-2018

Permitted Non-Residential Floor Area by Regional Geography, 2012-2018

Jobs to Housing Ratio by Jurisdiction (2018 vs 2006)

Progress Toward 2035 Jobs Target by Regional Geography, 2006-2018
Employment Growth Compared to Targets, 2006-2018

Categories for Summarizing Achieved Non-Residential Density (FAR)

Permitted Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level, 2012-2018
Permitted Non-Residential Development by Regional Geography and Achieved

Density, 2012-2018

Exhibit 28.

Permitted Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density and Regional

Geography, 2012-2018

Exhibit 29.
Exhibit 30.
Exhibit 31.
Exhibit 32.
Exhibit 33.
Exhibit 34.
Exhibit 35.

Permit Trends on Rural and Resource Lands

Map of VISION 2050 Regional Geographies

Housing and Job Capacity by VISION 2050 Regional Geography and Jurisdiction
Capacity Summary, King County - VISION 2050 Geographies

Assumed Density Levels - Residential Capacity (dwelling units per acre)

Buildable Residential Land by Assumed Density (acres)

Percent of Residential Buildable Land by Regional Geography and Assumed Density

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021

AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 144

Item 9.

o 0 O Ul B~ W

13
16
23
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
43

44

45
46
50
51
52
53
54
55



https://berkconsulting.sharepoint.com/sites/KingCountyUGC/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/KC%20UGC%20Draft%20Report%20LIVE.docx#_Toc75181046

200

Exhibit 36.
Exhibit 37.
Exhibit 38.
Exhibit 39.
Exhibit 40.
Exhibit 41.
Exhibit 42.
Exhibit 43.
Exhibit 44.
Exhibit 45.
Exhibit 46.
Exhibit 47.
Exhibit 48.
Exhibit 49.
Exhibit 50.
Exhibit 51.
Exhibit 52.
Exhibit 53
Exhibit 54
Exhibit 55.
Exhibit 56.
Exhibit 57.

Housing Capacity by Assumed Density (units)

Percent of Non-Pipeline Housing Unit Capacity by Assumed Density
Assumed Density Levels - Non-Residential Capacity (FAR)

Buildable Non-Residential Land by Assumed Density (acres)

Percent of Non-Residential Buildable Land by Assumed Density

Job Capacity by Assumed Density (jobs)

Percent of Non-Pipeline Job Capacity by Assumed Density

Non-Pipeline Job Capacity by Land Use Type (jobs)

Percent of Non-Pipeline Job Capacity by Land Use Type

Criteria for Identifying Potential Inconsistencies

Consistency of Achieved Residential Densities with Planned Densities
Consistency of Achieved Non-Residential Densities with Planned Densities
Consistency of Growth Rates and Capacity with 2035 Targets

Theme Categories in Jurisdiction Responses to Potential Inconsistencies
Summary of Jurisdiction Responses - Residential Density Achieved
Summary of Jurisdiction Responses - Non-Residential Density Achieved
Summary of Jurisdiction Responses to Potential Inconsistencies - Growth Rate

. Summary of Jurisdiction Responses to Potential Inconsistencies - Capacity
. Recommendations for Adoption of Reasonable Measures

DRAFT King County Jurisdiction Growth Targets, 2019-2044
Share of Capacity and Share of Draft 2044 Growth Targets by Regional Geography
Profiled King County Jurisdictions by VISION 2050 Regional Geography

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021

AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 145

Item 9.

56
57
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
65
66
67
69
71
72
73
74
75
76
78
80
85




201

Item 9.

Executive Summary

About the Urban Growth Capacity Report

The 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report is King County’s periodic assessment of development
capacity for future housing and employment. The report is a mid-planning cycle assessment on how
jurisdictions are achieving the planning goals of their 2035 comprehensive plans. The report is a
culmination of the county’s Review and Evaluation Program, commonly referred to as “Buildable
Lands,” as required by the Growth Management Act in RCW 36.70A.215, and it is King County’s fourth
buildable lands report. It is a collaborative production of the 40 jurisdictions across King County, and
analyzes the form, quantity, and density of residential and non-residential development observed
between 2012 and 2018, to estimate capacity for accommodating 2035 growth targets, with
consideration for market and infrastructure constraints.

Amendments to the Growth Management Act in 2017 expanded the purview of the report beyond
measuring capacity for projected growth, requiring the seven buildable lands counties to more broadly
examine how jurisdictions are achieving targets and density goals. A finding that a jurisdiction has
insufficient capacity for its target, or that a jurisdiction is not achieving its growth targets or urban
densities could necessitate Reasonable Measures to be adopted in the next periodic update of
comprehensive plans. In response to this amendment, the 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report
compares estimated housing and employment growth from 2006-2018 relative to 2006-2035 growth
targets, and the achieved densities of 2012-2018 development to the densities allowed in zoning and
development regulations.

The 2017 GMA amendments also call for Buildable Lands counties to scrutinize market constraints,
infrastructure gaps, and development regulation assumptions utilized in the report to ensure more
meaningful market-based assumptions guide the capacity calculations.

Regional Planning Context

The 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report implements King County’s Review and Evaluation Program
as set out in the King County Countywide Planning Policies. The Report analyzes King County
jurisdictions’ progress toward meeting adopted planning goals expressed in the 2012 King County
Countywide Planning Policies growth targets and 2015 Comprehensive Plans. The Report examines
capacity and growth assumptions for 2035, the 20-year planning period established by the 2015
comprehensive plans.

The 2015 comprehensive plans and 2012 Countywide Planning policies implement the VISION 2040
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policy framework and Regional Growth Strategy, developed by the Puget Sound Regional Council
(PSRC). While PSRC has since adopted VISION 2050 and a revised Regional Growth Strategy, because
the Urban Growth Capacity Report looks back to the 2012 countywide planning policies and 2015
comprehensive plans implementing VISION 2040, most of the report’s analysis is organized by the
VISION 2040 Regional Geographies, shown in Exhibit 1. Final capacity results and city profiles are
grouped by VISION 2050 Regional Geographies (shown in Exhibit 2), to emphasize how the data can be
used while updating comprehensive plans for the 2024 periodic update.

Findings from the Urban Growth Capacity Report underscore how cities and King County are planning
for growth focused on a network of designated Regional Growth Centers and high capacity transit
station areas. Growth patterns have been consistent with growth targets implementing the Regional
Growth Strategy. Capacity exists to support new growth across the density spectrum, and much of it is
concentrated in higher density areas in Metropolitan and Core Cities with Regional Growth Centers
and Manufacturing/Industrial Centers. Development trends in the county have been evolving toward
the higher densities many jurisdictions have planned for, as the high capacity transit network builds
out and demand for higher density development expands to new communities.
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Exhibit 1. PSRC VISION 2040 Regional Geographies Used for Summarizing Development Trends
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Exhibit 2. PSRC VISION 2050 Regional Geographies Used for Summarizing Growth Capacity
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Summary of Findings

Development Activity

The Urban Growth Capacity Report summarizes the densities and locations of urban development
between 2012-2018. This period was marked by significant multifamily and higher density
development, reflecting King County’s continued progress towards directing growth towards cities
and efficient land uses. As shown in Exhibit 3, nearly 70% of the housing permitted during the
evaluation period was developed at densities of at least 48 dwelling units per acre, and 17% of
permitted housing during this period was constructed at below 10 dwelling units per acre.
Development in middle density formats was much more limited. These findings demonstrate how
residential development during this period trended towards the high and low ends of the density
spectrum.

Exhibit 3. Permitted Housing Units by Achieved Density, 2012-2018
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Source: BERK, 2021, based on permit data summarized by King County jurisdictions.

Non-residential development was more evenly distributed across density levels. Just over 40%, of non-
residential built space was developed at the highest density level, a reflection of the large volume of
dense office and mixed use development during the time period. Half of observed non-residential
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development developed at densities less than 1 FAR.1

Exhibit 4. Permitted Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density, 2012-2018
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Source: BERK, 2021, based on permit data summarized by King County jurisdictions.

This study also included analysis comparing the achieved densities to maximum as-of-right densities
allowed by zoning. Findings varied significantly by jurisdiction. Some jurisdictions saw average
achieved residential densities that were higher than their planned max within lower or middle density
zones. Other saw achieved densities that were much lower than planned, particularly in zones that
allow for the highest densities. This later finding was particularly true for non-residential
development. One key reason for this outcome is communities that have zoned for higher density
development in anticipate of future market shifts that had not yet occurred in the 2012-2018
evaluation period.

Progress Toward Growth Targets

King County has experienced historic population and economic growth in recovery from the Great
Recession. Guided by the Regional Growth Strategy and adopted growth targets, this growth has been
overwhelmingly urban; less than 3% of the population growth in King County since 2006 has occurred
in the rural area. The Urban Growth Capacity Report analyzes progress cities and urban
unincorporated King County have made towards achieving 2006-2035 growth targets. Because past
buildable lands reports have not focused on this specific outcome before, the 2021 report examines
growth since 2006 and through 2018.

1 FAR stands for Floor Area Ratio, a measure comparing the area of built space to the land area of the associated lot or parcel.
Higher FAR values reflect more dense development, and values higher than 1.0 indicate that the built space surpasses the
land area of the associated parcel (as can occur in multi-story buildings).
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Urban King County is growing at a rate to successfully achieve its adopted growth targets.
Approximately 41% of the target period has elapsed 2006-2018. As a whole, urban King County has
achieved 47% of its housing and employment targets, growing slightly faster than this prorated pace.
These growth rates are particularly notable given that the time period spans the Great Recession,
which diminished population and housing growth to a near standstill, and netted out most of the
employment gained during the 2000s.

The effects of the recession and rates of recovery were not uniform across King County. At a Regional
Geography level, Metropolitan, Larger, and Small Cities grew faster than the pace needed to achieve
growth targets. Job growth compared to targets was also strong in Metropolitan and Small Cities.
While housing growth has been less strong in Core Cities and the urban unincorporated area, these
geographies are still on track to achieve their residential growth targets. Employment growth in Core
and Larger Cities was slower than pace but meets the countywide definition of consistency with
growth targets 2006-2018. The urban unincorporated area was slightly ahead of pace to achieve its
employment growth target. More information on growth trends and achieving targets is in Chapter 3
of the Report.

Development Capacity

The 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report finds that urban King County has capacity for over 400,000
housing units and 600,000 jobs, sufficient capacity to accommodate the remainder of its 2035 housing
and employment growth targets, and looking ahead, for projected future growth during the next
planning period. See Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6 for summaries of residential and employment capacity by
Regional Geography and density level.

Approximately 50% of residential and 60% of employment capacity in King County is in Metropolitan
Cities. Additionally, nearly a third of residential and non-residential developable capacity is in the
eleven Core Cities. Residential capacity in Metropolitan and Core Cities is overwhelmingly at the
county's highest density levels and drives the finding that 83% of the county’s developable residential
capacity exists at densities greater than 24 dwelling units per acre. Nearly 80% of King County’s
employment capacity is zoned at 1 FAR or higher. At the other end of the density spectrum,
approximately two-thirds of King County’s developable residential land is zoned for ten dwelling units
or less, making up 10% of residential capacity. More findings and detail on capacity is contained in
Chapters 4 and 7.
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Exhibit 5. Dwelling Unit Capacity by Density Level
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Exhibit 6. Employment Capacity by Density Level
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Implementing Urban Growth Capacity Findings

As a mid-planning cycle check on development trends and achievement of growth management goals,
the Urban Growth Capacity Report contains a host of information useful for the upcoming periodic
2024 comprehensive plan update. Most directly, the Urban Growth Capacity Report contains
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recommendations that some jurisdictions adopt Reasonable Measures in their comprehensive plans to
address specific inconsistencies identified in the report. More information about the evaluation of
when and where Reasonable Measures may be necessary is provided in Chapter 5. Data about
achieved density and capacity by density level can help jurisdictions identify where shortfalls in
development capacity may impede achieving targeted planning goals, like encouraging the production
of “missing middle” housing or mixed use development near transit station areas. Chapter 6 contains
more information on applying or using Urban Growth Capacity Report data or findings for future
planning efforts.
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Ch. 1 Introduction

This report presents the findings of King County’s Urban Growth Capacity Study. King County is a
Growth Management Act (GMA) jurisdiction and must plan to accommodate projected growth within
its boundaries, with most growth focused into urban growth areas (UGAs) where urban services are
available or can be made available. The purpose of the Urban Growth Capacity Study and Report are to
provide a periodic evaluation to determine whether projected growth can be accommodated within
the UGA. In previous cycles, this product was referred to as the King County Buildable Lands Report
(BLR). Past Buildable Lands Reports were completed by King County in 2002, 2007, and 2014.

This report includes findings from three key components of King County’s Buildable Lands Program
which are required under RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315:

®=  Analysis of countywide and jurisdictional growth trends between 2006 and 2018 compared to
2035 growth targets.

=  Analysis of achieved densities by jurisdiction based on growth that occurred between 2012 and
2018, and comparison to planned densities.

= Capacity for housing and job growth through the year 2035.

This report was developed by King County in collaboration with each of its 39 cities through the
Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC). The findings are used to inform the development of
new growth targets by jurisdiction for the 2019-2044 planning period. The data findings will also be
used by cities to inform the next round of comprehensive plan updates and subsequent
implementation work.

Regulatory and Policy Framework

The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) was adopted to address the need for rapidly
growing cities and counties to adequately plan for future growth while protecting natural resource
lands and environmentally sensitive areas. A key component of the GMA is the Review and Evaluation
Program (also known as the Buildable Lands Program), a requirement which applies to King County
and all of the cities within it. This program mandates the review and evaluation of urban growth
capacity to ensure each jurisdiction has designated adequate supply of residential, commercial, and
industrial lands to meet growth allocations developed by the counties in consultation with their cities.

In 2017, the Washington State Legislature passed the first major revision to the program (SB 5254).
This update to GMA includes new requirements related to infrastructure gap analysis, market factor
assumptions, and Reasonable Measures. This update to GMA specifies the following:

= Reasonable Measures: Under SB 5254, these measures that are adopted to address inconsistency
between forecasted and experienced growth are no longer required to be monitored and adjusted
annually by buildable lands counties and cities.
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=  Land Suitable for Development: Under SB 5254, the required evaluation of suitable land must
include land use or zoning regulations, environmental regulations impacting development, other
regulations that might inhibit the achievement of assigned densities, and infrastructure gaps. The
evaluation of suitable land must also include development of a reasonable market supply factor
that identifies reductions in land suitable for development and redevelopment.

=  Buildable Lands Report Timing: Under SB 5254, the buildable lands report must be completed no
later than 2 years prior to a jurisdiction's next comprehensive plan update for those
comprehensive plans due to updated prior to 2024,

Countywide Planning Policies

The Proposed 2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) establish the county’s Urban
Growth Area (UGA) and allocate projected countywide growth in the form of growth targets for each
city as well as urban and rural unincorporated areas. CPPs also establish the Review and Evaluation
Program for King County and guide the development of the Urban Growth Capacity Study and Report
through policies DP-19, DP-20, and DP-X2.2 Components of the Buildable Lands Program include
annual data collection, periodic evaluation reports, and adoption of Reasonable Measures, where
needed, to ensure sufficient capacity to accommodate projected growth within the county’s UGA.
These Reasonable Measures are to be adopted in comprehensive plans, and jurisdictions will
collaborate to provide data periodically about the effectiveness of those measures.

In King County, growth targets are adopted in the King County Countywide Planning Policies.3
Countywide growth targets are derived from population projections released by the State Office of
Financial Management (OFM) and an economic forecast developed by the Puget Sound Regional
Council. Population growth is converted to housing units and the projected housing and employment
growth is then allocated to jurisdictions within the Regional Geographies established in the VISION
2050. Jurisdictions within Regional Geographies then collaboratively distribute their allocated growth
to create city and urban unincorporated growth targets.

Local Comprehensive Plans

Under GMA, jurisdictions must plan and provide for both household and job growth to meet their
targets through designation of sufficient land suitable for development in their comprehensive plans
and regulations. This Urban Growth Capacity Report presents estimated capacity for housing and
employment growth by jurisdictions based on a methodology informed by actual achieved densities
from recent development activity. The results enable the evaluation of whether counties and cities can

2 The Proposed 2021 CPPs include temporary numbering. Policy numbers could change when the final CPP are adopted.

3 The Urban Growth Capacity Report evaluates the growth targets adopted in the 2012 Countywide Planning Policies. The
adopted targets cover a period of 2006-2031. For the Urban Growth Capacity Report, these targets were updated for major
annexations and extended on a pro rata basis to 2035, to be consistent with the 2015-2035 planning period for 2015
comprehensive plans. This method was recommended to jurisdictions to extend their 2031 targets to 2035, as the periodic
comprehensive plan update deadline was delayed to 2015 after the Great Recession.
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actually meet the adopted targets. Any deficiencies identified in this study must be addressed by the
jurisdiction in their next comprehensive plan update.

Department of Commerce Guidelines

In 2017, the Washington State Legislature passed E2SSB 5254, which constituted the first major
revision to the buildable lands program since its inception in 1997. In 2018, the Washington State
Department of Commerce (Commerce) published a revised Buildable Lands Guidelines report for use
by counties and cities responsible for carrying out a Review and Evaluation Program under GMA.
These Guidelines summarize requirements of RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315, and provide
best practices and methodologies for carrying out those requirements. King County used these
Guidelines as a resource when developing its own policies and procedures for carrying out the Urban
Growth Capacity Study.

Countywide Coordination

This report is the result of nearly two years of coordination and collaboration between King County
and the 39 cities within King County. King County facilitated development of the report by establishing
a methodology, creating standardized data collection and assumption guidelines, and completing the
final report. King County also lead an interjurisdictional group of planners and data technicians
through the Technical Committee, to develop and vet assumptions in the study methodology.
Individual cities and King County supply development and land supply data and select assumptions
appropriate to their jurisdictions to complete the report. Exhibit 7 below describes the roles and
responsibilities for King County and cities in developing the Urban Growth Capacity Report.
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Exhibit 7. Roles and Responsibilities
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Individual Jurisdictions

Volunteer and participate in
Technical Committee methodology
review.

Review and offer feedback on draft
guidance.

Gather and analyze data in
accordance with guidance and share
results with County for review.

Identify developable land supply,
select local development
assumptions to calculate capacity in
accordance with guidance.

Review inconsistencies and
determine whether Reasonable
Measures are necessary. Implement
Reasonable Measures in 2024 comp
plan updates.

Changes from the 2014 Buildable Lands Report

While the overall purpose of this report is identical to the 2014 King County Buildable Lands Report,
there are several changes in the 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report. Highlights of the primary

changes are listed below.

= New analysis of capacity and achieved density for all jurisdictions. Unlike the 2014 Buildable
Lands Report, which carried forward several key assumptions and findings from the previous
2007 edition, this study conducted a new and complete analysis of both development trends and
growth capacity for all jurisdictions.

= New regional geographies for summarizing capacity and growth targets. VISION 2050 was
adopted by PSRC in 2021. This regional plan updates the Regional Growth Strategy, including the
organization of cities and unincorporated areas into five Regional Geographies each with
population and employment growth targets for 2019-2044. Ch. 4 summarizes growth capacity for
by these new VISION 2050 regional geographies. However, Ch. 3 summarized historic development
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trends using the older VISION 2040 regional geographies because that growth is being compared
to targets developed when those older geographies were in use.

Infrastructure gap analysis. The methodology used in this study includes a formal evaluation of
infrastructure gaps and their effects on urban growth capacity. While consideration of
infrastructure availability had long been a component of King County’s buildable lands analysis,
this change included more specific guidance and up front analysis to address a new requirement
added by the legislature in 2017.

Updated approach to “market factor” assumptions. 2017 legislative changes also called for a
more rigorous approach to developing “market factor” assumptions that account for the estimated
percentage of developable land that is likely to remain undeveloped over the course of the
planning period due to market barriers.

Reasonable Measures. The 2017 legislative changes added additional points of analysis for which
jurisdictions would need to adopt Reasonable Measures. Under past buildable lands analyses,
jurisdictions experiencing a shortfall of capacity for their adopted target could be subject to
Reasonable Measures. The 2017 legislation indicated that jurisdictions not achieving their growth
targets or planned densities, and unlikely to achieve them by the planning horizon, would also be
required to adopt Reasonable Measures to overcome these circumstances. The 2021 Urban Growth
Capacity Report presents an analysis against the three Reasonable Measures tests and note
jurisdictions that will adopt Reasonable Measures in their 2024 comprehensive plans.

Report Components and Organization

This report is organized into the following components.

Executive Summary

Ch. 1. Introduction: This chapter describes the regulatory and policy framework for Buildable
Lands reporting in Washington State and King County. It provides an overview of the coordination
process between the County and cities to prepare this report. It identifies key changes from the
2014 Buildable Lands Report. And it outlines the report components and organization.

Ch. 2. Methodology and Guidance Overview: This is an overview of the methodologies used by
individual jurisdictions for evaluating historic development trends as well as future growth
capacity. The full guidance provided to jurisdictions are included in appendices to this report.

Ch. 3. Development Trends: This chapter begins with a summary of residential and employment
growth that occurred between 2006 and 2018. These trends are compared to adopted targets for
jurisdictions and PSRC Vision 2040 Regional Geographies. This chapter also summarizes new
development that occurred between 2012 and 2018 by achieved density level.

Ch. 4. Growth Capacity: This is a summary and discussion of urban growth capacity within
jurisdictions and aggregated by PSRC Vision 2050 Regional Geographies. Capacity is also
summarized by assumed density level to provide an indicator of how much capacity may be
available for different kinds of development and housing types - from new towers in dense
downtown areas to lower density single family neighborhoods and middle-density typologies in
between.
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= Ch. 5 Reasonable Measures: This chapter explains how the county, in collaboration with cities,
evaluated whether historic growth trends in each jurisdiction have been consistent with local
comprehensive plans. It also presents the results of this assessment and a summary of jurisdiction
responses that provide context for the quantitative assessment. Finally, this chapter identifies
instances where “Reasonable Measures” are recommended to improve consistency.

= Ch. 6 Applying Urban Growth Capacity Findings: This chapter describes how jurisdictions can
use this study and its findings to inform the next round of local comprehensive plan updates. It also
presents a set of new population and employment growth targets by jurisdiction for the 2019-
2044 period.

= Ch. 7. Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areas: This chapter presents detailed profiles
summarizing growth trends and capacity findings for each individual jurisdiction, organized by
PSRC Vision 2050 Regional Geographies.
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Ch. 2 Methodology and Guidance
Overview

Overview

This chapter provides an overview of the methodology used by King County and its cities to calculate
urban growth capacity for residential and non-residential development. Exhibit 8 shows the three
major steps in this process in blue, as well as three major steps following this process in grey. These
steps highlight how capacity analysis results will be used to inform the development of potential
Reasonable Measures, new growth targets for jurisdictions, and eventually comprehensive plan
updates.

Exhibit 8. Urban Growth Capacity Analysis Overview

Achieved Developable
Densities Land Supply

Growth Findings +
Targets + Plan Reasonable
Updates Measures

Remaining
Target

Source: Graphic adapted from King County Urban Growth Capacity Guidance, 2019.

This process for data collection to support urban growth capacity analysis was split into four phases:
= Phase One - Achieved Densities

= Phase Two - Land Supply

= Phase Three - Initial Capacity

= Phase Four - Final Capacity

Throughout the 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report data development process, King County provided
guidance documents to jurisdictions that walked through the analytical steps required in each phase,
and when relevant, provided data to support the analysis. Along with the guidance documents,
jurisdictions were asked to fill out standardized data tables to support data aggregation as well as
comparisons across different jurisdictions and Regional Geographies. The remainder of this chapter
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summarizes the process required of each jurisdiction throughout the phases of data collection and
analysis. It also describes additional analyses King County and a consultant team developed to update
and add rigor to data assumptions used in the analysis, or to develop new processes embedded in the
data collection guidance. The individual guidance documents are attached to the end of this report in
the Technical Appendices.

Phase 1 - Achieved Densities

The goal of this phase was to calculate the achieved densities of new development that occurred
between 2012 and 2018. For residential development, density is typically measured in dwelling units
per acre. For non-residential development, density is typically measured as floor-area ratio, or the
amount of building floor area divided by the total parcel area. Achieved densities form the basis for
determining the assumed density of future development in urban growth capacity calculations. That
process is described in more detail in Phase 3.

During Phase 1, King County jurisdictions collected the necessary data to calculate achieved density for
each zone where development occurred during the six-year review and evaluation period of 2012 to
2018. An initial parcel-based analysis by King County was supplied to the jurisdictions to streamline
reporting on achieved densities, which was then supplemented by jurisdiction-led analysis. The
portions of reporting are:

1. Reviewing and supplementing a parcel-based analysis of new residential development, and

2. Reporting on additional development permitted during the review period, particularly non-
residential and mixed-use development.

The parcel-based analysis was the starting place for residential data collection in the Urban Growth
Capacity Study. It was designed to replace the majority of plat and permit reporting by identifying new
residential development on parcels that changed boundaries or added residential units during 2012-
2018. Permit reporting on single family and multifamily/mixed-use development was still necessary
for residential developments not identified in the parcel-based analysis data, and to review or
supplement the parcel-based analysis with project data (for example, non-buildable critical areas
area). New non-residential development was designed to be addressed through permit reporting.

Using the parcel-based analysis supplemented by permit data, jurisdictions filled out several data
templates provided by King County to support the calculation of achieved densities in residential, non-
residential, and mixed-use zones. For details see Appendix A: Guide for Local Government Reporting
Template PART 1.

Data Review and Achieved Density Calculations

King County staff, with consultant support, reviewed permit data shared by jurisdictions for reliability
and consistency with guidance. When necessary, jurisdictions were engaged to make corrections or
refinements. This permit data provided the basis for calculating achieved densities for residential and
non-residential development between 2012-2018.
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Jurisdictions aggregated permits and reported residential and non-residential development by zone.
For residential permits, this reported data included developed residential units, gross acreage, and
several categories for acreage deductions: non-buildable critical areas, public purpose area, and right
of way area. After deducting these categories from gross acreage, jurisdictions reported net developed
area for residential units within each zone. Residential achieved density is therefore measured as
housing units per net acre, which accounts for area that is not suitable for residential development.
Furthermore, summarization of permit activity by achieved density level in this report reflect the
average achieved density of each zone, rather than the achieved density of each individual building
permit.

For non-residential development, achieved density is measured using floor area ratio (FAR).
Jurisdictions calculated the gross developed non-residential area within each zone, and made similar
deductions for critical areas, public purpose area, and right of way area. The total floor area of non-
residential development within each zone was then divided by that zone’s net developed area (in
square feet), which produced a zone-wide achieved density for non-residential development.

Rural Development Trends Methodology

Residential development trends on rural and resource lands were measured by residential permits
issued between 2012 and 2018. Permits were geocoded by their parcel identification number or
address to identify their presence outside the Urban Growth Area.

Parcel quantities and area, and current use information was provided by the King County Assessor.
Supplemental development related data (year built, residential units, and non-residential square feet),
was derived from Assessor data on residential and commercial buildings. Parcels were identified as
rural if their centroid was located outside of the Urban Growth Area. Parcels on resource land were
identified by overlaying the parcels with current King County zoning shapefiles, and selecting parcels
with centroids within Agriculture, Forest, or Mineral zoned land.

Phase 2 - Land Supply

The goal of Phase 2 was for jurisdictions to identify vacant and redevelopable land that has potential to
see new development activity over the next 20 years. To quantify the developable land supply,
jurisdictions followed the steps below. Results of this analysis were documented in standard data
templates provided by King County.

= Assemble data, including parcel/assessor data, critical areas, and zoning (a set of 2019 parcel data
and assessment information was provided to jurisdictions),

= Exclude land uses or parcels that are unlikely to develop for categorical reasons (e.g., parks,
schools, public facilities, other institutions),

= Identify planned density by zone (see discussion below),
= Define thresholds for identifying vacant and redevelopable parcels (see discussion below),

= Identify vacant and redevelopable parcels using thresholds,

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 18
AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 163




219

Methodology and Guidance Overview

Item 9.

= Review and refine the resulting developable land supply,
= Remove area for environmentally sensitive lands (critical areas)
= Screen for infrastructure gaps, and

=  Summarize developable land supply by zone.

Planned Density Reporting

Planned density typically refers to the maximum density allowed by zoning code and development
regulations. Planned densities were collected for two reasons. First, as a part of new requirements to
the Growth Management Act (GMA) buildable lands statute passed by the State Legislature in 2017,
King County jurisdictions are required to evaluate whether planned densities are being achieved in the
2021 Urban Growth Capacity Study. Achieved densities (evaluated in Phase One reporting) are later
compared to planned densities as one indicator of whether development is occurring as planned.

Second, planned densities are used in the identification of redevelopable lands. These are lands that
have some development already, but which could reasonably be expected to see additional
development during the planning period. Redevelopable parcels include partially utilized parcels,
meaning the parcel is large enough to be subdivided to allow for the creation of additional residential
lots. They can also include under-utilized parcels, which are parcels that could be converted to a more
intensive use typically because the planned density is significantly higher than the existing density on
the parcels. Since the 2007 Buildable Lands Report, King County has recommended jurisdictions
identify both kinds of redevelopable lands by comparing the existing density of development to its
planned, or potential, density (see additional discussion below).

Typically, planned densities for residential zones are reported in dwelling units per acre (du/acre),
and in floor area ratio (FAR) for non-residential zones. In certain cases, residential planned density is
reported in terms of FAR or minimum lot size. Non-residential planned density has more variation and
is less frequently defined as explicitly as residential zones. For these zones, jurisdictions were asked to
fill out a FAR calculator to assist with consistent comparisons later in the study.

Developable Land Supply Reporting

This portion of the analysis involved a jurisdiction-wide scan to quantify all land available for
residential or commercial/industrial development for the next 20-year planning period. “Land supply”
is the phrase used to refer to an inventory of land “suitable for development.” Land supply inventories
for each jurisdiction ideally strive for a snapshot of land with development potential as of January
2019, approximating the end of the most recent evaluation period (2012-2018). The land supply is
comprised of both vacant and redevelopable lands and is typically based on a parcel-based dataset
provided by King County. In certain cases, individual jurisdictions maintain a land supply based on
development site data in lieu of parcel data.
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Vacant Definition

Vacant lands are devoid of development or contain only low value accessory structures. For this study,
arecommended two-part test was used to determine if a parcel was vacant: query parcels with
assessor present use codes indicating vacant land use and query parcels with improvement values less
than $10,000. Selected parcels were then screened for known exclusions, such as school district land,
parking lots associated with condo buildings, government-owned land, and other land use types (see
Appendix).

Redevelopable Definition (Residential)

For redevelopable residential land, a ratio of potential to existing density on a parcel was used to
determine if a parcel was redevelopable. For example, if a city defined redevelopable land to be where
existing development is less than two times the potential density for that property, then a single family
property on an acre lot which is zoned for up to four units per acre, would be considered
redevelopable.

Jurisdictions were recommended to choose a threshold between 2 to 3.5. The threshold a jurisdiction
selected was influenced by development pressure and existing density, i.e., a lower threshold is more
appropriate for denser, rapidly developing jurisdictions.

King County provided calculated residential density by parcel for this phase, and combined with
planned density, jurisdictions were able to calculate the above ratio and test various thresholds. Once
a given threshold was selected, results were queried and then screened through a variety of factors
(for details see Appendix B: Phase 2 Guidance).

Redevelopable Definition (Non-Residential and Mixed-Use)

Two methods were provided to jurisdictions for identifying redevelopable non-residential and mixed-
use parcels. While a density-based ratio, as is recommended for residential lands, can be informative in
some areas, particularly those facing significant development pressure, an improvement-to-land-value
based ratio may also accurately identify properties likely to redevelop.

Value-ratio method. In the parcel/assessor data table provided by King County, an
improvement-to-land-value ratio was calculated for each parcel (appraised improvement value
divided by land value). A low ratio indicates more potential for redevelopment. Theoretically,
the ratio reflects the potential profitability of more intensive use of a site relative to the
revenue generating potential of the existing use. Typical threshold ratios for determining
redevelopability range from 0.25 to 1. A threshold of 0.5 was recommended for most areas
within the county. Jurisdictions experiencing more intense development pressure were
allowed to consider a higher ratio.

Density-ratio method. Since planned densities for all zones were being evaluated for this
analysis, using a density-based filter is more possible than in past studies. The existing FAR-
based density was calculated for every parcel (existing development divided by the parcel
area) and included in the parcel data for each jurisdiction. Using the planned density of the
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parcel’s related zoning, jurisdictions could calculate a potential density value for each parcel.
By comparing the potential and existing densities, jurisdictions could create a ratio by which to
judge a parcel’s redevelopabllity. Starting with a ratio of 1.5 (potential-to-existing density) and
testing a +/-0.5 tolerance was the recommended starting place for reviewing the
redevelopable land supply results. Jurisdictions with less non-residential development
pressure were advised to set a higher threshold.

Screening

Regardless of method, queried parcels were screened and selectively removed from the analysis. Full
documentation on the screening process can be found in Appendix B: Phase 2 Guidance. Two major
factors in reducing land supply, critical areas and infrastructure gaps, bear additional description.

Critical Areas

Using the initial land supply, jurisdictions intersected and removed only non-buildable critical areas
and critical area buffers in accordance with development standards, as described in Appendix B.

Infrastructure Gaps

Comporting with the new Department of Commerce Buildable Lands Guidance, the land supply was
screened to remove or discount land supply experiencing significant water, sewer, stormwater, or
transportation infrastructure gaps that would fully or partially impede development at planned levels.
Jurisdictions were provided with a summary of infrastructure constraints identified in their
comprehensive plan, and then performed a two-step analysis to further identify infrastructure
constrained development: first identifying any areas with development potential outside existing
service areas or affected by a significant, but unscheduled infrastructure need, and secondly removing
or discounting specific parcels that were unserved and unlikely to be serviced in the next 20 years due
to these gaps. Further detail on the infrastructure gaps guidance is contained in Appendix G.

Final Land Supply

After critical area deductions and infrastructure constrained lands were removed, each jurisdiction
reported net vacant and net redevelopable land by zone. This is the final land supply.

Major Planned Development - Pipeline

The last section of Phase 2 asked each jurisdiction to fill out permitted development already in the
pipeline, and when possible, the corresponding parcel number. Pipeline development was considered
separately in the capacity analysis, and this step was to ensure that parcels with permitted
development were not double counted towards future capacity as well.
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Phases 3 and 4 - Capacity

Calculating capacity was spread across two phases of data reporting. Phase 3 focused on an initial
capacity calculation by zone, paired with local reporting on achieved growth and densities. Phase 4
data reporting finalized urban growth capacity calculations for each jurisdiction by applying market
factor and employment density assumptions to the initial capacity calculated in Phase 3.

Capacity Overview

Generally, developable capacity is calculated by zone, and is the product of a zone’s assumed density
and the area of land supply, minus a percentage accounting for streets, sidewalks, and public purpose
land. Achieved densities calculated in Phase 1 of data collection typically form the basis for the
assumed densities, and the land supply was reported by zone in Phase 2. Jurisdictions selected
discounts for right-of-way and public purpose lands, informed by recent development trends, to
reduce the land supply for non-buildable, necessary infrastructure. This process is illustrated below in
Exhibit 9.
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Exhibit 9. Capacity Calculation Steps

Calculating Residential Capacity

Assumed : Initial
: Discounts :
Density Capacity
Dwelling units Acres of Percent of Housing units
peracre vacant and land for right-
redevelopable of-way and
land public
purpose

Calculating Non-Residential Capacity

Assumed : Initial

: Discounts Q :
Density Capacity
FAR Acres of Percent of Built square

vacant and land for right- feet
redevelopable of-way and
land public
purpose

Calculating Mixed-use Capacity
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: : Single Use o
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Supply $ non-res $ S B’ Densities » BISCOUNE 3 Capacity
: Supply
split
Acres of (for some Acres of Dwelling units Percent of Housing units
vacant and cities) vacant and per acre land for right- and built
redevelopable redevelopable and FAR of-way and square feet
land land public

purpose

Source: King County Phase 3 Guidance Document, 2020.

Calculating Capacity

The steps for calculating capacity are broken down in the following sections: reporting assumed
density, determining mixed-use splits, taking discounts, and calculating capacity.

Assumed Densities

Assumed densities are an important part of developing capacity calculations. They are reported for
each zone where development can occur. Assumed densities, except in limited circumstances, must be
based upon the achieved densities observed in the 2012-2018 evaluation period reported in Phase 1 of
Urban Growth Capacity data collection. This is specifically called out in RCW 36.70A.215(3)a, e.
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Deviation from achieved density is only permitted for zones in the following circumstances:

= Insufficient observed development in the evaluation period. Some zones may have
experienced limited or no development to draw reasonable conclusions for anticipated
development densities, either in the types of development allowed in a mixed-use zone, or in the
quantity of development.

= Changes in regulations. Densities achieved in development permitted during the five-year review
period may reflect zoning and development regulations that have since changed. Where
regulations have changed to effectively increase or decrease achievable net densities, assumed
future densities should reflect the impact of those regulatory changes, and the specific changes
should be documented.

= Trends over time. A trend of increasing dwelling units per acre or FAR over time could justify an
assumed future density higher than indicated in the zonal average reported as achieved density in
Phase 1. Annual reporting in Phase 1 data would indicate this trend.

= Infrastructure gaps. “Partial infrastructure gaps,” where infrastructure limitations affected
portions of zones from achieving planned densities were identified in Phase 2 data reporting.

In such cases, jurisdictions may look to the planned density to inform the assumed density.
Documentation of the specific development circumstances that demand deviation from the achieved
density, and the rationale for the selected assumed density are required in the reporting tools.

Assumed densities are the basis for calculating initial capacity below.

Mixed-Use Zone Splits

Mixed-use zones are defined as zones with capacity for both residential and non-residential
development. In some cities, mixed-use zones require the achieved use splits observed in Phase 1 to
apportion area to residential and non-residential uses to calculate capacity, but all cities were asked to
report on differences between achieved density and planned density for mixed-use development.

Some mixed-use zones did not see development in the evaluation period. In these instances,
jurisdictions were advised to draw from additional sources:

= (QObserved splits in zones in comparable zones in or outside of the given jurisdiction

= Expressed vision for these areas in comprehensive and neighborhood plan policies, or
development regulations

= Local knowledge of market conditions, demand for space, projects in the development pipeline,
and developer interest

= Existing development similar to that envisioned for a zone

Defining these splits is a key component in understanding the breakdown in land supply available to
residential and non-residential development on mixed-use land.
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Discounts

To estimate the actual developable capacity, the area of vacant and redevelopable land supply must be
reduced or “discounted” to account for land that gets utilized for rights-of-way and other public
purpose uses where people do not live or work. Public purpose uses are generally stormwater
facilities, parks, or other open space. These amounts vary by type and density of development.

The starting place for approximating these discounts is the observed development data used to
calculate achieved densities in Phase 1.

Past buildable lands reports provide additional reference points, built from the development observed
during those evaluation periods. As development becomes denser and occurs as infill, these discount
rates reduce, as right-of-way and public purpose uses are already built into the urban fabric.

Jurisdictions were encouraged to tailor discount selections to major land use types (e.g., multifamily,
or non-residential development) and to vacant or redevelopable land. Some jurisdictions varied
discounts by zone, based on future development conditions.

