
 Comparison of Methodological Concerns regarding the 2007 Buildable Lands Report 
 
Issue Developer position 

(with revisions to #4, #7, 
#10b, #12, # 15, & #16 
on May 15, 2007) 

Environmental/Citizen 
Group position 

PAC Recommendation 
(April 12, 2007, with 
revisions to #8 & #10 on 
May 10, 2007) 

PDS Approach Used for 
Initial Draft Report 

1. Market availability 
reduction factor 

15% for vacant land; 
30% for partially-used 
and redevelopable land 

15% for vacant land; 
30% for partially-used 
and redevelopable land 

15% for vacant land; 
30% for partially-used 
and redevelopable land 

15% for vacant land; 
30% for partially-used 
and redevelopable land 

2. Remove parcels known to 
be uneconomical to develop 

Case by case removal at 
time of map review 

If used, should be 
minimal 

Should rarely occur; 
requires exceptional 
circumstances 

Case by case removal at 
time of map review 

3. Remove parcels with 
known access constraints 

Identify eligible parcels 
at time of map review; 
remove 50% 

If used, should be 
minimal 

Should be a minimal 
number.  Of those, either 
remove 50% (or all) 

Identify eligible parcels 
at time of map review; 
remove 50% 

4. Remove areas unlikely to 
be served by sewers 

Chronic sewer capacity 
problems in different 
parts of the UGA (e.g., 
sewer moratoria) can 
constrain development; 
the 2007 BLR should 
acknowledge this as a 
potential issue and 
recommend monitoring 
the actual impact of 
sewer constraints on 
development over the 
next 5 years for the next 
BLR 

If used, should be 
minimal 

Should rarely occur; 
where it does, assume 
ability to get unsewerable 
urban enclave status and 
subdivide at <4 units/ac 
on septic systems 

Deduct capacity in areas 
unlikely to be served by 
2025; also identify 
existing unsewerable 
urban enclaves and 
assume future 
subdivision densities at 
<4 units/ac on septic 

5. Miscellaneous 
public/institutional purpose 
reduction 

Use 10% deduction (BLR 
2002 Scenario B) 

Remove parcels with 
known future public 
purposes only.  If used, 
should be minimal as 
many public purposes 
now allowed outside 
UGAs. 

Remove parcels with 
known future public 
purpose uses; for 
unknown, apply 
additional % deduction 
based on development 
history analysis 

Remove parcels with 
known future public 
purpose uses; for 
unknown, apply 
additional 5% deduction 
based on development 
history analysis & new 
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Comparison of Methodological Concerns regarding the 2007 Buildable Lands Report 
 
Issue Developer position 

(with revisions to #4, #7, 
#10b, #12, # 15, & #16 
on May 15, 2007) 

Environmental/Citizen 
Group position 

PAC Recommendation 
(April 12, 2007, with 
revisions to #8 & #10 on 
May 10, 2007) 

PDS Approach Used for 
Initial Draft Report 

(recommend 2% 
placeholder until final 
development history 
results in June) 

stormwater detention 
requirements 

6. Surplus institutional/church 
land 

Keep the full 10% misc. 
public purpose 
deduction; don’t assume 
use of surplus land for 
other purposes 

Case by case basis only, 
no additional deductions 
as many are also 
businesses/places of 
employment. 

Misc. public purpose 
deduction % from dev. 
history excludes 
expanded uses; capacity 
calculated for surplus 
land only on case by case 
basis 

Misc. public purpose 
deduction % from dev. 
history excludes 
expanded uses; capacity 
calculated for surplus 
land only on case by case 
basis 

7. Transportation concurrency Chronic transportation 
concurrency problems in 
different parts of the 
UGA (e.g., arterials in 
arrears) can constrain 
development; the 2007 
BLR should 
acknowledge this as a 
potential issue and 
recommend monitoring 
the actual impact of 
transportation 
concurrency constraints 
on development over the 
next 5 years for the next 
BLR 

If used, should be 
minimal.  If arterials in 
arrears will remain 
through 2025, should not 
be in UGA, and UGA 
should not be expanded.  
Reasonable measures 
need to be applied. 

Deduct capacity in areas 
assumed affected by 
arterials in arrears 
continuously to 2025 

Deduct capacity in areas 
assumed affected by 
arterials in arrears 
continuously to 2025 

8. New stormwater detention 
requirements (NPDES) 

Use new % deduction (to 
be determined) 

Need to assess based on 
development history of 
relevant jurisdictions, 
analyses of soil types that 

In cities, no loss of 
achieved buildable 
densities anticipated due 
to flexible plat redesign 

Addressed under #5 
above (Miscellaneous 
public/institutional 
purpose reduction) 
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Comparison of Methodological Concerns regarding the 2007 Buildable Lands Report 
 
Issue Developer position 

(with revisions to #4, #7, 
#10b, #12, # 15, & #16 
on May 15, 2007) 

