2007 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County Appendix B - Stakeholder & PAC Review Methodology

To: Craig Ladiser
Snohomish County Planning Director

From: Community Stakeholder Committee on Buildable Lands
Re: 2007 Buildable Lands Report

Date: Feb 5, 2007

20 year plan:

This is a 20 year project. It is not assumed that all the capacity identified in the report will be
buildable this year or even 10 year from now. This identifies a 20 year capacity. This
approximation gets revised every 5 years for improved accuracy. Analysis of the previous report
showed an under estimate of 18 percent on land used in the last 5 years. Some *“course correction” is
necessary.

Market Factor: The Urban Land Availability Survey of Snohomish County Landowners,
prepared for Snohomish County by the Gilmore Research Group, June 14, 2005, supports the
County’s previous market assumptions for the Buildable Lands Report in 2002, and should support
those same assumptions for the 2007 report. Given the nature of the survey, we believe this an
accurate assumption of market availability and should be used for the 2007 report. We request that
future analyses of market availability include questions framed with significant financial incentive
and the implications of increasing urbanization of the neighborhood which better mimics the actual
situation and may yield different results..

Unserviceable Land: There should be a very high standard for identifying “unserviceable land.”
The Growth Management Act requires that land included within a UGA be able to be served with
urban level capital facilities within the 20 year horizon of the plan (RCW 36.70A.110(3) and (WAC
365-195-315) requires that land included within a UGA be able to be served with urban level capital
facilities within the 20-year horizon of the plan. In other words, if it is clear that roads or water
service or sewer facilities will NOT be available for an urban area for 20 years, that land should
either be removed from the UGA or put in a 20-year growth phasing overlay. There may be a few
small exceptions to this, such as small islands of land which are best included in other urban
services, but restrained by unusual geographical features (Picnic Point as an example).

Individual parcel case studies: Because this report by its nature is an approximation, the
County should acknowledge that there will be quite a few places where capacity is overestimated as
well as locations where it is underestimated. There is now clear evidence that despite fears by some
parties, the initial parcel review (2002) resulted in a significant underestimate of the land capacity of
land that has been developed over the last 5 years (by 18%). Because of this, the County should be
cautious in its final process about reviewing parcel cases brought to the county by interested parties.
In the past, the only cases that were brought for review were those where a party felt the County over
estimated capacity. This will significantly skew results.

Adoption of the Critical Areas Ordinance update will provide certainty: The
County should consider delaying adoption of this report until it appears that the CAO update is in a
form that will be very close to the final adopted product. To provide a smoother process, and to
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alleviate any last-minute confusion or heated debate, we firmly believe this is the process the County
should follow. If the BLR cannot be delayed, and CAO adoption is delayed, the County should
commit to using the existing CAO for the Buildable Lands Report, and further commit that changes
to the BLR not be made to accommodate subsequent adoption of the CAO until the next official 5
year update.

Relation of Buildable Lands Report to UGA expansions: The County should include in
the report a clear process for how it is to be used in the consideration of UGA expansions. A flow
chart would be helpful, that would include something like the following:

A UGA expansion is considered by the County Council. Before UGA expansions are
considered, these considerations need to be answered:

Does that particular UGA lack capacity?
Yes? If Yes, UGA expansion could be allowed if it meets GMA.
No? If No, the UGA expansion is denied

Are there reasonable measures that could increase capacity to the level needed?
Yes? If Yes, implement reasonable measures and track
No? If No, UGA expansion could be allowed if it meets GMA.

Are there reasonable measures that would reduce the capacity needed?
Yes? If Yes, implement reasonable measures, monitor and limit UGA expansion
No? If No, UGA expansion could be allowed if meets GMA.

Will the County be able to fund all of the capital facilities necessary for this UGA expansion
including roads and services impacted by the expansion but not directly adjacent to it?

Yes? If Yes, UGA expansion could be allowed if it meets GMA.

No? If No, Revise or shift population estimates, or through public process revise LOS
standards.

Reasonable Measures: The County is not doing its job by ensuring reasonable measures are
being implemented before UGA expansions occur, which does not meet the guidelines of the GMA.
This needs to be addressed in the Buildable Lands report and a supplemental report that includes
actual figures on the applicability of reasonable measures and the estimated increased capacity for
each. Reasonable measures should also be included for employment land.

Employment Land

The TDR and PDR programs are now adopted and these need to be included in the analysis. The
urban centers/urban villages, which are currently being implemented, but need to be assessed on
their capacity for both residential and employment uses.

Impacts of Transfer of Development Rights/Purchase of Development Rights

(TDR/PDR): The County should include the impacts of the TDR/PDR programs in estimates of
buildable land, as it will add density within the UGA (over and above the base zoning).

Pg. 202



2007 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

Appendix B - Stakeholder & PAC Review Methodology

A UGA expansion is considered by the County Council. Before UGA expansions are
considered, these considerations need to be answered:

Does the particular UGA lack capacity? No__, No UGA Expansion

Yes

capacity to the level needed?

Can the reasonable measures increase Yes No UGA Expansion

No

'

Are there reasonable measures that
would reduce the capacity needed?

No

'

Implement reasonable measures,

Yes ——»
monitor and limit UGA expansion

Will the County be able to fund all of the capital facilities necessary for this UGA expansion
including roads and services impacted by the expansion but not directly adjacent to it?

Yes

/

UGA expansion could be
allowed if it meets GMA.

No

\

Revise or shift population estimates, or
through public process revise LOS

standards.
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