Initial Capacity

In this step, capacity is calculated by combining all portions of the analysis up until this point. From
here, capacity was calculated by the following steps:

1. Reportland supply area by vacant/redevelopable and by zone.

2. Deduct the selected percentages for rights-of-way and public purpose, determining the actual
buildable area.

3. Calculate initial capacity by multiplying assumed density by buildable area, resulting in either
initial dwelling unit calculations for residential capacity, or square feet of developable floor area
for non-residential capacity.

4. Subtract and existing units/development on redevelopable parcels in order to obtain the net
capacity by zone.

It is important to note that in Phase 1 data collection, achieved densities were separately calculated for
the residential and non-residential components of mixed-use projects. These achieved densities were
generally calculated from the number of residential units or commercial/office square footage over the
entire parcel area. Calculating density in this manner factors in a split between residential and non-
residential uses into the achieved density, making a separate apportionment of mixed-use zoned land
before the assumed density is applied unnecessary. Some jurisdictions preferred to apportion mixed
use land to single uses to calculate achieved densities. For these jurisdictions, it was necessary to apply
the achieved mixed-use land split to the land supply before applying their assumed densities.
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Final Capacity

Creating the final urban growth capacity calculations for each jurisdiction involves applying market
factor and employment density assumptions to the general capacity calculation process outlined in
Phase 3. This section describes those assumptions.

Market Factor

Market Factor is the estimated percentage of developable land contained within an urban growth area
that is likely to remain unavailable over the course of a 20-year planning period and is, in practice, the
final non-developable land deduction when calculating lands suitable for development and
redevelopment. Appendix E: Market Factor Guidance details considerations jurisdictions used when
selecting appropriate assumptions to apply in each zone based on local market conditions or other
factors.

Employment Density

Estimating employment densities is the final step in estimating total capacity for new job growth in a
jurisdiction. While there are various ways to convert land capacity to capacity for new employment,
King County selected to use an approach that converts non-residential development capacity
measured in square feet of floor area to capacity for new employment. This conversion requires
assumptions for the average number of built square feet of floor area for each job. The lower the
square foot per job, the higher the density of use. The calculation is simply:

Total job capacity = Gross square footage* of floor area capacity / gross square footage per job

Square footage per job can vary widely by building type or employment sector. For example,
warehouses devote a great deal of square footage to storing inventory or other goods, and therefore
typically require considerably more square footage per job than office uses. Average employment
density assumptions should reflect the types of job growth that are expected in an area.

Many jurisdictions selected different employment density assumptions for commercial and industrial
zones to reflect different expectations for the type of development and job growth expected in those
zones. Some jurisdictions even varied employment density assumptions among different commercial
zones. For example, a city may assume that average square footage per job is lower in a downtown
zone than in other commercial zones further from the core. This decision could reflect expectations
that a higher proportion of the downtown floor area capacity will be used as office space, compared to
other commercial zones where lower density retail uses may be more common.

Appendix F: Employment Density Guidance provides additional details about considerations
jurisdictions could use when selecting the assumptions.

4 Gross square footage simply refers to the total square footage of the building, including walls. Gross square footage capacity
is calculated as the floor area ratio (FAR) * the parcel size in square feet.

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 26
AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 171




227

Methodology and Guidance Overview

Item 9.

Data Review, Land Supply, and Capacity
Calculations

Throughout Phases 2 through 4, King County staff, with consultant support, reviewed and summarized
data received from the jurisdictions for land supply and capacity. In certain cases, jurisdictions were
asked to correct or recalculate portions of the analysis due to inconsistencies discovered in the review
process. In other cases, King County staff along with the consultant team reviewed and corrected
calculations and sent data back to the jurisdictions for review.

This was an important step for refining the data and providing greater consistency across the entire
analysis. The jurisdictions were involved in all conversations when data was changed or corrected, and
all data presented in this report have been reviewed and approved by each relevant jurisdiction.
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Ch. 3 Development Trends

This chapter reviews residential and employment growth trends in King County between 2006 and
2018. It also compares these trends to growth targets set in the 2012 King County Countywide
Planning Policies and subsequently extended to 2035.5 These targets include growth for the Urban
Growth Area as a whole, individual jurisdictions, and a set of five Regional Geographies for grouping
individual jurisdictions: Metropolitan Cities, Core Cities, Larger Cities, Small Cities, and Urban
Unincorporated areas (for a map, see Exhibit 10).

Regional Geographies used in this chapter are based on Puget Sound Regional Council’s VISON 2040
regional plan, as the 2006-2035 targets were adopted using the VISION 2040 plan as a framework.
They should not be confused with the new VISION 2050 Regional Geographies King County adopted in
2020. Chapter 6 will use the new Regional Geographies to summarize capacity with an eye towards
planning for new 2019-2044 growth targets.

The final section of this chapter summarizes development trends in rural areas.

5 King County extended the 2006-2031 growth targets out to 2035 using a linear projection based on continuing the same
average annual growth rate. These 2035 targets may vary from land use assumptions used in local comprehensive plans for
jurisdictions that selected a different method for extending their 2031 growth targets to 2035.
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Exhibit 10. Map of VISION 2040 Regional Geographies Used for 2035 Growth Targets
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Residential Growth Trends

Between 2006 and 2018, the county had a net gain 0of 415,591 new residents and 130,892 new housing
units. The average annual rate of net new housing production was 1.4%. Exhibit 11 shows net new
housing with break downs by Regional Geography. Over half of all new housing units were constructed
in Metropolitan Cities, with the vast majority in the City of Seattle. During this period only 3% of all
housing production was in rural unincorporated areas.

Exhibit 11. Net New Housing Units by Regional Geography, 2006-2018
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Source: King County, 2021, based on Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) Small Area Estimates®.

Consistency of Residential Growth with Adopted Targets

As a whole, King County is on pace to meet the 2035 countywide growth target of 276,604 net new
units. Exhibit 12 shows progress toward the 2035 housing growth targets. As of 2018, King County
was 47% of the way to achieving the 2035 target, compared to 41% of the growth period having
elapsed (12 out of 29 years). The exhibit shows that progress by Regional Geography has varied.
Collectively, Metropolitan Cities, Larger Cities, and Small Cities have all growth at a faster pace than
needed to achieve their targets in 2035. On the other hand, Core Cities have grown more slowly than
needed to achieve their 2035 targets.

6 All 2006 and 2018 city and urban unincorporated area estimates in this chapter are sourced from block-level data from the
WA Office of Financial Management (OFM) Small Area Estimates Program. This source was used to develop jurisdictional
estimates for both years that reflect approximate current municipal boundaries to control for growth due to annexation.
Some variation from OFM official April 1st population estimates for jurisdictions will be evident.

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 30
AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 175




231

Development Trends

Item 9.

Exhibit 12. Progress Towards 2035 Housing Targets, 2006-2018
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Exhibit 13 compares housing growth to targets for each jurisdiction. The column with colored cells (%
of 2035 Target Pace) measures the progress of each city and urban unincorporated King County
compared to the pace needed to achieve their 2035 target. A value of 100% indicates the jurisdiction
was growing at exactly the right rate to meet their 2035 target, while lower values indicate the
jurisdiction was growing at a slower rate than implied in the growth target. For jurisdictions growing
slower than the target pace, the color of the cell indicates how close the pace of growth is to target.
Jurisdictions very close to the target pace are shown in green, while those further from the pace are in
yellow, orange, or red. The number of jurisdictions that grew significantly slower than the target pace
are relatively few. Cities that have significantly over paced their target rate were generally affected by
having very small residential targets. Note that data for cities that straddle two counties include only
the King County portion.
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Exhibit 13. Residential Growth Compared to Targets, 2006-2018

2006 Total 2006-2035 2006-2018 2018 Total % of 2035 Remaining Annual Growth

Housing Housing Housing Housing HU target 2035 Needed to
City/Jurisdiction Units Target Production 10) 111 pace Target Achieve Target
Metropolitan Cities
Bellevue 55,107 20,056 6,591 61,698 79% 13,465 1.3%
Seattle 292,881 99,760 63,675 356,556 [NA549% 36,085 0.6%
Subtotal 347,988 119,816 70,266 418,254 142% 49,550 0.7%
Core Cities
Auburn 23,602 11,159 3,138 26,740 68% 8,021 1.8%
Bothell 9,522 4,420 2,204 11,726 [121% 2,216 1.1%
Burien 19,584 5,150 1,225 20,809 57% 3,926 1.1%
Federal Way 34,560 9,396 2,525 37,085 65% 6,871 1.1%
Kent 43,552 10,753 4,259 47,811 [7796%| 6,495 0.8%
Kirkland 35,556 9,941 3,100 38,656 75% 6,841 1.0%
Redmond 22,790 11,896 4,946 27,736 [100%)] 6,950 1.5%
Renton 36,168 17,231 6,607 42,775 93% 10,623 1.5%
SeaTac 10,301 6,728 548 10,849 20% 6,180 3.4%
Tukwila 7,739 5,626 130 7,869 6% 5,496 4.1%
Subtotal 243,374 92,300 28,683 272,057 75% 63,617 1.4%
Larger Cities
Des Moines 12,287 3,480 413 12,700 29% 3,067 1.4%
Issaquah 11,517 6,670 5,096 16,612 [N185% 1,574 0.6%
Kenmore 8,156 4,060 1,120 9,276 67% 2,940 1.9%
Maple Valley 6,765 2,088 2,061 8,826 [1239% 27 0.0%
Mercer Island 9,467 2,320 1,006 10,473 [105% 1,314 0.7%
Sammamish 18,196 4,849 3,585 21,780 FN179% 1,264 0.3%
Shoreline 22,173 5,800 1,529 23,702 64% 4,271 1.1%
Woodinville 4,550 3,480 604 5,154 42% 2,876 3.3%
Subtotal 93,110 32,747 15,413 108,523 114% 17,334 0.9%
Small Cities
Algona 960 220 89 1,049 [N97% 132 0.7%
Beaux Arts Village 119 3 1 120 82% 2 0.1%
Black Diamond 1,623 2,204 112 1,735 12% 2,092 7.1%
Carnation 739 383 141 880 89% 242 1.6%
Clyde Hill 1,083 12 8 1,091 [76% 3 0.0%
Covington 5,470 1,705 1,564 7,034 [N222% 141 0.1%
Duvall 2,105 1,322 576 2,681 [T105% 746 1.6%
Enumclaw 5,048 1,653 278 5,326 41% 1,375 1.5%
Hunts Point 183 1 4 187 [1888% - Met Target
Lake Forest Park 5,226 551 201 5,427 88% 350 0.4%
Medina 1,162 22 72 1,234 [795%| - Met Target
Milton 337 58 271 608 - Met Target
Newcastle 3,784 1,392 1,404 5,188 - Met Target
Normandy Park 2,794 139 83 2,877 56 0.1%
North Bend 3,352 771 361 3,712 411 0.7%
Pacific 2,146 331 316 2,462 15 0.0%
Skykomish 166 12 7 173 5 0.2%
Snoqualmie 2,864 1,873 2,087 4,951 [11269% - Met Target
Yarrow Point 401 16 25 426 - Met Target
Subtotal 39,560 12,670 7,601 47,160 145% 5,069 0.6%
Urban Unincoporated
Urban Unincorporated 35,910 | 12,837 | 5,498 | 41,408 [10%4% 7,339 | 1.0%
Subtotal 35910 12,837 | 5498 41,408 104% 7,339 1.0%

Urban King County 759,942 270,370 127,461 887,403 114% 142,909

(0% 100% +|
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Achieved Residential Density

This section evaluates achieved density in dwelling units per acre for residential construction that was
permitted between 2012 and 2018. Achieved density varied significantly between Regional
Geographies, as shown in Exhibit 14. Metropolitan Cities permitted housing at ~105 du/acre on
average, while in the remainder of the county average density ranged between 6 and 21 units per acre.

Exhibit 14. Average Achieved Density of Permitted Housing Units, 2012-2018
o 120
)

100 104.7

Units / Ac

80
60
40

20
20.8

10.1 6.4

Metropolitan  Core Cities Larger Cities  Small Cities Urban Urban King
Cities Unincorporated County

Source: BERK, 2021, based on permit data summarized by King County jurisdictions.

The density of new housing development is strongly related to the types of housing that are provided.
This study summarizes development by density level categories’ that correspond to typical residential
development styles. Exhibit 15 shows the categories used in the study, as well as examples of
development in King County which fall into each category. Allowing for, and encouraging, new housing
development in a variety of housing types is an important way to increase housing diversity. When a
community provides a greater diversity of housing options it can meet the housing needs of a greater
diversity of household types.

7 Note that these density levels are based on dwelling units per net acre. In other words, net density measures units per acre
on individual buildable lots. It excludes street right of ways and common areas.
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Exhibit 15. Categories for Summarizing Achieved Residential Density

Density | Units per Description Example
Net Acre
Very low | Less than 4 | Detached single family homes on large
lots
Low 4-10 Detached single family homes at typical
suburban density level
Medium- ;| 10-24 Small lot single family homes, duplex,
Low triplex, & lower-density townhouses
Medium- | 24-48 Low-rise apartments and condominiums;
High higher-density townhomes.
High 48+ Mid- and high-rise apartments and
condominiums.
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Over two-thirds of all newly permitted housing units were High density (48+ units per acre), as shown
in Exhibit 16. Housing in this category would almost exclusively be in multifamily buildings such as
apartments or condominiums. About 17% of all housing development was in the Low or Very Low
categories, indicating single-family housing built at 10 units per acre or less. Only 15% of all housing
production was built at Medium densities between 10 and 48 units per acre. Residences in these
categories could include “missing middle” formats such as small lot single family, multiplexes,
townhomes, and some low-rise apartments or condominiums.

Exhibit 16. Countywide Permitted Housing Units by Achieved Density, 2012-2018

70%
68%
60%
50%
40%

30%

20%

15%

Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High

10%

Percent of Total Permitted Housing Units

0%

Source: BERK, 2021, based on permit data summarized by King County jurisdictions.

Exhibit 17 shows the distribution of achieved density for each Regional Geography. Over 90% of
permitted units in Metropolitan Cities were in the High density housing range. High density housing
also accounted for between 30% and 40% of permitted units in Core Cities and Larger Cities, both of
which included a diversity of different density levels. In Urban Unincorporated and Small Cities, Low
and Very Low density development was most common.
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Exhibit 17. Permitted Housing Units by Regional Geography and Achieved Density, 2012-2018

100%
90% .
80% Density
70% Level
B High
60%
. B Medium High
0%
409 Medium Low
(1]
H Low
30%
209% Very Low
(1]
10%

0%

% of Permitted Units

Urban Small Cities Larger Cities Core Cities Metropolitan ~ Urban King
Unincorporated Cities County

Regional Geography

Source: BERK, 2021, based on permit data summarized by King County jurisdictions.

Exhibit 18 presents the same permit data transposed to show the distribution by Regional Geography
for each achieved density level. Not surprisingly, the vast majority of the High density growth occurred
in Metropolitan Cities. Most of the Medium-High density growth was split between Metropolitan Cities
and Core Cities. About 70% of both Low and Medium-Low density growth occurred in Core Cities and
Larger Cities.
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Exhibit 18. Permitted Housing Units by Achieved Density and Regional Geography, 2012-2018

100%
90%
80%
70% 1 Metropolitan Cities
60% B Core Cities
50% W Larger Cities
40% ® Small Cities
30% Urban Unincorporated
20%
10%

0%

% of Permitted Units

Very Low ow Medium Low Medium High High
Density Category

Source: BERK, 2021, based on permit data summarized by King County jurisdictions.

Exhibit 19. Permitted Housing Units by Regional Geography, 2006-2018

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

20%
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)
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Metropolitan Cities Core Cities Larger Cities Small Cities Urban Unincorporated
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Source: BERK, 2021, based on permit data summarized by King County jurisdictions.
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Employment Growth Trends

Between 2006 and 2018, the county had a net gain of 246,475 new jobs. The average annual rate of job
growth was 1.8%. Exhibit 20 shows annual gain or loss of jobs by Regional Geography. It shows
significant job losses during Great Recession in 2009 and 2010. It also shows smaller losses of jobs in
Unincorporated King County in 2008, 2011, and 2012. These are likely due to annexations of
unincorporated areas into cities, which would represent a shift of jobs from one Regional Geography
category to another rather than actual job losses. With regards to job growth, these trends show
annual gains highly concentrated in Metropolitan and Core Cities.

Exhibit 20: Annual Net Change in Jobs by Regional Geography, 2007-2018
50,000

40,000

Net Change in Jobs

20,000
Unincorporated King County

10,000 m Small Cities
0 S ® Larger Cities

m Core Cities
-10,000

Metropolitan Cities
-20,000
-30,000
-40,000
-50,000

-60,000
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Source: PSRC, 2020.
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Exhibit 21 breaks down all non-residential development permitted in urban King County by Regional

Geography. Over half of this growth was within Metropolitan Cities, and nearly a third was in Core
Cities. The other geographies had much smaller shares.

Exhibit 21. Permitted Non-Residential Floor Area by Regional Geography, 2012-2018

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

Percent of Permitted Non-Residential Floor Area

0%

53%

Metropolitan Cities

30%

Core Cities

12%
Larger Cities Small Cities

1%

Urban
Unincorporated

Source: BERK, 2021, based on permit data summarized by King County jurisdictions.
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Jobs Housing Balance

The chart below shows the ratio of jobs to housing units for each Regional Geography. Metropolitan Cities and Core Cities
are significantly higher than other geographies, reflecting their roles containing King County’s primary employment centers.
The following exhibit shows the same ratio calculated for each individual jurisdiction. There is significant variation, with
Tukwila, SeaTac, and Redmond each standing out with relatively high ratios.

Exhibit 22. Jobs to Housing Ratio by Jurisdiction (2018 vs 2006)
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Source: PSRC, 2020; OFM, 2020.

Consistency of Employment Growth with Adopted Targets

As a whole, urban King County is on pace to hit the 2035 countywide growth target of 488,659 net new
jobs. Exhibit 23 shows progress toward the 2035 job growth targets. As of 2018, King County was 47%
of the way to achieving the 2035 target, compared to 41% of the growth period having elapsed (12 out
of 29 years). The exhibit shows that progress by Regional Geography has varied. As a category, both
Metropolitan Cities and Small Cities have grown at a faster pace than needed to achieve their targets in
2035. On the other hand, Core Cities and Large Cities have grown more slowly than needed to achieve
their 2035 targets.
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Exhibit 23. Progress Toward 2035 Jobs Target by Regional Geography, 2006-2018
80%
60% 63%

50% 419% Elapsed 47%
40%

Percent of Jobs Target

30%
31%

20% —
10%

0%
Metropolitan  Core Cities Larger Cities  Small Cities Urban Urban King
Cities Unincorporated County

------- % of Jobs Targets Elapsed

Source: King County, 2021; PSRC, 2020.

Exhibit 24 compares job growth to targets for each jurisdiction. The column with colored cells (% of
Jobs Target Pace) measures the progress of each city and unincorporated urban King County
compared to the pace needed to achieve their 2035 target. A value of 100% indicates the jurisdiction
was growing at exactly the right rate to hit their 2035 target while lower values indicate the
jurisdiction was growing at a slower rate than implied in the growth target. For jurisdictions growing
slower than the target pace, the color of the cell indicates how close the pace of growth is to target.
Jurisdictions close to the target pace are shown in green, while those further from the pace are in
yellow, orange, or red.
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Exhibit 24. Employment Growth Compared to Targets, 2006-2018

Remaining | Annual Growth

2006 Total | 2006-2035 | 2006-2018 | 2018 Total 2035 |toAchieve 2035
City Jobs Jobs Target |Jobs Growth Target Target
Metropolitan Cities
Bellevue 120,494 61,480 22,529 143,023 89% 38,951 1.6%
Seattle 498,931 170,172 123,190 622,121 I175% 46,982 0.4%
Subtotal 619,425 231,652 145,719 765,144 152% 85,933 0.7%
Core Cities
Auburn 38,252 22,446 5,518 43,770 59% 16,928 2.3%
Bothell 11,757 5,800 5,023 16,780 [1209% 777 0.3%
Burien 13,371 5,754 (26) 13,345 % 5,754 2.5%
Federal Way 31,616 14,268 (468) 31,148 8% 14,268 2.7%
Kent 63,299 15,405 9,061 72,360 [0 142% 6,344 0.5%
Kirkland 36,698 24,186 12,582 49,280 [0 126%) 11,604 1.4%
Redmond 81,207 26,680 11,967 93,174 [11108% 14,713 0.9%
Renton 53,431 33,640 12,720 66,151 91% 20,920 1.9%
SeaTac 29,585 29,348 4,937 34,522 41% 24,411 4.2%
Tukwila 44,345 20,358 621 44,966 [0007% 19,737 2.6%
Subtotal 403,561 197,884 61,935 465,496 76% 135,455 1.7%
Large Cities
Des Moines 6,206 5,800 859 7,065 36% 4,941 41%
Issaquah 18,889 23,200 8,950 27,839 | 93% 14,250 3.0%
Kenmore 5,062 3,480 (1,050) 4,012 PE73% 3,480 5.1%
Maple Valley 3,297 2,320 893 4,190 [ 93% 1,427 2.0%
Mercer Island 7,453 1,160 292 7,745 61% 868 0.7%
Sammamish 6,199 2,088 1,987 8,186 [IN230% 101 0.1%
Shoreline 17,411 5,800 487 17,898 20% 5,313 1.7%
Woodinville 11,876 5,800 643 12,519 27% 5,157 2.4%
Subtotal 76,393 49,648 13,061 89,454 64% 35,537 2.3%
Small Cities
Algona 1,879 244 263 2,142 [N261% : Met Target
Beaux Arts Village 13 4 9 22 _ - Met Target
Black Diamond 458 1,218 57 515 [0 11% 1,161 13.3%
Carnation 871 429 15 886 [ 8% 414 2.7%
Clyde Hill 713 - (79) 634 N/A N/A N/A
Covington 3,528 1,531 1,485 5,013 2345 46 0.1%
Duvall 1,182 974 301 1,483 75% 673 2.7%
Enumclaw 4,960 853 96 5,056 27% 757 0.9%
Hunts Point 51 - 13 64 N/A N/A N/A
Lake Forest Park 1,612 244 165 1,777 1649 79 0.3%
Medina 409 - 110 519 N/A N/A N/A
Milton 22 186 98 120 289 88 43%
Newcastle 1,736 853 891 2,627 [N253% = Met Target
Normandy Park 773 75 161 934 [516% - Met Target
North Bend 2,707 1,218 590 3,297 IA17%) 628 1.1%
Pacific 1,443 429 (609) 834 439 429 3.0%
Skykomish 64 - 12 76 N/A N/A N/A
Snoqualmie 2,004 1,218 3,684 5,688 N731% - Met Target
Yarrow Point 109 - (49) 60 N/A N/A N/A
Subtotal 24,534 9,475 7,213 31,747 184% 4,275 0.8%
Urban Unincorporated
Urban Unincorporated 12,843 | 7,900 3,557 16,400 [ 109% 4,343 1.6%
Subtotal 12,843 | 7,900 3,557 16,400 | 109%| 4,343 1.6%

Urban King County 1,136,756 496,559 231,485 1,368,241 113% 265,074

Source: King County 20211; PSRC, 2020. Percent of Target Pace

ey 1007+
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Achieved Non-Residential Density

For non-residential construction that occurred between 2012 and 2018, jurisdictions evaluated
achieved density in floor area ratio (FAR). This metric compares the built floor area of structures to the
total area of the parcel. For multistory buildings, this method sums floor area on each story. This can
resultin floor area ratios greater than 1.0. When presenting the results of this analysis, this report
summarizes achieved density in five density categories, shown in Exhibit 25.

Exhibit 25. Categories for Summarizing Achieved Non-Residential Density (FAR)

Very Low Low Medium-Low Medium-High High

Less than 0.35 0.35-0.5 0.5-1.0 1.0-3.0 Greater than 3.0

During the six-year analysis period, about 41% of all newly permitted non-residential development
was High density (greater than 3 FAR), as shown in Exhibit 26. Medium-Low and Very Low were the
two next common density levels. Medium-High was the least common with only 8% of all
development.

Exhibit 26. Permitted Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level, 2012-2018
45%
40%
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25%
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15% 18% %
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0%

Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High

Percent of Permitted Non-Residential Floor Area

Source: BERK, 2021, based on permit data summarized by King County jurisdictions.

Exhibit 27 shows the distribution of achieved non-residential density for each Regional Geography.
About 75% of build square footage in Metropolitan Cities was developed at High density. In all other
Regional Geographies, Low or Very Low development accounted for half or more of all square footage.
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Exhibit 27. Permitted Non-Residential Development by Regional Geography and Achieved

Density, 2012-2018
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Source: BERK, 2021, based on permit data summarized by King County jurisdictions.

Exhibit 28 presents the same permit data transposed to show the distribution by Regional Geography
for each achieved density level. Not surprisingly, nearly all High-density development occurred in
Metropolitan Cities. Development at other density levels was spread out across different Regional
Geographies. The one exception is Urban Unincorporated, which saw very limited development overall
and mostly in Very Low density projects.
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Exhibit 28. Permitted Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density and Regional
Geography, 2012-2018
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Source: BERK, 2021, based on permit data summarized by King County jurisdictions.

Rural Development Trends

While the purpose of the Urban Growth Capacity Report is analyze urban development trends and to
determine whether King County and its cities have sufficient capacity within the Urban Growth Area to
accommodate the county’s forecasted population and job growth, RCW 36.70A.215 (2) requires
analysis of land uses and development outside the UGA. Such information can be useful in analysis of
residential trends and to assist the county in directing its programs to areas of greatest need. It is also
helpful in analyzing linkages between urban and rural growth trends. This report examines growth
trends on rural and resource lands during the 2012-2018 evaluation period.

Rural Areas and Resource Lands in King County

The landscape of King County’s rural and resource areas is characterized by extensive forests, small-

scale farms, free-flowing streams, and a variety of residential housing mostly at very low densities.

There is no growth target for rural or resource areas. Their role is as supplier of resources including

timber and agricultural products, and their primary characteristics include:

= Rural areas cover approximately 300 square miles of King County (15% of the land area) including
all of Vashon Island and a band of territory east of the contiguous UGA.

= Resource lands, including designated Forest and Agricultural Production Districts and Mineral
Lands, cover about 1,350 square miles or nearly 65% of King County’s total land area.
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®= The entire King County UGA, by contrast, covers 460 square miles, less than 22% of the county’s
land area.

= Together, the rural- and resource-designated areas cover more than three-fourths of the county’s
land area but contain only 130,000 people, about 6% of the county’s total population.

®= The Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) assume only a small fraction of King County’s residential
growth will occur in rural- and resource areas; staff projected about two percent of countywide
growth for the 2006-35 planning period.

Growth Trends Outside the Urban Growth Area

A major goal of the King County Comprehensive Plan and the Countywide Planning Policies is to focus
growth into the Urban Growth Area. As Ch. 4 Growth Capacity demonstrates, King County’s Urban
Growth Area has sufficient capacity to accommodate its entire growth target. Prior to the adoption of
the Growth Management Act in 1991, about 10% to 14% of each year’s new residential units were
built outside the UGA. Following adoption of the county Comprehensive Plan in 1994, the percent of
growth in rural areas has declined precipitously. As growth returned to King County following the
Great Recession, permitting in rural King County increased, but remains a small percentage of the
county’s overall growth. Since 2012, only about 1.5% of new units have been developed outside the
UGA, as shown in Exhibit 29. These findings demonstrate that King County is succeeding in directing
growth to, and accommodating growth within, the Urban Growth Areas.

Exhibit 29. Permit Trends on Rural and Resource Lands

Total Units Permitted | Units Permitted in the Rural Percent of County

Rural Area total
2012 12,191 92 0.8%
2013 11,688 138 1.2%
2014 13,350 201 1.5%
2015 13,620 215 1.6%
2016 13,300 244 1.8%
2017 14,700 278 1.9%
2018 17,400 260 1.5%
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Key Development Findings on Rural and Resource Lands

The major findings regarding land uses and activities in the rural areas and on resource lands are as

follows:

There are approximately 48,300 existing housing units on rural and resource lands (approximately
43,500 units on rural, 4,800 units on resource lands).

An average of about 200 of new residential units per year were permitted on rural and resource
lands between 2012 and 2018.

This small amount of growth is expected to continue, consistent with the assumption in the CPPs of
a small fraction of residential growth occurring in rural areas and resource lands.

Of approximately 66,000 total parcels in rural and resource areas, about 56,000 are developed
with residential, commercial, public or open space use. Another 10,000 parcels are vacant or in an
accessory use.

Many parcels in rural areas are smaller than the minimum lot size, because they were created long
ago, before current zoning was in place.

At current rates of residential permitting, the rural area will still have undeveloped lots at the end
of the planning period in 2035.

For commercial and industrial uses on rural and resource lands, the major finding was as follows:

There are approximately 150 vacant parcels zoned for commercial or industrial uses in rural and
resource lands, covering over 2,000 acres.

Approximately 40 of these parcels are on designated resource land, accounting for over half of the
vacant non-residential area, nearly 1,200 acres.

A limited amount of non-residential development occurred on rural parcels from 2012-2018. A
majority of the non-residential development was school or church buildings.

Excluding the school, church and accessory development, approximately 50,000 square feet of
development was constructed across 6 different developments.
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Ch. 4 Growth Capacity

This chapter presents urban growth capacity for housing and jobs in King County. Summaries include
capacity for the county as a whole, individual jurisdictions, and a set of five Regional Geographies for
grouping individual jurisdictions based on the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) VISION 2050
growth plan: Metropolitan Cities, Core Cities, High Capacity Transit (HCT) Communities, Cities &
Towns, and Urban Unincorporated areas.

PSRC designated three unincorporated potential annexation areas (PAAs), Federal Way PAA, North
Highline PAA, and Renton PAA, as HCT Communities. However, for capacity results in this chapter,
data for HCT Communities excludes all unincorporated areas and groups the PAAs into the Urban
Unincorporated areas. See Exhibit 30 for a map of jurisdictions by Regional Geography.

The Regional Geographies used in this chapter and in the jurisdictional profiles in Chapter 7 should not
be confused with the older VISION 2040 Regional Geographies discussed in Chapter 4. These new
geographies are consistent with those used in the VISION 2050 multicounty planning policies
developed through PSRC in 2020, although all unincorporated urban areas are included in the urban
unincorporated category.

General Findings

As a whole, King County has growth capacity of 406,124 housing units and 612,632 jobs in the urban
areas of the county. This capacity is distributed within jurisdictions across the county, as shown in
Exhibit 31. This exhibit breaks down both housing and employment capacity by VISION 2050 Regional
Geography, and it shows the share of capacity by jurisdiction within each geography. Note that data for
cities that straddle two counties include only the King County portion.8

8 These cities include Auburn, Bothell, Milton, and Pacific.
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Exhibit 30. Map of VISION 2050 Regional Geographies
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Exhibit 31. Housing and Job Capacity by VISION 2050 Regional Geography and Jurisdiction

251

Total Housing  Share of Housing Total Job Share of Job Capacity
Jurisdiction Capacity Capacity in Regional Capacity in Regional
(Units) Geography (Jobs) Geography
Metropolitan Cities
Bellevue 26,859 13% 117,241 32%
Seattle 172,440 87% 245,598 68%
Subtotal 199,298 362,839
Auburn 9,151 7,927
Bothell 6,370 5%l 9,015 4%l
Burien 10,816 8%l 752 0%
Federal Way 14,077, 11% M 29500: 15% M
Issaquah 14,103 11% M 15,561 8%l
Kent 11,248 9%l 28,995; 14% M
Kirkland 13352 10% M 18,139 9%l
Redmond 17,777:  14% M 15,851 8% Ml
Renton 16,503: 13% M 262100 13% M
SeaTac 6,396 5% 1 15,565 8% Ml
Tukwila 8,219 6% 33,749 ||
Subtotal 128,011 201,264
Des Moines 8,386 2,410
Kenmore 4,135 9% M 3,881: 23%
Lake Forest Park 1,870 4%l 691 4%l
Merecer Island 1,607 3%l 961 6% 1l
Newcastle 3,234 7%l 680 4%l
Shoreline 25,590 53% 3953 23%: W
Woodinville 3,705 8% M 43730 26% 0
Subtotal 48,527 16,950
Algona 266 1% 313 1%
Beaux Arts 2 0% 0 0%
Black Diamond 8,434 37% 3,188 11%
Carnation 704 3% 2,864 10%
Clyde Hill 5 0% 28 0%
Covington 4,609 20% 8,421 28%
Duvall 1,343 6% 681 2%
Enumclaw 1,308 6% 1,152 4%
Hunts Point 5 0% 0 0%
Maple Valley 2,221 10% 1,784 6%
Medina 8 0% 0 0%
Milton 66 0% 1,213 4%
Normandy Park 135 1% 35 0%
North Bend 2,098 9% 5,759 19%
Pacific 137 1% 77 0%
Sammamish 1,144 5% 305 1%
Skykomish 29 0% 0 0%
Snoqualmie 372 2% 4,079 14%
Yarrow Point 17 0% 0 0%
Subtotal 22,903 29,899
Urban Unincorporated
Subtotal 7,386 I P 1,680 |
Total Urban Capacity: 406,124 Housing Units 612,632; Jobs

Sources: BERK, 2021; Data provided by individual King County jurisdictions, 2020-2021.
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Findings by Regional Geography

Exhibit 32 summarizes housing and job capacity in King County, with breakdowns by VISION 2050
Regional Geographies. Nearly half of all housing capacity is in the Metropolitan Cities (Seattle and
Bellevue), with another 32% of capacity located in Core Cities. Job capacity is even more focused in
Metropolitan Cities and Core Cities. Only 20% of housing capacity and less than 9% of all job capacity
is located in the HCT Communities, Cities & Towns, or Urban Unincorporated categories. HCT
Communities have a much higher relative share of housing capacity with 12% of countywide total,
compared to only 3% of countywide job capacity.

Exhibit 32. Capacity Summary, King County - VISION 2050 Geographies

VISION 2050 Regional Total Housing Capacity Total Job Capacity
Geographies Units Percent Jobs Percent
Metropolitan Cities 199,298  49% [ ¢ 362,839  59% L
Core Cities 128011 32% MM : 201264 33% M
HCT Communities 48527 12% M | 16,950 3% |
Cities & Towns 22903 6% I ; 29899 5% |
Urban Unincorporated 7,386 2% i 1,680 0.3%
Total Urban Capacity 406,124 Housing Units 612,632 Jobs

Total Job

Total Housing
Capacity
(jobs)

Capacity
(units)

B Metropolitan Cities
B Core Cities

B HCT Communities
B Cities & Towns

128,011

Sources: BERK, 2021; Data provided by individual King County jurisdictions, 2020-2021.

Residential Capacity

Exhibits in this section are grouped both by VISION 2050 Regional Geographies, as well as by assumed
density level. For capacity calculations, individual jurisdictions selected an assumed density level for
each zone based on a combination of factors, including the achieved density measured in historic
development activity as well as current planned density. See Chapter 3 for more information about
achieved density.
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For residential capacity, each zone is categorized by density level according to the assumed dwelling
units per acre (du/acre) for future development. Exhibits reporting residential capacity throughout
the rest of this report rely on the following density levels, consistent with the categorization of
achieved density levels in Ch. 3.

Exhibit 33. Assumed Density Levels - Residential Capacity (dwelling units per acre)

Very Low Medium-Low Medium-High High

Less than 4 4-10 10 - 24 24 -48 Greater than 48

Residential Land Supply

Exhibit 34 and Exhibit 35 show the breakdown of the net buildable land for residential development
after all deductions have been made. Deductions include the removal of non-buildable critical acres
and critical area buffers, infrastructure constrained areas, future rights of way and usage for public
purpose, and market factor. It is important to emphasize that these exhibits do not show growth
capacity for new housing units, rather they show the acreage of land available for residential
development.

There are 17,581 acres of buildable land available for residential development. Much of that land is
grouped in the very low and low assumed density levels. This exhibit highlights the relative higher
amount of land available in Very Low and Low density levels.
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Exhibit 34. Buildable Residential Land by Assumed Density (acres)

Assumed Density

Vision 2050 Geography

Medium  Medium .
Very Low Low Low High High

Metropolitan Cities 244 1,190 590 810 1,293
Core Cities 1,807 3,985 819 363 867
HCT Communities 712 864 63 302 321
Cities & Towns 965 906 284 76 11 2,242
Urban Unincorporated 108 921 41 33 6 1,110 ‘
Urban King County 3,837 7,865 1,797 1,584 2,498 17,581 100%

Metropolitan Cities - - 4,127
HCT Communities .. 2,261 Density

Level

Very Low
Cities & Towns . I 2,242 B Low

Medium Low

4,127
7,841
2,261

] ® Medium High
Urban Unincorporated 1,110 .
m High
0 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000

Sources: BERK, 2021; Data provided by individual King County jurisdictions, 2020-2021.

Exhibit 35 shows similar data presented by percent breakdown by geography by assumed density
level as opposed to total acres of residential land supply. Metropolitan Cities have the greatest share of
land supply allocated for higher density development, with 51% of available land for residential
development falling into Medium-High or High density zones. The share of land in these density levels
is much lower in the other Regional Geographies. HCT Communities have a somewhat higher share of
Medium-High and High density land supply (27%) than Core Cities (16%), likely reflecting a relatively
larger share of land in zones established to support transit-oriented residential and mixed-use
development.

Across the entire county, two-thirds of residential land supply falls into the Low or Very Low density
levels, with just 23% of land supply categorized as High density or Medium-High density. While there
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is less residential land supply available at the higher density levels, the higher density levels allow for a
far larger relative share of housing unit growth capacity, as discussed in the following section.

Exhibit 35. Percent of Residential Buildable Land by Regional Geography and Assumed Density

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%

30%

% of Residential Buildable Land

20%
10%

0%

14%

Metropolitan
Cities

Core Cities

HCT
Communities

40%

Cities & Towns

Regional Geography

Urban
Unincorporated

Urban King
County

Sources: BERK, 2021; Data provided by individual King County jurisdictions, 2020-2021.

Residential Unit Capacity

Density
Level

m High

® Medium High
Medium Low

N Low

Very Low

Exhibit 36 and Exhibit 37 show residential growth capacity in terms of housing units, broken down by
assumed density level and pipeline capacity. Pipeline capacity refers to housing units or non-
residential development that has been permitted for construction, but not yet built as of the baseline
for this study of January 1, 2019. Parcels with pipeline development are set aside and not counted in
the remaining capacity broken down by assumed density level. See Chapter 3 for a more detailed

discussion.
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Exhibit 36. Housing Capacity by Assumed Density (units)

A ed De 0t3

Medium Medium

Very Low Low Low High High Pipeline H %
Metropolitan Cities 438 4,308 3,803 21,053; 159,711 9,984: 199,298 49%
Core Cities 2,555 18,307 12,778 11,991 65,645 16,734} 128,011 32%
HCT Communities 622 2,649 679 8,851 30,486 5,239 48,527 12%
Cities & Towns 1,846 3,558 3,265 1,860 770 11,604 22,903 6%
Urban Unincorporated 68 4,656 964 1,400 298 0 7,386 2%
Urban King County 5,529 33,479 21,490 45,155 256,910 43,561 406,124 100%

- Density
HCT Communities 48,527 Level

Very Low

H Low
Cities & Towns I I 22,903 .
Medium Low

B Medium High
Urban Unincorporated Il 7386 ® High
j Pipeline

0 50,000 100,000 150,000 200,000

Sources: BERK, 2021; Data provided by individual King County jurisdictions, 2020.