Environmental/Citizen 
Group position 

PAC Recommendation 
(April 12, 2007, with 
revisions to #8 & #10 on 
May 10, 2007) 

PDS Approach Used for 
Initial Draft Report 

result in increased usage 
of vaults over open 
detention ponds, and 
areas where soils might 
allow infiltration and low 
impact development 
techniques 

and vault options; for 
unincorporated UGA, 
impact of new NPDES 
requirements on actual 
densities in dev history of 
relevant jurisdictions 
should be reviewed as 
basis for determining 
potential modified 
density assumption 

9. CC & R’s (Covenants, 
Conditions and 
Restrictions) 

Deduct capacity in areas 
where CC & R’s prohibit 
future subdivision 

Only apply where 
specifically identified. 

Deduct capacity in areas 
where CC & R’s prohibit 
future subdivision (if 
identified) 

Deduct capacity in areas 
where CC & R’s prohibit 
future subdivision (if 
identified) 

10. Update critical area 
buffers 

Use new CAR buffers: 
(a) 5% unmapped critical 
areas adjustment used in 
2002 too low; 
(b) use 110 ft average 
buffers for wetlands 
based on DOE analysis 
as applied to Snohomish 
County 

Use new CAR buffers; if 
not possible for 2007 
BLR, wait until next 
BLR in 5 years to 
analyze new CAR buffers 

In cities, flexibility of 
onsite density transfer 
options and type of 
remaining available land 
will make impact of new 
CAR buffers minor; for 
unincorporated UGA, 
impact of new CAR 
buffers on actual 
densities in dev history of 
relevant jurisdictions 
should be reviewed as 
basis for determining 
potential modified 
density assumptions 

Use new CAR buffers; 
recalculate unmapped 
critical areas adjustment 
for features not updated 
in SnoScape; use 110 ft 
average buffers for 
wetlands based on DOE 
analysis as applied to 
Snohomish County.  Use 
5% unmapped critical/ 
unbuildable area 
adjustment 

11. Deduct irregularly shaped 
parcels, with steep slopes, 

Case by case removal at 
time of map review for 

Use only minimally as 
many of these lots will be 

Case by case removal at 
time of map review for 

Case by case removal at 
time of map review for 
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Comparison of Methodological Concerns regarding the 2007 Buildable Lands Report 
 
Issue Developer position 

(with revisions to #4, #7, 
#10b, #12, # 15, & #16 
on May 15, 2007) 

Environmental/Citizen 
Group position 

PAC Recommendation 
(April 12, 2007, with 
revisions to #8 & #10 on 
May 10, 2007) 

PDS Approach Used for 
Initial Draft Report 

easements irregular shapes; 
otherwise, use GIS 
overlay process 

used as land becomes 
more valuable over 20 
years. 

irregular shapes; 
otherwise, use GIS 
overlay process 

irregular shapes; 
otherwise, use GIS 
overlay process 

12. New 2007 OFM 
population forecasts 

New forecasts won’t be 
finalized until fall 2007 
(according to OFM) 

Do not use as they won’t 
be available until after 
the report is completed. 

New forecasts won’t be 
finalized until fall 2007 
(according to OFM) 

New forecasts won’t be 
finalized until fall 2007 
(according to OFM) 

13. Assumed densities in 
unincorporated areas 
where cities control utility 
extensions 

Use city zoning; assumed 
densities to be based on 
actual densities achieved 
in these areas 

Use historical data for 
UGAs, not for cities.  
Utilities not usually the 
limiting factor. 

Use city zoning; assumed 
densities to be based on 
actual densities achieved 
in these areas 

Use city zoning; assumed 
densities to be based on 
actual densities achieved 
in these areas 

14. LDMR moratorium Not applicable at this 
time 

Not addressed Not applicable at this 
time 

Not applicable at this 
time 

15. Job forecast vs. recent 
employment trends 

Data to answer question 
should be included in 
BLR 

Not addressed Evaluate 2025 job targets 
relative to recent job 
growth trends 

More information needed 

16. Achieving planned 
densities? 

Data to answer question 
should be included in 
BLR 

Not addressed Not addressed More information needed 

17. Relationship of results to 
reasonable measures and 
UGA expansion 

Not addressed Should be addressed 
clearly in report, 
including processes for 
avoiding UGA 
expansion. 

Include a section in the 
BLR that describes 
necessary follow-up steps

Include a section in the 
BLR that describes 
necessary follow-up steps 

18. TDR/PDR impacts No development history 
is available yet on this 
potential impact; may be 
a future BLR issue 

Report should address 
impact of higher densities 
in UGA receiving areas 
(above base zoning) due 
to TDR/PDR 

No development history 
is available yet on this 
potential impact; may be 
a future BLR issue 

No development history 
is available yet on this 
potential impact; may be 
a future BLR issue 
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