There is growth capacity for nearly 200,000 housing units in Metropolitan Cities, followed by capacity
for roughly 128,000 housing units in Core Cities. These two VISION 2050 geographies make up about
80% of urban housing unit capacity in King County. The remaining 20% of capacity found in HCT
Communities, with capacity for just under 50,000 housing units; Cities & Towns, with capacity for
nearly 23,000 housing units; and the Urban Unincorporated areas, with capacity for nearly 7,400
housing units.

Exhibit 37 shows the percent breakdown of housing unit capacity by assumed density level.
Countywide, 71% of urban housing capacity (nearly 257,000 units) is in High density zones (see also
Exhibit 36). Almost all of the housing capacity in Metropolitan Cities is in High density zones, and in
Core Cities and HCT Communities, the majority of capacity is in High and Medium-High density zones.
Cities & Towns and Urban Unincorporated areas have a much greater share of capacity in Low and
Very Low density zones.
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Exhibit 37. Percent of Non-Pipeline Housing Unit Capacity by Assumed Density

100%

'E. ’ 7%

. 90%

3 16%

= 80%

E

% 70% 59% 200, 13% Density

.E 0% 0 299, Level

=

= m High

© 50%

X ® Medium High
40% 11% Medium Low
30% . 31% H Low

11% Very Low
20% 20%
10% 11% 16%
o .
()
Metropolitan  Core Cities HCT Cities & Towns Urban Urban King
Cities Communities Unincorporated County
Regional Geography

Sources: BERK, 2021; Data provided by individual King County jurisdictions, 2020.

Employment Capacity

Exhibits in this section are grouped both by VISION 2050 Regional Geographies, as well as by assumed
density level. For non-residential capacity, each zone is categorized by density level according to the
assumed floor area ratio (FAR) for future development. Exhibits reporting non-residential capacity
throughout the rest of this report rely on the following density levels, consistent with the
categorization of achieved density in Ch. 3.

Exhibit 38. Assumed Density Levels - Non-Residential Capacity (FAR)

Very Low Low Medium-Low Medium-High High

Less than 0.35 0.35-0.5 0.5-1.0 1.0-3.0 Greater than 3.0
Source: BERK, 2021.

Nonresidential Land Supply

Exhibit 39 and Exhibit 40 show the breakdown of the net buildable land for non-residential
development after all deductions have been made. This also includes removal of critical acres and
critical area buffers, infrastructure constrained areas, future rights-of-way and usage for public
purpose, and market factor. It is important to emphasize that these exhibits do not show growth
capacity, rather they show the dispersion of land available for non-residential growth.
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Medium  Medium . 0
Very Low Low Low High High 0
Metropolitan Cities 51 24 98 800 2,919 3,891 61%;
Core Cities 212 490 343 691 232 1,969 31%§
HCT Communities 93 32 73 5 1 204 3%§
Cities & Towns 67 45 111 24 5 251 4%:
Urban Unincorporated 27 0 0 5 0 32 1%:
Urban King County 450 591 624 1,524 3,158 6,347 100%
Core Cities - - 1,969
- Density
HCT Communities 204 Level
Very Low
H Low
Cities & Towns 251 Medium Low
B Medium High
m High
Urban Unincorporated 32
0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000

Sources: BERK, 2021; Data provided by individual King County jurisdictions, 2020-2021.

There are roughly 6,350 acres of buildable land available for non-residential development. The
overwhelming majority of non-residential land supply is focused in Metropolitan Cities and Core Cities,
consistent with the location of regional growth center (RGCs) and manufacturing-industrial centers

(MICs) in the VISION 2050 plan (shown in Exhibit 30).

HCT Communities, Cities & Towns, and Urban Unincorporated areas have far less land available for
non-residential development, totaling just 8% of total non-residential urban land supply across the

county.
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Exhibit 40. Percent of Non-Residential Buildable Land by Assumed Density

T 100% —
T 12% 99,
T 90% “ S
E
= 80% 36%
5
m 70% 35% .
= . 449, Density
2 60w 75% Level
)
16% i

:g 50% (] .ngh. .
é 17% B Medium High
= 0% Medium Low
é 18% H Low
< 30% Very Low
Q
S 20%

10%

0%

Metropolitan Core Cities HCT Cities & Towns Urban Urban King
Cities Communities Unincorporated County
Regional Geography

Note: Metropolitan Cities includes estimated breakdowns of residential /non-residential land supply in Seattle.
Sources: BERK, 2021; Data provided by individual King County jurisdictions, 2020-2021.

Across all of urban King County, half of land available for non-residential development is at the High
assumed density level, with the 24% in the Medium-High level, and the remaining land supply spread
across the lower assumed density levels. Similar to the residential side of land supply, the
Metropolitan Cities have the highest share of buildable land in the High density level, with
comparatively less land available for non-residential development available in the Medium-Low, Low,
and Very Low density levels. The breakdown is more varied amongst the Core Cities, HCT
Communities, and Cities & Towns, with Urban Unincorporated areas being comprised of almost
entirely Very Low density land supply for non-residential development.

Capacity for Job Growth

Exhibit 41 and Exhibit 42 show non-residential growth capacity in terms of jobs, broken down by
assumed density level and pipeline capacity.
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Exhibit 41. Job Capacity by Assumed Density (jobs)

Assumed Density Level

Geography

Medium  Medium . AT
Very Low Low Low High High Pipeline

Metropolitan Cities 1,699 1,694 9,593 47,015 290,561 12,278
Core Cities 13,828 27,289 26427 78,837 23,229 31,653
HCT Communities 6,404 3,885 2,586 686 124 3,265
Cities & Towns 7,668 3,761 8,113 2,725 747 6,884 28899
Urban Unincorporated 1,251 0 0 429 0 0 1,680
Total 30,850 36,629 46,719 129,693 314,662 54,079 612,632 100%

HCT Communities ” 16,950

362,839
201,264
16,950

Density
Level

Very Low
H Low

Cities & Towns | | 29,899 Medium Low

B Medium High
m High
Urban Unincorporated |1,680 Pipeline
0 100,000 200,000 300,000 400,000

Sources: BERK, 2021; Data provided by individual King County jurisdictions, 2020.

The Metropolitan Cities have capacity for over 360,000 jobs, 59% of total urban job capacity in King
County. Most of this capacity in both Metropolitan Cities and countywide is in the High assumed
density level. Countywide, there is capacity for 314,662 jobs in the High assumed density level, with
290,561 of those found in Metropolitan Cities.

Capacity for another 201,264 jobs is found in Core Cities, 33% of total urban job capacity in King
County. This capacity is more evenly spread across the various assumed density levels, with a higher
concentration in the Medium-High level.

There is comparatively less job capacity elsewhere in the county, with HCT Communities, Cities &
Towns, and Urban Unincorporated areas only comprising roughly 8% of total job capacity, or just over
47,000 jobs.

Exhibit 42 shows the percent breakdown of job capacity by density levels within the VISION 2050
Regional Geographies.
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100% 0

]

90% 12%
= o
8 19% 65
a 80%
Q
i
f?’ 70% 35% Density
< 60% 28% Level

50% m High

B Medium High
40% 16% 74% Medium Low
30% 16% H Low
Very Low
20% 47%
16% 33%
10% 13%
0% 8%
Metropolitan Core Cities HCT Cities & Towns Urban Urban King
Cities Communities Unincorporated County

Regional Geography

Sources: BERK, 2021; Data provided by individual King County jurisdictions, 2020.

Nearly all the job capacity in Metropolitan Cities is in the High or Medium-High density zones, similar
to the residential capacity results. In Core Cities, the largest share of job capacity is in the Medium-
High assumed density level, while in HCT Communities, Cities & Towns, and Urban Unincorporated
areas, job capacity is more spread across the assumed density levels.

Countywide, 80% of job capacity in urban areas is found in High or Medium-High density zones, with
remaining capacity spread somewhat evenly across Medium-Low, Low, and Very Low density zones.

Job Capacity by Land Use Type

Throughout this study, jurisdictions were asked to categorize zones with potential for non-residential
development by broad land use types: commercial, mixed-use, and industrial. The following section
presents non-pipeline job capacity by those land use types and broken down by VISION 2050 Regional
Geography. Itis important to note that some jurisdictions allow for commercial development in
industrial zones, industrial development in commercial zones, and multiple uses in mixed-use zones.®

9 Since many jurisdictions allow for non-commercial uses in some commercial zones, a portion of job growth in commercial
zones is likely to be from non-commercial jobs. Therefore, this study uses the phrase ‘job capacity in commercial zones’
instead of ‘commercial job capacity’ to describe job capacity by land use type.
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Exhibit 43. Non-Pipeline Job Capacity by Land Use Type (jobs)

Land Use Type

Commercial Mixed-Use Industrial

Metropolitan Cities 45952¢ 279,313 25929: 351,194
Core Cities 14,033: 138,563 17,015§ 169,611
HCT Communities 1,813 11,564 308; 13,685
Cities & Towns 10,271 12,180 5655 23,015
Urban Unincorporated 429 574 677; 1,680
Urban King County 72,499 442,193 44,494 559,185

Metropolitan Cities - . 351,194
Core Cities I I 169,611

Land Use
HCT Communities 13,685 Category
B Commercial
Mi -
Cities & Towns I ‘ 23,015 lixed-Use
B [ndustrial
Urban Unincorporated |1,680
0 100,000 200,000 300,000 400,000

Sources: BERK, 2021; Data provided by individual King County jurisdictions, 2020.

Across all geographies, the majority of job capacity is found in mixed-use zones. In urban King County,
there is capacity for over 442,193 jobs in mixed-used zones, over 72,000 jobs in commercial zones, and
nearly 45,000 jobs in industrial zones. In Metropolitan Cities alone, there is capacity for near 280,000
jobs in mixed-use zones.

Metropolitan Cities and Core Cities have the greatest amount of job capacity in industrial zones, with
HCT Communities and Cities & Towns having a relative higher amount of job capacity in mixed-use
and commercial zones.
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Exhibit 44. Percent of Non-Pipeline Job Capacity by Land Use Type

100%
'? 7% 10% 2% 2% 8%
g 90%
3]
[
2 80%
T 70% Land Use
X “00 Category
()
m [ndustrial
50%  Mixed-Use
40% ®m Commercial
30%
20% 45%
10%
13% 13% 13%
0%
Metropolitan Core Cities Cities & Towns Urban Urban King
Cities Cummumtles Unincorporated County

Regional Geography

Sources: BERK, 2021; Data provided by individual King County jurisdictions, 2020.

In Metropolitan Cities, Core Cities, and HCT Communities, over 80% of job capacity is found in mixed-
use zones. Countywide, 79% of urban job capacity is found in mixed-use zones. HCT Communities and
Cities & Towns have a small share of job capacity in industrial zones, just 2%. Cities & Towns have the
highest share of job capacity in commercial zones, at 45%, whereas all other geographies have
between just 8%-26% of job capacity found in commercial zones.
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Ch. 5 Reasonable Measures

As discussed in Chapter 1, the GMA requires that certain counties and cities, including King County,
conduct an analysis to determine if land is being used efficiently in urban growth areas (UGAs), and to
determine if growth is occurring consistent with adopted comprehensive plans. If this review and
evaluation demonstrates inconsistencies between actual growth and planning goals, the jurisdiction is
required to identify Reasonable Measures that could be taken to improve consistency other than
adjusting UGA boundaries. Examples of Reasonable Measures include rezones, subarea planning,
permitting process streamlining, or development incentives. Any Reasonable Measures selected to
address inconsistencies are required to be adopted in comprehensive plans and monitored annually.
Prior to the Urban Growth Capacity study, King County and its jurisdictions did not have any adopted
Reasonable Measures.

This chapter reviews findings of the Urban Growth Capacity Study to determine whether new
Reasonable Measures are necessary to align growth trends with planning goals or to ensure there is
sufficient capacity for accommodating growth. The process includes three steps. First, the County
measured consistency between actual growth and planning goals using a set of standard criteria.
Second, jurisdictions reviewed findings and considered circumstances that may have contributed to
observed inconsistencies. Third, based on this review, jurisdictions determined if Reasonable
Measures were necessary to address observed inconsistencies. The following sections describe this
process and document outcomes.

Criteria for Evaluating Consistency

The first step was developing criteria for determining where there are potential inconsistencies
between actual growth trends and planning goals. King County developed these criteria with input
from the UGC Technical Committee and Interjurisdictional Team. Exhibit 45 presents each consistency
check, as well as a summary of the method used to evaluate consistency.
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Exhibit 45. Criteria for Identifying Potential Inconsistencies

Consistency Check Evaluation Method/Criteria

A s rfEedl dlemetines = Group all zones by planned/allowed density leyel. .
= For each density level, calculate aggregate achieved density for all development

consistent with planned observed 2012-2018.

densities? = Compare aggregate achieved density to the range of allowed densities among all zones

in that density level. There is a potential inconsistency if both of the following

conditions are true:

o Average achieved density is outside of this range of allowed density.

o Average achieved density is below 50% of the max allowed density.

= (alculate the elapsed 2035 growth target for the period of 2006-2018: about 41% of the
total growth target.

consistent with the 2035 = Compare actual growth to elapsed target. If actual growth is less than 50% of the

growth target? elapsed target, then there is a potential inconsistency.

[s the rate of growth

Is there capacity for = Calculat.e the remaining growth needed to éc.hleve the 2035 growth target.. .
) = [f capacity for growth is less than the remaining growth target, then there is a potential
accommodating the 2035 inconsistency.

growth target?

Summary of Potential Inconsistencies

This section summarizes the findings of the consistency checks described above.

Achieved Densities

Exhibit 46 summarizes the analysis of potential inconsistencies between average achieved residential
densities between 2012 and 2018, and density levels allowed under zoning. Consistency is evaluated
for development within each of the five density levels used for summarizing growth trends and
capacity throughout this report. The symbols indicate where there is and is not a potential
inconsistency identified. A more detailed presentation of the data that backs up both of these exhibits
can be found in Ch. 7 Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areas.

Exhibit 47 presents this same summarization for achieved non-residential densities. [t shows many
cities with average achieved densities below 50% of maximum allowed density for the zone category.
When interpreting these findings, keep in mind that maximum allowed densities in this report are
measured in terms of floor area ratio (FAR). Many jurisdictions do not use FAR as a standard of
density, and reporting maximum allowed densities often involved converting development standards
such as height, bulk, and/or setback requirements to very roughly estimate FAR. In reality, achievable
FAR under these development standards may vary significantly by parcel. And some requirements
such as building heights may be in place to accommodate portions of structures (e.g., facades,
chimneys, or signage) and were never intended to accommodate multistory buildings. These kinds of
issues were considered in the jurisdictional review of potential inconsistency findings, as discussed in
the following section.
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Exhibit 46. Consistency of Achieved Residential Densities with Planned Densities

Medium-
Low

Medium-

High

Metropolitan Cities

Bellevue ] ) ) m .
Seattle N/A ) ] ] °
Auburn v O A N/A A
Bothell ] ) v N/A .
Burien A o ] | A
Federal Way L] u A N/A v
Issaquah A A A v v
Kent A v v N/A vy
Kirkland . . . v .
Redmond A ) ) A .
Renton A L] L] ] *
SeaTac N/A ) ] N/A A
Tukwila N/A O A N/A ]
Des Moines [ O ) N/A .
Kenmore A . A | A
Lake Forest Park v ) ) N/A |
Mercer Island ] ) N/A ] ]
Newcastle N/A ) N/A N/A v
Shoreline N/A ) ] v .
Woodinville [ ) N/A v N/A
Cities& Towns
Algona N/A O v N/A N/A
Beaux Arts N/A v N/A N/A N/A
Black Diamond N/A v v N/A N/A
Carnation N/A ) N/A ] v
Clyde Hill = N/A N/A N/A N/A
Covington N/A ) N/A N/A A
Duvall N/A ) N/A N/A
Enumclaw N/A u ] N/A v
Hunts Point v N/A N/A N/A N/A
Maple Valley N/A ) N/A ] N/A
Medina . N/A N/A N/A N/A
Milton N/A v N/A N/A N/A
Normandy Park A O N/A N/A v
North Bend N/A A . v N/A
Pacific v A N/A N/A N/A
Sammamish A A A N/A N/A
Skykomish N/A v N/A N/A N/A
Snoqualmie N/A ] A N/A N/A
Yarrow Point [ N/A N/A N/A N/A
Urban Unincorporated

Unincorporated King County A L v v ]
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N/A

Achieved density is
within planned
density range

Achieved density is
within 50% - 100% of
category max

Achieved density is
less than 50% of
category max

Achieved density is
higher than the
category max

No development
within zones at this
density level.
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Exhibit 47. Consistency of Achieved Non-Residential Densities with Planned Densities

Medium- | Medium-
Low High

Metropolitan Cities
Bellevue v N/A v v v
Seattle N/A N/A N/A v .
Auburn N/A N/A N/A N/A v
Bothell N/A N/A N/A v v
Burien v N/A N/A v v
Federal Way v N/A N/A v v
Issaquah v N/A N/A v v
Kent v N/A N/A v v
Kirkland . v = A N/A
Redmond ) [ ] N/A v N/A
Renton v N/A v v v
SeaTac v A N/A N/A N/A
Tukwila v N/A N/A N/A v
Des Moines N/A N/A N/A v v
Kenmore N/A N/A N/A v N/A
Lake Forest Park N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Mercer Island v N/A N/A N/A v
Newcastle N/A N/A N/A . v
Shoreline v N/A N/A v v
Woodinville N/A N/A N/A v v
Cities&Towns
Algona N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Beaux Arts N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Black Diamond N/A N/A N/A | N/A
Carnation N/A N/A N/A v N/A
Clyde Hill N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Covington N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Duvall N/A N/A N/A N/A =
Enumclaw v N/A v v v
Hunts Point N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Maple Valley v N/A N/A v v
Medina N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Milton N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Normandy Park N/A N/A N/A N/A v
North Bend N/A N/A v v N/A
Pacific N/A N/A N/A v N/A
Sammamish A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Skykomish N/A N/A N/A N/A v
Snoqualmie v N/A N/A v N/A
Yarrow Point N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Urban Unincorporated
Unincorporated King County v N/A N/A v N/A
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Achieved density is
® within planned
density range

Achieved density is
®  within 50% - 100% of
category max

Achieved density is
¥ less than 50% of
category max

Achieved density is
A ‘higher than the
category max

No development
N/A within zones at this
density level.
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Growth Rates and Capacity

Exhibit 48 summarizes the evaluation of consistency between 2006-2018 growth rates and 2035
growth targets as well as capacity and remaining 2035 target growth. These findings are presented for
both housing and employment. The symbols indicate where there is and is not a potential
inconsistency identified. More detailed presentations of the data that backs up this evaluation can be
found in Exhibit 13. Residential Growth Compared to Targets, 2006-2018, Exhibit 31. Housing and Job
Capacity by VISION 2050 Regional Geography and Jurisdiction, and Ch. 7 Profiles of Cities and
Unincorporated Areas.
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Metropolitan Cities
Bellevue
Seattle

L]
L]

Auburn
Bothell
Burien
Federal Way
Issaquah
Kent
Kirkland
Redmond
Renton
SeaTac
Tukwila

Exhibit 48. Consistency of Growth Rates and Capacity with 2035 Targets

Growth Rate Consistent with | Capacity for Achieving 2035
2035 Targets?

Residential

Employment

Targets?

Residential

Employment

HCT Communities

Des Moines
Kenmore

Lake Forest Park
Mercer Island
Newtcastle
Shoreline
Woodinville

Algona

Beaux Arts
Black Diamond
Carnation
Clyde Hill
Covington
Duvall
Enumclaw
Hunts Point
Maple Valley
Medina

Milton
Normandy Park
North Bend
Pacific
Sammamish
Skykomish
Snoqualmie
Yarrow Point
Urban Unincorporated
Unincorporated King County
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Growth Rate
Symbol
Definitions

Growth was at
least 50% of
elapsed growth
target.

Growth was less
than 50% of
elapsed growth
target.

Capacity Symbol
Definitions

Capacity for
growth exceeds
remaining 2035
target.

Capacity for
growth is less
than remaining
2035 target.
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Jurisdictional Review of Potential Inconsistencies

In May 2021, King County staff shared the criteria for identifying potential inconsistencies and
preliminary findings with individual jurisdictions. They also shared guidance for reviewing these
inconsistencies and determining whether Reasonable Measures are necessary. This review included
consideration for circumstances that may help determine whether there was an actual inconsistency
and explain why such an inconsistency occurred. If the jurisdiction determined that Reasonable
Measures would not be necessary to overcome an inconsistency, then they were asked to provide
documentation and analysis to explain how the inconsistency would be overcome to achieve the
planning goal without adopting additional Reasonable Measures.

The guidance for determining whether potential inconsistencies necessitated Reasonable Measures
was grounded in the Department of Commerce’s Buildable Lands Guidelines. Jurisdictions were
encouraged to consider the following kinds of questions to identify issues that could have impacted
development outcomes during the evaluation period or provide context for interpreting potential
inconsistencies:

= Are the developments permitted during the evaluation period a large enough sample and
representative enough of development trends to serve as the basis for reliable findings?

= Have permitting and development trends after the evaluation period shifted in significant ways?

= Do code and development regulations promote unintended consequences that could impact
development feasibility?

= Have there been any changes to code or development regulations during or following the
evaluation period that address barriers to development consistent with planning objectives?

= Are there other relevant changes in market conditions such as infrastructure investment that could
impact future development in the jurisdiction?

After completing this evaluation, jurisdictions provided King County with documentation of their
findings regarding the potential inconsistencies, noting where Reasonable Measures are and are not
necessary.

For the purpose of summarization in the Urban Growth Capacity Report, county staff and consultants
reviewed these jurisdiction responses and categorized them by nine common themes. These themes
are described in Exhibit 49. Individual jurisdiction responses to potential inconsistencies are
summarized in Exhibit 50 through Exhibit 52. These tables only show cities in which a potential
inconsistency was identified, where an observed trend fell short of the planning goal.
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Exhibit 49. Theme Categories in Jurisdiction Responses to Potential Inconsistencies

Category Title Definitions

Development aligned to Response cited methodological issues related to translating their planning

planning framework framework into an FAR-based density approach. The observed
development reflects uses, forms, and densities allowed under a
jurisdiction’s planning framework.

Small development The observed development sample included too few projects to reasonably
sample determine whether development was achieving a planning goal, or
included an unusual case causing inconsistency with the planning goal.

Additional development Additional specific projects are underway which represent a shift from
in pipeline trends observed during the evaluation period.

Expected market shift =~ There are indicators of shifts in market demand which would result in
future development trends that do not resemble patterns observed during
the evaluation period.

Addition of high High capacity transit such as light rail is coming in and is expected to shift
capacity transit market demand, resulting in future development that does not resemble
patterns observed during the evaluation period.

Recent zoning or policy New zoning or policies have already been implemented either during or

change after the evaluation period. These changes are expected to shape future
development trends.

Anticipated policy, The jurisdiction anticipates adopting and implementing new policies,

zoning, or strategy zoning, or strategies which are expected to shape future development

updates trends.

Fully built out The jurisdiction has no vacant land available for new development, and

marginal redevelopable land maintains the existing growth pattern.

Environmental or utility Environmental or utility constraints are a barrier to new development.
constraints
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Exhibit 50. Summary of Jurisdiction Responses - Residential Density Achieved

Core Cities
Auburn
Bothell
Burien
Federal Way
Issaquah
Kent
Kirkland
Renton

SeaTac

HCT Communities

Des Moines
Kenmore

Lake Forest Park
Mercer Island
Newcastle
Shoreline

Woodinville

Algona

Beaux Arts
Black Diamond
Carnation
Enumclaw
Maple Valley
Milton
Normandy Park
North Bend
Skykomish
Snoqualmie

Yarrow Point

Urban Unincorporated
Unincorporated King County l

Are
reasonable
measures
necessary?

No

Development
aligned to
planning
approach

* % % ¥

*

*

*

* * % ¥ ¥ ¥

* & ¥ ¥ ¥

*
*

*

Rationale For Why Reasonable Measures Are or Are Not Required

Small Additional
development | development
sample in pipeline

*

*
*

*

*
* *
*

*

*
*
* *
*
*
*
*
*

Expected
market shifts

*

*

Addition of
high
capacity
transit

*

* %

Recent
zoning or
policy change

* *

* ¥ ¥

Anticipated
policy or
strategy
updates

* *

*

Fully
built out

Item 9.

Environmental
or utility
constraints

* *

*

Note: This table includes jurisdictions with potential inconsistencies related to achieved residential densities being lower

than 50% of the zone category density max. It also includes several cities (Burien, Renton, Des Moines, Kenmore. Mercer

[sland, Snoqualmie, Yarrow Point) that showed potential inconsistencies using a prior screening approach and provided

responses related to the need for Reasonable Measures.
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Exhibit 51. Summary of Jurisdiction Responses - Non-Residential Density Achieved

Rationale For Why Reasonable Measures Are or Are Not Required

Are Development Recent Anticipated
reasonable aligned to Small Additional Expected | Addition of | zoningor policy or Fully |Environmental
measures planning |development|development| market |high capacity policy strategy built or utility
necessary? approach sample in pipeline shifts transit change updates out constraints

Bellevue No * * * *

Seattle No * *

Core Cities

Auburn No %* *

Bothell No *

Burien No *

Federal Way No * * * %*

Issaquah No * * * *
Kent No %* * *

Kirkland No *

Redmond No *

Renton No %* * *

Tukwila No * *

Des Moines No %*

Kenmore No *

Mercer Island No *

Newcastle No %* * *

Shoreline No *

Woodinville No * *

Ghes&Towns
Carnation No * *

Enumclaw No * *

Maple Valley No * %*

Normandy Park No * * %*

North Bend No * %*

Pacific No *

Skykomish No *

Snoqualmie No * * *
Urban Unincorporated

Unincorporated King County } No | * l l ‘ t [ i t t §

Note: This table excludes jurisdictions in which there were no potential inconsistencies found with regards to achievement of
non-residential densities.
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Exhibit 52. Summary of Jurisdiction Responses to Potential Inconsistencies - Growth Rate

Rationale For Why Reasonable Measures Are or Are Not Required

Are Development Addition off] Recent Anticipated
reasonable aligned to Small Additional Expected high zoning or policy or Fully | Environmental
measures planning development | development market capacity policy strategy built or utility
necessary? approach sample in pipeline shifts transit change updates out constraints
RESIDENTIAL
Bellevue
Core Cities
Burien No * *
Federal Way No * *
Kirkland No * *
SeaTac No * * *
Tukwila Yes * *
Des Moines No *
Kenmore No * %*
Shoreline No * *
Woodinville No * %*
Algona No *
Black Diamond No * *
Carnation No * *
Enumclaw No *

EMPLOYMENT

Bellevue

Core Cities

Burien Yes *
Federal Way No * * * *
SeaTac No * *

Tukwila Yes

Des Moines No * * %*

Kenmore No * *

Mercer Island No * * *
Shoreline No *

Woodinville No *

Gties&Towns
Black Diamond No * *

Carnation No * *

Duvall No *

Enumclaw No *

Maple Valley No * *

Pacific No * * *

Note: This table excludes jurisdictions in which there were no potential inconsistencies found with regards to growth rate.
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Exhibit 53. Summary of Jurisdiction Responses to Potential Inconsistencies - Capacity

Rationale For Why Reasonable Measures Are or Are Not Required

Are Development Addition of| Recent Anticipated
reasonable aligned to Small Additional Expected high zoning or policy or Fully | Environmental
measures planning development | development market capacity policy strategy built or utility
necessary? approach sample in pipeline shifts transit change updates out constraints
RESIDENTIAL
Enumclaw No * *
Sammamish Yes * %*
EMPLOYMENT
Core Cities
Auburn No * * *
Burien Yes *
SeaTac No * * *
Des Moines No *
Shoreline Yes * * *
Woodinville ° *
Pacific Yes | E E i *
Urban Unincorporated
Unincorporated King County [ No * l * i | i [ i %* [ I

Note: This table excludes jurisdictions in which there were no potential inconsistencies found with regards to capacity.
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Reasonable Measures Recommendations

As a result of the review of potential inconsistencies, the Urban Growth Capacity Report recommends
that some jurisdictions adopt Reasonable Measures in the 2024 periodic update to comprehensive
plans. Exhibit 54 notes the jurisdictions where Reasonable Measures are recommended, the identified
inconsistency that supports the finding, and the general type(s) of Reasonable Measures that will be
needed to address the inconsistency.

Exhibit 54. Recommendations for Adoption of Reasonable Measures

Type(s) of Reasonable Measure Recommended

Burien = Insufficient employment ' ® Action(s) to increase employment capacity

capacity = Action(s) to encourage and/or incentivize non-
=  Employment growth rate residential development

inconsistent with target

Pacific = Insufficient employment  ® Action(s) to increase employment capacity
capacity

Sammamish = Insufficient housing = Action(s) to increase residential capacity
capacity

Shoreline = Insufficient employment  ® Action(s) to increase employment capacity
capacity

Tukwila * Housing growth = Action(s) to encourage and/or incentivize
inconsistent with target residential development

=  Employment growth rate . ® Action(s) to encourage and/or incentivize non-
inconsistent with target residential development

Following the adoption of comprehensive plans in 2024, each jurisdiction will be required to monitor
progress toward resolving the inconsistency, with regular reporting to the Growth Management
Planning Council.

>76 B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 76

AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 221



277

Applying Urban Growth Capacity Findings

Item 9.

Ch. 6 Applying Urban Growth
Capacity Findings

The findings of this study can be used to inform several kinds of policy and regulatory decisions in
local jurisdictions. This chapter provides an overview of two keys applications: growth target setting
and local comprehensive plan updates. Additional information will be available in the Urban Growth
Capacity Report User’s Guide.

Regional Planning and Growth Targets

Growth capacity is one important input that King County uses to inform the allocation of projected
countywide housing and employment growth by Regional Geography and jurisdiction. King County is
currently in the process of developing new growth targets for the 2019-2044 time period. This process
is guided by PSRC’s VISION 2050 Regional Growth Strategy which allocates shares of regionally
forecasted growth to King County and its Regional Geographies, creating control allocations for each of
the urban Regional Geographies. Working in Regional Geography based subgroups, the 39 cities and
King County collaborate through the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC), to determine
appropriate growth targets for each jurisdiction. Table DP-1 in the Proposed 2021 Countywide
Planning Policies identifies the draft housing and job targets for each jurisdiction, sorted by Regional
Geography, as specified in VISION 2050. These growth targets are policy statements of the amount of
housing and job growth each jurisdiction is expected to accommodate and plan for in their
comprehensive plan. The allocations of growth are consistent with the VISION 2050 Regional Growth
Strategy, focusing growth primarily to the two “Metropolitan” cities (Seattle and Bellevue), within
“Core” cities with designated Urban Centers, and within “High Capacity Transit” communities. Notably,
growth targets for HCT Communities include three unincorporated potential annexation areas (PAAs):
Federal Way PAA, North Highline PAA, and Renton PAA.

Exhibit 55 shows draft 2019-2044 growth targets for individual cities and urban unincorporated areas
alongside growth capacity for context. In aggregate countywide and each Regional Geography, there is
sufficient capacity to accommodate the target growth. However, in some individual jurisdictions the
2044 growth target exceeds available capacity. This is appropriate, as the primary purpose of
measuring growth capacity in this report is confirming available capacity to accommodate remaining
growth under the current 2035 growth target. Ultimately, jurisdictions will demonstrate zoned or
planned capacity for their 2044 growth targets in the next round of comprehensive plan updates in
2024.
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Exhibit 55. DRAFT King County Jurisdiction Growth Targets, 2019-2044

Total Housing 2044 Share of Housing Total Job 2044 Share of Jobs
Jurisdiction Capacity Housing Target in Regional Capacity Jobs  Targetin Regional
(Units) Target Geography (Jobs) Target Geography
Metropolitan Cities
Bellevue 26,859 35,000 24%§ 117,241 70,000
Seattle 172,440 112,000 76%§ 245,598 169,500 71%
Subtotal 199,298 147,000 362,839 239,500
Auburn 9,151 12,000 7,927 19,520
Bothell 6,370 58000 5% 9,015,  9500. 5%l
Burien 10,816 7,500 7%l 752 4,770 2%
Federal Way 14,077 11,260, 10%M 29,5000 20460; 10% M
Issaquah 14,103 3,500 3% 15,561 7,950
Kent 11,248 10,200 9% l 28,995 32,000
Kirkland 13,352 13,200 12% M 18,139} 26,490
Redmond 17,777, 20,000, 18% M 15851} 24,000
Renton 16,503 17,000 15% M 26,210 31,780
SeaTac 6,396 5,900 5%1 15,565, 14,810
Tukwila 8,219 6,500 6%l 33,749 15,890
Subtotal 128,011, 112,860 201,264 207,170
Des Moines 8,386 3800, 13% M 2,410 2,380
Federal Way PAA 1,318 1,020 3% 613 720
Kenmore 4,135 3,070 10%M 3,881 3,200
Lake Forest Park 1,870 870 3%§| 691 550
Mercer Island 1,607 1,239 4%l 961 1,300
Newcastle 3,234 1,480 5%l 680 500
North Highline 1,172 1,420 5%l 653 1,220
Renton PAA 2,645 1680  6%:l 185 700
Shoreline 25,590 13,330,  45% 3953, 10,000
Woodinville 3,705 2,033 7% 4,373 5,000
Subtotal 53,662, 29,942 18,400, 25,570
Algona 266 170 1% 313 325 2%
Beaux Arts 2 1 0% 0 0 0%
Black Diamond 8,434 2,900 18% 3,188 680 4%
Carnation 704 799 5% 2,864 450 3%
Clyde Hill 5 10 0% 28 10 0%
Covington 4,609 4,310 27% 8,421 4,496 26%
Duvall 1,343 890 5% 681 990 6%
Enumclaw 1,308 1,057 7% 1,152 989 6%
Hunts Point 5 1 0% 0 0 0%
Maple Valley 2,221 1,720 11% 1,784 1,570 9%
Medina 8 19 0% 0 0 0%
Milton 66 50 0% 1,213 900 5%
Normandy Park 135 153 1% 35 35 0%
North Bend 2,098 1,748 11% 5,759 2,218 13%
Pacific 137 135 1% 77 75 0%
Sammamish 1,144 700 4% 305 305 2%
Skykomish 29 10 0% 0 0 0%
Snoqualmie 372 1,500 9% 4,079 4,425 25%
Yarrow Point 17 10 0% 0 0 0%
Subtotal 22,903 16,183 29,899 17,468
Remaining Urban Unincorporated (Excluding HCT Communities)
Subtotal : 2,251 1,292 5 230 700 E
Total Urban Capacity: 406,124 307,277 Housing Units 612,632 490,408 Jobs
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Many jurisdictions may draw from the Urban Growth Capacity Report to demonstrate sufficient
capacity. However, capacity measured in the Urban Growth Capacity is focused on the 2035 planning
period and constrained by achieved densities. Therefore, some jurisdictions may use zoned densities
or updated future land use assumptions to inform a land capacity analysis in the 2024 comprehensive
plans update to demonstrate sufficient capacity for 2044 growth targets. Nonetheless, comparing the
Urban Growth Capacity Report capacity to the 2044 growth targets provides some context for the next
planning cycle.

Exhibit 56 compares the share of countywide capacity as calculated in the Urban Growth Capacity
Report for each VISION 2050 Regional Geography, with the share of growth allocated to Regional
Geographies in the 2019-2044 growth targets. As a category, Core Cities have a higher share of
countywide housing and employment growth targets than their share of housing and employment
capacity. Conversely Metropolitan Cities and HCT Communities both have a greater share of housing
capacity than their shares of housing target growth. This implies there is significant spare capacity for
additional housing growth in those areas beyond the targets. Likewise, Metropolitan Cities have a
significantly greater share of employment capacity than their share of target employment growth.
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Exhibit 56. Share of Capacity and Share of Draft 2044 Growth Targets by Regional Geography

Total Housing
Capacity
(units)

Housing
Targets
(units)
m Metropolitan Cities
B Core Cities
B HCT Communities
m Cities & Towns

l}.l%
3% 5%

Total Job
Capacity
(units)

Job Targets
(jobs)

H Metropolitan Cities
H Core Cities

B HCT Communities
H Cities & Towns
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County and City Plans

All jurisdictions in King County are required to fully update their comprehensive plans by June 30,
2024. A comprehensive plan is a 20-year vision and roadmap for accommodated growth and
development. It guides County or City decisions on where to build new jobs and houses, how to
improve transportation systems, and where to make capital investments such as utilities, sidewalks,
and libraries. Many cities are also in the process of completing Housing Action Plans which will be
implemented in the years to come. These plans and implementing activities will be informed by
housing and job growth targets discussed above. But there are many other ways in which the Urban
Growth Capacity Report findings can inform these planning activities., as two examples: implementing
Reasonable Measures findings from the Urban Growth Capacity Report and housing policy
development.

Detailed jurisdiction-level information available in Ch. 7 Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areas, as
well as resources available in the Urban Growth Capacity Report User’s Guide, can be used to focus the
development of policies, development regulations, incentives, or other actions for shaping local
development activity. The sections that follow provide examples and guidance for applying and
building upon Urban Growth Capacity findings.

Implementing Reasonable Measures

Ch. 5 includes a list of jurisdictions where Reasonable Measures were determined to be necessary.
Each of these jurisdictions will need to identify actions in their 2024 comprehensive plan updates that
are likely to reduce or mitigate the inconsistency between actual growth with planning goals. These
actions could include changes to development regulations, new incentives, subarea planning, or
reviewing processes to encourage development types that are consistent with local plans. Such
changes are also required to be adopted in capital facility plans and development regulations when
necessary for full implementation. In some cases, Reasonable Measures must be adopted in
Countywide Planning Policies, but no findings from the 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report indicate
this is necessary. Wherever a measure is implemented, it should be clearly identified as a Reasonable
Measure that addresses a growth inconsistency identified in the Urban Growth Capacity Report.

The findings of the Urban Growth Capacity Report can help to inform the selection of appropriate
Reasonable Measures. Jurisdictions can use this data to answer questions such as:

®= In which zones have there been inconsistencies between growth trends and planning goals?

= Where are there infrastructure gaps that create barriers to new development at planned density
levels?

= What other barriers may be preventing development that is consistent with local plans?

The King County Urban Growth Capacity Report User’s Guide will include a simple framework to help
planners to zero in on potential answers to these last two questions, which lie at the heart of
Reasonable Measure selection. Additional outreach to the development community, a market study,
code audit, or example development feasibility analysis may to help ensure that the measures are both
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targeted and effective. For examples of Reasonable Measures see the Department of Commerce
Buildable Land Guidelines Appendix B (2018), Housing Memo: Issues Affecting Housing Availability
and Affordability (2019), and Guidance for Developing a Housing Action Plan (2020) Chapter 4.

Following implementation, jurisdictions may develop a monitoring program to assess the effectiveness
of the Reasonable Measures. This will help in determining when and where additional measures may
be needed.

Housing Planning and Policy Development

Housing affordability is an urgent and complex challenge that has impacts throughout King County.
This section draws upon the Washington State Department of Commerce Housing Memo: [ssues
Affecting Housing Availability and Affordability (2019), to discuss how to apply Urban Growth
Capacity findings to support efforts to address housing affordability.

Regional Housing Planning

Housing affordability is a regional challenge, and the most effective responses to this challenge will
involve coordination between jurisdictions. An example includes the King County Regional Affordable
Housing Task Force which developed a coordinated regional strategy and action plan to address
housing needs for lower income households. Regional housing planning can also involve an
assessment of countywide housing needs and setting jurisdictional goals for future housing growth by
housing type or affordability level.

The Urban Growth Capacity Report is an important resource to support this kind of regional
collaboration within King County. By presenting data about housing capacity by density level for
jurisdictions in a common format, it allows for the evaluation of aggregate countywide capacity to
support different kinds of housing development. This information can be used to determine if there are
any capacity limitations when compared to region housing needs. Moreover, Urban Growth Capacity
data also allows for the evaluation of how capacity is distributed geographically across the county by
jurisdiction. Mapping Urban Growth Capacity data can enable analysis to answer the following kinds of
questions:

= s there capacity for the kinds of new housing development that are called for in countywide
housing needs assessments, such as multifamily or “missing middle” formats?10

= [s capacity located in high demand or amenity-rich locations, like near frequent transit, parks,
schools, or employment centers?

= Are areas with housing capacity aligned with high opportunity areas, as defined by PSRC?

10 The summaries of capacity by density level in the Urban Growth Capacity report provides a good proxy for capacity by
housing type, with low density zones typically providing capacity for detached single family development, middle density
zones often providing capacity for missing middle formats such as townhomes and multiplexes, and high density zones
providing capacity for apartments and condominiums. More detailed analysis of the development code in individual
jurisdictions can confirm what kinds of housing are allowed and what code barriers may hinder development in a desired
format.
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=  What kinds of regional amenities or resources are missing in areas with significant capacity for
new housing development?

Local Housing Planning

The findings of the Urban Growth Capacity Report can also inform the development of local housing
policies and implementing actions during the next round of comprehensive plan updates. Several cities
in King County have recently identified housing strategies for implementation through the process of
developing Housing Action Plans with funding from Washington State Department of Commerce. The
Urban Growth Capacity findings can inform the implementation of these strategies as well. Key policy
questions that the Urban Growth Capacity can help answer include:

= s there capacity for the kinds of new housing development that are called for in local housing
needs assessments, such as multifamily or “missing middle” formats?11

= How does housing capacity compare to housing development trends? Are zones with available
capacity seeing the kinds of housing development that is needed?

=  What kinds of housing development does your plan call for but isn’t being produced?

Similar to the selection of Reasonable Measures, additional outreach to the housing development
community, a market study, code audit, or example development feasibility analysis may to help to
identify and prioritize actions that are most likely to encourage the kinds of new housing development
that are in greatest need. Resources for the selection of actions include Guidance for Developing a
Housing Action Plan (2020) Chapter 4 and Housing Memo: Issues Affecting Housing Availability and
Affordability (2019), both available from the Washington State Department of Commerce. Actions
could include rezones or revisions to development standards to allow new housing types or density
levels, actions to streamline the processing of permit applications, addressing infrastructure

limitations (see below), or proving incentives to encourage the development of housing types or
affordability levels in greatest need.

Targeting Anti-Displacement Efforts

Displacement is a complex and multifaceted problem that local planners are faced with as they plan for
growing the housing supply in their communities. Housing supply shortage is a key driver of housing
cost escalation across the county. When housing costs increase, so too does economic displacement
pressures on existing residents. The best way to address this issue is increasing the housing supply,
with an emphasis on housing formats that are in greatest need.

However, much of the capacity for new housing development is in the form of redevelopment. Many

11 The summaries of capacity by density level in the Urban Growth Capacity report provides a good proxy for capacity by
housing type, with low density zones typically providing capacity for detached single family development, middle density
zones often providing capacity for missing middle formats such as townhomes and multiplexes, and high density zones
providing capacity for apartments and condominiums. More detailed analysis of the development code in individual
jurisdictions can confirm what kinds of housing are allowed and what code barriers may hinder development in a desired
format.
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redevelopable parcels contain older housing stock or commercial space that is typically less expensive
to buy or rent than the prevailing market. So, when these older existing buildings are demolished in
favor of redevelopment it can result in physical displacement of residents or businesses who cannot
afford prevailing market costs in the area.

Parcel-level data developed through the Urban Growth Capacity Report can be of use to support
analysis of what kinds of uses are present on redevelopable parcels, including both residential uses as
well as nonresidential uses that may include small local businesses or cultural institutions. This
information, combined with outreach to local residents, community groups, businesses, or other
stakeholders, can be essential to developing targeted strategies or partnerships to address physical
displacement risks. A good resource for such efforts includes the Washington State Department of
Commerce Guidance for Developing a Housing Action Plan (2020) Chapter 5: Strategies for Minimizing
and Mitigating Displacement.

Addressing Infrastructure Gaps

As described in Appendix G: Approach for Identifying Infrastructure Gaps, each jurisdiction conducted
an assessment to identify significant infrastructure gaps or capacity issues that present barriers to
realizing development capacity. This information can support both local and regional capital facilities
planning to provide timely infrastructure to facilitate housing development in locations and formats
that are most needed to address housing affordability challenges.
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Ch. 7 Profiles of Cities and

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Unincorporated Areas

Item 9.

This chapter provides detailed profiles summarizing findings for each individual jurisdiction. The

profiles are divided into four separate pages covering the following topics:

= Page 1: Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

= Page 2: Residential Land Supply and Capacity

= Page 3: Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

= Page 4: Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

These jurisdictions are presented alphabetically by VISION 2050 Regional Geography, as shown in

Exhibit 57.

Exhibit 57. Profiled King County Jurisdictions by VISION 2050 Regional Geography

Metropolitan Cities

Core Cities

High Capacity Transit
Communities

Cities and Towns

Urban Unincorporated
Areas

City of Bellevue

City of Auburn

City of Bothell

City of Burien

City of Federal Way

City of Des Moines
City of Kenmore
City of Lake Forest Park

City of Algona

City of Beaux Arts
City of Black Diamond
City of Carnation

City of Clyde Hill

City of Covington

City of Duvall

City of Seattle

City of Issaquah
City of Kent

City of Kirkland
City of Redmond

City of Mercer Island
City of Newcastle

City of Enumclaw
Town of Hunts Point
City of Maple Valley
City of Medina

City of Milton

City of Normandy Park

City of Renton
City of SeaTac
City of Tukwila

City of Shoreline
City of Woodinville

City of North Bend
City of Pacific

City of Sammamish
Town of Skykomish
City of Snoqualmie
Town of Yarrow Point

All urban unincorporated areas combined, including those that are classified as HCT
Communities in VISION 2050.
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Metropolitan Cities

City of Bellevue
City of Seattle
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Bellevue

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

25,000 (From 2006 Baseline)

2035 Target

(=3
(=]
(=}

d

[y
%2
[=}
(=}
(=}

)

Housing Units
[y}
o

10,000

5,000

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeee+* Target =O=— Actual

Bellevue Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035
2006 Estimated Housing Units
2018 Estimated Housing Units 61,698
Estimated Housing Growth 6,591
Remaining 2035 Target

% of Pace Needed to Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual
Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet
Growth Target Rate ] 2035 Target

13,465

Since 2006, Bellevue has grown at
79% of the pace needed to achieve
its 2035 housing growth target of
20,056 units. During this period, the
total number of housing units in
Bellevue grew by roughly 12%. At
this current rate, Bellevue is under
the production pace needed to meet
its 2035 growth target, and needs to
grow at an annual rate of 1.2% to
reach its remaining target by 2035.

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs

Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre
4 - 10 du/acre

Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre
24 - 48 du/acre

\(:14 Total Achieved Density

Area (acres) Units (DU/acre) Level

High 48 & up du/acre
Total 194.7 15.9 1.7
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018
g 160 o
< ner: "
< 140 High" range
2 extendsto —»
120 392 du/acre
100
80
60
40
20 (o) o
0 ° °
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High
Zoned Density Level
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4.4

Achieved Density Total

Net Area (acres) Units

: Very Low 54.7 120
5.4 59.3 277
16.2 Medium Low 36.5 784
24.4 0.0 0
155.5 22.1 3,039
4,220 24.4 Total 172.7 4,220
Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level, 2012-2018
£ 100%
Zoned Density g 90%
Range of —
Zones with '*g 80%
Produced =
Units S 70% 72%
£ 60%
S
5 50%
A
40%
OAverage 30%
Achieved
Density 20%
19%
10% N
0% —
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Achieved Density Level
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Bellevue - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acres) (units)
Very Low
Density Land Supply 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00} 0.0% -10.0% 243.98 08 /34 438

Land Supply 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00| 10.0% - 10.0% 137.65 41/66 573

Medium Low
Density

Land Supply 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00} 0.0% -10.0% 33840 10.0 /224 1,542

Medium High

0f - 0,
Density 10.0% - 15.0%

Land Supply 30.0 /448

High Density SBENGEITN\S 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00} 0.0% -10.0% 318.06 53.9/303.0 19,529

AllZones | Total . 000 000 0.00, 0.00 1,190.28 . 23,375

Housing Capacityby
Very Low Density Zones 438 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 573
Medium Low Density Zones 1,542
Medium High Density Zones 1,291
High Density Zones 19,529 B Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 3484

Total Capacity (Units) 26,859 - ‘l‘)“egi‘i‘tm High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 13,465 ] HieglfD}énsity

Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 13,393

Note: Bellevue zone density is largely based on FAR. For these zones, a dwelling/unit per acre equivalent was calculated to categorize zone density level. Additionally, the
development density/intensity of parcels with critical areas and their buffers as identified in Bellevue’s Land Use Code section 20.25H.035 was calculated using Bellevue’s
development density/intensity formula specified in LUC 20.25H.45. This net acreage was carried forward when determining net vacant and redevelopable land.
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Bellevue - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

@ 70,000 2035 Bellevue Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Bellevue has grown at
g 2006 Jobs (PSRC) 120,494| 89% of the pace needed to achieve
o 00000 2018 Jobs (PSRC) 143,023| its 2035 jobs growth target of 61,480
= . i . .
g 50,000 Total Jobs Growth 22,529| units. During this period, the total
= 40,000 Remaining 2035 Target number of jobs in Bellevue grew by
' roughly 19%. At this current rate,
30,000 IR @ Bellevue is under the pace needed to
% of Pace Needed to . .
20.000 Achieve 2035 Jobs Average Annual 2006 CULLEIRO LI meet its 2035 jobs growth target, and
’ Target 2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to needs to grow at an annual rate of
10,000 Meet 2035 Target

1.4% to reach its remaining target by
2035.

0
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
esssee Target === Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

. Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Achieved Density Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR) Level Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 1,661,282 200,888 0.1 Very Low 2,446,734 301,651 0.1
035 - 0.5 FAR 0 0 168,421 60,828 0.4
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 504,925 179,905 0.4 Medium Low 454922 163,610 0.4
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 1,348,453 412,671 0.3 585,613 311,958 0.5
3.0 & up FAR 909,541 2,704,313 3.0 768,513 2,659,730 3.5
Total 4,424,202 3,497,777 0.8 Total 4,424,202 3,497,777 0.8
. . . Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 2012-2018
<
g 100 o 100%
= Zoned
5
g 9.0 Density E 90%
g 8.0 Range of S 80%
é" ’ Zones with = 0
- | 0/
sc- 7.0 Non s 70% 76%
o Residential g
m 60 Development o 60%
©
5.0 2 50%
4.0 S 40%
3}
3.0 o & 30%
2.0 OAverage 20%
10 Achieved 10%
: Density 0 5%
2% o
0.0 O o o 0% 9% —0
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Bellevue - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Public Initial Buildable
Land Supply Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area Job Capacity by
(acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres) Assumed Density Level
Vacant / Redev. Very Low Density 1,699 2%}
Commerecial 447 0.0 0.0 0.0 447 0% - 15% 402.6 Low Density 1,694 2%:|
Mixed Use 382 0.0 0.0 0.0 382 8% -10% 713 Medium Low Density 5,056 5%; [l
Industrial 29 0.0 0.0 0.0 29 10% 25.8 Medium High Density 17,663 17% [
Non-Res Land Total 858 0.0 0.0 0.0 858 499.7 High Density 79,485 i 75%: [N
Capacity in Pipeline 11,645
. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor : .
Job Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac Job LotaliCapacitgiohs) 117,241
Lz (mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity Remaining Target (2018-2035) 38,951
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 78,290
Commercial Total 16.07 0.26 /990 3.26 14.38 300 / 444 45,952
Mixed-Use Job Capacity by Land Use
Mixed Use Total 9.24 i 0.30 /540 340 18.04 300 /500 59,644
Industrial Total | 112 . 011 | 020 | 000 | 550 | 0
City Total [
Commercial 16.07 0.26 / 9.90 0.69 1438 | 300/ 444 45,952 p9,644!
Mixed Use 9.24 0.30 / 5.40 091 18.04 300 /500 59,644
Industrial 112 0.11 0.26 0.00 550 0 m Commercial
Job Capacity in Pipeline 11,645
City Total 26.43 9.90 1.86 32.42 550 117,241 | ®™Industrial

Note: The development density/intensity of parcels with critical areas and their buffers as identified in Bellevue’s Land Use Code section 20.25H.035 was calculated using
Bellevue’s development density/intensity formula specified in LUC 20.25H.45. This net acreage was carried forward when determining net vacant and redevelopable land.
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City of Seattle

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

% 120,000 (From 2006 Baseline) Seattle Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Seattle has grown at 154% of
E 2035 Target 2006 Estimated Housing Units 292,881| the pace needed to achieve its 2035
R 2018 Estimated Housing Units ~ 356,556| 10using growth target of 99,760 units.
Lot Esti d Housing Growth 63.675 During this period, the total number of
: stlmate . ousing Lro ’ housing units in Seattle grew by roughly
Remaining 2035 Target 22%. At this current rate, Seattle is over
] the production pace needed to meet its
% of Pace Needed to Average Annual | 2018-2035 Avg. 2035 growth target, and needs to grow at
Achieve 2035 Housing§ 2006-2018 Growth Annual Growth an annual rate of 0.6% to reach its
Growth Target ; Rate Needed to Meet 2035 remaining target by 2035.
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
seeee Target =O=— Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs Net Total Achieved Density Net Area Total
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre) Achieved Density Level (du/acre) (acres) Units
Very Low 0 -4 du/acre Very Low 0 -4 du/acre 19 0
Low 4-10 du/acre . i . X 7.8 Low 4-10 du/acre 0.0 0
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre Achieved geni‘%_calafl?tlmis Provided ' 14.2 Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 16/ 23
24 - 54 du/acre y the Lity of Seattle 52.4 24 - 48 du/acre 6850 2,707
54 & up du/acre T T r ; T 229.2 High 48 & up du/acre 2337} 42,635
Total 305.7 45,365 148.4 Total 305.7 45,365
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
g 240 o 8 100%
5 =
) . = . i .
i Note: Seattle’s break points for o Zoned Density S 90% NoFe. The su_mmarlzatl.on of pel."mltted 949
=2 200 categorizing zones by density High" range Range of Zones E 809 unitsby achieved densitylevel is
A level are slightly different than extendsto —» with Produced ° 0 consistent with breakpoints used
160 used in other jurisdictions. 1,307 du/acre Units E-S 70% throughouttherest of thereport.
E 60%
Q
120 5 50%
=%
40%
80
OAverage 30%
(o] Achieved 0
40 Density 20%
10%
o o 0.1%
0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Seattle - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Critical Areas and Assumed Net

Assumed Vacant/ Infrastructure Buildable Residential Split Densities Market Factor Capacity

Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Deductions Area (acres) (low/high) (low/high - FAR) (low/high) (units)
. Vacant Subtotal 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0
Very Low ;
. i Redev Subtotal 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0
Density
Subtotal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Vacant Subtotal 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0
Redev Subtotal 1,2839 1,052.3 100% 0.5 0% -35% 3,735
Subtotal 1,283.9 231.6 1,052.3 | 3,735
_ | Vacant Subtotal 0.0* 0.0% 0% | 0.0 0% 0
Medium Low
. i  Redev Subtotal 262.3 251.5 100% 0.8 10% - 38% 2,261
Density
Subtotal

Vacant Subtotal
Redev Subtotal
Subtotal

0%
13/18 10% - 38% 19,761

Medium High :
Density

_ Vacant Subtotal 41.0 364 0% -100% 04 /220 10% - 40% 4,813
P IwA  Redev Subtotal 964.8 938.1: 20% -100% 1.9 /30.0 5% - 40% 135,369
Subtotal 1,005.7 31.2 9745 : 140,182
Vacant Total 41.0 36.4 4813
All Zones Redev Total 3,196.2 2,899.9 161,127
Total 3,237.2 2,936.3 165,940
: i “In the Medium-Low and
Veer Desity Zones 0 Hous.lng Capac1ty_ by Medium-High density levels,
y oW Density Level (units) | o showi
Low Density Zones 3,735 the Capsﬂty S }:)wmg up as
Medium Low Density Zones 2,261 vacant but with zero
Medium High Density Zones 19,761 B Low Density bu1ldak')1e ar.ea 15 fl vestige of
High Density Zones 140,182 Seattle's split zoning,
Citywide ADU Capacity 6,500
B Medium High
N N Density
Total Capacity (Units) 172,440 = High Density 140.182
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 36,085 '
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 136,355
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Seattle - Employment Growth and Commercial /Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth

i 2035
2180000 (From 2006 Baseline) Target Seattle Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035 170172| ;1 2006, Seattle has grown at
5160,000 2006 Jobs (PSRC) 4989311 1750 of the pace needed to achieve
140,000 ’ 2018 Jobs (PSRC) 622,121 jt5 2035 jobs growth target of
[ 120,000 Total Jobs Growth 123,190( 170,172 units. During this period, the
3 Remaming2U35 ket total number of jobs in Seattle grew

T 100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000

0
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeeess Target === Actual

: by roughly 25%. At this current rate,
9 | Seattle is over the pace needed to
C::lfizszezl(\)lgesi‘::);o Average Annual 2006 Annual Growth tits 2035 iob P tht t and
2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to meet1ts Jobs growth target, an
glanget RPN R g needsto grow at an annual rate of
' ' 0.4% to reach its remaining target by
2035.

i 2018-2035 Avg.

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Achieved Density Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Net Area (sq. feet)

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet)

(sq. feet) Density (FAR) Level (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0-035FAR ! Very Low 397,813 109,271 0.3
0.35-0.5 FAR Achieved Density 269,387 121,607 0.5
Medium Low 05-10FAR | | Calculations Provided Medium Low 227,891 168,617 0.7
10-30FAR : | By theCity of Seattle 1.3 588,131 1,142,705 1.9
3.0 &up FAR ; 8.0 1,789,082 14,859,256 8.3
Total 3,272,305 16,401,456 5.0 Total 3,272,305 16,401,456 5.0
Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 ;012-2038 v
o 250 § 100%
= Zoned é
~= Density = 90%
s Range of g %
Q L= 0
é 20.0 Zones with = 80%
-~ Non- T 70%
g Residential ]
= 150 Development : 60%
o
0,
%a 50%
10.0 o 40%
5]
o & 30%
5.0 OAverage 20%
Achieved 10%
o Density 0 1% 19 0
0 . 6 % 1%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Seattle - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Vacant / Redev.

Gross
Area
(acres)

Critical Areas
(acres)

ROWs
(acres)

Public Initial
Purpose Land
(acres) Supply

Market Factor

Buildable
Area
(acres)

Commercial 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0
Mixed Use 306.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 306.00 0% -40% 231.6
Industrial 4179 0.0 0.0 0.0 4179 0% -25% 380.6
Non-Res Land Total 723.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 723.9 612.1

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Job Capacity by
Assumed Density Level

Very Low Density 0 0%

Low Density 0 0%

Medium Low Density 4,536 2% H

Medium High Density 29,352 12% I

High Density 211,076 | 86%: [N
Uncategorized Jobs - No Density Level 633
Total Capacity (jobs) 245,598

Remaining Target (2018-2035) 46,982
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 198,616

Job Capacity by Land Use
m Commercial
219,669

= Industrial

. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor
{;)s Z Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity
Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Commercial Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1] 0
Mixed-Use
Vacant 0.75 240 /22.00 0.00 413 275 /300 7,922
Redevelopable 18.32 0.50 / 30.00 21.71 69.42 0/300 211,747
Mixed Use Total 19.06 0.50 / 30.00 21.71 73.55 0/300 219,669
Industrial ; s
Vacant 19.74 040 /275 5.12 20.03 500 /700 25929
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Industrial Total 19.74 0.40 / 2.75 5.12 20.03 500 /700 25,929
City Total
Commerecial 0.00 0.00 0.69 0.00 0 0
Mixed Use 19.06 0.50 / 30.00 091 73.55 0/300 219,669
Industrial 19.74 040 /2.75 0.26 20.03 500 /700 25,929
Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
City Total 38.80 30.00 1.86 93.58 0/700 245,598
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Core Cities

City of Auburn
City of Bothell
City of Burien
City of Federal Way
City of Issaquah
City of Kent

City of Kirkland
City of Redmond
City of Renton
City of SeaTac
City of Tukwila
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Item 9.

City of Auburn

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

12,000 (From 2006 Baseline) 2035 Target

10,000 ot

8,000

Housing Units

6,000
4,000

2,000

2006 2010 2014 2018

ccccece Target

2022 2026
=O=— Actual

2030 2034

Auburn Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035
2006 Estimated Housing Units
2018 Estimated Housing Units
Estimated Housing Growth
Remaining 2035 Target

26,740

3,138

% of Pace Needed to Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual

Achieve 2035 Housingé 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet

Growth Target Rate 2035 Target

68.0% 1.05% 1.56%

Since 2006, Auburn has grown at
68% of the pace needed to achieve
its 2035 housing growth target of
11,159 units. During this period, the
total number of housing units in
Auburn grew by roughly 13%. At
this current rate, Auburn is under
the production pace needed to meet
its 2035 growth target, and needs to
grow at an annual rate of 1.6% to
reach its remaining target by 2035.

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross
Area (acres)

ROWs
(acres)

Critical Areas Public Purpose
Zoned Density (du/acre) (acres) (acres)
Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre
Low 4-10 du/acre

10 - 24 du/acre

24 - 48 du/acre

Medium Low

Net Total
Area (acres) Units

Achieved Density

(DU/acre) Level

High 48 & up du/acre
Total 317.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018
@ 140
<
S 120 o
a
100
80
60
40
20 o
0 o ©
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High
Zoned Density Level
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Achieved Density

Total
Units

Net Area (acres)

0.0 Very Low 208.6 18
3.9 1171 512
211 Medium Low 6.2 132
0.0 0
. 122.1 2.1 255
317.5 917 2.9 Total 334.0 917
Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level, 2012-2018
£ 100%
Zoned Density S 90%
Range of —
Zones with -g 80%
Produced =
Units S 70%
E 60%
] )
= 50% 56%
A
40%
OAverage 30%
Achieved
28%
Density 20% 2
10% 14%
2%
0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Achieved Density Level

AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 241



297

Auburn - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure

ROW & Public

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Net

Assumed Densities

Item 9.

Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 89.35; 20.0% - 20.0% 268.04 03/1.0 119
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 114.76: 20.0% - 20.0% 344.27 03/1.0 67
Subtotal 1,508.47 35451 133.45 204.10 612.31 186
Vacant Subtotal : 121.45; 15.0% - 20.0% 387.16 44 /70 1939
Redev Subtotal 183.49: 15.0% - 20.0% 589.17 44 /70 2,129
Subtotal 1,947.77 299.20 123.89 304.94 976.33 4,068
. Vacant Subtotal 11.06: 5.0% -20.0% 64.56 100 /211 1,009
Medium Low
Redev Subtotal 897! 5.0% -20.0% 5292 100 /211 847

Density

Subtotal

Vacant Subtotal

Medium High
Redev Subtotal

368.92

212.31

0.67

20.04

0.00

0.0% - 0.0%
0.0% - 0.0%

117.49

0.00

0.0

1,856

Density
Subtotal

Vacant Subtotal 5.0% - 5.0% 6.82 94.0 641
High Density Redev Subtotal 1.61: 5.0%-5.0% 10.65 94.0 1,000
Subtotal 2135 0.18 0.00 2.65 1747 1,641
Vacant Total 222.89 726.58 3,708
All Zones Redev Total 308.83 997.01 4,043
Total 3,846.51 866.20 258.01 531.72 1,723.59 7,751
Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 186 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 4,068
Medium Low Density Zones 1,856
Medium High Density Zones 0
High Density Zones 1,641 ® Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 1,400
Total Capacity (Units) 9,151 - gs:;‘i‘tm High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 8,021 m High D}énsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 1,130
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Auburn - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Housing Units

10,000

25,000

20,000

15,000

5,000

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

% of Pace Needed to :

Auburn Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035
2006 Jobs (PSRC)
2018 Jobs (PSRC)

Total Jobs Growth

Remaining 2035 Target

Average Annual 2006-

Since 2006, Auburn has grown at
59% of the pace needed to achieve
its 2035 jobs growth target of 22,446
units. During this period, the total
number of jobs in Auburn grew by
roughly 14%. At this current rate,
Auburn is under the pace needed to
meet its 2035 jobs growth target, and
needs to grow at an annual rate of
1.9% to reach its remaining target by
2035.

38,252
43,770
5,518

| 2018-2035 Avg.
Annual Growth

Achle\';eaiozts Jobs 2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to
8 i Meet 2035 Target
59.4% 1.13% 1.94%
2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
esssee Target === Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Zoned Density (FAR)

Very Low

Low

Medium Low

Floor Area Ratio

7.0

6.0

5.0

4.0

3.0

2.0

1.0

0.0

Total Floor Area
(sq. feet)

Average Achieved
Density (FAR)

Net Area (sq. feet)
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Achieved Density

Average Achieved
Density (FAR)

Total Floor Area

Net Area (sq. feet)
(sq. feet)

Level

0-0.35 FAR 0 0 Very Low 766,494 125,804 0.2
0.35 - 0.5 FAR 0 0 Low 668,776 274,257 0.4
0.5 -1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 0 0 0 0 0.0
3.0 & up FAR 1,435,270 400,061 0.3 0 0 0.0
Total 1,435,270 400,061 0.3 Total 1,435,270 400,061 0.3
. . . Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 2012-2018
<
o 100%
Zoned =
Density 5 90%
Range of o o
Zones with = 80%
Non- T 70%
Residential o 69%
Development t: 60%
©
=  50%
g
Qo 40%
& 309
30% 31%
OAverage 20%
Achieved 10%
. 0
o Density
0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Auburn - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Vacant / Redev.

Gross

Area
(acres)

Critical Areas
(acres)

ROWs
(acres)

(acres) Supply MarketFactor

Public
Purpose

Initial
Land

2863

Buildable
Area
(acres)

Commercial 4204 982 16.4 245 15% 2872
Mixed Use 152.6 113.3 2.0 29 34.45 5% 324
Industrial 718.2 362.8 17.8 26.7 310.9; 8% 282.5
Non-Res Land Total 1291.1 569.4 36.1 54.1 631.5 552.1

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Job Capacity by
Assumed Density Level
Very Low Density 4877 © 62%i |
Low Density 3,050 | 38%: [0
Medium Low Density 0 0%
Medium High Density 0 0%
High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (jobs) 7,927
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 16,928
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) -9,001

Job Capacity by Land Use

m Commercial

m Industrial

. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor
{Josl; Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft. perJob Capacity
Vacant 5.19 0.25 0.00 1.30 375 /400 3,270
Redevelopable 5.14 0.25 0.76 0.53 375 /400 1334
Commercial Total 10.33 0.25 0.76 1.83 375 /400 4,604
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 0.95 0.25/0.37 0.00 0.33 400 /1000 531
Redevelopable 0.46 0.25 /0.37 0.06 0.11 400 /1000 268
Mixed Use Total 1.41 0.25/0.37 0.06 0.44 400 /1000 800
Vacant 6.71 0.07 /041 0.00 1.63 1,000 1,631
Redevelopable 5.60 0.07 /041 0.29 0.89 1,000 892
Industrial Total 12.31 0.07 / 0.41 0.29 2.52 1,000 2,523
City Total
Commercial 10.33 0.25 0.69 1.83 375 /400 4,604
Mixed Use 141 0.25 /0.37 091 0.44 400 /1000 800
Industrial 12.31 0.07 /041 0.26 2.52 1,000 2573
Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
City Total 24.05 0.07 / 0.41 1.86 4.79 375 /1000 7,927
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Bothell

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

w5000 (From 2006 Baseline) Bothell Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Bothell has grown at

E ' 2035 Target 2006 Estimated Housing Units 121% of the pace needed to achieve
ep 4,000 ....... 2018 Estimated Housing Units 11,726 its 2035 ﬁousmg. gmw.th target of
=} oo’ . . 4,420 units. During this period, the
k7 oo’ Estimated Housing Growth 2,204 . .

2 3000 LM — total number of housing units in

2 et Remaining 2035 Target Bothell grew by roughly 23%. At

this current rate, Bothell is over the

% of Pace Needed to Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual production pace needed to meet its
Achieve 2035 Housing:2006-2018 Growth ;| Growth Needed to Meet 2035 growth target, and needs to

Growth Target Rate i 2035 Target

2,000

1,000
grow at an annual rate of 1% to
reach its remaining target by 2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
seseee Target =QO= Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs Net Total Achieved Density

Achieved Density
Level Net Area (acres)
Very Low 3.7

Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)
Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre J 0.0 ; :

6

[ - - 10 du/acre 0.0 5.8 1126 535
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 0.0 8.1 Medium Low 1.6 22
24 - 48 du/acre 0.0 95 260
High 48 & up du/acre 1.7 98.1 15.1 1,733
Total 2079 43.5 1.7 20.2 2,556 17.9 Total 142.5 2,556
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
@ 140 £ 100%
[3) -
i Zoned Density S 90%
= 120 Range of —
(=) Zones with -g 80%
Produced =
100 (o} Units “s 70%
- o 68%
80 5 60%
]
5 50%
A
60 40%
40 OAverage 30%
Achieved
Density 20% VAT
20 10%
0
o o 20 1%
0 o 0% 0.2%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Bothell - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

301

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 539; 1.0%-3.0% 10.03 3.1 7
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 120; 1.0%-3.0% 2.81 31 0
Subtotal 34.07 13.33 0.00 6.58 12.85 7

Vacant Subtotal 42.64; 3.0%-5.0% 7745 43/80 392

IRV AR Redev Subtotal 7122 3.0%-5.0% 126.99 43 /80 508

Subtotal 376.01 47.71 0.00 113.86 204.45 899

. Vacant Subtotal 0.75f 3.0% -5.0% 2.14 133 /239 33
Medium Low

et Redev Subtotal 351; 3.0%-5.0% 9.78 133 J 239 151

Subtotal 24.14 7.43 0.00 426 11.92 184

Vacant Subtotal

Medium High
Redev Subtotal

Density

447
7.17

3.0% -3.0%
3.0% - 3.0%

12.88
20.66

25.0 / 34.0
25.0 / 34.0

407
620

Subtotal

Vacant Subtotal 322 3.0%-3.0% 9.27 663 /1924 1,271
ISV Redev Subtotal 343; 3.0%-3.0% 9.89 66.3 /1924 1,003
Subtotal 30.11 3.50 0.00 6.65 19.16 2,274
Vacant Total 5647 111.78 2,109
All Zones Redev Total 86.53 170.13 2,282
Total 528.68 89.74 0.00 143.00 281.91 4,391
Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 7 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 899
Medium Low Density Zones 184
Medium High Density Zones 1,026
High Density Zones 2,274 H Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 1,979
Total Capacity (Units) 6,370 - 1]‘)":3;;‘“ High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 2,216 m High D)e,:nsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 4,154
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Bothell - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth

2 7000 (From 2006 Baseline) Bothell Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Bothell has grown at
g 2006 Jobs (PSRC) 11,757 209% of the pace needed to achieve
o 0000 2018 Jobs (PSRC) 16,780| its 2035 jobs growth target of 5,800
E 5,000 Total Jobs Growth 5,023| units. During this period, the total
= 4000 Remaining 2035 Target number of jobs in Bothell grew by
’ roughly 43%. At this current rate,
3,000 . | 2018-2035 Avg, Bothgll is over the pace needed to
2,000 Achieve 2035 Jobs ENC eV LUE PADERREVV LB meet its 2035 jobs growth target, and
Target 2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to needs to grow at an annual rate of
1,000 Meet 2035 Target

0.3% to reach its remaining target by
2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
esssee Target === Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

Achieved Density Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
(sq. feet) Density (FAR) NetArea (sq. feet)

Level (sq. feet) Density (FAR)

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet)

Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 0 0 Very Low 551,332 90,251 0.2
035 - 0.5 FAR 0 0 100,838 37,092 0.4
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 17,550 5,592 0.3 0 0 0.0

3.0 & up FAR 634,620 121,751 0.2 0 0 0.0

Total 652,170 127,343 0.2 Total 652,170 127,343 0.2

Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,

Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018
o 60 v v ’ S 100% 2012-2018
=] Zoned =
] <
[~ Density 5 90%
8 50 Range of =)
] - 0,
é" Zones with 73 80%
[ Non- " 70%
8 40 Residential g 71%
= Development t: 60%
5
3.0 =  50%
E
Qo 40%
2.0 L
A 30%
29%
10 OAverage 20%
' Achieved )
(o) o Density 10%
0.0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Bothell - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Public Initial
Purpose Land

Gross
Area
(acres)

ROWs
(acres)

Critical Areas
(acres)

Market Factor

Buildable
Area
(acres)

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

(acres) Supply
Vacant / Redev.
0.6 0.4 29;

i
Commercial 6.5 2.6 E _ 5% -10% 2.7
Mixed Use 159.4 572 . 153 10.2 766: 1% -5% 717
Industrial 0.0 00 | 00 0.0 00 0% 0.0
Non-Res Land Total 165.9 59.9 15.9 10.6 79.5 74.3

Job Capacity by
Assumed Density Level
Very Low Density 225 3%il
Low Density 2,605 | 29% [0
Medium Low Density 540 6%
Medium High Density 5485 | 62% [0
High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 160
Total Capacity (jobs) 9,015
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 777
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 8,238

Job Capacity by Land Use ’
116

m Commercial

m Industrial

oo ey el Net Buildable As§umed Existing Fl?or
Use Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity
Vacant 0.02 0.35/040 0.00 0.01 200 47
Redevelopable 0.09 0.35 /040 0.07 0.01 200 69
Commercial Total 0.12 0.35/ 0.40 0.07 0.02 200 116
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 137 0.10 /1.20 0.00 0.83 200 /1000 4,137
: Redevelopable 1.76 0.10 /1.20 0.10 092 200 /1000 4602
Mixed Use Total 3.12 0.10 / 1.20 0.10 1.75 200 /1000 8,739
Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Industrial Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
City Total
Commercial 0.12 0.35/040 0.69 0.02 200 116
Mixed Use 3.12 0.10 /1.20 091 1.75 200 /1000 8,739
Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.00 0 0
Job Capacity in Pipeline 160
City Total 3.24 1.20 1.86 1.77 0 /1000 9,015
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

w6000 (From 2006 Baseline) Burien Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Burien has grown at
E : 2035 Target 2006 Estimated Housing Units 57% of the pace needed to achieve
> 5000 2018 Estimated Housing Units 20,809| 1t 2035 housing growth target of
£ Esti d Housing G h 1228 5,150 units. During this period, the
g 4,000 stlmate - ousing Growt 4 total number of housing units in
= 3000 Remaining 2035 Target Burien grew by roughly 6%. At this
] . current rate, Burien is under the
2,000 % of Pace Needed to Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual production pace needed to meet its
Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet [N growth target, and needs to
1,000

Growth Target Rate i 2035 Target

grow at an annual rate of 1% to
57.5% 0.51% 1.02% reach its remaining target by 2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
seseee Target =QO= Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs Net Total Achieved Density
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)
Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre ; :

Achieved Density
Level Net Area (acres)
Very Low 0.0

0

4-10 du/acre 5.8 60.4 356
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 11.0 Medium Low 15.1 279
24 - 48 du/acre 23.1 1.1 27
High 48 & up du/acre | 95.6 2.9 354
Total 95.5 13.0 0.6 2.5 79.5 1,016 12.8 Total 79.5 1,016
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
g 100 o 1‘2 100%
i 90 Zoned Density S 90%
=] Range of —
a 80 Zones with -g 80%
Produced =
70 Units S 70%
60 E 60%
]
50 5 50%
A
40 40%
30 OAverage 30% 35% 350
le) Achieved 27%
20 Density 20%
o 9
10 o o 10% 3%
0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Burien - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 123 18.0% - 18.0% 7.17 1.0
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 0.54: 20.0% - 20.0% 3.03 1.0 2
Subtotal 15.23 0.53 0.00 1.76 10.20
Vacant Subtotal 1533 16.0% - 30.0% 92.35 56 /8.0 946
Redev Subtotal 52.01: 17.0% - 32.0% 30891 56 /8.0 4,196
Subtotal 1,276.66 71244 0.00 67.34 401.26 5,143
. Vacant Subtotal 221 22.0%-31.0% 37.90 10.8 /23.0 721
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 497 24.0% - 32.0% 82.12 10.8 /23.0 1,365
Subtotal 204.58 29.80 0.00 7.17 120.01 2,086

. . Vacant Subtotal 0.16; 30.0% - 31.0% 2.60 24.0 /257 66
Medium High
Density Redev Subtotal 098 32.0% - 33.0% 15.58 24.0 / 25.7 301
Subtotal

Vacant Subtotal 31.0% - 100.0%

High Density Redev Subtotal 1.33: 32.0% - 100.0% 2091 120.7 2477
Subtotal 50.50 7.05 0.00 1.93 23.38 2,826
Vacant Total 19.52 142.49 2,089
All Zones Redev Total 59.82 430.54 8,341
Total 1,575.84 750.36 0.00 79.34 573.03 10,431
Housing Capacityby
Very Low Density Zones 9 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 5,143
Medium Low Density Zones 2,086
Medium High Density Zones 367
High Density Zones 2,826 ® Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 385
Total Capacity (Units) 10,816 - i‘)"::;‘i‘tm High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 3,926 mHigh D}énsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 6,890
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Burien - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth

2 7000 (From 2006 Baseline) 2035 Burien Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Burien has grown at -1%
g 6,000 Target 2006 Jobs (PSRC) 13,371| of the.pace needed to achieve its
& £ 000 2018 Jobs (PSRC) 13,345 20?5 ]Obs.grow_th target of 5,754
g ’ et : Total Jobs Growth units. During this period, the total
:|°: 4,000 Remaining 2035 Target number of jobs in Burien grew by
3,000 L : roughly 0%. At this current rate,
2,000 A W LSNP\ Burien is under the pace needed to
.._,.-’ Achieve 2035 Jobs Average Annual 2006 Annual Growth meet its 2035 jobs growth target, and
1,000 L Target 2018 Growth Rate bl needs to grow at an annual rate of
0 O O - RSN  2.1% to reach its remaining target by
100?006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034 e 0.02% 2.14% 2035,

esssee Target === Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

. Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Achieved Density Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR) Level Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0 - 0.35 FAR 113,288 13,973 0.1 Very Low 808,777 172,505 0.2
035 - 0.5 FAR 0 0 583,897 241,140 0.4
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 313,495 69,911 0.2 0 0 0.0
3.0 & up FAR 965,891 329,761 0.3 0 0 0.0
Total 1,392,674 413,645 0.3 Total 1,392,674 413,645 0.3
. . . Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 2012-2018
o 40 8 100%
= Zoned
] <
£ 35 Density = 90%
g Range of g 80%
E‘ 3.0 Zones with = ?
= Non- = 70%
§ 25 Residential g
R Development t: 60%
15) 58%
2.0 = 50%
g
15 B A% gy
A 30%
1.0
OAverage 20%
0.5 Achieved )
o (o) o Density 10%
0.0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Burien - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Public Initial
Purpose Land

Gross

Land Supply ROWs

(acres)

Critical Areas
(acres)

Area
(acres)

Buildable

Area
(acres)

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

(acres) Supply
Vacant / Redev. : i

1220 . 02 . 04 . 04 111

Market Factor

Commercial 36% -40% | 6.7
Mixed Use 1293 137 35 | 35 - 10% - 46% | 64.9
Industrial 163 00 05 . 05 153 8%-10% | 13.7
Non-Res Land Total 157.6 13.9 4.3 4.3 135.1 85.3

Job Capacity by
Assumed Density Level
Very Low Density 414 | 6% |
Low Density 325 44%: [
Medium Low Density 0 0%
Medium High Density 0 0%
High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 13
Total Capacity (jobs) 752
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 5,780
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) -5,027

(5 (Bt g e Net Buildable Ass.»umed Existing Flf)or
Use Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft. perJob Capacity

Vacant 0.15 022 /040 0.00 0.06 650 86
Redevelopable 0.14 0.22 / 0.40 0.11 0.00 650 0

Commercial Total 0.29 0.22 / 0.40 0.11 0.06 650 86

Mixed-Use

. Vacant 1.17 0.12 /041 0.00 0.30 650 /1200 406
Redevelopable 1.66 0.12 /041 1.17 0.04 650 /1200 62

Mixed Use Total 2.83 0.12 / 0.41 1.17 0.34 650 /1200 469

Job Capacity by Land Use

184

m Commercial

m Industrial

Vacant 0.09 041 0.00 0.04 1,200 30
Redevelopable 0.51 041 0.02 0.19 1,200 154
Industrial Total 0.60 0.41 0.02 0.22 1,200 184
City Total
Commercial 0.29 022 /040 0.69 0.06 650 86
Mixed Use 2.83 0.12 /041 091 034 650 /1200 469
Industrial 0.60 041 0.26 0.22 1,200 184
Job Capacity in Pipeline 13
City Total 3.71 0.12 / 0.41 1.86 0.62 650 / 1200 752
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

City of Federal Wa

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

w 10,000 (From 2006 Baseline) 2035 Target Federal Way Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Federal Way has grown
E ' ..,\. 2006 Estimated Housing Units at 65% of the pace needed to achieve
ap 8,000 2018 Estimated Housing Units 37,085 its 2035 ﬁousmg. grow.th target of
= . . 9,396 units. During this period, the
17 Estimated Housing Growth 2,525 . o
2 6,000 — total number of housing units in
= Remaining 2035 Target Federal Way grew by roughly 7%. At
4,000 ] . this current rate, Federal Way is
' % of Pace Needed to Average Annual | 2018-2035 Avg. Annual under the production pace needed to
2,000 Achieve 2035 Housing : 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet meet its 2035 growth target, and
Growth Target Rate 2035 Target needs to grow at an annual rate of
0 65.0% 0.59% 1.00% 1% to reach its remaining target by
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034 2035.
eeeee Target =QO= Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross

Critical Areas Public Purpose
(acres) (acres)

ROWs Net
(acres) Area (acres)

Total
Units

Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres)

Achieved Density
(DU/acre)

Achieved Density
Level

Total
Units

Net Area (acres)

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 29 d Very Low 56.5 123
Low 4-10 du/acre 57. 4.3 46.4 264
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 59 19.5 Medium Low 0.0 0
24 - 48 du/acre 0. 26.1 846
High 48 & up du/acre 14 i . 59.2 3.7 423
Total 160.0 17.9 7.6 1.7 132.8 1,656 12.5 Total 132.8 1,656
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
@ 120 £ 100%
] TP =
< High" range Zoned Density S 90%
S extendsto —» Range of =
100 ) 8
a 479 du/acre Zones with S 80%
Produced =
80 Units S 70%
E 60%
]
60 (o} 5 50%
A
40%
40 OAverage 30%
Achieved o
20 o Density 20% 26%
0
o 7%
0 ° 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Federal Way - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 91.64: 18.0% - 18.0% 123.06 02/29 258
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 118.17; 18.0% - 18.0% 158.68 02/29 225
Subtotal 1,391.30 791.83 0.00 209.81 281.75 483
Vacant Subtotal 99.14: 18.0% - 18.0% 133.14 45 /8.7 723
IRV AR Redev Subtotal 136.12; 18.0% - 18.0% 182.78 45 /8.7 588
Subtotal 1,459.97 787.80 0.00 235.26 315.92 1,311
. Vacant Subtotal 1213} 7.0%-10.0% 34.88 12.1 /182 479
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 2482; 7.0% -10.0% 69.72 12.1 /18.2 524
Subtotal 307.20 154.15 0.00 36.95 104.60 1,003

Vacant Subtotal
Redev Subtotal 0.82

Medium High
Density

7.0% -7.0%
7.0% -7.0%

2.22

24.2

42

Subtotal

. Vacant Subtotal 10.0% - 10.0% 60.44 54.0 /135.0 3,400
ISV Redev Subtotal 23.15; 10.0% - 10.0% 81.03 54.0 /135.0 7,679
Subtotal 406.99: 86.43 0.00 40.42 141.47 11,079
Vacant Total 222.62 358.13 5,020
All Zones Redev Total 303.07 49443 9,057
Total 3,604.46: 1,846.21 0.00 525.68 852.56 14,077
Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 483 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 1,311
Medium Low Density Zones 1,003
Medium High Density Zones 202
High Density Zones 11,079 m Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (Units) 14,077 ® Medium High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 6,871 n ggl}fg}énsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 7,207
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Federal Way - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

16,000
14,000
12,000
10,000
8,000
6,000
4,000

2,000 .

0 c-g

Housing Units

Actual vs Target]Jobs Growth

(From 2006 Baseline)

-2,0002006

2010

coscce Tqrgef

2014 25518 2022 2026 2030 2034

a=Qm= Actual

Federal Way Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035

2006 Jobs (PSRC)
2018 Jobs (PSRC)
Total Jobs Growth
Remaining 2035 Target

% of Pace Needed t
70 of Pace Needed to i Average Annual 2006-2018 | Annual Growth

Achieve 2035 Jobs
Target

-7.9%

Growth Rate

-0.12%

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

31,148

| 2018-2035 Avg.

Rate Needed to
i Meet 2035 Target

2.31%

Since 2006, Federal Way has grown
at -8% of the pace needed to achieve
its 2035 jobs growth target of 14,268
units. During this period, the total
number of jobs in Federal Way grew
by roughly -1%. At this current rate,
Federal Way is under the pace
needed to meet its 2035 jobs growth
target, and needs to grow at an
annual rate of 2.3% to reach its
remaining target by 2035.

Item 9.

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

) Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Achieved Density Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR) Level Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 56,628 | 9,120 0.2 Very Low 4,268,552 634,732 0.1
Low 0.35- 0.5 FAR 0 0 Low 0 0 0.0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 2,989,922 407,512 0.1 0 0 0.0
High 3.0 & up FAR 1,222,002 218,100 0.2 High 0 0 ¢ 0.0
Total 4,268,552 634,732 0.1 Total 4,268,552 634,732 0.1
Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
o 120 ’ S 100% 2012-2018
= Zoned E 100%
&~ Density 5 90%
g 10.0 Range of S 80%
E Zones with ™
= Non- " 70%
8 80 Residential °
= Development :: 60%
=}
6.0 = 50%
g
Qo 40%
4.0 v
A 30%
2.0 OAverage 20%
' Achieved )
Density 10%
0.0 o o (o} 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Federal Way - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Gross Public Initial Buildable
Area Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area Job Capacity by
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres) Assumed Density Level
Vacant / Redev. Very Low Density 1,673 6%:|
Commercial 536.0 2243 46.8 15.6 249.3 15% 202.6 Low Density 3,174 11%:[
Mixed Use 250.3 219 343 114 182.7 10% 159.9 Medium Low Density 0 0%
Industrial 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 Medium High Density 4,721 16%:1
Non-Res Land Total 786.3 246.2 81.0 27.0 432.1 362.5 High Density 19,933 68%: I
Capacity in Pipeline 0
. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor : :
{Josl:e Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (liillion Floor Area Capac. Job Total (?a.paaty (obs) 29,500
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft. perJob Capacity Remaining Target (2018-2035) 14,736
: Surplus/Deficit Capacity (jobs) 14,764
Vacant 4.68 0.38 0.00 1.16 700 /900 1,302
Redevelopable 414 0.38 0.08 0.66 700 /900 730 i
Commercial Total 8.82 0.38 0.08 1.82 700/ 900 2,032 | Job Capacity by Land Use
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 3.00 0.18 /4.90 0.01 1.24 450 2,761
i Redevelopable 3.96 0.18 / 490 0.35 10.58 450 23,505
Mixed Use Total 6.96 0.18 / 4.90 0.36 11.82 450 26,266
Industrial* H : i :
Vacant 1.29 040 0.00 0.52 1,100 469
Redevelopable 2.32 040 0.12 0.81 1,100 732 = Commercial
Industrial Total 3.61 0.40 0.12 1.32 1,100 1,201 26,266
m [ndustrial
City Total
Commercial 8.82 0.38 0.69 1.82 700 /900 2,032
Mixed Use 6.96 0.18 /490 091 11.82 450 26,266
Industrial 361 040 0.26 1.32 1,100 1,201
Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
City Total 19.40 4.90 1.86 14.96 450 /1100 29,500
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Issaquah

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

(From 2006 Baseline) Issaquah Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035

w8000 Since 2006, Issaquah has grown at
E ’ 2035 Target 2006 Estimated Housing Units 185% of the pace needed to achieve
~ . .
o0 beott 2018 Estimated Housing Units 16,612 its 2035 ﬁousmg. grow.th target of
= 6,000 Lot . . 6,670 units. During this period, the
17 .t Estimated Housing Growth 5,096 . o
g — total number of housing units in
= 4000 Remaining 2035 Target Issaquah grew by roughly 44%. At
] . this current rate, Issaquah is over
% of Pace Needed to Average Annual | 2018-2035 Avg. Annual the production pace needed to meet
2,000 Achieve 2035 Housing : 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet TPk growth target, and needs to
Growth Target Rate 2035 Target grow at an annual rate of 0.5% to
0 reach its remaining target by 2035.
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
seseee Target =0O=— Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross

ROWs
(acres)

Critical Areas Public Purpose
(acres) (acres)

Net
Area (acres)

Total
Units

Achieved Density
(DU/acre)

Zoned Density (du/acre)
Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre

Area (acres)

Low 4-10 du/acre
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 19.8
24 - 48 du/acre 15.0
High 48 & up du/acre d d 53.6
Total 191.9 10.9 1.0 6.6 2,511 14.5
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018
[} 0
5 160 "High" range ‘E 100%
< Zoned Densit 0
S w0 A M -
a Zones with -g 80%
120 Produced [
Units S 70%
100 2 60%
8
80 = 50%
- 0,
60 o 40%
OAverage 30%
40 Achieved
Density 20%
20 o o o 10% o
0 o 0% ’
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low
Zoned Density Level
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Achieved Density
Level
Very Low

Net Area (acres)
27.8

67

26.7 196

Medium Low 103.0 1,606
10.2 298

5.6 344

Total 173.4 2,511

Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level, 2012-2018

64%

High

Low Medium Low Medium High
Achieved Density Level




Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Issaquah - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 2210 7.0% - 15.0% 69.11 4.0 175
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 4447;: 7.0%-15.0% 137.42 4.0 224
Subtotal 392.70 103.48 0.00 66.57 206.53 399
Vacant Subtotal 822 12.0% - 25.0% 27.10 69 /92 197
IRV AR Redev Subtotal 19.78! 12.0% - 25.0% 64.55 69 /92 162
Subtotal 166.28 27.60 0.00 28.00 91.65 359
. Vacant Subtotal 132 1.0%-15.0% 8.28 11.7 / 15.0 109
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 1.27; 1.0% - 15.0% 7.50 11.7 / 15.0 32
Subtotal 22.65 1.89 0.00 2.60 15.78 142

Vacant Subtotal 1137 1.0% -25.0% 68.43 27.0/33.0 2,063
Redev Subtotal 255 1.0% - 25.0% 12.73 27.0/33.0 295
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal

15.0% - 20.0% 50.0 / 60.0 1,982

ISV Redev Subtotal 32.50; 15.0% -20.0% 122.37 50.0 / 60.0 6,503
Subtotal 292,63 21.71 0.00 38.79 155.92 8,484
Vacant Total 49.30 20647 4526
All Zones Redev Total 100.58 34457 7,216
Total 902.95 157.40 0.00 149.87 551.04 11,743
Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 399 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 359
Medium Low Density Zones 142
Medium High Density Zones 2,358
High Density Zones 8,484 H Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 2,360
Total Capacity (Units) 14,103 - 1]‘)":3;;‘“ High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 1,574 m High D)e,:nsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 12,528
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Issaquah - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth

o 25 000 (From 2006 Baseline) Tza‘;zzt Issaquah Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Issaquah has grown at
[t d
E o 2006 Jobs (PSRC) 18,889| 93% of the pace needed to achieve
80 20,000 2018 Jobs (PSRC) 27,839 its 2035 jobs growth target of 23,200
g Total Jobs Growth 8,950| units. During this period, the total
= 15,000 Remaining 2035 Target number of jobs in Issaquah grew by
roughly 47%. At this current rate,
- 8 [ssaquah is under the pace needed to
10,000 % of Pace Needed to 2018-2035 Avg q p

Average Annual 2006 Annual Growth meet its 2035 jobs growth target, and
2018 Growth Rate Ratezggesde‘i LA needs to grow at an annual rate of
i Meet T t . o
Riiaad 83 2.59% to reach its remaining target by
2035.

Achieve 2035 Jobs

5,000 Target

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eecees Target @=Q== Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Achieved Density Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet)

Net Area (sq. feet)

(sq. feet) Density (FAR) Level (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0- 035 FAR 1,069,083 79,167 0.1 Very Low 1,263,400 | 99,261 0.1
Low 035 - 0.5 FAR 0 0 1,226,830 439,629 0.4
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 204521 | 122,521 0.6
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 62,188 10,650 0.2 92998 | 217,468 2.3
3.0 & up FAR 1,705,456 938,629 0.6 48978 149,567 3.1
Total 2,836,727 1,028,446 0.4 Total 2,836,727 1,028,446 0.4

Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,

Achieved Densit i -
y vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 . 2012-2018
o 120 § 100%
< Zoned
I <
= Density 5 90%
& 10.0 Range of
o 8 ° 0
Z Zones with = 80%
- Non- T 70%
8 8.0 Residential °
= Development E 60%
=]
6.0 % 50%
g 40% 43%
4.0 >
A& 30%
OAverage 20% 5
20 Achieved 10% A 15%
o o Density 0 10% 12%
0.0 o 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Issaquah - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Job Capacity by

Gross Public Initial Buildable
Area Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres)
Vacant / Redev. E E
Commercial 13 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.0 0% : 1.0
Mixed Use 318.6 41.0 : 30.1 139 2336 11%-25% 183.6
Industrial 184 1.2 13 0.9 151 15% . 125
Non-Res Land Total 338.2 42.3 31.4 14.8 249.7 197.1

Assumed Density Level

2%
8%l
90%; |
0%
0%

Very Low Density 125
Low Density 469
Medium Low Density 5,549
Medium High Density 0
High Density 0

Capacity in Pipeline 9418

Total Capacity (jobs)
Remaining Target (2018-2035)
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs)

15,561
14,250
1,311

Job Capacity by Land Use 280

r

m Commercial

m Industrial

. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor
{;]sl:a Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft. perJob Capacity
Vacant 0.04 0.50 0.00 0.02 250 89
Redevelopable 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 250 0
Commercial Total 0.04 0.50 0.00 0.02 250 89
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 1.76 1.50 0.00 0.80 0/300 3,117
: Redevelopable 6.24 1.50 245 0.77 0/300 2657
Mixed Use Total 8.00 1.50 2.45 1.57 0/300 5,774
Industrial
Vacant 0.36 0.50 0.00 0.18 700 254
Redevelopable 0.19 0.50 0.08 0.02 700 26
Industrial Total 0.54 0.50 0.08 0.20 700 280
City Total
Commercial 0.04 0.50 0.69 0.02 250 89
Mixed Use 8.00 1.50 091 1.57 0/300 5,774
Industrial 0.54 0.50 0.26 0.20 700 280
Job Capacity in Pipeline 9,418
City Total 8.59 1.50 1.86 1.79 0/700 15,561
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City of Kent

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

Kent Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035

Since 2006, Kent has grown at 96%

|2}
*é 12,000 2035 T.arget 2006 Estimated Housing Units of the pace needed to achieve its
?n 10,000 ,.-".. 2018 Estimated Housing Units 47,811 2035 hous.ing groTArth tzfrget o.f
£ .t . . 10,753 units. During this period, the
g 8,000 et . Estimated Housing Growth 4,259 total number of housing units in
2 6000 LT U U s Kent grew by roughly 10%. At this
Lot : : . current rate, Kent is under the
4,000 % of Pace Needed to | Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual production pace needed to meet its
Achieve 2035 Housing:2006-2018 Growth ;| Growth Needed to Meet 2035 growth target, and needs to
2,000 Growth Target Rate 2035 Target grow at an annual rate of 0.8% to
0 reach its remaining target by 2035.
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
seseee Target =QO= Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Critical Areas
(acres)

Gross
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres)

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre

(acres)

Public Purpose

0.0

ROWs
(acres)
41.7

Net
Area (acres)

Total
Units

Achieved Density
(DU/acre)

Low 4-10 du/acre 00, 221 3.2
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 0.0 18 5.8
24 - 48 du/acre 0.0 0.0
High 48 & up du/acre 0.0 0.4: s 27.4
Total 483.9 105.7 0.0 66.0 312.2 2,519 8.1
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018
@ 120 £ 100%
é "High" range 7 . =
oned Density S 90%
>~ extendsto —» R £ =
S 100 ange o
a 200du/acre Zones with -g 80%
Produced =
80 Units S 70%
E 60%
=}
60 E 50%
40%
40 OAverage 30%
o Achieved
20 Density 20%
10%
0 o o o 001 6%
0
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low

Zoned Density Level
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Achieved Density
Level

Net Area (acres)

Very Low 97.1 156
1559 755
Medium Low 27.1 528
32.0 1,080
0.0 0
Total 312.2 2,519

Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level, 2012-2018

30%
21%
Low Medium Low Medium High High
Achieved Density Level
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Kent - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities

Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity

Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 2047: 10.0% - 14.0% 159.75 39 365
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 12.33¢ 10.0% - 14.0% 96.84 3.9 58
Subtotal 590.80 263.04 0.00 32.80 256.59 423
Vacant Subtotal 28,53 5.0%-20.0% 228.17 47 /58 1,085
Redev Subtotal 30.68: 5.0% -20.0% 245.26 4.7 /9.0 119
Subtotal 880.15 287.95 0.00 59.21 473.43 1,204
. Vacant Subtotal 4.07¢ 11.0% - 20.0% 31.33 109/ 20.6 569
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 414 11.0% - 20.0% 32.30 109/ 20.6 528
Subtotal 109.77 27.80 0.00 8.21 63.63 1,097

Vacant Subtotal 857 11.0% -20.0% 67.54 39.7 / 40.0 2,681
Redev Subtotal 2.26: 11.0% - 20.0% 17.77 39.7 / 40.0 703
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal 11.0% - 20.0% 833 /1742

High Density Redev Subtotal 187 11.0% - 20.0% 13.84 833 /1742 1426
Subtotal 79.72! 2292 0.00 5.68 42.99 4,226
Vacant Total 6545 51595 7,500
All Zones Redev Total 51.28 406.00 2,833
Total 1,850.67 686.40 0.00 116.73 921.95 10,333
Capacity (units) Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 423 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 1,204
Medium Low Density Zones 1,097
Medium High Density Zones 3,384
High Density Zones 4,226 B Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 915
Total Capacity (Units) 11,248 u l‘D/ledil_lm High
t
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 6,495 u High Density
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 4,753
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Kent - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth

@ 18,000 (From 2006 Baseline) Kent Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Kent has grown at 142%
E 16,000 2006 Jobs (PSRC) 63,299 of the pace needed to achieve its
% 14000 2018 Jobs (PSRC) 72,360 20'35 jobs.grow.th target of 15,405
g 12,000 Total Jobs Growth 9,061| units. Durlr-lg thl.S period, the total
:o: 10‘000 Remaining 2035 Target number of jobs in K.ent grew by
g roughly 14%. At this current rate,
8,000 ) WIIERNRLPNTAN  Kent is over the pace needed to meet
% of Pace Needed to . X
6,000 Achieve 2035 Jobs Average Annual 2006 Annual Growth its 2035 ]ObS growth target, and
4,000 Target 2018 Growth Rate Ll needs to grow at an annual rate of

RCRLEEE)  0.5% to reachiits remaining target by

2035.

2,000

0
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eecees Target @=Q== Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Achieved Density Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet)

(sq. feet) Density (FAR) Level (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0 -0.35 FAR 67,191 51,095 0.8 Very Low 745,943 123,090 0.2
Low 0.35 - 0.5 FAR 0 0 Low 2,598,787 1,070,908 0.4
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 5,923,530 3,855,600 0.7
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 9,201,069 4,998,503 0.5 0 0 0.0
3.0 & up FAR 0 0 0 | 0 0.0
Total 9,268,260 5,049,598 0.5 Total 9,268,260 5,049,598 0.5

Net Area (sq. feet)

Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,

Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018
o 0 y ty S 100% 2012-2018
= Zoned =
I <
= Density 5 90%
® 25 Range of
o g ° 0
Z Zones with = 80%
8 20 Non- s 70% 76%
=) ' Residential ©
= Development E 60%
=]
1.5 =  50%
g
o 40%
1.0 o
o A& 30%
(o) OAverage 20%
05 Achieved 0 21%
Density 10% 2%
0.0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Kent - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Public Initial Buildable
Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area
(acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres)

Vacant / Redev.
Commercial 50.6 444 1.2 0.6 4.3 50% 1.2
Mixed Use 4255 146.3 55.8 279 1954; 11%-20% 162.6
Industrial 654.3 142.4 102.4 51.2 358.3 5% BB2:7
Non-Res Land Total 1130.3 333.0 159.5 79.7 558.1 496.6

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Job Capacity by
Assumed Density Level
Very Low Density 1,187 4% |
Low Density 2,889 | 10%:]
Medium Low Density 2,372 8%/
Medium High Density | 21,817 @ 77%; [0
High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 730
Total Capacity (jobs) 28,995
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 6,344
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 22,651
Job Capacity by Land Use
® Commercial
23,775

m Industrial

. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor
{Josl:e Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity
Vacant 1.29 0.09 /0.28 0.00 0.27 300 /1200 252
Redevelopable 0.72 0.09 /0.28 0.17 0.01 1,200 5
Commercial Total 2.01 0.09 /0.28 0.17 0.28 300 /1200 256
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 4.53 245 0.00 6.01 300 20,029
i Redevelopable 2455 2.45 244 112 300 3,746
Mixed Use Total 7.08 2.45 2.44 7.13 300 23,775
Industrial
Vacant 6.90 0.39 / 0.64 0.00 335 1,200 2,790
Redevelopable 7.60 0.39 / 0.64 1.73 1.73 1,200 1444
Industrial Total 14.49 0.39 / 0.64 1.73 5.08 1,200 4,234
City Total
Commercial 2.01 0.09 /0.28 0.69 0.28 300 /1200 256
Mixed Use 7.08 245 091 7.13 300 23,775
Industrial 14.49 0.39 / 0.64 0.26 5.08 1,200 4,234
Job Capacity in Pipeline 730
City Total 23.59 2.45 1.86 12.49 300 /1200 28,995
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Kirkland

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

@ 12000 (From 2006 Baseline) Kirkland Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Kirkland has grown at
E ’ 2035 Target 2006 Estimated Housing Units 75% of the pace needed to achieve
a0 10,000 Lot 2018 Estimated Housing Units 38,656 its 2035 ?10usmg. gmw.th target of
£ . Esti d Housing G h 3100 9,941 units. During this period, the
2 8000 stlmate — rowt ’ total number of housing units in
= 6.000 Remaining 2035 Target Kirkland grew by roughly 9%. At
] . this current rate, Kirkland is under
4,000 % of Pace Needed to Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual the production pace needed to meet
Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet [ETTPNKE growth target, and needs to
2,000

Growth Target Rate i 2035 Target grow at an annual rate of 1% to

75.4% 0.70% 0.96% reach its remaining target by 2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
seseee Target =QO= Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs Net Total Achieved Density
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)
Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 5 0.1 0.0 0.0: 5.8 17 2.9

4-10 du/acre 146. 55 0.0 0.0 1412 888 6.3

Achieved Density
Level Net Area (acres)
Very Low 24.6

i i 118.0 759
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 17 1.2 0.0 00 15.9: 177 11.1 Medium Low 225 271
24 - 48 du/acre 2. 0.0 0.0 0.0 23; 50 21.9 0.0 0
High 48 & up du/acre 9 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.0 705 78.4 9.1 721
Total 181.1 6.9 0.0 0.0 1742 1,837 10.5 Total 174.2 1,837
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
@ 160 8100%
[3) -
< Zoned Density S 90%
S 140 Range of E
a Zones with -g 80%
120 Produced [
Units S 70%
100 E 60%
(5]
80 o 5 50%
= 40%
0 41%
60 - 39%
OAverage 30%
40 Achieved
Density 20%
o
20 o o 10% o 15%
0 o 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Kirkland - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Gross Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 168 7.0%-17.0% 88.44 39 265
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 505! 7.0%-17.0% 268.38 39 702
Subtotal 545.45 109.43: 0.00 6.73 356.82 967
Vacant Subtotal 298; 7.0%-17.0% 46.15 40/93 305
Redev Subtotal 35.02; 7.0%-17.0% 558.07 4.0/93 2,398
Subtotal 828.95 58.12; 0.00 37.99 604.22 2,703
. Vacant Subtotal 0.16; 7.0%-17.0% 3.55 10.0 /218 44
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 147 7.0% -17.0% 54.22 100 /218 499
Subtotal 77.69 11.86 0.00 1.63 57.77 543

Vacant Subtotal 0.03 7.0% -7.0% 1.31 28.0 /40.0 47
Redev Subtotal 088 7.0%-7.0% 40.26 28.0 /40.0 1,244
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal 007 7.0%-7.0% 3.19 48.0 / 135.0 324
High Density Redev Subtotal 1.63; 7.0%-7.0% 74.35 48.0 /135.0 6,312
Subtotal 9532 437! 0.00 1.70 77.55 6,635
Vacant Total 492 142.65 985
All Zones Redev Total 44.05 995.29 11,155
Total 1,596.31 186.99 0.00 48.97 1,137.93 12,140
Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 967 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 2,703
Medium Low Density Zones 543
Medium High Density Zones 1,291
High Density Zones 6,635 ® Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 1,212
Total Capacity (Units) 13,352 - ]]‘)":I?;‘i‘tm High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 6,841 m High D}énsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 6,510
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Kirkland - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth

@ 30,000 (From 2006 Baseline) Kirkland Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Kirkland has grown at
g 2006 Jobs (PSRC) 36,698 126% of the pace needed to achieve
gp 25,000 2018 Jobs (PSRC) 49,280 its 2035 jobs growth target of 24,186
5 20,000 Total Jobs Growth 12,582| units. Durir.lg thi.s pe.riod, the total
= ' Remaining 2035 Target number of jobs in Kirkland grew by
15,000 roughly 34%. At this current rate,
et | i 2018-2035 Avg. Klrkla.nd is ov<.er the pace needed to
10,000 Achieve 2035 Jobs Average Annual 2006 CULLEIRO LI meet its 2035 jobs growth target, and
Target 2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to needs to grow at an annual rate of
5,000 i i Meet 2035 Target

1.3% to reach its remaining target by
2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
esssee Target === Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) Tot;;;:?(;zzgrea Avle)z Zii?;ig:}:)ed AChle‘fe(:,ZenSIty Net Area (sq. feet) Tota(ll(l;"?(;zzgrea Av;)e(r:lgscietl;zll:}l\el:)ed
Very Low 0-035 FAR 1,125,119 242,666 0.2 Very Low 1,439,813 118,814 0.1
035 - 0.5 FAR 186,909 7,394 0.0 55383 20,604 0.4
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 391,250 183,070 0.5 Medium Low 183,884 159,369 0.9
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 99,857 199,942 2.0 98,507 156,492 16
3.0 & up FAR 0 0 40,012 180,793 4.5
Total 1,803,134 633,072 0.4 Total 1,817,597 636,072 0.3

Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,

Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 . 2012-2018
o 25 Joned S 100%
- one
] <
[~ Density 5 90%
< Range of =)
L 20 =~ 9
é" ° Zones with = 80%
[ Non- " 70%
8 Residential g
= 15 Development t: 60%
5
=  50%
g
1.0 O 40%
(5]
A 30%
28%
0.5 (o] OAverage 20% 25% 25% .
Achieved ) 19%
(o] Density 10% 3%
0.0 o 0% ——
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Kirkland - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Gross Public Initial Buildable
Area Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area Job Capacity by
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres) Assumed Density Level
Vacant / Redev. Very Low Density 525 3%
Commercial 87.3 11.0 15 0.0 74.8 5% 71.0 Low Density 1,206 8%:
Mixed Use 191.8 16.2 35 0.0 1721 7% -17% 159.7 Medium Low Density 5,636 35% :]
Industrial 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 Medium High Density 6,692 | 42% [
Non-Res Land Total 280.2 28.3 5.0 0.0 267.7 230.7 High Density 1914 12%: M
Capacity in Pipeline 2,165
. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor i :
{;)s : Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (riillion Floor Area Capac. Job Total LjaF)aCIty Gobs) g
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft. perJob Capacity Remaining Target (2018-2035) 11,604
: Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 6,535
Vacant 061 0.02 /1.80 0.00 0.14 250 561
Redevelopable 248 0.02 /1.80 047 0.71 250 2827 .
- Job Capacity by Land Use
Commercial Total 3.09 0.02 / 1.80 0.47 0.85 250 3,388
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 0.21 0.02 /4,52 0.00 0.13 300 435
: Redevelopable 6.75 0.02 /4,52 1.68 3.10 300 10346
Mixed Use Total 6.96 0.02 / 4.52 1.68 3.23 300 10,781
Industrial* : i ; : :
Vacant 0.01 0.88 0.00 0.01 300 30
Redevelopable 0.83 0.88 0.20 0.53 300 1775 m Commercial
Industrial Total 0.84 0.88 0.20 0.54 300 1,805 73
m Industrial
City Total
Commercial 3.09 0.02 /1.80 0.69 0.85 250 3,388
Mixed Use 6.96 0.02 /4.52 091 323 300 10,781
Industrial 0.84 0.88 0.26 0.54 300 1,805
Job Capacity in Pipeline 2,165
City Total 10.89 0.02 / 4.52 1.86 4.62 250 / 300 18,139

*Certain zones grouped as industrial allow for commercial use.
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Redmond

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

» 14.000 (From 2006 Baseline) Redmond Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Redmond has grown at
E 12'000 2035 T\arget 2006 Estimated Housing Units 100% of the pace needed to achieve
o0 Leeott 2018 Estimated Housing Units 27,736 its 2035 hf)usmg 5“’"“?’ targfet of

£ 10000 oot . . 11,896 units. During this period, the
@ 0o’ Estimated Housing Growth 4,946 . .

=4 Lot — total number of housing units in

= 8000 e Remaining 2035 Target Redmond grew by roughly 22%. At

6,000 .,.-" ) . this current rate, Redmond is over
: % of Pace Needed to | Average Annual | 2018-2035 Avg. Annual the production pace needed to meet

4,000 Achieve 2035 Housingé 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet its 2035 growth target, and needs to
2,000 Growth Target Rate : 2035 Target grow at an annual rate of 1.3% to
0 reach its remaining target by 2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
seseee Target =QO= Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs Net Total Achieved Density

Achieved Density
Level Net Area (acres)
Very Low 46.8

Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)
Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre ; :

162

4-10 du/acre 6.2 132.1 954
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 16.7 Medium Low 29 51
24 - 48 du/acre 138.4 0.0 0
High 48 & up du/acre | 158.5 17.8 2,439
Total 201.2 3.2 0.0 0.0 198.0 3,501 17.7 Total 199.7 3,606
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
g 180 ,E; 100%
< Zoned Density S 90%
S 160 o Range of E
(=) 140 o Zones with -g 80%
Produced =
120 Units S 70%
0,
2 60% 08%
100 3
5 50%
80 %
40%
60
Oﬁvsfag:d 30%
chiev
40 Density 20% 26%
20 (o) 10%
4%
1%
0 2 ° 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Redmond - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public \\(14 Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 0.36: 10.0% -10.0% 1.80 0.1/30 3
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 062: 10.0% - 10.0% 3.08 0.1/3.0 5
Subtotal 209.70 193.62 9.50 0.98 4.88
Vacant Subtotal 542: 10.0% - 10.0% 27.08 40/94 129
Redev Subtotal 12.35: 10.0% - 10.0% 61.74 40/94 110
Subtotal 493.36 212.07 162.87 17.76 88.82 238
i Vacant Subtotal 6.41: 5.0%-10.0% 5591 12.0 / 23.0 1,175
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 1038: 5.0%-10.0% 89.30 12.0 / 23.0 1,908
Subtotal 201.95 29.85 0.49 16.79 145.21 3,084

Vacant Subtotal 0.14; 7.0% -7.0% 1.16 39.2 /436 51
Redev Subtotal 0.88: 7.0% -7.0% 7.27 39.2 /436 149
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal
High Density Redev Subtotal

5.0% -10.0% 49.2 /161.2
13.82; 5.0% - 10.0% 11593 49.2 /161.2 11,968

Subtotal 149.35! 2.61 1.35 14.52 121.71 12,283
Vacant Total 13.02 91.73 1,672
All Zones Redev Total 38.04 277.31 14,141
Total 1,064.52 438.15 174.21 51.07 369.04 15,813
Capacity (units) Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 8 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 238
Medium Low Density Zones 3,084
Medium High Density Zones 200
High Density Zones 12,283 B Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 1,964
Total Capacity (Units) 17,777 m i‘)’ledium High
ensit
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 6,886 m High D}(;nsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 10,891
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Redmond - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

Redmond Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Redmond has grown at

%]
E 20000 2006 Jobs (PSRC) 81,207| 108% of the pace needed to achieve
gp 25,000 2018 Jobs (PSRC) 93,174| its 2035 jobs growth target of 26,680
5 50,000 Total Jobs Growth 11,967| units. During this period, the total
= ' Remaining 2035 Target number of jobs in Redmond grew by
15,000 roughly 15%. At this current rate,
el | 2018-2035 Avg. Redm.ond is oYer the pace needed to
10,000 Achieve 2035 Jobs Average Annual 2006 PVLTEINEYAT  meet its 2035 jobs growth target, and
Target 2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to needs to grow at an annual rate of
5,000 i Meet 2035 Target

0.9% to reach its remaining target by
2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
esssee Target === Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

. Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Achieved Density Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR) Level Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 4,021,624 375,664 0.1 Very Low 7,551,156 1,022,721 0.1
0.35 - 0.5 FAR 2,257,096 544,282 0.2 664,724 318,430 0.5
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 226,315 136,034 0.6
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 1,742,591 783,948 0.4 206,450 310,063 1.5
3.0 & up FAR 0 0 0 0 0.0
Total 8,021,311 1,703,894 0.2 Total 8,648,644 1,787,248 0.2
Achieved Densi s Zoned Densitv Level. 2012-2018 Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
Vi A% Vi -
o 35 v v ’ S 100% 2012-2018
= Zoned =
] <
= 3.0 Density = 90%
g > R £ =
o ange o 2 80%
E‘ Zones with e
5 25 Non- T 70%
=) Residential ©
= 2.0 Development t: 60%
1<) 0
2 50% 57%
1.5 [5)
Qo 40%
5]
1.0 &~ 30%
OAverage 20%
0.5 (o] Achieved 10% 18% 17%
(o) Density 0
o 8%
0.0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Redmond - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Gross Public Initial Buildable

Area Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area Job Capacity by
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres) Assumed Density Level

Vacant / Redev. E Very Low Density 1,505 | 13%;| |
Commercial 177.6 1112 0.0 0.0 66.4§ 5% - 10% 63.0 Low Density 8,656 | 78%: [
Mixed Use 3774 54.5 E 16.1 16.1 290.8§ 5% -10% 271.7 Medium Low Density 997 9% |
Industrial 1344 325 E 0.0 0.0 101.9; 35% 66.2 Medium High Density 0 0%

Non-Res Land Total 695.2 198.1 16.1 16.1 464.9 401.0 High Density 0 0%

Capacity in Pipeline 4,693
. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor i 3
{;)s l: Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (l%lillion Floor Area Capac. Job Total (?a-paaty Gobs) 15,851
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity Remaining Target (2018-2035) 14,713
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 1,138
Vacant 0.33 0.03 /0.60 0.00 0.06 300 /330 181
Redevelopable 242 0.03 / 0.60 0.39 0.19 300 /330 575 .

Commercial Total 2.74 0.03 / 0.60 0.39 025 300 /330 756 | JOP Capacity by Land Use

Mixed-Use

. Vacant 3.09 0.05/1.13 0.00 1.21 300 /730 3,930

i Redevelopable 8.75 0.05/1.13 3.05 1.85 300 / 730 6077

Mixed Use Total 11.84 0.05/1.13 3.05 3.05 300 /730 10,007

Vacant 0.57 0.24 /0.50 0.00 0.16 730 224
Redevelopable 2.31 0.24 / 0.50 0.67 0.13 730 171 m Commercial
Industrial Total 2.88 0.24 / 0.50 0.67 0.29 730 396 10,007
m Industrial

City Total
Commercial 2.74 0.03 /0.60 0.69 0.25 300 /330 756
Mixed Use 11.84 0.05/1.13 091 3.05 300 /730 10,007
Industrial 2.88 024 /0.50 0.26 0.29 730 396
Job Capacity in Pipeline 4,693

City Total 17.47 0.03 /1.13 1.86 3.59 300/ 730 15,851
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Renton

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

w 20,000 (From 2006 Baseline) Renton Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Renton has grown at
E ' 2035 Target 2006 Estimated Housing Units 93% of the pace needed to achieve
a0 .,.~". 2018 Estimated Housing Units 42,775 its 2035 hf)usmg 5“’"“?’ targfet of
£ 15,000 St . . 17,231 units. During this period, the
k7 oo’ Estimated Housing Growth 6,607 . .
= Leot — total number of housing units in
é 10,000 Remaining 2035 Target 10,623| Renton grew by roughly 18%. At
.,.-"' ] . this current rate, Renton is under the
: % of Pace Needed to Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual production pace needed to meet its
5,000 Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth . Growth Needed to Meet [IPTKIE eI Ets TN SET. P ¥ Rt
Growth Target Rate 1 2035 Target grow at an annual rate of 1.3% to
0 reach its remaining target by 2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
seseee Target =QO= Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs Net Total Achieved Density
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Achieved Density
Level Net Area (acres)

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 14 2.7 39 00 8.2 16 2.0 Very Low 8.2 16
4-10 du/acre 378. 454 130, 508 2690 1,550 5.8 2889 1,707

Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 48 32 0.6 6.4§ 38.3§ 452 11.8 Medium Low 18.7 300
24 - 48 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 02: 5 22.7 2.0 54
High 48 & up du/acre 17 18 0.4 2.71 12.7: 630 49.6 10.7 576
Total 459.3 53.1 179 599 3284 2,653 8.1 Total 3284 2,653
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
© 100 8100%
[3) -
i 90 "High" range Zoned Density S 20%
= extendsto —» Range of E
a 80 150 du/acre Zones with 2 80%
Produced =
70 Units S 70%
60 ‘5 60% 64%
(5]
50 o 5 50%
=9
40 40%
30 OAverage 30%
o Achieved
20 Density 20% 220
0, (]
10 o 10% s
o ° R 2%
0 0% .
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Renton - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities

Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity

Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 11.89; 14.0% - 14.0% 25.98 02/20 32
Very Low ;
Density Redev Subtotal 6.61: 14.0% -14.0% 1444 02/20 15
Subtotal 106.75 38.24 0.00 18.50 4043 47
Vacant Subtotal 65.20; 10.0% - 35.0% 152.17 54 /82 906
Redev Subtotal 106.67: 10.0% - 35.0% 249.35 54 /82 551
Subtotal 693.07 53.16 0.00 171.87 401.52 1,457
i i Vacant Subtotal 11.79¢ 15.0% - 35.0% 34.23 102 /174 443
Medium Low :
Density i Redev Subtotal 11.66; 15.0% - 35.0% 35.28 102 /174 367
Subtotal 137.60 20.32 0.00 23.46 69.51 810

Vacant Subtotal 15.0% - 15.0%

Redev Subtotal 146 15.0% - 15.0% 14.01 41.0 574
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal 4.09; 11.0% - 21.0% 38.78 543 /1125 3,438
High Density Redev Subtotal 9.39: 11.0% -21.0% 90.39 543 /1125 6,724
Subtotal 421.82 28.69 0.00 13.48 129.17 10,161
Vacant Total 95.55 276.03 5,836
All Zones Redev Total 135.79 40348 8,231
Total 1,415.85 143.87 0.00 231.34 679.50 14,067
Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 47 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 1,457
Medium Low Density Zones 810
Medium High Density Zones 1,592
High Density Zones 10,161 B Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 2,436
Total Capacity (Units) 16,503 - “D’[::;‘i‘tm High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 10,601 ® High D}énsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 5,902
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Renton - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth

v 40,000 (From 2006 Baseline) Renton Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Renton has grown at
L d
'L—E, 35 000 2006 Jobs (PSRC) 53,431 91% of the pace needed to achieve
& 2018 Jobs (PSRC) 66,151 its 2035 jobs growth target of 33,640
5 30,000 Total Jobs Growth 12,720| units. During this period, the total
2 25000 Remaining 2035 Target number of jobs in Renton grew by
20,000 roughly 24%. At this current rate,
5 Renton is under th n
15,000 A 2018-2035 Avg. e tq isu dg the pace needed to
Achieve 2035 Jobs Average Annual 2006 CULLEIRO LI meet its 2035 jobs growth target, and
10,000 2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to

Target : : needs to grow at an annual rate of
E RSEUREEE]  1.6%to reach its remaining target by
2035.

5,000

0
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
esssee Target === Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Achieved Density Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet)

Net Area (sq. feet)

(sq. feet) Density (FAR) Level (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 387,403 88,225 0.2 Very Low 6,324,143 1,530,240 0.2
0.35 - 0.5 FAR 0 0 1,258,936 486,520 0.4
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 47,532 13,171 0.3 Medium Low 1,347,460 723,882 0.5
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 7,136,894 1,913,364 0.3 160,025 441,256 2.8
3.0 & up FAR 1,518,735 1,167,138 0.8 0 0 0.0
Total 9,090,564 3,181,898 0.4 Total 9,090,564 3,181,898 0.4

Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,

Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 . 2012-2018
o 160 o 100%
= Zoned
] <
& 140 Density = 90%
g Range of ] 80%
é" 12.0 Zones with = 0
[ Non- " 70%
8 10.0 Residential g
= Development t: 60%
5
8.0 =  50%
g 48%
6.0 £ 0%
: (5]
A 30%
4.0
OAverage 20% 23%
2.0 Achieved
o Density 10%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Renton - Commercial /Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Public Initial Buildable
Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area Job Capacity by
(acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres) Assumed Density Level
Vacant / Redev. Very Low Density 2989 | 14%:| |
Commercial 0.0 00 | 00 00 | 00 0% | 00 | Low Density 1012+ 5%
Mixed Use 2619 32.2 115 6.9 2113; 11%-35% 179.8 Medium Low Density 5,109 24%; |
Industrial 63.6 28 30 18 | 559 20%-30% . 419 | Medium High Density | 11,058 | 51% [
Non-Res Land Total 325.5 35.0 14.5 8.7 267.2 221.7 High Density 1,382 6%l
Capacity in Pipeline 4,660
Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor . -
{;]sl:a Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (lflillion Floor Area Capac. Job Total (?a.paaty (obs) skl
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity Remaining Target (2018-2035) 20,920
E Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 5,290
Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 .
Commercial Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 Job Capacity by Land Use :
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 3.75 0.28 /4.01 0.00 3.21 250 /400 12,415
: Redevelopable 4.08 0.28 /4.01 0.59 2.22 250 /400 8112
Mixed Use Total 7.83 0.28 / 4.01 0.59 5.44 250 / 400 20,527
Industrial . : : : .
Vacant 0.88 0.20 / 0.39 0.00 032 450 /700 688
Redevelopable 0.95 0.20 / 0.39 0.14 0.20 450 /700 336 ®m Commercial
Industrial Total 1.82 0.20 / 0.39 0.14 0.52 450 /700 1,023 20,5271
m Industrial
City Total i
Commerecial 0.00 0.00 0.69 0.00 0 0
Mixed Use 7.83 0.28 /4.01 091 544 250 /400 20,527
Industrial 1.82 0.20 / 0.39 0.26 052 450 /700 1,023
Job Capacity in Pipeline 4,660
City Total 9.66 4.01 1.86 5.96 0/700 26,210
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of SeaTac

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

w8000 (From 2006 Baseline) SeaTac Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, SeaTac has grown at
E ' 2035 Target 2006 Estimated Housing Units 20% of the pace needed to achieve
) beott 2018 Estimated Housing Units 10,849 its 2035 ?10usmg. grow.th target of
= 6,000 St . . 6,728 units. During this period, the
k7 bet* Estimated Housing Growth 548 . .
3 Lot — total number of housing units in
= 4000 et Remaining 2035 Target SeaTac grew by roughly 5%. At this
Leett ’ ] . current rate, SeaTac is under the
Lot et % of Pace Needed to Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual production pace needed to meet its
2,000 Lot Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet JEENhEY growth target, and needs to

Growth Target  : Rate { 2035 Target grow at an annual rate of 2.7% to

0 0— 19.7% 0.43% 2.69% reach its remaining target by 2035.
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
seseee Target =QO= Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs Net Total Achieved Density
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Achieved Density Total
Level Net Area (acres) Units

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0 Very Low 0.0 0
4-10 du/acre 16. 00 0.0 0.0 168 79 4.7 357 259
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 23 4.1 0.0 00 189! 180 9.5 Medium Low 0.0 0
24 - 48 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0 0.0 1
High 48 & up du/acre 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 29: 290 100.8 29 289
Total 42.7 4.1 0.0 0.0 38.6 549 14.2 Total 38.6 549
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
@ 100 8100%
[3) -
i 90 Zoned Density S 90%
=) Range of —
a 80 Zones with -g 80%
Produced =
70 Units S 70%
60 E 60%
(5]
50 5 50% 530
[~ 0
40 40% 47%
30 OAverage 30%
Achieved
20 Density 20%
10 (o] 10%
o 0.2%
0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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SeaTac - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 0.00¢ 40.0% - 100.0% 5.16 2.2 11
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 0.00; 40.0% - 100.0% 19.47 2.2 16
Subtotal 4992 8.86 0.00 0.00 24.63 27
Vacant Subtotal 0.00¢ 20.0% - 60.0% 11.69 40/69 55
IRV AR Redev Subtotal 0.00; 20.0% - 60.0% 131.54 4.0/69 13
Subtotal 386.22 29.48 0.00 0.00 143.23 68
. Vacant Subtotal 0.72; 21.0% -50.0% 3.00 12.1 /220 51
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 741; 21.0% - 50.0% 26.33 12.1 /22.0 274
Subtotal 86.80 32.60 0.00 8.13 29.33 326

Vacant Subtotal 587 35.0% - 75.0% 19.99 26.0 /45.0 827
Redev Subtotal 5.00f 35.0% - 75.0% 16.82 26.0 /45.0 386
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal

11.0% - 50.0% 70.0 /1013

ISV Redev Subtotal 848 11.0% - 50.0% 32.80 70.0 /101.3 2,779
Subtotal 338.85: 28.26 0.00 9.63 39.14 3,321
Vacant Total 7.73 46.19 1,487
All Zones Redev Total 20.89 22696 3,468
Total 981.39 122.04 0.00 28.62 273.14 4,955
Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 27 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 68
Medium Low Density Zones 326
Medium High Density Zones 1,213
High Density Zones 3,321 H Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 1,441
Total Capacity (Units) 6,396 - 1]‘)":3;;‘“ High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 6,180 m High D)e,:nsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 216
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SeaTac - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth

¥ 35,000 (From 2006 Baseline) 2635 SeaTac Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, SeaTac has grown at
E Target 2006 Jobs (PSRC) 29,585 41% of the pace needed to achieve
op 0000 2018 Jobs (PSRC) 34522| its 2035 jobs growth target of 29,348
E 25,000 Total Jobs Growth 4,937| units. During this period, the total
2 50,000 Remaining 2035 Target number of jobs in SeaTac grew by
' et roughly 17%. At this current rate,
15,000 %% of Pace Needed to | 2018-2035 Avg. SeaTa.c is undgr the pace needed to
10,000 ....-' Achieve 2035 Jobs Average Annual 2006 Annual Growth meet its 2035 jobs growth target, and
e ot Target 2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to needs to grow at an annual rate of
5,000 RO REELEREE] 329 to reach its remaining target by

0 O 40.7% 1.29% 3.20% 2035.
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
esssee Target === Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

. Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Achieved Density Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR) Level Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 573,564 164,245 0.3 Very Low 458,773 51,480 0.1
035 - 0.5 FAR 19,925 9,050 0.5 19,925 9,050 0.5
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 114,791 112,765 1.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 0 0 54,729 87,220 1.6
3.0 & up FAR 0 0 0 0 0.0
Total 593,489 173,295 0.3 Total 648,218 260,515 0.4
. . . Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 2012-2018
<
o 05 . S 100%
= Zone
] <
~ ° Density = 90%
§ 04 Range of 2 go%
E‘ Zones with e
I Non- ® 70%
8 Residential g
w 03 (o) Development ; 60%
=  50%
g
0.2 Qo 40% 43%
3}
B 30% 33%
0.1 OAverage 20%
Achieved ) 20%
Density 10% 3%
0.0 0% [ |
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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SeaTac - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Job Capacity by

Gross Public Initial Buildable
Area Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres)
Vacant / Redev.
Commercial 49 0.0 02 02 | 44 40% | 24
Mixed Use 187.0 263 8.0 80 | 1446 35%-75% 66.2
Industrial 383.6 951 | 144 144 | 2596 10%-50% : 1514
Non-Res Land Total 575.4 121.4 22.7 22.7 408.6 220.0

Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor

Job Capacity by Land

Assumed Density Level

Very Low Density 0 0%
Low Density 1,709 | 19%:|M
Medium Low Density 269 3% H
Medium High Density 6,848 | 78% [
High Density 0 0%

Capacity in Pipeline 6,739

Total Capacity (jobs) 15,565
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 24411
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) -8,846

Job Capacity by Land Use

4,962

m Commercial

m Industrial

Use Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft. perJob Capacity
Vacant 0.04 0.60 0.00 0.02 600 37
Redevelopable 0.07 0.60 0.00 0.04 600 62
Commercial Total 0.11 0.60 0.00 0.06 600 99
Mixed-Use E
. Vacant 0.29 0.60 /1.50 0.00 0.36 600 593
: Redevelopable 2.59 0.60 /150 1.01 2.62 600 4369
Mixed Use Total 2.88 0.60 / 1.50 1.01 2.98 600 4,962
Industrial : ; ; : i :
Vacant 417 0.35/1.50 0.00 2.19 800 /1200 2,218
Redevelopable 243 0.35/1.50 0.40 1.38 800 /1200 1547
Industrial Total 6.59 0.35/1.50 0.40 3.57 800 / 1200 3,765
City Total i
Commercial 0.11 0.60 0.69 0.06 600 99
Mixed Use 2.88 0.60 /150 091 2.98 600 4962
Industrial 6.59 0.35/1.50 0.26 3.57 800 /1200 3,765
Job Capacity in Pipeline 6,739
City Total 9.58 0.35 / 1.50 1.86 6.61 600 /1200 15,565
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Item 9.

City of Tukwila

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

w6000 (From 2006 Baseline) 2035 Target Tukwila Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Tukwila has grown at
E ’ . _,\. 2006 Estimated Housing Units 6% of the pace needed to achieve its
w 00 L 2018 Estimated Housing Units 7,869 20.35 hous.lng gljowth.target of 5,626
= L Esti d Housing G h 130 units. During this period, the total
z 4,000 Lot : stlmate - ousing Growt number of housing units in Tukwila
é 3000 et Remaining 2035 Target grew by roughly 2%. At this current
Lot ) . rate, Tukwila is under the
2,000 Jeot .t % of Pace Needed to Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual production pace needed to meet its
Lot Achieve 2035 Housing:2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet 2035 growth target, and needs to
1,000 oot

. Growth Target  : Rate { 2035 Target grow at an annual rate of 3.2% to

0 c- = 5.6% 0.14% 3.17% reach its remaining target by 2035.
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
seseee Target =QO= Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs Net Total Achieved Density
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Achieved Density Total
Level Net Area (acres) Units

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0 Very Low 0.0 0
4-10 du/acre 35, 17 23 0.0 316, 163 5.2 316 163
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 4 0.0 0.2 00 4-0 155 38.9 Medium Low 0.6 9
24 - 48 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0 53 215
High 48 & up du/acre 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 53! 440 82.4 34 371
Total 45.1 1.7 2.5 0.0 40.9 758 18.5 Total 40.9 758
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
@ 100 8100%
[3) -
i 90 Zoned Density S 90%
=) o Range of —
a 80 Zones with -g 80%
Produced =
70 Units S 70%
60 E 60%
(5]
50 5 50%
[ 49%
40 o 40%
30 OAverage 30%
Achieved
5 0,
20 Density 20% 22%
10 10%
o 1%
0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Tukwila - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public \\(14 Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% - 0.0% 0.00 0.0
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 0.00; 0.0%-0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Subtotal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vacant Subtotal 9.06: 20.0% - 20.0% 63.41 51 323
Redev Subtotal 31.52: 20.0% - 20.0% 220.65 5.1 533
Subtotal 645.65 225.11 14.74 40.58 284.06 857
. Vacant Subtotal 7.65: 10.0% - 20.0% 44.69 145 /22.0 938
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 6.01; 10.0% -20.0% 39.04 145 /22.0 710
Subtotal 388.64 95.68 0.00 13.65 83.72 1,648

Vacant Subtotal 10.0% - 10.0%
Redev Subtotal 1.18¢ 10.0% - 10.0% 7.69 35.8 259
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal
High Density Redev Subtotal

137 0.0% -10.0% 8.92 61.7 / 61.7
13.82¢ 0.0% - 10.0% 89.84 61.7 / 61.7 2,443

Subtotal 155.60 28.98 0.00 15.19 98.76 2,714
Vacant Total 18.51 119.81 1,632
All Zones Redev Total 52.53 357.22 3,945
Total 1,203.45 349.89 14.74 71.04 477.03 5,577
Capacity (units) Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 0 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 857
Medium Low Density Zones 1,648
Medium High Density Zones 359
High Density Zones 2,714 B Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 2,642
Total Capacity (Units) 8,219 m i‘)’ledium High
ensit
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 5,496 m High D):ensity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 2,723
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Tukwila - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

Tukwila Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035
2006 Jobs (PSRC)
2018 Jobs (PSRC)

Total Jobs Growth

Remaining 2035 Target

Average Annual 2006

2018 Growth Rate

0.12%

44,966

| 2018-2035 Avg.
Annual Growth
Rate Needed to

i Meet 2035 Target

2.16%

vy
'E 25,000 2035
= Target
&0 20,000
.G ..'
S
2 15,000
10,000 ...-" % of Pace Needed to :
. ...-‘ Achieve 2035 Jobs
5,000 ...-" Target
0O —0 7.4%
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
esssee Target === Actual

Item 9.

Since 2006, Tukwila has grown at
7% of the pace needed to achieve its
2035 jobs growth target of 20,358
units. During this period, the total
number of jobs in Tukwila grew by
roughly 1%. At this current rate,
Tukwila is under the pace needed to
meet its 2035 jobs growth target, and
needs to grow at an annual rate of
2.2% to reach its remaining target by
2035.

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) Tot;;;:?(;zzgrea Avs:‘]i:;i::}:d
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 328,799 96,529 0.3
Low 0.35 - 0.5 FAR 0 0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 0 0
3.0 & up FAR 1,422,281 533,029 0.4
Total 1,751,080 629,558 0.4

Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018

o 140
= Zoned
[~ 12.0 Density
g " Range of
E‘ Zones with
o 100 Non-
8 Residential
= 8.0 Development
6.0
4.0
OAverage
2.0 Achieved
Density
0.0 o o
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level
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Percent of Total Floor Area

Achieved Density Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
Level Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR)

Very Low 1,141,085 158,640 0.1

Low 219,547 90,252 0.4

Medium Low 348,948 307,035 0.9

41,500 73,631 1.8

0 0 0.0

Total 1,751,080 629,558 0.4

Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
2012-2018
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
49%
40%
30%
20% 25%
0,
0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Achieved Density Level
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Tukwila - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Gross Public Initial Buildable
Area Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres)
Vacant / Redev. E
Commercial 2344 1379 19 9.7 84.9 20% 65.6
Mixed Use 399.4 48.8 7.0 351 3085 10% -20% 256.3
Industrial 282.1 122.6 3.2 16.0 140.4 35% 84.5
Non-Res Land Total 915.8 309.3 12.1 60.7 533.8 406.5

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Job Capacity by
Assumed Density Level

Item 9.

Very Low Density 309 1%
Low Density 2,195 7%
Medium Low Density 5,954 19% D
Medium High Density | 22,216 | 72% [0
High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 3,074
Total Capacity (jobs) 33,749
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 19,737
Surplus/Deficit Capacity (jobs) 14,012

Job Capacity by Land Use

m Commercial

G
Jr

=
=)
W

m Industrial

339

T e Ty el Net Buildable Ass.»umed Existing !-‘lf)or
Use Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity
Vacant 0.45 0.07 / 0.75 0.00 0.19 400 / 800 275
Redevelopable 397 0.07 / 0.75 0.95 1.09 400 / 800 2337
Commercial Total 4.42 0.07 / 0.75 0.95 1.28 400 / 800 2,607
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 548 0.06 / 1.75 0.00 8.67 400 21,679
Redevelopable 5.69 0.06 /1.75 153 191 400 4,784
Mixed Use Total 11.16 0.06 /1.75 1.53 10.59 400 26,463
Industrial
Vacant 1.02 042 0.00 043 800 534
Redevelopable 2.67 042 0.26 0.86 800 1070
Industrial Total 3.68 0.42 0.26 1.28 800 1,604
City Total
Commercial 442 0.07 / 0.75 0.69 1.28 400 / 800 2,607
Mixed Use 11.16 0.06 / 1.75 091 10.59 400 26,463
Industrial 3.68 042 0.26 1.28 800 1,604
Job Capacity in Pipeline 3,074
City Total 19.26 0.06 /1.75 1.86 13.15 400 / 800 33,749

*Certain zones grouped as commercial allow for industrial use.
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High Capacity Transit Communities

City of Des Moines

City of Kenmore

City of Lake Forest Park
City of Mercer Island
City of Newcastle

City of Shoreline

City of Woodinville
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Des Moines

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

w4000 (From 2006 Baseline) Des Moines Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Des Moines has grown
- 2035 Target 2006 Estimated Housing Units at 29% of the pace needed to achieve
fg ..-".' 2018 Estimated Housing Units 12,700 its 2035 ﬁousing. gTow.th target of

£ 3000 Leott i . 3,480 units. During this period, the
z Lot - Estlmated ousmg Growth 413 total number of housing units in Des
= 2,000 Remaining 2035 Target Moines grew by roughly 3%. At this

] . current rate, Des Moines is under
% of Pace Needed to Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual the production pace needed to meet
1,000 st Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet [ETTPNKE growth target, and needs to

Lottt Growth Target Rate : 2035 Target grow at an annual rate of 1.3% to
0 O'b——_/—____o ST 0.28% 1.28% reach its remaining target by 2035.
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeee+* Target =O=— Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs Net Total Achieved Density
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Achieved Density Total
Level Net Area (acres) Units

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 2 1.1 0.0 00: 1.3 2 1.5 Very Low 5.9 18
4-10 du/acre 36. 09 39 0.2 310, 138 4.4 279 131
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 4 0.3 0.0 01 39 44 11.2 Medium Low 2.8 35
24 - 48 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0 24 87
High 48 & up du/acre 38 0.0 0.0 0.0: 3.71 209 56.5 0.9 122
Total 46.4 2.3 3.9 0.2 40.0 393 9.8 Total 40.0 393
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
@ 100 8100%
S "High" , 2
i 90 1gh" range Zoned Density S 90%
= extendsto —» Range of —
a 80 240 du/acre Zones with 'g 80%
Produced =
70 Units S 70%
-
0,
60 o § 60%
50 5 50%
-
40 40%
30 OAverage 30% 339%
Achieved - 31%
20 Density 20%
o 9
10 ° 10% 5% —
0 (o} 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Des Moines - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 3.55; 20.0% - 20.0% 7.82 12/38 28
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 6.33; 20.0% - 20.0% 1393 12 /38 19
Subtotal 181.56 111.71 0.00 9.89 21.75 46
Vacant Subtotal 10.58; 20.0% - 20.0% 2442 44 /88 118
IRV AR Redev Subtotal 2313 20.0% -20.0% 53.44 44 /88 101
Subtotal 516.05 376.59 0.00 33.71 77.86 220
. Vacant Subtotal 0.07; 20.0% - 20.0% 0.31 12.4 4
Medium Low
. Redev Subtotal 0.85; 20.0% - 20.0% 3.67 124 37
Density
Subtotal 10.42 4.30 0.00 092 398 41

Vacant Subtotal 290 14.0% - 30.0% 13.45 242 /363 488
Redev Subtotal 1048 14.0% - 30.0% 4342 242 /363 1,062
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal 241: 20.0% -30.0% 10.01 48.4 /129.7 988
ISV Redev Subtotal 12.71: 20.0% - 30.0% 51.89 48.4 /129.7 5,084
Subtotal 103.04 191 0.00 15.12 6191 6,072
Vacant Total 19.51 56.01 1,626
All Zones Redev Total 53.50 166.36 6,304
Total 909.51 503.78 0.00 73.01 222.37 7,930
Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 46 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 220
Medium Low Density Zones 41
Medium High Density Zones 1,550
High Density Zones 6,072 H Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 456
Total Capacity (Units) 8,386 - 1]‘)":3;;‘“ High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 3,067 m High D)e,:nsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 5,319
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Des Moines - Employment Growth and Commercial /Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

7,000

Des Moines Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035

Remaining 2035 Target

Since 2006, Des Moines has grown at
36% of the pace needed to achieve
its 2035 jobs growth target of 5,800
units. During this period, the total
number of jobs in Des Moines grew
by roughly 14%. At this current rate,
Des Moines is under the pace needed
to meet its 2035 jobs growth target,
and needs to grow at an annual rate
of 3.2% to reach its remaining target
by 2035.

2006 Jobs (PSRC)
2018 Jobs (PSRC)
Total Jobs Growth

| 2018-2035 Avg.
Annual Growth
Rate Needed to

i Meet 2035 Target

Average Annual 2006
2018 Growth Rate

1.09% 3.17%

.‘é 2035
= 6000 Target
=
g 5000
o e
= 4,000
3,000
Lot % of Pace Needed to
2,000 Lot Achieve 2035 Jobs
Lot Target
1,000
0 O= 35.8%
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
esssee Target === Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) Tot;;;:?(;zzgrea AVSZii?th::l:)ed
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 0 0
Low 0.35 - 0.5 FAR 0 0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 40,980 6,203 0.2
3.0 & up FAR 3,938,931 2,104,363 0.5
Total 3,979,911 2,110,566 0.5

Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018

g 60
= Zoned
[~ Density
g 50 Range of
é" iones with
- on-
8 4.0 Residential
= Development
3.0
2.0
1.0 OAverage
' Achieved
o Density
0.0 o
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level
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Achieved Density Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
Level NetArea (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 114,290 29,744 0.3
3,724,382 1,853,398 0.5
Medium Low 47,100 29,583 0.6
94,139 197,841 2.1
0 0 0.0
Total 3,979,911 2,110,566 0.5
Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
< 2012-2018
o 100%
1]
< 9%
©
88%
2 0,
= 80%
B 70%
©
= 60%
S
° 50%
E ()
S 40%
= 0
3}
A 30%
20%
10%

0

Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High

Achieved Density Level
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Des Moines - Commercial /Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Gross Public Initial

Area Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land

(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor

Vacant / Redev.
Commerecial 85.0 114 55 55 62.6

Buildable
Area
(acres)

0% - 20% 51.2

Mixed Use 178.8 6.2 129 129 146.7; 15% -30% 106.6
Industrial 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0
Non-Res Land Total 263.8 17.6 18.5 18.5 209.3 157.8

Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor

Job Capacity by Land

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Job Capacity by
Assumed Density Level
Very Low Density 1,303 | 54%/ |
Low Density 0 0%
Medium Low Density 823 34% D
Medium High Density 160 7%
High Density 124 5%
Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (jobs) 2,410
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 4941
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) -2,531

Job Capacity by Land Use

® Commercial

m Industrial

Use Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity
Vacant 0.96 032 /3.50 0.00 042 0/800 727
Redevelopable 1.27 0.32 /3.50 0.29 0.30 0 /800 526
Commercial Total 2.23 0.32 /3.50 0.29 0.72 0/800 1,253
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 0.51 0.01 /0.63 0.00 0.10 400 / 800 247
i Redevelopable 413 0.01 /0.63 151 041 400 / 800 911
Mixed Use Total 4.64 0.01/0.63 1.51 0.51 400 / 800 1,157
Industrial : : : :
Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Industrial Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
City Total
Commercial 223 0.32 /3.50 0.69 0.72 0/800 1,253
Mixed Use 4.64 0.01/0.63 091 051 400 /800 1,157
Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.00 0 0
Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
City Total 6.87 3.50 1.86 1.23 0 /800 2,410
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

City of Kenmore

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

w5000 (From 2006 Baseline) Kenmore Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Kenmore has grown at

] 4 .

E 2035 Target 2006 Estimated Housing Units 67% of the pace needed to achieve

e 4,000 2018 Estimated Housing Units 9,276 its 2035 ﬁousmg. grow.th target of

= . . 4,060 units. During this period, the

17 Estimated Housing Growth 1,120 . o

2 3000 — total number of housing units in

= Remaining 2035 Target Kenmore grew by roughly 14%. At
2000 ] . this current rate, Kenmore is under

’ % of Pace Needed to Average Annual | 2018-2035 Avg. Annual the production pace needed to meet

1000 Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet [ETRNYI growth target, and needs to

Growth Target Rate i 2035 Target

grow at an annual rate of 1.6% to
66.7% 1.08% 1.63% reach its remaining target by 2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeee+* Target =O=— Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs Net Total Achieved Density
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Achieved Density Total
Level Net Area (acres) Units

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre . Very Low 18.3 61
4-10 du/acre 5.9 469 313
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 21.4 Medium Low 26 56
24 - 48 du/acre 23.3 0.0 0
High 48 & up du/acre 57.7 53 316
Total 81.0 7.0 0.4 0.5 73.1 746 10.2 Total 73.1 746
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
@ 70 £ 100%
[3) -
i Zoned Density 5 90%
= 60 o Range of —
(=) Zones with 'g 80%
Produced =
50 Units S 70%
-
0,
40 § 60%
= 50%
&
30 o 40% 429 42%
20 [e] OAverage 30%
Achieved
Density 20%
10
(o) 10%
(o) 8% 89
0 0% - i
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Kenmore - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 356 5.0%-9.0% 15.04 25/35 47
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 348 0.0% -9.0% 1346 25/35 1
Subtotal 15192 114.06 0.00 7.05 28.50 48
Vacant Subtotal 7.83 5.0% - 5.0% 22.03 6.7 /8.0 149
Redev Subtotal 21.56: 5.0%-5.0% 60.36 6.7 /8.0 224
Subtotal 218.79 101.13 0.00 29.39 82.39 372
. Vacant Subtotal 136 5.0%-5.0% 725 164 /233 139
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 213 5.0% - 5.0% 11.36 164 /233 205
Subtotal 32.98 9.72 0.00 349 18.61 344

Vacant Subtotal 5.0% - 5.0% 24.0
Redev Subtotal 1717 0.0%-5.0% 51.59 24.0 /31.0 1,533
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal
High Density Redev Subtotal

5.0% -10.0% 48.0 /72.0
380 5.0%-10.0% 20.19 48.0 /72.0 1,071

Subtotal 116.09' 12.21 0.00 4.82 2551 1,336
Vacant Total 1391 50.39 618
All Zones Redev Total 48.13 156.96 3,033
Total 522.66 237.12 0.00 62.04 207.35 3,651
Capacity (units) Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 48 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 372
Medium Low Density Zones 344
Medium High Density Zones 1,551
High Density Zones 1,336 B Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 484
Total Capacity (Units) 4,135 m gledium High
ensit
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 2,940 m High D):ensity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 1,195
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Kenmore - Employment Growth and Commercial /Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth

8 4000 (From 2006 Baseline) 1?;:_3 5t Kenmore Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Kenmore has grown at -
'L—E, ge 2006 Jobs (PSRC) 73% of the pace needed to achieve
oo 3,000 2018 Jobs (PSRC) its 2035 jobs growth target of 3,480
5 2000 seen” et Total Jobs Growth units. Durir.lg thi.s period, the total
2 ’ : Remaining 2035 Target number of jobs in Kenmore grew by
1,000 roughly -21%. At this current rate,
I LV Kenmore is under the pace needed to
0 Oﬁ:;izzzezlggesd]iizo Average Annual 2006- Annual Growtf}gl meet its 2035 jObS grof/)vth target, and
100 02 006 Target ROl I R ; M‘Z::ezlgg‘;d;:rtg"et needs to grow at an annual rate of
’ : 4.6% to reach its remaining target by
2,000 2035.

esssee Target === Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
(sq. feet) Density (FAR)

Achieved Density

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
Level NetArea (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR)

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet)

Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 0 0 Very Low 134,034 20,211 0.2
035 - 0.5 FAR 0 0 105,589 40,976 0.4
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 239,623 61,187 0.3 0 0 0.0

3.0 & up FAR 0 0 0 0 0.0

Total 239,623 61,187 0.3 Total 239,623 61,187 0.3

Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,

Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 2012-2018
o 30 8 100%
= Zoned
] <
= Density 5 90%
8 25 Range of =)
] - 0,
é" Zones with = 80%
= Non- = 70%
8 20 Residential g 67%
= = 60% =
R Development o 0
5
15 = 50%
g
Qo 40%
1.0 L
A 30% 33%
05 OAverage 20%
’ Achieved )
o Density 10%
0.0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Kenmore - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Vacant / Redev.

Gross
Area

(acres)

Critical Areas

(acres)

ROWs
(acres)

Public
Purpose
(acres) Supply

Land

Initial

Market Factor

Buildable
Area
(acres)

Commerecial 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0
Mixed Use 1314 174 8.0 16.0 90.1: 0% -10% 87.5
Industrial 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0
Non-Res Land Total 131.4 17.4 8.0 16.0 90.1 87.5

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Job Capacity by
Assumed Density Level
Very Low Density 295 8%
Low Density 3518 ¢ 91%: N
Medium Low Density 0 0%
Medium High Density 49 1%
High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 19
Total Capacity (jobs) 3,881
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 4,530
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) -649

Job Capacity by Land Use

m Commercial

m Industrial

N
-
[==
Y
IN

. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor
{;)s 2 ETEE AL Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity
Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Commercial Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Mixed-Use
Vacant 0.48 0.16 /150 0.00 0.19 300 /400 623
Redevelopable 3.33 0.16 /150 0.26 0.97 300 /400 3239
Mixed Use Total 3.81 0.16 / 1.50 0.26 1.16 300 / 400 3,862
Industrial :
L Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Industrial Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
City Total
Commerecial 0.00 0.00 0.69 0.00 0 0
Mixed Use 3.81 0.16 / 1.50 091 1.16 300 /400 3,862
Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.00 0 0
Job Capacity in Pipeline 19
City Total 3.81 1.50 1.86 1.16 0 /400 3,881
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Lake Forest Park

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

@ 600 (From 2006 Baseline) 2035 Target Lake Forest Park Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Lake Forest Park has

E o 2006 Estimated Housing Units grown at 88% of the pace needed to
?n 500 ot T 2018 Estimated Housing Units 5,427 achieve its 2035 hou51r.1g grox./vth

£ veot R . target of 551 units. During this

2 400 L . Estimated Housing Growth 201 period, the total number of housing
é 300 Remaining 2035 Target units in Lake Forest Park grew by

roughly 4%. At this current rate,
% of Pace Needed to Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual Lake Forest Park is under the
Achieve 2035 Housingé 2006-2018 Growth Growth Needed to Meet 2035
Growth Target Rate Target

200

production pace needed to meet its
2035 growth target, and needs to
grow at an annual rate of 0.4% to
reach its remaining target by 2035.

100

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
seee Target =O— Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas Public Purpose Total Achieved Density

Achieved Density
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Level Net Area (acres)

Very Low 0 -4 du/acre 35 0.0 0.0 0. 35 2 0.6 Very Low 15.2 34
4-10 du/acre 178 42 0.0 0 136 67 4.9 0.0 0
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 51 0.0 0.0 0. 5.1 77 15.2 Medium Low 6.9 112
24 - 48 du/acre 0.0 0.0 0.0 0. 0.0 0 0.8 25
48 & up du/acre 0.8: 0.0 0.0 0. 0.8 25 33.3 0.0 0
Total 27.2 4.2 0.0 0.1 22.9 171 7.5 Total 22.9 171
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
g 70 8 100%
5 =
i Zoned Density g 90%
= 60 Range of —
o Zones with g 80%
Produced [
50 Units S 70%
=1 0, 65%
40 § 60%
lo) s 50%
="
30 40%
20 OAverage 30%
o Achieved
Density 20%
10 20%
o 10%
0 o 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Lake Forest Park - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 1.66; 20.0% - 20.0% 2494 20/30 56
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 6.32¢ 20.0% - 20.0% 94.73 20/3.0 100
Subtotal 207.12 4727 0.29 798 119.66 156
Vacant Subtotal 240¢ 20.0% - 20.0% 3593 44 /60 192
IRV AE  Redev Subtotal 14.79: 20.0% - 20.0% 221.85 44 /6.0 737
Subtotal BIB2D), 27.13 245 17.19 257.78 929
. Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 16.0% - 20.0% 0.00 12.0 /182 0
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 0.89; 16.0% - 20.0% 14.08 12.0/18.2 214
Subtotal 19.51 1.67 0.00 0.89 14.08 214

Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 16.0% - 16.0% 0.00 242 /333 0
Redev Subtotal 0.05! 16.0% -16.0% 0.71 24.2 /333 20
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal 16.0% - 16.0%

IR WA Redev Subtotal 0.56; 16.0% - 16.0% 8.85 65.0 552
Subtotal 11.17: 0.00 0.00 0.56 8.85 552
Vacant Total 4.06 60.87 247
All Zones Redev Total 22.60 340.22 1,623
Total 612.01 76.14 2.74 26.66 401.09 1,870
Capacity (units) Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 156 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 929
Medium Low Density Zones 214
Medium High Density Zones 20
High Density Zones 552 ® Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (Units) 1,870 - 1]‘)"edi‘_‘tm High
ensity
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 350 m High Density
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 1,520
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Lake Forest Park - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs Target]Jobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

Lake Forest Park Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035
2006 Jobs (PSRC)

Since 2006, Lake Forest Park has
grown at 164% of the pace needed to
2018 Jobs (PSRC) achieve its 2035 jobs growth target

Total Jobs Growth of 244 units. During this period, the
Remaining 2035 Target total number of jobs in Lake Forest
Park grew by roughly 10%. At this
WPNFERIREPATEN  current rate, Lake Forest Park is over
Average Annual 2006-2018 Annual Growth the pace needed to meet its 2035 jobs
GrowthiRate IR Ll orowth target, and needs to grow at
RS R  an annual rate of 0.3% to reach its
remaining target by 2035.

Housing Units

% of Pace Needed to
Achieve 2035 Jobs
Target

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
seeses Target == Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet)

Achieved Density Level Net Area (sq. feet)

(sq. feet) Density (FAR) (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 0 0 Very Low 0 0 0.0
Low 0.35- 0.5 FAR 0 0 Low 0 0 0.0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 0 0 0 0 0.0
3.0 & up FAR 0 0 High 0 0 0.0
Total 0 0 Total 0 0 0.0
Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 2pOlZ-20i]8 v
e 10 g 100%
= Zoned E
=09 Density = 90%
s 08 Range of § 80%
i(- Zones with Z9)
= 07 Non- " 70%
8 Residential S
= 06 Development : 60%
15)
0.5 0
E 50%
0.4 g 40%
03 A 30%
0.2 OAverage 20%
01 Achieved )
' Density 10%
0.0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Lake Forest Park - Commercial /Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Public Initial Buildable
Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area Job Capacity by
(acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres) Assumed Density Level
Vacant / Redev. Very Low Density 0 0%
Commercial 3.4 02 | 01 00 | 30 26%-50% | 16 | Low Density 0 0%
Mixed Use 311 17 12 03 | 280 16% 233 | Medium Low Density 691 (100%! |
Industrial 0.0 00 00 00 00 0% 0.0 | Medium High Density 0 0%
Non-Res Land Total 34.5 1.9 1.3 0.3 31.0 24.9 High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 0
Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor . -
{;]sl:a Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (lflillion Floor Area Capac. Job Total (?a.paaty (obs) 691
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity Remaining Target (2018-2035) 79
: Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 613
Vacant 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 465 0
Redevelopable 0.07 0.50 0.02 0.02 465 36 .
Commercial Total 0.07 0.50 0.02 0.02 465 36 | 0P Capacityby Land Use
Mixed-Use E
. Vacant 0.00 0.65 0.00 0.00 465 0
i Redevelopable 1.01 0.65 0.29 0.30 465 656
Mixed Use Total 1.01 0.65 0.29 0.30 465 656
Industrial : . : : : : ;
Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 ®m Commercial
Industrial Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 434
m Industrial
City Total i
Commerecial 0.07 0.50 0.69 0.02 465 36
Mixed Use 1.01 0.65 091 030 465 656
Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.00 0 0
Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
City Total 1.08 0.65 1.86 0.32 0 /465 691
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City of Mercer Island

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

2,500 (From 2006 Baseline)

2,000

1,500 o

Housing Units

1,000 oo ®
500

0

2006 2010 2014 2018

scccce Target

2022 2026
=O= Actual

Mercer Island Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035
2006 Estimated Housing Units
2018 Estimated Housing Units
Estimated Housing Growth
Remaining 2035 Target

2035 Target
N

10,473
1,006

% of Pace Needed to Average Annual | 2018-2035 Avg. Annual
Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth Growth Needed to Meet
Growth Target Rate ' 2035 Target

2030 2034

Since 2006, Mercer Island has grown
at 105% of the pace needed to
achieve its 2035 housing growth
target of 2,320 units. During this
period, the total number of housing
units in Mercer Island grew by
roughly 11%. At this current rate,
Mercer Island is over the production
pace needed to meet its 2035 growth
target, and needs to grow at an
annual rate of 0.7% to reach its
remaining target by 2035.

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas

Public Purpose

ROWs Net Total Achieved Density

Achieved Density

Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre) Level Net Area (acres)
Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 12.2 22 1.7 0.0 8.3 22 2.7 Very Low 83 22
Low 4 -10 du/acre 16.0 0.7 24 0.0 13.0 60 4.6 13.0 60
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.8 19
24 - 48 du/acre 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.8 19 22.7 0.0 0
48 & up du/acre 4.7 0.2 0.2 0.0 4.3 460 107.5 4.3 460
Total 33.8 3.1 4.4 0.0 26.4 561 21.3 Total 26.4 561
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
L 160 £ 100%
Q =
< Zoned Density g 90%
S 140 Range of —
(=) Zones with g 80% 829
120 Produced |
lo) Units S 70%
100 E 60%
Q
80 5 50%
=¥
60 40%
OAverage 30%
40 Achieved
o Density 20%
20 10%
0 o 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Mercer Island - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 496 3.0%-3.0% 32.05 26 /33 85
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 1331 3.0% -3.0% 85.97 26 /33 35
Subtotal 352.32 211.82 0.00 18.27 118.02 120
Vacant Subtotal 327; 3.0%-5.0% 21.12 46 /6.1 98
Redev Subtotal 1664 3.0% -5.0% 107.54 46 /6.1 138
Subtotal 287.75 134.59 0.00 1991 128.65 235
i Vacant Subtotal 0.02; 20.0% -20.0% 045 22.7 10
Medium Low
. Redev Subtotal 0.05: 20.0% - 20.0% 1.13 22.7 0
Density
Subtotal 3.12 1.05 0.00 0.07 1.58 10

Vacant Subtotal 20.0% - 20.0%
Redev Subtotal 2.00: 20.0% -20.0% 43.70 26.0 5815
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal
High Density Redev Subtotal

0.02; 10.0% -10.0% 0.54; 100.6 /167.8
095; 10.0% - 10.0% 2347; 100.6 /167.8 437

Subtotal 29.86' 2.10 0.00 097 24.01 528
Vacant Total 8.27 54.16 284
All Zones Redev Total 3295 261.81 1,145
Total 735.70 355.08 0.00 41.22 315.97 1,429
Capacity (units) Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 120 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 235
Medium Low Density Zones 10
Medium High Density Zones 535
High Density Zones 528 ® Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 178
Total Capacity (Units) 1,607 - l]‘)"e‘ﬁ‘_‘tm High
ensity
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 1,314 m High Density
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 293
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Mercer Island - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs Target]Jobs Growth

@ 1400 (From 2006 Baseline) Mercer Island Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Mercer Island has grown
) D

= 2035 2006 Jobs (PSRC) at 61% of the pace needed to achieve
D 1200 Target . )

o 2018 Jobs (PSRC) its 2035 jobs growth target of 1,160
5 1,000 Total Jobs Growth units. During this period, the total

2 800 Remaining 2035 Target number of jobs in Mercer Island

grew by roughly 4%. At this current
% of Pace Needed to NN REPN  rate, Mercer Isla.nd is un('ler the pace
Achieve 2035 Jobs Average Annual 2006-2018 Annual Growth needed to meet its 2035 jobs growth
Target i Growth Rate Rate Needed to target, and needs to grow at an
RRESRE  annual rate of 0.6% to reach its
60.8% 0.32% 0.63% remaining target by 2035.

600

400

200

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeeees Target @=Q== Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

Achieved Density Level NetArea (sq. feet)

(sq. feet) Density (FAR) (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 364,525 77,277 0.2 Very Low 560,349 101,414 0.2
035-05 FAR 0 0o 0 0 0.0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 0 0 : 0 0 0.0
3.0 & up FAR 195,824 24,137 0.1 0 0 0.0
Total 560,349 101,414 0.2 Total 560,349 101,414 0.2

Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,

Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 2012-2018
o 40 § 100%
= Zoned = 100%
& 35 Density & 90%
g Range of L2 80%
Z 30 Zones with =
= Non- T 70%
8 25 Residential °
= Development t 60%
°
2.0 2 50%
3 0,
15 E 40%
A 30%
1.0
OAverage 20%
0.5 Achieved 100
lo) o Density 0%
0.0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Mercer Island - Commercial /Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Public

Land Supply ROWs

(acres)

Critical Areas
(acres)

Purpose

Initial
Land

Buildable

Area
(acres)

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Job Capacity by

Vacant / Redev.
156 0.0

(acres) Supply

9.0/ 15% - 20%

Market Factor

Commercial 25.0 i 0.3 7.2
Mixed Use 299 21 00 1.0 268 10% 240
Industrial 00 00 . 00 0.0 00, 0% 0.0
Non-Res Land Total  54.8 17.7 0.0 1.3 35.8 31.2

Assumed Density Level
Very Low Density 11 1%
Low Density 177 20%
Medium Low Density 227 25%
Medium High Density 477 54%
High Density 0 0%

_all

Capacity in Pipeline 70

Total Capacity (jobs) 961
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 868
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 93

Job Capacity by Land Use

m Commercial

m Industrial

. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor
{Josl; Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft. perJob Capacity
Vacant 0.03 0.22 /0.50 0.00 0.01 200 52
Redevelopable 0.29 0.22 /0.50 0.06 0.05 200 242
Commercial Total 0.31 0.22 / 0.50 0.06 0.06 200 294
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 0.02 0.06 /1.00 0.00 0.02 200 119
Redevelopable 1.02 0.06 / 1.00 0.48 0.10 200 479
Mixed Use Total 1.05 0.06 / 1.00 0.48 0.12 200 598
Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Industrial Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
City Total
Commercial 0.31 0.22 /0.50 0.69 0.06 200 294
Mixed Use 1.05 0.06 /1.00 091 0.12 200 598
Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.00 0 0
Job Capacity in Pipeline 70
City Total 1.36 1.00 1.86 0.18 0/200 961
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Newcastle

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

1,500

1,000

Housing Units

500

2006 2010 2014 2018

ccccece Target

2022
=O=— Actual

2026

2035 Target
~

2030 2034

Newcastle Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035
2006 Estimated Housing Units
2018 Estimated Housing Units
Estimated Housing Growth
Remaining 2035 Target

% of Pace Needed to ' Average Annual

! 2018-2035 Avg. Annual

Since 2006, Newcastle has grown at
244% of the pace needed to achieve
its 2035 housing growth target of
1,392 units. During this period, the
total number of housing units in
Newcastle grew by roughly 37%.
Newecastle has achieved its 2035
housing growth target.

5,188
1,404

Achieve 2035 Housing§ 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet

Growth Target Rate

2035 Target

Met Target

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross

Critical Areas

PublicPurpose ROWs

\(:14 Total Achieved Density

Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres)

(acres) (acres)

Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Achieved Density
Level

Total
Units

Net Area (acres)

Very Low 379 10
42.6 223
Medium Low 0.0 0
0.0 0
0.0 0
Total 80.5 233

Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level, 2012-2018

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0.0: 0
Low 4-10 du/acre 77. 187 115 42 426 223 5.2
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 0 0.0 0.0 0.0; 00! 0
24 - 48 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0
High 48 & up du/acre 57. 13.6 1.0 5.4: 37.9: 10 0.3
Total 135.0 32.3 12.6 9.6 80.5 233 2.9
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018
@ 100 £ 100%
[3) -
i 90 "High" range Zoned Density 5 90%
=) extendsto —» Range of E
a 80 130 du/acre Zones with 2 80%
Produced =
70 Units S 70%
60 E 60%
=}
50 5 50%
[~
40 40%
30 OAverage 30%
Achieved
20 Density 20%
10 o 10% 4%
0 o 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low

Zoned Density Level
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Newcastle - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 31.01; 10.0% -10.0% 70.49 1.0 70
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 19.23; 10.0% - 10.0% 43.69 1.0 32
Subtotal 218.80 0.61 35.50 50.24 114.18 102

Vacant Subtotal 3146 12.0%-12.0% 69.22 40/6.0 298

IRV AE  Redev Subtotal 38.73F 12.0%-12.0% 85.21 4.0/6.0 294

Subtotal 266.80 11.55 0.00 70.20 154.43 592

. Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 10.0% - 10.0% 0.00 12.0 0
Medium Low

. Redev Subtotal 0.00: 10.0% - 10.0% 0.00 12.0 0

Density
Subtotal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0

Vacant Subtotal
Redev Subtotal 0.00

Medium High
Density

10.0% - 10.0%
10.0% - 10.0%

0.00

24.0

Subtotal

_ Vacant Subtotal 10.0% - 10.0% 48.0 / 60.0 0
ISV Redev Subtotal 5.86; 10.0% - 10.0% 46.89 48.0 / 60.0 2,271
Subtotal 58.61 0.00 0.00 5.86 46.89 2,271
Vacant Total 6248 139.71 369
All Zones Redev Total 63.82 175.79 2,597
Total 544.92 12.87 35.50 126.30 315.50 2,966
Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 102 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 592
Medium Low Density Zones 0
Medium High Density Zones 0
High Density Zones 2,271 H Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 268
Total Capacity (Units) 3,234 = Medium High
Density
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 0 m High Density
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 3,234

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021

AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 303




Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Newcastle - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

Newcastle Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035
2006 Jobs (PSRC)
2018 Jobs (PSRC)

Total Jobs Growth

Remaining 2035 Target

Since 2006, Newcastle has grown at
253% of the pace needed to achieve
its 2035 jobs growth target of 853
units. During this period, the total
number of jobs in Newcastle grew by
roughly 51%. Newcastle has
achieved its 2035 jobs growth target.

1,000

800 2,627

Housing Units

600

| 2018-2035 Avg.
Annual Growth
Rate Needed to

i Meet 2035 Target

400 % of Pace Needed to :

Achieve 2035 Jobs
Target

Average Annual 2006-

2018 Growth Rate
200

Met Target

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
esssee Target === Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area
(sq. feet)

Average Achieved
Density (FAR)

Average Achieved

Achieved Density Total Floor Area
Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet)

Level (sq. feet)

Zoned Density (FAR)

Net Area (sq. feet)

Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 0 Very Low 95,013 23,330 0.2
035 - 0.5 FAR 0 0 Low 0 0 0.0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 40,769 90,451 282 40,769 90,451 2.2

3.0 & up FAR 95,013 23,330 0.2 0 0 0.0

Total 135,782 113,781 0.8 Total 135,782 113,781 0.8

Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,

Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018
o 35 v v ’ S 100% 2012-2018
=] Zoned =
I3 <
[~ 30 Density = 90%
@ o
S Range of S 80%
f<" - Zones with = 79%
,s . Non- 8 70%
) (o) Residential ]
= 20 Development ‘: 60%
5
2 50%
1.5 [5) )
Qo 40%
(5]
1.0 A 30%
OAverage 20%
05 Achieved 21%
o Density 10%
0.0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Newcastle - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Public Initial Buildable
Land Supply Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area Job Capacity by
(acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres) Assumed Density Level
Vacant / Redev. Very Low Density 680 i100%:i |
Commercial 10 00 01 i o1 09,  14% | 08 | Low Density 0 0%
Mixed Use 586 . 00 29 . 29 528.  10% 469 | Medium Low Density 0 0%
Industrial 00 00 . 00 . 00 00 0% 0.0 | Medium High Density 0 0%
Non-Res Land Total 59.6 0.0 3.0 57.4 1033.9 47.7 High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 0
. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor : 3
{JOS: Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (r?lillion Floor Area Capac. Job Total (.Ia-pac1ty Gobs) 680
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity Remaining Target (2018-2035) 0
: Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 680
Vacant 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.00 300 0
Redevelopable 0.03 0.30 0.00 0.01 300 34 i
Commercial Total 0.03 0.30 0.00 0.01 300 34 | JoP CapacitybyLand Use
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 0.00 0.10 / 0.25 0.00 0.00 300 0
Redevelopable 2.04 0.10 / 0.25 0.43 0.19 300 646
Mixed Use Total 2.04 0.10 / 0.25 0.43 0.19 300 646
Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 m Commercial
Industrial Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 &
m Industrial
City Total
Commercial 0.03 0.30 0.69 0.01 300 34
Mixed Use 2.04 0.10 / 0.25 091 0.19 300 646
Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.00 0 0
Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
City Total 2.08 0.30 1.86 0.20 0/300 680
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Shoreline

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

w7000 (From 2006 Baseline) Shoreline Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Shoreline has grown at

E 6000 2035 Target 2006 Estimated Housing Units 64% of the pace needed to achieve

o0 2018 Estimated Housing Units 23,702 its 2035 ﬁousmg. grow.th target of

S 5000 . . 5,800 units. During this period, the

w7 Estimated Housing Growth 1,529 . o

=] — total number of housing units in

= 4000 Remaining 2035 Target Shoreline grew by roughly 7%. At
3,000 ] . this current rate, Shoreline is under
2000 % of Pace Needed to Average Annual | 2018-2035 Avg. Annual the production pace needed to meet

! Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet [ETRNYI growth target, and needs to

1,000 Growth Target Rate ] 2035 Target

grow at an annual rate of 1% to
63.7% 0.56% 0.98% reach its remaining target by 2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeee+* Target =O=— Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs Net Total Achieved Density

Achieved Density Total
Level Net Area (acres) Units

Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre Very Low 353 94
4-10 du/acre 43 542 319
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 9.1 Medium Low 58 81
24 - 48 du/acre 14.0 0.0 0
High 48 & up du/acre 108.5 13.5 1,627
Total 119.5 10.6 0.0 0.0 2,121 19.5 Total 108.8 2,121
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
@ 100 £ 100%
[3) -
i 90 "High" range Zoned Density 5 90%
=) extendsto —» Range of E
a 80 146 du/acre Zones with 2 80%
Produced = 77%
70 Units S 70%
60 E 60%
=}
50 5 50%
[~
40 40%
30 OAverage 30%
Achieved
20 Density 20%
o
0,
10 5 (] 10% 4% %
0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Shoreline - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities

Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity

Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% -10.0% 0.76 3.7 1
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 0.00¢ 0.0% -10.0% 45.28 3.7 37
Subtotal 58.48 7.37 0.00 0.00 46.04 39
Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 10.0% -10.0% 24.11 51/96 125
Redev Subtotal 0.00¢ 10.0% - 10.0% 94.64 51/9.6 0
Subtotal 142.68 10.74 0.00 0.00 118.74 125
. Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 10.0% - 20.0% 0.13 119 /120 2
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 0.00; 10.0% - 20.0% 10.22 119 /12.0 59
Subtotal 11.78 0.21 0.00 0.00 10.35 61

Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 20.0% - 30.0% 1.03 25.0 / 44.0 36
Redev Subtotal 0.00: 20.0% - 30.0% 98.77 25.0 /440 3474
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal 20.0% - 30.0% 102.8 /150.4 2916

High Density Redev Subtotal 0.00: 20.0% - 30.0% 132,57, 1028 /1504 16,810
Subtotal 20339 0.02 0.00 0.00 154.63 19,726
Vacant Total 0.00 48.08 3,080
All Zones Redev Total 0.00 38147 20,381
Total 558.01 18.84 0.00 0.00 429.55 23,461
Capacity (units) Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 39 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 125
Medium Low Density Zones 61
Medium High Density Zones 3,510
High Density Zones 19,726 B Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 2,129
Total Capacity (Units) 25,590 u l‘D/ledil_lm High
t
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 4271 u High Density
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 21,318
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Shoreline - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth

“ 7000 (From 2006 Baseline) Shoreline Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Shoreline has grown at
L )
= 2035 2006 Jobs (PSRC) 20% of the pace needed to achieve
S 6000 Target : .
0w 2018 Jobs (PSRC) 17,898| its 2035 jobs growth target of 5,800
E 5,000 Total Jobs Growth units. During this period, the total
2 4000 Remaining 2035 Target number of jobs in Shoreline grew by
' . roughly 3%. At this current rate,
3,000 TR L@ Shoreline is under the pace needed to
o’ % of Pace Needed to . .
2000 sett Achieve 2035 Jobs Average Annual 2006- Annual Growth meet its 2035 jobs growth target, and
et * Target 2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to needs to grow at an annual rate of
1,000 | Meet 2035 Target 0 . o
' et ~ : 1.5% to reach its remaining target by
0 Opm 20.3% 0.23% 1.54% 2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
esssee Target === Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

Achieved Density Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
(sq. feet) Density (FAR) NetArea (sq. feet)

Level (sq. feet) Density (FAR)

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet)

Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 7,130,116 470,060 0.1 Very Low 8,737,630 941,618 0.1
035-05 FAR 0 0 0 0 0.0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 66,330 18,637 0.3 240,003 303,608 1.3
3.0 & up FAR 1,781,187 756,529 0.4 0 0 0.0
Total 8,977,633 1,245,226 0.1 Total 8,977,633 1,245,226 0.1
. . . Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 2012-2018
o 60 8 100%
= Zoned
] <
= Density 5 90%
8 50 Range of =)
] - 0,
E‘ Zones with e 80%
= Non- ® 70% 76%
8 40 Residential g
= Development t: 60%
©
3.0 9
2 50%
S 40%
2.0 g ’
’ & 30%
10 OAverage 20% 24%
' Achieved )
o o Density 10%
00 o 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Shoreline - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Gross Public Initial Buildable
Area Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres)
Vacant / Redev.
Commercial 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0
Mixed Use 345.1 0.5 0.0 0.0 3445 20% -30% 2544
Industrial 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0
Non-Res Land Total 345.1 0.5 0.0 0.0 344.5 254.4

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Job Capacity by
Assumed Density Level
Very Low Density 2939 |« 78% |
Low Density 0 0%
Medium Low Density 844 22%
Medium High Density 0 0%
High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 170
Total Capacity (jobs) 3,953
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 5313
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) -1,360

Job Capacity by Land Use

® Commercial

m Industrial

. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor
{Josl:e Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity
Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Commercial Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 1.01 0.10 / 0.50 0.00 042 500 835
i Redevelopable 10.08 0.10 / 0.50 2.08 147 500 2,948
Mixed Use Total 11.08 0.10 / 0.50 2.08 1.89 500 3,783
Industrial
Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Industrial Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
City Total
Commercial 0.00 0.00 0.69 0.00 0 0
Mixed Use 11.08 0.10 / 0.50 091 1.89 500 3,783
Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.00 0 0
Job Capacity in Pipeline 170
City Total 11.08 0.50 1.86 1.89 0 /500 3,953
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Woodinville

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

4,000

3,000

Housing Units

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

2035 Target

Woodinville Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035

% of Pace Needed to '

2006 Estimated Housing Units
2018 Estimated Housing Units
Estimated Housing Growth
Remaining 2035 Target

Since 2006, Woodinville has grown
at 42% of the pace needed to achieve
5,154 its 2035 housing growth target of
3,480 units. During this period, the
total number of housing units in
Woodinville grew by roughly 13%.
At this current rate, Woodinville is

604

: Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual under the production pace needed to
._,.-‘ Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet meet its 2035 growth target, and

O-yo Growth Target
0 O== 42.0%

Rate ] 2035 Target

needs to grow at an annual rate of

1.04% 2.64% 2.6% to reach its remaining target

by 2035.

eeee+* Target =O=— Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Very Low
Low
Medium Low

High

]

B

Q
<
~
=]
A

40

35

30

25

20

15

10

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs Net Total

Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units

0 - 4 du/acre

Achieved Density
(DU/acre)

Achieved Density Total
Level Net Area (acres) Units

Very Low 615 42
335 169
Medium Low 218 237
0.0 0
0.0 0
Total 116.7 448

Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level, 2012-2018

4-10 du/acre
10 - 24 du/acre
24 - 48 du/acre 9.4
48 & up du/acre i i
Total 121.1 4.0 0.0 0.3 116.7 448 3.8
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018
£ 100%
Zoned Density 5 90%
Range of —
Zones with 'g 80%
Produced =
Units S 70%
2 60%
8
= 50%
[~
40%
OAverage 30%
lo) Achieved
Density 20%
° 10% %
(o] 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low
Zoned Density Level
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38%
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Woodinville - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 20.84; 5.0%-5.0% 111.14 07/12 91
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 2862 5.0%-5.0% 152.66 07 /12 20
Subtotal 538.85 65.66 143.44 4946 263.80 111
Vacant Subtotal 446; 5.0%-5.0% 23.81 5.0/8.0 122
O WAE  Redev Subtotal 377 5.0%-5.0% 20.10 5.0 /8.0 55
Subtotal 123.94 65.62 10.05 8.23 4391 176
. Vacant Subtotal 0.13} 5.0%-5.0% 0.68 12.0 /18.0 9
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 257; 5.0%-5.0% 13.70 12.0 /18.0
Subtotal 22.03 4.05 0.00 2.70 14.38 9

Vacant Subtotal 451 1.0% -80.0% 22.73 24.0/36.0 784
Redev Subtotal 521; 1.0% -80.0% 2542 24.0 /36.0 901
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal 0.0% - 0.0%

ISV Redev Subtotal 0.72:100.0% - 100.0% 0.00 48.0 0
Subtotal 478 0.00 0.00 0.72 0.00 0
Vacant Total 2994 158.36 1,006
All Zones Redev Total 40.89 211.88 975
Total 795.36 145.98 156.17 70.83 370.24 1,981
Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 111 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 176
Medium Low Density Zones 9
Medium High Density Zones 1,684
High Density Zones 0 B Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 1,724
Total Capacity (Units) 3,705 - I‘D":r';";‘i‘tm High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 2,876 m High D)énsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 829
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Woodinville - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs Target]Jobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

7,000
6,000

5,000 o

Housing Units

4,000 ot
3,000 ot

2,000 e Achieve 2035 Jobs

Target
1,000 Lot *

0
2006

26.8%

2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034

Woodinville Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035

2006 Jobs (PSRC)
2018 Jobs (PSRC)

% of Pace Needed to |
% of Pace Needed to |, 0~ oe Annual 2006-201

Growth Rate

Total Jobs Growth
Remaining 2035 Target

0.44%

{ 2018-2035 Avg.
Annual Growth

i Rate Needed to

Meet 2035 Target

2.05%

Since 2006, Woodinville has grown
at 27% of the pace needed to achieve
its 2035 jobs growth target of 5,800
units. During this period, the total
number of jobs in Woodinville grew
by roughly 5%. At this current rate,
Woodinville is under the pace
needed to meet its 2035 jobs growth
target, and needs to grow at an
annual rate of 2.1% to reach its
remaining target by 2035.

11,876
12,519
643

------ Target === Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

. Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0 - 0.35 FAR 0 0
Low 0.35 - 0.5 FAR 0 0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR U 0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 115,688 1,707 0.0
High 3.0 & up FAR 108,260 20,536 0.2
Total 223,948 22,243 0.1
Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018
o 45
= Zoned
g 40 Density
3 Range of
E‘ 3.5 Zones with
o Non-
8 3.0 Residential
2 2.5 Development
2.0
1.5
1.0 OAverage
0.5 Igchie'ved
o ensity
0.0 o
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level
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Percent of Total Floor Area

Achieved Density

Level

Very Low

Low

Medium Low

High

—
o
IS
X

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
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Total

Average Achieved
Net Area (sq. feet) Tot?::.lt;zzgrea D engsity (FAR)
223,948 22,243 | 0.1
0 0 | 0.0
0 0 0.0
0 0 | 0.0
0 0 0.0
223,948 22,243 0.1

Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,

100%

Very Low

2012-2018

Low Medium Low Medium High High

Achieved Density Level
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Woodinville - Commercial /Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Public Initial Buildable
Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area
(acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres)

Vacant / Redev. E E
Commercial 538 36.3 1.7 0.0 1578 0% -50% 12.0
Mixed Use 67.7 10.7 5.7 0.0 513 1% - 5% 50.6
Industrial 80.0 242 5.6 0.0 50.1 15% 418
Non-Res Land Total 201.4 71.2 13.0 0.0 117.2 104.4

Job Capacity by
Assumed Density Level
Very Low Density 1,176 | 86%: |
Low Density 190 © 14% [
Medium Low Density 0 0%
Medium High Density 0 0%
High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 3,006
Total Capacity (jobs) 4,373
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 5,157
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) -784

Job Capacity by Land Use

308

m Commercial

862

m Industrial

. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor
{?sl:a Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft. perJob Capacity
Vacant 046 0.20 /1.00 0.00 0.11 450 / 600 190
Redevelopable 0.07 0.20 /1.00 0.01 0.00 450 / 600 7
Commercial Total 0.52 0.20 / 1.00 0.01 0.12 450 / 600 197
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 1.04 0.22 /040 0.00 0.25 300 840
: Redevelopable 1.16 0.22 /040 0.26 0.01 300 21
Mixed Use Total 2.20 0.22 / 0.40 0.26 0.26 300 862
Industrial
Vacant 1.25 0.17 0.00 0.21 700 303
Redevelopable 0.57 0.17 0.09 0.00 700 4
Industrial Total 1.82 0.17 0.09 0.22 700 308
City Total
Commercial 0.52 0.20 /1.00 0.69 0.12 450 / 600 197
Mixed Use 2.20 0.22 /040 091 0.26 300 862
Industrial 1.82 0.17 0.26 0.22 700 308
Job Capacity in Pipeline 3,006
City Total 4.55 0.17 / 1.00 1.86 0.59 300 /700 4,373
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Cities and Towns

City of Algona

City of Beaux Arts
City of Black Diamond
City of Carnation

City of Clyde Hill

City of Covington

City of Duvall

City of Enumclaw
Town of Hunts Point
City of Maple Valley
City of Medina

City of Milton

City of Normandy Park
City of North Bend
City of Pacific

City of Sammamish
Town of Skykomish
City of Snoqualmie
Town of Yarrow Point
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Algona

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

w 250 (From 2006 Baseline) 2035 T Algona Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Algona has grown at
t .
E \a‘rge 2006 Estimated Housing Units 97% of the pace needed to achieve
so 200 et 2018 Estimated Housing Units 1,049 1® 203.5 hou51¥1g gTCthh t‘arget of
= bot . . 220 units. During this period, the
17 e Estimated Housing Growth 89 . oo
= 150 et — total number of housing units in
é st Remaining 2035 Target Algona grew by roughly 9%. At this
100 oot ’ i . current rate, Algona is under the
% of Pace Needed to Average Annual | 2018-2035 Avg. Annual production pace needed to meet its
50 Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet 2035 growth target, and needs to
Growth Target Rate ] 2035 Target grow at an annual rate of 0.7% to
0 reach its remaining target by 2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeee+* Target =O=— Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs \(:14 Total Achieved Density

Achieved Density Total
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Level Net Area (acres) Units

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 00: 0.0: 0 Very Low 0.0 0
4-10 du/acre 2. 00 0.0 0.0 29 13 4.4 69 37
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 4 0.0 0.0 00 40! 24 6.1 Medium Low 0.0 0
24 - 48 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0 0.0 0
High 48 & up du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0.0: 0 0.0 0
Total 6.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.9 37 5.4 Total 6.9 37
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
® 16 100%
3 Jomed Densi ‘E 100%
One ensity 90%
S 14 Range of E
a Zones with 'g 80%
12 Produced [
Units S 70%
10 2 60%
8
8 5 50%
=9
6 lo) 40%
o OAverage 30%
4 Achieved
Density 20%
2 10%
0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Algona - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Net

Assumed Densities

Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% - 0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Subtotal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Vacant Subtotal 266 9.0% -9.0% 9.44 41 38
Redev Subtotal 998 9.0% -9.0% 3543 41 119
Subtotal 63.29 0.05 0.00 12.64 4487 158
. Vacant Subtotal 196 9.0% - 35.0% 4.80 12.0 /15.0 61
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 122: 9.0%-35.0% 4.07 12.0 /15.0 48
Subtotal 16.68 0.11 0.59 3.18 8.87 109

Vacant Subtotal
Redev Subtotal 0.00

0.0% - 0.0%
0.0% - 0.0%

Medium High
Density

0.00

0.0

Subtotal

Vacant Subtotal 0.0% - 0.0%

High Density Redev Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 0.0
Subtotal 0.00' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vacant Total 4.62 14.24 99
All Zones Redev Total 11.20 39.50 167
Total 79.97 0.16 0.59 15.82 53.74 266
Capacity (units) Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 0 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 158
Medium Low Density Zones 109
Medium High Density Zones 0 109
High Density Zones 0 ® Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (Units) 266 - i‘)"e‘ﬁ‘_‘tm High
ensity
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 132 m High Density
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 135
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Algona - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs Target]Jobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

Since 2006, Algona has grown at

Algona Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035

[ %]

E 20 2006 Jobs (PSRC) 261% of the pace needed to achieve
% 250 2018 Jobs (PSRC) 2,142| its 2035 jobs growth target of 244
§ 200 Total Jobs Growth units. Durirllg thi's period, the total

2 Remaining 2035 Target number of jobs in Algona grew by

roughly 14%. Algona has achieved its
ISR\ 2035 jobs growth target.
Average Annual 2006- Annual Growth
2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to
i Meet 2035 Target

150

% of Pace Needed to
Achieve 2035 Jobs
Target

100

50

Met Target

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeeess Target @=Q== Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Achieved Density Net Area (sq. feet) Total Floor Area Average.z Achieved
Level (sq. feet) Density (FAR)

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
(sq. feet) Density (FAR)

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet)

Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 0 0 Very Low 0 0 0.0
0.35 - 0.5 FAR 0 0 Low 0 0 0.0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 0 0 0 0 0.0
3.0 & up FAR 0 0 High 0 0 0.0
Total 0 0 Total 0 0 0.0
) A ) Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 2012-2018
o
e 10 . $ 100%
= Zone
I
g 09 Density i 90%
$ os Range of 2 s
] Zones with [
= 07 Non- " 70%
8 Residential S
= 06 Development t 60%
°
0.5 g 50%
0.4 S 40%
3
0.3 A 30%
0.2 OAverage 20%
01 Achieved )
’ Density 10%
0.0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Algona - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Gross Public Initial Buildable
Area Critical Areas ROWs Purpose Land Area Job Capacity by
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres) Assumed Density Level
Vacant / Redev. Very Low Density 113 | 36%i |
Commercial 321 13.8 1.8 1.8 14.6 35% 8.2 Low Density 170 : 54%: N
Mixed Use 9.3 0.0 0.9 09 d 35% 4.2 Medium Low Density 30 10% D
Industrial 6.6 3.2 0.3 0.3 . 43% 13 Medium High Density 0 0%
Non-Res Land Total 48.1 17.1 3.1 3.1 24.8 13.7 High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 0
. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor i 3
{;)s 2 ETEE AL Area Density Range Area (r%lillion Floor Area Capac. Job Total (,Ta.paClty Gobs) 313
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft. perjob Capacity Remaining Target (2018-2035) 0
: Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 313
Vacant 0.33 0.30 0.00 0.10 950 105
Redevelopable 0.03 0.30 0.00 0.01 950 8 .
- Job Capacity by Land Use
Commercial Total 0.36 0.30 0.00 0.11 950 113
Mixed-Use
Vacant 0.16 035 0.00 0.06 375 152
Redevelopable 0.02 0.35 0.00 0.01 375 18
Mixed Use Total 0.18 0.35 0.00 0.06 375 170
Industrial i ; : : : : H
. Vacant 0.05 0.50 0.00 0.03 900 30
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 m Commercial 4
Industrial Total 0.05 0.50 0.00 0.03 900 30
m Industrial
City Total
Commerecial 0.36 0.30 0.69 0.11 950 113
Mixed Use 0.18 0.35 091 0.06 375 170
Industrial 0.05 0.50 0.26 0.03 900 30
Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
City Total 0.60 0.50 1.86 0.20 0 /950 313
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Beaux Arts

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

8 4
£
=)
& 3
A7)
=
(=]
= 2

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)
2035 Target

2006

2010 2014 2018

escses Target

2022 2026
=O=— Actual

2030 2034

Beaux Arts Village Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035
2006 Estimated Housing Units
2018 Estimated Housing Units
Estimated Housing Growth 1
Remaining 2035 Target

% of Pace Needed to Average Annual : 2018-2035 Avg. Annual
Achieve 2035 Housing; 2006-2018 Growth ;| Growth Needed to Meet 2035
Growth Target | Rate Target

Since 2006, Beaux Arts Village has
grown at 82% of the pace needed to
achieve its 2035 housing growth
target of 3 units. During this period,
the total number of housing units in
Beaux Arts Village grew by roughly
1%. At this current rate, Beaux Arts
Village is under the production pace
needed to meet its 2035 growth
target, and needs to grow at an
annual rate of 0.1% to reach its
remaining target by 2035.

Residential Achieved Densities

Zoned Density (du/acre)

Very Low
Low

Medium Low

g 5

5]

<

~

je=]

a 4
3
2
1
0

Gross
Area (acres)

Critical Areas Public Purpose

(acres)

ROWs
(acres)

Net
Area (acres)

Total
Units

Achieved Density

(DU/acre) Level

Achieved Density

Total
Units

Net Area (acres)

0 -4 du/acre 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 OO 0 Very Low 1.0 3
4 -10 du/acre 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10 3 2.9 0.0 0
10 - 24 du/acre 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0 Medium Low 0.0 0
24 - 48 du/acre 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0
48 & up du/acre 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 High 0.0 0
Total 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 3 29 Total 1.0 3
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
0,
.% 100% 100%
Zoned Density S 90%
Range of —
Zones with '*g 80%
Produced =
Units S 70%
o E 60%
]
5 50%
A
40%
OAverage 30%
Achieved
Density 20%
10%
0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Beaux Arts - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 0.00{ 10.0% - 10.0% 031 29 1
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 0.00; 10.0%-10.0% 0.66 29 1
Subtotal 6.15 1.64 0.00 0.00 097 2
Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% - 0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Redev Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% - 0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Subtotal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
i Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 0.0%-0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Medium Low
. Redev Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Density
Subtotal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0

Vacant Subtotal 0.0% - 0.0%
Redev Subtotal 0.00: 0.0%-0.0% 0.00 0.0
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal 0.0% - 0.0%

High Density Redev Subtotal 0.00: 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Subtotal 0.001 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Vacant Total 0.00 0.31 1
All Zones Redev Total 0.00 0.66 1
Total 6.15 1.64 0.00 0.00 0.97 2
Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 2 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 0
Medium Low Density Zones 0
Medium High Density Zones 0
High Density Zones 0 ® Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (Units) 2 - i‘)"::;‘i‘tm High )
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 2 m High Density -
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 0
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Beaux Arts - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs Target]Jobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

Beaux Arts Village Jobs Growth Target:
2006-2035
2006 Jobs (PSRC)

2018 Jobs (PSRC)
Total Jobs Growth
Remaining 2035 Target

[uny
(=]

Housing Units

% of Pace Needed to |
Achieve 2035 Jobs
Target

(=R L S &) B e NN B e o JNe}

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034

| 2018-2035 Avg.

Average Annual 2006- Annual Growth

2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to
Meet 2035 Target

Since 2006, Beaux Arts Village has
grown at 595% of the pace needed to
achieve its 2035 jobs growth target
of 4 units. During this period, the
total number of jobs in Beaux Arts
Village grew by roughly 69%. Beaux
Arts Village has achieved its 2035
jobs growth target.

Met Target

esecee Target =QO= Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Achieved Density

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet)

Net Area (sq. feet) Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

(sq. feet) Density (FAR) Level (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 0 0 Very Low 0 o | 0.0
035 - 0.5 FAR 0 0 Low 0 0 0.0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 0 0 0 0 0.0
3.0 & up FAR 0 0 0 0 0.0
Total 0 0 Total 0 0 0.0
Achi dD ity vs Z dD ity Level, 2012-2018 Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
chnieve ensl VS Zone ensi eve -
e 10 ’ 5 100% 2012-2018
= Zoned
]
g 09 Density f 90%
3 08 Range of § 80%
E‘ Zones with R
= 07 Non- T 70%
§ Residential §
= 06 Development i 60%
=]
0.5 2 50%
0.4 S 40%
[5)
03 A 30%
0.2 OAverage 20%
01 Achieved o
’ Density 10%
0.0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High ]-[igh
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Beaux Arts - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

(no job capacity in Beaux Arts)
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Black Diamond

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

Black Diamond Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Black Diamond has
8 2500 2035 Target 0
g 2006 Estimated Housing Units grown at 12% of the pace needed to
S ove .
an 2,000 s 2018 Estimated Housing Units 1,735 achieve its 2035 housing growth
=] o ) i target of 2,204 units. During this
iz 0ot Estimated Housing Growth 112 . .
2 1500 Ll — period, the total number of housing
= oot Remaining 2035 Target units in Black Diamond grew by
1,000 . beott _ _ roughly 7%. At this current rate,
e : % of Pace Needed to | Average Annual :  2018-2035 Avg. Annual Black Diamond is under the
500 ..,.-" Achieve 2035 Housing 2006-2018 Growth ;: Growth Needed to Meet 2035 production pace needed to meet its
Lot . Growth Target ] Rate Target 2035 growth target, and needs to
0 c“'—. O 12.2% 0.56% i 4.77% grow at an annual rate of 4.8% to
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034 reach its remaining target by 2035.

seee=e Target =O— Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWSs Net Total Achieved Density Achieved Density Total
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) g (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre) Level Net Area (acres) Units
Very Low 0 -4 du/acre 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0 Very Low 19.0 47
4-10 du/acre 236 18 02 04 213 57 2.7 94 41
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 16.1 0.0 1.7 7.2 71 31 4.4 Medium Low 0.0 0
24 - 48 du/acre 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0
48 & up du/acre 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 High 0.0 0
Total 39.7 1.8 1.9 7.6 28.4 88 3.1 Total 28.4 88
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
g 20 % 100%
i 18 Zoned Density S 90%
=) Range of —
a 16 Zones with '*g 80%
Produced =
14 Units S 70%
12 E 60%
3]
10 5 50% 53%
=%
8 40% S2h
6 OAverage 30%
o Achieved
4 Density 20%
o
2 10%
0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Black Diamond - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 67.28; 10.0% -50.0% 235.73 2.5 577
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 71.55; 10.0% -50.0% 250.78 2.5 439
Subtotal 789.70 60.18 29.14 138.82 486.51 1,016
Vacant Subtotal 7.00; 20.0% -20.0% 21.00 4.5 94
Redev Subtotal 6.86; 20.0% - 20.0% 20.58 45 70
Subtotal 84.53 5.23 10.00 13.86 41.58 163
i i Vacant Subtotal 8.73: 25.0% - 50.0% 54.59 10.0 /120 637
Medium Low
Density i Redev Subtotal 948 25.0% - 50.0% 57.57 10.0 /120 618
Subtotal 191.07 8.98 0.00 18.21 112.17 1,255

Vacant Subtotal 0.0% - 0.0%
Redev Subtotal 0.00 0.0% - 0.0% 0.00 0.0
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal 0.0% - 0.0%

High Density Redev Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Subtotal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Vacant Total 83.01 311.33 1,308
All Zones Redev Total 87.89 32893 1,126
Total 1,065.29 74.38 39.14 170.89 640.26 2,434
Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 1,016 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 163
Medium Low Density Zones 1,255 016
Medium High Density Zones 0 o
High Density Zones 0 B Low Density 1,255
Capacity in Pipeline 6,000
Total Capacity (Units) 8,434 - ll‘)’[::;‘i‘tm High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 2,092 m High D%nsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 6,342
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Black Diamond - Employment Growth and Commercial /Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

4 1400 2035 Black Diamond Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035
E Target
2 1200 2018 Jobs (PSRC)
g 1,000 - Total Jobs Growth
=] Lot o
= 800 Remaining 2035 Target

600

,."' % of Pace Needed to e T T
400 Achieve 2035 Jobs | &
oo Growth Rate
St Target
200 :
0 O o 11.3% 0.98%

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034

Since 2006, Black Diamond has

2006 Jobs (PSRC) 458 grown at 11% of the pace needed to

achieve its 2035 jobs growth target
of 1,218 units. During this period, the
total number of jobs in Black
Diamond grew by roughly 12%. At
WLVESNELPATAN  this current rate, Black Diamond is
ASCIRVUTTEINEYVTIl  under the pace needed to meet its
WL 2035 jobs growth target, and needs
Meet 2035 Target s grow at an annual rate of 7.2% to
7.22% reach its remaining target by 2035.

eeeees Target a=Q= Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

(sq. feet) Density (FAR) Achieved

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet)

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

Density Level Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR)

Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 0 0 Very Low 0 0 0.0
0.35-05 FAR 0 0 Low 0 0 0.0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 84,071 52,231 0.6
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 84,071 52,231 0.6 0 0 0.0
High 3.0 & up FAR 0 0 High 0 0 0.0
Total 84,071 52,231 0.6 Total 84,071 52,231 0.6
Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 ;012-20{8 v
]
o 14 S 100%
< Zoned 2 100%
[~ Density = 90%
w 12 )
S Range of S 8%
Z Zones with [
= 10 Non- ® 70%
=} -
=) Residential <]
= 08 Development t 60%
5]
2 50%
0.6 o 3
o 40%
5]
0.4 A 30%
OAverage 20%
0.2 Achieved o
Density 10%
0.0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Black Diamond - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Vacant / Redev.

(&
Area
(acres)

Critical Areas

(acres)

ROWs
(acres)

Public
Purpose
(acres) Supply

Land

0.0 00

Initial

Market Factor

Buildable

Area
(acres)

Commercial 24 24 0.0 0% 0.0
Mixed Use 156.3 6.2 7.5 7.5 135.1; 25% - 50% 90.5
Industrial 70.7 0.0 35 35 63.6§ 70% 141
Non-Res Land Total 229.4 8.6 11.0 22.3 401.1 104.6

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Job Capacity by
Assumed Density Level

Item 9.

Very Low Density 67 3%

Low Density 2,179 ¢ 97% [

Medium Low Density 0 0%

Medium High Density 0 0%

High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 942
Total Capacity (jobs) 3,188

Remaining Target (2018-2035) 1,161
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 2,027

Job Capacity by Land Use
® Commercial
2,246

m Industrial

Job Capacity by Land Net Buildable Ass?umed Existing !-‘lf)or
Use Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity
Vacant 1.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,000 0
Redevelopable 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,000 0
Commercial Total 1.96 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,000 0
Mixed-Use
Vacant 2.07 0.20 / 0.40 0.00 0.79 600 / 860 1,310
Redevelopable 1.87 0.20 / 0.40 0.13 0.56 600 / 860 936
Mixed Use Total 3.94 0.20 /0.40 0.13 1.35 600 / 860 2,246
Industrial
. Vacant 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,000 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,000 0
Industrial Total 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,000 0
City Total
Commerecial 196 0.00 0.69 0.00 1,000 0
Mixed Use 3.94 0.20 / 0.40 091 1.35 600 / 860 2,246
Industrial 0.62 0.00 0.26 0.00 1,000 0
Job Capacity in Pipeline 942
City Total 6.52 0.40 1.86 1.35 600 /1000 3,188

*Certain zones grouped as commercial allow for industrial use.
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Carnation

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

500 (From 2006 Baseline) Carnation Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Carnation has grown at
2006 Estimated Housing Units 89% of the pace needed to achieve
2035 Target ; i
400 & 2018 Estimated Housing Units 880 its 2035 housing growth target of

383 units. During this period, the
total number of housing units in
Carnation grew by roughly 19%. At
] . this current rate, Carnation is under
% of Pace Needed to Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual the production pace needed to meet
Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet
Growth Target Rate i 2035 Target

Estimated Housing Growth 141
Remaining 2035 Target

Housing Units

its 2035 growth target, and needs to
grow at an annual rate of 1.4% to
reach its remaining target by 2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeee+* Target =O=— Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs \(:14 Total Achieved Density

Achieved Density Total
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Level Net Area (acres) Units

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 00: 0.0: 0 Very Low 3.4 12
4-10 du/acre 29. 01 0.0 0.0 296 156 5.3 269 147
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0; 00! 0 Medium Low 0.7 12
24 - 48 du/acre 0. 00 0.0 00 09 14 15.0 00 0
High 48 & up du/acre 4. 3.7 0.0 0.0: 05: 1 1.9 0.0 0
Total 349 3.9 0.0 0.0 31.0 171 5.5 Total 31.0 171
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
@ 100 8100%
[3) . -
i 90 PZ{oned Density S 90%
=) ange of — ”
a 80 Zones with -g 80% 86%
Produced =
70 Units S 70%
60 E 60%
=}
50 5 50%
A
40 40%
30 OAverage 30%
Achieved
20 Density 20%
o
10 10%
. ° o 00 7% 7%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Carnation - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Net

Assumed Densities

Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 39 0
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 1.39: 0.0% -0.0% 3.23 39 1
Subtotal 98.76 87.36 6.78 1.39 3.23 1

Vacant Subtotal 090; 0.0% - 0.0% 2.10 52 /97 13

Redev Subtotal 421: 0.0%-0.0% 11.39 52 /97 72

Subtotal 38.77 20.03 0.23 511 13.49 84

. Vacant Subtotal 084 0.0% -0.0% 296 12.0 /17.0 49
Medium Low

i Redev Subtotal 787; 0.0% - 0.0% 26.13 12.0 /17.0 347

Subtotal 30.25 13.55 0.00 8.71 29.09 396

Vacant Subtotal
Redev Subtotal

Medium High
Density

0.0% - 0.0%
0.00: 0.0% -0.0%

0.00

0.0

Subtotal

Vacant Subtotal

0.0% - 0.0%

High Density Redev Subtotal 0.00; 0.0%-0.0% 0.00 0.0
Subtotal 0.00' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vacant Total 1.74 5.06 62
All Zones Redev Total 13.47 40.75 420
Total 167.78 120.95 7.01 15.20 45.82 481
Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 1 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 84
Medium Low Density Zones 396
Medium High Density Zones 0
High Density Zones 0 ® Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 223
Total Capacity (Units) 704 - i‘)"::;‘:t'; High 396
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 242 m High Density
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 462
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Carnation - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs Target]Jobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

Average Annual 2006-

2018 Growth Rate

Carnation Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035
2006 Jobs (PSRC)
2018 Jobs (PSRC)

Total Jobs Growth

Remaining 2035 Target

0.14%

Since 2006, Carnation has grown at
8% of the pace needed to achieve its
2035 jobs growth target of 429 units.
During this period, the total number
of jobs in Carnation grew by roughly
2%. At this current rate, Carnation is
under the pace needed to meet its
2035 jobs growth target, and needs
to grow at an annual rate of 2.3% to
reach its remaining target by 2035.

886

| 2018-2035 Avg.
i Annual Growth

i Rate Needed to
i Meet 2035 Target

2.28%

g 500 2035
=
5 Targ.et
80 400
A Lo
3
2 300
200 ..-"' % of Pace Needed to :
Lot Achieve 2035 Jobs
100 et Target
0 O=— O 8.4%
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeceee Target @=Q= Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) Totz;(l;‘?(zzzgrea AVSZ?IgS?t;\ELIX:)ed
Very Low 0 - 0.35 FAR 0 0
Low 0.35 - 0.5 FAR 0 0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 2,387 1,152 0.5
3.0 & up FAR 0 0
Total 2,387 1,152 0.5

Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018

g 30
= Zoned
=4 Density
g 25 Range of
E‘ Zones with
b 20 Non-
8 ’ Residential
R Development
1.5
1.0
OAverage
0.5
o Achieved
Density
0.0
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021

Percent of Total Floor Area

Achieved Density

Average Achieved
Density (FAR)

Total Floor Area

Net Area (sq. feet)
(sq. feet)

Level

Very Low 0 0 0.0

Low 2,387 1,152 0.5

Medium Low 0 0 0.0

0 0 0.0

0 0 0.0

Total 2,387 1,152 0.5

Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
2012-2018
100%
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Carnation - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Gross Public Initial Buildable
Area Critical Areas S Purpose Land Area Job Capacity by
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres) Assumed Density Level
Vacant / Redev. : Very Low Density 0 0%
Commercial 0.6 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.5 0% 0.5 Low Density 27 1%
Mixed Use 733 61.6 14 1.2 9.l 0% Dal Medium Low Density 0 0%
Industrial 179 i 166 0.2 0.1 1.0 0% 10 | Medium High Density 2,090 | 73% 0
Non-Res Land Total 91.8 78.2 1.6 1.4 10.6 10.6 High Density 747 26%
Capacity in Pipeline 0
. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor i P
{;)s l; Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (riillion Floor Area Capac. Job Total (?a?aaty Gobs) i
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft. perJob Capacity Remaining Target (2018-2035) 414
: Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 2,450
Vacant 0.00 S 0.00 0.00 300 0
Redevelopable 0.02 205 0.00 0.05 300 153 .
Commercial Total 0.02 2.25 0.00 0.05 300 153 | Job Capacity by Land Use 2
Mixed-Use
E Vacant 0.13 150/ 3.00 0.00 0.33 300 /1000 883
Redevelopable 0.27 1.50 / 3.00 0.02 0.67 300 /1000 1801
Mixed Use Total 0.40 1.50 / 3.00 0.02 1.00 300 /1000 2,684
Industrial i ; :
Vacant 0.00 048 0.00 0.00 800 0
Redevelopable 0.04 0.48 0.00 0.02 800 27 = Commercial
Industrial Total 0.04 0.48 0.00 0.02 800 27 ElE
m Industrial
City Total
Commercial 0.02 2.25 0.69 0.05 300 153
Mixed Use 040 1.50 / 3.00 091 1.00 300 /1000 2,684
Industrial 0.04 048 0.26 0.02 800 27
Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
City Total 0.46 0.48 / 3.00 1.86 1.07 300 / 1000 2,864
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Clyde Hill
Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

" 14 (From 2006 Baseline) Clyde Hill Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Clyde Hill has grown at
E i 2035 Target 2006 Estimated Housing Units 176% of the pace needed to achieve
a0 Lot 2018 Estimated Housing Units 1,091 13.2035 hf)usm.g grovyth target of 12
= vt . . units. During this period, the total
17 . Estimated Housing Growth 8 . o

=] — number of housing units in Clyde

§ Remaining 2035 Target Hill grew by roughly 1%. At this

] . current rate, Clyde Hill is over the
% of Pace Needed to Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual production pace needed to meet its
Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet [N growth target, and needs to

Growth Target | Rate i 2035 Target grow at an annual rate of 0% to

reach its remaining target by 2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeee+* Target =O=— Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs Net Total Achieved Density

Achieved Density Total
Level Net Area (acres) Units

Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 6 Very Low 28 6
4 - 10 du/acre 0 0.0 0
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 0 Medium Low 0.0 0
24 - 48 du/acre 0 0.0 0
High 48 & up du/acre 0 0.0 0
Total 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 6 2.2 Total 2.8 6
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
] 1009
5 3 ' ‘E 00% 100%
i Zoned Density S 90%
=) Range of —
(=) Zones with 'g 80%
o Produced =
2 Units S 70%
2 60%
8
5 50%
A
40%
1 OAverage 30%
Achieved
Density 20%
10%
0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Clyde Hill - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities
Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity
Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 0.00f 0.0%-0.0% 0.76 2.2 2
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 0.00; 0.0%-0.0% 1.83 2.2 3
Subtotal 479.48 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.59 5
Vacant Subtotal 0.00f 0.0%-0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Redev Subtotal 0.00; 0.0%-0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Subtotal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
i i  Vacant Subtotal 0.00f 0.0%-0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Medium Low
. i Redev Subtotal 0.00; 0.0%-0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Density
Subtotal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0

Vacant Subtotal 0.0% - 0.0%
Redev Subtotal 0.00 0.0% - 0.0% 0.00 0.0
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal 0.0% - 0.0%

High Density Redev Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 0.0
Subtotal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Vacant Total 0.00 0.76 2
All Zones Redev Total 0.00 1.83 3
Total 479.48 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.59 5
Capacity (units) Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 5 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 0
Medium Low Density Zones 0
Medium High Density Zones 0
High Density Zones 0 B Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (Units) 5 = Medium High )
Density 9
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 3 ® High Density
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units)
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Clyde Hill - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs Target]Jobs Growth 2035
(From 2006 Baseline) Target

Clyde Hill Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035

8 0 Qrevemrerememrrem s el
E P00\ 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034 2006 Jobs (PSRC)
® 2018 Jobs (PSRC)
g 20 Total Jobs Growth
= -40 Remaining 2035 Target Not Applicable|  gjjce 2006, the total number of jobs
50 : : in Clyde Hill grew by roughly -1%.
% of Pace Needed to | LRSI There is no 2035 jobs growth target.
-60 Achieve 2035 Jobs Average Annual 2006- Annual Growth
-70 Tarset 2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to
3 i Meet 2035 Target
-80 !
-90 Not Applicable -0.97% Not Applicable

cesese Target @=Q== Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

. Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Achieved Density ) Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR) Level Net Area (sq. feet) (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 0 0 Very Low 0 0 0.0
035 - 0.5 FAR 0 0 Low 0 0 0.0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 0 0 0 0 0.0
High 3.0 & up FAR 0 0 0 0 0.0
Total 0 0 Total 0 0 0.0
Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,
Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 ;012-20{8 v
]
e 10 " o 100%
= Zon
3]
g 09 Density i 90%
8 08 Range of § 80%
E‘ ’ Zones with =
= 0.7 Non- E 70%
8 Residential =]
= 06 Development :: 60%
=]
0.5 2 50%
Q
0.4 o 40%
3
03 A 30%
0.2 OAverage 20%
01 Achieved )
’ Density 10%
0.0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level

388 | MM King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021

AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 333



Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Clyde Hill - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Public Initial Buildable
Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area Job Capacity by
(acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres) Assumed Density Level #
Vacant / Redev. Very Low Density 0
Commercial 0.0 00 | 00 00 | 00 0% | 00 | Low Density 0
Mixed Use 0.0 00 00 00 . 00 0% 00 | Medium Low Density 0
Industrial 0.0 00 00 00 00 0% 0.0 | Medium High Density 0
Non-Res Land Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 High Density 0
Capacity in Pipeline 28
Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor . -
{?sl:a Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (lflillion Floor Area Capac. Job Total (?a.paaty (obs) 28
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity Remaining Target (2018-2035) 79
: Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) -51
Vacant 0.00 1.20 0.00 0.00 300 0
Redevelopable 0.00 1.20 0.00 0.00 300 0 .
Commercial Total 0.00 1.20 0.00 0.00 300 Job Capacity by Land Use
Mixed-Use E
Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
i Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Mixed Use Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Industrial : . : : : . ;
Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 ®m Commercial
Industrial Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
m Industrial
City Total i
Commercial 0.00 1.20 0.69 0.00 300
Mixed Use 0.00 0.00 091 0.00 0 0
Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.00 0 0
Job Capacity in Pipeline 28
City Total 0.00 1.20 1.86 0.00 0/300 28
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Covington

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

2,000

1,500

Housing Units

1,000

500
0
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026
eeee+* Target =O=— Actual

2035 Target

% of Pace Needed to '

2034

Covington Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035
2006 Estimated Housing Units
2018 Estimated Housing Units
Estimated Housing Growth
Remaining 2035 Target

Average Annual
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Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet

Growth Target 2035 Target

Since 2006, Covington has grown at
222% of the pace needed to achieve
its 2035 housing growth target of
1,705 units. During this period, the
total number of housing units in
Covington grew by roughly 29%. At
this current rate, Covington is over
the production pace needed to meet
its 2035 growth target, and needs to
grow at an annual rate of 0.1% to
reach its remaining target by 2035.

7,034
1,564

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross

Critical Areas Public Purpose

ROWSs

\(:14 Total Achieved Density

Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres)

(acres)

(acres)

Area (acres)

Units (DU/acre)

Achieved Density
Level

Total
Units

Net Area (acres)

Very Low 0.0 0
101.8 493
Medium Low 0.0 0
0.0 0
5.1 356
Total 106.9 849

Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level, 2012-2018

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0
Low 4 -10 du/acre L35 11.7 131 9.2 101.8: 493 4.8
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0
24 - 48 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0
High 48 & up du/acre 7, 0.0 0.7 12} 51 356 69.9
Total 142.9 11.7 13.8 10.4 106.9 849 7.9
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018
L 80 £ 100%
[3) -
< Zoned Density S 90%
S 70 o Range of E
(=) Zones with 'g 80%
60 Produced =
Units S 70%
50 £ 60%
)
Q
40 5 50%
[~
30 40%
OAverage 30%
20 Achieved
Density 20%
10 B 10%
0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low
Zoned Density Level

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021
AB 6029 | Exhibit 4 | Page 335

58%
42%
Low Medium Low Medium High High
Achieved Density Level




Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Covington - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities

Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity

Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 2.38; 10.0% -10.0% 9.52 1.0
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 384 10.0% -10.0% 15.34 1.0 6
Subtotal 48.67 17.59 0.00 6.22 24.87 15
Vacant Subtotal 2246 1.0%-5.0% 89.85 41/55 424
Redev Subtotal 5745 1.0%-5.0% 229.79 41/55 717
Subtotal 500.85 101.31 0.00 79.91 319.64 1,141
. Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% -30.0% 0.00 12.0 /18.0 0
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 1.51: 0.0% -30.0% 8.55 12.0 /18.0 65
Subtotal 18.19 8.13 0.00 151 8.55 65

Vacant Subtotal 1.50¢ 10.0% - 25.0% 2459 240 /420 76
Redev Subtotal 17.14; 10.0% - 25.0% 29.14 240 /420 448
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

Vacant Subtotal 20.0% - 20.0%

High Density Redev Subtotal 6.95: 20.0% - 20.0% 1181 64.0 567
Subtotal 53.27! 1.88 0.00 7.71 13.11 630
Vacant Total 27.11 103.22 571
All Zones Redev Total 86.88 294.64 1,804
Total 780.95 164.57 0.00 113.99 397.86 2,375
Housing Capacityby
Very Low Density Zones 15 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 1,141
Medium Low Density Zones 65
Medium High Density Zones 524
High Density Zones 630 B Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 2,234
Total Capacity (Units) 4,609 - “D":l‘:;‘i‘tm High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 141 ® High D}énsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 4,468
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Covington - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs Target]Jobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

Covington Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035
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Since 2006, Covington has grown at
234% of the pace needed to achieve
its 2035 jobs growth target of 1,531
units. During this period, the total
number of jobs in Covington grew by
roughly 42%. At this current rate,
Covington is over the pace needed to
meet its 2035 jobs growth target, and
needs to grow at an annual rate of
0.1% to reach its remaining target by
2035.

Item 9.

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Achieved Density

Zoned Density (FAR)

Net Area (sq. feet)

Net Area (sq. feet)

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

(sq. feet) Density (FAR) Level (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 0 0 Very Low 0 0 0.0
Low 0.35 - 0.5 FAR 0 0 Low 0 0 0.0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 0 0 0 0 0.0
3.0 & up FAR 0 0 0 0 0.0
Total 0 0 Total 0 0 0.0

Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,

Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Covington - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Gross Public Initial Buildable
Area Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area Job Capacity by
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres) Assumed Density Level
Vacant / Redev. Very Low Density 3 0% |
Commercial 421 9.7 3.2 1.6 276f 5%-10% 245 Low Density 0 0%
Mixed Use 213.2 375 17.6 8.8 149.3; 0% -25% 1114 Medium Low Density 5485 {100% :]
Industrial 11.3 04 1.1 0.5 9.2 45% 4.3 Medium High Density 0 0%
Non-Res Land Total 266.6 47.7 21.9 10.9 186.1 140.3 High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 2,933
. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor : :
{Josl:e Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (liillion Floor Area Capac. Job Total (?a.paaty (obs) e
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft. perJob Capacity Remaining Target (2018-2035) 46
: Surplus/Deficit Capacity (jobs) 8,375
Vacant 0.79 0.23 /0.69 0.00 041 400 1,019
Redevelopable 0.30 0.23 / 0.69 0.03 0.13 400 320 i
Commercial Total 1.09 0.23 /0.69 0.03 0.54 400 1,339 | Job Capacity by Land Use
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 0.30 0.26 / 0.80 0.00 0.23 400 / 450 582
i Redevelopable 3.27 0.26 / 0.80 1.18 137 400 / 450 3429
Mixed Use Total 3.57 0.26 / 0.80 1.18 1.60 400 / 450 4,012
Industrial i H : i : i
Vacant 0.22 0.50 0.00 0.11 800 138
Redevelopable 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 800 0 = Commercial 4,012
Industrial Total 0.22 0.50 0.00 0.11 800 138
m [ndustrial
City Total
Commercial 1.09 0.23 /0.69 0.69 0.54 400 1,339
Mixed Use 3.57 0.26 / 0.80 091 1.60 400 / 450 4,012
Industrial 0.22 0.50 0.26 0.11 800 138
Job Capacity in Pipeline 2,933
City Total 4.88 0.23 / 0.80 1.86 2.25 400 / 800 8,421
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

City of Duvall

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

w1400 (From 2006 Baseline) 2035 Target Duvall Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Duvall has grown at
E 1'2 0 et 2006 Estimated Housing Units 105% of the pace needed to achieve
W e o’ 2018 Estimated Housing Units 2,681 its 2035 housmg. gTow.th target of
S 1000 bt . . 1,322 units. During this period, the
a7 ot Estimated Housing Growth 576 . oo
=4 L — total number of housing units in
= 80 Remaining 2035 Target Duvall grew by roughly 27%. At this
600 oo’ ] . current rate, Duvall is over the
400 % of Pace Needed to Average Annual 2018-2035 Avg. Annual production pace needed to meet its
Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet JEENhEY growth target, and needs to
200 Growth Target Rate ] 2035 Target grow at an annual rate of 1.5% to
0

reach its remaining target by 2035.

2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeee+* Target =O=— Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs \(:14 Total Achieved Density

Achieved Density Total
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Level Net Area (acres) Units

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 00: 0.0: 0 Very Low 204 67
4-10 du/acre 51, 116 45 8.0 278 122 4.4 74 55
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 7. 0.0 0.8 i3] B2 71 13.7 Medium Low 52 71
24 - 48 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0 0.0 0
High 48 & up du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0.0: 0 0.0 0
Total 59.1 11.6 5.3 9.2 33.0 193 5.9 Total 33.0 193
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
@ 25 £ 100%
[3) . -
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Duvall - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities

Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity

Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 145 5.0%-5.0% 4.05 3.3 13
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 991: 5.0%-5.0% 27.73 33 56
Subtotal 93.22 38.46 0.00 11.35 31.79 70
Vacant Subtotal 0.68; 5.0% -10.0% 1.89 45 /8.0 14
Redev Subtotal 20.63: 5.0% -10.0% 54.30 45 /8.0 223
Subtotal 10845 10.88 0.00 21.32 56.18 237
. Vacant Subtotal 1.99: 20.0% - 50.0% 15.54 12.0 /21.0 284
Medium Low
Density Redev Subtotal 248: 20.0% - 50.0% 7.61 12.0 /21.0 106
Subtotal 58.97 0.00 0.00 4.47 23.15 389

Vacant Subtotal 0.0% - 0.0%
Redev Subtotal 0.00 0.0% - 0.0% 0.00 0.0
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

o

Vacant Subtotal 0.0% - 0.0%

High Density Redev Subtotal 0.00: 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Subtotal 0.00' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Vacant Total 4.12 2148 311
All Zones Redev Total 33.01 89.64 385
Total 260.64 49.34 0.00 37.14 111.12 696
Housing Capacityby
Very Low Density Zones 70 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 237
Medium Low Density Zones 389
Medium High Density Zones 0
High Density Zones 0 B Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 647 389
Total Capacity (Units) 1,343 - “D":r‘i‘;‘i‘tm High
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 746 ® High D}énsity
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 597
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Duvall - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)
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Duvall Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035
2006 Jobs (PSRC)
2018 Jobs (PSRC)

Total Jobs Growth

Remaining 2035 Target

Average Annual 2006
2018 Growth Rate

1.91%

Since 2006, Duvall has grown at 75%
of the pace needed to achieve its
2035 jobs growth target of 974 units.
During this period, the total number
of jobs in Duvall grew by roughly
25%. At this current rate, Duvall is
under the pace needed to meet its
2035 jobs growth target, and needs
to grow at an annual rate of 2.2% to
reach its remaining target by 2035.

! 2018-2035 Avg.
Annual Growth
Rate Needed to

i Meet 2035 Target

2.23%

eeeees Target Q== Actual

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) Tot?;:.ltzzzgrea AV;Zigs?tsi:-‘l:lz)ed
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 0 0
0.35 - 0.5 FAR 0 0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 0 0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 0 0
3.0 & up FAR 39,075 101,294 2.6
Total 39,075 101,294 2.6

Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018

g 40
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Achieved Density

Net Area (sq. feet) Total Floor Area  Average Achieved

Level (sq. feet)

Density (FAR)

Very Low 0 0 0.0
Low 0 0 0.0
Medium Low 0 0 0.0
39,075 101,294 2.6

High 0 0 0.0
Total 39,075 101,294 2.6
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Duvall - Commercial /Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Public Initial Buildable
Critical Areas ROWSs Purpose Land Area
(acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres)

Vacant / Redev.
Commercial 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0
Mixed Use 241 0.0 1.2 0.2 22.7¢ 25%-50% 144
Industrial 1.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 11 15% 0.9
Non-Res Land Total 25.3 0.0 1.3 0.3 23.8 15.4

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Job Capacity by
Assumed Density Level
Very Low Density 206 95%
Low Density 12 5%
Medium Low Density 0 0%
Medium High Density 0 0%
High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 464
Total Capacity (jobs) 681
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 673
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 8

. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor
{Josl:e Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity
Vacant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Redevelopable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Commercial Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 0.60 0.20 0.00 0.12 500 / 600 205
i Redevelopable 0.03 0.20 0.02 0.00 500 / 600 1
Mixed Use Total 0.63 0.20 0.02 0.12 500 / 600 206
Industrial
Vacant 0.04 0.40 0.00 0.02 1,400 12
Redevelopable 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.00 1,400 0
Industrial Total 0.04 0.40 0.00 0.02 1,400 12
City Total
Commercial 0.00 0.00 0.69 0.00 0 0
Mixed Use 0.63 0.20 091 0.12 500 / 600 206
Industrial 0.04 0.40 0.26 0.02 1,400 12
Job Capacity in Pipeline 464
City Total 0.67 0.40 1.86 0.14 0 /1400 681
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

City of Enumclaw

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth

w2000 (From 2006 Baseline) Enumclaw Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035 Since 2006, Enumclaw has grown at
E 2035 Target 2006 Estimated Housing Units 41% of the pace needed to achieve
a0 L. .-\' 2018 Estimated Housing Units 5,326 its 2035 housmg. gTow.th target of
= 1500 St . . 1,653 units. During this period, the
17 bt Estimated Housing Growth 278 . oo
= Lot — total number of housing units in
= 1,000 Remaining 2035 Target Enumclaw grew by roughly 6%. At
.,.-". ] . this current rate, Enumclaw is under
Lot . % of Pace Needed to Average Annual | 2018-2035 Avg. Annual the production pace needed to meet
500 e Achieve 2035 Housing: 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet [ETTPNKE growth target, and needs to

e oo’ Growth Target Rate ] 2035 Target grow at an annual rate of 1.4% to
0 = 40.7% 0.45% 1.36% reach its remaining target by 2035.
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeee+* Target =O=— Actual

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas PublicPurpose ROWs \(:14 Total Achieved Density
Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Achieved Density Total
Level Net Area (acres) Units

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 00: 0.0: 0 Very Low 32.8 104
4-10 du/acre 46. 00 1.7 39, 406 157 3.9 299 226
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 3 0.0 0.0 00 36 52 14.4 Medium Low 37 53
24 - 48 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0 0.0 0
High 48 & up du/acre 46. 4.1 8.9 10.8: 222 174 7.8 0.0 0
Total 95.7 4.1 105  14.6 66.4 383 5.8 Total 66.4 383
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level,2012-2018
218 8100%
i 16 Zoned Density 5 90%
=] Range of —
a4 o Zones with 'g 80%
Produced =
12 Units S 70%
2 60%
10 3 59%
5 50%
8 o -
40%
6 OAverage 30%
Achieved 27%
4 ° Density 20%
2 10% 14%
0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areay |em 9.

Enumclaw - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities

Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity

Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 11.59; 5.0% -40.0% 63.44 3.2 112
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 4642 5.0% -40.0% 207.07 3.2 466
Subtotal 816.36 28.62 215.28 58.01 27051 577
Vacant Subtotal 10.70f 5.0% - 50.0% 47.38 44 /68 288
Redev Subtotal 1.01: 5.0% -50.0% 431 44 /68 22
Subtotal 71.84 342 0.00 11.71 51.69 309
. Vacant Subtotal 2.86; 50.0% -50.0% 1144 144 164
Medium Low
. Redev Subtotal 0.70; 50.0% - 50.0% 2.82 144 4
Density
Subtotal 37.44 1.78 0.00 3.57 14.26 169

Vacant Subtotal 0.0% - 0.0%
Redev Subtotal 0.00 0.0% - 0.0% 0.00 0.0
Subtotal

Medium High
Density

o

Vacant Subtotal 0.0% - 0.0%

High Density Redev Subtotal 0.00: 0.0% - 0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Subtotal 0.00' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Vacant Total 25815 122.27 564
All Zones Redev Total 48.13 21419 492
Total 925.64 33.83 215.28 73.28 336.45 1,056
Capacity (units) Housing Capacity by
Very Low Pen51ty Zones 577 Density Level (units) 169
Low Density Zones 309
Medium Low Density Zones 169
Medium High Density Zones 0
High Density Zones 0 B Low Density 5177,
Capacity in Pipeline 252
Total Capacity (Units) 1,308 - I‘D"edi‘_‘tm High
ensity
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 1,375 ® High Density
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) -67
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Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Enumclaw - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs TargetJobs Growth

i 2035
" 900 (From 2006 Baseline) Target Enumclaw Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035
3
E 800 o 2006 Jobs (PSRC)
2 700 2018 Jobs (PSRC)
g 600 ..-" Total Jobs Growth
:o: Remaining 2035 Target
500
400 T
i % of Pace Needed to 2018-2035 Avg,
300 Ol Achieve 2035 Jobs Average Annual 2006- : Annual Growth
200 .."' Target 2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to
100 _."' 8 : Meet 2035 Target
0 O== 27.2% 0.16% 0.82%
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034

@=Q== Actual

eseese Target

Since 2006, Enumclaw has grown at
27% of the pace needed to achieve
its 2035 jobs growth target of 853
units. During this period, the total
number of jobs in Enumclaw grew
by roughly 2%. At this current rate,
Enumclaw is under the pace needed
to meet its 2035 jobs growth target,
and needs to grow at an annual rate
of 0.8% to reach its remaining target
by 2035.

Item 9.

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved Achieved

Zoned Density (FAR)

Net Area (sq. feet)

Density

Net Area (sq. feet)

Average Achieved

Total Floor Area

(sq. feet) Density (FAR) Level (sq. feet) Density (FAR)
Very Low 0-0.35 FAR 135,907 14,549 0.1 Very Low 1,042,386 162,743 0.2
Low 0.35-0.5 FAR 0 0 Low 0 0 0.0
Medium Low 0.5 - 1.0 FAR 22,000 1,623 0.1 Medium Low 0 0 0.0
1.0 - 3.0 FAR 98,488 22,016 0.2 0 0 0.0
3.0 & up FAR 785,991 124,555 0.2 High 0 0 0.0
Total 1,042,386 162,743 0.2 Total 1,042,386 162,743 0.2

Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density Level,

Achieved Density vs Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018 . 2012-2018
o 45 o 100%
= Zoned i<" 100%
g7 4.0 Density = 90%
g Range of § 80%
Z 3.5 Zones with = 0
N Non- T 70%
8 30 Residential °
= 25 Development ; 60%
0,
0 2 50%
. [}
O 40%
1.5 o
& 30%
1o OAverage 20%
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0.0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High Very Low Low Medium Low Medium High High
Zoned Density Level Achieved Density Level
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Enumclaw - Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Job Capacity

Public Initial Buildable
Critical Areas ROWs Purpose Land Area
(acres) (acres) (acres) Supply MarketFactor (acres)

Vacant / Redev.
Commercial 86.7 41 4.1 4.1 743 15%-20% 60.6
Mixed Use 10.7 11 0.5 0.5 8.7, 40% -50% 45
Industrial 74.9 115 | 3.2 3.2 57.0 36% 34.2
Non-Res Land Total 172.3 16.7 7.8 7.8 140.0 99.2

Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areaf

Item 9.

Job Capacity by
Assumed Density Level
Very Low Density 981 | 92% |
Low Density 0 0%
Medium Low Density 90 8% H
Medium High Density 0 0%
High Density 0 0%
Capacity in Pipeline 81
Total Capacity (jobs) 1,152
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 757
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (jobs) 395

Job Capacity by Land Use

® Commercial

m Industrial

. Net Buildable Assumed Existing Floor
{Josl; Capacity by Land Area Density Range Area (million Floor Area Capac. Job
(mil.sq.ft.) (FAR) sq.ft.) (million sq.ft.)  Sq.ft.perJob Capacity
Vacant 097 0.07 / 0.22 0.00 0.15 660 230
Redevelopable 1.67 0.07 /0.22 0.02 0.28 660 427
Commercial Total 2.64 0.07 / 0.22 0.02 0.43 660 657
Mixed-Use
. Vacant 0.06 0.50 0.00 0.03 0 /660 41
i Redevelopable 0.14 0.50 0.01 0.04 0 /660 64
Mixed Use Total 0.19 0.50 0.01 0.07 0 /660 106
Industrial
Vacant 1.15 0.25 0.00 0.29 1,200 239
Redevelopable 0.34 0.25 0.00 0.08 1,200 69
Industrial Total 1.49 0.25 0.00 0.37 1,200 308
City Total
Commercial 2.64 0.07 /0.22 0.69 043 660 657
Mixed Use 0.19 0.50 091 0.07 0/660 106
Industrial 1.49 0.25 0.26 0.37 1,200 308
Job Capacity in Pipeline 81
City Total 4.32 0.50 1.86 0.87 0/1200 1,152
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Town of Hunts Point

Housing Growth and Residential Development Trends

Actual vs TargetHousing Growth
(From 2006 Baseline)

] 5
=
=}
g
7]
=
=]
==
2035 Target
vesess
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034
eeee+* Target =O=— Actual

Hunts Point Housing Growth Target: 2006-2035
2006 Estimated Housing Units
2018 Estimated Housing Units
Estimated Housing Growth
Remaining 2035 Target

% of Pace Needed to ' Average Annual

! 2018-2035 Avg. Annual

Since 2006, Hunts Point has grown
at 888% of the pace needed to
achieve its 2035 housing growth
target of 1 units. During this period,
the total number of housing units in
Hunts Point grew by roughly 2%.
Hunts Point has achieved its 2035
housing growth target.

Achieve 2035 Housing§ 2006-2018 Growth | Growth Needed to Meet

Growth Target Rate

2035 Target

Met Target

Residential Achieved Densities

Gross Critical Areas Public Purpose

ROWSs

\(:14 Total Achieved Density

Zoned Density (du/acre) Area (acres) (acres) (acres)

(acres)

Area (acres) Units (DU/acre)

Achieved Density
Level
Very Low

Total
Units

Net Area (acres)
87
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
3.2

Medium Low

Wl © © o

Total

Permitted Units by Achieved Density Level, 2012-2018

Very Low 0 - 4 du/acre 34 0.0 0.0 0.0: 3.2 3 1.0
Low 4-10 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0
Medium Low 10 - 24 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0; 0.0, 0
24 - 48 du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0
High 48 & up du/acre 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0.0: 0
Total 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.2 3 1.0
Achieved Density by Zoned Density Level, 2012-2018
] 0
5 4 ‘2 100% 100%
i Zoned Density 5 90%
=) Range of —
(=) Zones with 'g 80%
3 Produced =
Units S 70%
2 60%
8
2 5 50%
A
40%
OAverage 30%
1 (o] Achieved
Density 20%
10%
0 0%
Very Low Low Medium Low  Medium High High Very Low
Zoned Density Level
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Hunts Point - Residential Land Supply and Capacity

Infrastructure ROW & Public Net Assumed Densities

Assumed Vacant/ Critical Constrained Purpose Market Factor Available (low/high - Net Capacity

Density Level Redevelopable Gross Acres Areas Area Discount (low/high) Acres units/acre) (units)
Vacant Subtotal 0.00: 0.0% -0.0% 2.68 10/36
Very Low
Density Redev Subtotal 0.00¢ 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 10/36
Subtotal 17.08 6.54 0.40 0.00 2.68 5
Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Redev Subtotal 0.00: 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Subtotal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
. Vacant Subtotal 0.00; 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Medium Low
. Redev Subtotal 0.00: 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Density
Subtotal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
. . Vacant Subtotal 0.0% -0.0% 0
Medium High
: Redev Subtotal 0.0% - 0.0% 0
Density
Subtotal 0
Vacant Subtotal | 0.0% - 0.0% 0
High Density Redev Subtotal 0.00: 0.0% -0.0% 0.00 0.0 0
Subtotal 0.00! 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Vacant Total 0.00 2.68 5
All Zones Redev Total 0.00 0.00 0
Total 17.08 6.54 0.40 0.00 2.68 5
Capacity (units) Housing Capacity by
Very Low Density Zones 5 Density Level (units)
Low Density Zones 0
Medium Low Density Zones 0
Medium High Density Zones 0
High Density Zones 0 B Low Density
Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (Units) 5 = Medium High )
Density 9|
Remaining Target (2018-2035) 0 ® High Density
Surplus /Deficit Capacity (Units) 5
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Hunts Point - Employment Growth and Commercial/Industrial Development Trends

Actual vs Target]Jobs Growth
(From 2006 Baseline) Hunts Point Jobs Growth Target: 2006-2035

2006 Jobs (PSRC)
2018 Jobs (PSRC) 64
Total Jobs Growth

Remaining 2035 Target Not Applicable

Housing Units

% of Pace Needed to | | 2018-2035 Ave.

Average Annual 2006- Annual Growth
Achi 2
€ le"]l?ar():ts Jobs 2018 Growth Rate Rate Needed to
2035 s i Meet 2035 Target
Target

------------------------------------------------ Not Applicable 1.91% Not Applicable
2006 2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034

eseess Target === Actual

Since 2006, the total number of jobs
in Hunts Point grew by roughly 2%.
There is no 2035 jobs growth target.

Non-Residential Achieved Densities

Total Floor Area  Average Achieved
(sq. feet) Density (FAR)

Achi D i
Zoned Density (FAR) Net Area (sq. feet) chieved Density

Level

Net Area (sq. feet)

Total Floor Area

(